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1. QUESTIONS OFPRIORITY

Some problems appear as more crucial than otheyst i¥not all of us would agree that if
there is a certain situation in which much harrbesg caused but there is another one in which
an even more significant harm is brought aboutvisglthe latter would take priority. This, of
course, does not mean that we should not be woabedt the former, but it implies that at least
our main efforts should be directed to solve thitaNot only consequentialists or deontologists
assume this: it is also an idea that cannot leadiferent those who accept approaches of a quite
different kind. Even those who reject the idearpartiality in ethics will hardly claim that a
striking difference between the harms that two [@wmiatic situations provoke is not morally
relevant.

Most human beings believe that issues of prioniiyeawhen we have to consider whether to
improve a certain situation in which humans findrtfselves or one in which nonhumans are. The
virtually universally accepted view regarding thesthat affairs concerning humans are far more
important and thus have priority over those in Wwhimnhumans are affected. Moreover, this not
only entails that no efforts are carried out inasrdo help nonhumans. It also implies that
nonhumans are systematically harmed to benefit ham@his paper intends to examine the
normative and practical assumptions on which ghisased.

Now, there are two ways in which the priority oétbatisfaction of human interests can be
defended. Firstly, it is sometimes claimed thatmonans’ “moral status” or “standing” is less
significant than the one which humans have. Thesicenders unnecessary a comparison of the
weight of the interests of nonhumans and humanerdar to see if this can be justified we need
to assess whether there is a sound way in whicld#zethat human interests have priority can be
defended. This will be done in this paper in secflo

Of course, irrespectively of whether anthropocentris right or not we still need to know
how to decide which problems have priority. Thisesfion is at the core of normative ethics.

" This paper is still under construction. I'd readippreciate any comment on it, as well as any extra
documentation concerning the facts it presentsigbsssince English is not my native language, I'd
be particularly grateful if anyone who could britmgmy attention the linguistic mistakes I've made i
it). I'd also be very grateful if this draft wererfvarded to anyone who could be interested on it.

Any comments can be sent to:

OHorta (a) dilemata.net
or else to:

Oscar Horta

Faculdade de Filosofia, Praza de Mazarelos s.n.
Universidade de Santiago de Compostela
15782 Santiago de Compostela (Spain)



Questions of Priority and Interspecies Comparisohlappiness

However, my intention here is not to defend anyipalar theory. Rather, | only intend to present
some facts concerning the well-being of humans mothumans and see how they should be
evaluated from the point of view of different notiaa principles. It is at this point were we will
have to appraise the second way in which the pyi@i human interests can be defended: by
assuming that their weight is higher. That is, bysidering that even if humans do not have a
higher moral status, they lose more than nonhumanads if their interests are not satisfied, and
gain more if they are. Assessing whether thisescthse entails the problem of what should be the
relevant features which such an estimation wouletla take into account. For some theories this
IS not very problematic (for classical utilitariam, for instance, it is well-being simpliciter that
has to be considered). But for some others (sucth@se dealing with equality) it has been a
matter of much discussion what should be the cayréimey should use. Section 3 and 4 deal with
this matter. They consider the way in which we carry out a comparison between members of
different species as regards how their lives cahdmmfare. (This is a hard problem, and for this
reason this section will be a bit technical. Anyhalose who are not too meticulous as regards
the conceptual tools which will be used in the oéghe paper can skip it).

Once these problems are dealt with, we can congidezmpirical facts concerning the state
of the world nowadays which are relevant to thetenawe are assessing. This task is tackled in
sections 5 and 6. In them, a compared estimatioth@fhappiness of humans and of those
nonhumans killed for being eaten is carried out.

The results thus attained are the background agatmsh we can judge the way in which
different possible courses of action could imprdve present situation. This appraisal is carried
out in section 7. The conclusions that can be dr&ram it are shown in section 8. Section 9
closes with some brief considerations on the inagiims of the results which the paper reaches.

2. ANTHROPOCENTRICSPECIESISM

There are four ways in which the idea that humderasts should be taken into account
primarily has been defendéd:

(a) By definition?
(b) By claiming that humans have a higher ontolalgstatus because they possess a
certain feature whose existence cannot be veiifieshy way’

! The most exhaustive analysis of the different argnts for and against anthropocentrism that has
been offered thus far can be found in Evelyn PluBayond Prejudice: The Moral Significance of
Human and Nonhuman AnimaBurham: Duke University Press, 1995). The waywimch Pluhar
introduces and classifies them is, however, diffefeom the one | have presented here.

% See Richard Posner, “Animal Rights: Legal, Phipscal and Pragmatical Perspectives,Aimimal
Rights: Current Debates and New Directiprexl. Cass Sunstein and Martha Nussbaum (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2004), 51-77; Cora Diamdiitie Importance of Being Human,” liuman
Beings ed. David CockburnCambridge: Royal Institute of Philosophy, 19915-82, andThe
Realistic Spirit: Wittgenstein, Philosophy and Mmd (Massachusetts: MIT, 1995).

® See for instance Aristotle’Bolitics, particularly 1254a—1256b (many versions availake for
instance Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1998aqlain Fernandez-Creuhet Navajas, “Antropologia
al servicio de la bioética: el humanismo metafiSicbuadernos de Bioética (1996): 462-69; James
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(c) By claiming that only humans have certain &b#i given their developed intellectual
capacities, asuming that this makes the satisfactigheir interests more important in
one way or anothér.

(d) By claiming that humans are engaged in cer&ddusive relations (of solidarity,
fraternity, and the like) with each other, whiclstjfy that they favor the satisfaction
of humans’ interests over those of others.

As it is not difficult to see, (a) and (b) are qu@s-begging: they just state claims which
cannot be verified, and thus constitute no sougdraentation to justify the view they favor. As
for (c) and (d), they do not beg the question, thefy do not draw a line between humans and
nonhumans either. As a matter of fact, these reménts are not satisfied by all humans. Many
humans lack complex intellectual capacities and raoeengaged in relations of sympathy or
solidarity with others. This is interesting sintehows that those who propose that these criteria
be adopted should agree to the withdrawal of teeuees that are used nowadays to assist those
human beings who lack the cognitive or linguistidiies which most humans have, or who are
not taken care of by other humans. In effect, inmagh as they accept the use of honhuman
animals (for the production of food, clothes, fotetainment, etc.) on the basis of such criteria,
they must also accept the use for similar purpo$éisose humans who do not satisfy them. The
fact that many would not be prepared to accept suatove,but still appeal to the mentioned
criteria in order to defend the use of nonhumanseasurces at our disposition, shows that a
speciesist prejudice is actually obstructing a faird clear-sighted appraisal of the issue.
Opposition to the exploitation of those humans wlloonot meet certain conditions can only be
held consistently if we reject such conditions @®ga for moral consideration.

But this is not the main reason why these critehiauld be rejected. There is another one
which, in my opinion, is a stronger one: they ao¢ relevant with respect to the impact which
their adoption may imply. Having certain intellegtuabilities or being engaged in certain
relations with others can imply that in some speaircumstances we may be affected positively
or negatively in some ways. But it is not what deiees whether someone can be harmed or
benefited as such. Hence, we will have a reasogj¢ct the mentioned criteria if we assume the
following claims: (i) that experiencing well-beirg satisfying one’s preferences is valuable; and

ReichmannEvolution, Animal ‘Rights’ and the Environmedh¥ashington: The Catholic University of
America Press, 2000); Tibor Machdytting Humans First: Why We Are Nature’s Favo(i@xford:
Rowman and Littlefield, 2004).

4 See for instance René Descarfiscours de la méthod@nany versions available, see for instance
Paris: Vrin, 1930); R. G. Freynterests and RightsThe Case against Anima[©xford: Oxford
University Press, 1980); Michael Leatygainst Liberation: Putting Animals in Perspecti@ndon:
Routledge, 1991); Luc Fernie nouvel ordre écologique: l'arbre, I'animal ethbmme (Paris:
Grasset, 1992); Peter Carruthef®ie Animal Issue: MoralTheory in Practice (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1992); Roger Scrutbnmimal Rights and Wrong@.ondon: Metro,
1996).

® See for instance William Whewellectures on the History of Moral Philosophy in Eargd (John
Parker: London, 1852), in particular 223; Jesus tetls, jVivan los animales(Madrid: Debate,
1998); Thomas Scanlollyhat We Owe to Each Othédarvard: Belknap, 1998); Lewis Petrinovich,
Darwinian Dominion: Animal Welfare and Human Intst(Massachusetts: MIT, 1999).



Questions of Priority and Interspecies Comparisohlappiness

(i) that what is valuable must—in some way or &eot—determine what is right to do. Of
course, we can reject any of these claims. Bufdbeis that none of them seems to be easy to
deny. In any case, as | have pointed out abovewsdf nevertheless accept any of the
aforementioned criteria, then we will have to bamind that it will not allow us to defend an
anthropocentric stance. Rather, it will excludenbmbnhumans and a number of humans.

To conclude: the idea that humans have a highealstanding has no base. It is a form of
speciesism (i.e., discriminatibagainst those who do not belong to a certain spesin this case,
Homo sapiens-). In other words, it is what we can call anthropatric speciesisrhin order to
judge the matter in a non-biased way we need tsiden the interests of all the involved,
regardless of the species to which they belong.

3. FORTUNE

The rejection of anthropocentric speciesism hasomapt consequences in those cases in
which we face conflicts of interests between indiils belonging to different species. In
particular, it entails that we need to ponder théerests of all the individuals involved
irrespectively of the species to which they belohgey should be considered according to the
weight they have. But depending on the view we oldormative ethics and political philosophy
we may disagree as regards the relevant featube taken into account for that task. On some
accounts, it has to be well-being or, alternativpheference satisfaction (in fact, although in the
rest of the paper, | will use the term ‘well-being/hat | will say will apply equally to those views
concerned with objective well-being and to thosencesned with preference§)However,
according to other views, considering only wellfgeior preference satisfaction may be too
simplistic: maybe what we need to consider is sbingt different, which, following Jeff
McMahan? we can call “fortune”. With this term we can dembibw good or bad an individual is
faring, perhaps in relation to how it could be rfigrt° Fortune may perhaps be coincident with
well-being. But this does not have to be necesstrd case. The issue needs to be appraised.

® By discrimination | mean here, in a broad senke, unjustified disadvantageous treatment or
consideration of someone. | am not treating thiscept as one concerned (or merely concerned) with
the distribution of social benefits, but as one athhas to do primarily with our moral attitudes
towards potentially morally considerable beings.

" Anthropocentric speciesism is just one instancepeaciesism. It is also speciesist, for instance, t
discriminate against those who are not mammaldppexample, against those who are not frogs.

® The reason for this is that well-being can be wstded in terms of preferences. We can assume that
something is affecting negatively our well-being emhwe would prefer it not to continue, and
positively when we would prefer it to continue. @ other hand, we can also assume that when
something is affecting negatively or positively amell-being we instantantly develop a preference
against or for it.

° See Jeff McMahan, “Cognitive Disability, Misfortenand Justice,Philosophy and Public Affairs

25 (1996): 3-35, and’he Ethics of Killing: Problems at the Margins offel (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2002), 145-61.

1% Note the difference between this notion of fortanel fortune understood as how one is endowed by
the natural lottery in a Rawlsian sense, as whemnefes to “fortune in the distribution of natural
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Of course it could be claimed that it is not claarall that we should be concerned with
fortune or well-being. On many accounts, what weusth care about is not outcomes, but rather
the ways in which they can be achieved. This iemgéd by some forms of egalitarianism. Peter
Vallentyne has pointed out that adopting eithethee approaching would not be relevant for an
interspecies assessment such as the one we neaytwut heré’ He appears to be right, at least
in practical terms. Given the way things actuallg e the world in which we are living, we can
reach similar conclusions if we consider outcomespportunities. When it comes to the current
situation of humans and nonhumans, asymmetriesgasds initial advantages and disadvantages
bring about similar asymmetries as regards levielsappiness. However, this does not mean that
the analysis of the question should be the samedohn criterion. In fact, as we will see later, the
case is more controversial when we consider outsdh@ when we consider opportunities for it.

I will concentrate on the former precisely for thaason. Once the question is examined from that
point of view, we may also consider it by focusorgopportunities.

3.1.WELL-BEING AND POTENTIAL

McMahan and Vallentyrlé have been some of the few who have assessed éstiauof
what is fortune. As they have pointed out, there several possible units of it a priori. The
following ones seem to be some of the best careidat the task:

(i) experiential well-being simpliciter
(ii) experiential well-being in relation to specigstential
(iii) experiential well-being in relation to indiguial (intrinsic) potentia?

Besides, each of these unities can also be redatvio moral standing, so we could have
three more possible units, that is: (iv) well-beiredated to moral standing; (v) well-being in
relation to species potential relativized to mostdnding; and (vi) experiential well-being in
relation to individual (intrinsic) potential relatzed to moral standing.

Now, in spite of its initial plausibility, both {iiand (ii)—and thus (v) and (vi)—are
guestionable. As McMahan has shown, the view wiaippeals to species potential, which he
calls species norm account, must be rejected asundsor even as speciesist: if the abilities that
someone has should be appraised in relation to poteatial, this should not be the potential that

assets and abilities, his intelligence, strengtid, the like” (John RawlsA Theory of Justic§Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1972], 137).

1 vallentyne, Peter, “Of Mice and Men: Equality afdimals,” Journal of Ethics9 (2005): 403-33,
4009.

12 |bid. Vallentyne departs from the seminal accafriteff McMahan.

3n fact there are other accounts of well-beingefation to potential which could be assumed apart
from the ones presented here. For instance, agntafie also shows (see ibid., 414-18), we could
consider not the difference between actual andnpiatevell-being, but the ratio between them, or we
could take into account actual well-being in relatio the average potential for well-being (andheac
of these views could be considered with respeeitter species or individual potential). Anyhowe th
arguments against the consideration of potentiglyaip them all.
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others have, but only the one she Hasevertheless, the fact is that there are reasobslieve
that the relativization to potential must be regelcaltogether. This is so because, although an
(individual) intrinsic potential account avoids tir®st serious objections which the species norm
account faces, it nevertheless falls prey of otbetious objections, at least if we hold an
egalitarian stance. Vallentyne has showed this bynting at the possibility of radical
enhancement through technological means of thenpakéor well-being of different beings.By
means of this it could be possible to reach a patimthich we could equalize everyone’s potential
for well-being, irrespectively of the species toievheach individual belong$.Besides, it should
be noted that there are many who think that thoseams who have little potential for well-being
from the very moment they exist (due to some germ@toblem, for instance) are unfortunate for
that. This idea contradicts a conception of fortaneh as the intrinsic potential accotit.

To these arguments, which seem already convindingould like to add another one.
Consider the next thought experiment. Suppose we we a sort of Rawlsian-styled super-
original position at the moment at which the unseewas created. There we could decide the
potential for happiness that each individual woudde in the future. But we would have to take
such a decision without knowing which place we $thamccupy when we were lately incarnated
as beings actually living in such universe. In ggenario we would have to put under the veil of
ignorance not only our situation in society, bigoabur species, as well as the capacities given to
each one by the natural lottery. It seems thattegahism would certainly require from us that in
a situation of this sort we chose a world in whaleryone had equal capacities (even if that
would certainly mean sacrificing diversity for teake of equality). This being so, it seems that
egalitarianism does have something to say regattimglifferences in the levels of happiness that
two individuals may enjoy if the potential they leag not the sam@.

There is a possible objection which could be preskagainst this conclusion. It could be
claimed that if the capacities for enjoyment of sotyeing were significantly enhanced her
identity would be lost: she would no longer be #zne individual. However, it is not clear
whether this would be so. We can probably draw reclesion of this sort if the conception of

Y See McMahan, “Cognitive Disability, Misfortune, cadustice”, 12-14, 25-27, arithe Ethics of
Killing, 146-49, 216-17, 324-25, 327. McMahan’s alterraiiv “Cognitive Disability, Misfortune,
and Justice” is the “individual possibility accoynivhereas inThe Ethics of Killinghe just refers to
the “intrinsic potential account”. See also Frekldfaufman, “Speciesism and the Argument from
Misfortune,” Journal of Applied Philosoph$5 (1998): 155-63; Scott Wilson, “The Species-Norm
Account of Human StatusBetween the Speci@és(2005), http://cla.calpoly.edu/~jlynch/wilsomiit
(accessed 22 January 2006); and, more in genaraksIRachel€reated from Animals: The Moral
Implications of Darwinisn{Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1990).

'* Ibid., 419-20.

' McMahan'’s account of fortune has been also czigidiby Richard Arneson, although for different
reasons. See Richard Arneson, “What, if Anythingnéers All Humans Morally Equal,” iSinger
and His Critics ed. Dale Jamieson (Oxford: Blackwell, 1999), 128-111-17.

7 See Vallentyne, “Of Mice and Men”, 404, 411, 423.

8 In spite of this criticism of McMahan’s account foftune | keep using the term since it may be
nevertheless informative. Others, such as RogapCwould prefer to abandon it, on the basis that i
would be redundant once we do not take into accpoténtial in order to consider it. See Roger
Crisp,Reasons and the Go@@xford: Oxford University Press, 2006), 160.
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identity we have in mind is only a narrative oneait Bhere are other ways in which we can
understand what is that in which the persistencandividuals primarily consists. We can
maintain that what is relevant for it (either diemfically or through possible worlds) is the
gualitative or even the numerical identity of sommeg in particular with which that individual
can be essentially identified (such as a brain,oeganism, a flow of consciousness, some
connected contents of consciousnesS.Of course it could be claimed that the being befor
enhancement would be very poorly connected withohieg already enhanced. But it is not clear
why that cannot be enough for us to claim thatfdneer cannot become the latter (just as we can
accept that a toddler and an old man are the sadmdual). At any rate, it is not clear either
whether this controversy decisively affects thelieggan arguments described above. The fact
that individuals could a priori have equivalentdbsvof potential for happiness may be presented
as a reason to dismiss the consideration of intripstential regardless of whether or not such
potential can be enhanced in the case of actuaidhudls® The reason for this is that the
mentioned thought experiment can show us what élsé $ituation might be regardless of whether
it can be attained or not. And it shows that suithason would be an ideal one in which
everyone’s happiness were equalized, regardleemfactual potential.

3.2.THE APPEAL TOMORAL STANDING

Vallentyne’s rejection of the appeal to potentialels him to conclude that egalitarianism
prescribes a significant move of resources to asmethe well-being of nonhuman animals. He
finds this conclusion problematic, and for thiss@a he has looked for some manner in which it
could be rejected. The way in which Vallentyne trad to avoid such a conclusion has been by
means of arad hoc stipulation: rather than considering interests Wiell-being) as such, he
proposes to take into account “well-being dividgddegree of moral standing®He has then
assumed that at least certain humans would hawegiee of moral standing higher than that of
nonhumans. This allows him to dimiss (although awolysome extent) the conclusion he would
have had to assume otherwise. Such a move shoutdjéeted, though. There are reasons to
claim that the introduction of the notion of “moithnding” is either redundant or unjustified. If
someone can live a life which can fare well or we can say that she has interests in being
benefited and in not being harmed. And we can tkiak that gives us reasons, or motivates us,
not to harm her and also maybe to benefit her.d®eais that mean that she has some feature or
property such as “moral standing”? | would sayaesl not. It seems to me that the notion of
“moral standing” is a construction that moral agefar rathesomemoral agents) create in order

9] am aware this means stretching a lot what ahslpgist accounts of our identity can assume.
Nevertheless | think that this account can makenrdor this idea—at least if the enhancement is
completed gradually—in as much as it accepts tloanectedness, rather than continuity, is the
necessary condition for persistence, (see Derdiit,FlReasons and Persof®xford University Press,
Oxford, 1984], chapter 12).

2\We must bear in mind that such an enhancemenbedactually impossible not only for problems
concerning the persistence of the identity, bub @se to technical impossibilities, yet this doe$ n
implies that thoughts experiments considering fiincd be revealing.

L vallentyne, “Of Mice and Men,” 432, 426n.
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to account better for the way in which they thing should behave towards others. But | will not
defend this claim. | am not concerned with the ipleyaics of this concept here, but only with its
normative value. What | do want to point out istttis notion cannot be a sound one to use in a
normative theory. The reason is this. The concdptnmral standing” can be defended by
appealing either to some metaphysical abstractida some empirically recognizable trait—such
as the possession of interests—. The former lineafoning can hardly be successful, since, not
being open to verification, begs the question (ashave seen that it happens in the case of those
defenses of anthropocentrism based on criteriisfsort). For its part, the second one may be
sound, but it ends up rendering the very idea afaingtanding either redundant or actually self-
defeating. The appeal to “moral standing” eitherkesaa difference with respect to the mere
consideration of well-being or is simply superflgolf the latter is the case, then it is clearly an
unnecessary notion whose introduction can only ns@kese as a linguistic shortcut: otherwise it
just makes things clumsier without adding anytrsngtantive. On the other hand, if the concept
of “moral standing” is justified because it is bdiga an appeal to well-being (or to capacities for
well-being)?? then any alteration this concept may imply witference to the consideration of
well-being itself will not be justified® If well-being is what ultimately matters, it seetmardly
acceptable to limit or to distort its consideratmm the basis of a notion which is intended to be
justified precisely by an appeal to well-being (ashappens, in particular, when thresholds
concerning the possession of moral standing arergrd Hence, the options (iv), (v) and (vi)
must be discarded as sound accounts of what foitune

In fact, it should not be a surprise that thisasBhe reason why Vallentyne may have been
reluctant to accept this initial conclusion may Mo the deep-rooted speciesist prejudices which
we all have® And the existence of such prejudices should duseto be cautious before we
accept stipulations such as the one we have jusidered. Ad hoc provisos informed by biased
views seldom make sound solutions.

3.3.A SIMPLIFIED CONCEPTION OFHAPPINESS

In light of what we have just seen, it seems tipiba (i), i.e. direct experiential well-being,
could be considered the best unit to be taken amtmount when it comes to comparisons of
fortune. Note, however, that in order to compare fibrtune that different individuals have it
would be quite partial to look only at somethingglitheir sinchronic well-being. Rather, we need
to take into account how well or bad they fare tigtwout their whole lives. Perhaps the term
‘well-being’ (as ‘diachronic well-being’) could beppropriate to call this aggregate well-being. |
will nevertheless use a different word, ‘happindsshame it, in order to distinguish it from the

2 |bid. It must be noted that if capacities for wiedling are relevant it must be because well-being i
3| am considering here total well-being. Note alsat “moral standing” is often used as a notion to
denote the moral importance than one’s life mayeh#v later sections | present a way in which this
can be accounted for in terms of well-being (byinslag that our interest in living depends on our
interest in having a well-being which death migapdve us of).

** See ibid., 424.

5 As it is also pointed out in Nils Holtug, “Equalifor Animals,” inNew Waves in Applied Ethjosd.
Jesper Ryberg, Thomas Petersen and Clark Wolfi{Bsiike: Palgrave Macmillan, 2007), 1-24.
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well-being we experience during much shorter pexidlt | will assume that the total happiness
an individual has during some time is the additéthe well-being she has through that time (or
alternatively, as | said before, of her degree offgrence satisfactiorff. This is certainly
controversial. It is not clear whether how goodbad our lives as a whole are for ourselves is
something equivalent to the sum of well-being whicére is in them. Some may claim that the
time at which we experience some well-being altere good or bad a life is as a whole. (For
instance, some may defend that whether one’s veafigo has been evenly or irregularly
distributed may bring a different total outcometasow one’s life has been, or that a life with
growing levels of well-being is better than onehadiminishing ones, even if their total aggregate
well-being is the samé’)Nevertheless, | will make this assumption for #ake of simplicity:
otherwise the calculations that we need to cartyhewe would be too complex. (That would be
unnecessary, since the results that would be rdasioeild not diverge in the relevant aspects
from the ones that will be reached here).

3.4.THE HARM OF DEATH

Another factor to be considered concerning the imggs of an individual has to do with the
harm which death can inflict on her. Epicurus’sirolahat death is no evil since it is not
experience®f can be responded by pointing out that death harnsince it deprives us of a
certain amount of happine$s0r, alternatively (and more precisely) that itais extrinsic harm
which can be assessed by comparing the life we liave die at some timé with the life we
could have if we went on living after’® But, if this is so, how can we estimate the dedeee

% There is another way in which this could be dongerms of “Happy Life Years”, as characterized
by Ruut Veenhoven. He has defined Happy Life Yearsife Satisfaction (measured on a scale of 0
to 10) multiplied by Life Expectancy and divided dY. See Ruut Veenhoven, “Happy Life-
Expectancy: A Comprehensive Measure of Quality-ibé-in Nations,”Social Indicators Resear@
(1996): 1-58. The problem with this approach id theés assuming that well-being or happiness can
be measured ordinally in a 0 to 10 scale. Of cqutsean be objected that the level of happiness
someone could attain could always be higher. Whemasgume that our happiness is between 0 and 10
we are assuming a certain level as our top. Ifiths not necessarily the case, then we shoukttej
such a scale. On the other hand, if there is suop,ahis would surely not be the one which we lgou
usually hold as a reference to consider how happwang, but rather the levels of happiness which one
would experience (or expect to experience) normallgne’s life. It would be much higher, so that
our scores would be insignificant.

2 See John Bigelow, John Campbell, and Robert Rergébeath and Well-Being, Pacific
Philosophical Quarterly7l (1990): 119-40; J. David Velleman, “Well-Beiagd Time,” Pacific
Philosophical Quarterly72 (1991): 48—77; Frances M. KamMorality, Mortality. Vol I. Death and
Whom to Save From (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1993), 41-42--58, 67—71; John Broome,
Weighing LivegOxford: Oxford University Press, 2004), chaptér 1

8 See Epicurusletter to Menoeceugmany versions available, see for instahedters, Principal
Doctrines and Vatican Sayindisdianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill, 1964], 53-59).

9 See Thomas Nagel, “Deatlybis4 (1970): 73-80.

%0 See in particular Broom&Yeighing LivesOn death and the value of life see also L. WeSmener,

“A Matter of Life and Death,/Nols10 (1976): 145-71; Harry S. Silverstein, “The EwvilDeath,”
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which death harms us? This issue is a rather cormgrie (due to which this section of the paper
will be the more speculative one). In order to aedtdor the harm of death we need to clarify
what is that of which we are deprived by'itWe can consider at least two possible ways in whic
this question can be assessed:

(a) According to what we can call, again followikigMahan, an intrinsic potential account
of the harm of death, dying would deprive us frdme possibility of attaining the maximum
possible happiness we could reach given our intriogpacities. Given this, we may believe the
harm of someone’s death to be the difference betwee total diachronic happiness and her
maximum possible happiness level. On the other hanohight be claimed that this is not
realistic. Death is not the only reason why we @b fully fulfill our potential for happiness.
Death only makes it impossible that we fulfill supbtential after the timé at which we die.
According to this, perhaps the harm of death iswvedent to the difference between the maximum
possible happiness attainable by the one who dies the moment at which she dies minus the
happiness she could have attained had she notatte@vhich would not reach such maximum
level due to other factors different from her dgath

(b) In addition to this, there is another quitéfetent way in which we can conceive the
harm death can be. According to an egalitarianaggr, death would deprive us of the possibility
of reaching the maximum possible happiness we catifdn in a case of radical enhancement.
The harm of someone’s death could then be undetsésothe difference between her total
diachronic happiness and the maximum possible happiwhich anyone could get in the event of
radical enhancemeritOr, alternatively, as such difference minus thppliess she could have

Journal of Philosophy7 (1980): 401-24; Anthony L. Brueckner, and Jdartin Fischer, “Why Is
Death Bad?,”Philosophical StudieH0 (1986): 213-21; Fred Feldma@pnfrontations with the
Reaper: A Philosophical Study of the Nature andu¥alf Death(Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1992); Kamm,Morality, Mortality. Vol . McMahan,The Ethics of Killing Geoffrey ScarreDeath
(Stocksfield: Acumen, 2007).

31| will use the term deprivation here but what llveay will stand if we believe that rather than a
deprivation death is an impediment, or simply aanéwhich makes it impossible that we get some
goods. That is, | am not assuming that our futgrelieady ours and death takes it out, or any
metaphysical claim of the kind.

%2 This would not include the possible future happiahich we would not experience due to future
deprivations of well-being not due to death (irexspvely of whether their cause be previous orrlate
to moment). Even if we do not die at a certain time it isadl that other factors would surely make it
impossible that we reach that maximum level attat time. Suppose that | suffer an accidertt, at
which | lose both legs. After some yearst,at die. | am then deprived of the possibility eching
my maximum level of happiness aftgrby death. Yet, due to my accidenttathere was no way |
could reach that level of happiness aftezven if | did not die then.

%1n as much as death ais a harm because due to it we cannot have thebeilg we would
experience if we did not died fatdeath is a harm that every being with the capdoithaving a well-
being can suffer. Besides, the rejection of theeappo “moral standing” implies that it would be
unjustified to draw thresholds as regards how dkeatms different individuals.

10
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attained had she not diedtdtn as much as it would not reach such maximurelldue to factors
not related to her intrinsic potential).

This second account seems certainly less cleairdmitive than the former. Nevertheless,
there are reasons for adopting it. We can reca# tiee arguments presented above against the
intrinsic potential account (Vallentyne’s appeattie possibility of radical enhancement, as well
as the thought experiment of a super-original posit They seem to support an account of this
kind. Of course, it could be claimed that deathnodrdeprive someone of what she would never
be able to have due to other reasons not deternipéter death, such as the fact that she was
born with limited capacities for enjoyment—everntifs accepted that this is a reason to regard
her as unfortunate—. (This would apply as welhi reason for not having a higher possibility
for enjoyment were one which had nothing to do vdtte’s intrinsic potential—such as one’s
position in society—.) However, there is an argutmehich backs this view. Consider a death at
80 and a death at 20. It seems that the seconi ov@se. A reason to maintain this is that dying
at 20 deprives one of more time to live. But thisre different reason in support of the same
conclusion: the one who dies at 80 has been aHleetdor a longer timé* Hence, she has been
able to “get his part of the cake”, so to speakjctvithe one who dies at 20 has not. The
underlying intuition backing this claim is that tferest scenario would be one in which we all
did as best as possible, i.e., if we fulfilled duli potential. This view is usually maintained
together with an idea of an acceptably long lifefeimed by our knowledge of the average life
expectancy for a certain species and in a certamegt—. In this way, the best situation would
be one in which everyone lived reasonably longsligut if we accept the egalitarian claim made
before, this intuition | am talking about will deéwus elsewhere: we will conclude that the best
scenario would be one in which everyone fulfilledhaximum level of happiness. Any situation
in which someone does not attain that level wilcbasidered worse. And it will be so not (or not
just) in an impersonal sense: it will be worsetfeg one who does not reach the mentioned level.
Hence, whatever impedes that we attain it willinethis sense, an evil for us. Given this, death
will be a harm. And this harm will be equal to thiéference between the actual level of well-
being we reach and the maximum level of happingsshwit would be desirable that we have
according to an egalitarian vieWlf this is so, the harm death is will be equatte difference
between our actual level of happiness and that maxi level.

All this is surely very problematic, but, at anyerain order to avoid controversies, in the
examination of the issue | will carry out in thiager | will try to estimate the harm of death
according to both accounts: the maximum intrinsateptial one and the egalitarian maximum
potential (in the event of radical enhancement).Biowever, | will not try to calculate the

% It should be clear how different these claims #ne:second one, but not the first one, supports an
egalitarian argument. According to it, the deatlsofeone who is 20 years old and may live for a
decade more (but not longer due to some conditiom fwhich she suffers) may be said to be worse
than the death of someone who is 70 years but atillitive for two more decades.

% As | will point out later, using Larry Temkin’s rrminology we could call this difference, the
“complaint”"—even if there is no one to whom we cemmplain. See Larry Temkinnequality
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1993).

% Now, it could be claimed that introducing the hasfreath in our considerations of how fortunate
someone is would be redundant. The reason foightsat the degree to which death would harm an

11
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deprivation of total happiness that the individusi$fer due to reasons other than their death, a
task which would be rather difficult and speculatiV will estimate the harm their death is in a
more simplistic way: by finding the difference betm the level of happiness they reach and their
maximum potential. Due to this, the calculus w#l & bit less exact. In any case, we must take
into account that the basic aim of the estimatiwalllcarry out here will be to make a comparison
between the harm death means for different indadgluGiven that | will proceed in the same way
in the case of all the individuals involved, inetiales may be somehow less relevant.

Now, another problem for such a calculus ariseswte have to deal with individuals who
live lives with negative levels of happiness. lelsgases we could proceed in two different ways:
(a) We could keep the same kind of calculus (adgngrtb which the harm of death would be still
tantamount to the maximum possible level minus thegative—happiness level, hence being
higher than the maximum level itself). (b) We coaksume that in these cases the harm of death
is equivalent to one’s potentidlFor the sake of theoretical simplicity, | will asse the former
view here (in any case, that will not alter sigrafitly the results we may obtain in our calculus).

To summarize: | will assume that we may be abletognize the extent to which someone
can be harmed by death by knowing (i) her actuadllef total diachronic happiness, and (ii) her
individual potential and/or the maximum level oppiness?®

individual would be defined by her happiness. Butappraising her fortune we would have had
already considered that factor. Hence, there wbaldo reason for including it again in our calculus
in order to appraise the disvalue that death won&hn for her. This seems a cogent argument.
Nevertheless, there are reasons not to give ugeuat of death in itself. These have to do with th
idea that death is a disvalue which needs to beusted for as such. This view appears to be edtaile
by the rejection of the idea that we may be re@hte Consider the next two scenarios. In the first
one, some individual lives a life with a total hamss of 100. In the second one the individual dies
when her happiness has reached the point of 5Ghbaotanother being starts to exist and livesea lif
whose happiness also reaches the level of 50 simtildies. This being so, it appears that the total
amount of happiness is the same in both worlds. iYeeems that in the second case there is
something going on which makes the first one padfier. Firstly, we could say that in the second
scenario the average level of well-being that ladl individuals involved enjoy is lower (something
which would be seen as negative on some accougspnd, we may also say that the fact that the
first individual dies adds some disvalue to thensc®. If this second idea is sound (and I thinkngna
would maintain it is), it seems that the harm ddittlenust be considered in itself.

3"We may argue against keeping the same calcultisese cases that death can only deprive us of
what we might get. Hence, the harm of death cabadtigher than our maximum level of happiness.
Besides, death should not be to blame for our @a#étrings. On the other hand, we could say that if
someone has lived a miserable life so far she whalte a higher “complaint”, in Temkin’s terms,
than the rest of us. By this | mean that “life webuwe her more”, so to speak, according to an
egalitarian view. Hence, she would be more harmeddath (even if it would be a fact that “life”
would never be able to repay her, that is, thed asatter of fact she would not end up receiving the
goods that would pay for her past suffering evesihé did not die).

3 For lack of space | have been forced to presentigbue in the most simplified way. Someone’s
death at a certain tintecan be considered a harm by drawing a comparistwmeen different possible
lives: the one that she lives if she dies and the other possible lives she may live if shesdhot die
att. But the problem is that there are infinite polssitves she could live if she lives afterthis is

12
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4. INTERSPECIESCOMPARISONS OFFORTUNE DIFFERENT APPROACHES

At this point, we have already the conceptual eapaipt to carry out measures of fortune.
Hence, we can compare the fortune that differesividuals have. In particular, we can make an
assessment of this sort as regards the fortuneeofibars of different species. Now, there are
several ways in which such a comparison can bé&daout. One of them has been the one which
Vallentyne has adopted. For the sake of simplidigy,has focused on possible raisings of well-
being above the “zero level” at which life is worbieing lived. He has not considered those
situations in which the level of well-being of thdividuals affected is actually below zero. In
fact, language can be confusing here. We can sdiyttb well-being or happiness someone enjoys
can be minimized. But what this means is that it ba lower, which is different from being
reduced in size. Someone’s happiness can go bedow just as much as it can rise above it.
Vallentyne’s proposal can only be applied whenititviduals who are being taken into account
have what we can call a positive well-being or hapgs (that is, when their lives are worth
living). However, this is often not the case. (lartcular, as we will see later, the situation is
completely different at least as far as those norruanimals who are bred in factory farms are
concerned, since they endure lives of misery whith not seem to be worth living.)
Consequently, Vallentyne’s study importantly desgatrom the actual situation in which humans
and nonhumans find themselves nowadays.

Two alternatives to Vallentyne’s account will beepented in this paper. The first one will
be the one which is representative of the persgeethich has been commonly referred to as the
‘animal welfare view*® This approach accepts the use of nonhuman animas much as the
harm which is inflicted on them is minimiz&8Hence, it assesses those practices in which
nonhuman animals are affected by taking into accdle well-being directly experienced by
them. The second approach will be a wider one, vhidl also take into account deprivations of
well-being. In the next sections, the fortune ofmams and of those nonhumans who are harmed
by being raised and killed for human consumptioll & contrasted according to these two
approaches. | will assume an arbitrary scale forsueng fortune, whose aim will be simply to
compare different levels of it.

the essence of what McMahan calls the “epistemosbdgiroblem” for the assessment of the harm of
death (see McMahar,he Ethics of Killing 106-7)—. Ultimately, we must choose some relevant
maximum level of well-being she could have reachkdhave indicated two strong candidates,
although others could be presented as well (su¢hfoasinstance, the maximum level that the
individual could reach in the event of partial emtement—to allow for a higher psychological
connection). In any case, the results which we daliis obtain would not be notably different from
the ones we will reach by considering potentiahermaximum possible level as our reference.

% The animal welfare view has also been calledsfmrt, ‘welfarism’. We must note the difference,
though, between this meaning and other two which tdrm can have, which denote two different
ideas: (i) the claim that the ultimate locus ofuels well-being; and (ii) the claim that the cumcg

for justice should be well-being (albeit those wdmxzept the former often defend the latter as well,
these two views must nevertheless be distinguisisddgically different).

0 For an examination of this approach see Gary an€ione Rain without Thunder: The Ideology of
the Animal Rights MovemefRhiladelphia: Temple University Press, 1996).
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5. COMPARED FORTUNE ACCORDING TOTHE “A NIMAL WELFARE’ PERSPECTIVE

In order to carry out an interspecies comparisowelf-being we need to ponder, even if in
a very speculative way, the happiness that is bepatized by humans and nonhumans. Let us
start with the former. There are between 6 andlibhg of human beings living nowadays. Let us
assume for this analysis a number of 6.3 billiinss for their happiness, let us assume that it
ranks from 0 to 20 (for a period of one y€4r).

Let us now examine the situation of nonhuman arsmahe United Nations’ FAO
estimates that more than 52.8 billion mammals arasB and more than 140.47 million tons of
aquatic animaf$ were killed on 2003 (no data has been availalgjarting detailed data for more
present times)®> Many of these animals are bred in factory farméishr factories, in which their
level of well-being is far below the minimum recgdrfor their lives being worth living. It is not
easy to make a precise estimation of how manyeddlanimals are raised in factory farms, since
data is often inaccurate and in many countries itat available. | will try to make some rough
estimates here of what could that figure amountl twill definitely not claim that they are
accurate. | will only claim that they can be acees a reasonable guess.

We can start with those mammals and birds who aeel In factory farms. Chickens
constitute the huge majority of them: more tharbB@ons have been raised like this each year, at

“11n 2004 the number of human beings was of 6.38®1s. Food and Agriculture Organization of
the United Nations (FAO)Summary Of World Food And Agricultural StatistR05 (Rome: FAO,
2005).

“2There are, of course, human beings whose livesiatrevorth being lived. They are the ones who
kill themselves or who would if they could (suchthese who are being tortured, those who live in
misery but nevertheless go on with their lives lbiseathey must take care of others—for instance,
their children—, or those who do not commit suicfde religious reasons). And there are also, for
sure, others who live wonderful lives. We can nthedess assume a simplified scheme as the one
presented.

43 Figures detailed by species are: 45.9 billion ks, 2.3 billion ducks, 1.2 billion pigs, 857 riati
rabbits, 691 million turkeys, 533 million geese55hillion sheep, 345 million goats, 292 million
cows and calves (for beef and veal), 65 millionemtd other than rabbits, 63 million birds othemtha
chickens, ducks, turkeys or geese (mainly pigeda23)million buffalo, 4 million horses, 3 million
donkeys and mules and 2 million camels and otheretds, which make a total of over 52.8 billions
of animals. See United Poultry Concerns, “StasisticGlobal Farmed Animal Slaughter,”
http://www.upc-online.org/slaughter/92704stats.h2®04 (accessed 17 October 2006), quoting FAO
Statistical Database — Agriculture.

“The exact figure is 140,475,164 millions of toSge Food and Agriculture Organization of the
United Nations (FAO), “World Fisheries Productio2004),” ftp:/ftp.fao.org/fi/stat/summary/
default.htm#capture (accessed 20 April 2007).

> am not considering here those nonhuman animatsave indirectly affected by animal husbandry
or fishing. Among them there are those who are lohagd dead in lost nets or those who are affected
by the alterations in their environments introdubgdarms (on this see, for instance, Martin Krkgse
Jennifer S. Ford, Alexandra Morton, Subhash Led®m A. Myers, and Mark A. Lewis, “Declining
Wild Salmon Populations in Relation to ParasitesnfiFarm Salmon,Science318 [2007]: 1772-75).
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least during the last yeat$As for the rest of the animals, although the téitaire is difficult to
estimate, it may well be equivalent to a 10-15%eiation to the number of chickens. The number
of mammals and birds raised in farms could thuglbse to 40 billions. But we can anyway
assume a more moderate approximation and claimathagast 32 billion land animals are living
in factory farms.

As regards aquatic animals, around 45.47 tons @ftlare bred on fish factories every
year?’ It is very difficult to assess how many conscianémals are included in 45 billion tons.
This is so given the very different weight they nieywe when they are killed, which depends on
their species, strain and even variations on tmeage for bigger or smaller fish&Besides, it
could be argued that it is questionable whetheresofithese animals can have a well-being. This
is certainly not the case of fishes and other alsimach as cephalopods (I will come back to this
later). But as regards some molluscs such as lagdlvis can be open to discussion, given that
they have very simple nervous systems which areven centralized. A reasonable stance would
be to give them the benefit of the doubt. In ange¢aonsidering all this, and in order to avoid
unnecessary controversies, we can assume a cotigergatimation and postulate an average
weight of 3 kilograms per animal. This means thaeast 15 billions of aquatic animals are killed
in fish farms each year (so at least 47 billionsnohhuman animals are killed evey year).
However, we must take into account that those dsithat are bred in fish farms are often killed
when they are older than one year. We can assumthd sake of simplicity, that they are killed,
on the average, when they are two years old. Aaegrid this, we can conclude that the number
of animals that are living in fish farms is the dtaiof the number of those that are killed per
annum, that is, around 30 billions. Hence, we csauime that every year there is a total of at least
62 billions of animals suffering in factory farms.

What about their happines€?nimals kept in factory farms (including fish fadies)
usually lack any room to behave in a minimally nafmvay. They often suffer from stress as well

46 According to the Worldwatch Institute, 74% of dteos raised in 2006 for food were bred in
factory farms. We can assume similar percentage2063. See Worldwatch Institut8tate of the
World 2006(New York: W.W. Norton, 2006).

"The figure is 45,468,356 million tons. See Food Agriculture Organization of the United Nations,
“World Fisheries Production (2004)".

“8 The word ‘fish’ is used in English as an uncoutgabrm to use both in singular and in plural. Yet
its referent is certainly countable: fishes areasafe beings. Hence it seems that it would be more
adequate to use a term such as ‘fishes’ as thalmtiffish’, in order to recognize them as indivals
rather than as a mass. See Joan Dunayémal Equality: Language and LiberatigRyce, Maryland:
Derwood, 2001).

9 For the sake of simplicity | am not consideringenaseparately the suffering that is caused to
nonhumans when they are killed. Note that suchesuff is often really significant. Painless death
seldom occurs. Firstly, in the case of aquatic afsnit is virtually impossible to kill them without
causing them to suffer. Many fishes undergo exthgmainful deaths when they are lifted from the
sea due to decompression. Others die suffocateckushed under the bodies of thousands of other
fishes, or are frozen, knifed or boiled alived. @wtly, in the case of mammals and birds, even thoug
perhaps some very sofisticated system could acliiésethe truth is that what happens in real world
is completely different: in slaughterhouses a digamnt number of cows are actually skinned alive
while pigs and birds are often boiled alive. Comsithe next quotation from an interview with a
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as from painful conditions. The misery which mamyhem suffer is extreme, so that according to
the scale that has been used so far their leviehgpiness could well be said to fall to, say, -15,
20, or even lower... Some may claim that such figuvesld be too low, though. Although | do
not think this needs to be so, I will not discuss point and assume, for the sake of the argument,
that these animals’ happiness falls between -2-a@dalthough | believe that for a number of
cases these are very moderate figures in relatidnet levels | have set for humaA$Pf course,

worker in a slaughterhouse, Tommy Vladak: “Whendegd up in the catch pen alive, the shackler
beats them over the head with a lead pipe a cafpienes until they’re dazed so he can get a chain
around the hog’s leg—then he hoists it up. By ttiy may have come back to life and be squealing
their heads off. If there are a lot of hogs in ¢latch pen, the shackler doesn’t have the time eches
hand stunner or pipe on them. He hooks them ug aivd sticks them. [slits their throat to drain
blood].... There's no way these animals can blagdrothe few minutes it takes to get to the ramp...
By the time they hit the scalding tank, they’rdl dtilly conscious and squealing. Happens all the
time” (Gail Eisnitz,Slaughterhouse: The Shocking Story of Greed, Neglad Inhumane Treatment
inside the U.S. Meat IndustpaAmherst: Prometheus Books, 1997]). Eisnitz presicconsiderable
evidence to believe that this situation is geneealiat least in the U.S. And slaughterhouses in the
E.U. and other places work with similar methods.

% A groundbreaking work on this issue was Ruth tamjAnimal Machines: Then New Factory
Farming Industry(London: Vincent Stuart, 1964). More than four aldes ago Harrison wrote “The
extent to which farming has now carried its ‘inegeince with nature’ has reached far beyond
depriving the animal of its birthright of freedomsunlight and green fields. It has now reached the
point of frustrating practically every natural imgtt in animals—except the instinct for survivalea

this only exists in some of the intensively reaaeimals” (ibid., 145). The impact which this boadkdh
was instrumental in the creation of the Brambelin@atee by the British Government, which in 1965
recommended some welfarist reforms as regard thatisin of nonhuman animals living in farms. In
light of this, Harrison’s claims can hardly be ciolesed to be far-fetched. In fact, four decadesr]at
although several welfarist reforms have been impletied (particularly in the European Union), the
situation continues to be similar in many basigeess to the one depicted by Harrison. Following
Harrison’s work, the literature on the matter hemsagn a great deal and is very extensive now (among
ethicits probably the best known study on the issas been the one carried out by Peter Singer,
mostly in Peter Singeinimal Liberation: A New Ethic for Our Treatment Adfimals 22 ed., New
York: Random House, 1990), and to a lesser extenPéter Singer and James Masémimal
Factories(New York: Crown, 1980).

Here, however, | refuse to give extensive evideot¢he misery of nonhuman animals living in
factory farms. The reason is this. It is often é&edd that the fact that nonhuman animals live very
miserable lives in factory farms makes a decisi¥iergtnce as regards whether their use is acceptabl
or not. According to this idea, the strength of thems in favor of a vegetarian lifestyle depeods
the situation in which nonhuman animals are indactfarms. Therefore, a description of such a
situation plays a crucial role in the argument. Wéve to reject this idea, though, if we accept that
death cuts the possibility of enjoying any of threnéfits that life may bring, and is thus a harm for
those who have the capacity for experiencing weildy. And, if this is right, then we have reasams t
give up the consumption of these beings regardiésghat the conditions in which they are farmed
are. Of course this does not mean that such conditire not relevant as well. Both the death aed th
suffering of the animals who are killed for beinged are. Given this, | have considered experienced
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these numbers are very speculative. In any castheahrgumentation that | will present above
and the conclusions which can be derived from ilddde more or less the same if we considered
their misery to be either much more or much legsicant (so that their levels of happiness
were, say, of -50 or of -0,01). On the other hgrmethaps some of them are actually above the
zero level. The situation of different animals &rtainly diverse. Laying hens, calves in crates,
breeding sows or fish crowded in tanks are amongedlwhose situation is worse. It seems clear
that their lives are not worth being lived. As fooiler chickens, for instance, the suffering their
overweight causes them and the crowded conditiorvghich they usually live make it hard for
them to live a life which is worth living. Other iamals find themselves in equally painful or
distressing situations. In any case, the main csnmhs that could be reached if we considered
some of these animals to have positive levels ppimess would not be different from the ones |
will get to here. At any rate, note that even i€lsdevels of happiness raised above zero they
could not raise significantly. It is definitely ntte same to have a well-being or happiness of -2
or one of +0.1, but this will not make a differert@re. And again, let me repeat that the situation
would not be different if instead of consideringpexential well-being or happiness we took into
account preference satisfaction: the levels we trtiggn guess would be equivalent to the ones |
have proposed here.

Now, according to the figures as regards numbedshappiness of humans and of those
nonhumans who are raised in factory farms, thodauar of the animal welfare approach would
have to draw a comparison such as the one presentae next figure:

Figure 1: Compared Direct Happiness for One Year

Level of
Happiness
20 F
Otevel 101~ —_
-10 Billions of
6.3 62 individuals

Human Nonhuman animals
beings raised in factory farms

Even if we accept the conservative estimationsrasduhere concerning the happiness of
these nonhumans it is clear that there is a vemwifgiant gap between the situation of humans
and of those nonhumans who are bred in factorydaara.

This analysis, however, is only valid for a shoeripd of time, that is, one year. The
resultant picture can only give us a partial actairthe present situation. This is so in as much
as we assume that individuals exist diachronicallgny human beings live for several decades.
For their part, nonhuman animals living in farme bBeing continuously bred and killed. They are
sent to the slaughterhouse when they are very yodmgoon as this happens, other animals are
brought to existence, live lives that are moreessllike the ones of those who were previously
killed, and are slaughtered themselves. Hence,ameget to a very different picture if we focus
on what goes on during a certain period, rathan #taa particular slice of time. We can consider,

well-being in the estimations made in this pape, Ibhave also tried to avoid an exposition of the
issue as if this was the only factor to be takéo atcount, given the need to consider death too.
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for example, 60 years, and aggregate the numbetssé individuals who will exist during this
period whose levels of happiness we want to asSess.

Carrying out this rigorously would imply considagithe growing rate of the population of
humans and of nonhumans raised in factory farmghfernext six decadééHowever, such a
calculus would be rather speculative, since we caknow the way in which that scale will
evolve during such a long period. Hence, we cardaitdfor the sake of clarity, and take the
present situation as the reference for our appradgmordingly, we can make our estimates by
considering only the current numbers and life etqexry of humans and factory-farmed
nonhumans. By doing so we are assuming that thatsih will be for the next six decades as it is
now (which is a very optimistic guess indeed fonlmaman animals).

*L There are times at which some individuals exist aiiers do not. And comparing the well-being of
someone who exists and someone who does not sxastery problematic issue (see PaRikasons
and Personspart 4; BroomeWeighing LivesBen Bradley, “When Is Death Bad for the One Who
Dies?”,Nols38 (2004): 1-28. However, note that this shoultdbea problem for the calculation we
are doing here, since it only entails a comparibetween different lives as wholes, not between
possible scenarios at a given time.

2 To carry out such a calculus, we would have tet $a pointing out that the resulting number of
human beings for 60 years would be tantamount é rthmber of currently existing individuals
multiplied by (1 + the annual rate of growifiy)This datum can be presented in a simpler way.
Human population in 1980 was of 4.44 billions, iregsto 6.08 in 2000 (Food and Agriculture
Organization of the United NationSummary Of World Food And Agricultural Statisti€03). That
means a growing rate of 1.37 in two decades. Assgitfiis increase to continue at the same step for
the next 60 years, we would reach figures of 8.i8bis in 20 years, 11.41 in 40 years and 15.63 in
60 years. Now, just as human population has beahwéll keep on growing, so has the number of
nonhumans bred in farms (see ibid.) From 1970 f@26e number of mammals and birds raised for
food has been increased wth a growing rate of 253egards aquatic animals the rate has been of
2.01 (ibid.). According to this we may estimatettima30 years their number will raise to 97.3 bitis,
and in 60 years, to 238.33 billions ( (2.53 x 32:5R.01 x 7.5) = 97.3; ((2.53) 32.5) + ((2.08) x

7.5) = 238.33). However, given that these are metjn the case of humans, figures concerning
existing individuals, but regarding the number mdividuals that are killed every year, the calculus
should be different. The total number of animalschiwould be killed would be equal to the number
of currently existing individuals multiplied by (2the annual rate of growirj) The reason is that we
must not only add constinuously the number of extdaviduals that are born, but such surplus added
to the number of previously existing individualsawvere killed. The number thus resultant should be
multiplied according to the rate of proportionabging of factory farming with respect to farming in
general.

Even though this calculus seems right a prioig itery likely that the results we would obtainrfrat
would not be realistic, for two reasons which senbe relevant: (i) it is not clear whether an
exponential growing will continue at the same @kt will depend on several factors, among them
precisely human demography, plus limits imposed coypsumers’ demand and other economic
constraints); and (ii) the proportion of factoryrfain relation to farming in general may well reach
top at a certain point. It does not seem that weaczount for these two premises in a sound way in
calculus such as the one we would need to carrhenat, given the unpredictability of the factorsyth
point at.
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Now, current estimated life expectation for humaings is 67 years.So we can let the
figures concerning human population untouched fopeaiod of six decades. As for those
nonhumans who are killed for being eaten, we heady seen that their number raises to more
than 47 billion each yeaf.Therefore, during 60 years more than 2.82 trifi@amimals would be
killed in factory farms. This means that, accordiaghe more conservative estimations, for each
human living (or, rather, born) withing a period @ years, more than 470 animals live in
considerable misery for being eaten. The resutfingram could then be the following one:

Figure 2: Compared Happiness for Six Decades (DiataRHumans’ Levels)
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Figure 3: Compared Diachronic Direct Well-being f8ix Decades (General Overview)
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The picture which thus results is still more dramakhe asymmetry as regards the situation

of humans and nonhumans appears even more signititcan the one we saw in the previous
figure.

6. COMPARED FORTUNE ACCORDING TOTHE NOT RESTRICTEDAPPROACH

6.1.A COMPARISON OF THEHAPPINESS OFALL THE INVOLVED

We have seen that the animal welfare view impliepadrtant conclusions as regards the
compared well-being of humans and some nonhumapsveter, they have to be seen as
incomplete. This is so since the animal welfarerapgh is objectionable in a very important
respect: it just takes into account some of thensawhich nonhumans suffer from being used for

>3 World Bank Group, “Life Expectancy,” http://www.widbank.org/depweb/english/modules/social/
life/index.html (accessed 21 November 2007).

> This is a very moderate figure, since it setsesiigd significant numbers of those who die in farms
before the moment at which they are ordinarily $erthe slaughterhouse.
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human consumption. The reason for this is that,gssVallentyne’s approach does not consider
negative well-being, the animal welfare view disses the deprivations of well-being. This is
what drives it to consider acceptable the killifghonhumans in as much as they are not caused
to suffer.

Considering positive well-being implies taking ind@count the harm that death means.
When someone dies she is deprived of all the pesitkperiences that she would otherwise enjoy.
Hence the harm that nonhumans suffer by beingdkiiealso to be considered. Well-being should
be taken into account not only directly but alsdirectly. This entails that not only the suffering
of those nonhuman animals who are raised in fadaonms should be pondered. The deprivation
which they, as well as all the other animals that killed for their utilization, suffer by dying
should be also considered. In this way, the resufigures turn out to be even more significant.
In the case of mammals and birds we already knaw3R.8 billions of them are killed every year
for being eaten (all this leaving aside those #rathunted}> As for aquatic animals, apart from
the more than 45 billion tons that are raised bymseof aquaculture other 95 billion tons are
captured?® making together the aforementioned total of 14M#lfon tons of aquatic animals
killed for human consumption. As it was explaindzbwe, it is very difficult to guess to how
many conscious animals do these figures amdunt.any case, if we can still assume the 3
kilogram average rate, then we can conjecture dhdeast 31 billions of aquatic animals are
captured every year. Given that some 15 billiondade killed annually in fish farms, the total
number would be 46, so that the total number ohnaman animals killed for being eaten can be
said to be around 98 billion, i.e., close to a hreddbillion every year. In a period of 60 years the
whole figure would raise to 5.928 trillions, i.6,928,000,000,000 animaig2.82 trillions bred in
factory farms and 3.108 raised in other ways oturag)>°

| have used the expression ‘animals killed fomgegaten’, rather than ‘for food’, since the latter
wording could give the impression that killing theism the only way to obtain food for our
requirements. This is not correct. Indeed, the AraerDietetic Association and Dietitians of Canada
have claimed in an article in which they statertioéficial position on the issue: “Well-planned \&gy
and other types of vegetarian diets are appropf@tall stages of the life cycle, including during
pregnancy, lactation, infancy, childood, and admese” (American Dietetic Association and
Dietitians of Canada, “Position of the American Bt Association and Dietitians of Canada:
Vegetarian Diets,”Journal of the American Dietetic AssociaticftD3 (2003): 748-65, 748,
http://download.journals.elsevierhealth.com/pdisfimls/0002-8223/P11S000282230300294 3. pdf
[accessed 14 december 2007]). These organizatitsts date that such diets are “healthful,
nutritionally adequate, and provide health benéfithe prevention and treatment of certain dis€ase
(ibid.)

*6 95,006,808 million tons. See Food and Agriculteyanization of the United Nations, “World
Fisheries Production (2004)".

>" Many fishes of species which are captured ratham taquacultured” (such as anchovies) weigh up
much less than the average | have been consid&infishes bred in fish factories. Nevertheless,
since others such as tunas are heavier, the prdpmserage can be accepted as an unaccurate
estimation which we can nevertheless accept fosdhke of simplicity.

*8 All this taking into account only official data kich leaves out all the animals that are not kilked
registered slaughterhouses or which are not regjorte

*9(20.8 + 31) x 60 = 3108; (32 + 15) x 60 = 2820.
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What about the happiness of those animals who atreaised in factory farms but are
nevertheless killed for being eaten? Again, itather difficult to calculate this. | will assume,
conservatively, that it can range from 0 to 10séems to me that many animals do have a
happiness higher than this, and that there ardysotteers whose level of happiness is lower than
0.5%1 will nevertheless propose an estimation likes tfor the sake of simplicity (and to avoid
controversy regarding this point).

The resultant diachronic estimation of the harnfesatl by nonhumans raised for being
eaten would be the following one:

Figure 4: Numbers of Nonhumans Killed for Human slanption

The graphics comparing such figures with thoseidgavith humans’ well-being would be
the next ones:

Figure 5: Compared Total Happiness for Six Decad®=tailing Humans’ Levels)

® For a defense of the claim that nonhuman aniniteglin the wild have on the average a negative
level of happiness see Alan Dawrst, “The Predongeasf Wild-Animal Suffering over Happiness:
An Open Problem,”A Collection of Essays on Utilitarianism2007, http://www.utilitarian-
essays.com/suffering-per-kg.html (accessed 26 Nbee2007). The main support for this claim rests
on the very low survival ratio of newborn animalg)o suffer what can be painful deaths when they
have just started to exist. Grown animals who anatdd or fished would not necessarily fall within
this group.
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Figure 6: Compared Total Happiness for Six Deca@&sneral Overview)

Hence, the rate with respect to humans raisessigréficant 1 against 988 (a figure which
is very close to one against one thousand—whichdcbe reached simply by doing a bit less
conservative estimations, by considering the nusmbéthose nonhuman animals not accounted
for in the available statistics, by taking into eent data of posterior years, by adding in our
estimations the more than probable future incregasfrthe number of animals killed for food, by
considering 67 instead of 60 years, etc.—).

6.2.A CoOMPARISONOF THE DEPRIVATION OFHAPPINESSCAUSED BY DEATH

Now, together with positive happiness we also rteetbnsider the harm of death. In order
to do this we need to consider the different lewélsappiness of those involved as well as two
different levels concerning their potential:

(a) As indicated by the intrinsic potential accquwe need to set the levels for the
potential of each individual's psychological capi&s for happiness.

(b) According to the egalitarian rejection of tiérinsic potential account, we just need to
postulate a maximum general possible level forl tdtachronic happiness (which
would be attainable in the event of radical enhares#). This level could be
conceived as either finite or infinite. For the sak simplicity, | will assume its value
to be finite%*

Given these two conceptions of the harm of death,can postulate the next levels of
potentials according to (a) and (b) (for the sakéhe argument, | will assume higher levels for
humans, as most theorists take for granted, ex®mgththeir view might be biased):

®1 Assuming it to be infinite would be drive to a raaromplicated calculus, since if our potential for
happiness is infinite then the loss death mearsdways infinite as well. Hence, we would have to
carry out mathematical comparisons between infigitentities in order to assess relatively how death
harms different individuals.
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Figure 7: Potentials for Happiness (Detailing Hunsahevels)

(The diagram displays curved shapes, rather thaashdo show that the intrinsic potential of

the individuals falling within each of the threeogps are different, and in some (exceptional)
cases actually fall to zero.)

Once we know these levels as regards potentialscamecompare them with the ranks of
actual happiness realized by those belonging tahitee groups considered above. For doing this
we just need to combine figure 7 with figures 5 &ntdence reaching the two graphics below:

Figure 8: Compared Harm of Death (Detailing Humahsvels)
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Figure 9: Compared Harm of Death (General Overview)

In these graphs, the dark grey areas display tfferglice between each individual's
intrinsic potential for happiness and her actualization of it. The light grey areas show the
difference between such realization and the maxiniemel of happiness attainable. Those
differences are tantamount to the harm of deatbawh of the two accounts presented above.

Now, even if these diagrams are considering higghesls for humans, many may claim that
the gap between the potential and the realizatidgrappiness is in reality significantly wider than
what has been represented here. This is a very conassumption. Consistent with it, we should
modify the previous graphs and raise human lewebs tuch higher point, which we can aall
Accordingly, we can draw the next diagrams:

Figure 10: Potentials for Happiness according te tiHuge Gap” View

24



Questions of Priority and Interspecies Comparisohlappiness

Figure 11: Compared Harm of Death according to theige Gap” View (Detailing Humans’
Levels)

Figure 12: Compared Harm of Death according to tHeige Gap” View (General Overview)

6.3.WHY THE “HUGE GAP” VIEW ISNOT CREDIBLE

For the sake of the argument, | will continue froow my line of reasoning as if the “huge
gap” view were correct. But | think that in facietle are strong reasons to reject it. Perhaps the
capacities for pleasure and suffering of most huanéhose who have certain intellectual
capacities) are higher than those of other aninals,they certainly cannot be tremendously
higher in the way in which defenders of the “hugg@’gclaim (at least in the case of vertebrates
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and invertebrates such as cephalopodes and ot@ersgider physical suffering. Afibers and C-
fibers, whose presence make it possible that wiersudre present in other animals apart from
humans, as well as endogenous opioids and opio&pters are. In fact, nociception occurs not
only in the case of mammals or animals with veryetigped brains: there is also evidence of its
occurring in other animals, such as fisffelociception is not equal to pain experience, bist &
strong indication that the latter may take plaaatipularly when it is accompanied by aversive
behavior®® For sure, the brain structures which animals fiédint species have are different, and
so it is very difficult to guess the kind of exparces that they may have when they are in pain.
Yet this does not provides firm grounds for claighthat the experience of pain which humans
and other animals have is of a radically differgmt (even if only in quantitative terms), when the
rest of what seems to be the physiological wiriegded for it is present not only in humé&hs.
The burden of proof as regards this should reshersame side on which it does when it comes
to the recognition of pain in other human beingssiBes, we must bear in mind evolutionary
logic: there is certainly no reason to believe tthat reception of noxious stimuli—or of certain
noxious stimuli particularly significant—should lbseful for the survival and gene transmission
of humans but not of other animals. Some may athaethe intellectual capacities that many
humans have amplify our physical sufferffi@dut this argument does not seem to be sound.

%2 See Lynne U. Sneddon, “Evolution of NociceptiorMiertebrates: Comparative Analysis of Lower
Vertebrates,”Brain Research Review& (2004): 123-30; K.P. Chandroo, I.J.H. Duncad BnD.
Moccia, “Can Fish Suffer?: Perspectives on SenéieriRain, Fear, and Stres#pplied Animal
Behavior Scienc86 (2004): 225-50.

®3 Classics on the discussion of the behavior of nordn animals showing preference displaying are
Marian Stamp DawkinsAnimal SufferingNew York: Chapman and Hall, 1980), andrough Our
Eyes Only? The Search for Animal Consciousrilesv York: W. H. Freeman, 1993); as well as
Donald. R. Griffin,The Question of Animal Awarengs®s Altos: William Kaufman, 1981)JAnimal
Thinking (Harvard: Harvard University Press, 1984), afwimal Minds (Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1992). See also Collin Allen andcMBakoff, Species of Mind: The Philosophy and
Biology of Cognitive Etholog§Massachusetts: MIT, 1997).

® For resources concerning the assessment of suffémi nonhuman animals see Animal Welfare
Information Center, United States Department of i&dture, “A Reference Source for the
Recognition & Alleviation of Pain & Distress in Anals,”
http://www.nal.usda.gov/awic/pubs/awic200003.htmccéssed 12 March 2008); University of
Edimburgh Animal Welfare Research Group, “Guiddiio@ the Recognition and Assessment of Pain
in Animals,” http://www.vet.ed.ac.uk/animalpain/c@essed 12 March 2008). A concise appraisal of
the question can be found in DeGrazia, DaViaking Animals Seriously: Mental Life & Moral Stgtu
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press), 1996, wrap. (I am not going to consider the claim that
also plants can have experiences. Those interest¢is point can see Ted Altar, “The Diversionary
Tactic of Plant Pain”Animal Concernghttp://articles./ar-voices/archive/plant_paininhfaccessed 5
December 2004]; Yves Bonnardel, “Quelques réflexiau sujet de la sensibilité que certains
attribuent aux plantes”, Les cahiers antispécistes5 (1992), http://www.cahiers-
antispecistes.org/article.php3?id_article=40 [asedsl5 March 2006].)

® Michael Leahy has claimed that our linguistic apes have this effect (see Leahigainst
Liberation 256). For an examination on the denials of nordnsis capacity to have experiences see
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Feeling pain is something different from thinkirttat one feels pain. It can be the case that in
certain situations in which we suffer some physpaih we also suffer psychologically. But what
then happens is that we suffer physicalhd psychologically, not that our physical capacifies
suffering are multiplied.

Let us consider now psychological suffering. Mosinan beings are able to suffer in some
particular ways because they have some highly dpeel intellectual capaciti@&We sometimes
face situations in which we suffer psychologicatiya terrible way, so much that we would prefer
to die rather than to go on living if we had tonstssuch a suffering for the rest of our lives. This
fact is usually appealed to in order to claim thaiman suffering is much more significant than
that of other animal¥.Yet there are reasons to question this infereRirst, not only humans
experience psychological suffering, other animailsagd well. Second, note that psychological
suffering cannot be seriously taken to be immenkiggier than (let alone incommensurable with)
physical suffering. We must bear in mind that, jastwe sometimes have to endure terrible
psychological suffering, there are also many caseghich we suffer unbearable physical pains,
also beyond the point at which if we had to stancbntinuously our lives would not be worth
living.®® Our physical suffering can be more significanintisair psychological one. And we have
seen that this suffering needs not be more sigmfichan those of other animals, for the
aforementioned reasons. The conclusion that follles here is that we have no grounds to
suppose that the suffering which a human being exg@grience is significantly higher than the
suffering that another animal with a similar ners@ystem ha¥.

Something similar can be said as regards posh&gpiness. Physical enjoyment can
certainly outweigh purely psychological one. Andsitfar from clear that the physical pleasures
which humans can enjoy can be significantly highan the ones which other animals can enjoy.

Bernard E. Rollin,The Unheeded Cry: Animal Consciousness, Animal Raimh SciencgOxford:
Oxford University Press, 1989).

® There are also cases in which those who haverlassdiectual capacities suffer more due to it.
Suppose someone captures a nonhuman animal (galra) with the intention of liberating her after
a while. She will not be able to let the zebra uatdnd she will be soon free, and so this animil wi
be terrified in a way in which she would not bslie were able to grasp her situation.

®" This has been a common place from Aristotle totemporary defenders of the use of nonhuman
animals such as Frey or Leahy. But even those wjeatrthe consumption of nonhumans sometimes
agree with this idea. See for instance McMaRdre Ethics of Killing 145, 149, 159-61.

® Many of us have been in both sorts of situatidrsoene point in our life. As for myself, | am cénta
that when | had to undergo certain physical paigsuaifering was not on the least less significhat t

in the cases in which | suffered for psychologiedsons. If anything, it was stronger, particulay
some points when it was intolerable without theoh@lsome drug. And it does not seem very unlikely
that my personal experience to this respect singglymplifies what seems to be a fact about the
ability to suffer that most humans have. (Surelgréhcould be much more psychological suffering
which | fortunately have not had to stand so fat,the same goes for physical pain.)

%] have not taken into account perfectionist viewesording to which some activities (or, for that
matter, some enjoyments) are valuable in themsétvasvay in which others are not irrespectively of
how they are experienced and enjoyed. Such pergpagbuld fall among those metaphysical views
which appeal to criteria whose satisfaction cam@otonfirmed.
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In any case, as | said above, the rejection of‘lluge gap” view is not essential for the
argument which will be developed here. In ordeaoid unnecessary controversy, we can accept
it. Of course, we can do it only to some minima#gsonable extent (so, for instance, the idea that
a human would suffer hundreds or thousands of timese than a nonhuman animal—say, a
chicken—from some physical suffering in a simildwation would fall far beyond that extent).

7.WHAT HAS PRIORITY?

7.1.IMPACT OF DIFFERENTPOSSIBLEPOLICIES

In light of what we have seen so far we can ponddch one of several possible policies
could have a more significant impact. Let us coaisfdur different alternatives:

(i) Policy 1consists in helping those humans whose livesviemese without altering the
overall consumption of nonhuman animals.
(ii) Policy 2consists in decreasing the overall consumptiamohuman animals.

(i) Policy 3is twofold. It diverts the available resources#ory out two parallel efforts:
helping those humans whose lives fare worse ancedsging the overall consumption
of nonhuman animals.

(iv) Finally, Policy 4 consists in bringing an end to the consumptionnohhuman
animals.

Each of these policies would alter differently ooty the levels of happiness but also the
number of the individuals who have them. The neéytres represent the way in which this
happens, by showing the results which could be@rpdrom their implementation.

Figure 13: Policy 1. Helping Humans without Altegithe Overall Consumption of Nonhuman
Animals (Detailing Humans’ Levels)
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Figure 14: Policy 1. Helping Humans without Altagithe Overall Consumption of Nonhuman
Animals (General Overview)

Results to be expected from this politize well-being of humans becomes more equal and
is raised on the overall. The harm nonhumans skfeps being the same (which explains why
figure 14 is virtually indistinguishable from figail2).

Figure 15: Policy 2. Decreasing the Overall Constimp of Nonhuman Animals (Detailing
Humans’ Levels)
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Figure 16: Policy 2. Decreasing the Overall Constimp of Nonhuman Animals (General
Overview)

Results to be expected from this palitize number of nonhumans killed for being eaten is
reduced, and so the harm that is caused to thétso humans’ well-being is slightly equalized
and raised on the overall—although, of course,iogmtly less than in the case Bblicy 1—.
This is so because the reduction of the consumpmfoanimals leaves more food—or cheaper
food—available (that is, all the food with which mtmman animals are bred in farms) thus
making it a little easier to reduce famifte.

© The label “Free nonhumans no longer killed” reprets the difference between the number of fishes
which are killed before and after the policy is lerpented. For the sake of simplicity, | have only
considered the animals that are killed nowadays,otieer animals which could have existed if a
reduction in the consumption of nonhuman animad& f@ace

'S0 far | have deliberately omitted any argumeatatiased on the interests humans also have in
ending the consumption of nonhumans, such as hesdons or the waste of land and resources, as
well as pollution, implied by animal husbandry. avie to include them here since otherwise the
analysis of the way in which humans are affectedtlmg policy would be incomplete. But
considerations of this sort do not constitute apdrtant point in favor of the conclusions | am
presenting, as | argue in a later section. The e the interests of nonhuman animals is enoogh t
support them.
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Figure 17: Policy 3. Parallel Efforts (Detailing Hians’ Levels)

Figure 18: Policy 3. Parallel Efforts (General Owezw)

Results to be expected from this politlye harm nonhumans suffer is reduced, although not
much. Humans’ well-being is equalized and raisedhenoverall, less than in the case of Policy 1,
although clearly more than in the case of Policy 2.
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Figure 19: Policy 4. Ending the Consumption of Nemian Animals (Detailing Humans’ Levels)

Figure 20: Policy 4. Ending the Consumption of Nemian Animals (General Overview)

Results to be expected from this poliGdhe harm nonhumans suffer due to their
consumption as food is eliminated altogether. Hwhaell-being is equalized and raised on the
overall, more than in the case of Policy 2, bunsigantly less than in the case of Policy 1 or
Policy 3.
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7.2.SURPRISING BUTOVERWHELMING RESULTS

In light of what we have seen, Policy 4 appearsa@referred from at least eight different
viewpoints. More specifically, it is the one we mimvor according to four different principles
(maximization, equality, maximin or sufficiency—any combination of them—), and if we
focus on either intrinsic happiness or deprivatodnt by death. This is so since the scenario
resulting from the implementation of Policy 4 i thne in which:

(i) total happiness is maximized (i.e., the resfltthe addition of the white areas of
positive happiness minus the areas of negativeihegpis the highest one that any of
the four policies can bring aboub);

(i) the areas displaying the deprivation of hagss caused by death are more
significantly reduced,;

(i) additive equality concerning happiness (thverage of the levels of happiness which
each of all the existing individuals enjoys) is nmaized;

(iv) the levels of the harm that death means to dtierent individuals involved is
rendered more equal;

(v) the level of happiness of those who are faviogse is at the highest point;

(vi) the most significant deprivations implied bgadh are at the lowest level (at least as
far as groups are concerned).

(vii) all the involved (at least considering groypse above a certain minimum level, even
if such level falls very low indeed, actually aetpoint which is necessary for life
being worth living.

(viii) the harm of death that all the involved @irff(at least considering groups and with
respect to the maximum level) falls below a cerfmimt.®

Hence, if we favor any of these principles, thet lpeticy we can promote is not one which
focuses in improving the lot of humans alone. Noitione which aims both at improving the
situation of humans and nonhumans. Rather, andksigpas it may seem to us (in as much as we

2In “Of Mice and Men,” 416, Vallentyne assumes thétitarians would not be compelled to any
significant movement of resources from humans teioanimals (unless we consider the argument
from radical enhancement—see ibid. 420n—). He tetiethis because he supposes that a most
significant increase in well-being can be achieifede spend our resources to raise human well-being
rather than the well-being of nonhuman animals. Hmalysis carried out here shows why
utilitarianism does not imply what Vallentyne clam

3 As it is not difficult to see, the criteria herensidered are (i) maximization concerning intrinsic
happiness; (i) maximization concerning happiness deprived by death; (iii) additive eguality
concerning intrinsic happiness; (iv) additive edgiyatoncerning happiness not deprived by death; (v)
maximin concerning intrinsic happiness; (vi) maxingoncerning happiness not deprived by death;
(vii) sufficiency concerning intrinsic happinessnda (viii) sufficiency concerning happiness not
deprived by death.
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do not assess the huge magnitude of the probleasad\jls Holtug points out, as we are biased),
it is the one which focuses in ending the consummptif nonhuman animais.

There are other possible policies | could have idened. For instance, | could have tackled
a policy which may raise the humans’ happiness foyeasing the harm done to nonhuman
animals. As it is not difficult to see, accordirgany of the criteria | have considered above such
a policy would be far from improving the presertuation. In fact, it would actually make it
worse in all the aforementioned eight respétts.

7.3.A CLAIM CONCERNING LEVELS OFHUMAN HAPPINESSCONSIDERED

It could be objected that the data in the graplsv@lconcerning how human happiness
would be affected by the reduction or the end efdbnsumption of nonhuman animals would set
aside an important point. Some may claim that, givee enjoyment that humans get from eating
animal products, human happiness would be signifigaffected if it had to be given up.

" Colin McGinn has reached a conclusion which isilsinto this one by means of a line of reasoning
completely different from the one | have preseriterke. He has claimed that we should not use others
as means for the satisfaction of our interest¢iabwe should stop using nonhuman animals). But he
has also defended that we do not have a duty towselves as means to others’ ends (so that we do
not have to sacrifize ourselves to help those hgnveimo are not faring well but whom we are not
actually using). See Colin McGinn, “Our Duties toifvals and the Poor,” iBinger and His Critics

ed. Jamieson, 150-61. This argument is controvessiee it could be claimed that we have at least
some responsibility as regards the situation inctvlather humans are, even if only because current
economic relations benefit some and harms otheis #&asuming, of course, that we are part of those
who are benefited). Yet it is also obvious that thélation is not as direct as the one between
consumers of animals and nonhuman animals killedéng eaten (note that we do not literally buy
and consume products made with the bodies otheahs)nEven if we accept that we are responsible
of the situation in which humans suffering from rexte poverty are, the fact is that such a
responsibility is less clear and direct that the e have if we consume nonhuman animals.

| could have also compared different policies WiHielped to stop the consumption of some animals
rather than others. For the sake of simplicitym mot drawing a distinction here between different
nonhuman animals as regards this. It is quite alsvibat the consumption of, say, chickens or cods,
implies the death of many more animals than theswmption of whales. In general, the smaller the
weight of the animals involved, the higher the nensbof those who are killed (see on this Alan
Dawrst, “How Much Direct Suffering Is Caused by Mars Animal Foods?,A Collection of Essays
on Utilitarianism 2007, http://www.utilitarian-essays.com/sufferipgr-kg.html (accessed 26
November 2007). Nevertheless, since the consumpfiomnhuman animals in general seems to have
a common root, drawing a distinction of the kinérss a secondary point to make in comparison with
the main claim concerning whether the consumptfamahumans as such is acceptable or not.

® Frey has added to this argument the economic tpriifigenerates for some R.G. Fréights,
Killing and Suffering: Moral Vegetarianism and A Ethics (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1983). This
argument is a rather weak one. First, we must ajet that just as some may get profits from
breeding, killing or cooking nonhuman animals, oshenay get their income from the production of
vegetable foods (note, also, that the reductiorthef demand for animal products will entail no
dramatic change in the markets, since such reduetii take place, if it does, quite gradually).
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No doubt it is right that human happiness woulddmiiced in a certain respect due to this,
but | find it doubtful that such a reduction coolgtweigh the mentioned benefits in terms of more
food being available. Besides, note that the adtiéra to the tasting of animal products is not no
tasting at all, but the tasting of other dishesd(an fact, for those who want to give up animal
products but are used to their flavor there areyn@ant-made products, available nowadays in
many Western and Eastern countries, which closebgmble the taste these products have).
Hence, giving up their consumption does not meanldls of the experience of tasting as such,
but just the loss of what would be equivalent te thifference between tasting some dishes and
tasting otherg! In contrast, having more food can mean actualynsgthe lives of a number of
humans, which seems to count for much more. Hdreednclusion that human happiness would
on the overall be raised can be maintained. Ystithfar from being an essential point here. The
conclusions | will reach would also stand even & #id not accept this point. Consider the next
graphic, where a significant deprivation of humagilskeing has been included:

Figure 21: Policy 4. Ending the Consumption of Namian Animals according to the
“Significant Deprivation of Happiness” View (Detaiy Humans’ Levels)

Even if these were the results which followed frewlicy 4, this would still be the best
option according to all the eight criteria mentidrebove. (I have not included the alternative

Hence, even if we only consider human happinegsiild not be clear at all that the reasons Frey
points at might counter the advantages for the shad which the spread of a vegetarian lifestyle
would have. (Of course, the main objection agakrsty’s argument is that the disvalue of current
nonhuman animals’ suffering and death outweightsfdrythe disvalue of the alleged losses for
humans he mentions).

"On this very evident though often forgotten paiee for instance McMahan, Jeff, “Eating Animals
the Nice Way, Daedalus137 (2008): 66-76.
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graphic offering not the details concerning thesle\of human happiness but a general overview:
it would be exactly like figure 20).

7.4.CONSIDERINGRESPONSIBILITY AND OPPRESSION

There is a final point to take into account herbe Examination of the issue that | have
carried out thus far would fit what an approachaayned merely with outcomes would require.
But this view has received some strong criticisnasnf different sides. According to some, such
an approach would leave aside the responsibiligzraay have in being in such or such situation.
According to others, these theories set aside th@su relations which bring about the
distributions of well-being we are dealing with. r@i@ luck egalitarianism is, of course,
paradigmatic among the theories which have recdivisckind of criticisms. Those who support a
meritocratic understanding of equality of opportyrdbviously agree to inequalities arising from
differences concerning merit. On the other handa# been also claimed that what egalitarianism
should be concerned with is those inequalities #nse because some agents are systematically
benefited from putting others in a situation whighvorse for them¥®

Taking into account these two lines of criticismpiias considering the reasons why the
present situation of nonhumans killed for beingeeat the one we have seen above. And it is
interesting to note that when we do so the caserbes even stronger in favor of the case for
nonhuman animals (both if we accept the first ahd second sort of critiques to luck
egalitarianism). This is so given that nonhumanmaté are not suffering as they are as a plain
matter of brute luck, let alone, of course, duetheir own fault. Rather, we humans are
responsible of the situation they are enduring.aMethe ones who are provoking their suffering
and their deaths. For those who believe that respitity should be taken into account this can
only be a compelling reason to back the resultshea in the previous section. And this will be
so even more significantly if we think that a sttoa in which some are being benefited from
harming others without their consent (and are falyare of it) is wrong from the beginning,
regardless of the distribution of well-being whidlay result from if®

I can come back here to something | noted at tlggnhang of section 3. So far | have
examined the matter considering outcomes. But shatild we say if instead we believed that the
currency of equality should not be anything likellviaeing or happiness, but rather the means to
get it (for instance, resources, opportunities,abéjties, and so on§?In that case, in fact, the
conclusions at which we would arrive would be thene ones we have reached thus far. But we
would get to them through a much shorter path. Atiog to a view of this sort, in order to reject
the use of nonhuman animals as unjustified it wdadchecessary to confirm just two points: (i)

8 See Elizabeth Anderson, “What Is the Point of Hity®” Ethics109 (1999): 287-337.

" This is pointed out in the case of nonhuman arsmakd by humans in Tom Regdihe Case for
Animal RightgLos Angeles: University of California Press, 19894.

8 See Ronald Dworkin , “What s Equality? Part huBlity of Welfare,”Philosophy and Public
Affairs 10 (1981): 228-40, and “What Is Equality? ParEguality of ResourcesPhilosophy and
Public Affairs10 (1981): 283-345; Richard Arneson, “Equality &wial Opportunity for Welfare,”
Philosophical Studies6 (1989): 77—79; Amartya Selmequality Re-examineCambridge: Harvard
University Press, 1992).
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that anthropocentric speciesism is unjustified; @&ndthat the use of nonhuman animals for
human consumption leaves them in a disadvantaggal situation. The former was shown to be
S0 in section 2. The latter seems evident. Beimyided of one’s life (let alone of one’s freedom
and well-beind}* deprives one from any opportunity—and obvioustyrirany capability or any
resource—to obtain any well-being at all.

7.5.DIFFERENT THEORETICAL APPROACHES

It can be claimed that these conclusions only ¥olib one assumes a consequentialist
approach (such as a utilitarian, an egalitaffam, prioritarian or a sufficientarian one, for
instancef* According to this objection, those who do not assiwany of these theoretical views
would not be compelled to accept such conclusi@u. this is not the case. First of all, the
assumption of principles such as these can be tmtdpom very different standpoints in
normative ethics. Second, even for those views lwldic not assume the normative primacy of
these principles as such, the conclusions thatemehed according to them cannot be dismissed
and have to be taken into account very seriously.

Consider a deontological perspective. Suppose wptadview such as a Rawlsian one. We
will then assume the relevance of the maximin ppie¢c which Rawls reaches at the original
position, from a nonconsequentialist viét. have already mentioned some of the possibilities
that such an approach has in order to consider suittbe problems related to this issue,
particularly in the case of the “super-original pios” thought experiment. But there are more
things that could be said about this. As Mark Romtlaand others have shown, in the original
position it would be arbitrary not to include specimembership under the veil of ignorance,

811t is clear that being deprived of freedom alsprilees one of some opportunities for enjoyment.
But this also happens in the case of sufferingnaf/@ve can enjoy and suffer at the same time, the
fact is that suffering makes it harder to enjoythis way, suffering is not only an intrinsic habut
also an extrinsic one. Exceptions occur in thosesan which suffering is an unavoidable mean to ge
some benefit. When that happens, suffering isnisically harmful and extrinsically beneficial. Bitit

is evident that this is not the case of nonhumamais’ suffering in farms.

82 A seminal non-speciesist outcome egalitarian agroprevious to Vallentyne’s examination of the
issue was Ingmar Persson, “A Basis for (Intersg@diuality,” inThe Great Ape Project: Equality
Beyond Humanityed. Paola Cavalieri and Peter Singer (New YotkMartin's Press, 1993), 183-93.
8 For a discussion of egalitarian, prioritarian aodficientarian accounts see Nils Holtug and Kasper
Lippert-Rasmussen, ed&galitarianism: New Essays on the Nature and Vati&quality (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2007). See also Temkiaguality. As for the introduction of the prioritarian
view see Thomas Nagdétguality and Priority(New York: Oxford University Press, 1991); and Eler
Parfit, Equality or Priority (Kansas: University of Kansas, 1995). For a defesfssufficientarianism
see Harry Frankfurt, “Equality as a Moral IdedEthics 98 (1987): 21-43; Roger Crisp, “Equality,
Priority, and CompassionEthics113 (2003): 745-63; and for a criticism of it $&ula Casal, “Why
Sufficiency Is Not Enough,Ethics116 (2006): 296—326.

8 Rawls,A Theory of Justigel52-57.
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along with sex, social position, éttSuppose that, in a situation such as this, wendicknow
whether we were going to be born as one of the hamédno will be favored by using nonhumans
or as one of the nonhumans who will be harmed fitoth seems that we would surely choose to
live in a world in which such harm would not takage. This would be so even setting aside the
fact that if this hypothetical situation matchee tleal world the chance that we were born as
humans would be probably less than one againstlamesand, as we have already seen. Given
this, the aforementioned conclusions also folloanfrthis view. As we have seen, the maximin
principle imply them, and it does so in a particlylatrong way in its leximin forrfi® As for other
formulations of a rights view, in as much as they aot species-biased they will have to reach
similar conclusions, according to the reasons piteseabové’

For those who adopt a virtue ethics or a care ethiapproach there are certainly
considerations of a different sort to be taken attoount, since these perspectives are more likely

% Mark Rowlands,Animal Rights: A Philosophical Defendg&ondon: MacMillan Press, 1998);
Richard RyderAnimal Revolution: Changing Attitudes towards Segisim(Oxford: Basil Blackwell,
2000), 217.

8 See for instance Regafhe Case for Animal Right807—12. Regan’s “worse-off principle” would
in fact be a particular version, in terms opr@ma facierights view, of themaximinone (as Holtug
points out in hig€quality and Animals—indeed, of itdeximinversion.

8" For instance, a libertarian case of this sortrajahe use of nonhumans can be defended. Note that
once we reject the arguments for anthropocentrssaa éection 2) there is no reason why beings with
the ability to enjoy self-ownership (as sentienhimamans are) should not enjoy it according to this
view. If this is so, our current use of nonhumamstainly violates the right to self-ownership
nonhumans would possess. Moreover: no other humaiqge would infringe more rights of this sort
than the consumption of nonhumans (according to nbenbers given above). (Defenses of
libertarianism based on reciprocity would have doef the objections presented in section 2.) Note,
also that this idea needs not imply any defenseaogitive rights, but only of the negative rights
nonhumans would have in not being harmed by us dsethis point David Graham, “A Libertarian
Replies to Tibor Machan's ‘Why Animal Rights Don’Exist’ ”, http://www.strike-the-
root.com/4/graham/grahaml.html, 2004 [accessed &9 BO05]). Something similar can be said in
the case of other rights-based views. | do not llagespace here to explain them all in details.fBut
arguments questioning anthropocentric speciesigt ft Kantian perspective see Christine Korsgaard,
“The Origin of Value and the Scope of ObligatiomThe Sources of Normativjtgd. Onora O'Neill
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996), 681-152-53, and “Fellow Creatures: Kantian
Ethics and Our Duties to AnimalsThe Tanner Lectures on Human Val2&g26 (2005): 77-110; or
Julian H. Franklin,Animal Rights and Moral Philosoph{New York: Columbia University Press,
2005). For arguments from a Gewirthian approachPdekar,Beyond Prejudicechapter 5. See also
Regan,The Case for Animal Rights

8 For a virtue ethics approach to the issue seéniance Daniel A. Dombrowski/egetarianism:
The Philosophy behind the Ethical Di@thorsons, London, 1984); Rosalind Hursthow&eginning
Lives (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1987); and Nathan Nobi%/egetarianism and Virtue: Does
Consequentialism Demariao Little?,” Social Theory and Practic28 (2002): 135-56; Stephen R. L.
Clark, “Vegetarianism and the Ethics of Virtue,”Food for ThoughtThe Debate over Eating Meat
ed. Steve F. Sapontzis (Amherst: Prometheus, 20(8;151. For an ethics of care approach see
Greta Gaard, edEcofeminism: Women, Animals, Natyiehiladelphia: Temple University Press,
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to permit or even recommend partiality. Howeveg fact is that it does not seem that someone
can be said to be a virtuous or a caring agenhef remains unmoved after knowing that her
lifestyle implies the misery and death of a hugenber of individuals. In light of what we have
seen we have to conclude that it would be unacbkpta maintain that virtuous or caring agents
need not adopt an animal consumption-free lifesti/ikewise, it also appears that a proper
virtuous or caring agent could not turn her eyesyawnce she became aware of: (i) the
tremendous amount of harm suffered by nonhumaipshé aforementioned striking asymmetries
between human and nonhumans concerning value andihaerms of numbers; and (iii) the fact
that humans are responsible of all this. Havingriauous character or caring for others is hardly
compatible with taking part in the activity whiclauses more suffering and death. Nor with
refusing to take part in its elimination. Even wWigtuous or caring agent should be partial towards
otherg® this surely has a limit when the interests of éheke is not expected to favor are very
significant indeed® Furthermore, this conclusion becomes even morar aldien we take into
account responsibility and desert. These factonsceatainly be considered from many different
viewpoints, but they are indeed a central aspecbtsider from a virtue approach. And the fact is
that it is we humans that are responsible of theason of nonhumans. Moreover: this does not
happen only at the group level: rather, we all hawepart of responsibility on it in as much as we
consume animal products.

Given this, also pluralistic perspectives which bome some of the former views will have
to conclude the santéFurthermore, even if | have entitled this sectiBifferent Theoretical
Approaches”, the fact is that those who assumentitheoretical approach to ethics (such as some
neowittgensteinians) would still have to be conedrwith this. Even if a view along the lines of
this account denies the idea that our moral lifesstine based in principles, it seems that it cannot
be a sound one if it does not leave room for sonwifles corresponding to what is implied by
the intuitions informing the principles | have mened above. Otherwise they may offer an
account of what we should do which may perhaps beerattractive in some respects (such as
when what we would like to eat is at stake). Bwrilt also be one manifestly at odds with some
strong moral intuitions (or, if you prefer, moratliefs, or moral inclinations) that seem very
difficult (to say the least) to abandon completéind this is the case of the intuitions that inform
the eight criteria that have been considered above.

1993); Carol J. Adams and Josephine Donovan, édsmals and Women: Feminist Theoretical
Explorations(Durham: Duke University Press, 199Bgyond Animal Rights: A Feminist Caring Ethic
for the Treatment of Anima(New York: Continuum, 1996), anthe Feminist Care Tradition in
Animal Ethics: A ReaddiNew York: Columbia University Press, 2007).

8 Note that the affirmation of an agent-relative mageh does not imply, as defenders of
anthropocentrism often assume (acritically), phtgian favor of humans. Accepting partiality leads
us to favor the satisfaction of the interests aheagparticular individuals: they may be humans or
nonhumans.

% An ethics of care approach compatible with unigkzation is proposed in Josephine Donovan,
“Feminism and the Treatment of Animals: From Car®talogue,’Signs31 (2006): 305-29.

%1 See also Stephen R. L. Clafkhe Moral Status of Animal@xford: Oxford University Press,
1977); Steve F. Sapontzidoral, Reason, and Anima(®hiladelphia: Temple University Press, 1987)
for pluralistic approaches.
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All this shows that the conclusions | have reachek are not determined by the adoption
of some particular normative theory. As a mattefact, | have tried not to compromise with any
theoretical stance here. My intention has beerhtwsthat the conclusions | have pointed out
follow whatever our approach is, unless it is antyabiased one, which then we will have strong
reasons to reject.

8. CONCLUSIONS

We have seen that there is a wide difference betwez=number of humans and the number
of those nonhumans who are harmed due to theibydaimans. Of course some of the figures
and estimations that have been considered herebareusly approximate, but they are based on
real data and seem to be very reasonable onesreBigioncerning well-being are more
speculative: obviously so, sincewe lack any datackvicould actually make experiences
accesible. However, they are plausible enoughléevals to consider the question we are dealing
with here in a fairly realistic way. Given this,9eems we can draw some conclusions from the
line of reasoning presented above.

By now, the main one is likely to be expected. Ninan affair affects negatively a so high
number of individuals as humans’ consumption of monans doe¥ And we all can make a
change here. Hence, a clear conclusion followssirmach as we accept any of the different
normative criteria mentioned above (maximizationldiive equality, maximin, sufficiency
concerning outcomes, as well as responsibility equility of means or lack of oppression) and
are consistent concerning it/théilhe arguments presented above show that, as rhaoyidts
who have appraised the issue of our relation withhuiman animals have defend¥dye must
give up the consumption nonhuman aninfals. fact, the reason why this practice harms soyman
animals is simply that each of us as individualstdbutes to it. And, as it has been argued above,

2 More animals may be killed due to radical altenasi of their environment than to their consumption
as food, and so the harm thus provoked may be higtoevever, this would be the combined result of
several different activities (the consumption oi@al products being among them).

% Of course we can avoid such a conclusion if weakowant to be consistent, although then we will
not be in a position to protest when others ardlaily inconsistent in circumstances in which we
would like them to be so. In fact, we will not bbleato defend the view we are assuming in any
reasoned way.

% perhaps those who have been better known amomg ftaee been SingeAnimal Liberation
Regan,The Case for Animal Right&ary L. Francionelntroduction to Animal Rights: Your Child or
the Dog?(Philadelphia: Temple University Press, 2000).

% As regards the possible objection that our indigidaction by becoming vegetarians cannot mean a
significant change to reduce the number of aninkilled see Peter Singer, “Utilitarianism and
Vegetarianism,” Philosophy and Public Affair® (1980): 325-37, 335-37; Gaverick Matheny,
“Expected Utility, Contributory Causation, and Vég@anism,” Journal of Applied Philosophy9
(2002): 293-97; Alan Dawrst, “Does Vegetarianismkigla Difference?,A Collection of Essays on
Utilitarianism, 2007, http://www.utilitarian-essays.com/vegetaisan.html (accessed 26 November
2007). For a general treatment of the main undweglynatter at issue Jonathan C. B. Glover, “It Makes
No Difference whether or Not | Do It,Proceeedings of the Aristotelian SocjeSupplement 49
(1975): 171-90; ParfiReasons and Persqn&—30.
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the gains we obtain out of that practice do notpensate the harm nonhumans suffer. There is a
huge asymmetry between the enjoyment humans get Ifiging able to experience some tastes
and the harm that nonhuman animals suffer dueabaih individual level. This can be assessed in
a very simple way. Consider the life of a troutsmme fish factory. Suppose someone eats that
trout in one meal. Two things must be weighted rgfaeach other here: (a) The cost of the
difference between the enjoyment that the one wdte this trout gets from that meal and the
enjoyment he could get from eating a meal withmiimal products. (b) The suffering and the
deprivation of enjoyment which death implies thas tbeen inflicted on that fish. Suppose, for
instance, that the meal lasts twenty minutes {#)a200 seconds) and that the animal has spent
close to twenty months in the fish-farm (let us 689 days). Suppose, also, that this trout which
could have lived for some six or seven years, sahimal suffers a deprivation of five years of
life (according to an intrinsic potential accountf-eourse the results would be quite higher if we
consider a maximum level of happiness account)s Theans that the difference between a
minute of the eater's enjoyment of that meal anchiaute of his possible enjoyment had he
chosen a non-animal meal is equal to almost onettmoh suffering for the fish, plus a
deprivation of three months of life (assuming thé&insic potential account). Or, that such a
difference during a couple of seconds of tastingegsiivalent to a day of suffering plus the
deprivation of more than three days of life for figh. Similar equations can be considered for
other animals and other meals.

It can be claimed that by not consuming nonhumamas we would not be really
improving the situation in which they are sincerthieey would simply not exig. This argument,
however, cannot succeed. A simple response tcchaish would be to point out that, given that
the lives these animals live are not worth beirgdi it would be better for them not to exist. But
a response of this sort would leave unexplainecc#ise of those whose lives are worth living. In
fact, the best reply that can be given to this gt is that it fails because it does not take into
consideration the harm constituted by death. Kjllanimals harms them. The fact that we have
brought a certain animal to life does not chanpesfact: once that animal is alive, death will be

% This claim was initially presented by Leslie Stephin hisSocial Rights and Dutigg.ondon: Swan
Sonnenschein & Co., 1896), and it has been defeimdexbre present times in Roger Scrutdnjmal
Rights and Wrongg¢London: Metro, 1996), 100; and Richard M. Haré/Hy | Am Only a Demi-
Vegetarian”, inSinger and His Criticsed. Jamieson, 233-46. As a matter of fact, itnikkely that
those who present this argument actually engagbeirconsumption of animal products after being
convinced by it. Rather, it seems that this is acfice which they have been already carrying out,
perhaps without ever having wondered whether ikt any moral problem, and then want to defend
it when they see it questioned in moral termss lfor this reason that this argument was famously
named as “the logic of the larder” by Henry S. Salho opposed it inThe Humanities of Diet
(Manchester. The Vegetarian Society, 1914). Fortemoporary rejections of the argument see
Gruzalski, Bart, “The Case Against Raising andiKglAnimals for Food,” irEthics and Animalsed.
Harlan B. Miller and William H. Williams (CliftonHumana Press, 1983), 251-63; Plulizeyond
Prejudice chapter 4; and in Gaverick Matheny and Kai M. @han, “Human Diets and Animal
Welfare: The lllogic of the Larder,Journal Of Agricultural And Environmental Ethids88 (2005):
579-94. Note that the rejection of the “logic oé tlarder” does not necessarily entails denying the
claim that we benefit someone by bringing her on ko life, or that we ought to bring happy lives to
existence (as “total view” utilitarianism may implyt only needs to assume that death is a harm.
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a harm for her or him. To understand this it maybeful to mention that accepting this objection
implies accepting also that not only nonhumans,atgt humans can be bred for being exploited
if their level of happiness rises beyond the zexel. It could be claimed that it may be good for
us, on the overall, to have been brought to lifesbsne despot for being killed at, say, 25, if our
life was worth being lived in the meantime. Butuspect most of us will object that this would
not change the fact that we would be harmed bygoidifed then.

Those attempting to counter the moral argumentsdgetarianism on this basis may try to
avoid this conclusion in two ways. The first ong, &ppealing to some sort of lexical or
deontological principle which would apply in theseaof humans alone (for instance, by saying
that only they have “autonomy” or “dignity”). | hawalready explained in section 2 why none of
these lines of reasoning can be succesful. Thendemoe, by arguing that death deprives humans
but not nonhumans of certain goods. This objectictually backfires. If we accept that bringing
some being to life and later killing her is accéfgaor even desirable in so far as her life is tvort
living and thus provides her some goods, then theraent applies regardless of what goods are
involved. The claim is that having some good anehtbeing deprived of some extra good is
better that having never existed to receive anydgaaall. The underlying assumption is that the
most positive good, the better, no matter the depans involved. But, if this is so, then the
better the goods a being can experience, the sirdhg argument becomes to allow or advise her
creation and destruction rather than her nonexiste8o if it is true that humans can experience
goods that are more valuable, then according toafgument there is a stronger reason to create
and later kill them than to create and kill any maman. Hence, we have to conclude that the
argument not only applies both to nonhumans andahnsibut it may be actually stronger in the
case of the latteY.

Hence, the consumption of nonhumans must be reje®eat there is an even more
significant consequence that is suggested by whdtave seen thus far. | have pointed above that
no other human practice harms so many individusilsasing animals. But we can say something
more: due to the enormous number of animals whdi#legl for being eaten, it also seems that
the aggregated harm which nonhumans suffer nowaalatygeights to a considerable extent that
which humans endure. Many will find this implicatioery questionable, but, given the width of
the asymmetries highlighted above, it seems theritonly be avoided by implausibly assuming
that the well-being of nonhumans counts for vitualothing. Hence, we will have to conclude
that there is no single practice which directly sggimore harm in the world in which we are
living than the consumption of animal products.sTée&cond conclusion implies another practical
consequence, which may affect us not just as patesansumers of nonhuman animals but also
as agents with the ability to transform our suriog reality. In as much as we: (a) adopt any of
the normative criteria presented above; and (Imktthat we should not only avoid taking part in
unjust practice$® but also try actively to stop them; it follows thspreading an animal-free

" The claim that there is no reason to believe themans would be protected in some special way
from the consequences of this argument is perselgsilefended in Ingmar Persson, “Peter Singer on
Why Persons Are Irreplaceabléftilitas 7 (1995): 55—66.

% n fact, (b) follows from (a) in as much as we siee mentioned criteria not only as descriptions of
what is the best outcome (that is, as conceptibtiseogood), but as guiding prescriptions (thats,
conceptions of the right). Of course, those whontadn that we only have negative duties towards
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lifestyle is the most useful enterprise in which @an engage. If we assume the two mentioned
premises and are consistent we will have to joos¢éhwho struggle to put an end to the use of
nonhuman animals (or to reduce as much as pogbilaumbers of those who are us€de
have seen that this is the most efficient way imnctvithe world in which we live can be improved.
This conclusion is not paradoxical: on the contraryce we do not assume a speciesist premise it
follows quite naturally. And, again, it is not addconsequence which we can infer from some
peculiar theory, but quite the opposite: it follolwem a wide range of positions, in fact, from
virtually any non-biased position.

others might claim here that, although they woudtvéha reason not to consume nonhumans that
would not mean they should take some positive adtimrder to reduce others’ consumption of them.
For sure, this view would be one which would nategat any of the principles | have been mentioning,
at least as guides for what is right. At any ratge that it does not imply in any way that we dtou
give priority to human interests. This view doe$ deny we have duties to nonhumans: it denies we
have duties to anyone.

% Note that this is completely different from strligg to improve the situation in which nonhuman
animals find themselves in factory farms (as pairgat in FrancioneRain without Thundgr There

are, in fact, two ways in which we can claim thatdwing this course of action is not a good idea i
what we aim to is to minimize the harm nonhumarmats suffer. First, we may think that it is
something contradictory, since it would imply condw the very practice which we are trying to
counter. Second, we may think it to be an inefficiway to reduce the harm we are fighting against.
These two claims are very different ones. The @irg reflects a position in ethics and the secora o

a view concerning strategies. They are not everliéehfpy each other. | disagree with the first ohe.
believe that, a priori, it can be perfectly cormigtto oppose the consumption of nonhuman animals
and yet fight for regulations as a way to redueehtrm animals suffer. | do not see how can there b
anything wrong in itself with this. But, in conttatdo agree with the second claim, since | alsokt

that this regulationist strategy is a rather irdint one. There are two reasons to conclude ghisei
case. First, regulationism (i.e. the search foulaipns of the way in which nonhuman animals are)
requires a huge amount of resources. Such resocockés be used instead to achieve a change in the
public’s attitudes, which would attain more sigcéfnt and permanent results. Nonhumans are harmed
not because some evil or greedy farmers or compava@at to exploit them, but simply because of the
wide demand for animal products. Hence, no sigaificransformation can be achieved for nonhuman
animals in as much as the public (that is, the hagprity of the population) continues to requésttt
animal products be supplied to them. The reduabibthe public demand for animal products is the
only way to make a significant change to this resp€herefore, it appears that our resources should
be dedicated to this aim (by encouraging growingioers of consumers to embrace a vegetarian
lifestyle). Second, as Francione claims, regulagiocampaigns may easily give the impression that
the use of nonhumans as such cannot be questioffdleis so since the public perceives that even
those who stand in defense of nonhuman animalsotiguestion such use but only recommend their
modification. This, on the short term, may seemmntany a practical excuse at hand to go on
consuming nonhumans. And on the long term it mdgydehe public awareness of the ideas implied
by antispeciesism. Note that these arguments dsingily imply that it is not efficient to focus on
regulationist campaigns. Rather, they entail thé not efficient not to abandon them altogether,
favor of another strategy directed at reducingpthiglic demand for animal products.
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Questions of Priority and Interspecies Comparisohlappiness

I have not tried to defend here that we should adog of the aforementioned normative
criteria (maximization, equality and all the red)y only claim has been that, if we do, then the
mentioned conclusions follow. At any rate, it isywdkely that, if not all, most of us will be
unable to rejecll of those criteria.

9. FINAL NOTE

Many would find the line of reasoning presentedhis paper simply outrageous. Perhaps
the different arguments and considerations assessddr will mean little for them, since the
conclusion that has been reached deeply challeagesmptions which they believe to be
ethically unquestionable. The reason for this & thost humans have a speciesist bias. And there
are many who may not be willing to abandon it ndterghow inconsistent their view may end up
being due to it.

In fact, according to some, this could put us irather dramatical situation as far as the
arguments exposed in this paper are concerned.widigd be so since some may claim that the
reaction of indignation that they can arouse cdaddcounter-productive, since it might actually
slow down the spreading of a nonspeciesist view,sandelay the decrease of the consumption of
nonhuman animals. If that were the case, the distgrparadox that would then arise would be
that in order to solve the problem which we havenst® be more serious it could perhaps be
better not to try to expose the arguments whichvshito be so.

On the other hand, there are reasons to believe¢hisaneeds not be what may happen. The
presentation of these facts and arguments mayecieeatebate which is virtually nonexistent
today. In this way, notwithstanding the (mistakenjraged reactions, exposing all these reasons
would be something useful to advance the discusamhthus the action to end the consumption
of nonhuman animals. In my view, this is the c&dereover: | believe that the sooner we start to
discuss these issues, the sooner they will be deresi seriously, in spite of any initial opposing
feedback.

In any case, these are considerations of a stcalegprt which do not have to do as such
with the question itself of which problem shouldrbere important to solve, but with the way in
which we may actually handle it in the most efficievay. These remarks do not alter the
conclusions presented above, which at any ratestatid regardless of whether they are divulged
or not. And in fact it seems that sooner or |atesytwill.
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