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CHAPTER FOUR

HUNT ANIMALS?

For the session on The Ethics of Eating Animals, please read 91-104
For the session on Hunting and Wildlife Control, please read 107-116

sake of some little mouthful of flesh, we deprive a soul of the sun
But for;hednd of that portion of life and time it had been born into the
and light ¢

world to enjoy- Plutarch (46-¢.122)!

| Johnson:] There is much talk of the misery which we cause to the
e 2 ;

2 but they are recompensed by existence. If they were not use-
fore protected by him, they would not be nearly so

[Sa :
brute creation;
ful to man, and there

numerous.

| But the question s, whether the animals who endure such

[James Boswell: . :
rings of various kinds, for the service and entertainment of man,

suffe . :
would accept of existence upon the terms on which they have it.?

ach year human beings kill thousands of millions of animals. In

the United States alone thousands of millions of birds (most of
them chickens) are slaughtered annually for food, along with tens

of millions each of pigs, sheep, and cattle, while hunters kill one or two

' Plutarch, “Of Eating of Flesh”, in Tom Regan and Peter Singer, eds., Animal Rights and
Human Obligations (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, 1976), p. 113.
* James Boswell, The Life of Samuel Johnson, vol. 2 (London: Charles Dilly, 1791), p. 71.
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ANIMALS AND ETHICS

hundred million wild animals (Nicoll and Russell 1990; Singe, 2002)

Opposition to the raising and killing of animals for human consup,
tion has been a prime focus of the animal-liberation movemen and of
liberationist philosophers. In this chapter we consider the argumenys
for and against using animals for food (and, implicitly, for othey pur-
poses such as clothing, for which their dead bodies provide Materia])

We then go on to examine a related but separate matter; the issue o.f
hunting, first where hunting for sport is concerned and then in the mat-
ter of subsistence hunting, with reference to the Inuit of Arctic Canada,

Vegetarianism
Generally speaking, vegetarians are those who deliberately abstain fropm,

eating meat. Vegans try to avoid any food or other product that involves
animal exploitation. (Many vegans do not refer to themselves as vegetari-
ans because they see consuming eggs and dairy products as no better,
ethically, than eating meat.)

Vegetarianism has a long history (C. Spencer 1993; Walters and
Portmess 1999). In India, where Buddhism, Hinduism, and Jainism preach
reverence for all life, it has been common for more than two thousand
years (Chapple 1993; Perrett 1993). In ancient Greece vegetarianism was
associated with the mathematician and philosopher Pythagoras and his
followers. Indeed, until the middle of the nineteenth century in Europe,
vegetarianism was often referred to as the Pythagorean diet. Prominent
vegetarians of the past include Leonardo da Vinci, George Bernard Shaw,
and Mohandas Gandhi. (Gandhi’s ethical commitment to vegetarianism
was solidified when, as a student in London, he read a book on the sub-
ject by animal-rights philosopher Henry Salt.) The ancient-Greek philoso-
pher and biographer Plutarch rejected the idea that humans are meat-
eaters by nature and denounced the callousness of those who consume
flesh when they have no need to. The poet Percy Bysshe Shelley argued
that a vegetable diet is conducive to spiritual as well as physical well-
being (Morton 1994). Leo Tolstoy, who converted to vegetarianism in
1885, wrote vividly of his visit to a slaughterhouse, where he was particu-
larly horrified by the indifference to suffering displayed by the workers.
Isaac Newton is reported to have found meat-eating repugnant. Albert
Einstein praised vegetarianism and became vegetarian himself near the
end of his life. Voltaire denounced the consumption of animal flesh; so
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ing was:f Hitler, of all people, is often said to have beep
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id HenrY David Thoreau, who stuck primarily 1 Vegetarian (;
di min Franklin, who was vegetarian for some years rever: jaet,
. e 'z s Feverte
erl}t _eating after seeing one fish inside the body of another. His v to
¢a if animals eat each other, why shouldn’t he ey s gt
4 vegetariap,

Adol
oser Richard

i nﬂueﬂced lby th.e dietary vxer:v?] o; his l;ero, the' comp
wagner gl ey O“tg' : ahy ave been designed (o portray the
German dictato.l’ as an.aslc:.: s I was‘ totally devoted to serving his
pation- Hitler did restrict his ;on:;lumptlop of meat for health reasons,
hough s0Me reports have it t at. e remained fond of liver dumplings

§ Bavarian sausages; not only did he eat meat now and then, but once
fm ower he banned vegetarian organizations (Berry 2004; Schwart;
11:)01). Whatever the truth about the Nazi leader’s personal habits, there
Zre those who are haunted by a spectre.fro'm that_ time. Isaac Bashevis
Singer, vegetarian anc% Nol)el-laureate Yu.idlsf writer, has the protago-
sist of one of his stories .( Th”e Lette.r Wr.lter ) reflect that “for the anj-
malsitis an eternal Trebhnlsa, thus llken}ng our mass killing of sentient
beings t0 the Holocaust. This controve_r51al comparison has been raised
by others too (Almeida and Bernstein 2000; Coetzee 1999; Derrida
2002; C. Patterson 2002; Sztybel 2006D).

In recent decades various reasons have been adduced in support of
vegetarianism (Goodall 2005; M.A. Fox 1999; Hill 1996; Robbins 1987;
Stephens 1994). These include good health (since diets high in animal
fat and low in vegetables and fruit are correlated with heart disease and
cancer), alleviation of world hunger (since each pound of protein pro-
duced in the form of meat requires the consumption by animals of
many pounds of vegetable protein that might have been consumed by
humans), and protection of the environment (since use of land for
grazing and for cultivating feed significantly reduces wildlife habitats,
fequires enormous energy consumption, and results in much pollution,
and since tropical rainforests, which play a major role in the health of
the biosphere, are being devastated to clear more land for livestock pro-
duction). While these reasons involve ethical considerations, the rea-
sons in support of vegetarianism to be considered here have to do with
the suffering and death of animals.

The issue of suffering and the issue of death arenottob
the same passage in which he maintains that we are wrong to torment

e conflated. In
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In his thoughts, Herman
Spoke  eulogy for the
Mmouse who haq Shared a
Portion of her jife with
him and who, because of
him, had (eft this earth
“What do they know —j|
those scholars, all thse
Philosophers, all the
leaders of the worlg —
about such as you? They
have convinced them-
selves that man the
worst transgressor of all
the species, is the crown
of creation, All ather
creatures were created
Jmerely to provide him
with food, pelts, to be
tormented, exterminated

In relation to them, all

people are Nazis; for the

animals it is an eternal

Treblinka. ..."

— Isaac Bashevis Singer,
“The Letter Writer", in
The Séance and Other
Stories (New York:
Farrar, Straus and
Giroux, 1968), p. 270
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animals, Jeremy Bentham (1970, p. 282n) argues that “If the bieli e
were all, there is very good reason why we should be suffered ¢, cat Suen
of them as we like to eat: we are the better for it, and they are - t}c]h
worse. They have none of those long-protracted anticipations of future
misery which we have. The death they suffer in our hands commonly ise
and always may be, a speedier, and by that means a less painful One’
than that which would await them in the inevitable course of Nature »
Bentham’s distinction between suffering and being killed is a potentiau.y
important one when we consider the issue of eating meat.

Meat and Suffering
In Animal Liberation Peter Singer advocates vegetarianism not on the
grounds that killing is wrong but on grounds of the suffering inflicteq
on most animals raised for consumption, who are not allowed to exist
in conditions where they might exercise their natural faculties and Jead
satisfying lives. (See also R. Harrison 1964; Mason and Singer 1980.) Sweden
has passed a law requiring, among other things, that cattle be allowed to
graze and that pigs and chickens not be confined in a manner that pre-
vents them from moving naturally (Rollin 1995). Sweden, however, is
an exception to the rule. On the basis of a pleasure/pain calculus, a strong
case can be made for refraining from eating the flesh of intensively
reared (or “factory farmed”) animals. At the same time, this path suggests
the moral acceptability of eating meat from “free range” (non-intensively
reared) animals, provided that these animals are killed with little or no pain
—a goal that is frequently violated in the meat industry (Eisnitz 1997).
Indeed, Roger Crisp (1997) goes so far as to argue that, while we
should abstain from eating the flesh of intensively-reared animals, we
have an obligation to eat the flesh of non-intensively reared animals,
since doing so will maximize the number of animals leading pleasant
lives. The claim that it is actually wrong to abstain from meat will seem
odd to most people, including meat eaters, depending as it does on the
notion that we ought to bring into existence beings (human or non-
human) just for the sake of maximizing utility in the world. It may be
doubted that enough animals could be reared non-intensively to pro-
vide everyone with meat, but it could be argued that we should eat meat
whenever we can obtain it from non-intensively reared animals. (See
also Matheny and Chan 2005; Schedler 2005.)
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¢ kind of position sketched above relies op ¢,
This argument says that if an animal lives a Jj
o than pain, and if it would not have exis;
ly brought into existence by humans,
mal and replace it with another anima]
for example, it might be said that,

Th
nn’,’ﬂ f.
Jeasur
jeliberate

€ r‘—’Pl’aceability argu-
fe that involves mope
ed l{nless it had beep,
. hen it js acceptable tq
kill the am if th? |w ill lead a sy
o Thus, 1twe kill a pig paj
:,f,ii Tephce it with another pig lea_ding a similarly pleasalr)\ltgli[;:,“:zs;[z
 hing T ong. A numb.er of objections can be rajseq against the replace-
bility argument; f(.)rlmstanc_e, although the argument ;s normally
advanced to justify killing that is d‘{“"— for the purpose of bringing some
lleged benefit to onese'lf or others, its logic appears to license the inflic-
jon of pain on an ,:ml.mall for no g99d result, provided that, on the
whole, the animal’s life is still worth living (Cave 1982b),

would we be willing to apply the replaceability argument to humap
heings? What about painlessly killing a happy person—say, a child we
have brought into existence—and then bringing into existence another
happy person to replace her? If that is not acceptable, why not? Singer
(1979, 19933, 1993b) rejects the replaceability argument in cases of
peings who are self-conscious. Self-conscious beings, unlike merely
conscious beings, can have the desire to live, a desire that would be
thwarted by their being killed. This means that the death of a self-con-
scious being is not balanced by the creation of another, similar, being.

In taking this position, Singer rejects hedonistic utilitarianism in
favour of preference utilitarianism. This version of utilitarianism meas-
ures utility not in terms of pleasure and pain but in terms of the satis-
faction and frustration of preferences. It makes an important difference,
on this view, which animals are self-conscious and which are not. Those
that are not self-conscious, unlike those that are, may rightly be raised
and killed for food, provided that they live pleasant lives and that their
deaths result in the coming into existence of other animals that lead
similarly pleasant lives. Just which animals are self-conscious is not
clear, but Singer suggests that chickens, for example, are not. The con-
clusion that some meat-eating is justified is not speciesist, says Singer,
since it results not from a prejudice in favour of our own specie.s but
from a consideration of the fact that not all beings have the capacity to
desire to go on living. (The replacement option will thus also.apply to
human infants insofar as they have not yet attained self-consciousness,
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even though few parents wil‘l Wam to kill and replace their babies“élnd
o 3 do this in order to eat them.)

feweratlLoit’ wantiy isage that liberationist

In light of the above, we can envisage nists who sy
scribe to Singer’s principles mlght. ACHIEIMER Rak Mieakonithontlogly)
inconsistency. In addition, many ]llberatloms.{s W.hO oppo.se even pain.
less killing of free-range animals will see an violation of.prmcxple in eat.
ing animals that have died from olcli age, ﬂl.ness, or accident (Sapontzis
1987). However, because liberationists are likely to ha_ve a gut (1) reyyl.
sion against the idea of consuming any an!mal flesh, ea.tmg meat is probg-
bly rare among those who are philosophically committed to ending the
idea that animals are essentially resources. Singer’s intent, of course, is
not to justify meat-eating— quite the contrary. He emphasizes that the
suffering of factory-farmed animals rules out most meat consumption,
And though he holds that eating some free-range animals may be justi-
fied in principle, he thinks that in practice eating any meat is bound to
lead to the callous attitude that animals are mere means to our ends,

In Rights, Killing, and Suffering R.G. Frey contends that the ethjca]
arguments advanced by Singer in support of vegetarianism fail. Frey
doubts that any of the animals commonly raised for food are self-con-
scious; if Frey is correct, then they are all candidates for being killed and
replaced according to Singer’s criterion. Singer says replacement is not
an option where animals lead unpleasant lives; Frey thinks it is possible
to improve the lives of intensively-farmed animals to a level where
killing and replacing them becomes acceptable. Like Michael Leahy
(1991), Frey believes that a concerned individual can without inconsis-
tency continue to eat meat while advocating improvements to the fac-
tory-farming system on behalf of animals.

While most philosophers agree that the suffering that most animals
experience while being raised for meat is of direct moral import, one
strand of thinking dissents from this )

pinion. For most contractarians

the su.fferilng of animals is of only indirect moral import. That is, animal
suffering 1s something to be avoided only insofar as it negatively affects
human beings. Thus Peter Carruthers (1992), who, as we have seen in
Chap.tfer 1, is prep:%red 1o argue that animals do not suffer, holds that
e;\{f;ns(l) 1 tltl.ey c.io, the_lr suffering is of no account unless it bothers people.
ttion: practices that Ty cause pain to animals, like unusual sex-

ual practices, shoyld n ;

ot be flaunted in public because of the likelihood
36

v
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(fence to some people. Carruthers does believe that inflic
o giving 0 . als for trivial reasons is to be avoided but, a5 Previo
n an

Paindohis dea here is that such behaviour may develop the wrong ¢
notec

acter traits
thinks tha*

pe(zlljers also suggests that people who are upset by animal suffer-
ru

1d just not think about it. Modern society facilitates this to
ing should ) by hiding the workings of slaughterhouses from public
some extenticzuy selling meat in small chunks wrapped in paper or cel-
viewand m:wist is to take the sting out of the issue by joking about jt:
ophane. A ch advertising for meat products and for restaurants shows
bizarrel)’:f 1:0 animals begging to be eaten. One Internet blogger calls
imaées y d alffzd” and maintains a site devoted to reproducing pictures
this .Smah'eckens cows, and fish wielding knives and forks, gleefully
of P}gs’ flpl the b;dies of their fellows, or barbecuing themselves, or
Ser-‘ll-mgthemsel"es in cauldrons. The ubiquity of such images suggests
l:}?;;[;lgave much to say about the psychological attitude of people in
industrial society to the animals they consume.

Nick Fiddes (1991) insists that meat-eating is more than just an act
of consumption: killing, cooking, and eating the flesh of animals pro-
vides human beings with authentication of their superiority over the
rest of nature. Indeed, Fiddes claims that meat is esteemed by society
not in spite of the consequences for the animals involved but precisely
because of those consequences and what they symbolize: our mastery of
the non-human world. He notes that meat assumed a new importance
in the diets of most European peoples from the seventeenth century
onwards, when science was emphasizing the need to dominate nature
and when mechanistic philosophers were portraying animals as
machines. Fiddes suggests that today’s rejection of meat-eating by many
people is part and parcel of a rejection of the ideology of domination,
domination that is manifest both in relations among human beings and
in relations between human beings and the natural environment.

ting
usly

har-
in us in that we may be led to treat human beings badly. He

factory farming does not inflict pain for trivia) reasons, since

Je earn their livelihoods in this industry.
many
Car

What Makes Killing Wrong?

ether Singer’s moral distinction between self-conscious and merely
tonscious creatures can be sustained has occasioned some debate
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The symbolism of meat-
gating Is never neutral. To
himself, the meat-eater
seems to be eating life
To the vegetarian, he
seems to be eating
death. There is a kind of
gestalt-shift between the
two positions which makes
it hard to change, and
hard to raise questions
on the matter at all with
out becoming embattled
—Mary Midgley, Animals

and Why They Matter,

p. 21
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(Jamieson 1983; E. Johnson 1983; Lockwood 1979). For
(1981) the ability or inability of animals to imagine a fut
selves makes all the difference insofar as the morality of
concerned. She believes that almost all animals lack the C
what she calls categorical desires, that is, desires that
wishes to remain alive in order to do something with
example would be the desire to become an opera singe
family.) To a subject possessing categorical desires, death must ap,

a misfortune insofar as it prevents the accomplishment of One’ffar as
term projects. However, death cannot be a misfortune o, beingsotﬁg
lack the capacity to have categorical desires. And for beings for s at
death cannot be a misfortune it makes no sense to talk about their h‘;m
ing a right to life. Cigman does not rule out the possibility thay , ve:h
few animals, like chimpanzees and dolphins, may be candidates for hay.
ing a right to life, though she is sceptical even there, Hep conclusiop j
that although the sufferings of animals may rightly be of moral congeyy,
to us, their quick and painless deaths should not be. Eating meat i
therefore probably justified if the animals’ deaths are quick and pajp.
less, but not if they suffer as they are prepared for death.

Steve Sapontzis responds at length to Cigman in his book Moras,
Reason, and Animals. He says that Cigman’s argument turns on the idea
that, although animals may have an interest in life, they cannot tafke an
interest in life, since they cannot understand the full significance of
death (that it puts an end to one’s experiences in this world). Sapontzis
denies that this fact about (most or all) animals disqualifies them from
having a right to life. Taking an interest in or valuing X is not a neces.
sary condition for having a moral right to X. After all, if we believe in
the existence of human rights we shall ascribe them to people who may
never have heard of a charter like the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights and who may even have been brought up to believe that there are
no such things as human rights. We shall also ascribe rights to young
children who cannot understand or value them. Just as death is a mis-
fortune for human beings whose enjoyment of life is cut short by death
(even by an unexpected and instantaneous death, so that they never
have knowledge of their loss), so death is a misfortune for animals who
would have enjoyed life had they not been killed. Sapontzis concludes
that it makes sense to extend to animals a right to life in order to protect

Ruth Ci
ure fo Shay

L
Killing t;?;“j
apaC.ity t0 hay,
€ntajl that 2
one’s |jfe. (An
L Or to raise »
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rom this misfortune. ExcepF for those ¢
theml have nO other way to survive,
peOPoet e justiﬂed.

Can;imilafly’ Rosemary Rodd (1990). Suggests that , Creatype

- fsimPIe consciousness is syfﬁc.xent to make kiliing it wfe s P0$.ses.
slf"} , conscious creature deprives it of future enjoyme rong, since
1(1]111_115 4 anticipate those enjoyments. She as, says that Nt Whether o,
otit€ e future events (a rat’s anticipatiop of f e

; eeding ¢
ic1pd : . 8 time
antt'cipation of a walk) does not require a sophisticaeg level of
1 . . .
an_ousness and is enough to bring into play a utilitarjap i,
¢

st Lilling based on frustratit?n of desires angd Preferences
3 a}he question of what make.:s killing wrong (when ¢ is Wr()n.g) "
o, 0 d one that arises also in the d.ebates over abortion anq 4, ;)IE_
: ,;;s suggested above by fe\-rer@ p'hllosophers, a plausib]e Position hgg
?xa.hat the Wrongness of killing is inseparably involyed with the h
it tha done to the victim by depriving that individual e
that i8 xperiences. But this in turn raises diff

Xtraord;

aq- na]’ Ca
kllllng Sentient Y Cases Where

ANimgs g, food

Pacity 1o
| dOg‘s
self-cop.
junCti()n

of the valye of

cult issues of jdeny;
uture € ; ie y 1dentity,
;avi ng to do with the continuity (or lack of continuity) between the

resent psychological- states of an organism and that Organism’s past
und future psychological states. Jeff McMahan (2002, 2008) mainains
that killing animals is not as WLGOE s killing human persons because
animals normally lose less b)-l dyl’ng than humans do; not only are the
psychological goods of an ammz,il s future normally of lesser quality and
quantity than those of a pe-rSOI_lS' future, but: among other reasons, the
ps),Chological unity of the 1ndw1d.ual over time is considerably less in
the animal’s case, making the animal’s interest in continuing to live
doubly weak. Still, says McMahan, the wrongness of killing animals
based on loss of future goods is great enough to support the argument
for vegetarianism. Further, though the psychological goods available to
a person significantly exceed those available to an animal, an animal’s
capacity to experience bodily pain means that the suffering of an animal
can approach that of a human. Hence we have no excuse for ignoring or
discounting the enormous harm inflicted on animals by factory farming.
By contrast, Meredith Williams (1980) stresses the moral releva.nce
of the unique interests and cultural life that rationality makes possible
in human beings. While the fact that animals suffer is reason for some
concern, the lesser value of their lives (something Singer admits in his
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discussion of what makes killing .wrong) uniiefrmines Sil?ger_’s

ual consideration and hence his argument for vegetarianig
;fancis and Richard Norman (1?78) n;amfalnlthat, th.ou.gh. there shoulg
be changes in the factor)‘/-farmmg ol animals to ff“ﬂ}lee Sufferip
animals have no right to life; they.lack t}.m_ commumcat.y:)n abilitj
sorts of social relations (economic, pf’h“c#’ and familial) thyy would
entitle them to the same moral copsnderanon as. hl'lman beings_ The
argument of Francis and Norm.an is somewhat similar to that of Ne|
Noddings: animals are necessarily excluded from thfa same consige,.
tion that we accord humans because we cannot enter into the same rela.
tions of caring and response with them.

The rights view appears to provide a.stronger case for Vvegetarianigy,
than does a utilitarian approach. While both Peter Singer ang T
Regan believe that we are morally leig.ated to be vegetarian, the ways
they reach that conclusion are quite different. The case advanceq by
Singer (1980) rests on the alleged long-term benefits to humang and
animals of our switching to a meatless diet. But, counters Regan (2004a),
in view of the enormous economic interests involved in the meat indys.
try, it is not obvious that better aggregated consequences will follow
from everyone’s becoming vegetarian than from continuation of the
present state of affairs. Frey (1983) and Leahy (1991) both invoke the
spectre of potentially disastrous economic consequences to bolster the
case against obligatory vegetarianism. Singer eschews any absolutist
position on the issue of vegetarianism; on a utilitarian view the matter
is largely an empirical one of discovering what the best overall conse-
quences will be, Regan’s rights view, by contrast, enjoins us to become
vegetarian as a matter of justice, Animals who are subjects-of-a-life have
the right to be treated with respect, including the right not to be harmed.
To raise farm animals for slaughter, to treat them as renewable resources
(whether or not they are treated “humanely”), is to violate their basic
rights. We cannot justify continuing to consume animals by an appeal
to the economic consequences of ending the practice any more than we
would be able to justify the continuation of human slavery by an appeal
to the harmful economic consequences of ending that practice. No one,
says Regan, has the right to be protected from harm by the continuation
of an unjust practice, one that violates the rights of others.

Is the rights case for vegetarianism watertight? Given that many wild

Case fo,
ln'L%He

)
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|s— mice; rabbits, birds, and others—are kijleq i,
. a w—

: =] Cro duc-
aﬂ'mb arm machinery, pesticides, and habitat des[ructiopnp;(:e:;n
] n - . ’

(i 003) has suggested that a diet that includes meat from grass-feq

gla;l;(-ain-fed) anirnals lactluei!ly klllhs fewir anim.ais than a strictly vege-
..o diet. But his calcuiations have been disputed (Lamey 30¢;;
2003). Given the muchfstr.nalle_r amount of land required to
oduce an equivalent amount o dood. in ;:egetable form, even a djer
£ olving meat from pasture-raised animals arguably results in mope
inv nd more harm to animals.
death5‘; Lehman (1988) maintains that a rights view may sometimes
wn}({;i ¢ killing animals for food. He claims t_hat with. regard to world
Jlation and present food resources we are in effect i a lifeboat situ-
pop . pot all creatures, human and non-human, can survive, Any overnight
auolr:ibition against eating meat would result in there being insufficient
fc:;]d to support all human beinfgs.,; many people WC,’Uld die, while others
would become ill from malnfltrltlon. Hence Regan’s worse-off principle
implies that, given that c.leath l‘S a greater harm to h.umans than to animals,
itis right to sacrifice animal ll.VES to save human lllves. What this means is
that meat-eating should continue unless and until food-production sys-
tems can be modified to support the. wc?rld’s human population on a
vegetarian diet. The details and practicality of a widespread conversion
to vegetarianism have not been adequately studied, says Lehman.
Lehman’s incremental approach finds a surprising ally in Martha
Nussbaum (2004, 2006), who says that the effects on human health and
the environment of a total switch to vegetarianism are not yet known,
and that therefore we should begin by improving the conditions of ani-
mals raised for food. But is Nussbaum’s position here consistent with
the fundamentals of her capabilities approach? On the one hand, she
says that every sentient creature is entitled, as a matter of justice, to con-
tinue its life and never to be used merely as a means to the ends of oth-
ers. On the other hand, she is not convinced that it is wrong, on balance,
painlessly to kill and then eat an animal that has been leading a good
life. How does the absence of pain excuse killing someone with a right
to life, asks Anders Schinkel (2008), especially when Nussbaum’s
approach holds that an individual need not be conscious of a depriva-
tion in order to be wronged? The array of capabilities to which Nussbaum
says animals are entitled, in order to be able to flourish as individuals,
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surely means little if they hav.e no;secuic.r -ight to _life. Nussbayp, -

gests that killing for food may 1nv.olve a tra.glc conflict betweer, the we“:
being of humans and the w_el!-bemg' of animals. But, say§ Schinke], thay
idea only makes sense if killing ammalls for f(?od does indee involy,
cerious wrongdoing and if at the same time eating meat is ecessary

human well-being.

Does Being Vegetarian Make Any Differepce?

Resort to utilitarian or rights arguments will not persuade those wh, do
not accept the underlying ethical principles. Perhaps a simple by, com.
pelling case for vegetarianism can be made on Ih.e basis of premises that
nearly everyone is likely to accept, such as the idea that it is wrong (o
cause unnecessary suffering, or that it is wrong to kill animals when
using plants will serve our purposes just as well (Curnutt 1997 Engel
2000; Tardiff 1996). In any event, one may be tempted to assume that, if
raising animals for meat is a bad thing (because, for example, it inflicts 5
great deal of unnecessary suffering and death), then it must be morally
incumbent upon everyone (at least, upon everyone who can thrive
without eating meat) to become vegetarian. But does this follow? If |
abstain from eating meat, will any animals really be saved from suffer-
ing and death? It may be that the market for factory-farmed animal
bodies is not sensitive enough to register the difference in demand
made by a single consumer. If that is the case, why should I bother to
abstain from eating meat, even if I agree that the meat industry is evil,

since my abstention will apparently have no effect? (The same question

can be asked with regard to abstaining from milk, cheese, and eggs, pro-

duction of which almost inevitably results in exploitation and death for

the female animals used and the male animals discarded.)

One response might be that, even if it takes a fairly large increase in
demand to affect the number of, say, chickens that are raised for slaugh-
ter, there must be some threshold at which the purchase of one more
chicken will tip the balance and result in many more chickens being
raised for slaughter. If I purchase that particular chicken, I bring about
serious harm. Even if the probability of my purchasing the chicken that
tips the balance is small, by purchasing any chicken I do something the
expected outcome of which (a serious harm multiplied by the probabil-
ity of bringing about that harm) is not negligible (Almeida and:
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:n 20005 Matheny 2002). But the issue is complicated; he
pste! market factors that affect the relation between, i, divi,dua]

ero! ion may cal
n and meat producti y call the threshold argument into

purcl‘!ﬂsneichartier 2006)- .
ques 10 b response might be that, if I belong to a 8roup of people
Joosely structured group of consumers) who could act collec.
even 3 Juce the evils of factory farming but fail to do so, I beqr o
ively 10 ff responsibifity for those evils. I cannot excuse myself from
tia - hat on my own I cannot make a difference, particularly

hing to try to persuade other members of the group to

not

< by saying!
one not

on 1993)-
¢ another way to look at the matter, and that involves the

Few of us would maintain, for example, that it would be
ble to join @ §ang of racist bull_les even 1f. the gang’s activities
acceptd ocks through windows at night, taunting children on their
(mrowlﬂghr ol) would provide us with excitement and we were con-
ay 10 5¢ toour participation or abstention would not affect the num-
vinced tha . of the incidents. Similarly, whether or not I believe that
per OF .seveflezt will have any direct effect on the treatment of animals, I
my eating in do it, because eating meat displays a disregard for their suf-
ought rlf»‘(ti Zeath ;nd so is not the sort of thing that a virtuous person
fering 20 (Nobis 2002; Shafer-Landau 1994). Further, virtuous behav-
would do being vegetarian) may well influence others to give up

our (in this cases ) _ :

murt( people whose example will in turn influence others and thus in
eat, :

:Ee long run have some real effect on animal welfare.

But is the notion of virtuous behaviour misplaced in th.is .regard?
Why should we extend it beyond human society? Aftei all, it is often
«id, nature is “red in tooth and claw’, an arena where “the Ia.w of the
jungle” prevails. When we kill and eat animals we.are only doing what
they themselves do. Why should we extend _to an{m?ls treatment Eha.lt
they do not extend to others? One problem with lthlS line of reasoning s
that not all animals hunt, kill, and eat other animals. Many are herbi-
vores. In fact, most of the animals we hunt, eat, and experiment on do
not kill and eat other animals. If we were to apply a rule that says our
treatment of animals should depend on how they themselves act, then it
would sometimes be acceptable for us to kill dogs, cats, lions, or eagles,
butit would hardly ever be all right to kil cattle, rabbits, deer, or baboons.

ct (Huds.
There 1 ye
dea of yirtue.
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Behind every meal is an
absence: the death of the
animal whose place the
meat takes.... The func-
tion of the absent refer-
ent is to keep our “meat”
separated from any idea
that she or he was once
an animal, to keep the
“moo” or “cluck” or
“baa"” away from the
meat, to keep something
from being seen as hav-
ing been someone. Once
the existence of meat is
disconnected from the
existence of an animal
who was killed to become
that “meat”, meat
becomes unanchored by
its original referent (the
animal), becoming
Instead a free-floating
image, used often to
reflect women's status as
well as animals’.
~Carol J. Adams, The
Sexual Politics of Meat
p. 14

ANIMALS AND ETHICS

We often speak of “animals”, as if they were all Membeyg is
species, thus ignoring the innumerable dl'ffErenCes in beha\'iour sing),
non-human creatures. When someone is behaving in a a
anti-social manner, we speak of the person acting “like 5
being “brutish” or “beastly”. Yet human beings outdg all
in terms of cruelty and unnecessary aggression against membﬁtureS
their own and other species. Can it be that in attributing 1 eers of
behaviour to non-human animals we are projecting the dar “ a:t]yi,
own natures onto convenient scapegoats (Mason 1993: ;4 1970ur
STOP HERE For Ethics of Eating Animals Sess}?r 3)
Feminism and Vegetarianism
Vegetarianism has become a bone of contention amop
have seen in the previous chapter that the ethic of care articulateq ,
Nel Noddings excludes animals from the moral community. Nodgj, ;
(1984, 1991) justifies meat-eating on the grounds that we have nq oblgi-
gation of caring toward animals in general except to see that we inflicy
as little pain as possible on them, in particular when we raise
kill them for food. In addition she believes that, if we all bec

tarian, there would not be enough resources to support
human and animal population,

g Amg,
Particu]aﬂg

n animalu or

Othe[‘ Cre

g feminists, We

them apg
dIne Vege_

the whole
contrary to the pro-vegetarijan claim
that there would be more food resources for humans and more habitat

for wild animals. Noddings’ position has drawn fire from feminists like
Josephine Donovan (1990, 1991), who accuses her of speciesism.

The most sustained attack on meat-eating, however, has come from
eco-feminist philosopher Carol Adams, author of The Sexual Politics of
Meat and Neither Man nor Beast. Adams insists that the very word
“meat” attests to the ideological hegemony of an animal-consuming
culture. It is a term that, like “water”, denotes a mass of something; meat
remains meat regardless of the amount. It has no individuality and
obscures the fact that what is consumed was once a unique living crea-
ture. Behind every meal of meat, says Adams, is an absence: the death of
the animal that has now been transformed from someone into some-
thing (e.g., the idea of a living pig has been banished, to be replaced by a
consumable object called “pork”). The function of what she calls the
“absent referent” is to disconnect the act of eating meat from awareness
of the animal and its suffering,

As an eco-feminist, Adams stresses the way in which, historically, the
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e of being human has been identifieq
essen ess and opposed to what is seep 5
aligs’ the other sex, all of which have tenqeg tobe j
5 eCd of nature, not culture. Although modern femin
orl strate that women are, equally with mep
demo™ eneral they have not challenged the per
tures m'gth otherness, says Adams, so that for
mals WIiniStS) animals continue to be viewed
eco-f;mmS details the ways in which meat-e
.A ;asculiﬂitY’ not only in Western culty
WIthtables and other non-meat items, on the
;/:;f;: cenas women’s food. Adams notes h(iw in the feminjst movement
i ninet€_€ﬂth century and early l'WCI‘ltle'th century there was often
- explicit link made betweeii vegetarianism 'aild the liberation of
en. She devotes a chapter in The Sexual Politics of Meat to the sio-
:ioﬁlz;nce of the fact tha.t Frani<enstein’s morister in Mary Shelley’s 1818
vel is vegetarian. By including animals within the scope of its moral
no rn, the creature’s rejection of meat challenges the barrier of us and
con;eth;t separates humans and animals and simultaneously symbol-
it::s the creature’s own desire to be admitted into human society.

As well as meat’s being seen to be men’s food, animals are often pre-
sented culturally in sexualized (female) ways ar_id women'’s bodies are often
gt d as a form of meat. This linkage is ev1dent today in many images
confronting us in everyday life—in advertising, in cartoons, in posters, on
menus (Adams 2004). Hunting magazines commonly link the hunt with
sex, and animals with women (Kalof, Fitzgerald, and Baralt 2004).

The idea that feminists should advocate vegetarianism has been chal-
lenged by Kathryn Paxton George (2000). Gec.irg.e maintains that argu-
ments for universal vegetarianism, particularly in its vegan form (that is, a
meatless diet without eggs or dairy products), tacitl).' assume male phys-
iology to be the human norm. She claims that TSI girls and won;en
to be strict vegetarians would typically mean imposing an inadequate llet
on them, given the specific nutritional requirements cif huriiari fema b
There are also many males for whom a strict vegetarian diet is urilslun[-f
able, says George. Strict vegetarianism is a viable ideal only for w; ()Ot
adult males (and for healthy, well-off, younger adult .females V.Vho . nll
bear children) living in technologically advanced societies. It is normally

with white

Euro-Amer:
mer]
$ other; ot an

her Taces, other
dentifieq with the

15ts haye sought g
8 representatives of cyl-

Nicious €quation of gp;.
most feminjsts (but not
as objects to be exploited,
ating has beep identified
res but aroung the world,
other hand, have typically
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only this minority who have the physiological capacity, the d
and the access to the necessary food sources (including Vif ca
mineral supplements) to lead healthy lives on a strict vegetariana?m

George is prepared to say, for the sake of argument, tha¢ animlet.

prima facie rights but argues that, even so, the eating of fieat bals hay
who need it for their health is condoned by Regan’s liberty )_(th_%e
(which says that, provided all those involved are treated Wit}I:rlnclple
and assuming that no special considerations obtain, any Hiice I:tes et
vidual has the right to act to avoid being made worse off, ever, if dln'dl‘
so harms other innocents). Indeed, Regan and other pro_VegEtaO}n
philosophers do excuse from the requirement to be vegetariap, t}i‘lan
who must consume meat to stay healthy. George, however, says tEse
excusing such people (the majority of people, in her opinion) frop, :t
ethical ideal is unsatisfactory because it suggests that these people arez
moral underclass, physiologically incapable of doing what is right
Rather, she says, we must reject the notion that one type of djet Car;
embody the ethical standard for all individuals.

George’s position has been vigorously disputed by Evelyn Pluhga,
(1992, 1993), who denies the assertion that most people’s health would
suffer on a vegetarian diet. Much of the disagreement between George
and Pluhar has to do with the scientific evidence about human nutri-
tion; readers who are interested in the details should consult their writ-
ings. Pluhar also disputes George’s contention that Regan’s rights view
will frequently condone the eating of meat. If the liberty principle is to
be interpreted in a manner that is consistent with the idea that all sub-
jects-of-a-life have equal inherent value, says Pluhar, then we cannot
prevent ourselves being made worse off by killing and consuming our
fellow subjects-of-a-life. Unless we assume that subjects-of-a-life have
the right to their own bodies, one person would have the right to kill
another person for his or her heart if it were needed for the first person’s
survival. That our fellow subjects-of-a-life, having the same inherent
value that we do, have the same right to their own bodies that we have to
ours is a “special consideration” that prevents our invoking the liberty
principle to justify killing them. Pluhar notes that Regan’s view does not
Predude us from consuming eggs and dairy products so long as this
involves no animals (female or male) being treated without respect—3a
condition that is not easily met these days.

i()nl
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d (1978) thinks that the sorts of arguments advanced
and Regan are fundamentally misconceived — not because we
by ginger bE Vegetaria“ but because a case that rests on the capacities
no ol animals is not compelling. It is not mainly on the basis
inte'reS . cal capacities and attendant interests of other human beings
the b10108"n clined to refrain from eating them; it is in the first place
pat we ar¢ 1 are individuals with whom we share a common life. It is in
pecause fo ¢ our lived relations with other people that we evaluate our
X onses to their joys and sufferings. Similarly, suggests
r res‘:,)hen we think of animals as fellow creatures, as companions
’ we shall be more likely to respond to them with pity
likely to treat them as consumable objects.

a Diamon

ion) and less
Le. 3
( START HERE For the Hunting and Wildlife Control session (through p. 116)

tin
gport Hunting people hunted wild animals in order to

h of human existence, : ) ° )
For I'T:;C[hemselves with food and with materials with which to clothe
ri;whelter themselves. Today the materials required for food, clothing,
and $

helter are for the overwhelming part obtained from other sources,
aflds from non-animal sources or from animals raised on farms.
eltherthl;:(l)ess a significant minority of the population in industrialized
Net\i,f)rns cont;nues to hunt. It has been estimated that the animals killed
E; hunters in the United States every year include 50_ rlnillion doves, 25
million rabbits and squirrels, 25 million quail, 20 million pheasant, 10
million ducks, 4 million deer, 2 million geese, 150,000 elk, and more
than 20,000 black bears (Swan 1995). ™
As hunting’s role in the economy and culture of society has dimin-
ished, it has became more controversial (Dizard 1994; McLeod 2007).
Despite the fact that most people are happy to eat meat from. farm'ed
animals, many of these same people —not just advocates of amma.l lib-
cration — disapprove of the killing of wild animals. Hunters typically
come from small-town or rural backgrounds and often view opponents
of hunting as effete city dwellers who are out of touch with nature. In
his treatise on the history of hunting, Matt Cartmill (1993)_notes an
interesting fact in this regard: that hunters generally con's:der Walt
Disney’s Bambi to be the most powerful piece of anti-hunting propa-
ganda ever produced, a film that, in their opinion, has presefxted g_ener-
ations of children with a false and sentimentalized view of wild animals.
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A

Those who hunt do so from a vari.ety of motives. In pary;
sorts of hunting stand .out as f‘pecml” candfdates for phj) soph;
debate: subsistence hunting ;‘md sport l?unt.mg that is dope fi 5
avowed love of nature. Subsistence hunting involveg killing wild 5.
mals not to supplement the .food bought at t'he SUpermarkey - anj.
central element in one’s survival and way of life; in the mo. M
subsistence hunting is normally part and parcel of Maintajp
tional Aboriginal culture. Subsistence hunting by the Inujt
will be discussed shortly. Sport hunting: is done not in order thy, th
hunter may survive but either for recreation or, according to g Bt g
proponents, to provide the hunter with an intimate and even spiy; Its
connection with the natural world.

As with the issue of using animals for food, it makes 5 differen,
whether a liberationist adopts a rights or a utilitariap Perspective 0;
sport hunting (Wade 1990). The rights position on sport hunting i
clear. While everyone has the right of self-defence (you need not Jet
yourself be mauled to death by a grizzly), hunting an animg] for sport jg
a violation of the animal’s basic right not to be harmed by mora| agents,

On the other hand, those who defend hunting often do s on util;.
tarian grounds of aggregate benefit to humans and animals, Hunting, jt
is said, not only brings pleasure to hunters but Spares animals the
drawn-out and painful deaths they would otherwise likely suffer from
hunger, disease, or natural predation; and where natural predators are
scarce, hunters function to maintain ecologically healthy population
levels among animal species. A problem with the claim that hunting js
good for ecosystems is that hunters typically aim to kill healthy adult
E:i::sﬁ(:ﬁ niay, ab deer Ii)opulatio'n, while animal predators usually take
ot dzmene;:. c owe\;er, llt has been asserted that Fo tbe exte.m
1987), Robert Lofis (Iigeg :)co oglcl?l values, they do what is I‘lght’ (List
Preservation of wildlife habitS aty " gt i 'humer e Sta‘ke e
Munity toward this end bt:ne?*tS B i b)', L s
i, 1ts not only those species that.are hunted

are not hunted. Sport hunting can be justified on

utilitarian
oy ]g;o'unds, he says, becauge, among other things, it results in
e néa eing replaced with another.
0 Causey (1989) pei litari,
heart of the Matter, i{ €Jects utilitarian assessments as missing the

unting, she claims, is a deep-seated human

derp Worlg

Mg a trag;.
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at harks back to our palaeolithic ancestors. As such, the desire
0 kill is morally neutral. Hm’rvever,_ because violent death s
ic part of nature, the hunter’s des:re' to participate in this
e world can be valuable. Sense.less killing or hunting done
obtain trophies is morally offensive; on the other hand, those
merely © hose primary motive is the spiritual enrichment that comes
hunteL:S w efsing themselves in natural processes are engaged in a
ot lmm'timate activity.
morally ligiii her argument, Causey is following in the footsteps of

In' mahﬂoiopher José Ortega y Gasset (1883-1955), whose Meditations
SPanlsh P‘n is the classic defence of hunting as a spiritual activity.
or Hur.lﬂ fo Ortega, the primary goal of the true sport hunter is not to
Accordlng_mal for consumption or sale. The primary goal of the sport
pLe T‘m in the activity of hunting itself. Hence the sport hunter is not
bunter lzsin the death as such of the animal hunted; yet, paradoxically,
;(r:lt;:;s:: an essential aim of this hunt. This is because the whole activity
of hunting is predicated on.strlvmg to take the animal’s life; 1t_ isa bat.tie
of cunning and physical skill bet.ween hunter and h.unted,_wzth the.: life
of the hunted at stake. Alternatives, such as pun:sumg anl.mals ‘,V'th a
camera in order to bring home photographs,. mlss. the pon_nt. Wllhout
the striving to kill, hunting is a charade, devoid of its true significance.
This is what Ortega (1972, pp. 110-11) means when he sa)fs. “.To sum
up, one does not hunt in order to kill; on the contrary, one kills in order
to have hunted.”

But why hunt? For Ortega, the answer to this question has to do with
our very roots as human beings. Through the activity of hunting, mod-
ern man (the great majority of hunters are men) escapes from the rou-
tines and burdens of civilization and becomes temporarily like his
palaeolithic ancestors, immersed in the natural world. The sport hunter
becomes again like an animal himself. He hunts his prey through
achieving an understanding of its way of thinking and being, and in llh1s
there is ideally a mystical union with the animal hunted. Hunting ig:a
kind of religious rite in which the hunter is submerged in the mysteries
of nature, of life and death. Despite this re-emergence of the hunter’s
animal nature, however, the hunter remains superior to the prey. There
is, Ortega maintains, a hierarchy of species in nature; life is mi_!rk_ﬁ‘d by
conflict and every kind of creature is in a relationship of superiority or

iﬂstiﬂct th
of hunter®

aspect of th

To the sportsman the
death of the game is not
what interests him. that
is not his purpose. What
interests him s every-
thing that he had to do to
achieve that death —
that is, the hunt... To
sum up, one does not
hunt in order to kil on
the contrary, one kills in
order to have hunted.
~José Ortega y Gasset,
Meditations on Hunting,
pp. 110-11
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inferiority with regard to e\.rery Otl.]ertkl‘(?:' }L";Z‘e“n.g in its
involves a member of a superior species taking possession of 5

i jor species. wh

- glrltlsz;a{;odefznce of hunting as an aCtl:ltK ti,liatLC:l]_l: give the hunter ,
profound and intimate se'nse of. Com'.lecilczi ) 1€ Natura] Wo’rld is
echoed by many pro-hunting ertel'S,.ll'lC. uding C]?VIronmen.tal Phﬂoso-
pher Holmes Rolston I1I (1988). slm.llarly, d. eodorfz Vitalj (1990)
defends sport hunting as an exercise in predatory skills tha.u brings
pleasure to the hunter and generall.y-enhan_ces ecosystems, Whllch func.
tion efficiently through the competitive takn_ng of life. (More wil] be said
on the subject of animals and ecosystems in Che'lpter 6.) According to
Vitali, the pleasure that the good hunter seeks is not pleasure i the
death as such of the animal, which would be morally “troublesome” but
pleasure in the exercise of predatory skills. At the same time, like Ortega,
he stresses that the act of killing is essential to the activity of hunting,
Predation involves killing and only by killing can a person test his or he,
skills as a predator. Hunting with a camera or with paint pellets is not
really hunting, since in neither case does one achieve the “definitive.
ness” and “radical completeness” that killing brings to predatory activity,

While not engaging directly in the debates of philosophers, James
Swan (1995) emphasizes that for those he calls “nature hunters” hunt.
ing is a quasi-religious experience. Urban civilization divorces us from
nature and from our hunting instinct. By contrast, the nature hunter
feels a deep reverence for the natural environment; he feels respect and
even love for the animals he kills, says Swan. The act of killing can be a
“peak” experience, involving intense emotional excitemnent and a con-
frontation with the most profound issues of life and death. Adopting a
virtue-ethics perspective, some have argued that, insofar as hunters
unflinchingly confront the inevitability of death and take responsibility
for their part in the cycle of nature, hunting promotes eudaimonia, or
human flourishing (Jensen 2001; Tantillo 2001).

Those who know their political philosophy may perceive a disturb-
ing likeness between the picture of the world painted by Ortega and his
sympathizers and the picture painted by fascist ideologues. Nature,
according to fascism, is an arena of eternal conflict where one must van-
quish others or be vanquished; only by recognizing that we are beasts of
prey and by immersing ourselves in the struggle for survival can we

€8se Nce
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he alienating and debilitating effects of modern
et isguided notions of equality and individua)
ith 1% stical union w1t¥1 the forces of nature,
achiE\’e rf]m that human beings are flatural Predators who have 5 hunt-
he c'lal is questioﬂable (Cartmill 1993; Cohn 1999, Mason 1993;
ing insuncnd Woods 1997; Preece 1999). If, for the sake of argument,
Moriarty Z:he claim, we might want to say that it is surely better o man-
we accept datory instincts by means of aggression against animals
t oul P;eby means of aggression against people. Hunting, then,
een as an invaluable outlet for urges that are arguably neces-
might be s chological health but would prove mutually destructive if
sary for P?Y conflict among humans. Yet Cartmill finds the equation of
eXPl’essed mn love with killing—what he calls the “murderous amorous.
reverence or Ohunters—-not just disturbing but pathological. He finds
ness” of some of sport hunting and in some of the feelings expressed by
heimagen{uding a false and contemptuous affection for the victim
;;Z]Cto think of the victim as an individual —a symbolic attack
1, in which hunting is akin to rape. This conclusion is also
pener ’co-feminist Marti Kheel (1995).
das Y nd others admit to feeling ambivalent about the rightness of
Lﬂ]?nrtetﬁz :nimals they hunt. For his part, Ortega attrib.utes this am})iva-
e he fact that we humans see ourselves as emerging from animal-
!ence o e transcending that state and yet connected with it) and to a
i frcl;nfusion about the norms that ought to govern our relations
%;r:trer beings, including those in our environment, particularly when
it comes to the matter of death. ' . oy
Most hunters are not so philosophical in reﬂectcmg on the.lr‘actfvmes.
Opponents of hunting are sceptical flbOl:lt the clalr.ns that l_ulhng 1(:; n;zlc-
essary in order to exercise the sklll.s .mvolved i hunting and t -al
hunters take little joy in the actual killing of animals (.Pluhar 1991; .
Williams 1995). In defence of sport hunters it can be sal-d that.many of
the more thoughtful among them at least sound sincere in theu prf)fes-
sions of respect and admiration for animals and of feeling guilt z:it
inflicting suffering and death. Then again, such guilt coui_d be efpunge h
the hunting experience intensified, and the confronltatnon with deal1
made all the more meaningful if hunters were to restrict themselves vol-
untarily to hunting each other. As it is, many adhere to a code of ethics
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Its not that “romance”
connotes only sex when
applied to heterosexyal
relations and connotes
only power when applied
to hunting. Rather, hunt-
ing and predatory hetero-
sexuality are instances of
romance because each is
simultaneously sexual
and an expression of
power

—Brian Luke, Brutal, p. 84
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that enjoins them, among other things, to kill their prey as Quickgy
painlessly as possible and to take no more animals thap they ing Y ang
use. Brian Luke (1997) argues that this “Sportsman’s c o iend.,0
both a recognition of the intrinsic value of individua] animalsmphes
personal responsibility to minimize one’s imposition of Suffer; ::nd a
them. But the paradox, he says, is that these non-anthropocep tric § on
can best be realized by not hunting animals at all. Valugg
Sport fishing, or angling, can be said to be a form of hunting by,

has received comparatively little attention from philosophers, Thl'][ it
probably because there is considerable doubt that fish quali 1 i
jects-of-a-life under a Regan-type rights view and because th
ity for suffering is not obvious to most people. The analogical argumen
is somewhat harder to apply to a fish than to a mammal, a bird, o , s t
tile. In particular, fish do not emit shrieks or moans when hooked g .
when hauled out of water. Still, at least one writer (de Leeuw 1996)
argues that there is reason to believe that angling imposes significant
and needless suffering on fish, suffering that, because it is intrinsic ¢q
the pleasure taken by anglers in hooking fish, playing with th e
landing them, probably cannot be justified even according to the ethjcy|
code of hunters.

f}’ as syb.

€Ir capgc.

Subsistence Hunting: The Case of the Inuit

Most of those liberationist philosophers and activists who oppose sport
hunting will say that a stronger argument can be made in favour of sub.-
sistence hunting. The Inuit of Canada’s eastern Arctic provide a case
study in the issue of subsistence hunting and the impact thereon of
modern technology and economy.

The hunting that the Inuit do is not recreational. It is no weekend
outing. During the long, dark Arctic winter, when the sun is rarely to be
seen and the temperature may hover around -35° Celsius, hunters spend
hours travelling by snowmobile to areas of offshore ice to look for
breathing holes used by seals. Then they stand nearly motionless above
active holes, often for hours and often without success, waiting for the
appearance of their prey. Ortega’s maxim that “one does not hunt in
order to kill; on the contrary, one kills in order to have hunted” has little
relevanc? here. Traditionally the Inuit hunt to kill and thereby to survive.

Hunting animals has always been not simply the means by which the
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. e provided themselves with food, but 3 ¢e
[nuit haThe hunt has been the core around which ¢
UI:jutrle;-eir lives. I.n recer.lt ‘decades, howe""-’l’_, th.e technology and the

of the industrialized world have significantly iy e
econolf:z& Modern houses, electricity, radio, snowmobiles l]:ucl
these I J many other modern tools.and artifacts are e;idjt
capitalist market. Some critics of the hypt say t
(hanges have effectlvellylde.sttirrc;);ed th: ttlrad:.tmnal subsistence
and with I the mora e%"lt dCY = un;mg 35 a necessar
Today's Inuit hunt for prof ey }.)arto the fur industry, they say.

[n his study of modern Inu1lt] hunting and the controversy surround-
ing it, George Wenzel (19191} " argt_efs that such critics have been misleq
by their focus on techno 0%1% 31;} acts like snowmobiles (which haye
replaced dog.teams) and rifles (w {ch have largely replaced harpoons).
They have failed to look at the §ocnal context Of. the use of these tools,
Because of resettlement of Inuit by the (?anadlan government in the
1950s, hunters today must traverse great distances and snowmobiles are
4 pecessity; in turm, the sale of some sealskins is necessary in order to
bring in the money required to buy and maintain the snowmobiles and
other tools. While the Inuit have adopted modern technology, what
remains largely intact, says Wenzel, is the web of Inuit social and cul-
wral relations, organized around the hunt. Without the hunt, the tradi-
tional way of life would disappear. He concludes that the campaign to
stop seal hunting is myopic and morally flawed.

Wenzel makes a good case for regarding modern Inuit hunting as a
continuation of a traditional way of life using other means, a case that
should give pause to thoughtful anti-hunt activists. In fact, many activists
who oppose sealing by non-Natives (in particular, the Newfoundland
seal hunt) are prepared to recognize the legitimacy of subsistence hunt-
ing by Native people. In one important sense, however, Wenzel’s argu-
ment may be said to beg the question. Although he notes the high moral
status accorded animals in traditional Inuit culture, Wenzel fails to con-
sider seriously the idea that the moral worth of individual animals may
make present-day hunting of them wrong even in the light of other con-
siderations. As a result he assumes what requires to be demonstrated: that
the moral legitimacy of “harvesting” seals and caribou rests solely 0‘”;
the questions of cultural tradition and ecological sustainability. Wenze
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Jnuit do not segregate the
qualities enjoyed by
human beings from those
enjoyed by animals.
Animals share with
humans a common stale
of being that includes
kinship and family rela-
tions, sentience, and
intelligence. The rights
and obligations that per-
tain among people extend
to other members of the
natural world. People,
seals, polar bear, birds,
and caribou are joined in
a single community in
which animals give men
food and receive
acknowledgement and
revival.
—George Wenzel, Animal
Rights, Human Rights,
pp. 60-61

ANIMALS AND ETHICS

is not alone in focusing exclusively on these criteria. Controyerg
so arisen over the hunting of bowhead whales by Baffin Islang
te has centred not on the moral status of the whj
lity of this endangered species and on the Inujgs
f cultural sovereignty.

Y has
Inuj,
le by
C]aim

al
The public deba

on the sustainabi

that hunting the whale is a matter o
Wenzel notes that in traditional Inuit culture animals are viewed

as

forming a single moral community with human beings, all mep,
having reciprocal rights and obligations. Animals are believed to il ers
tient and even intelligent beings who are aware of the thoughts :nh
intentions of hunters. Hunted animals willingly sacrifice thems‘-’lve;:d
those human beings who have the right attitude. If they are to be g, 0
cessful, hunters must approach animals with an attitude of respect, th;
is, with appreciation for an animal’s generosity in allowing itself to be yseq
and with the intent of using the animal’s body as fully as possible fo;
food and of sharing it with other members of the hunter’s community,
This attitude of respect for animals is common in Aboriginal cul.'
tures. It differs in its implications from the kind of respect inherent in
the animal-rights position in that it allows and even encourages the
killing and consumption of wild animals. Nonetheless, these two ver-
sions of the concept of respect share something fundamental: each
admonishes us to treat animals as ends in themselves, never simply as
means. If animals really do give their consent to being killed and con-

sumed, then it is possible for humans to kill and consume them without

treating them simply as means.
Human beings do not normally give consent to being killed and con-

sumed by other people. It is unlikely that Wenzel would defend any
present-day hunting and killing of humans, even if some instance of
this could be shown to support the continuation of a traditional canni-
bal culture and not to deplete the long-term supply of harvestable humans.
Given that present-day members of a traditional cannibal culture could
make their living by other means, few observers would claim they ought
to be allowed to perpetuate their age-old subsistence culture.

Taking issue with Wenzel’s implicit double standard, Wendy Donner
(1997) argues that if we are going to say that individual human beings
matter, and not just the human species as a whole, then consistency
d.emands we say that individual animals matter, and that it is wrong to
kill any animal except for important purposes: to satisfy basic needs for
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g and sheltfer. Donner is willing to go alon
ation that the Inuit must sell some furs in orde
conee qecessary 1o buy and maintain hunting equi
in,:soi:ts 4t we cannot uncritically accept that every ne
Porate
heir trd
L ond
yraditio P
few would hold that satisfying basic needs always ;yst:
(ing suffering or death on others. Our imaginary mod);nius:lﬁe.s
tisfy their basic needs by hunting and killing other peo lenm_
few of U8 would say th'e Y WOL.II?] be justified in continuing tllfeirptr;zeif
method of making a living. The reason is that, although thei
ds can be satisfied by hunting other people, modern Canmb:llr
d to hunt people. One way or another they can feed, clothes
and shelter themselves by alternative methods and, morally Speaking'
(his would see to make all the difference. ’
Do the Inuit need to hunt in order to survive? The answer to this
questioﬂ is not obvious, since it is not obvious what is entailed by “sur-
yival”. Even if abandonment of the hunt meant that their traditional cul-
rure would not survive, on an individual level modern Inuit can, at least
in principle, survive by filling any of the roles for people in industrial
society. Especially now that the eastern Canadian Arctic has become the
po[itical territory of Nunavut (“our land” in the Inuktitut language),
more Inuit are directly participating in the economic and organizational
processes of the modern world. And where a wage-paying job in the work
force is not available, there is, as for other Canadian citizens in similar
straits, government welfare. Indeed, many of Nunavut’s residents today
are on welfare, while rates for suicide, teen-age pregnancy, and the abuse
of alcohol, drugs, and other substances are far above national averages.
Can Regan’s worse-off principle be invoked to justify continuance of
the hunt? Supporters of the hunt argue that anti-fur campaigns have
had devastating effects on Aboriginal communities (Barber 1997). Is
the harm that befalls individual Inuit with the ending of the hunt and
the hunting way of life greater than the harm to individual seals of los-
ing their lives? And do we take into account those Inuit not yet born who
will have lost their ancestors’ culture? If the hunt ends, new generations of
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Jnuit will grow up for whom the old ways will be just storie :
n 1St0
r

books and museums. They will become astrophysicists an .. .

ers and check-out clerks, watch basketball and soap operag 050c1a[ Worl.
while eating prepackaged dinners from the suburbs of Ton televig,
look forward to winter vacations in Trinidad or Moroccg Orronto, ang
side of the moon. Will they be better off or worse off than -fo e fr
been seal hunters—and by how much? If they p, d

Hunters and Supermarket Vegetarians

It should also be noted that Regan’s miniride principle hag been j

by one hunter and writer in defence of his own hunting of e]i flnvoked
Ted Kerasote (1993) points to the many wild animals killed i, Cror food,
duction in order to supply food to what he calls “supermarket v: . prc?-
ans” He reasons that because supplying himself with food by hietajrl-
results in fewer animal deaths, such hunting is preferable to ad, Ity
vegetarian diet. Pligg
: Kerasote’s argument is certainly food for thought. At least two o)
arise from it. First, there is the matter of intentional infliction of hares
versus harm that is the unintentional but foreseeable side effect of on:?
actions. A utilitarian is likely to see no moral difference between thz
two, since utilitarianism holds that it is consequences that count anqg
not intentions. Hence a utilitarian must give Kerasote’s less-harm argu-
ment serious consideration. On the other hand, a deontologist, who
focuses on rights and duties, may well hold that the intentional inflic-
tion of harm (in this case, the intentional killing of elk or other animals
for food) is worse than the unintentional deaths that result from an
action (growing and harvesting plants) that in itself is benign.

A second issue that arises from Kerasote’s argument is whether hunt-
ing for one’s food is practicable on a large scale. There are now six-and-
counting billion human beings on the planet. It is unlikely that all or most
of these people could feed themselves largely by hunting, and the attempt
to do so might well result in the extermination of many animal species.
On the large scale, then, the choice would seem to be between supermar-
ket vegetarianism and supermarket meat-eating, that is, between a diet
that depends on commercial agriculture but not on meat and a diet that
depends on commercial agriculture including the farming of animals.

STOP HERE For the Hunting and Wildlife Control session

116

IS IT WRO
NG To EaT gg HUNT 5
NiMALs»

Jusion .
nc car that phllosophers are deeply divided ot
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may ag i ;
It i and so they are—up 10 a point. With the jmpq,
tar! most contractarians, there is something of a copsey,
S

0N 0 pi . ;
uoﬂhe uffering inflicted on animals raised for meat cap be

srticular (co‘ntractarizllns y ag:‘lin)’.few_ are prepared to defend tf,

_farming of animals. The implication is that, at 5 i-: the
factof)’f the meat industry ought to be drastically refo;- 4 minimum,
moSf 0 d Nevertheless, even pro-liberation philo e ¥ Qutright
sbolished- o g ol 0sophers typically con-
cede that meflt—eatmg 18 a- P * t? m. SOmME circumstances, A rights
siews in prim:lple, places. stricter :mntatlon.s on_ meat-eating than does 4
utilital’ian view, though just what the practical implications of these two
siews are is @ matter of d«?bate. :

Although feminist phﬂOSOph‘ers in general have not made the issye
of vegetarianism centratl to ?hfnr conce{'ns, a few have. Yet those who
pave are divided in thlelr opinions. z}gamst vegetarianism, it has been
maintained that an ethic of care implies only that we ought not to inflict
annecessary suffering on animals when raising them for food; it has
also been claimed that not everyone can maintain good health on a veg-
etarian diet and that, as an ethical ideal, vegetarianism is generally not
cuitable for girls and women —a conclusion that has been disputed by
some other ferninists. Many eco-feminists equate meat-eating with the
ideology of male dominance in society and see vegetarianism as an inte-
gral part of the struggle for women’s liberation.

Defenders of sport hunting often point to its alleged environmental
benefits: in the modern world hunters act as substitutes for natural
predators, limiting the growth of prey populations; hunters also lobby
for the maintenance and enhancement of wilderness areas, which would
otherwise likely be destroyed by the spread of urban areas and indus-
trial activity. More than this, however, many defenders of sport hunting
see it as an important means by which people are able to rediscover
themselves as natural beings, confronting the mysteries of life and death
in what may be felt as a profound, even religious, experience. Critics
attack sport hunting from various angles: it violates the rights of an.i-
mals; it is a pathological expression of aggression, often with anti-
female overtones; its beneficial aspects can be achieved by other means,
such as wildlife photography; the intrinsic value of animals, implicitly

ue of vege-
tant excep-
us that [itt]e
justified, In

117


Brianne Donaldson
STOP HERE For the Hunting and Wildlife Control session


ANIMALS AND ETHICS

recognized by the hunter’s code of ethics, can only really be
refraining from hunting. T€SPecte
Subsistence hunting has generally seemed morally Jegs

than sport hunting, and philosophers have devoted Jegg atterll)tltoblematic
prime issue here has been whether the technology ang econ(;on toj,
modern world has intruded into traditional cultures to such [:Y Of the
as to undermine the moral legitimacy of hunting by membersn fexten
communities. While critics claim that even Aboriginal people n(? thege
largely for commercial reasons, a case can be made that people l‘g(hu“t
Inuit have adopted modern methods in order to maintaip their te th.e
tional social relations. Even so, the question remains: if animalg r}?dlh
intrinsic value and should be treated with respect (as Aboriging] peoa‘ie
believe), is hunting them acceptable when one could adopt a differs &
way of life and not hunt? 4




