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Human beings are getting fatter and sicker. As we question what we eat and why
we eat it, this book argues that living well involves consuming a raw vegan diet.

With eating healthfully and eating ethically being simpler said than done, this
book argues that the best solution to health, environmental, and ethical
problems concerning animals is raw veganism—the human diet. The human
diet is what humans are naturally designed to eat, and that is, a raw vegan diet
of fruit, tender leafy greens, and occasionally nuts and seeds. While veganism
raises challenging questions over the ethics of consuming animal products,
while also considering the environmental impact of the agriculture industry,
raw veganism goes a step further and argues that consuming cooked food is also
detrimental to our health and the environment. Cooking foods allows us to eat
food that is not otherwise fit for human consumption and in an age that
promotes eating foods in ‘moderation’ and having ‘balanced’ diets, this raises
the question of why we are eating foods that should only be consumed in
moderation at all, as moderation clearly implies they aren’t good for us. In
addition, from an environmental perspective, the use of stoves, ovens and
microwaves for cooking contributes significantly to energy consumption and
cooking in general generates excessive waste of food and resources. Thus, this
book maintains that living well and living a noble life, that is, good physical
and moral health, requires consuming a raw vegan diet.

Exploring the scientific and philosophical aspects of raw veganism, this novel
book is essential reading for all interested in promoting ethical, healthful, and
sustainable diets.

Carlo Alvaro is Adjunct Assistant Professor of Philosophy at New York City
College of Technology, USA. He is the author of Ethical Veganism, Virtue
Ethics, and the Great Soul (2019).
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Preface

When I wrote the initial draft of my first book, Ethical Veganism, Virtue Ethics,
and the Great Soul, 1 expressly intended it for an academic audience. Proud of
my scholarly work, I sent the manuscript to my publisher—and they told me
that it was not academic enough. Between my initial draft and the process of
academization, it took me two years to complete the book. I did enjoy the
process, though those two years were possibly the most intense of my life.
While T was writing the book, I was also writing several articles, teaching full-
time, and I was (and still am) a full-time dad.

So, at the end of the spring semester of 2018, after completing my book, I
decided to take a break. A philosopher’s break, mind you, does not mean not
writing at all; it just means writing articles and reading a million books. One of
the articles I was working on is about the significance of animal suffering or, to
be more precise, the idea that all philosophers writing in defense of animals end
up grounding their respective arguments on the notion of animal suffering.
That is, eating animals is wrong. Why? Because they suffer. Using animals for
scientific research is wrong. Why? Because they suffer. Go vegan! Why?
Because—you guessed it—animals suffer. I do believe that animals suffer. But
animal suffering, believe it or not, is not the principal reason why I do not eat
animals. What are these reasons, then? Well, I don’t want to spoil it for you. I
explain these reasons in “There is more than animal suffering,” which is
Chapter 2 of this book.

Also, I was writing another article, which deals with evolution of our species
and human diet. This paper turned out to be longer than a normal paper, and it
became “Raw veganism: The human diet”, the central chapter of this book.
Again, I do not want to spoil it for you. This paper was the impetus to the
ideas that culminated in the creation of this book, Raw Veganism: The Philoso-
phy of the Human Diet.

At this point, I was still enjoying my philosopher’s break, though I started
considering writing a new book on raw veganism. This time, I did not want to
write a book for academics. I wanted to speak to a wider audience and tell
them about my experience as a raw vegan, and the moral, environmental, and
dietary benefits of raw veganism. I wanted to write a popular book. So I did
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(or at least I thought I did). I sent the proposal to my publisher—and they told
me that it was too academic!

Well, ecce libro. This time I wrote a scholarly book that also speaks to a larger
audience. Raw Veganism contains provocative discussions about the abolition of
animal products, veganarchism, animal ethics, food ethics, environmental
ethics, nutrition, and evolutionary biology that may be of interest to physicians,
nutritionists, policy makers, and philosophers. Raw Veganism shows that, con-
trary to what most people believe, cooking food hinders, rather than promotes,
good health. Also contrary to popular belief, our ancestors did not feast upon
animal flesh. And no, the fact that we have canine teeth means nothing.
Humans are fruit eaters—that’s the human diet. Moreover, eating fruit is what
made our brains grow larger and made us humans. Cooking food, especially
animal-derived, is one of the worst incidents that happened to humanity.

All animal species that exist, or have existed, have a specific diet, a diet on
which a species is adapted to thrive. Well, you can see where this is going.
Where is the evidence? There is tons of evidence. The problem is that the
notion of eating a diet of fruit and salad is so wacky and foreign to humans
today that scientists have overlooked the evidence or have not connected the
dots or have deliberately avoided connecting the dots, or all of the above.
There is too much interest in maintaining the status quo. Although I consider
myself an optimist, I don’t have high hopes for a raw vegan world. But my job
as a philosopher is the search for truth, regardless of how wacky of uncomfor-
table the truth may be. And the truth is that cooking food and eating animals
are mistakes. Our species-specific food is fruit.

We can run from the truth, but we can’t hide—cooked food, especially
animal-based, grains, soda, oil, alcoholic beverages, coffee, sugar, and salt are
not human food. The human diet is fresh, uncooked, unprocessed fruit, with
the addition of tender, leafy greens and a handful of nuts and seeds. Cooked
food is dead. Cooking food denatures food. The human body requires water-
rich and live food. The human diet provides all the nutrients that the human
body requires. Why would it not? Our ancestors thrived on such a diet for
millions of years prior to agriculture, cooking, and hunting.

The human diet makes the question of sustainability redundant. It avoids
violence toward animals. It improves the digestion. It makes obesity unheard
of. It confers mental clarity and physical strength. It extends life. It avoids the
excessive use of detergents and disinfectants. It avoids the use of natural gas as a
fuel to cook. It avoids zoonoses, infectious diseases caused by bacteria and
parasites that spread between animals and humans. It can bring us back to
nature and make us appreciate its beauty and importance. It makes us see the
wrongness of killing animals and polluting the environment. My hope, there-
fore, is that this book will inspire people and make them seriously consider raw
veganism.
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Introduction

Recent reports on world population health are both alarming and disheart-
ening. To put it candidly and succinctly, human beings are getting fatter and
sicker. Considering my beloved country, for example, The National Health
and Nutrition Examination Survey (NHANES) reports that obesity rates
among US adults in 2015-2016 was a frightening 39.8%." Since 1999, when
the figure was 30.5%, obesity rates have been progressively increasing—and
it does not look like they are going to get any lower any time soon. A
recent study estimates that there will be “65 million more obese adults in
the USA and 11 million more obese adults in the UK by 2030.”% Equally
alarming (though not surprising), according to the American Heart Associa-
tion’s Heart and Stroke Statistics nearly half of US adults suffer from some
form of cardiovascular disease.” An interesting fact is that while humans are
getting sicker and sicker, wild animals do not have any obesity or cardio-
vascular problems.

According to the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC),
Americans are eating more calories than they did 40 years ago. This steady
increase in calories, CDC suggests, is due to an increased availability of food,
especially high-calorie foods. “The increase in calories is mainly due to an
increase in carbohydrate consumption.”* A worrisome fact is that most Amer-
icans do not eat enough fruit and vegetables;” and meat consumption is also
steadily increasing in the USA (also in other countries).” I don’t believe it is
difficult to infer the conclusion to this argument, although many researchers
and the public constantly deny it. But if I have to state it clearly, human beings
eat the wrong food.” Due to many factors, from historical reasons to psycho-
logical ones, human beings have abandoned their natural way of living and
eating. The term ‘natural’ is a dangerous and contentious word in philosophy. I
don’t want to be accused of the naturalistic fallacy here. I am not using the
term to make a deep philosophical point. I simply want to suggest that, after all,
living a simpler life, exercising more, and being in contact with nature is more
beneficial to humans than the stress, processed food, and pollution of modern
life. Why believe that humans should have a natural diet? Simply put, all
animal species that exist and ever have existed on Earth have their respective
natural diet. They consume as much as they want and do not get sick. In fact,
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only pets and liminal animals can suffer from obesity.® Again, the explanation is
that those animals consume food that is not optimal to them. It is true that
humans can survive on different diets. However, I believe that there are com-
pelling reasons—beginning with the frightening reports just mentioned
above—to show that cooked diets in general, especially meat-based diets, are
not optimal human diets. What is the human diet? It is what humans are
naturally designed to eat, and that is, a raw vegan diet of fruit, tender leafy
greens, and occasionally nuts and seeds.

Consuming cooked food, especially animal-based, have rendered human
beings sick. I predict resistance here. Some may argue, “No, no, no, it is not
cooking food or eating animal products that make us sick and fat.” What is it
then? Why is the world population health declining? Surely, people are not
eating enough fruits and vegetables, they eat cooked diets, including junk food
(which is cooked food), and most people in the world eat meat and animal
products. What causes humans to get sicker and sicker, then? Is it the fruit and
vegetables? Obviously, it is not that. It is cooking food, because cooking food
increases its calories and the variety of food that can be eaten.” Moreover,
cooking enables humans to eat food that is not fit to human consumption.
This, of course, has helped many humans survive through scarcity. But that is
what cooked food essentially is, starvation food. One group of foods in
particular that has taken a toll on human health is starches. As a group of
researchers notes,

Growing evidence shows that many of the chronic health conditions in
developed countries could be prevented or moderated by dietary changes.
The most common starchy foods in the United States diet, including white
bread, cakes, and noodles, consist of a large percentage of highly digestible
starch. There is concern that such rapidly digested starches may contribute
to chronic disease in people and animals."”

Sure, the immediate objection is that it is the refined grains that are unhealth-
ful, but whole grains are healthful. While it is generally true that some studies
purport to show that consuming whole grains can be beneficial, the point is
that all grains, including whole grains, are deficient in a number of important
nutrients. The nutrition profile of whole grains (and cooked foods in general) is
no match for fresh, uncooked fruit and greens, which “have the highest nutri-
ent density score.”'’ Also, in order to be digested, whole grains must be
cooked, which further destroys any nutritional value. They are hard to digest
and can damage the intestinal tract. Most importantly, all types of grains are
virtually tasteless, and hence require the addition of sugar, salt, and fats.
Another immediate objection is that we do not need to resort to a raw diet
to fight obesity and other chronic diseases. We can have a “balanced” diet or
eat cooked food in moderation (oh, if only I had a nickel for every time I
heard that!). But that begs the question. What is a balanced diet and what
does “moderation” mean? With their ring of truth, these clichés have
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persuaded many people. Many things are harmful even in moderation.
Should we use drugs in moderation? And regarding a balanced diet, do ele-
phants, rabbits, or zebras eat a balanced diet and in moderation? It is evident
that when animals eat their proper diet, the questions of moderation balance
are moot. Such labels make nutrition more complicated than it actually is. I
find the recommendation to eat in moderation quite suspicious. Why should
anyone eat food that must be consumed in moderation? Most animals eat in
abundance (when they can manage to find food). That is because they eat
their specific food. If we are told that we have to consume certain foods in
moderation, it follows that those foods are not entirely beneficial to our
health. Cooked food is high in calories and low in nutrients. It seems quite
obvious that processing food by cooking it cannot be as beneficial as con-
suming fresh, whole fruit, and tender leafy greens.

Furthermore, human diets generate moral issue involving our treatment of
animals and nature. Anyone who is even remotely concerned about nature
knows that animal agriculture is a leading cause of tremendous environmental
degradation. Thus, many have suggested as a solution to global health and
environmental problems a move in the direction of ethical veganism. While I
agree that embracing ethical veganism is more ethical and more environmen-
tally friendly than using animals for food, still it is not the most ethical and the
most environmentally friendly approach. After all, cooking requires the use of
ovens, stovetops, microwave ovens, which use coal, wood, gas, and electricity.
Not to mention that production of food in factories also requires energy con-
sumption. Compare that with raw vegan diets, which require no cooking, little
to no dishwashing as well as the use of detergents. Furthermore, eating raw
diets generates mostly organic, biodegradable waste that can be used as natural
fertilizer. Thus, in this book I argue that the best solution to health, environ-
mental, and ethical problems concerning animals is raw veganism—the human
diet. I discuss the human diet from the point of view of nutrition science and
evolution. I argue that living well and living a noble life, that is, good physical
and moral health, require consuming a raw vegan diet.

In Chapter 1, I examine some moral approaches to ethical veganism. His-
torically, various forms of utilitarianism and deontological ethics have been used
to frame the discussion and to defend veganism and vegetarianism. What I
suggest in this chapter is that starting from a preferred moral theory (especially
a theory that offers a certain procedure to determine what to do) and moving
to the conclusion of veganism or vegetarianism is not the best option. I suggest
that the most promising way to embrace veganism is to live a virtuous life. By
virtuous life I mean cultivating moderation, courage, integrity, a sense of aes-
thetic, and the avoidance of violence. Using animals for food is antithetical to
such virtues. An individual who possesses such virtues is one who lives simply
and refuses violence, un-aesthetic values, and self-deception.

Animal rights advocates argue that eating animals is wrong because animals
suffer. I agree that animals suffer and causing gratuitous suffering is wrong. But
what if we discovered that animals do not suffer at all? What if Descartes was
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right in saying that animals behave like, but are not, sentient creatures? This is
where my attitude toward nature differs from the attitude of many animal
ethicists. I do believe that sentience is important, but it’s not the principal
factor. I would not eat or use animal products even if it were discovered that
animals do not feel pain. Rather, I would still avoid such products because the
actions and practices required to produce them are bloody, violent, unneces-
sary, intemperate, unaesthetic, and deleterious to our health. The foregoing are
the themes of Chapter 2.

Modern life has alienated us from nature. In Chapter 3, I discuss the project
of in vitro meat. In vitro meat, a.k.a. lab-grown meat, a.k.a. synthetic meat,
and many other monikers, is believed by some to be the solution to our
environmental problems. Here I discuss how the project of producing in vitro
meat in fact stems from lack of moderation, and clear understanding of the role
of food in human life. Furthermore, as 1 point out, even if in vitro meat
researchers could overcome several difficulties involved in the production of
synthetic meat, it would still be necessary to raise animals in order to produce
animal byproducts. Ultimately, I point out that the project of in vitro meat is
destined to be yet another option on the meat menu, and it will help more
company profit than the environment.

Naturally, since the human diet is a diet devoid of animal products, another
main theme of this book is ethical veganism. There are several books that discuss
veganism as a dietary approach, and a handful others that discuss it as an ethical
practice or philosophy. In Chapter 4, I discuss the notion of veganism: What it is,
what it isn’t, and what it should be. I argue that veganism should be an expres-
sion of virtue. The acquisition of certain basic virtue, such as nonviolence,
moderation, and aesthetic sense lead to the embracement of the human diet, that
is, a raw vegan diet, which is optimal for all humans.

In Chapter 5, I discuss some compelling evidence, including nutritional and
evolutionary evidence, that a raw vegan diet is humans’ ideal diet. Eating directly
the food that nature produces is the best possible diet for human beings. What I
mean by human diet is a diet that emphasizes fresh fruit, with the addition of
tender leafy greens, some nuts and seeds, and excludes of tea, coffee, alcohol, salt,
and sugar, and all cooked and processed food. Cooking food changes its mole-
cular structure—and not for the better. It destroys nutrients, creates acrylamides
and other carcinogenic substances, and denatures proteins, which can lead to
many problems. Just to mention one problem: Leukocytosis is an increase in the
body of white blood cells. This occurs as a reaction to inflammations or infec-
tions. In other words, when the body detects a threat, as a response it produces
more white blood cells. This obviously does not happen when we eat fruit and
salad. However, it does happen whenever we consume any type of cooked food.
There 1s a wealth of scientific research showing that cooked food—vegan or
not—shortens our lives.

Another interesting fact is to consider that humans have been around for
about 150-200,000 years (not to mention that human-like creatures have been
around for millions of years). During this time, no significant change occurred
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to our digestive system that equipped us for digesting cooked food. Thus,
considering that human beings are evolved creatures, adapted to their envir-
onment, it is obvious that there is a diet that is specific and optimal for our
species. Cooking food is a relatively new practice for humans. For the longest
time, humans have eaten fruit and tender leafy greens. This is a scientifically
documented fact—humans are frugivores. Consequently, cooking food is in no
way beneficial to human health. The only benefit is that it provides easy cal-
ories by heat-processing food that otherwise would be indigestible.

In Chapter 6, I propose a valiant solution to the environmental issues in the
way of moral education and environmental awareness and a qualified ban on
animal-based products. In Chapter 7, I discuss the social and health implications
of raising children on a raw vegan diet. Here I argue that veganism is not just
nutritionally adequate, but rather nutritionally optimal for children. I especially
discuss some of the health concerns regarding micronutrient deficiencies (B12,
D, and more). Also, I show that the social lives of vegan children are in no way
damaged by being vegans.
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1 The ethics of veganism

The ineffectiveness of moral theories

Opver the years, moral philosophers have oftered many ethical justifications for
vegetarianism and veganism. In fact, there are too many. There are so many
that even philosophers are confused. Non-philosophers are even more con-
fused. The issue of eating or not eating animals is so complicated that some
moral experts are not sure what to think. Oxford moral philosopher Jeft
McMahan still doesn’t know if it’s wrong to eat animals. In 2017, Olivia
Goldhill interviewed Oxford moral philosopher Jeff McMahan, who is critical
of the suffering of animals caused by intensive animal agriculture, and asked
him whether he was against eating animals that are treated humanely, to which
he answered, “That’s what I'm trying to figure out.”! People rely on bits and
pieces of information that they read online or in magazines or hear in lectures
and talks. The most popular arguments against using animals for food are based
on different strands of utilitarian principles or the ethic of rights. These argu-
ments have taken different forms but, basically, they are based on these two
ethical approaches. Ultilitarian arguments are based on the writings of Peter
Singer,” while arguments about the inherent rights of animals are based on the
writings of Tom Regan.” Such arguments say that we should be or become
vegans because animals suffer and suffering is not desirable or it is not right. In
this chapter, I discuss some of the moral theories that have been used to justify
ethical vegetarianism and veganism. My goal is to show that these moral the-
ories might excite philosophers, but they are unconvincing and incapable of
moving people toward veganism. I suggest embracing bare virtues, that is,
virtues, such as moderation and nonviolence, without the theoretical baggage
of virtue ethics.

Moral theories and veganism

Take utilitarianism. The argument goes something like this: everything we do,
the choices we make, the actions we undertake, ultimately generates pleasure
and or pain. No one in his or her right mind would want to experience pain or
suffering. Everyone desires pleasure or happiness. Thus, the point of morality is
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to maximize pleasure/happiness and minimize pain/suffering. Now, from here
it gets a bit complicated. However, to have a rough idea of utilitarian ethics,
let’s consider the following example. Many people believe that lying is wrong
or that it is not what a noble or respectable person would do. Utilitarians, in a
peculiar sense, agree with such a statement. However, they add the following.
Suppose that you find yourself in a predicament where your lying can save the
lives of many innocent people. It would seem that it is better to lie and save
many lives than following the principle “do not lie” and lose many innocent
lives. Utilitarians then reason this way: If your lying produces on balance more
good that evil (more pleasure/happiness than pain/suffering), then lying in those
circumstances is the right thing to do. Consider now something positive, such
as helping an elderly person cross the street, or donate money to the poor. Just
because such actions are positive, according to utilitarian ethics, it does not
mean that they are the right actions. It is easy to imagine, for example, donat-
ing money to a person who will use it to drink himself to death or for some
evil purpose. Or, while helping an elderly person cross the street, a bus might
run over him and kill him. Thus, the ultimate measure of morality according to
utilitarian ethics is the capacity of an action to achieve the greatest overall
amount of good for the greatest number of beings. A typical objection is that
no one can possibly know the future ramifications of our decisions. In other
words, something that we envision going well may actually lead to catastrophic
consequences.

The next step is to consider the subjects of morality. Since as we have seen the
goal of morality according to utilitarian ethics is that our actions should produce
the greatest overall amount of pleasure and the least amount of suffering, it fol-
lows that the subjects of interest are only those beings that are capable of
experiencing pleasure or suffering. Thus the argument is the following:

1 Pleasure is good; pain/suffering is bad.
Pleasure ought to be promoted; pain/suffering ought to be avoided or
suppressed.

3 Animals have the capacity to feel pain or pleasure (they are sentient).

4 The goal of morality is to act in such a way as to promote as much plea-

sure as possible and as little pain as possible for the greatest number of

sentient beings.

Raising animals for food causes more pain than pleasure overall.

6  If we stop raising animals for food, the number of animals that exist will be
smaller, and so will the amount of suffering.

7  Conclusion: We should stop raising animals for food and become vege-
tarians because being vegetarians produces more pleasure than pain for the
greatest number of sentient beings.

o

The approach that utilitarians take with respect to animal ethics is unsa-
tistactory for many reasons. To begin with, utilitarian ethicists who write in
support of animal welfare argue for vegetarianism or flexible veganism. That is,
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in principle, milk, eggs, cheese, honey, wool, leather, and occasionally meat
from animals raised in certain conditions that do not cause direct pain to the
animals are morally permissible. Peter Singer, for example, does not argue that
it 1s necessarily a problem that we use animals for human purposes because he
does not regard the killing of animals as inherently immoral. According to
Singer, most animals are not self-aware and thus lack the capacity to even care
that we use them. Moreover, farm animals lack a concept of continued self; in
other words, such animals lack the notion that they will continue to exist in the
future and have future plans. Consequently, for Singer it may be morally
acceptable to consume animal products as long as we eat only animals who
have been reared and killed humanely. In a 2006 interview in The Vegan,
Singer states:

[T]o avoid inflicting suffering on animals—not to mention the environ-
mental costs of intensive animal production—we need to cut down dras-
tically on the animal products we consume. But does that mean a vegan
world? That’s one solution, but not necessarily the only one. If it is the
infliction of suffering that we are concerned about, rather than killing,
then I can also imagine a world in which people mostly eat plant foods,
but occasionally treat themselves to the luxury of free range eggs, or pos-
sibly even meat from animals who live good lives under conditions natural
for their species, and are then humanely killed on the farm.*

It is causing gratuitous pain that is wrong. But the question is, why is killing
animals for food gratuitous pain? The answer is that it is not always gratuitous
pain. In fact, utilitarians condemn only industrial farming, and not all forms of
animal agriculture. Thus, utilitarianism argues that we who live in affluent
societies must be vegetarians. In other circumstances, killing and eating animals
can be morally permissible. The purported advantage of utilitarianism is practic-
ability. However, the utilitarian argument is confused and confusing. The
approach to animal welfare that utilitarians propose, evidently, has had a
remarkable academic impact. But in practical terms, how does utilitarianism help
animals? It really doesn’t. Remember that utilitarianism is not concerned about
specific individuals; rather, it is concerned about maximizing utility. In other
words, utilitarianism is an ethical system that emphasizes aggregate benefits,
whether the benefit is overall satisfaction of preferences or happiness or pleasure.
It argues that raising animals for food runs counter to the principles of utility
because it produces suffering. One of the main problems with the utilitarian
approach is that it opens the door to paradoxical and incongruous notions, such
as the one of Mary Temple Grandin,”> who, in the name of compassion and
understanding of animal suffering, designed certain mechanisms intended to
reduce suffering for animals being led to slaughter. In my view, utilitarianism
offers an unsatisfactory moral approach to animal ethics. Worse, it is claimed to
be an action-guiding theory when in reality it is a confusing theory. It is easy to
see how consuming animal-based diets is consistent with utilitarianism.
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Most utilitarians point out that eating animals is a form of speciesism, which is
a form of discrimination among species. Singer’s rejection of speciesism is not
entirely based on utilitarian principles. As Lawrence Finsen and Susan Finsen
have noted, Singer “presents an important objection to the current treatment of
animals that is not based on a utilitarian calculation but expressed in terms of
demanding that we avoid speciesisrn.”6 In fact, Singer suggests that we should
avoid speciesism regardless of the consequences of our actions. But this is not a
utilitarian principle. Animals have an interest in not suffering, but they do not
have an interest in continuing their existence because they lack such a concept.
Hence, as long as we are careful not to make them suffer, according to utilitar-
ianism it is permissible to kill them and eat them. I once asked Singer whether
this is his actual position. His answer was, “That is still my view, although I think
that in almost all circumstances it is better to avoid eating them.”” The last clause
of the above statement is crucial. To say that “in almost all circumstances it is
better to avoid eating them” is not part of the utilitarian argument. It seems that
in order to work, utilitarianism requires extra help from non-utilitarian principles.
There is, therefore, an inevitable tension with Singer’s view because even
speciesism can be morally acceptable. This is a confusing (and confused) aspect of
Singer’s theory, which renders it impracticable and uneasy to follow.

Animals and rights

Another important argument is based on the notion that animals have inherent
rights, the most important of which is the right to life. This is an argument
developed by Tom Regan. Regan’s approach is an example of deontological
ethics, though Regan proposes a strong animal rights position. All animals have
a right to life, and consequently he argues,

The fundamental wrong is the system that allows us to view animals as our
resources, here for us—to be eaten, or surgically manipulated, or exploited
for sport or money. Once we accept this view of animals—as our resour-
ces—the rest is as predictable as it is regrettable.®

In The Case for Animal Rights. Regan argues that all mammals such as cows,
pigs, goats, (those mammals that are typically eaten by people) over a year of
age have the same basic moral rights as humans. Regan presents his argument,
as Mary Anne Warren points out,” in three stages. The first stage is to note that
animals, such as those I just mentioned, are more than mere fleshy machines.
Animals are sentient creatures, endowed with memory, emotions, desires,
identity over time, and other important mental characteristics that are relevantly
similar to those possessed by humans. Consequently, Regan believes that
animals that possess such capacities are subjects-of-a-life. And since subjects-of-
a-life can be harmed or benefitted, it follows that animals can be harmed or
benefitted. Using them for food can harm them. Therefore, we should not use
them for food or other practices that can harm them.
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The second stage, however, is more problematic. Regan argues that subjects-
of-a-life have inherent value. While Kant, as we have seen, argued that animals
are mere means to our ends, Regan argues that since animals are subjects-of-a-
life, they are ends-in-themselves. According to Regan, all animals have inher-
ent value, that is, inherent value does not come in degrees. To say that some
animals have more values than others, according to Regan, is to adopt a per-
fectionist moral view, which assigns different moral value on the basis of certain
characteristics, e.g., intelligence, species, etc. We know from history that such a
theory could justify many unjust positions, such as slavery, male domination,
racism, etc. Thus, Regan argues that we must reject the perfectionist view and
adopt a view according to which we divide all living things into two categories:
those that have inherent value, which have the same basic rights as humans,
and those that do not have inherent moral value, which have no moral right.
Consequently, all subjects-of-a-life must be regarded as having rights.

The third stage is to argue that all beings that have an inherent moral value
must be respected; they must not be treated as mere means to our ends. This
implies that we have a direct prima facie duty to respect and avoid harming all
subjects-of-a-life. It is these considerations that generate moral rights. All
morally valuable beings have a right to life. And rights imply obligations. We
have the duty to avoid harming others or treating them as means to our ends—
and moreover we have the duty to avoid harm and help others that are
endangered.

Regan places a great deal of importance on the distinction of normal mature
mammals and other species. In his defense, perhaps Regan wanted to empha-
size normal mammals for practical reasons: firstly, animal agriculture treats
normal mammals horribly. Second, Regan might have thought that if we
accept his argument, a great deal of injustice and animal suffering can be avoi-
ded since they are mainly caused by animal agriculture. Perhaps, Regan
thought that if we accept his subject-of-a-life principle, we would eventually
be kind and considerate to all forms of life and even the environment. How-
ever, his emphasis on normal mammal generates difficulties. For example, what
makes a mammal more special than a reptile or a bird? And why does the
animal have to be a normal mature one to have inherent value? I find it
peculiar that Regan proposes that there should be any correlation between age
and inherent value when his very theory argues that inherent moral values does
not come in degrees. One possible answer is that whenever we are uncertain of
whether a being is a subject-of-a-life, we may give it the benefit of the doubt.
However, how exactly is it to be applied? As Warren notes,

If we try to apply this principle to the entire range of doubtful cases, we
will find ourselves with moral obligations which we cannot possibly fulfill.
In many climates, it is virtually impossible to live without swatting mos-
quitoes and exterminating cockroaches, and not all of us can afford to hire
someone to sweep the path before we walk, in order to make sure that we
do not step on ants. '
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Indeed, according to Regan’s argument, since animals, like humans, have a life
that can go well or can be frustrated, they all have the right to life and to
be treated with respect. But it does not seem to follow from this that every life
has the same value. It is true that animals have the same value as humans?
Granted, Regan states a qualification: that animals have a life that, like humans,
can go well or badly for them. If a squirrel has a good or bad life, it depends on
squirrely factors. However, does it follow that squirrels and humans should
have the same basic rights? The very concept of right, especially human rights,
is not an uncontroversial one. Humans, if any, have rights by virtue of the fact
that they have an understanding of rights and they can enforce them upon
others. As Carl Cohen stated,

this much is clear about rights in general: they are in every case claims, or
potential claims, within a community of moral agents. Rights arise, and
can be intelligently defended, only among beings who actually do, or can,
make moral claims against one another.''

Regan’s argument is an admirable position in theory. However, it is not
conducive to respect of animals. For one thing, it is unconvincing because it
is based on the assumption that because animals, like humans, have a life that
can be good or bad for them, it follows that both humans and animals have the
same basic rights. This does not seem to follow if we consider that talking
about rights, as many have pointed out, makes sense in a context in which the
parties can intelligently make sense and impose certain rights. Animals,
obviously, would be excluded.

Some theoretical problems

Problem 1) We can raise animals in ways that reduce pain and harm to the
environment without altering the number of animals that are slaughtered

Surely, it would be possible to reduce animal suffering and harm to the envir-
onment even further. Suppose for example that farm animals were given a drug
or, better still, were genetically manipulated such that they do not feel pain at
all. And suppose also that certain measures were implemented to avoid the
negative impact on the environment. In that case, then it would seem that
from a utilitarian standpoint raising animals for food would be morally
permissible. True, there remains the question of the loss of utility caused by the
negative impact on human health resulting from consumption of animal
products. This concern alone however, would not generate a moral obligation
to become vegetarians. Meat eaters would be justified in taking a chance on
their own health. Moreover, as I argue in Chapter 2, assuming that it was
possible to eliminate animal suffering, this would not be the end of the con-
versation; for, there remain other moral concerns to be accounted for, such as
aesthetic value loss, gustatory self-deception, and violence.
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Problem 2) Animals do not suffer the same way as humans suffer.

Animals feel pain. In light of current research in cognitive ethology and
neuroscience we know that animals are sentient creatures. Here are two strands
of problem:

First: it is hard to think how to motivate people to actively reduce the
suffering of animals. Many people just do not care. Some people change their
minds and decide to go vegan or vegetarian as a result of their watching
YouTube videos that show the degree of suffering inflicted on animals on
factory farms and slaughterhouses, reading papers, or discussing the issue. But
for many others, those videos and other forms of information are irrelevant.
They may not be concerned about the suffering for many reasons. For exam-
ple, religious people might believe that a soul is required to feel pain, animals
do not have souls, and therefore animals do not feel pain. Others who do not
necessarily subscribe to religious ideals might just be indifferent to the pain of
farm animals because such animals are distant and unknown to them. After all,
farm animals exist because humans domesticated them for food.

For some people, this means that such animals do not belong in their circle
of care or duty. Yet others might point out that admirable or commendable
as it might be, caring for others is legitimately extended to a restricted circle.
In other words, why should we care about people we never met before and
perhaps never will meet? Why should I care about criminals or people who
do not live like me? Surely, individuals who make such claims may be con-
cerned about others. However, they may point out that just because we have
moral obligations toward all, it does not follow that we ought to have the
same degree of respect for others—even less for animals. People may point
out that it is reasonable to care about their neighbors; but why care so much
for a person or people who live on the other side of the world? And if one is
plausibly justified in not caring less for others who live far away than those
who live closer, it is also plausible that one cares even less about animals.
Why? Perhaps the immediate reason is that while people relate with other
people in many ways (same species, similar desires, etc.) people are very dif-
ferent from animals.

Second: What is a sentient being? The definition of sentience denotes the
capacity to feel and to have subjective conscious experience. Is this capacity
enough to assign moral importance? Here is an argument to consider:
observation reveals that sentience is not an all-or-nothing property; rather it
comes in degree. Functional adult humans are considered by many to be the
paradigm of sentience. As we move down to lower beings, the degree of sen-
tience also diminishes. Apes, for example, being the closest relatives to humans,
are very much aware of their existence, though they lack the higher cognitive
functions characteristic of humans. Squirrels exhibit an even lower degree of
sentience than apes and humans. Moving down the ladder we find farm ani-
mals. The argument then is that when humans feel pain or pleasure, they are
also aware that they are feeling pain or pleasure. Conversely, animals lack
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subjective awareness of their mental states. Not all animals. Perhaps, many
would accept that the great apes are self~aware. But this doesn’t matter because
humans, usually, do not raise apes, for food. Animals like cows, pigs, chickens,
lambs, on the other hand, are sentient but, if they are in pain, (the argument
goes) they are not aware that they are.'> Consequently, many argue that it is
morally permissible to kill and eat those animals because raising and killing
them can cause them pain, but they are not aware of that pain.

Although there is a general agreement that farm animals are sentient beings
among philosophers, there is a vast literature on exactly what it means that, and
to what degree, animals feel pain and suffer. To make this matter even more
complicated, there are philosophers who argue that animals like pigs, chickens,
and cows can suffer. Michael Murray for example proposes a Neo-Cartesian
account of animal suffering. He suggests that animal pain and suffering are
based on neurological complexity, the greater the complexity the greater the
awareness of pain.'> Also, Clare Palmer thinks that many organisms may only
be capable of “unconscious responses to pain.”'* Her argument is that “research
on human fetuses indicates withdrawal reflexes before the development of the
thalamo-cortical circuits associated with pain perception.”'® Murray argues that
organisms exhibit pain behavior when exposed to pain-inducing stimuli. For
example, protozoa, amoebae, etc., are not sentient to the degree that they have
conscious experience of pain although they might recoil when poked with an
object. Animals with a more neurologically complex structure experience first
order pain, that is, they feel pain, but are not aware that they are feeling pain.
Only humans, and perhaps other primates, experience second order pain,
which is the awareness of suffering, i.e., they know, anticipate, and reflect upon
their pain experience.

Thus, some argue that the point is not whether these creatures can feel pain,
but rather whether they have an interest to avoid pain. Human infants arguably
lack such interest, and yet nobody would suggest that gratuitous infliction of
pain upon human infants is morally permissible. Most notably, Peter Singer has
been arguing for years that the cognitive capacities of organisms make a great
moral difference in the way we ought to treat them. Peter Singer’s view is very
famous (or maybe infamous), and thus I don’t need to explain it in detail here.
Suffices to say that Singer argues that most animals, as well as infants and fetu-
ses, lack a sense of self as a continuing subject of experience. Consequently, it
would not be wrong to terminate their lives, provided that there exist good
reasons for doing so. Of course, one would have to dispute the premise that
killing animals for food causes gratuitous pain. The result is that cognitive
distinctions or distinction made on the basis of organisms’ having an interest to
avoid pain are highly controversial and ultimately not convincing one way or
the other. Furthermore, some philosophers even argue that sentience does not
stop at farm animals, but continues down to clams, insects, plants, and bacteria,
and extends even further down than bacteria. In other words, it is the view that
all true individuals are sentient—a position that Jan Deckers refers to as “pan-
sentientism.” "'
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Such notion of sentience is so controversial that some philosophers avoid
factoring in the moral equation. For example, in his recent book, Can Animals
Be Persons? Mark Rowlands does not attempt to give a solution to the question
of whether animals have minds. Rather he offers a dissolution of the problem.
We have a direct experience of other human minds and a complete certainty of
this fact, he argues, and our empirical evidence of other human minds is more
certain than our inferences. As Wittgenstein puts it, “The human body is the
best picture of the human soul.”"” The direct perception view that Rowlands
employs is a very interesting one and has three steps: First, there is a distinction
between seeing and seeing that; second, there is a distinction between formal
and functional descriptions of behavior; third, he argues that functional
descriptions of behavior are disguised psychological descriptions. These three
steps combined lead to the conclusion that “we can often see the mental states
of animals.”"®

Distinctions between seeing and seeing that is a distinction between certain
actions or phenomena that we do not directly see, but we see that they are
certain particular events. For example, I do not see the summer season, but I
see that it is summer. Rowlands gives an example of a tornado. Typically, one
might say that he sees a tornado. To be precise, it is not the tornado itself that
is being seen, but rather its effects, rotating objects, dirt, water, etc. Regarding
behavior, it is not always possible to tell the nature of a behavior simply by
looking at it; nevertheless, the behavior is visible. Thus, a behavior can be
functionally described in psychological terms.

Rowlands explains the behavior of animals, arguing that functional descrip-
tions of their behaviors are none other than a “disguised mental or psycholo-
gical descriptions.”'” It is the way we take the world to be that explains our
behavior. In other words, the functional descriptions of the behavior of animals
are not psychologically neutral; rather, they reveal cognitive attitudes of a
being, in this case animals. In other words, using Rowlands’ example, when a
dog performs a play bow to initiate play, we cannot see that the dog is initiating
play but we can see the dog doing it—that is, I see psychological states of the
dog. As Rowlands puts it, then, “If we want any sort of illuminating science of
animal behavior, we should acknowledge that our primary access to the minds
of animals is not through inference but through perception.” This Rowlands
makes clear, is not a solution to other human or animal minds, but rather
dissolution. Thus, it may still be objected that while humans are conscious,
animals are not.

Problem 3) We can grow meat and morve in labs (I discuss this in Chapter 3).

If suffering and the environment are the only concerns, synthesizing animal
products seems to be a viable solution. In fact, producing meat in labs could
reduce the ecological footprint left by the farm animals’ sector and considerably
reduce the amount of suffering. Furthermore, in addition to meat, now
scientists are beginning to talk about in vitro milk and eggs.”'
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Therefore, having considered the foregoing problems, it is evident that the
traditional theories in animal ethics do not make a convincing case to support
the view that animals should not be considered as food and property. Perhaps
one of the most difficult obstacles in the discussion of our relationship with
animals is that vegan philosophers try to convince people that we should eat
vegetables instead of animals by using ethical theory. But how effective is this
tactic? This is the topic considered in the next section.

Ethical theories are for philosophers not for people

The typical way ethicists address moral question is by starting from a favored
ethical theory and moving to a certain moral conclusion or prescription, as we
have seen in the previous discussion. Utilitarianism, rights ethics, and deontol-
ogy are procedural theories. This means that they offer a procedure to deter-
mine the right action. Employing procedural ethical theories for most people
(including for some moral philosophers) who face moral conundrums is highly
impractical. First, theories such as utilitarianism or deontology are very
complicated for most people. Second, such theories require that the agent
accept a nexus of theoretical assumptions without which a theory would be
useless. Conversely, virtue ethics has the advantage of working even if it is bare,
i.e., devoid of its theoretical principles because after having stripped it off of its
conceptual framework, what remains is a robust notion of the virtues. As I will
suggest, the notion of a virtue is very practicable and more helpful than
procedural ethical theories in deciding what to do.

Procedural moral theories and bare virtue ethics

I have been teaching various philosophy courses for many years now, especially
courses in ethics and applied ethics. I always wondered whether these courses
are effective in some way. More specifically, I often wonder whether learning
ethical theories helps make better moral decisions. The typical way ethicists
address moral question is by starting from a favored ethical theory and move to
a certain moral conclusion or prescription. For example, in “Utilitarianism and
Vegetarianism” Peter Singer writes, “I'm a vegetarian because I am a utilitar-
ian.”*? Here Singer makes clear that this is the correct way to proceed.
Namely, first you choose a moral theory and then you follow where it leads. In
the case of Singer, utilitarianism has led him to vegetarianism. Singer notes that
it would be improper to approach moral questions the other way around, i.e.,
from one’s intuition to the moral theory that matches. He refers to this
approach as “a curious inversion.”*> He writes,

Some philosophers think that the aim of moral theory is to systematize our
common moral intuitions. As scientific theories must match the observed
data, they say, so must ethical theories match the data of our settled moral
convictions. I have elsewhere argued against the inbuilt conservatism of
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this approach to ethics, an approach which is liable to take relics of our
cultural history as the touchstone of morality.**

The approach that starts with a preferred ethical theory to answer moral ques-
tions relies on the implicit notion that learning ethical theories is necessary to
navigate through ethical problems. As Dien Ho points out, “The idea that we
need ethical theories to tell us what we ought to do might strike most laypersons
as awkward and artificial; e.g., consider how odd it sounds to decide whether
one ought to continue a pregnancy by seeing if it maximizes utility.”*> Indeed, it
is awkward to address a moral issue by consulting moral theories and following a
theory’s principles. I am not sure that even ethicists do it, let alone non-philo-
sophers. Most people do not understand moral theories or do not find them
particularly helpful. Furthermore, most moral theories are too complex and
highly disputed and criticized. One might say that complex or not, ultimately
one should embrace the most logically consistent theory, the one that has in its
favor the best arguments. However, deciding which arguments are the most
plausible is also a matter of intuition. As Rob Lawlor suggests,

Moral theories should not be discussed extensively when teaching applied
ethics ... students are either presented with a large amount of information
regarding the various subtle distinctions and the nuances of the theory and,
as a result, the students simply fail to take it in or, alternatively, the
students are presented with a simplified caricature of the theory, in which
case the students may understand the information they are given, but what
they have understood is of little or no value because it is merely a
caricature of a theory.”

Many philosophers today are puzzled about normative theory in the sense that
they cannot tell which theory is correct. As a result, many moral philosophers
no longer insist like they did in the past that to resolve moral problems it is
necessary first to identify a moral theory. In his introduction to ethics textbook
Russ Shafer-Landau aptly encapsulates what I am trying to say:

[M]ost philosophers who grapple with real-life moral problems begin not
with the grand normative theories but rather with more concrete princi-
ples (keep your word, don’t violate patient confidentiality, avoid imposing
unnecessary pain, etc.) or examples that we are already expected to accept.
Armed with these, the authors then try to show that a commitment to
them implies some specific view about the problem at hand.”’

Another practical example is Oxford philosopher Jeff McMahan, who recently
expressed reservations about his moral conclusions. Similarly, Brad Hooker
makes the point that we have much more confidence in our judgments about
which particular pro tanto duties we have than we have in our judgments about
which moral theory is correct.”®
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I do not intend to undermine the importance of teaching ethics and learning
about moral theories. Rather, I wish to point out that academic philosophers
discuss ethics and publish highly sophisticated papers abut ethics but seldom
contemplate the application of their high-minded work. If we want to make a
difference, we must take stock of the way in which we teach and approach
morality. My ambitious thesis is that virtue ethics is the most useful moral
approach to applied ethics because unlike other moral theories (especially
deontology and utilitarianism) it helps resolve moral problems even if its theo-
retical basis are dropped.

Virtue ethics

First off, consider some important theoretical basis of virtue ethics. Virtue ethics
is a moral approach that differs significantly from utilitarianism and deontology.
Surely, deontology differs significantly from utilitarianism. However, both
theories are procedural in that they purport to give moral guidance, and show
which acts are morally permissible or obligatory and which acts are not. They
also offer a standard of rightness because they provide the conditions that make
actions morally right. Thus, by saying that virtue ethics is a moral approach that
differs from deontology and consequentialism, I mean that the primary aim of
virtue ethics is not to be a decision procedure. Arguably, this aspect of virtue
ethics, among many others, is what turned many thinkers away from it for a
long time, though it is the very aspect that has drawn many others to it again.*’
Virtue ethics begins with a standard of good, but does not claim, at least
directly or by way of some sort of calculation, to guide our actions.® As many
introductions to Aristotelian ethics point out, virtue ethics is concerned with
determining how to be a good person. With regard to being a standard of
rightness, virtue ethics does provide the condition that makes actions right; but
even this aspect differs from consequentialism and deontology. For example,
Rosalind Hursthouse discusses this issue and proposes the (V) rule: “An action
is right if it is what a virtuous agent would characteristically do in the
circumstances.”"’

Virtue ethics says that a right action is an action among those available that a
perfectly virtuous human being would characteristically do under the circum-
stances. By a perfectly virtuous person it is meant an individual having admir-
able character traits such as moderation, fairness, courage, honesty, generosity,
civility, friendliness, and wittiness.>> The virtues are reliable character traits that
guide one’s values, emotions, attitudes, and desires according to reason. A
virtuous person, for example, will avoid overeating or eating just for pleasure
any amount and type of food; will not take any bribe; will repay a debt; will
not be party of an unjust cause; will help others in need if possible, and more.
Suppose I find myself in a moral predicament. If I embrace the principles of
virtue ethics to figure out how to resolve the issue I may appeal to the very
concept of the virtue by asking, What is moderate? What is consistent with
nonviolence? Some philosophers worry that it might be complicated for people
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who live in a fascist societies to figure out what is just or moderate. However,
most socleties are democracies where people have a good idea of what justice
and fairness and moderation are. Also, even in those societies, people can come
to similar conclusions by using reason.

Another way to find out what one ought to do in a particular circumstance
is to consult a moral exemplar or one who knows a great deal about moral
issues. In Christianity, for example, Jesus is the moral exemplar. Christians often
ask, “What would Jesus do?” in order to determine the right way to live and
to act. In other words, as Jason Kawall points out, “we can use virtuous actions
as a heuristic in identifying virtuous agents, but we can use these actions in this
way precisely because they are the sorts of actions that virtuous agents would
perform.”*® The primacy of virtue does not require any metaphysical com-
mitment to the nature or virtues. Rather, it involves appealing to those char-
acter traits that are noble and good-making and beneficial to society. And I do
not mean this in a utilitarian sense. I mean it in the sense that virtue ethics,
properly understood, advocate altruism and social harmony. As Julia Annas
states, “We care about being generous, courageous, and fair. This looks as
though we care about other people, since what we care about is having a
disposition to help others, respect their rights, and intervene when they are
threatened.””* These are traits that we would value in people, in light of what
is rational and conducive to a noble life. Again, we can accept these traits as
virtues without assuming eudaimonia, the notion of human function, or even
morally right actions.

Virtues should be understood as triads. Aristotle argues that a virtue lay in the
middle of two extremes, one of excess the other of defect: “the mean by
reference to two vices: the one of excess and the other of deficiency”
Courage—for example, lies between foolhardiness and cowardice; compassion
lies between callousness and indulgence; temperance is a mean between the
excess of intemperance and the deficiency of insensibility. Too much and too
little are always wrong.>® Aristotle’s ethical doctrine is clear: avoid extremes of
all sorts and seek moderation in all things. A person performs virtuous action
only if 1) he knows that the action is virtuous, 2) he chooses to do the action
for the sake of being virtuous, and 3) his action proceeds from a firm and
unchangeable character. In short, an action is truly virtuous if it is such as a
virtuous person would do.*’

Nowadays, there are many interpretations of virtue ethics, that is, many
virtue theories, which differ from Aristotle’s original formulation. The modern
world is socially and politically more complex than the Greek polis. Conse-
quently, many contemporary virtue ethicists have interpreted Aristotle’s
principles in ways that make sense to the present. This however does not mean
that modernity has made the virtues redundant. As Gong and Zhang rightly
note, “Modern ethical life is still the ethical life of individuals whose self-
identity contains the identity of moral spirit, and virtues have a very important
influence on the self-identical moral characters.””® There are several modern
interpretations of virtue ethics.”” As Rosalind Hursthouse notes, the proponents
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of virtue ethics nowadays “allow themselves to regard Aristotle as just plain
wrong on slaves and women.” We also regard other traits, such as charity,
benevolence, and others, to be on the list of virtues, despite Aristotle’s failure to
do 50.* In my view, the principal aspect of virtue ethics is the virtues them-
selves and acting from them.

Virtues and vices

Standard interpretations of the Ethics usually have Aristotle emphasize the role
of habit in conduct. That is, virtues, according to Book II, chapter 4, are
identified as hexis; hexis are habits that are conducive to the good life. Besides
habit, or custom, hexis also denotes an active condition, a state that manifests
itself in action. Moral virtues arguably are the most important aspect of virtue
ethics. Virtues are admirable character traits, or desirable dispositions, which
contribute, among other things, to social harmony. These character traits
enable us to act in accordance with reason. Virtues enable us to feel appro-
priately and to have the right intention and feelings in a given situation. The
person whose character is not virtuous may do what appears from the outside
to be the right thing to do, but his motives will leave something to be desired.
For example, a person who has acquired the virtue of honesty will usually tell
the truth. Telling the truth for the right reason at the right time in the right
situation is what an honest individual would do, and not because one fears the
negative consequences of being found out for telling a lie.

Virtually all philosophers nowadays recognize a number of virtues.*' These
are the characteristics that we desire for ourselves, our friends, our neighbors,
our children—in fact, for all people. These are moral characteristics that those
who are serious about morality strive to attain. Cruelty, viciousness, and malice
are anti-social and thus are not moral traits conducive to a good life. Our moral
experiences happen socially. In a society, characteristics such as magnanimity,
nonviolence, benevolence, moderation, and all other character traits that have a
good-making disposition are desirable for their own sake. Granted, circum-
stances might require, say, that a parent lie to her child telling him that Santa
will bring a gift or that grandma is in a better place now, or for a ruler to lie to
his citizens because telling the truth might lead to conflict. But the motivation
for lying proceeds from certain virtues that possess a good-making disposition
that aims at the good life. For example, the parent’s lying is motivated by her
love for her child, knowing that telling the truth—Santa Claus is not real,
kidl—may break his heart. So, the virtues are good (in the sense that they are
characterized by benevolent intentions) moral characteristics required by
humans to achieve happiness.

Therefore, at a very practical level, the virtues are quite clear and basic con-
cepts, which are shared among different peoples. It is understood the distinction
between one who lies from a noble disposition of character—for example one
who tells her aged, dying parent that he will recover—and another who lies for
a malicious, malevolent or similar purpose—one who, for example, lies to get
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out of trouble or with a selfish or destructive motive. When we say that one is
a chronic liar, we do not use the term arbitrarily. Rather, we say that the liar’s
character is not virtuous or that it is ignoble. And we recognize that an indi-
vidual who lives his life by always telling the truth (except when telling the
truth might hurt somebody or a lie is required for a good cause) is a trust-
worthy individual and socially valuable. Or, in other words, he is a virtuous
individual or has virtue.

The purpose and meaning of life

Aristotle argued that the purpose of human existence is to achieve a state of
eudaimonia, which is a difficult term to translate. Generally, eudaimonia is
intended as the sort of contentment or satisfaction that is deep, lasting, and
worth having. It is the sort of happiness that one experience in hindsight when
contemplating life as a whole. It is the sort of happiness that makes one be
proud and satisfied with one’s life. The closest approximation is “flourishing.”
Think of the analogy of a bud that under ideal circumstances grows into a
flower. Naturally Aristotle does not intend flourishing as a metaphor. Aristotle
believes that a human being flourishes as a result of leading a good life having
fulfilled the purpose and function of human beings. According to Aristotle, all
human beings from all walks of life, whether they like it or not, have a func-
tion and purpose. The function is to use reason and the purpose is to acquire
the virtues in order to flourish. As Philippa Foot puts it:

Men and women need to be industrious and tenacious of purpose not only
so as to be able to house, clothe and feed themselves, but also to pursue
human ends having to do with love and friendship. They need the ability
to form family ties, friendships and special relations with neighbors. They
also need codes of conduct. And how could they have all these things
without virtues such as loyalty, fairness, kindness and in certain circum-
stances obedience?*?

In other words, virtue ethics represents a holistic approach to morality because
it focuses on a deep understanding of our social lives and existence.

Practical wisdom

Practical wisdom is the idea that a virtuous agent, besides the virtues, must
acquire an intellectual skill that enables him to make the right decisions when
faced with particular moral issue. Aristotle discusses practical wisdom in Book
VI of the Ethics. Practical wisdom (phronesis) is an intellectual virtue. Aristotle
distinguishes two kinds of reasoning, theoretical reason and practical reason.*
Theoretical reason investigates the unchangeable and aims at the truth. Practical
reason investigates things that are subject to change and aims at making good
choices. To make good choices, not only must our reasoning be correct, but
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we must also have the right desires.** The person with practical wisdom
deliberates well about how to live a good life.*> So practical wisdom is “a true
and reasoned state of capacity to act with regard to the things that are good or
bad for man.”*®

Thus, VE concerns itself with virtue as essential to achieve a good life. The
virtues are character traits and practical intellect that are necessary for happiness.
As Peter Geach famously pointed out, “Men need virtues as bees need
stings.”*’ The virtues give the right ends in the fulfillment of life, and thus
function as internal guides. For example, generosity makes us help others in
need, and practical wisdom enables us to understand whether others are in real

need of our help and moreover how to go about helping them.*®

Bare virtue ethics

Virtue ethics has been fairly thoroughly praised and criticized by many philo-
sophers. One ongoing complaint is the very concept of virtue. Many moral
psychologists, for example, argue that there are no such things as virtues and
that people exhibit off-and-on episodes of virtuous behavior that vary
depending on the person, her mood, the weather, the side of the bed on which
she woke up, and many other factors. Furthermore, they say, virtuous behavior
is not predictable. Ross and Nisbett, for example, argue that “one cannot pre-
dict with accuracy how particular people will respond ... using information
about an individual’s personal dispositions.”*’ Based on empirical evidence,
many philosophers® doubt that virtues exist or that the so-called virtues can
predict and explain people’s behavior.”" These criticisms, however, miss the
target. As Miguel Alzola points out, “a behavioral disposition does not con-
stitute a virtue. At a minimum, the agent must have a good motive for her
behavior if her disposition is to count as a virtue.”>* In other words, such
empirical evidence is based on people’s behavior and behavior’s predictability
and tries to attribute virtue to particular conducts. As Alzola points out, is that
one can be virtuous regardless of the behavior that is typically expected from
the possession of a certain virtue. For example, a person may be generous
without being ostentatious about it, while another person may be quite lavish
in donating goods to others and helping others without the appropriate internal
feeling and disposition for generosity. Thus, as Aristotle explains, a virtue is a
trait of character that is manifested in habitual actions. For example, one does
not possess the virtue of temperance (moderation) because she approaches life
in a moderate way only occasionally or whenever it is to her own advantage.
Furthermore, a temperate person is not one who struggles to contain herself.
Rather it is one to whom moderation (for example, eating or drinking mod-
erately) comes quite naturally and feels good. The temperate person, some
would say, is moderate as a matter of principle, though I prefer to say that the
temperate person (or the courageous person, the magnanimous person, the just
person, etc.) is moderate as a matter of character because his actions, as Aristotle
puts it, “spring from a firm and unchangeable character.”™’
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This description of virtue, however, does not distinguish virtues from vices.
After all, vices are also traits of character manifested in habitual action. Edmund
L. Pincofls, suggests virtues and vices are qualities that we prefer or avoid:
“Some sorts of persons we prefer; others we avoid.... The properties on our list
[of virtues and vices] can serve as reasons for preference or avoidance.”>*
Regarding various criticisms, Alzola states, “None of this, however, denies that
character traits of the sort postulated as virtues do exist. None of this impairs
our capacity to become morally better persons and attain the excellences of
character that virtue ethicists call the virtues.”””

Thus, in different societies, each virtue may be interpreted differently, and
different sorts of actions are regarded as satisfying each of them. Since people
lead particular lives and experience particular sorts of circumstances, they will
have the need to express some virtues more than others. However, a virtue is
not merely a matter of social convention. The virtues are not assigned by social
convention but by basic facts that are common to all humans.

I want to suggest that many of our current moral issues can be better
understood through the lenses of virtue ethics. When I say that virtue ethics is
helpful, I mean that it is more helpful than deontology and consequentialism.
These moral theories, as elaborate as they are, require a moral agent an
impossible task, commitment to obscure principles, and ultimately treat mor-
ality in a rather distant way. We have heard this before: Kant’s morality seems
to be too concerned about rules and not very much concerned about feelings
emotions and virtue. Utilitarianism as well treats morality as a matter focused
on the amount of pleasure or suffering that sentient that individuals experience.
‘What does this mean in practical terms? Let’s take the instant case of vegetar-
ianism or veganism. According to utilitarianism (Singer) we should act toward
the environment in such a way that our actions bring about as much utility as
possible. When we think about what we do to animals, according to singer it is
clear that vegetarianism will bring about the greatest good for the greatest
number of sentient beings.>®

Within utilitarianism people, animals, plants, and nature, are regarded not as
having an intrinsic value, but rather as “things” that can contribute to the satis-
faction of aggregate preference/pleasure/happiness. The only objective value for
utilitarianism is pleasure and the only objective disvalue pain. Thus, utilitarians are
not exactly concerned about sentient beings as such; rather, utilitarians are con-
cerned with the amount of utility that such beings can contribute to the greatest
number. I don’t want to appear too simplistic here. Naturally there are many
details missing. But here the point is not to assess utilitarian arguments, but rather
determine the effectiveness and practicability of utilitarianism. At any rate, utili-
tarfanism is not very complicated: If they feel pain, they count in a utilitarian
calculus. If they don’t feel pain our actions toward them must be measured on
the basis of the way in which our actions will frustrate or promote the max-
imization of utility. With regard to deontology, since it is a theory that empha-
sizes following rules, it is not apparent to most moral individuals which rules one
ought to follow and, moreover, from where such putative rules are derived.
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Here is the problem: Consider deontology. The only possible way to profit
from such a theory is to accept the notion of universality of moral rules. Utili-
tarianism, similarly, requires accepting the notion of some sort of utilitarian cal-
culus, which in its turns requires accepting the notion that the sole value is
pleasure/happiness and the sole disvalue is pain/unhappiness. In sum, a rights
theory, for example, says that we ought to do so and so on the basis of certain
inherent rights. What if I don’t believe in inherent rights? Ultilitarianism says that
we ought to act in such and such a way on the basis of what is conducive to the
greatest good for the greatest number—where the greatest good 1s aggregate
pleasure/happiness/satisfaction of preferences. What if I do not embrace that
principle on the ground that I do not know what the future is like and do not
hold that the right thing to do is measured on the basis of how my actions lead
to the maximization of utility? What if I do not accept that pleasure/happiness/
satisfaction of preferences is the only objective good? Deontology says that I
ought to act in such and such a way because reason shows that I ought to follow
a categorical rule. What if I don’t believe that there are categorical rules? What if
I don’t like the idea of acting without any regard for the consequences? If I strip
off the main principles and assumptions of these theories, I am left empty
handed. These theories, to work, to be effective, require that embracing and
accepting their respective prnciple. Such theories rely on a complex nexus of
inseparable principles. Without their respective principles, those theories are
useless. Just consider any moral predicament. Consider making use of deontology
or utilitarianism to tackle it. The first major issue is that such theories are quite
intricate. An average individual involved in some moral predicament would find
any of those theories more complicated than the very issue at hand. The second
issue is that each of these theories are supposed to work on the basis of a delicate
and complex nexus of principles: Deontology—universalizability principle; the
role and significance of rationality; the notion of categorical rules; perfect and
imperfect duty, and more. Utilitarianism—utility; maximization of utility;
disutility; rule vs. act utilitarianism; the notion that happiness/pleasure/satisfaction
of preference is the only objective good; quality/quantity of happiness/pleasure/
satisfaction of preferences, and more.

McDowell,”” among others, maintains that it is impossible to “codify” moral
judgment. He writes:

If one attempted to reduce one’s conception of what virtue requires to a
set of rules, then, however subtle and thoughtful one was in drawing up
the code, cases would inevitably turn up in which a mechanical application
of the rules would strike one as wrong—and not necessarily because one
had changed one’s mind; rather one’s mind on the matter was not sus-
ceptible of capture in any universal formula.”®

Also, Daryl Koehn suggests that reliance on principles is an attempt to find a
“mechanical algorithm for making decisions.”>” And Jonathan Dancy argues that,
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[W]e can perfectly well rely on people by and large to do what is right in
the circumstances. We don’t need principles to tell them what to do, or to
determine what is right, or to tell us what they are likely to do, any more
than we need principles of rationality to be in place before we can begin
to rely on people by and large to act sensibly.®’

In other words, it is evident to many ethicists that the way in which many of
the procedural moral theories (especially those that propose calculations and
categoricals, such as deontology and consequentialism) suggest approaching
moral issues is just not the way most people do or could do ethics. As Robert
C. Solomon states, “we don’t actually do ethics that way.”®'

Considering deontology, it is undeniable that Kant’s logical conclusion about
the morality of lying is that lying is morally wrong, even when a murderer
comes to our door asking about the whereabouts of a fiiend of ours.®? It is true
that many Kantian scholars have tried to show that Kant’s murderer example
does not undermine deontology because it does not mean that we must blindly
follow all principles relevant to a situation. But then, what are we supposed to
follow if not our feelings, reason, and common sense? It is clear that in such a
situation any good person—and by “good” I mean one who possesses certain
virtues—exercising judgment would not follow universal rules, but asks herself,
“What is the just, compassionate, moderate, courageous thing to do here?” Many
defenders of Kant’s moral thought have indicated that in such a situation, the
principle of helping others overrules the principle that we may never lie. So, one
could consistently refuse to answer, tell a half-truth, or even tell the murderer a
total lie. Perhaps this is indeed the way in which Immanuel Kant envisioned his
theory. However, it is clear that most people would make such a judgment
independently of Kant’s elaborate moral system. What I propose is that an indi-
vidual faced with such a predicament would in fact resort to very basic notions of
virtue. These notions are virtually universal and require no specific metaphysical
or epistemological commitment to particular principles or procedures. It only
requires appealing to virtue itself. This is what I call bare virtue ethics.

Conclusion

To be clear once again, my discussion here is not intended as a rejection of
ethical theory. I have discussed the issue of helpfulness in adopting and following
moral theories. What I have suggested is that most people—in fact, even most
ethicists themselves—when faced with moral conundrums can hardly follow the
procedures described by procedural moral theories, such as utilitarianism or
deontology. I suggested two main reasons: One is that these theories are highly
controversial and complicated, and this is not news to moral philosophers; two is
that such theories rely on a nexus of principles that require total commitment in
order to be practicable. On the other hand, a virtue-oriented attitude is more
profitable than all moral theories because it works even after it is stripped off of
all theoretical principles, such as eudaimonia, function, etc.
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In the next chapter, I will offer a practical example of bare virtue that relies
on aesthetic and integrity values. First, rearing animals and transforming them
into food are aesthetically repugnant practices. Slaughtering billions of animals
adds into the world a great deal of un-aesthetic values sufficient to condemn
not only animal agriculture, but also non-industrial farming. This argument has
two strands: the avoidance of unnecessary ugliness in the world in the form of
slaughtering, blood, and the degradation of the environment, and the avoid-
ance of unnecessary violence. Since we should value non-violence as a virtue,
and the practices of using animals for food are inherently and unnecessarily
violent, it follows that we should avoid using animals for food.
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2 There is more than animal suffering

The animal liberation movement, among other goals, seeks an end to the use
of animals for food. Philosophers who write against animal exploitation agree
on the goal but differ in their approaches: Deontologists argue that rearing
animals for food infringes animals’ inherent right to life. Utilitarians claim that
discontinuing the use of animals for food will result in the maximization of
utility. Virtue-oriented theorists argue that using animals for food is an unvir-
tuous practice. Despite their different approaches, arguments for vegetarianism
or veganism have a common step. They move from the notion of suffering to
the conclusion of vegetarianism or veganism. In this paper I suggest that the
notion of animal suffering is not necessary in order to condemn the practices of
animal farming. I propose the possibility of defending vegetarianism or vegan-
ism on the basis of arguments that do not rest on the notion of animal suffer-
ing, but rather rely on aesthetic principles, the avoidance of violence, and
preservation of the environment.

The modern animal liberation movement is fueled by the work of Richard
Ryder, Peter Singer, Tom Regan, James Rachels and many others." These
philosophers have proposed arguments in favor of vegetarianism or veganism
on the basis of utilitarian, deontological, or natural rights principles, or some
combination of these theories. For example, Ryder relies on the principle of
“Painism,” combines the utilitarianism of Singer with the rights theory of
Regan. As Francione writes, “Painism, a doctrine developed by Richard
Ryder, purports to combine rights- and utility-type considerations by com-
bining Singer’s emphasis upon pain with Regan’s concern for the individual.”?
These arguments are well known to anyone who has even the slightest interest
in animal ethics, and so it will not be necessary to spend time rehearsing them
here. Furthermore, some argue for veganism on the basis of a virtue-oriented
ethic. I argue that the correct way to approach the question of our responsi-
bility toward animals is to frame the issue in terms of whether the practice of
rearing animals for food are virtuous and unvirtuous. Rather than arguing that
animals have inherent rights or that they should factored in a utilitarian calcu-
lus, it is more productive to realize that raising animals for food, quite apart
from rights and utility, is unvirtuous: e.g., callous, intemperate, self-indulgent,
and base.
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Although each of the theories sketched above proposes its unique approach
to animal ethics, all of them have a common linchpin, which is the notion of
animal suffering. Ultilitarianism, painism, subject-of-a-life, and virtue-based
theories all share in common a move from the notion of suffering to the
conclusion of vegetarianism or veganism. In what follows, I would like to
suggest that there are other promising avenues to explore, besides the notion of
animal suffering, that may lead to the same conclusions, i.e., that we should
condemn animal farming and that we should become vegans or vegetarians. I
do not intend to undermine the importance of animal suffering as a criterion
for respecting animals. I believe that animals do suffer. However, an interesting
question that this paper explores is, “If we discovered that animals do not suffer
at all, would there be other arguments against animal exploitation?” I argue
that there are other important resources that can be used to condemn the
practice of intensive animal agriculture. These resources are what I term aes-
thetic- and gustatory-based. I shall discuss them in order.

Aesthetic-based argument

The aesthetic-based argument is twofold: the first aspect has to do with the
unaesthetic nature of intensive animal agriculture. The second aspect pertains
the unaesthetic nature of the violence involved in intensive animal agriculture.
The first part of the argument can be expressed as follows:

1 We ought to eliminate those practices that produce unnecessarily repug-
nant sights, sounds, and odors.

2 Intensive animal farming causes unnecessarily repugnant sights, sounds, and
odors.

3 Consequently, we ought to eliminate intensive animal farming.

The animal ethics literature has not completely ignored aesthetic concerns as
promising ways to counter intensive animal agriculture. However, aesthetic
principles are often overlooked. There are important philosophical arguments
that can support an aesthetic-based argument against animal agriculture. Consider
for example Mary Midgley’s notion of the “Yuk Factor.” Midgley writes, “it is
especially unfortunate that people often now have the impression that while
feeling is against them, reason quite simply favors the new developments.”® Here
Midgley is discussing the emotional reaction of people to certain forms of bio-
technology. She points out that in moral reflection, it is usual to favor reason and
discount emotion. But it is a mistake to dismiss emotion forthright. The emo-
tion-vs.-reason dichotomy is not exactly accurate. After all, emotions often are
pre-rational, but not irrational, reasons. When a practice is universally, or nearly
so, repugnant, we should not dismiss our emotional reaction and treat it as
morally unimportant. The “yuck factor” is the not-yet-articulated moral reaction
toward certain practices that must be seriously considered, because it requires
time to rise to the rational level and be articulated. As Midgley points out,
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Feelings always incorporate thoughts—often ones that are not yet fully
articulated—and reasons are always found in response to particular sorts of
feelings. On both sides, we need to look for the hidden partners. We have
to articulate the thoughts that underlie emotional objections and also note
the emotional element in contentions that may claim to be purely rational.
The best way to do this is often to start by taking the intrinsic objections
more seriously. If we look below the surface of what seems to be mere
feeling we may find thoughts that show how the two aspects are
connected.*

Regarding the treatment of animals, the nearly uniform aversion that people
experience to blood, bodily fluid, bad odor, and other “yucky” aspects char-
acteristic of animal rearing and meat production, is not merely subjective. This
aversion denotes important moral implications. Even many meat eaters show
repugnance toward the processes involved in meat production, from the squalid
rearing aspect of animals to their slaughtering. Not surprisingly, slaughterhouses
are hidden from plain sight. And also, not surprisingly, meat eaters typically
avoid acknowledging from where their meat comes.” Meat eaters consume
cooked and seasoned, rather than raw, animal flesh. As Kuhen notes, people
like their vegetables to look like vegetables, but do not like their meat to look
like animals.” The simple explanation is that the process of rearing animals,
slaughterhouses, and the final products, the animal parts that people consume,
are inherently repugnant.

A. G. Holdier proposes a version of an aesthetic-based objection to meat. Hol-
dier presents an interesting argument inspired by the writings of Henry Stephens
Salt.” Writing about the immorality of slaughterhouses in the late 1800s, Salt is a
pioneer of animal rights and vegetarianism. As Holdier points out, Salt’s arguments
are not formal, though represent the beginning of a promising aesthetic-based
argument: “Slaughterhouses are disgusting, therefore they should not be pro-
moted.”® Holdier seeks to build an argument upon Salt’s aesthetic considerations
regarding slaughterhouses. Two important steps in Holdier’s argument are, first,
the fact that the conditions in factory farms and slaughterhouses are objectively
dreadful. It is not necessary to present an argument to show that animal farming is
disgusting. Nowadays, the horror of slaughterhouses and animal suffering in gen-
eral are very well documented. There exist numerous YouTube video exposés as
well as articles and books describing and show the horrific conditions of animal
farms and slaughterhouses. The second step is to suggest a moral dimension to
aesthetic judgments to shows that the repugnant often signals that something is
immoral or bad for us.” The connection with morality and aesthetics is, obviously,
not unusual. Holdier proposes such a connection in the light of recent work in the
psychology of disgust, which suggests that our reaction to the ugly is a warning
that something is dangerous or wrong for us.'” Consequently, it is plausible to
assume that our repugnance toward the conditions of farm animals and the ghastly
processes involved in the production of meat stems from an internal cognitive
mechanism that recognizes the wrongness of such practices.
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Furthermore, consider that there are certain mechanisms used to subvert our
opposition to animal exploitation.'" For example, early on in our lives we have
to be conditioned to regard animals as food. As children, animal food is pre-
sented in forms that do not remotely resemble animals, such as mush or nuggets
or meals labeled “happy.” As Josephine Donovan correctly notes, “Children
have to be educated out of the early sympathy they feel for animals.”'? Chil-
dren are kept uninformed of the process required to turn animals into their
“happy meals.” Children’s books often depict animals as happy friends, rather
than showing them amassed in cages inside factory farms. Virtually all children
are not taught that burgers and steaks are body parts of the same cute and
loving animals about which children see in their books. There is a clear
mechanism that disconnects children’s understanding of the lives of animals. As
Carol J. Adams notes,

We live in a culture that has institutionalized the oppression of animals on
at least two levels: in formal structures such as slaughterhouses, meat mar-
kets, zoos, laboratories, and circuses, and through our language. That we
refer to meat eating rather than to corpse eating is a central example of
how our language transmits the dominant culture’s approval of this

activity. 13

An aesthetic-based argument, therefore, considers the aesthetic value loss that
the practices required to produce meat causes. The point of the argument is
that a life that contains a lesser amount of unpleasant sights sounds and odors is
more conducive to flourishing than a life filled with unaesthetic sights and
violent events. The world has many terrible features, such as natural diseases,
crime, pollution, discrimination, and more. Fortunately, the world still has
many positive and beautiful characteristics. For example, when we contemplate
nature, unless one is completely insensitive about it or unmoved by it, we find
objective beauty. Animals and insects represent one of the many beautiful
aspects of nature. They are unique and render nature beautiful just like the
elements that constitute a great painting. Imagine how sad the world would
be without the colors and sounds of animals. It would be comparable to the
painting Mona Lisa without the Mona Lisa. Granted, the meat industry does
not intend to wipe out animals from the world. However, my point is that the
meat industry affects negatively the beauty of nature damaging it and adding
violent and unpleasant features in the world. Consider, for example, how cut-
ting down trees to build a gas station, oil spills in the ocean, pollution, and
more, make life less enjoyable. Moreover, consider the terrible loss when some
animals become extinct. Even insect extinction would have a negative impact
on plants and consequently grains, vegetables, and fruit on which humans and
animals rely.

Raising animals for food undermines the natural beauty of the world by
domesticating and bringing into existence millions of animals for the purpose of
slaughtering them and using their bodies for food. Note that this line of
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argument is not committing the naturalistic fallacy. The argument is not that
what is natural is necessarily good. Rather, certain aspects of the world and
certain human practices make life less enjoyable and less aesthetically pleasing.
Apart from the fact that animals suffer, it is necessary to realize that the practice
of raising animals for food contributes to the ugliness of the world. What is
ugly about raising animals for food is the fact that millions of animals have to be
brought into existence and slaughtered; it is known that this is the cause of
global warming, deforestation, pollution, and other problems that affect the
ecosystem.14 Also, it is hardly necessary to give a sophisticated argument to
show that slaughterhouses are aesthetically unpleasant places—inside and out-
side—mnot just for the animals but also for humans who see or know about
slaughterhouses and for the humans who work in them. What happens inside
slaughterhouses cannot be said to add to the beauty of the world. There is
nothing beautiful about a world of trucks loaded with animals that are forced
into squalid slaughterhouses where the animals enter whole and exit in pieces.
There’s nothing beautiful about the foul odor that slaughterhouses emanate or
the waste that is produced by the slaughtering and preparation of meat.
Moreover, we have to consider that regardless of slaughterhouses killing ani-
mals is not an aesthetically pleasant practice to perform or watch—even for
meat eaters.

The beauty of animals to which I am referring is evident by the way that
many people have companion animals. They find them lovable and cute and for
many these animals fill an important gap in their hearts. As some have pointed
out it seems arbitrary that some animals are treated as companions and others as
food.'® In fact, besides cats and dogs, also pigs, cows, chickens, and others are
lovable animals. Suppose that the overwhelming majority of scientific studies
conclusively showed that animals do not feel pain. Descartes, for example, was
convinced that animals were like nature’s robots. He argued that animals behave
and look as if they were sentient, but, in reality, they are merely biomechanical
machines. Assume that Descartes was right. Would people no longer become
attached to companion animals? Would people abandon their companion ani-
mals just because these animals lack the capacity to feel pain? Would animals not
matter any longer? I think it is clear that the answer is no. We contemplate the
beauty of sunsets, the northern lights, the forests, and the oceans. Their beauty
enriches us despite not being sentient things. By the same token, even under the
assumption that animals do not feel pain, it seems to me that it would not change
the fact that they are beautiful and their beauty, company, and presence in the
world gives us an objective reason to not destroy them or raise them for food. It
seems to me that regardless of whether animals can suffer, the practices involved
in rearing and slaughtering animals are esthetically unpleasant features of the
world, which is exactly what everyone—meat eaters and vegetarians—wants to
avoid or eliminate. Thus, the ugliness of slaughterhouses, animal overpopulation,
and the damage to the environment caused by animal agriculture could con-
stitute grounds for opposing raising animals for food, irrespective of animals’
capacity to suffer.
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A possible objection is the following: It is difficult to separate out the
aesthetic concern regarding meat production from all the others. Almost
any process in an industrialized system is going to be pretty ugly. But if a given
process didn’t create a number of negative externalities, and people liked the
product, then the ugliness would be a very weak reason to abandon that pro-
duct for some alternative—likely not strong enough to condemn the practice
of intensive animal agriculture, as I suggest. It is true that many processes may
be considered ugly. I want to offer two observations: First, there is a significant
difference between the ugliness of, say, a giant metalworking factory or clean-
ing septic tanks and what goes on in slaughterhouses. As I have discussed above,
slaughterhouses provoke disgust virtually universally, while metalworking fac-
tories do not. There are important evolutionary and psychological reasons that
ground our disgust toward blood, bodily fluids, and other details involved in
animal farming. However, I am not here to argue that metalworking factories
or cleaning septic tanks are not ugly. Arguably they are, but some practices are
more necessary and less ugly than others. And certain processes or aspects of
life, such as intensive animal agriculture, can be controlled or eliminated; other
processes, such as making cars or cleaning septic tanks, are not easily avoidable
because are necessary aspects of our lives. Second, my aesthetic-based argument
comes with a qualification, that we should condemn an ugly activity or practice
whenever viable alternatives exist. Since vegetarianism and veganism are viable
alternatives to intensive animal agriculture, we should condemn intensive
animal agriculture.

Furthermore, intensive animal agriculture does create a number of negative
externalities, that is, a negative impact on the environment. I am referring to
the environmental degradation caused by the various processes employed by
animal agriculture. Every year, over 48 billion animals are slaughtered in the
United States alone. This large number means, among many other things,
more water usage, more animal waste, more pollution, more deforestation,
more energy consumption, and the exacerbation of the already serious issue
of global warming.'®

Consider how much unnecessary cruelty animal-based diets generate. First of
all, human beings do not need to consume animal products to survive.'” Thus,
in many affluent countries consumption of animal products is not a necessity.
Factory farms and slaughterhouses are very unaesthetic. Not surprisingly,
slaughterhouses are hidden away in rural areas away from eyes and ears and
noses. Most people would readily admit that rearing and killing animals pro-
duce a great deal of displeasing sights, sounds, and odors. The prospect of
thousands of animals amassed in confined spaces is a squalid sight that no person
with a sense of aesthetic would bear to see. The animals are forced to live
against their nature. They contract diseases and die. Consider also the squalor of
slaughterhouses, covered in blood and entrails. Consider the workers covered
in blood killing thousands of animals on a daily basis. Consider the instruments
required:
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Stunning Pen (also referred to as the knocking pen): A narrow enclosure in
which the animal is rendered unconscious.

Skinning Cradle: A metal or plastic rest for skinning and eviscerating animals.

Collecting Troughs: These are containers for receiving blood or collecting gut
material.

Sticking Knife: A knife with a six-inch blade and a v-shaped end used in
severing the blood vessels of the neck to bleed the animal.

Skinning Knife: A knife specifically designed to remove the animal’s skin.
Meat Saw: A handsaw used to saw through bone of animals.

Meat Cleaver: A heavy axe used for separating heavy structures, such as the
head from the neck.

Meat Tree/Hooks: Metal devices with curved ends for holding parts of the
slaughtered meat.

Judging by the facilities, the equipment, and the practices of animal farming,
it is clear that they involve violence that undermines beauty and introduces
ugliness in the world. Conversely, the human diet does not require cruel
practices or unaesthetic practices. Compare bone saws cutting through animal
bones, cutting an animal’s throat with a sticking knife, skinning, and the stench
emanated from such a process with picking ripe fruit from a tree, slicing a
melon, or uprooting a head of lettuce.

In short, raising animals for food is revealing unsustainable as a practice; it
contributes to the degradation of the environment.'® ' The point here is that
animal suffering is not necessary to denounce the practice of raising animals for
food. It seems clear that moral integrity demands that we avoid raising and
killing animals for food to avoid an environmental disaster. This last point,
however, does not apply globally, but rather to affluent societies that use
intensive animal farming.

Integrity-based argument

The first part of the aesthetic argument explained in the previous section
shows that there is pro tanto reason to condemn intensive animal agriculture
because the practices of raising and slaughtering animals are unnecessarily
unaesthetic. The second aspect of the aesthetic argument relies on the notion of
non-violence. Arguably one of the most daunting aspects of society is the con-
stant prevalence of aggression and violence. The argument is the following:

—_

Non-violence is a virtue in and of itself.

[\

Unnecessary violence ought to be avoided or eliminated.

3 Intensive animal agriculture produces unnecessary—yet avoidable—
violence.

4 Therefore, intensive animal agriculture ought to be avoided or eliminated.
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Non-violence as a moral principle has been used as a peaceful way to attain
political and social change by the likes of Jesus, Socrates, St. Francis of Assisi,
Mahatma Gandhi, Martin Luther King Jr., Lydia Maria Child, Violet Oakley,
and others.®” What I argue here is simply that violence toward animals is
recognized by many, and for obvious reasons, to be wrong because it hurts
animals. However, apart from causing harm to animals, I argue that violence
is inherently wrong. A similar argument was used by St. Pius V who issued a
papal bull titled “De Salute Gregis Dominici” to ban bullfighting. Pius V was
concerned about the danger of fighting animals; moreover, he was concerned
about human souls. He understood that violence undermines human dignity.
The violence involved in the operations of the meat industry, should be con-
demned for the same reason.

Timothy Pachirat, was still a Ph.D. student at Yale University when he
gained employment in a slaughterhouse in Omaha for the purpose of writing
his dissertation. At the slaughterhouse, his jobs were liver hanger, cattle driver,
and quality control. During his employment in a slaughterhouse, he wrote
what would later become the book Every Twelve Seconds. *' Chapter 3 is the
most difficult reading of the book because it describes in details the violence
he experienced while working at the slaughterhouse. Pachirat describes the fear
of the cattle as they approach the time of their death. After they are killed,
workers cut the animals into pieces and remove the animals’ organs. Pachirat
describes a slaughterhouse where thousands of animals are killed every day;
here the stench of animal cadavers, the blood, the entrails, the fear of the ani-
mals are magnified compared with, say, a small farm where a farmer kills an
animal to feed his family. But can killing an animal and preparing her flesh for
consumption be done gently? Aside from the number of animals killed, in what
sense does killing one or many differ? Some said that if slaughterhouses had
glass walls, everyone would become vegetarian. One of the main reasons, in
my view, is the useless violence of killing animals for food.

Jan Deckers also describes how animals like chickens, pigs, and cows are
confined in overcrowded and filthy quarters.® Animals are overfed and
develop metabolic diseases. Also, they develop infections due to the unsanitary
conditions in which they live. Every decision is made in consideration of profit
rather than the welfare of the animals. One example worth mentioning is the
chicken farm’s treatment of male chicks. Since males do not lay eggs, chicken
farms kill them immediately after hatching. They are killed by means of suffo-
cation in large plastic bags, gassed to death, or ground alive. Chickens are then
hung from their feet and their heads dunked in electrified water to cause
cardiac arrest. They are then decapitated and dunk in boiling water. Those that
are still alive drown in the water. Virtually all people (except the deranged)
would be appalled at such practices. I will spare the reader from the details of
slaughtering cows and pigs. Somehow the fact that they are larger animals, with
more flesh, entrails, and a lot more blood than chickens, makes their slaugh-
tering even more gruesome. Some people, however, argue that it is possible to
kill and eat animals when it is done in a “humane” way. Such a comment
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never ceases to baffle me. I wonder how it is actually possible to be humane
and at the same time decapitate, gut, bleed out, and cut up any animal (human
or non-human).

Some readers will immediately retort that killing is not always wrong.
Perhaps that is the case, but my argument is that useless violence is always
wrong, and we are better off without it. Killing and then slaughtering an
animal for food inherently involves violence. The details of killing for food a
placid creature such as a cow or a gregarious animal such as a pig will bring
most sensitive people to tears and make them sick to their stomach. This is not
a fallacious appeal to pity. My argument is not that killing cute and innocent
creatures is immoral because they are cute and innocent. My point is that kill-
ing and slaughtering involves violence, and violence is not moral or desirable.
One may point out that there are exceptions in extreme circumstances, say,
when it is necessary to save lives. I am not arguing that because violence is
wrong we should never use violent means in the face of extreme danger. The
point that I want to make is that most people would be consternated by the
killing, death, and slaughtering of animals regardless of whether animals can feel
pain. It is not (necessarily) our understanding that animals have the capacity of
suffering that makes us cringe at the idea of killing and preparing an animal for
consumption. It is the overt violence of using instruments such as knives,
hammers, nail guns, and more to cut, pierce, smash, tear. It is the instruments
used to kill, the stench of death, the horrid sight of blood and entrails that
follows the death of an animal.

Granted, it is not the same for everyone. These aspects may not affect some
people in the slightest. But most people would refuse to kill an animal for food
because of the violent acts necessary to kill and cut up the flesh of that animal.
Compare slaughtering with peeling an orange or taking some lettuce from the
garden. Eating vegetables does not involve violence. After all, it seems to me
that slaughterhouses do the dirty job that people would otherwise hate to do—
and that’s why their walls are not made of glass. Meat eaters, in a sense, dele-
gate this violence to slaughterhouses. Now regardless of whether animals can
suffer like humans or in a similar way or not at all, the violence involved that I
describe is an objective reason for opposing to raising and killing animals for
food. Most people would feel uncomfortable performing such violent acts as
killing an animal and cutting up, slicing, deboning the flesh of that animal. This
is the first aspect of integrity to which I am referring.

Another way to understand the intrinsic value of nonviolence is to point out
that violence generates more violence. Thomas Aquinas and Immanuel Kant
both discuss this aspect. Thomas Aquinas argued that despite their capacities
that are similar to those of men, it is not a sin to kill animals because God
created them for the benefit of humans. However, in Summa Contra Gentiles
(1480), Aquinas states that animals exist for our benefit. However, this fact does
not warrant animal cruelty. In fact, cruelty to animals should be avoided. He
writes, “If a man practice a pitiful affection for animals, he is all the more dis-
posed to take pity on his fellow-men.”* Immanuel Kant echoes Aquinas. In



There is more than animal suffering 37

Lecture on Ethics, Kant states, “he who is cruel to animals becomes hard also in
his dealings with men.”** The point that Aquinas and Kant make seems to me
to be plausible. As Sarah Watts writes, “Jeffrey Dahmer. Ted Bundy. David
Berkowitz. Aside from killing dozens of innocent people (combined), these
men—and a significant percentage of other serial killers—have something else
in common: Years before turning their rage on human beings, they practiced
on animals.”?® Consequently, even in this case, it is possible to condemn
intensive animal agriculture independently of the notion of suffering. As
Aquinas and Kant point out, we should treat animals with respect because
being cruel to animals makes humans become cruel to each other. Following
this line of reasoning, combined with what I said earlier about the violence
involved in killing and preparing animals for food, it seems to me that yet
another reason to oppose the practice of using animals for food is that it raises
our threshold for cruelty.

Gustatory-based argument

Many philosophers arguing in favor of vegetarianism point out that food flavor
should be regarded as subordinate to the life and well-being of animals. Meat
eaters (and many vegetarians, as well) remind us all the time how good meat
tastes and, consequently, how hard it is to give it up. However, many recog-
nize that the taste of meat and experience of eating it are, morally speaking, less
important than animal suffering. Thus, they conclude that since taste is trivial in
comparison with animal suffering, we ought to give up eating meat. Others
maintain that taste is not trivial at all, but rather an important value to a good
life that may justify rearing animals for food. Eating well, they argue, is a
significant value to humans, and eating meat is a significant part of eating well.
Consequently, not eating meat is a significant value-loss.

I do not dispute that eating well and the role of flavor are important values
to humans. However, I have three objections: First, plant-based food tastes
good—even superior to meat according to many meat eaters who have become
vegans. | think it is important to consider that many vegans and vegetarians,
who formerly consumed meat, and thus know both worlds, prefer the taste of
plant-based food.

Second, the notion that not eating meat is a significant value-loss to humans
is an exaggeration. Perhaps, the “not eating meat is a value-loss to humans”
argument would have some force under these conditions: if taste of meat were
somehow essential to humans in the sense that without it humans would get ill
or life would be utterly unbearable; or if meat were the only food that tastes
good. Clearly neither is the case. Humans can easily adjust their taste, and plant
food tastes just as good or even better than meat. Furthermore, considering the
aesthetic-based argument, and given the environmental argument, it is sensible
to adjust one’s taste to plant-based food, which avoids and prevents health
problems and environmental degradation.
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Third, meat is not inherently good. Meat dishes become delicious under
the chef’s skillful hands. I anticipate resistance here. It may be objected that
this applies to vegetarian food as well. Also, it may be pointed out that flavor
is subjective. I argue that it can be shown that vegetarian food is inherently
flavorful while meat is not. Fruit and greens and even grains don’t require
special preparation or seasoning. Mangos, bananas, watermelons, spinach,
peppers, and more, are flavorful in their raw state or just by minimally
cooking them. There are vegetables that when raw have little taste or cannot
be eaten. For example, broccoli and eggplants are not ideal eaten raw.
However, they are not repulsive and with very simple cooking methods, such
as steaming, they become flavorful. On the other hand, meat is foul when
raw and requires certain steps necessary to render it edible. In fact, unlike
vegetables, meat is the flesh of once living animals now cut and shaped in
ways that do not resemble animals. Also, meat requires maturation. Matura-
tion means that the flesh of a slaughtered animal is aged for at least a few days,
sometimes up to several weeks. This process is necessary to tenderize the
tough muscle fibers. Furthermore, meat is never consumed as is. With very
few exceptions, people would never kill, say, a cow or pig or chicken, carve
out the flesh and consume it on the spot. Meat is always aged, marinated,
seasoned, and cooked. For example, consider a popular dish typical of the
Italian region of Piedmont called brasato. This dish is cattle flesh braised in red
wine and spices for hours. The point is to render the meat tender and allow it
to acquire the taste of the wine and the spices because it is tough and
unpleasant tasting. In other words, taste is conferred upon the meat by the
wine and the spices and through hours of cooking. Another dish typical of
the Italian region of Bologna is a sauce with ground beef known as ragii, not
to be confused with the Italian-style American brand Ragt. This sauce is
prepared by sautéing the ground meat in oil and adding to it, again, wine.
The reason is to fix the foul taste of the animal flesh and make it taste inter-
esting with the use of wine and spices and transform it into a dish. After all,
meat is, like it or not, decomposing flesh. It is true that vegetables and fruits
decompose, too, but, in that case, we avoid consumption and discard them.
All meat is prepared with some kinds of powerful spices, oils, or wine, and is
cooked to modify its naturally foul flavor.

With regard to taste, consider the study of Anderson and Feldman Barrett,
who tested whether people’s beliefs of how animals are raised can influence
their experience of eating them.”® Samples of meat were accompanied by
respective descriptions of their origins and treatment of the animals on factory
farms. Some samples were said to be the product of factory farm, while others
were labeled as “humane”. In reality, all the meat samples were identical.
Interestingly, the participants of this study experienced the samples differently:
meat described “factory farmed” was perceived as looking, smelling, and tasting
as less pleasant than “humane” meat. The difference was even to the degree
that factory farmed meat was said to taste more salty and greasy than “humane”
meat. Furthermore, the participants who were told that they were eating
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factory-farmed meat consumed less of the sample. According to the authors of
this study, “These findings demonstrate that the experience of eating is not
determined solely by physical properties of stimuli—beliefs also shape experi-
ence.”?’ My point is that meat is not consumed because it is good in itself. It is
rendered good by masking or modifying its original flavor with the use of
potent spices or liquids used to marinate, season, and cook the meat. Further-
more, meat is enjoyed because it is eaten socially, during holidays for example.
The taste is not consistent and not exactly pleasant, as the study just mentioned
explains. Thus, my argument is that,

—_

Meat is not inherently flavorful, but rather unappetizing.
Whatever is inherently unappetizing should not be consumed.
3 Therefore, meat should not be consumed.

\}

I think that there is good evidence to show that the first premise is true.
Also, most meat eaters would, in good conscience, concede this much. The
second premise needs to be unpacked, especially in light of an obvious objec-
tion: it might be objected that it is irrelevant whether a given product is good
in itself. What matters is how it contributes to a dish. And most people seem to
think that animal products make dishes taste better than they would without
them. Firstly, premise 2 is not meant to apply universally. It applies to affluent
societies where people have easy access to an abundance of nutritious plant-
based food. I do not claim that it applies to a circumstance where one, say, is
stranded on a desert island, compelled to eat a food that provides sustenance
but is not tasty.

Second, the reason we should avoid food inherently unappetizing in the case
of meat is to avoid self-deception. That is, since meat is not inherently tasty, as
I discussed above certain steps must be taken to mask its unpleasant taste,
appearance, smell, and texture by curing, seasoning, and cooking it. Taking
such steps constitutes an act of self-deception. Since one should avoid deceiving
oneself, it follows that one should avoid eating meat. It is not the taste of meat
itself that meat eaters like, but rather the taste of the seasoning, spices, and fla-
vors created by the cooking process. Thus, realizing these facts may constitute a
reason for one to avoid eating meat. I can see that this argument may not
convince many, especially meat eaters. However, the main point is that it need
not convince all. As Allen W. Wood aptly puts it,

Some philosophers seem to think that each proposition in a theory must
be argued ... using arguments that are supposed to persuade anyone at all,
even someone with no sympathy whatever for the project in which the
theory is engaged. That is a standard that no philosophical theory could

28
ever meet.

In fact, I do not pretend to persuade anyone at all, but rather those sympathetic
with the project of condemning factory farming and supporting vegetarianism
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or veganism on the basis of principles that do not rely on the notion of animal
suffering. With this consideration in mind, the above argument accomplishes
such a goal.

Conclusion

In this chapter, I argued that a common trend in animal ethics is the move
from the notion of animal suffering to veganism or vegetarianism. The argu-
ment is roughly the following: those animals used for food are said to be sen-
tient, i.e., they have the capacity to suffer. Causing unnecessary suffering is
wrong. For those of us who are fortunate to live in places where plant-based
food abounds, killing animals for food is unnecessary. Consequently, killing
animals for food is wrong. Obviously, philosophers present this argument with
several intermediate steps. At any rate, the point of this paper is that animal
suffering is not all that matters. If it were discovered that animals do not feel
any more pain that rocks, would there be other moral considerations regarding
using animals for food? I maintained that there are other arguments that can be
used to condemn the practice of intensive animal agriculture and support
vegetarianism or veganism. These arguments are aesthetic-, integrity-, and
gustatory-based.

First, the practices required to rear animals and transforming them into food
are aesthetically repugnant. Our natural aversion to practices that are aestheti-
cally distasteful, such as slaughtering, carries moral implications sufficient to
condemn animal agriculture. This argument has two ramifications: one, we
want to avoid unnecessary ugliness in the world, and animal agriculture brings
about a great deal of unnecessary ugliness. Our natural aversion to blood, flesh,
and other repugnant aspects involved in animal food production signal that
something is bad for us. Its deleterious effects on human health further corro-
borate the badness of animal food consumption. Second, animal agriculture is
inherently, and unnecessarily, violent—and it instills in us violence. Since we
should value non-violence as a virtue, it follows that we should avoid those
practices that are inherently, and unnecessarily, violent, such as meat produc-
tion in the presence of an abundance of plant-based food. Furthermore, a valid
reason to embrace veganism, aside from animal suffering, is to realize that meat
is not inherently tasty. Rather, meat is rendered palatable by masking its
naturally foul taste with various spices, condiments, and cooking techniques.
Since eating such foods is a form or self-"deception, I argue that we should
avoid them.
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3 In vitro meat

Is cultured meat a solution to animal suffering and
environmental degradation?

The answer that I will give to the question posed in the title is, “No, it isn’t.”
This is my position regarding in vitro meat’ and in this chapter I will explain
why. Latest technology enables scientists to grow replacement body parts
from the cells of a patient.2 For a number of years now, scientists have been
studying the possibility of growing meat in laboratories, a project commonly
known to the public as the (in)famous in vitro meat or lab-grown meat.
While samples of such meat exist, it is not yet commercially viable. It will
probably take many years to see lab-grown meat in supermarkets. In this
chapter, I want to explain why I hope that the project of synthesizing meat
should not be morally supported. What is the moral status of growing meat in
a Petri dish? This question includes the morality of pursuing such a scientific
research and the morality of buying/supporting and consuming in vitro meat.
This question is interesting especially to ethical vegans. Meat eaters eat meat
and arguably many meat eaters will try and regularly consume lab-grown
meat. But what about vegans? Vegans avoid eating meat, but this isn’t meat.
Thus, many vegans will likely consume lab-grown meat—a very strange form
of veganism, to say the least.

The idea behind such a project is that if lab-grown meat can be produced in a
way that avoids environmental degradation and the meat is sold at a competitive
cost, the projects will be able to avoid the damages that the farm animals’ sector
causes to the environment. It would also spare many farm animals. It would seem,
then, that the research and consumption of lab-grown meat are justified by the
potential environmental benefits. Furthermore, growing meat would reduce
animal suffering because no animals will be raised for food. Strange as it may
sound, some vegans may support such an endeavor. In fact, some vegans may even
consume lab-grown meat. After all, vegans avoid meat because to produce meat
animals suffer and the environment is degraded. Vegans avoid (as much as possible)
causing or contributing to animal suffering and avoid activities that degrade the
environment. Since lab-grown meat has a much lower global impact on the
environment, then some vegans will presumably consume lab-grown meat.
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There are obvious objections that one could raise. Animals have to be used,
in any case, for the production of cultured meat. Namely, whether painful or
painless, animals must be reared and their cells must be taken from them in
order to replicate them in a laboratory. Consequently, animal exploitation will
not cease to exist completely. But perhaps completely discontinue rearing ani-
mals is not part of the project. Obviously, supporters of in vitro meat may
argue that it is better to reduce animal suffering and the negative impact on the
environment than to continue to exploit animals. However, we must keep in
mind that leather, fur, eggs, milk, and other animal byproducts would still
require raising animals. Another problem is that eating artificial meat is not risk-
free. How could researchers possibly know about long-term effects of a
laboratory product? If it’s meat, then it’s meat. That is, whether from the lab or
from the farm, meat is unhealthful to humans.’

Furthermore, it is unlikely that all people in the world would eventually
switch to eating in vitro meat. In my view, turning people to in vitro meat is
more difficult than trying to make people switch to a vegan diet. Granted, it
is possible that in the future lab-grown meat will taste exactly like the real
deal and people will overcome the squeamishness of artificially grown meat.
At any rate, it is reasonable to believe that not all meat eaters will adopt cul-
tured meat as a staple. Consequently, I believe that lab-grown meat is not an
alternative competitor to raising animals for food, but rather just another
option, and thus that traditional meat production will not change to the
degree necessary to save the planet from the negative environmental con-
sequences we are now facing.

The most important aspect of this issue is that the endeavor of growing meat,
the research, the resources used, and the effort made, the ingenuity of the
minds being employed on such a project, are all misplaced. It is true that it is
necessary to keep in mind sustainability and to try to reduce suffering in the
world. But the problem is that supporters of in vitro meat overlook an
important question: What if, in trying to create artificial meat, we are doing
something callous, base, or unvirtuous? 1 want to suggest that if reducing
animal suffering and avoiding the negative environmental impact caused by
animal agriculture is what we try to achieve, it seems more appropriate, more
practical, and morally sound to move toward an animal-free diet altogether
rather than perpetuating production of meat. Still, if lab-meat one day becomes
readily available, affordable, and it tastes exactly like real fresh meat, what
would be the moral problem at that point? What would vegans have to say
then? As I said above, it seems plausible that those vegans, for example, who
avoid meat for ethical reasons, but like the taste of meat, would accept, sup-
port, and even consume lab-grown meat.

Veganism does not have to come to such an absurdity. But I also want to
point out that humanity does not have to resort to such an absurd stratagem as
growing meat synthetically to save the environment. This absurdity, namely,
vegans who support, accept, and might even consume lab-grown meat, stems
from an ethic of expediency that focuses on the best-outcome approach. Also,
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it stems from a lack of temperance toward food. One way to overcome moral
absurdities and to see through this is to adopt an attitude that, instead of asking
what’s in it for us or what our duties regarding this issue are, instead ask whe-
ther the project of growing meat synthetically conforms with important virtues,
such as justice, compassion, and temperance, to name a few. In the course of
this discussion, I hope it will emerge that investing valuable resources in pro-
ducing lab meat, supporting and consuming lab meat, are motivated by lack of
virtue. Plants are abundant, environmentally friendly, and nutritious. Meat is
not healthful, and there is no reason to believe that its synthetic version might
be. Consequently, these premises lead to the conclusion that humans should
invest the same energy and resources to create a meat-free world instead.

Lab-grown meat and ethics

I find the idea of lab-grown meat to be fundamentally wrong, morally and
practically speaking. And I doubt that humans are in fact clamoring for syn-
thesized meat. A small group of individuals and corporations are trying to shove
this down the throats of the public, mostly for profit or other reasons that have
nothing to do with ending animal agriculture. The discussions of the validity of
lab-grown meat are typically framed on utilitarian grounds. It is not important
to specity which particular brand of utilitarianism, because the central idea is
that the goal is the end result. Ultilitarianism as a theory argues that a moral
choice is the right one just if acting on it will maximize overall satisfaction of
preference (or pleasure). Critics of utilitarian ethics, sometimes, in criticizing
utilitarian morality commit the straw man fallacy. In reality, utilitarians are not
cold people who do not care about anything but maximum utility. At any rate
utilitarianism permits actions that most people would consider, if not immoral,
quite bizarre. Leading utilitarian philosophers argue that issues such as infanti-
cide, cannibalism, bestiality, and incest, to name a few, are not inherently
wrong. Whether these issues are right or wrong is a matter of their capacity to
generate desirable or undesirable consequences. In other words, if doing X
accomplishes the overall satistaction of preferences, then doing X is morally
required. This of course is a sketch of the theory, which is more elaborate than
this—but not much more. In animal ethics, utilitarianism, we must concede,
has had, and continues to have, an influential and persuasive power on people.
When the present issue of growing meat artificially is assessed from a utilitarian
standpoint, the result is that, given the success of the project, growing, sup-
porting, and consuming lab-grown meat is morally required because it max-
imizes aggregate utility.

Deontology is more complicated for many reasons. For one thing, there are
various versions of deontological ethics, though the essential argument is that
morality is a system of rules typically dictated by reason. Moral actions are
performed out of a deep sense of duty. There are, of course, many difficulties
with such an ethical approach. The details of possible difficulties is not impor-
tant here, not to mention that it would be beyond the scope of this discussion
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and of this book. The important point here is that it is plausible to think that a
deontological approach to the issue of lab-grown meat might suggest that
producing in vitro meat is morally required. On a Regan-like approach—that
is, a rights theory view—in vitro meat is required because it promises to
discontinue animal agriculture; this would be beneficial to animals, who are
subjects-of-a-life, i.e., they have beliefs, desires, memory, feelings, self-con-
sciousness, an emotional life. And on a neo-Kantian view, lab-grown meat is
morally required as a matter of our duty toward humans and animals.

Another way to approach the same issue, however, is to assess the motiva-
tions and also to assess the moral character from which the pursuit of lab-grown
meat springs. I believe that when we consider this issue in terms of character,
that is, rather than determining our duty or the right outcome, we realize that
the motive behind lab-grown meat is actually corporate profit and consumer
self-indulgence. Consider the importance of a temperate character in life.
Physical appetites are quite important, but subordinate to, for example, justice.
A temperate individual is one whose approach to eating is measured. Here I am
not talking about being moderate in the sense of between eating steak every
day or eating steak once a week the moderate choice is eating steak twice a
week. Naturally, a consistent account of moderation must account for the
circumstances. As we have seen, it is exactly animal agriculture that led us to
the dire environmental issues that we are now facing. Furthermore, we must
consider that the health of humans has been getting worse and worse; that
humans can actually do better when they eliminate animal products from their
diet; and that the taste of meat is not so important as to make one discount
environmental issues. Consequently, it is plausible to say that moderation, with
regard to animal products, means switching to fruit and vegetable diets.

Ethical veganism and lab-grown meat

The supporters of lab-grown meat claim that producing this type of meat could
be the solution to the negative environmental impact of animal agriculture and
it could reduce, or possibly end, animal suffering. Some of the comments by
people on vegetarian forums are very telling: “I hope that lab meat someday
catches on and can help end animal suffering. However, I would probably
gag.” writes one user.” Another user writes, “I'm a vegetarian because of
cruelty of factory farming and because of the terrible environmental impact it
causes, so yes, | would eat the meat.”> The issue of whether lab-grown meat is
moral seems to be addressed in terms of taste, concern for the environment,
and animal suffering that can be caused by animal farming. Taste does not seem
to be so important to justify animal exploitation, though as we will see it is a
vital aspect that will determine meat eaters’ acceptance of lab-made meat.
However, environmental concern and animal suffering are very serious issues.
About the environment, in 2013, Dr. Mark Post’s laboratory in Maastricht
University in the Netherlands produced the first lab-grown burger. Dr. Post
argued that growing meat in labs could reduce the negative impact on the
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environment cause by the farm animals’ sector.® If that were the case, from an
ethical point of view, it would seem that even the staunchest ethical vegans
(like myself, for example, who detest the idea of eating meat whether or not it
is lab-grown) would have nothing to object about it. However, the morality of
lab-grown meat is not as simple a question as it might appear. I will discuss
some of the positive and negative aspects of the issue and later explore the
possibility that considering lab-grown meat is a moral mistake that we might be
able to see by embracing a virtue-oriented ethics.

Among some of the advantages of creating meat in a laboratory, the most
evident is that if meat is grown in a lab, animals will not be brought into
existence. Even if growing meat will not completely discontinue animal agri-
culture, it might mean a smaller number of animals that are raised and killed for
food every year. But it is not only a matter of reducing animal suffering. Fewer
animals brought into existence and raised for consumption means a less severe
impact upon the environment. At present, animal agriculture contributes to
51% of global greenhouse gas emissions,” it uses a third of the earth’s fresh
water, 45% of the Earth’s land, it causes 91% of Amazon rainforest destruction,
and is a leading cause of species extinction, ocean dead zones, and habitat
destruction.® The good news about artificially-grown meat, according to a
2011 study, 1s that, “cultured meat involves approximately 7-45% lower energy
use ... 78-96% lower GHG emissions, 99% lower land use, and 82-96% lower
water use depending on the product compared.” These numbers sound great,
just what an environmentalist wants to hear; however they are theoretical since
lab-grown meat is not yet a reality. At this juncture, the reality of cultured
meat is unknown and so is its actual environmental impact. Although it seems
plausible to speculate that under ideal conditions, all things considered, lab
meat could be a more sustainable reality than the current practice of animal
farming, it is just speculation.

Another point is the question of taste. Taste is a very important aspect of a
good life. One interesting point about cultured meat'’ is that the meat grown
for the (in)famous 2013’s burger experiment was not exactly ideal by meat
eaters’ standards. The meat produced by Dr. Post in his lab was merely lean
muscle fiber. It lacked the typical characteristics of meat, such as the fat, nerves,
and blood, which are the very components that give meat its characteristic taste
and texture. Creating something that resembles the “real deal” in both taste and
consistency, the muscle fiber has to be “exercised” and supplied with artificial
blood flow, oxygen, and nutrition.'" These achievements are no small potato.
And though I personally doubt this will be possible, it is not excluded that the
project could be actualized in the future. If in the future scientists will be cap-
able of producing lab-grown meat that is identical or nearly identical to real
meat, then at that point consuming lab-meat rather than “real” meat would
contribute to reduction in land usage and energy usage—provided that meat
eaters would have no issue consuming lab-grown meat, that is.'> Incidentally
(or maybe not so incidentally), the typical argument that meat eaters proffer up
is that eating meat is natural, it is part of Homo sapiens’ nature as a hunter. But if
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we grow meat in a Petri dish, how “natural” is that? My point here is simply
that it is hard to believe that meat eaters will abandon the notion of living and
breathing farm animals. As a matter of fact, unless researchers are planning to
lab-grow dairy products, living animals will still be needed. Furthermore, con-
sider eggs, leather, fur, and all animal products, it seems unlikely that lab meat
will have such positive effects if we consider the amount of animal products
that people consume.

Considered from a consequentialist standpoint, the question of the morality
of lab-grown meat would seem quite clear-cut. Assuming that in a near future
lab-grown meat tastes the same as traditional meat, and it is affordable, that
would be the end of the story. Under this assumption, animal suffering could
be dramatically reduced or perhaps even eliminated while meat eaters would
have their fix and be happy. I suggest that the story does not end there if we
consider the project of growing meat from the standpoint of a virtue-oriented
ethic. There are several factors to take into account before it can be said that
lab-grown meat can reduce animal suffering. One of these issues is that to be
cruelty-free, it might be suggested, it should be animal-free. The challenge at
present is for scientist to find a method of self-renewing stem cells and animal-
free materials to accomplish growth. Currently, researchers are still working on
the possibility of an initial harvesting of animal cells that in the long run will no
longer require subsequent harvesting. Furthermore, researchers are looking for
a suitable plant-based material that will serve as “scaffolding” for the develop-
ment of animal cells into a hunk of meat.

Very roughly explained, cells are taken from a living animal and allowed to
grow in a Petri dish in a laboratory. In practical terms, the initial harvested cells
are taken from animals that are raised according to specification so that their
flesh can be genetically emulated in a lab. But is that the end of the process?
Are animals off the hook after that (pun intended)? It seems not. Dr. Post
points out that, “the most efficient way of taking the process forward would
still involve slaughter [using a] limited herd of donor animals.”'® In other
words, assuming that lab-grown meat becomes a reality, it would still be
necessary to raise animals and use them as cell banks, so to speak, from which
to harvest fresh cells that will be grown into meat. Granted, the number of
animals involved might be smaller than the current number of raised and
slaughtered animals and suffering would be minimal to no suffering at all. But
how much smaller? It will not, it seems, discontinue raising animals altogether.
It is difficult to imagine how it could ever be possible to produce meat in a lab
without ever involving live animals. However, some argue that, eventually, it
will be possible to establish a self-renewing stem cell line; that is, it will be
possible to start the process by an initial biopsy and get it going without
resorting to further harvesting.'* But would it be the end of raising animals for
food? Considering the wants of meat lovers, and the astute operations of the
market, meat eaters might see that the sky is the limit when it comes to variety
and taste. At that point, if growing meat becomes as easy as researchers hope it
to be, why not clone any kind of animal meat, including, but not limited to,
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wild animals. In fact, creativity is perhaps humans’ greatest attribute and thus it
is not unlikely that some meat makers might consider extravagant cross breed-
ing to offer a new product on the market. That’s how capitalism works after
all. This might require raising more animals to obtain the new kind of exotic
meat desired. And again, not trying to open the proverbial can of worms here,
what would be a moral objection to lab-grown human meat? After all, it
would not be human meat because it would be a laboratory-grown product,
but nevertheless could taste like human flesh and could be marketed as such.
Labs would start harvesting cells from all kinds of animals (including, perhaps,
human animals) or breeding exotic animals specially for cell harvesting, which
would take us right back to square one and, once again, require breeding ani-
mals for food. Granted, it would involve an initial harvesting; but it seems that
as the demand of variety increases, the number of initial harvesting processes
will continue.

The next point, as I mentioned, is an issue that is seldom addressed in the
discussion of lab-grown meat. This issue is the type of support that would hold
the lab-grown muscle. At present, bovine fetal serum, which is an animal by-
product, is used. The harvesting of bovine fetal serum is, obviously, not ideal
from a vegan standpoint. Typically, the serum is obtained by sticking a needle
into the heart of a fetal cow.

At the time of slaughter, the cow is found to be pregnant during evis-
ceration (removal of the internal organs in the thorax and abdomen during
processing of the slaughtered cow).... The calf is removed quickly from
the uterus [and] a cardiac puncture is performed by inserting a needle
between the ribs directly into the heart of the unanesthetized fetus and
blood is extracted. This bleeding process can take up to 35 minutes to
complete while the calf remains alive. Afterwards, the fetus is processed for
animal feed and extraction of specific substances like fats and proteins,
among other things."

One thing to consider here is, again, whether the end justifies the means.
From the point of view of an ethic of expediency, bovine fetal serum might
be just the most practical way to achieve synthetic meat. But when we assess
the problem through the eyes of basic virtues, I think it is pretty evident that
the achievement of an eventual synthetic support for synthetic meat is not
worth the current animal torture required by the research. A study considers
whether the cows can feel this procedure and the possibility of slow death
from lack of oxygen, from placental separation; it also estimates that
approximately 2 million fetuses are harvested annually for serum.'® If the
point of growing meat is reducing suffering, then fetal serum does not seem
to be the way to go. For that reason, scientists are already working hard to
find plant-based alternatives.'’

Again, all the hard work and dedication to achieve cultured meat, and the
work dedicated to finding a replacement to fetal serum with a suitable plant-
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based alternative, seems just disturbingly obstinate. I think there is something
almost perverse about the motivation and tenacity of scientists in their pursuing
lab-grown meat. The FDA said in a statement, “Given information we have at
the time, it seems reasonable to think that cultured meat, if manufactured in
accordance with appropriate safety standards and all relevant regulations, could
be consumed safely.”18 The immediate reaction to this sort of comment, again,
is why not eating vegetables and fruit, which bear no potential health issues?
Other studies argue that since meat is literally grown in a laboratory by scien-
tists, it could be possible to decide the amount and type of fat cells and other
dietary characteristics of the final product. Furthermore, since slaughtering the
number of animals that are slaughtered at present could be reduced, the threat
of pathogens and contamination would be reduced or eliminated.'” I think the
obvious question is, “How would the FDA or researchers possibly know this?”
I am not suggesting that we should not trust scientific data, but there is no way
to know the long-term effects on human health of artificial meat.

To add one more “if” to the list, provided that scientists will eventually be
able to grow meat without harvesting cells from living animals, find a plant-
based growth-medium, reduce or eliminate animal suffering, and reduce the
damage caused by animal farming, should we not abandon our moral reserva-
tions about lab-grown meat? One obvious issue can be put thus: who would
want to eat meat that was grown in a laboratory? Surveys seem to suggest that
the majority of people would be, to put it candidly, very reluctant to ingest
lab-grown meat.” Granted, proponents of cultured meat remind us that “lab-
grown” is a misleading term. That is to say, at present, for obvious reasons,
research is being conducted in laboratories; but eventually, the meat would be
made in factories. As Mattick and Allenby point out, “A world where meat
comes mostly from factories instead of ranches and feedlots might be a world
better able to deal with challenges of food security, the environment, and nat-
ural resources.”?! In fact, growing meat could provide a reliable and safe way to
make sure that meat is devoid of hormones, antibiotics, and other chemicals
that typically are given to animals.

However, some commentators still remain unconvinced. The CEO of SAFE
makes a valid point,

It 1s also possible that in order to overcome the public resistance to [lab-
grown meat| governments and charities will be asked to fund PR
campaigns and meet the research and development costs of [lab meat].
This could possibly lead to public revenue being spent on developing and
promoting a technology and product that the majority of the public do
not want and that will be of benefit to only those who can afford it. The
Dutch government has already funded research into [lab-grown meat]
conducted by New Harvest.*

But it might be objected that even so, funding research is justified because it
will be for the benefit the environment and the benefit of the animals. After all,
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the argument might go, at this point it does not seem likely to hope for a
vegan world. People do not seem to be interested in avoiding animal products.
Certainly, continuing to promote meat even in the form of a laboratory pro-
duct does not help dissipate the notion that flesh is human food. So rather than
fighting against the current issue of animal exploitation, which seems to be an
uphill battle, we ought to search for practical and viable solutions to replace
meat—and the solution is lab-grown meat.”> After all, that is exactly the sup-
posed function of the various mock meats on the market. Nowadays stores
carry all kinds of plant-based mock versions of meats and even cheese. The
manufacturers as well as the consumers of those products point out that such
products are environmentally safe. Thus, lab-grown meat should be viewed as
mock meat—the best possible mock meat because it is exactly like meat
(assuming, of course that scientist are able to create a perfect replica). An
organization called Why Cultured Meat, for example, argue that lab-grown
meat can do more for the benefit of the animals and the environment than
ethical veganism could ever dream of. They argue that providing an alternative
that not only looks and tastes like meat, like Tofurkey or vegan meatballs, but
actually is meat, could be (again, assuming that lab-meat researchers are suc-
cessful) the most effective and viable path to the desired “animal liberation.” If
actualized, production of lab-grown meat could mean the abolition of factory
farms and hence the avoidance of suffering for millions of animals. Further-
more, if everything goes according to plans, production and consumption of
lab-grown meat could mean a healthier environment.

At that point, what would be, if any, the objections of vegans to cultured
meat? In the best-case scenario, assume that researchers in the future will
achieve a lab-meat that is a perfect replica of real meat in taste and everything
else, and, as a result, animals and the environment will benefit from it.
Shouldn’t vegans and animal rights activists be happy? After all, those who
avoid animal-based products for ethical reasons argue that it is immoral to eat
meat because it causes animal suffering and affects the environment in a
negative way. I think the answers to these and similar questions are predicated
upon the kind of idea one assumes about morality. In other words, it depends
on the moral outlook from which the issue of cultured meat is considered. It
seems to me that the question of the morality of producing and consuming
cultured meat is typically dealt with by a consideration of our duty or con-
sideration of rights. I want to suggest that in many cases trying to figure out our
duty lead us nowhere. In the present issue, what is our duty? Ought we not to
be saving the world from environmental degradation? Or ought we not to
avoid injustice and gratuitous suffering? The answer seems obviously “yes.”
And if lab-grown meat is capable of doing that, then we have a duty to support
lab-grown meat; consequently, according to duty ethics, that’s the end of the
story. But I think that a virtue-oriented approach is the correct framework to
make sense of this issue because an ethics of virtue enables us to see aspects of
moral issues that are simply discounted by other moral approaches.
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The plight of animals

It is no longer a mystery that factory-farmed animals suffer. But why do they
suffer? They suffer because they are deprived of what makes them flourish,
sunlight, freedom, their natural food, their families, and more. Factory farms
are squalid places where animals are often crammed into cages so small that
prevent them from even moving around. In addition to the lack of adequate
space, animals live and defecate in the same quarters, they are given all kinds of
supplements and hormones to prevent diseases and grow disproportionally big.
The end is always the same—death followed by the flesh being cut up, pack-
aged, and shipped to supermarkets. One of the reasons for this is that to allow
animals to live adequate lives, the cost of meat would be very high and the
supply very low. Thus, it seems enticing the possibility of replacing factory-
farmed animals with meat that cannot suffer.

But if the concern is the “plight of animals,” it seems that what is in play
here is a virtuous attitude that is not yet brought to fruition. If the very project
of cultured meat is justified in terms of reduction of suffering, it is clear that the
idea behind is that suffering is not okay, that is, that there is something inher-
ently callous about allowing animals to suffer. Consequently, it would seem
that the best solution is to be consistent in the application of compassion and
make a serious effort to do away with factory farming altogether and educate
the public, and ween them, out of animal products.

If the underlying concern is animal suffering, it just seems callous, greedy,
and self-indulgent to eat meat in the first place. Considering that meat is not a
requirement for good health, in fact, quite to the contrary, science shows that
animal products can be harmful to human health;** and considering that taste
can easily be adjusted to plant food, rather than perpetrating the idea of meat,
our efforts as a civilization should be pursuing ways to move toward a plant-
based diet. Is it possible that we have made such a mess of things in the world
by bringing into existence millions of animals for food resulting in the irrever-
sible degradation of the environment and of our health that we now are
contemplating eating lab-made food? It seems to me that cloning meat is just
another step toward alienation from nature. As Z. Bhat, S. Kumar and H.
Fayaz point out,

Another problem with the in vitro meat production system is that it may
alienate us from nature and animals and can be a step in our retreat from
nature to live in cities. Cultured meat fits in with an increasing depen-
dence on technology, and the worry is that this comes with an ever greater
estrangement from nature. In the absence of livestock based farming, fewer
areas of land will be affected by human activities which is good for nature
but it may at the same time alienate us from nature.”

I think that the enthusiasm about lab-grown meat is mostly due to self-indul-
gence (as well as short-sightedness). We should ask ourselves whether the mere
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taste of a food is so important that we are willing to produce it in a laboratory.
‘What I am referring to here is something along the lines of temperance, or lack
thereof. Human beings are animals endowed with reason. As animals, they are
naturally subject to appetites for food, drink, sex, and more. They are sensitive
to the pleasures that the satisfaction of such appetites can bring. Since our ani-
mality is not the distinguishing aspect of our humanity, physical pleasures
should not be of major importance to us. However, humans are susceptible to
these pleasures because our animality is part of their essence. In other words,
insofar as we are part animals and part rational beings, we have to deal with all
kinds of physical pleasures in a way that harmonize with reason.

Temperate people relate properly to their animality, and give the proper
worth to animalistic pleasures. Insensible people and self-indulgent or intem-
perate, in their respective way, misjudge the importance of certain pleasures
and misjudge themselves. Intemperate people place too much importance to
the pleasures of food and drink. We eat and drink, primarily, because we
require nourishment. Thanks to the ease of modern civilization, people who
live in affluent societies, in my view, have lost sight of this and have placed too
much importance to food. Food nowadays, for those of us who live comfor-
tably, is more than fuel for the body.

Food is necessary and pleasurable. But humans can (and indeed do) have the
wrong desire for it; generally, in affluent societies, this is manifested by the
excess of food that people eat. For example, according to the Office of Disease
Prevention and Health Promotion’s dietary guidelines 2015-2020, “The typical
eating patterns currently consumed by many in the United States do not align
with the Dietary Guidelines.”*® To say that eating patterns in the US “do not
align with the dietary guidelines” is a very mild way to put it when we con-
sider that, “About three-fourths of the population” consume a low amount of
fruit and vegetables. Also, “More than half of the population is meeting or
exceeding total grain and total protein foods recommendations, [and] are not
meeting the recommendations for the subgroups within each of these food
groups.” In particular, “most Americans exceed the recommendations for
added sugars, and saturated fats.””’ And saturated fats come mainly from animal
sources, including meat and dairy products. Furthermore,

the eating patterns of many are too high in calories.... The high percen-
tage of the population that is overweight or obese suggests that many in
the United States overconsume calories ... more than two-thirds of all
adults and nearly one-third of all children and youth in the United States
are either overweight or obese.?®

These facts in my view clearly show that something about our relation with
food has gone completely wrong. These facts are not surprising considering
that the idea of food, for many reasons and by many factors, has been
distorted.
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It seems clear that it is the lack of temperance that makes humans take
pleasure in the wrong food and in the wrong way. Furthermore, self-indul-
gence leads to pain, more than it is required, when certain foods are missed.
The self-indulgent values food too highly, choosing it at the cost of health.
Thus, in relation to the bodily pleasure of food, one can be either self-
indulgent, weak-willed, self-controlled, temperate, or insensible. The tem-
perate person will choose what is pleasant and conducive to health, which is
in its turn conducive to flourishing. Consequently, since strong desires for
food can easily lead us astray in terms of health, the temperate person desires
simple food and in moderation. When we survey the health sciences, it
is clear that the only foods that can lower and prevent many health problems
are fruits and Vegetables.z9 In fact, as far as I have researched, I have never
seen any study, or heard any medical professional, warn us of eating fruit and
vegetables with caution.

Lab-grown human meat

Synthesizing meat opens the door to the variety of meat that can be produced.
It seems plausible that if laboratories crack the code and succeed in creating
perfect replicas of meats, the next step would very likely be replicating the flesh
of endangered species, wild animals, and humans. Cannibalism is not a desirable
practice in modern society and not only because the very idea of it is repulsive
but because it can cause a disease known as Kuru.” But what if human flesh
can be replicated without the risk of any disease? Though human flesh is unli-
kely to become a popular dish, given the curiosity of human beings, there is
still the prospect of cloning it for human consumption. This may sound like a
slippery slope objection to lab-grown meat, but I don’t think that it is in this
case. I do not intend to pursue this as an argument against lab-grown meat,
however, but rather use the discussion to illustrate the kind of irrational path to
which cloning meat leads.
Owen Schaefer and Julian Savulescu point out that,

The most obvious reaction to this possibility of human [in vitro meat] is to
ban it. Just as, for instance, cloning is banned in the 13 US states and the
European Union for moral reasons, we could put in place strict restrictions
on the synthesis of human flesh for the purpose of consumption. Given
common revulsion at the prospect of cannibalism, this reaction is indeed
rather likely. However, it is too quick—we should ask first, what is so
wrong with cannibalism of artificially created human cells and tissue that it
must be banned?’’

Here they point out that despite our gut feeling sense that cannibalism is
wrong, in the end there is no good argument against eating human flesh as it
merely amounts to feeling of disgust. In fact, cannibalism is morally objection-
able because it (typically but not always) involves killing a person, and the
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desecration of a corpse. But if human flesh is cloned, then there is no killing or
desecration involved. To produce in vitro human flesh for human consumption
it would be required to harvest cells from people who are willing to donate
their cells. In fact, this process may even become lucrative for many people
who might be paid for their cells. At that point then, what would be wrong
with eating human flesh?

Could it be disrespect toward humanity? Since there are no human beings
required in the production of a hypothetical in vitro human flesh, no dis-
respect could be done. Schaefer and Savulescu thus conclude that if we are
worried about in vitro meat because of cannibalism, we should not worry at
all because such meat will be free of cruelty and disrespect. Therefore, the
objections that are typically raised against lab-grown meat rely on violation of
respect and disgust, but they are not strong enough to reject the project of
cloning meat for human consumption. Fewer animals being slaughtered, less
animal suffering, less pollution, among many other factors, in their view, are
powerful enough arguments showing that we should support research into
cultured meat.

Many other opinions about cloned meat have a similar attitude to that of
Schaefer and Savulescu. Namely, as I already pointed out at the outset, it seems
that there is a prevailing view about the moral viability of making lab-grown
meat that hinges on broadly consequentialist and deontic principles. Virtue ethics
is not necessarily against the best consequences or the notion of rights. However,
those should not be the only aspects that matter. As we have seen in the dis-
cussion of Hursthouse about abortion, sometimes in the name of the best con-
sequences or in the name of our rights, we might act in ways that are callous,
self-indulgent, selfish, and so on. Thus, it would certainly be an admirable thing
to reduce suffering and care for the environment. But is cloning meat the right
way to accomplish those things? I would like to suggest what a virtue-oriented
approach can add to the discussion, and in so doing I will address cannibalism in
particular, though the larger scope is to address in vitro meat. What I would like
to suggest is something along the lines of what Leon Kass refers to as “the
wisdom of repugnance,” which is the same concept that Midgley and others calls
the “yuck factor.” This is the notion that a strong, negative reaction of disgust to
a practice is in fact good enough evidence that such a practice is not morally
sound or that there is something intrinsically wrong with it. Granted, this sounds
just like an appeal to emotion fallacy. The appeal to emotion fallacy, it has to be
remembered, is an informal fallacy, which means that it is possible for the con-
clusion of an argument based on such premises to be true. Martha Nussbaum
points out that the “yuck factor” or disgust has been used in many arguments
throughout history as a justification for evil practices and institutions, such as
slavery, torture, antisemitism, gender and sexual discrimination, and so on.>? But
it seems to me, and many others, that just because feeling of disgust may lead to
the wrong conclusion, it does not follow that this feeling should be discounted
forthright. Our feeling of revulsion may not be in itself an argument against a
practice, but it certainly signals that something requires our attention because it
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might be morally wrong. Surely, we can in many cases supply reason to this
feeling and construct an argument. But even in the case that a fully articulated
argument is not forthcoming, I don’t think that in certain cases one is not enti-
tled to reject a practice, like in this case in vitro meat, on the basis of disgust. In
fact, Leon Kass seems to think so, as he argues the following about the feeling of
revulsion,

Revulsion is not an argument; and some of yesterday’s repugnances are
today calmly accepted—though, one must add, not always for the better.
In crucial cases, however, repugnance is the emotional expression of deep
wisdom, beyond reason’s power fully to articulate it. Can anyone really
give an argument fully adequate to the horror which is father-daughter
incest (even with consent), or having sex with animals, or mutilating a
corpse, or eating human flesh, or even just (just!) raping or murdering
another human being? Would anybody’s failure to give full rational justi-
fication for his or her revulsion at these practices make that revulsion
ethically suspect? Not at all. On the contrary, we are suspicious of those
who think that they can rationalize away our horror, say, by trying to
explain the enormity of incest with arguments only about the genetic risks
of inbreeding.”

The natural feeling of repugnance at cannibalism, and in general at cultured
meat, belongs in this category. We are repelled by the prospect of cannibalism
and cloned meat because we feel directly that such a practice violates our moral
virtues. What kind of person am I to support artificial meat when I thrive by
eating plants and fruit? Is the taste of meat so important that we are willing to
allow technology to take over our lives? These are some of the questions that
are part of that feeling of disgust. Repugnance, thus, is a natural reaction against
the excesses of human willfulness to distance itself from nature. In this case, I
believe, the repugnance expressed at the prospect of producing meat artificially
is justified. In the case of sexism, racism, slavery, and more, repugnance stems
from contempt, anger, and self-delusion. Thus, nurturing and following that
feeling is wrong. But in the case of cultured meat, repugnance is the cry out of
our human nature that is being overtaken and changed by technology, the
blind hunger for innovation, profit, and self~indulgence.

As a concluding remark, I would like to point out that my discussion about
the morality of producing and eating lab-grown meat is supposed to illustrate
what a virtue-oriented approach can add to the discussion. Moreover, it is a
view that the ethical vegan might take with respect to the morality of in vitro
meat. Ethical veganism, as I understand it, is the rejection of meat as food,
whether it is from an animal or a lab. What I argue is that ethical veganism
should be based on virtue rather than deontic or consequentialist principles.”*
Ethical veganism should be the embodiment of virtue and thus should reject
the notion of using animals for our taste and pleasure because doing so evinces
a lack of temperance, compassion, fairness, and magnanimity. Consequently, an
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ethical vegan should not support the production of any kind of meat. How-
ever, not all vegans think this way. For example, Ingrid Newkirk, founder and
president of People for the Ethical Treatment of Animals (PETA), offered $1
million to successful production of lab-grown meat.” As an ethical vegan, this
seems to me a peculiar form of veganism. In my view, the reason for this
schism among vegans is due to the fact that the question of the morality of lab-
grown meat has been framed typically in terms of potential future gains, which
seems to me to be an approach of consequentialist nature; or another typical
approach is of deontic nature. These approaches seek to rationalize the question
of lab-grown meat, and certainly in their way they seem to achieve the goal of
demonstrating that cloning meat for human consumption is morally viable and
makes a lot of sense to support the project. After all, isn’t less pollution and less
animal suffering what we all want?

Yes, but as I hope to have shown, while those are important factors, they are
not the only factors to be considered. Focusing only on those factors may lead
to a tunnel vision understanding of the issue. The contribution of a virtue-
oriented approach is to show that, for example, the way we are going about
reducing suffering and environmental degradation seems to completely dis-
regard the importance of having an admirable character. In a recent article,
Jean-Francois Hocquette aptly concludes,

the global scientific community including the proponents of artificial meat
themselves recognize the hurdles to overcome so that artificial meat can
progress to the industrial stage (new formulation of culture media, devel-
opmes?t of gilant incubators, safety assessment for human consumption,
etc.).””

He also notes that there are other alternatives to cultured meat that “faster to
develop in the short term and more effective in responding to today’s issues (in
particular it is the case of the reduction of waste) compared to artificial meat
which still needs a great deal of research.”’ A viable solution is, of course, that
of plant-based meat substitutes, though in my view this would reinforce the
idea that humans need meat or, if no meat is around, anything that looks and
smells as close as possible like meat. It would be more sustainable in the long
run if we take steps toward abandoning what I regard as a primitive idea of
animals as human food and we embrace the human diet.
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4  Ethical veganism

What it is, what it 1s not, and what it
should be

Veganism today has become an ambiguous term. When I decided to become a
vegan the first time back in the 1980s, the term vegetarian was used to denote
a person who eats only vegetables; that is, a vegan. Vegetarianism today means
something different. It is used to describe a person who does not eat any kind
of meat, but consumes dairy products and other animal byproducts. The rea-
sons for choosing vegetarianism vary. There are vegetarians who believe that
eating meat is morally wrong but it is not wrong, for example, to use leather
and eat cheese. Many vegetarians, however, are not interested in animal ethics;
they do not eat meat just because they don’t like the taste of it. Still others do
not have any moral position. And many others are dietarily flexible, which
means that they eat anything depending on the occasion or other factors (or
anything that moves, some might say).

What is veganism?

Veganism, as I said, is an ambiguous term, and a ubiquitous term, too. Like
anything else capable of generating profit, veganism has been distorted and
twisted into many different forms because the label “veganism” is fashionable
and very lucrative these days. In fact, veganism, which started as a revolu-
tionary philosophy, is no longer revolutionary. It has been swallowed by
corporations and has become one more entry in a long list of fad diets. As a
recent article points out, veganism seems to be more helpful for companies to
increase their profits than it is to the environment. ! Granted, there still are
vegans who believe in veganism as an important moral philosophy. But what
exactly is veganism? One very broad way to put veganism is the Vegan
Society’s definition:

Veganism is a way of living which seeks to exclude, as far as is possible and
practicable, all forms of exploitation of, and cruelty to, animals for food,
clothing or any other purpose.”

This definition seems clear enough, though it is incomplete. Why incom-
plete? For one thing, such a definition does not state why one seeks to
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exclude, as far as is possible and practicable, animal exploitation and con-
sumption of animal food. It says, “seeks to exclude.” Does this mean that one
must seek to exclude or ought to seek to exclude or ... In other words, such
a statement seems to be intended as a moral statement; however, it does not
specify on which moral ground one seeks to exclude animal exploitation and
consumption of animal food. Second, the statement is incomplete in that it
does not specify criteria to determine how much is “as far as is possible.”
Perhaps what the definition means is that there are circumstances where
avoiding animal products is impossible. For example, the glue used in Band-
Aids and the lubricant used in razor heads are animal-derived. Many house-
hold products contain animal by-products or are tested on animals. Animal fat
is used in the production of lotions, glue, paint, motor oil, and more. Vanilla,
raspberry and strawberry ice cream flavors are enhanced by castoreum, the
secretion from the castor sacs of the beaver! Some brands of chewing gum
contain lanolin, an oily, sweaty secretion found on the outside of sheep’s
wool. Lanolin is also used in skin lotions and laundry softeners.

Candies are colored using the secretions of various insect or crushed bugs.
There are animal parts and animal by-products everywhere—in soap, detergent,
cars, candies, animals, animals, and more animals. In other words, there are
animal by-products in many ordinary items that we use daily. Worse, in many
cases there is no way to know whether a product is truly vegan. For example,
this very computer that I am using to type these words and the glue they used to
glue my shoes might contain animal by-products. So what is veganism? Vegan-
ism 1s a social and political philosophy that shuns the practice of using animals for
food and other purposes; in other words, veganism rejects animal exploitation.

Plant-based diets

There is another equally ubiquitous term: “plant-based.” Some people use this
term to mean that they are vegans. Then why don’t they just use the term
vegan? There are many psychological as well as practical reasons for this. A
psychological reason is that, since many consider veganism as an extreme diet,
the term “plant-based” conveys a more flexible message about diet than
veganism, giving the feeling that one is not required to follow a strict regimen
or discipline. Another reason is that some people are put off by ethics. Vegan-
ism is a specific ethical position with respect to animals, while “plant-based”
refers not to morality but to diet. Another reason is that over the years the term
vegan has acquired a less-than-positive connotation. For example, veganism is
associated with PETA, which is a controversial organization. I say controversial
because of their somewhat strange views on animals. For example, they
declared that what human beings do to animals is comparable to the Holocaust.
I happen to agree with that statement, although I would not necessarily make
such a statement or suggest anyone making that statement. Also they said that
there would be nothing wrong with consuming eggs from companion chick-
ens: “We would not oppose eating eggs from chickens treated as companions if
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the birds receive excellent care and are not purchased from hatcheries.”” In
other words they say that if one takes care of chickens, and treats them like
family members, it would be okay to use their eggs as food. Now this state-
ment I don’t agree with. If PETA is a vegan organization, why are they even
telling people that it is okay, in certain circumstances, to eat eggs? Then, would
it be right to eat meat as long as an animal is treated like a family member?
Obviously, PETA may retort that no one eats a family member. But what
about eggs? Why is okay to eat the eggs of a family member? Why is it okay to
eat something that comes out of the rear end of an animal, family member,
human, or non-human? Furthermore, PETA’s president, Ingrid Newkirk, is on
the record opposing companion animals and supports the euthanizing and
extermination of all pit bulls. Thus, many people feel that the term “vegans”
fits too tight and prefer the term “plant-based.”

What veganism is not

Veganism is not specifically a diet (although it is possible to talk about vegan
diets), but rather a moral lifestyle. Moreover, veganism is not a cure to diseases
and it does not have weight loss properties per se. What I mean here is simply
that excluding animal-based food from one’s diet is a great idea from a medical
and an ethical point of view. However, many people expect that going vegan
will automatically cause them to lose weight, improve physical and mental
performances, and more. This is a simple point, but a misunderstood point, as
well. There are many vegan diets, some of which are not conducive to good
health. As I argue in this book, a raw vegan diet of mostly raw fruit, tender
leaty greens, and occasionally nuts and seeds, is the optimal human diet. As
cooked food is incorporated in the human diet, a diet becomes less and less
conducive to good health.

Veganism is the strict sense is an ethical position that opposes animal exploi-
tation; this includes shunning all insect-based and animal-based food, such as
meat, eggs, dairy products, honey, and more, and oppose the use of products
derived from animals, such as fur, leather, body care products and cosmetics that
contain animal by-products. Furthermore, in many cases vegans are opposed to
circuses, and other forms of animal entertainment, and even owning companion
animals. However, individuals who identify themselves as vegans are not like
members of a religious denomination. That is to say, vegans approach veganism
differently. Some vegans, for example, are not against owning companion ani-
mals, but some are. And with regard to food, while veganism is supposed to be a
position that advocates the avoidance of animal food, many who identify as
vegans do not mind eating meat in particular occasions, such as holidays, for
example. Certainly, this behavior is not typical; some might even consider it as
hypocritical. Furthermore, some vegans may eat mollusks or honey, and may
have no compunction about wearing leather shoes or clothes made of wool or
silk. Thus, it is important to take these facts into consideration when we read
studies that purport to show the benefits or drawbacks of certain diets.
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Considering the foregoing, it is important to understand that veganism is not
one single, defined diet, and thus it is not necessarily a healthful diet. For
example, fried potato chips, dairy-free pastries, plant-based cheeses, beer,
cigarettes, heroin, and mock meats, and more, are vegan. Virtually all experts in
nutrition deem such examples of processed foods, and drugs, unhealthful.
Consequently, research does not show that all vegan diets can benefit our
health. Rather, a vegan diet is beneficial when it lacks the presence of animal
products as well as the lack of highly processed and refined food; in fact, as I
argue the only healthful form of veganism is the human diet, which is a diet of
raw and fresh leafy greens and fruit, with the occasional nut and seed. As I will
discuss later, there are different levels of healthful nutrition, that is, there is
optimal nutrition and non-optimal. Many non-optimal diets are still superior to
eating animal foods. But others are perhaps inferior.

In the past, a vegan would consume vegetables, grains, legumes, nuts, seeds,
and perhaps on occasion soya byproducts. Nowadays there are a plethora of
vegan alternatives—in short, for every conventional food one can think of,
nowadays there exist a vegan version, from vegan cheese to all kinds of mock
meats. On the one hand, these products spice up the life of the vegan offering
variety; on the other, most are unhealthful. Thus, a vegan is not synonymous
with optimal health. Considering that foods labeled as vegan can be high in fat,
salt, refined sugar, and often low in key nutrients, it is not surprising that poor
choice can lead vegans to have health problems. What emerges from scientific
research, which also makes logical sense, is that vegan diets are conducive to
good health when they exclude or considerably minimize processed foods.

Misconceptions about veganism

Also, there are many people who become vegans specifically for health reasons.
While it is true that veganism can be conducive to good health, it is not
necessarily true. In fact, as I stated above, veganism is not a diet, but an ethical
lifestyle. Being a vegan does not tell much about one’s diet. For example,
Oreos, French fries, coffee, alcohol, and other kinds of junk food, are not
animal-based products. So, one who consumes Oreos, French fries, coffee, and
alcohol daily is by definition a vegan. However, if one’s diet consisted only in
Oreos, French fries, coffee, and alcohol, one would very soon become very
sick. Many people do not understand this point and so they have many mis-
conceptions about veganism. Of course, being a vegan like my example above
is dangerous. But veganism itself can be very beneficial.

I want to talk about some of the common misconceptions that people have
about veganism. When I talk to people, especially to meat eaters, they tell me
that eating meat is essential for good health and that veganism is unhealthful. I
must say that the scientific evidence shows the opposite: eating animal products
causes many health problems. The World Health Organization, for example,
has shown that eating certain kinds of meat, such as red meat and processed
meat, i.e., ham, sausages, pastrami, is likely to cause of cancer.* About the now
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oft-cited WHO study, it has to be clarified that the study does not say that
meat equals cancer. The study does say that processed meats, such as hot dogs,
bacon, and cold cuts, are carcinogenic. Regarding red meat, they state that it is
likely carcinogenic. The study also found no particular connection between
other types of meat and cancer. However, it has to be borne in mind that the
WHO as well as most other health organizations warn the public to consume
meat and animal products in moderation and fruits and vegetables in abun-
dance. My point is that disputes aside, animal products are not the type of foods
that are recommended in abundance, and this is a very telling story. The most
sensible explanation is that animal-based food is not very healthful. Also,
according to a scientific study, consuming cow’s milk can cause diabetes.’
Here are some of the critical nutrients that meat eaters typically worry about.

Proteins

Whether it is in meat or vegetables, proteins are the same. There are no
special proteins contained only in meat. Especially meat eaters (those who are
ignorant about nutrition) like to point out, “If you do not eat meat, where do
you get your proteins?” Obviously, those who ask this question ignore the
fact that proteins are present in all living organisms. So, you can get your
proteins by eating a raw diet of watermelon, lettuce, dates, and many other
fruits, greens, nuts, and seeds. The point is that proteins are complex struc-
tures composed of amino acids.” There are in total 20 different amino acids.
The human body synthesizes 11 of them, while the other nine must be
obtained through nutrition.” These are known as ‘essential amino acids’.® Not
surprisingly, since human beings are frugivores, these nine essential amino
acids are found in leafy greens and fruits in optimal quantities.” Most impor-
tantly, it is not necessary to consume a single food that contains a variety of
amino acids. As long as one consumes a variety of fruits and leafy greens it is
quite simple to obtain all required amino acids.'” Thus the question of where
vegans get their proteins is not an issue at all. If one eats plenty of fruits and
vegetables, he or she will have an optimal amount of proteins. In fact, in a
recent scientific article, the American Dietetic Association states, “appro-
priately planned vegetarian diets, including total vegetarian or vegan diets, are
healthful, nutritionally adequate, and may provide health benefits in the pre-
vention and treatment of certain diseases.” Moreover, such diets are beneficial
to all individuals, from infants to athletes.'!

Vitamin B12

Another point of contention is vitamin B12. I discuss this topic in Chapter 7.
However, I shall state a few points here. First of all, animal products do not
have magical powers, so to say, of containing B12. Animals must acquire the
vitamin just like humans do. If the only way to obtain B12 were through the
consumption of animal products, then, herbivore animals, not eating animal
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products, would be vitamin B12 deficient. Second, people who consume
animal-based diets can experience B12 deficiency due to poor absorption. For
example, deficiency in iodine may cause B12 deficiency; and one could eat as
much animal-based food as he cares to and still experience low B12. Further-
more, there are other factors that cause low B12, such as alcohol, tobacco,
drugs, antibiotics, and many other (typically cooked) foods and products that
destroy the bacteria responsible for the production of B12.

So, from which source do animals obtain B12? The short answer is that it is
produced by bacteria and synthesized by bacteria in the mouth and the gut
flora in humans and animals.'® In order for bacteria to produce B12, the soil
needs to contain enough cobalt. However, due to declining soil quality as a
result of environmental degradation, nowadays the soil is deficient in cobalt;
consequently, acquisition of B12 is a problem for both animals and humans.
Early humans would obtain plenty of B12 from drinking uncontaminated
water, fruit, and leaves. As I explain in Chapter 7, due to the declining soil
quality, farm animals are given B12 supplementation. In fact, more than 90% of
all B12 supplements manufactured are given to farmed animals. Thus, people
who consume animal-based diets obtain B12 from the supplements fed to the
animals. Raw vegans can easily cut out the middleman and, if necessary, can
obtain B12 by taking supplements to meet this need.

Ommnega-3 fatty acids

Omega-3 fatty acids are very important to us because they help the heart beat
at a steady rate, they lower blood pressure, and other important functions.
Typically, we expect to find these omega fatty acids in seafood. So, the ques-
tion is, since vegans do not eat seafood ‘From where do they get omega-3?”
This, again, is not a real issue; Vegetables and fruit contain omega-3s. Fish are
not some sort of magical beings that ooze out omega fatty acids. They cannot
make their own, but obtain them from algae. Thus, eating fish is not the only
food that provides with omega-3 fatty acids. The fact is that fruit and vegetables
contain optimal amounts of omega-3s. If this were not the case, prior to
cooking and eating fish, our ancestors would have died. An interesting article
by Harvard Medical School has the following title: “Omega-3 fatty acids: Does
your diet deliver? Most Americans don’t get the recommended amount of
these potentially heart-protecting fats.”'> It is interesting because it is based on
scientific research on “most Americans” and not most vegans! Since it is
claimed that animal products abound with omega-3s (as well as other nutrients)
one would not expect to find “most Americans” to be omega-3 deficient. The
explanation is very simple: eating tons of seafood and meat and other animal
products with the hope to get the recommended amounts of omega-3 is
hopeless. Also, we have to keep in mind that the scientists do not exactly know
the amounts of nutrients that one should get. In most cases the right amount is
always lower than the recommended.
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The problem, I argue, is cooked food. Eating food that has been either
cooked or processed and made less bio-available is the problem. Although there
aren’t many, there are individuals with many decades of living on a raw vegan
diet. If omega-3 were a problem for these individuals, they would be dead or
very ill and by now the whole world would have known about them. All fresh
and unprocessed foods contain essential fatty acids. More than 50% of the fat in
greens like romaine lettuce and spinach is from omega-3s. Ten cups of these
greens a day will supply an optimal amount of fatty acids. Furthermore, berries,
guava, cherries, cantaloupe, honeydew, kiwi, papaya, mangoes, grapes, lemon,
and more are great sources of omega-3s. For example, one medium cantaloupe
provides a third of the recommended daily intake for omega-3 fats. Add that to
other fruits and greens and it the omega-3s and 6s will abound. Repetition is
necessary, thus I will make this point several times in this book: the human diet
is a complete and optimal diet for our species. This consists in a large amount
of fruit and tender leafy greens, which are rich in omega-3s, and the occasional
bunch of nuts and seeds, which contain omega-6s.

Vitamin D

Vitamin D is very important because it promotes the absorption of calcium and
bone growth. Accordingly, vitamin D “is a fat-soluble vitamin that is naturally
present in very few foods... it is also produced when ultraviolet rays from
sunlight strike the skin and trigger vitamin D synthesis.”'* While it is true that
dairy products contain vitamin D, humans do not need to consume dairies. As I
explain in Chapter 7, there is no research that indicated that vitamin D defi-
ciency is endemic among vegans Or raw vegans.

The public has many misconceptions about veganism. But understanding
easy concepts about the science of nutrition and the human species can correct
these misconceptions. Veganism can be very beneficial to our health; however,
we should not assume that not eating meat or animal products is automatically
beneficial to our health.

What it should be

Veganism should be an expression of virtue. In previous chapters I focused on
the virtues of nonviolence and aesthetic. Veganism should be understood as
the embodiment of the virtue of moderation. To put it in argument form,

1 Animal-based diets are not essential for good health, they are the leading
cause of environmental degradation, produce un-aesthetic values and vio-
lence (as discussed in Chapter 2), and can cause a number of chronic
diseases.

2 It follows, then, that consuming animal products is based solely on unre-
gulated gustatory values or practicality.
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3 Moderation as a virtue of character is conducive to a good moral life. For
example, one who is typically moderate acquires an internal harmony of
peace within himself for not wanting too much or too little.

4 Moderation in one’s diet gives one an internal harmony; moreover, it is a
rational regulation of one’s appetites, which is conducive to good health.

5 Thus, a moderate person avoids consuming animal products altogether
because there is no moderate way to do it in the light of the considerations
made in premise 1).

6  Therefore, it must be concluded that a moderate person embraces a
vegan diet.

So what should veganism be, again? If one has to take one thing from this
chapter it would have to be this: Veganism nowadays appears to be more
concerned about veganism than about animals. Veganism 1s foodism, a life-
style that promotes preparation and enjoyment of food. “What is wrong with
that?” one may ask. In general, there is nothing wrong with enjoying what
you eat. But I have two points: One is that humanity is drifting farther and
farther away from its natural ways. Human beings are too dependent on
technology. As we have seen in the previous chapter, we are so dependent on
technology that instead of returning to nature, we are trying to produce lab-
grown animal products. Most capitalistic societies have become a caricature of
humanity where people consume big and eat more food that they need. I
don’t believe I need to show any scientific research to that effect. Just look
around and see the staggering number of overweight people in affluent
societies. Second, veganism should not be focused on what to eat next and
how to make plant-derived proteins look like or taste like some animal pro-
ducts. Veganism should be an expression of virtue, a return to simplicity, and
a way back to our nature—a way to listen to our body and realize that our
food is a raw diet of fruit and tender leafy greens. A raw vegan diet of mostly
fruit, some tender leafy greens, and the occasional nuts and seeds, is what
veganism should look like. This is, what I will discuss in the next chapter, the
diet that is best and optimal for humans.
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5 Raw veganism
The human diet

Many environmental movements, such as the organic food movement, back
to nature movements, nudism, sexual freedom, as well as raw foodism, have
their roots in the Lebensreform (life reform) movement of the late nineteenth
century.! One individual in particular, with the name of Maximilian Bircher-
Benner (1867-1939), is credited to have started raw veganism. In the early
twentieth century in America, cigarette smoking and alcohol were prevalent
habits.”> Bircher-Benner’s idea was that since modern civilization has cor-
rupted and alienated human beings from nature, living well requires a return
to natural ways of living, a life devoid of stimulants, drugs, and processed
food. In order to live well one must exercise, spend time outdoors in nature,
and eat healthfully. Bircher-Benner thought that the ideal food for humans is
plant food because plants absorb the sunrays, which are the primary source of
vitality. Consequently, he adopted a vegan diet at first, and eventually came
to the logical conclusion that raw foodism was the best possible way to eat.’
After all, human beings are animals, and animals do not cook their food. An
immediate objection here is that studies that have specifically argued for raw
vegan diets are scarce. The mainstream view is that cooking in general, and
the preparation of foods from animal origins in particular, have led to the
expansion of the human brain, and the widely held view that dense foods and
therefore also cooked foods may be required to maintain good health in light
of our large brains.

Out of all the species of animals, humans are the only species that cooks their
food—and the only ones who suffer from obesity, cardiovascular disease,
atherosclerosis, diabetes, and more. Humans are primates. Biped beings were
around over four million years ago, though large and more complex brains,
language, and technological abilities developed much later, mainly during the
past 100,000—-200,000 years. Physical and genetic similarities indicate that Homo
sapiens is closely related to the great apes. Humans and the great apes have a
common ancestor that lived between eight and six million years ago. Accord-
ing to fossil records, humans first evolved in Africa between six and two million
years ago. Homo erectus emerged about 1.8 million years ago, and Homo
sapiens evolved 300,000 years ago in Africa.* Yet, the practice of cooking
started 20,000 years ago.’ Presumably, in that period humans prevalently
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consumed raw fruits and tender leafy greens. This is a very speculative area
or research because it concerns a period of time so remote that it precludes
researchers from clearly understanding what was in fact the case. However,
using common sense, it is clear that prior to fire control and any sort of
technology, humans ate fruits and tender leafy greens, and perhaps some
insects.

Some suggest that cooking food contributed significantly to human’s higher
cognitive capacities. In an article in the Proceedings of the National Academy of Sci-
ences, researchers Suzana Herculano-Houzel and Karina Fonseca-Azevedo argue
that cooking food was the key factor to human increased encephalization:

Absent the requirement to spend most available hours of the day feeding,
the combination of newly freed time and a large number of brain neurons
affordable on a cooked diet may thus have been a major positive driving
force to the rapid increased in brain size in human evolution.

Another key sources in the debate over the role of diet in human brain
development is the expensive-tissue hypothesis proposed by Aiello and
Wheeler. They explain that Homo sapiens developed a larger brain compared to
other mammals has to be viewed as a concomitant event to the reduction in
size of the gastro intestinal tract. According to the authors, this change was
favored by “the incorporation of increasingly greater amounts of animal pro-
ducts into the diet [of Homo sapiens).””’

Such hypotheses are very interesting, though scientists do not know enough
about our ancestors and the factors that might have contributed to the increase
of brain size. However, more recently, Cornélio et al. have argued that, con-
trary to the hypotheses of Herculano-Houzel and Fonseca-Azevedo and Aiello
and Wheeler, cooking food or the incorporation of greater amounts of animal
products were not the main contributing factors to the human increased brain
size. These researchers rely on neuroanatomical data as well as archeological
evidence “to show that the expansion of the brain volume in the hominin
lineage is described by a linear function independent of evidence of fire con-
trol, and therefore, thermal processing of food does not account for this phe-
nomenon.” They show that human brain increased encephalization during
evolution in fact occurred millions of years prior to the time when humans
began cooking food. They argue that cooking food is unlikely the primary
catalyst of the increase in human brain size. In their own words, these
researchers point out that, “early hominins are likely to have obtained enough
energy to sustain a large brain on a raw-food diet with 5-6 h of foraging per
day.”” Comélio et al. also point out that their current data refute previous data
that supporting the hypothesis that cooked food offered more energetic gain
than raw food. They cite a particular 2011 paper by Carmody et al.'’, who
suggest that cooking tubers and meat increases energetic gain in mice. Cornélio
et al. “repeated the same experiment with meat and failed to find such ener-
getic benefit in the thermal processing of meat.” Furthermore, they point out



Raw veganism 71

that in a 2009 paper, Carmody and Wrangham indicate that such studies are
scarce and often contradictory.''

Thus, Cornélio et al. suggest that rather than cooking food, it is more likely
that brain expansion was favored by longer and longer hours of foraging per
day and by the rise in the use of tools. Presumably, longer hours of foraging
suggests that early humans had to walk farther and farther to find food and in
so doing develop memory and other such cognitive skills required to improve
foraging efficiency. Another suggestion that the researchers make is that
another factor that accounts for foraging efficiency is a system of cooperation
among early humans. Yet another important factor that contributed to the
expansion in brain size in my view, which is corroborated by scientific evi-
dence, is certain physiological mechanisms that improved nutrients absorption.
Referring to the 2011 research of Fedrigo et al.'® they suggest that, “For
instance, differential expression of glucose transporters in the human brain
could facilitate energy allocation.”” In sum, the current scientific literature
shows that the hypotheses that cooking food (especially of animal source) as
the sole catalyst factors that contributed to brain expansion during evolution are
not supported by archeological or physiological evidence.

There are some very important observations to be made here. First, the study
by Cormélio et al. states, “early hominins are likely to have obtained enough
energy to sustain a large brain on a raw-food diet.”'* By “a raw food diet” they
do not suggest a raw vegan diet. In fact, they state the following,

Early hominins likely increased their foraging efficiency by varying their
diets, including seeds and meat, which are more caloric foods than wild
plants and fruits. We provide compelling evidence indicating that thermal
food processing is unlikely to explain increases in the foraging efficiency of

N
early hominins.

Note an interesting aspect of this statement. The authors offer evidence to show
that cooking meat was not the factor that promoted brain growth; in fact, they
make clear that brain growth was likely due to other factors, such as the rise of
tools, cooperation, and longer foraging hours, which increased foraging effi-
clency. And their increased foraging efficiency was promoted by their con-
sumption of high-caloric food, including meat and seeds. Now there are at least
three problems with the notion that raw meat provided early hominins a good
level of energy to enable them to improve their foraging efficiency. One is that
early hominins, arguably, did not have access to considerable and continual
amounts of meat, especially prior to the development of reliable hunting skills. I
would assume that meat was an occasional source of calories rather than a dietary
staple. Second, consider the following three factors: a) the significant expendi-
ture of energy required hunting; b) the difficulties and risks involved in hunting;
¢) the brain requires a considerable supply of glucose. Consequently, it would
seem more plausible to assume that the main contributing food that favored the
expansion of the human brain was fruit, which is high in glucose and easier to
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come by than meat, especially if it is considered that early humans lived in tro-
pical areas where fruit abounded. Third, raw flesh is not easy to chew and even
less easy to digest (not to mention that the taste of fruit—even fruit like durian—
is way more pleasant than raw flesh, and especially the flesh of ancient wild ani-
mals was tougher than the flesh of domesticated animals). Consider the expen-
diture of calories required to hunt, to slaughter, and to chew and digest raw
meat. Even if that were the case, it is hard to think how this might have satisfied
the brain’s demand for glucose. As Katherine Zink and Daniel Lieberman point
out, the masticatory features of early humans (as well as modern humans, I want
to say) were inadequate for chewing raw meat: “These derived masticatory fea-
tures suggest that the genus Homo consumed foods that were easier to eat,
requiring fewer, less forceful chews and reducing the need for high maximum
bite forces.”'® Leslie C. Aiello and Peter Wheeler make the same observation:
“Gut size is highly correlated with diet, and relative small guts [like human guts]
are compatible only with high-quality, easy-to-digest food.”!”
What follows from all this? Let’s review a few points:

1 Current research provides compelling evidence indicating that cooking in
general, and the preparation of foods from animal origins in particular,
were not the catalyst to the expansion of the human brain during the past
2 million years.

2 Prior to the development of reliable hunting skills, early hominins would
not (presumably) have a steady supply of meat; and prior to fire control,
they would not cook it.

3 Hunting requires a higher expenditure of calories than foraging where fruit
is plenty and available.

4 Raw meat is hard to chew and difficult to digest. In short, our small guts
are not compatible with meat, raw or cooked. Humans have relative small
guts; and small guts are compatible with easy-to-digest food.

5 The brain of early hominins grew as a result of eating high-quality, glu-
cose-rich food.

What evidently follows from these premises is that early humans’ increased
brain size was promoted principally by raw food; such food must be easy to
come by, easy to digest, and high in glucose. If we consider that raw meat is
not easy to come by and does not satisty the brain’s high demand for glucose,
it follows that fruit caused encephalization, and therefore it is the most effi-
cient and optimal food for humans—the food to which humans are adapted.

I predict resistance here. It may be disputed that fruit is the only factor that
promoted encephalization and that it is humans’ optimal food. In addition, one
may also feel that my conclusion seems too hasty. First, I would like to point out
that fruit was not the only factor that promoted encephalization. As I mentioned
previously, during evolution, humans developed certain physiological mechan-
isms that improved nutrients absorption, especially glucose transporters. Also,
there is the contribution of foraging and toolmaking. My point is that the studies
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discussed earlier on present compelling evidence showing that, to use the title of
a key study, “Human Brain Expansion During Evolution Is Independent of Fire
Control and Cooking.” Second, my argument does not commit the appeal to
nature fallacy. That is, it does not move from the premise that fruit is natural to the
conclusion that it must be morally acceptable or that we ought to eat fruit.
Rather, to support my conclusion, I present a cumulative case:

1. There is compelling evidence that human encephalization occurred prior
to—and independently of—cooking in general and the preparation of
foods from animal origins in particular. And since humans have not
undergone significant biological change in the last 40,000 or 50,000 years.
It follows that humans are adapted to thrive on raw diets. The importance
of raw diets, especially the role of fruit in providing optimal nutrition, is
so important that cannot be dismissed by the alleged charge of an appeal
to nature.

2. The scientific literature clearly shows that raw diets, especially plant-based
raw diets, provide optimal nutrition and are beneficial in the prevention of
diseases. On the other hand, it has become evident that animal-based food
is not necessarily conducive to good health and in many case it is dele-
terious to human health.

3. Animal-based food produces negative aesthetic externalities, including
violence and environmental degradation. Since these are not desirable, we
should avoid animal-based food whenever and wherever possible.

Therefore, these three arguments combined make a strong case for plant-
based raw diets.

Now, what further evidence do we have that fruit was responsible for the
enlargement of the human brain? A new study has recently emerged to corro-
borate this conclusion. Alex DeCasien originally set out to test whether mono-
gamous primates had bigger brains than more promiscuous species.'® DeCasien
collected data for the diets and social lives of more than 140 species of monkeys,
apes, lorises, and lemurs. She asked which features were more likely to be cor-
related with bigger brains. Monogamy, promiscuity, group size, and other factors
did not seem to predict anything about a primate’s brain size. The one factor that
predicts which species have larger brains is whether the subjects consumed pri-
marily leaves or fruit: “what a species eats predicts its brain size—specifically that
species whose diet is predominantly made up of fruit have, on average, larger
brains than those that specialize on eating leaves.”"”

While many scientists find the news surprising, I don’t find it surprising at all.
It is logical to assume that in order to have a bigger brain, early hominins had to
have a change in diet. Tubers and other starchy plants and raw meat are hard if
not impossible to digest. Breaking down those foods takes a lot of time and
energy. On the other hand, eating fruit is the quickest and most efficient way to
acquire calories, that s, fruit is plentiful and easy to come by in tropical areas, it is
easy to eat, it is more satisfying to eat than a raw piece of flesh or a starchy plant
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or tuber, and it is very easy to digest. And considering that the brains primary
fuel is glucose, fruit benefitted early humans by offering a reliable and easy-to-
come-by source of energy for the brain, which is what contributed to its growth.
Also, I want to suggest that there is further evidence to support the thesis that
fruit is the human diet. I will mention a few examples:

1 Najjar et al. 2018: A defined, plant-based diet utilized in an outpatient
cardiovascular clinic effectively treats hypercholesterolemia and hyperten-
sion and reduces medications. This study shows the result of the imple-
mentation of a raw vegan diet for four weeks in a clinical setting with 30
patients. Granted, four weeks may be too short a time and 30 people too
small a sample size. At any rate, the researchers found that despite such a
short period of time, patients were greatly benefitted by a raw vegan diet.
They concluded,

A defined plant-based diet can be used as an effective therapeutic approach
in the clinical setting in the treatment of HTN, hypercholesterolemia, and
other cardiovascular risk factors while simultaneously reducing overall medi-
cation usage. Patients may find this therapeutic approach preferable to con-
ventional and costly drug therapy. Further replication trials are needed with
larger sample sizes, control groups, and other dietary comparison groups.>’

2 He etal. 2007: Increased consumption of fruit and vegetables is related to a
reduced risk of coronary heart disease: meta-analysis of cohort studies. This
study also speaks for itself. The researchers found what I think is obvious:

Increased fruit and vegetable intake in the range commonly consumed is
associated with a reduced risk of stroke. Our results provide strong support
for the recommendations to consume more than five servings of fruit and
vegetables per day, which is likely to cause a major reduction in strokes.”'

3 He et al. 2007: Increased consumption of fruit and vegetables is related to
a reduced risk of coronary heart disease: meta-analysis of cohort studies.

In conclusion, our meta-analysis of prospective cohort studies demon-
strates that increased consumption of fruit and vegetables from less than 3
to more than 5 servings/day is related to a 17% reduction in CHD risk
[coronary heart disease|, whereas increased intake to 3—5 servings/day is
associated with a smaller and borderline significant reduction in CHD risk.
The average fruit and vegetable intake in most developed countries is
approximately 3 servings/day, and it is even less in developing countries.
The current recommendations are to increase the intake to 5 or more
servings/day. Our results provide strong support for these recommenda-
tions. If these were achieved, there would be a large reduction in CHD
morbidity and mortality. As raised blood pressure throughout its range is a
major cause of CHD, it is likely that the blood pressure-lowering effect of
fruit and vegetables is the major mechanism that contributes to a reduced
risk of CHD. In addition to its effect on CHD, an increase in the con-
sumption of fruit and vegetables may reduce the risk of strokes and some
cancers and may have other health benefits, for example improving bowel
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function, helping people adhere to weight-reducing diets through
improved satiety.”

The point of the foregoing is to show that consumption of fruit results
exactly in what one would expect to see; that is, fruit provides high-quality
calories in an easy-to-digest package, is conducive to good health. Virtually all
studies that involve an increase in the consumption of fruit show positive results
in terms of human health. On the other hand, it is interesting to note that
while there exist studies that show possible benefits from eating certain animal
products, most studies show that consumption of animal products is not exactly
beneficial to our health. In fact, more and more dieticians and physicians
nowadays are warning their patties to consume animal products in moderation.

Consequently, there are no good reasons to believe that it is the raw meat
that contributed to the expansion of human brain and there is compelling evi-
dence that consumption of raw meat is in no way beneficial to the human
body, nor is raw meat essential to maintain high cognitive capacities. Therefore,
the foregoing discussion offers significant evidence that fruit in particular, and
to some extent tender leafy greens, constitute the human diet.

My point here is that, since there is an optimal diet for every species of animals
on earth, and humans are just animals, it follows that there is a specific diet for
humans. In my view, such a diet is what I call the “human diet,” which is a raw
vegan diet. I call it human diet instead of raw vegan because I want to emphasize
a philosophical (some might say a scientific) point, that is, nutrition is a physio-
logical requirement based on the specific biological needs of an organism. Raw
foodism and veganism focus on culinary and psychological needs of people. I do
not intend to undermine the importance of gustatory and psychological needs.
Unfortunately, they often fail to align with our biological needs, and lead to
many health problems. Moreover, our psycho-culinary needs often lead to
immoral practices in the name of taste, such as the exploitation of animals.

So, what is the human diet? I have to explain three points: 1) what “optimal
diet” and “specific” mean; 2) what the human diet is; and 3) the basis for
asserting that the human diet is optimal and specific for humans.

1 Optimal and specific diet: A few years ago, one spring day I was strolling
through Central Park here in New York City and noticed a man sitting on a
park bench speaking on his cellular phone while holding a container of
French fries with the other hand. Then I noticed that a squirrel had crawled
up on the bench to take advantage of the man’s being distracted by his phone
conversation and eat his fries. Squirrels can eat fries, peanuts, and other human
junk food. However, neither of those foods is optimal for squirrel health.*®
Not surprisingly, squirrels thrive when they eat food that is optimal for them.
By optimal I mean that it is not harmful to their health and they could eat in
abundance without experiencing negative health repercussions. In other
words, a food is optimal if it is the food that an organism adapted to eat.
People nowadays, just like hominins millions of years ago did, eat and digest
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many food items, but it does not mean that those foods are optimal. To be
optimal a food for a species, a food must contain valuable nutrition, be non-
toxic to that species, and be consumed in its whole state. A food that is opti-
mal, thus, is said to be specific for a species.

2 The human diet: What makes a food specific is that that particular species
evolved to digest and benefit from a particular food. Squirrels evolved in
such a way that mostly nuts and fruits are specific for them. The human
diet is a diet that human beings evolved to benefit from, a diet of fruit,
especially sweet fruit, and tender leaves. By fruit I refer to the sweet or
savory seed-bearing products of trees and plants, such as avocados, man-
goes, tomatoes, peppers. Naturally the most beneficial fruits are those that
are edible in their raw state and easily digestible. For example, botanically,
an eggplant is a fruit, but in its raw state is not easily digestible. Occa-
sionally, humans can benefit from small and sporadic amounts of unpro-
cessed nuts and seeds. The human diet does not include anything that is
toxic or useless to the human body, such as salt, alcohol, spices, caffeine,
and food that is processed. Once again, these foods and more might be
psychologically important, but nonetheless they are harmful and useless to
the body. Arguably the human diet strikes one as boring or lacking in
variety. Two important points, however, must be borne in mind: a) all
animals in nature eat a rather unvarying diet consisting in very few foods;
and b) what is important is not so much variety per se, but rather it is
important that an organism acquires all nutritional needs from a diet. The
human diet is specific and optimal for humans because fruits and tender
leafy greens are easily digestible and contain all the important nutrients.

3 The basis for asserting that the human diet is optimal and specific for humans:
On what grounds, then, is the human diet an optimal and specific diet for
humans? I propose two empirical grounds. The first one is somewhat spec-
ulative because it has to do with a rational consideration of Homo sapiens’
dietary needs based on human physiology and anatomy. The second is a
consideration of scientific data showing that consuming raw fruit and tender
leafy greens is conducive to good health. This however is incomplete due to
the lack of extensive research. However, the available research shows exactly
what we expect to see—that fruit is consistently beneficial to human diet.

What further evidence is there to show that human beings’ ideal diet is the
human diet? Consider the following. Scientists have estimated that there are
approximately nine million species on earth. Despite their being different, they
share common aspects about diet. In my view at least, if nine million different
species have something in common, this fact merits attention. I am referring to
three facts: 1) all animals have a specific diet, 2) no animals cook food, 3) their
respective diets do not vary much. From these three common aspects, the
second step of my argument is that human beings, just like all other animals,
are the product of their natural environment. What I mean is that humans are
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very much part of nature, despite the fact that modernity and technology has
transtformed humans and alienated them from nature.

The next step is to consider that human physiology has not undergone significant
evolutionary changes. Some for example suggest that long distance running has
contributed to increases in red blood cells and that over time many human beings
became capable of tolerating and digesting starchy foods.”* Another example is that
humans developed osteoarthritis and degenerative arthritic issues of the spine and
lower limbs as a result of upright posture.” However, human beings have not gone
through significant changes that might have equipped to digest cooked animal- and
plant-based food. As the famous American paleontologist and evolutionary biologist,
Stephen Jay Gould pointed out, “There’s been no biological change in humans in
40,000 or 50,000 years. Everything we call culture and civilization we’ve built with
the same body and brain.”?® In other words, while humans today are more techno-
logically sophisticated than their ancestors, they have similar brains. Moreover, while
humans today cook their food, for millions of years prior to cooking humans had
been eating a raw diet. The fact however is that cooking food is a relatively new
practice for humans and the human body has not had the time to undergo any sig-
nificant physiological changes that might enable them to process and benefit cooked
food. Consequently, there is no reason to believe that cooking represents an optimal
or specific diet for humans. Thus, the human diet is, as I describe it, the optimal and
specific diet, a diet consisting in uncooked fruits and tender leafy greens.

Humans are indubitably frugivores. We evolved from the same genetic line as
our closest relatives, the bonobos and chimpanzees, whose diet consists in fruit and
leafy greens. Our digestive anatomy is very similar to theirs. Granted, chimpanzees
are also known to eat the flesh from other animals, for example monkeys. How-
ever, their primary food is fruit and tender leaves. As I already mentioned, humans
are capable of digesting cooked food, but this doesn’t change the fact that our
digestive anatomy is designed to eat fruit.>” Apes are also capable of eating some
cooked food. They seem to prefer it when offered, but no primatologist would
suggest that cooked food is optimal for apes.® Why should it be optimal for
humans, then? Most researchers agree that the few thousands of years during
which our species spent as foragers had no significant effects on our digestive
anatomy.” In other words, modern humans eat cooked food, but their digestive
systems are still the same system that nature designed for eating fruit. As primatol-
ogist Katharine Milton writes, “The widespread prevalence of diet-related health
problems, particularly in highly industrialized nations, suggests that many humans
are not eating in a manner compatible with their biology.”" It is not surprising,
then, that modern humans are afflicted by numerous maladies, which are caused
by humans’ deviation from “a diet on which the primate line has flourished for
many tens of millions of years and produced them™™"

Cooking enables the consumption of foods that are inherently indigestible or
toxic. However, cooking is in no way beneficial to humans. For example, enzymes
are important for proper digestion. Unfortunately, they are heat sensitive, which
means that cooking at temperatures over 117°F (47°C) deactivates enzymes.’>
Cooking also deactivates and destroys water-soluble vitamins, such as vitamin C, B;
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minerals and vitamin A are also lost during cooking.> Phytonutrients are natural
chemical compounds contained in plants; they are what give fruits and vegetables
their characteristic color. These chemicals protect the body and fight diseases.”*
Phytonutrients in freshly harvested plant foods can be destroyed or removed by
cooking.” Cooking food, especially starchy food, can cause the formation of
acrylamides, which are substances that have the potential to cause cancer.”® Fur-
thermore, there is a growing body of science indicating that raw food diets have the
potential to reduce the risk for cardiovascular disease, can help turn off the gene
Chromosome 9p21, which is the most potent genetic associations with heart dis-
ease, improve mental and emotional quality of life. On the other hand, cooked
foods, which are by definition high in proteins, tend to shorten one’s life.”’

Cooking denatures protein. Denaturation is a modification of the molecular
structure of protein by heat or by an acid that destroys or diminishes its original
properties and biological activity. Denaturation means that the molecular struc-
ture of proteins is modified and, as a result, the modified structure can be harmful
for the body. Thus, “Most genetic diseases can be linked back to a protein that
does not have the structure it should.””® When food is cooked, resistant linkages
are formed between the amino acid chains that the body cannot separate.” Also,
the Maillard reaction negatively affects the food (typically starches) generating
prooxidants, carcinogens, and lowering the nutritional value of food.*’ Further-
more, cooked fats can be rendered rancid and carcinogenic.*'

Thus, while humans have been cooking food for a long time, cooked food
is by no means optimal for our species. To be sure, I want to emphasize the
fact that the research on this topic is gargantuan. One can easily find many
studies that show the benefit of cooked food. I did not include such studies in
my discussion, but not because I feel that they are a threat to my argument
that cooking food is contrary to our nature. Rather, people are informed
about the benefits of cooking food every day because most, if not all, societies
in the world cook food. Such studies show that cooking some food increases
the bioavailability of certain nutrients, etc. However, it is typical to ignore the
side effects of cooking food, some of which I discussed in the previous sec-
tion. The important point is that virtually all studies on raw food confirm that
eating fruits and leafy greens in their raw state is highly beneficial to our
health. There are at least four objections to raw veganism:

1 Many object to the notion that cooking destroys nutrients. For example,
they point out that cooking tomatoes increases by many times the bioa-
vailability of an antioxidant called lycopene. This objection, however, is
vacuous. For, it assumes that more is synonymous with better. This is not
necessarily true. For example, researchers show that “High-protein diets
may be appropriate for some individuals, but not for others; hence, specific
individual needs, as well as potential negative consequences, must be con-
sidered cautiously before such a diet is adopted.”** By the same token, all
nutritional requirements can be met on a raw diet, including lycopene.
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Secondly, a careful study of the research clearly shows that there is no
doubt that cooking food denatures or destroys nutrients.

2 A study suggests the possibility of low bone mass in long-term raw vegans
due to vitamin D deﬁciency.43 First, consider two problems: first, there is
practically no research on long-term raw veganism; second, people label
themselves raw vegans when in reality they are not raw vegans. They eat
cooked food, and often they occasionally even consume animal products.
Thus, it is hard to imagine how the study can possibly be informative.
Second, upon review of pertinent literature, it is evident that there is “no
association between $25(OH)D concentrations and vegetarian status in
either our black or white cohorts. This would indicate that factors other
than diet have a greater effect on s25(OH)D than vegetarian status.”**

3 Another concern is that a raw vegan diet is limited in the variety of foods.
For example, raw foodists do not consume beans, legumes, whole grains,
and potatoes. This just begs the question. For one thing, prior to cooking
food human beings ate a raw diet. Granted they might have had the
occasional dead bug. But in a tropical setting where fruit abound, what
else could humans eat if not fruit? For millions of years human beings
acquired all the required nutrition from plants. Furthermore, science shows
that fruits and vegetables provide all the essential nutrients. Second, while
cooked starches and legumes contain valuable nutrients, at the same time,
as I showed earlier, they can be harmful in many ways.

Some argue that raw vegan diets can be harmful as a result of nutrient defi-
ciencies and often under-eating.*> Granted, under-eating leads to deficiency. But
this is hardly news. The researchers also conclude that a raw food diet leads to high
loss of body weight, and therefore it can’t be recommended on a long-term basis. I
have a two-pronged reply: first, since many people in the world are overweight or
obese, the fact that a raw vegan diet leads to weight loss cannot be but a virtue of
such a diet; second, some people believe that weight loss or gain is a function of
some mysterious principle of the universe. In reality, each individual requires a
certain number of calories to maintain his or her weight; the number of calories
varies depending on many factors, including one’s lifestyle. Thus, consuming more
calories than one requires will lead to weight gain; by the same token, consuming
fewer calories will lead to weight loss. But it is not a raw vegan diet that magically
leads to weight loss. Rather, it is the number of calories that one eats.

To conclude the foregoing discussion, consider this further point. In 1930,
Dr. Paul Kouchakoff discovered an increase of leukocytes, white blood cells, in
subjects that ate cooked food, while subjects that ate raw food had no change
in white blood cells count.*® This phenomenon is known as digestive leuko-
cytosis. Leukocytosis typically occurs as a result of an inflammatory response. It
is interesting that it also occurs as a result of consuming cooked food. What is
the explanation? Most agree that the most plausible and simplest explanation is
that cooked food is unfit for human consumption.*” In other words, cooked
food is not the human diet.
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Raw and veganism

Raw vegan diets have been around since the early 1900s, though they have
become more and more popular in the past couple of decades. In this era of
dietary confusion, people have tried to figure out a diet that is really conducive
to health benefits. Since most food nowadays is processed, and unhealthful, the
logical conclusion is to eat as much whole food as possible. This led many to
adopt raw veganism. Predictably, medical and scientific authorities have shown
resistance to raw veganism and warned the public about the potential danger of
eating a raw diet. This should not come as a surprise considering that virtually
all societies in the world revolve around cooked food. In an article titled “Top
5 worst celeb diets to avoid in 2018”, the British Dietetic Association lists five
raw diets apparently followed by many celebrities and argue that such diets
could compromise long-term health.*® I do not deny that some vegan diets can
be wacky, but I want to make three remarks about evaluating raw diets because
there is a great deal of misconception about raw veganism.

First remark

Raw veganism is just an umbrella term. There are many diets that are con-
sidered raw. For example, some people known as fruitarians consume a diet of,
well, fruit. Some eat only fruit, while others include greens; some others
include nuts, seeds, fermented, and dehydrated foods, such as dry fruit, dry
kale, dry mushrooms, and more, while others avoid them. Yet others eat
predominantly greens and limit fruits, especially very sweet fruits. Some eat a
very high-fat diet, including nuts, seeds, and avocados, durian, and others eat a
very low-fat diet excluding those items. Some people consume herbs and
spices, arguing that these are beneficial to our health, others arguing the
opposite stay away from herbs and spices (most spices are not raw). Also, some
individuals who follow raw vegan diets may include honey, though honey is
not a vegan food. In fact, some raw vegans consume shellfish, such as mussels
and clams, arguing that they are not sentient organisms. Furthermore, some
label themselves as “raw vegans” despite consuming limited amounts of cooked
food and even raw or cooked animal-based food. In short, people tend to
make up their own definition of raw veganism making it a complicated matter
to determine whether or not a raw vegan diet is conducive to good health.

Second remark

There are many food items that are raw, but are not necessarily healthful. Since
research is elusive about the nutritional benefits of these foods, I will refrain
from cherry-picking scientific studies. In my view, these are not necessarily
harmful foods if consumed occasionally; at the same time, they are not health-
ful foods, and should not be a staple in any healthful diets. These foods can be
grouped under at least three categories: The first category is fermented foods.
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Raw foodists may consume fermented foods and beverages, such as krauts,
kombucha, and other pickled products. These products may be slightly alco-
holic, and contain various amounts of sodium chloride (table salt). Our bodies
need sodium but not sodium chloride. Sodium chloride is a mineral—a rock.
Our bodies can be seriously damaged by table salt. Sodium, on the other hand,
is a mineral that is naturally occurring in plants. Plants can absorb rock minerals
more efficiently than humans, but the human body can absorb only minerals
from organic sources. Thus, the ideal situation is to consume sodium by eating
organic sources, 1.e., celery, coconut water, tomatoes, melons, leafy greens, etc.
The bottom line is that salt was introduced as a preservative because salt kills
bacteria, especially during times when refrigerators did not exist, to prevent
meats from rotting. In practical terms, salt is not a food.

The second category includes products labeled “raw” that are not raw or are
exposed to heat and dehydrated. Since 2007 most nuts and seeds in the USA
must now be steam pasteurized before sale, though the law allows companies
to label their nuts and seeds as raw. Nuts can be healthful if consumed spar-
ingly. However, I have some concerns about consuming nuts. First, as will be
explained later, cooking changes the molecular structure of food in ways that
are often more damaging than beneficial. Cooking nuts can cause oxidation,
acrylamides, which can be harmful for the body.*” Second, nuts are calorically
dense, high in protein and fats. While in certain circumstances such character-
istics are desired, ideally one should follow a diet that is low in calories and
protein.”” Third, nuts are nearly devoid of water content, and this may lead to
dehydration. Ideally, a diet should be low in calories and proteins and high in
minerals, vitamins, antioxidants, and water; thus, fruit is a more healthful
option than nuts in most cases.”!

Another food that is marketed as raw is cacao. Cacao beans are fermented
and roasted to achieve the characteristic flavor. Once again, in my view cooked
nuts, seeds, and cocoa are not conducive to good health. I concede that they
can be healthful in their raw state and in limited amounts, except for cocoa
because it contains the stimulant alkaloid theobromine. The point here, how-
ever, is that the nuts and seeds that many raw vegans consume are not raw. The
second group of raw foods is dehydrated products. These foods are prepared by
exposing them to dry heat; this is typically achieved by processing fresh fruit,
vegetables, legumes, and more, in dehydrator devices. Many argue that heated
food can still be considered raw, and the nutrients are not compromised, so
long as the temperature never goes above 115°F . There is no legal regulation,
or agreement among raw vegans, about the maximum permissible temperature
for a food to be considered raw. Some say the maximum is 115, but others say
that 118" or even 120°F will not destroy micronutrients. However, vitamins
like vitamin A, C, and thiamin are very sensitive to air and heat and can be
significantly damaged or destroyed.

The third category is stimulants and drugs. Stimulants can increase alertness
or give the feeling of increased energy. Take coffee for example. One eight-
fluid-ounce cup of coffee contains only one calorie. In other words, coffee
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confers to the body no energy. The reason one feels more alert and energetic is
that coffee stimulates the adrenal glands, which leads to cortisol production,
and in turn it leads to stress and adrenal fatigue. Not to mention that coffee is
not raw since it is a beverage obtained from ground-roasted seeds boiled in
water. Tea is also a stimulant and contains caffeine. In addition to coffee and
tea, some vegans consume alcoholic beverages. I don’t believe (I hope) that I
have to cite any kind of scientific study here to show that alcohol is not food.
Alcohol, even in moderation, is poison and it kills everything that it gets in
contact with, and that’s why it is used as a disinfectant.”®> Some people may
advocate alcohol in moderation. However, it is advocating taking poison in
moderation.

Furthermore, raw vegans may take medications, use drugs, sleep too little,
breathe toxic fumes, and so on. The bottom line is that drugs, alcohol, coffee,
etc., are not foods. Also, some raw vegans may not sleep enough hours, not be
exposed to the sun long enough, be stressed, eat too much salt, etc. When
dietetic associations or other medical and scientific entities assess the impacts of
raw vegan diets on human health, they often fail to account for a holistic pic-
ture of the individual’s diet. What I mean is the following. An individual’s diet
can reveal a great deal about his health. However, his diet alone cannot give a
tull picture of his health. For example, there are many cases of people who are
unhealthy while following very healthful diets. In many cases the culprit may
not be the diet itself, but rather one or more of the factors just mentioned.
Typically, raw vegans tend to be concerned about their health; still, some of
them drink alcoholic beverages, smoke tobacco, or take drugs. The bottom line
is that there may be numerous factors that make raw vegan diets appear

unhealthful.

Third remark

Research on the potential benefits or drawbacks of a raw vegan diet is lacking or
is biased or is confusing. What I mean by “biased” is that non-vegans who eat
cooked food and use standard cooked diets are used as a point of reference to
conduct the research. Also, in most cases the researchers use questionable sample
populations that may or may not be strictly vegans or, as I mentioned above,
may consume drugs, stimulants, and other unhealthful substances and foods. It is
true that there is a considerable body of research that vegan diets can achieve
weight loss, reverse diabetes, and lower cholesterol. However, at the same time,
the so-called paleo diets and even meat-and-dairy diets seem to lead to good
health. Ultimately, in my view at least, it is vague to say that this or that diet is
beneficial. What seems to be beneficial without a doubt or need of scientific
corroboration is consuming lots of fresh, uncooked fruit and tender leafy greens.
At any rate, what scientific research establishes is a complicated matter.
Essentially, there exist studies validating the efficacy and benefits of either
dietary approach. Having read hundreds of studies on diet and nutrition, it is
experience that reveals the true flaws or virtues of such studies. One of the
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main problems with nutrition research is that most of the studies rely on the
dietary patterns of people’s statement obtained through questionnaires.
Obviously, it is hard to monitor large populations and ensure that they are
following certain dietary protocols. So, researchers must trust what the indivi-
duals surveyed tell them. As I mentioned, in addition to diet there are factors
that have an enormous impact upon our health, such as stress, drugs, stimulants,
lifestyle, etc. Thus it is not easy to know what causes certain conditions. These
types of population studies also cannot prove cause and effect, but merely show
correlation. Furthermore, laypeople and the media distort the science and
create myths that serve their respective interests. The farm animals’ sector has
an interest in selling animal products; and people who consume animal pro-
ducts have an interest in justifying eating animal products. Nowadays, we hear
that we have to consume calorie-dense foods high in fats and proteins to be in
good health, when in fact thinking logically reveals that the opposite is true.
Many health magazines inspired by certain scientific studies promote dietary
cholesterol and recommend consuming eggs, dairy products, and meats. Is this
a coincidence? The meat industry needs to sell more animal products, people
are told to eat more animal products, and people buy more animal products.
Why are we never told to eat more blueberries, for example? Naturally, one
may point out that my observations about scientific studies go both ways. That
is to say, studies that find plant-based diets beneficial for our health suffer from
the same problems just mentioned in connection with studies in favor of
animal-based diets. The only way to make sense of scientific studies about
nutrition is through experience. Furthermore, a peculiar aspect of this issue,
which speaks in favor of plant-based diets, 1s the fact that while there is evi-
dence that animal products are not beneficial for human health, there are no
studies that show that fruit and vegetables can be deleterious for human health.

Conclusion

In this chapter I showed that the mainstream view that early hominins became
human beings with an increased brain size as a result of cooking food and the
incorporation of animal products in their diets is false. I proposed compelling
evidence and argumentation to show that early hominins benefitted from a raw
diet of mostly fruit, which promoted improved foraging techniques and, in
their turn, cognitive development. Two implications follow. The first one,
which I forcefully argued, is that the ongoing question of which is the optimal
diet for humans can be answered confidently, “Fruit!” The second implication,
which I merely suggest, is that perhaps my discussion provides the basis for a
discussion of the human diet with respect to our treatment of non-human
animals and the environment. In other words, if human beings are designed, as
it were, to eat fruit, perhaps this fact gives us an evolutionary reason to justify
ethical raw veganism and condemn the exploitation of non-human animals and
the environment.
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What’s next: we have to save veganism

We have to save veganism from becoming a commercial food trend. Veganism
today has become a giant meatball (pun intended) made of many ingredients,
including pop philosophy and ethics, pseudo- science, lucrative business,
foodism, and fashion. In other words, veganism has shifted its focus from the
animals to people’s self-indulgence. By definition, I am a vegan because I do
not consume animal products; but I often do not identify myself as a vegan in
order to avoid possible misinterpretations. Moreover, I am critical of certain
aspects of the current state of veganism. Many people are vegans on the ground
of vague moral principles or follow veganism under the assumption that a
vegan diet is automatically healthful or even because they simply like vegan
food. In the next chapter, I will discuss two concerns about the direction of
veganism: 1) veganism can promote consumerism; it promotes intemperance
and self-indulgence, and ultimately it does not help the environment. One way
I propose to reestablish the true spirit of ethical veganism is by embracing
veganarchism, which, in my view, is the combination of virtue ethics and
anarchist values; 2) I suggest a valiant solution to the environmental problems
that the meat industry causes—the solution is abolition of the production of
animal products through a virtue-oriented education.

As a concluding remark, I want to give a quick overview of my concern
about the direction of veganism. More and more people become vegans or
consume vegan products. Should vegans be happy about it? Perhaps not so fast!
As the number of vegans is on the rise, many non-vegan corporations are
jumping on the vegan bandwagon by creating new foods tailored to the vegan
community. Just this year, MacDonald’s has developed a vegetarian ‘“Happy
Meal”, TGI Friday’s has announced a “bleeding” vegan burger, and Gregg
released its controversial vegan sausage roll. Also, the companies Impossible and
Beyond Meat have been producing vegan burger patties, meatballs, and vegan
ground beef, that are supposed to emulate the smell, taste, and texture of real
meat. Impossible’s products are not yet available for sale, but are served at many
vegan joints and at many non-vegan fast-food chains, such as White Castle,
Applebee’s, Bareburger, 5 Napkin Burger, Burger King, to name a few.
Beyond Meat’s products are available for sale in many supermarkets. One of
the oddities regarding such products is that they are produced to emulate real
meat products. Beyond Meat burger patties are packaged in the same way as
meat patties. Also, Beyond patties look uncannily like regular meat patties,
including the blood aspect, which is achieved by the addition of beet juice.
Beyond Meat burgers, when cooked, react to heat the same way as meat in
that they change color from blood red to the characteristic brownish color of
cooked meat that obtains as a result of the Maillard Reaction. A further pecu-
liarity regarding the sale of Beyond Meat products is that they are often placed
in the same refrigerators where meat products are kept. It is clear that the
resemblance to meat products of many vegan products and the marketing
strategies that these companies adopt are counterproductive for veganism.
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Arguably the existence of these products does two things: one, it sends a spe-
cific message to the public—this message is that meat is the real deal, and then
there are products that emulate meat, reinforcing the notion that eating animals
is the norm, while veganism is an “option.” Vegan products are viewed not as
the real deal, but a second-tier product or a second best or a weird brother that
gives meat eaters a wink. In fact, most vegan foods emulate animal products—a
trend that renders some vegans an odd bunch of individuals who refuse to eat
animal products but wish to eat animal products and in order to do so they eat
foods that taste, look, and smell like animal products.

Regardless of whether these products are tasty or popular or are helpful as
transitioning foods, the main problem is that veganism is no longer the moral
lifestyle choice of eco-militants, but rather another trend that has successfully
entered the mainstream. Instead of representing the opposition, veganism runs
the risk of becoming an ally to the meat industry. Veganism revolves so much
around food that, ironically, it has been swallowed and digested by mainstream
non-vegan corporations. One might note that vegan products, such as burgers,
vegan cheese that melts and stretches, and many others, have been produced to
please meat eaters more than vegans. As I noted, many of these products taste
and look almost identical to their animal-based counterparts. I, as well as many
others, became a vegan because I am repulsed by the smell and the idea of
killing animals to cook and eat their bodies. At any rate, one thing is clear:
these corporations are not ethical enterprises, but just corporations. They are
concerned about profit— not about morality, not about the animals, and not
about the environment. Unfortunately, the promotion of such products per-
petuates carnist values, that is, the ideal of meat and animal products as the
norm. Veganism has to be saved from being misappropriated by the meat
industry. As an indication of the future of veganism, consider Arby’s “Mege-
table”—a piece of meat that looks like a carrot!>

All this sounds like a market ploy perpetrated by the meat industry to first
eclipse the moral nature of veganism and then take control of the same. Fur-
thermore, a very important point is that by purchasing a vegan meal from a
large food chain, vegans support businesses that can continue further environ-
mental destruction through the production of animal products. Clearly, instead
of stopping animal-based companies, the purchasing of the vegan option in fact
increase the profit of such companies, which will continue their environmen-
tally damaging businesses.
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6 Education and abolition

In Chapter 2, I argued that veganism is based on the notion that consumption
of animal products 1s less than virtuous: that is, it is self-indulging, animal agri-
culture undermines human health, degrades the environment, and promotes
un-aesthetic values and violence. The negative global impact of animal-based
diets upon the environment and human health are alone serious enough issues.
Many people are still uninformed, but many are informed about environmental
issues, but choose to ignore and perpetuate their diets at the cost of environ-
mental degradation, animal and human suffering. Worse, uninformed physi-
clans recommend their patients animal products for good health. Although
from time to time reports emerge that veganism is on the rise, arguably at
present veganism has become a trend that runs the risk of riding along other
trends. The uncomfortable truth is that animal-based food production is
increasing.! The world in which we live is facing tremendous environmental
issues due to the fact that meat eaters enjoy animal-based diets regardless of the
global effects that these diets have upon the environment. At the same time,
the clock is ticking and the environment is progressively worsening. All the
good philosophical arguments offered to show humanity the gravity of the
situation, and convince the public to transition to vegan diets, have not been
very successful, at least not as successful as one might home. I have the feeling
that there is little hope that they ever will. Thus, it is now time to make truly
radical changes and consider ways to legally ban the production and the con-
sumption of animal products.

Human food should be conducive to good health and should respect the
environment. It is interesting to see that countries with a larger gap between
rich and poor cause more harm to the environment. In a 2016 report, Oxfam
found that “The average footprint of the richest 1% of people globally could be
175 times that of the poorest 10%.”? In more economically even affluent
countries, such as South Korea, Japan, France, Italy and Germany, the average
pollution is much lower. In other words, people in more economically
balanced countries consume less, produce less waste, and cause less pollution.
One of the problems is that there is a positive relationship between wealth and
the consumption of animal-based diets. Due to the decline in prices, develop-
ing countries buy more animal-based products.” However, the trouble is that
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those people who consume more meat affect their health and the health of
those who don’t eat meat, and cause a tremendous negative impact on the
environment. It is plausible to say then that consumption of animal products
must not be promoted—indeed livestock production must be either reduced
drastically or, better yet, discontinued. Two possible routs to consider are an
increase in price and a legal ban on animal-based food where consumption of
this is not sustainable and equally nutritious food is available.

Price increase

Many writers, most notably Jan Deckers, have suggested that in order to reduce
the consumption of animal products it is necessary to increase the price of such
products.” Also, Robert Goodland argues that it is necessary that governments
discontinue subsidies and introduce heavy taxation for the least sustainable
forms of agriculture.” In other words, the more environmental damage a form
of agriculture causes, the heavier the tax it is applied to it. Government initia-
tives must be implemented to reduce ecological footprint. At the same time,
governments should give subsidies to encourage activities that reduce ecological
footprint. Deckers refers to this possible legislative move as the “vegan project”.
However, it is not a vegan project. Rather it should be referred to as the human
project. We must consider that the premise here is that the environment is
suffering as a result of humans’ irresponsible food choice. Thus, penalizing the
livestock sector is not a vegan project; rather, it stems from a claim of the right
to healthcare, and moreover the right to have a healthy environment. Looking
at studies, it 1s not hard to imagine which activities are conducive to a healthier
environment—planting trees, cleaning waters, growing crops organically, pro-
moting polyculture; and which exacerbate environmental degradation—animal
agriculture.’

One point about increasing prices and applying heavier taxes to animal-based
products is that such a measure should be considered as a two-step action.
What I mean is that it is plausible to think that no matter what, meat eaters will
be willing to pay higher and higher prices for animal products. Also, it is
undesirable and inconceivable to expect to switch to veganism straight away.
A plausible way to go about it is to slowly phase out the production of animal
products and eventually factory farming. The idea is to gradually increase the
prices of animal products leading toward a total ban. Meanwhile, governments
and industries will have the time to rethink and organize sustainable agri-
cultures, creating jobs for those who worked in the livestock sector.

Legal ban on the production and sales of animal products

In affluent societies, consumption of animal products endangers the environ-
ment and human health unjustifiably—even the health of those who do not
consume animal products. One critical issue is that of zoonotic diseases, i.e.,
infectious diseases that are spread between animals and people, of which the
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livestock sector is a leading cause.” Furthermore, animal-based diets are not
efficient. Raising animals for food involves deforestation to grow crops and
create pasture. Farm animals consume most of the grains, corn, legumes culti-
vated. These are foods that could directly feed humans. In other words, natural
resources could be used more efficiently to produce food for human
consumption.

As the world population is growing, demand for animal products is also
growing. To satisfy this demand, more animals must be brought into existence.
In 2018 in the US alone, over fifty billion animals were killed for food. This
number is already frightening, and it reflects only the US. Obviously, more
animals alive means more natural resources, such as water, fossil fuels, food,
electricity, and more that have to be used. Confinement of farm animals
inevitably leads to infectious diseases that are spread farther and farther since
animals are transported around the world. To fight diseases, the livestock sector
uses drugs, such as antibiotics, to prevent diseases. Globally, half of the anti-
biotics that are produced are used to prevent diseases. This promotes drug-
resistant strains of bacteria.” Not to mention that these drugs are consumed by
the animals and end up not only in the bodies of those who will eat the ani-
mals compromising their health, but also in the soil and the waters and pol-
luting them.

Speaking of diseases, vector-borne diseases are caused by infections trans-
mitted to people by insects. Such diseases are caused by and became more
severe as a result of the environmental changes that resulted from the practices
of animal agriculture, such as deforestation and reduction of biodiversity. For
example, forest clearance in the early 1960s in Bolivia to create agricultural land
caused the migration of mice that concentrated and overpopulated other areas
carrying along a viral fever known as Machupo, which killed one seventh of
the population.” A similar epidemic also happened in Argentina. Most diseases,
HIV, influenza, the Nipah virus, are vector-borne diseases. The bottom line is
that those who consume animal products contribute more to the emergence of
zoonotic and vector-borne diseases that cause illness and kill people and animals
than those who consume plant-based diets.

As I mentioned, another problem is that the animal agriculture sector uses
too much agricultural land. What I mean by too much is that 70% of earth’s
arable land is used to grow food to feed animals, while many people in the
world are malnourished or starving.'" Most people are afraid that if the world
were to discontinue the production of animal products there would not be
enough food to eat. But in fact, only one third of arable land is used to grow
food for humans. What does all this mean? It means that using land to feed
animals is highly inefficient. Vegetarian diets generally require five times less
arable land than meat-based diets. Consequently, meat-based diets contribute
more to land degradation than plant-based diets. Thus, releasing arable land
from the livestock sector will enable polyculture and the production of greater
quantities of plant-based food. At present, the soil is depleted of minerals as a
result of intensive animal agriculture; farmers apply phosphorus fertilizers to
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supplement the low quantities available in the soil. In many cases this has led to
the buildup of phosphorus in the soil, and consequently the potential for
phosphorus to become soluble. Dissolved phosphorus is transported from farms
to lakes, rivers, and streams causing excessive aquatic plant growth, such as
eutrophication (rapid growth of algae). Decomposition of algae leads to
hypoxia in rivers and seas, which causes suffocation of aquatic ecosystems.
Eutrophication also generates Pfiesteria Piscicida, literally a group of fish-killer
eukaryotes.

Furthermore, the livestock sector uses more fresh water than any other
sector. Animals consume more water than humans. This sector also pollutes
more water than any other sectors. Furthermore, farmers use fertilizers and
pesticides that cause the formation of nitrates that leak into the groundwater
resulting in negative health effects. Farmers in the USA use recombinant
bovine somatotropin (tBTS), hoemones that pollute waters. Its use is pro-
hibited in Europe and many other countries. As a result of these pollutants,
aquacultures are negatively affected. Consider that half of the fish that humans
consume are produced in those aquacultures systems.

Animal agriculture’s use of land is not efficient because feeding animals
requires a considerably large amount of arable land and plant protein. When
we do the math, it is evident that a) we could feed more people and more
adequately by using the same amount of plant protein that is now required to
feed the animals; b) with animal farming out of the picture, we could use less
arable land in a more sustainable way; and ¢) animal agriculture degrades more
land and has a negative impact upon the environment than any other agri-
cultural sector. Vegan diets, on the other hand, are shown to be more efficient
than any other diets. They consume less water and reduce water pollution.

Animal-based diets require more fossil fuels than vegan diets. This makes
the livestock sector a leading cause of climate change as a result of greenhouse
gases emissions. Although studies vary on exactly the amount of responsi-
bility, (some studies suggest that animal agriculture causes 51% of all emission
of CO,'") it is clear that animal agriculture contributes to the depletion of the
ozone layer as a result of animal digestion’s emission of methane, and a loss of
earth’s photosynthetic capacity through deforestation, which reduces earth’s
capacity to absorb carbon from the atmosphere. Thus, there is no question
that eating animal has a tremendously negative environmental impact com-
pared to vegan diets—and therefore it should be discontinued. In other
words, considering the ecological footprint that animal agriculture leaves,
governments and individuals who care about the right of all humans to health
care have a moral obligation to make a move toward diets that do not have
deleterious impacts upon human health and the environment. Since vegan
diets can reduce or in some cases eliminate these environmental impacts,
people and governments should encourage vegan diets and inform people of
the negative effects of meat-based diets.

The practices of the livestock sector can be described as cutthroat, profit-
driven, callous, absurd, and revolting. There is nothing remotely fair, just,



Education and abolition 93

compassionate—nothing noble, nothing that evinces good intention or good
human character—with such practices. Consider that in affluent societies we
have the fortune to have an abundance of all kinds of fresh fruit, vegetables,
grains, legumes, and more—you may live in New York City and eat tropical
fruit in December. Yet, people demand animal flesh irrespective of the negative
externalities that result from animal agriculture.

Animals like chickens, pigs, and cows are confined in overcrowded and filthy
quarters. Animals are overfed and develop metabolic diseases. Also, they
develop infections due to the unsanitary conditions in which they live. Every
decision is made in consideration of profit rather than the welfare of the ani-
mals. One example worth mentioning is the chicken farm’s treatment of male
chicks. Since males do not lay eggs, chicken farms kill them immediately after
hatching. They are killed by means of suffocation in large plastic bags, gassed to
death, or ground alive. Chickens are then hung from their feet and their heads
dunked in electrified water to cause cardiac arrest. Then, they are decapitated
and dunk in boiling water. Those that are still alive drown in the water. Vir-
tually all people (except the deranged) would be appalled at such practices. I
will spare the reader from the details of slaughtering cows and pigs or other so-
called farm animals. Somehow the fact that they are larger animals, with more
flesh, entrails, and a lot more blood than chickens, makes their slaughtering
even more gruesome. Some people, however, argue that it is possible to kill
and eat animals when it is done in a humane, compassionate way. Such argu-
ments never cease to baffle me. I wonder how it is actually possible to be
humane and compassionate and at the same time decapitate, gut, bleed out, and
cut up any animal (human or non-human). To be humane and compassionate
means to act with benevolence and consideration. When we deal with our
families and friends we act humanely and compassionately. That is, we take
positive action to make sure that our loved ones are well and have a pleasant
life. It would be absurd to suggest that one could be humane and show com-
passion toward a friend and in the end kill the friend to sell his flesh for food or
his skin to make lampshades. And there is no reason as far as one can see that
when it comes to animals somehow it is actually possible to treat them huma-
nely, to show compassion, and then kill them and eat their flesh. This would
not be humane treatment, but rather it would be an unfair and partial
treatment.

Despite these considerations, some meat eaters and vegetarians may remain
unconvinced about the moral necessity to adopt veganism. However, having
documented the negative impacts of animal-based diets upon the environment
and human health, and the cruelty and production of un-aesthetic values
caused by the livestock sector, it is clear that diets should not be a matter of
taste or personal preference. Something must be done to try to revert the
damage done to the environment. I offer a valiant answer to this problem, and
that is, political and legislative reforms to ensure that people will fulfill their
duties to protect the environment when they make choices about what to eat.
In other words, the next step is to ban the consumption of animal products,
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which is what I call the humane project. This is of course a colossal difficulty in
light of many factors, the most serious of which is that society is animal-pro-
duct-centered. We have been disciplined by the livestock sector into believing
that consuming animal products is necessary, that it is normal, and that being
vegetarians or vegans is a radical and unnecessary position. It is not difficult to
understand why this is the case—convenience and profit.

A legal ban is an enormously complicated goal to accomplish, but not
impossible, and that is the point. A ban of animal products, however, has to be
the result of education. I often hear that one should decide his or her diet as an
adult. This is one of the problems because it is much more complicated to
convince a person who has settled way of life that his or her diet is a mistake.
Therefore, I suggest certain educational reforms. For example, children since a
young age should be informed of environmental issues through clear informa-
tion through lectures, videos, and more, that clearly explain the impacts of
animal agriculture; moral education emphasizing virtuous action; and vegan
food preparation and nutrition. Instead of serving cheese sticks and chocolate
milk, public schools should serve abundant fruit and plant-based products.

Talking about education immediately raises a red flag. I am not suggesting
that children be brainwashed. The sort of education I have in mind is the
integration of environmental studies where facts are presented in a neutral, and
unbiased way.

For example, consider the following:

e  FEating animals is not necessary to survive. In fact, nutrition sciences show
that eating animals is deleterious to human health.
Farm animals have horrendous lives.
Animal agriculture is a leading cause of environmental degradation and
climate change.
Meat essentially is the decomposing, mutilated parts of animal cadavers.
Slaughterhouses are places where thousands of animals are killed, gutted,
and bled.

e Many slaughterhouse workers suffer from psychological disorder and
pathological sadism.'?

Having considered these facts, it is hard to think about any positive aspects of
animal farming. Yet, people eat animals. What is the explanation? On the one
hand, virtually all people regard such practices as barbaric and heartless. On the
other hand, people eat animals. The explanation is very complex. Part of it is
that animal agriculture, hunting, scientific research, and the entertainment
business have established very powerful mechanisms to subvert and override
our moral feelings of compassion and empathy toward animals. Early on in our
lives, we are disciplined to regard animals as property and food. Children are
fed animals in forms that do not resemble animals, things like mush, nuggets
and things labeled “happy meals;” yet, they are read “Hey, diddle, diddle ...
the cow jumped over the moon. And the dish ran away with the spoon,”
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though the cow in the story is not the dish. In most cases, caregivers avoid
discussing with children that the cow does not jump over the moon but she is
slaughtered instead.

Advertisements, meat trade, and hunting journals are deliberately deceptive
about animals. They all work hard to make us believe that animals exist for our
benefit, that eating meat is normal, and that we must eat it. A typical expression
about meat is that it is “juicy.” What juice? The juice is blood! Butcher shops
prefer to be called “meat markets.” Slaughterhouses are “meat plants” or “meat
factories.” Terms such as beef, pork, mountain oysters, drumsticks, and other
euphemisms are used to refer to animal flesh. Vivisectionists prefer the term
“dispatch,” or “sacrifice” instead of “kill.” Hunting is regarded as a “sport” of
“harvesting” animals.

Deliberately deceitful language about meat pervades society. TV shows,
movies, and popular culture are anti-vegan. In the sit-com Two and a Half
Men, Charlie is the stereotypical man who likes steak. In one episode, he
dates a vegan ballerina, who takes Charlie to a vegan restaurant. Charlie
protests that he cannot stand having to eat “medallions of bean curd in
lawnmower sauce.” ' Veganism is constantly ridiculed. Heroes are never
vegans or vegetarians. Heroes are men, and men are strong, and strong men
eat meat, while girly girls eat salad. Vegans are portrayed as obnoxious salad
eaters who bother other people, feel superior, and pretend to save the
world. The very term, “vegan” is nowadays ubiquitous and is associated
with a cult-like attitude. Animal exploitation thrives not because it is
normal, but because people are deliberately manipulated by a system of
exploitation, which comprises the media, scientific research, meat and dairy
industries, hunting, and the food industry. If we are constantly told these
messages, we cannot be properly informed about the lives of animals, and
therefore cannot sympathize with them.

What forms of instructions, then, can inform in a non-manipulative way
and help people overcome the false idea that animals are humane property
and food? It is a rather complicated issue that involves multi-million-dollar
industries that hold sway over government and the media. The first step is to
recognize the subversive ways that society uses to discipline people out of
their natural love for animals and their sense of what is just and compassio-
nate. One answer is to become more involved in moral education and move
in the direction of a virtue-oriented ethic advocating the importance of rela-
tionships, care and compassion. Viable ways of instruction will require a
demand for clear and transparent information from the government and the
media. This may start by educating children about the lives of animals and
animal exploitation.

There are some YouTube videos of a food demonstrator in a supermarket
offering samples of sausage. When customers want to purchase the product, the
demonstrator removes a piglet from a box and holds it over a meat grinder.
The reaction of all customers is the same: They are shocked and appalled at the
cruelty and cold heartedness of the demonstrator and his lack of scruple about
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killing the cute piglet. This predicament occurs while most of the customers are
still chewing their sausage. But then, why are the customers shocked? Why are
meat eaters opposed to animal exploitation? Usually people say that they
are against inhumane treatment of animals. If one has such worries, why eat
animals at all? Such conflicting attitude evinces an inconsistent morality and a
truncated expression of our moral feelings of compassion, fairness, and bene-
volence toward non-human animals. The point of moral education should be to
nurture these feelings and enable us to fully express them in harmony with
reason. Education in my view should embody virtues such as compassion, justice,
temperance, and magnanimity. The practices of the livestock sector are in no
sense consistent with these virtues. Consistency demands that we direct these
feelings toward all animals, and not just those closer to us. A fair individual is one
who is fair in all circumstances. The compassionate, fair-minded, and magnani-
mous person feels sympathy for all animals and would feel ashamed of allowing
the blood, death, and squalor that farm animals experience on farms and in
slaughterhouses. In other words, a virtuous individual does not regard animals as
food or property, and consequently chooses to be an ethical vegan.

Further objections
Objection 1: Aren’t people’s food choices a matter of personal freedom?

Answer: Most thinkers, and not only modern thinkers if you consider the like
of Pythagoras, realize that what we eat is a serious moral concern. Unfortu-
nately, the activities of the livestock sector cause major harms to animals, to
people’s health, and to the environment. Consequently, a ban is not only
desirable but also necessary to save the world from degradation.

Objection 2: An abolition of meat seems undemocratic

Answer: As many other social and moral issues, the abolition of animal-based
products should be considered and discussed. But again, considering the harm
that the meat industry causes to the world, it is in fact the meat industry
undemocratic for perpetuating the exploitation of animals.

Objection 3: If we abolish the production of animal-based food, won’t we
harm an economy that produces jobs?

Answer: First, there is no concrete plan for a ban. The details would be dis-
cussed among experts in the law, policymaking, economy, and ethics. In any
case, a ban would be progressive and jobs would be progressively replaced by
other sectors. Second, given the gravity of the situation the livestock sector
should be stopped irrespectively of other considerations. Even some scholars,
on the ground that it might have a negative effect on the economy, opposed
the abolition of slavery. The point still remains that slavery was immoral and
had to be abolished regardless of financial considerations. It does not follow,
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however, that those in favor of the abolition of meat take financial considera-
tions with a grain of salt.

Objection 4: The production and consumption of meat is essential to the sus-
tenance of many humans

Answer: This is the very problem: production and consumption of meat is not
essential at all. We have been disciplined into believing that it is so. Actually, by
discontinuing the meat industry, it will be possible to release more arable land
that would yield more food for humans. Once again, we have to remember
that the richest courtiers in the world are the ones that consume lots of meat.

Moral education

Some people think that meat eaters should visit slaughterhouses to experience
emotionally the horrific experiences that animals undergo. This is certainly a
valuable recommendation. But many people do not respond well to violent
images, not only because of the graphic nature of those images but also because
many become indifferent and unmoved by such an experience as visiting a
slaughterhouse. Nowadays, people have grown so accustomed to violence and
gore, not only real but also fictional. Our tolerance of violence has been stretched
by such events as people jumping out windows of the collapsing Twin Towers,
the Boston Marathon bombing, the execution of innocent people in a movie
theater, and more. I think the images of animals being slaughtered might work for
some but not all. I've heard too many people say, after visiting a slaughterhouse,
“Hey, that’s life.” Besides, many people are just reluctant to visit a slaughterhouse.
Moreover, slaughterhouses are tucked in remote areas—precisely to avoid
unwanted eyes seeing the blood and guts and their noses smelling the stench of
death. Experiencing a slaughterhouse could sensitize certain individual, but not all;
and the negative experience might push people further into denial. In my experi-
ence, many meat eaters have a change of heart when they have a positive experi-
ence; when they come face to face with animals, get to know them, play with
them, talk to them, and realize that they are creatures that have feelings and needs
like ours or very similar to ours. Then, it is possible to realize that animals are not
human food. But first, I think, it is necessary to deprogram people from the false
idea of food that was inculcated in them by society.

Josephine Donovan proposes a conception of care ethics.'* Such an approach
suggests that humans pay attention to the needs of animals by connecting with
them, by listening to them and learning about their opinions. Minorities and
marginalized people, for example, are aware of what it feels like to have their
opinion ignored. This experience should make them realize that humans have
marginalized animals and treated them as property and as food. Lori Gruen, who
proposes assessing the issue of animal agriculture from the point of view of a
woman writes, “By consuming animal bodies, women are implicitly supporting
their domination.”'> There is a strong intellectual connection between veganism
and feminism in that, throughout history, men have abused women just as the
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meat industry, along with hunting and the masculine image of eating meat, remain
a male-dominated affair. Consider, for example, that female cows, turkeys, horses,
who are abused emotionally and physically. Humans forcibly impregnate them.'®
Artificial insemination is the ultimate violation of an individual. Farm workers
collect the semen of animals and inject it into females. This is not an example of
virtue. Unfortunately, most people are not informed of such practices or, if they
are, they have been disciplined to accept them and think that such practices as
artificial insemination, and even slaughtering, can be done humanely.

Can the experience of caring for other individuals be universalizable? One of
the greatest moral philosophers in history, Immanuel Kant argues that feelings
are not reliable and the capacity for sympathy is not evenly distributed in the
population. Kant made a valid point. However, at the same time, one should be
wary of such criticisms because in societies those who hold political power, tra-
ditionally men, are the ones who have traditionally done the universalizing and
have, also traditionally, left out women, the environment, and minorities. When
we generalize from the perspective of a minority, as Donovan points out, “it is
not illogical to contend that one might easily generalize from an individual
ethical reaction, extending that reaction to others similarly situated, thus positing
a general or universal precept.”'” When the generalizing is done by people who
really know what it is like to be ignored, and is done from a care perspective,
then universalization of care is possible. Karen Warren, an ecofeminist, points
out, “There are important connections—historical, experiential, symbolic, the-
oretical—between the domination of women and the domination of nature.”'®
Other writers agree with this point and come to the same conclusion.'”

Most animals, at least those that people eat, are living creatures with whom
one can communicate cognitively and emotionally and find out about their
needs and wishes. It is not hard to understand animals’ body language when
they suffer, and generate a moral duty to care for that animal. The constant
suggestion is that it would seem permissible to raise animals and slaughter them
humanely as long as animals are treated with care. In fact, many vegan sym-
pathizers and vegetarians often make this point, that is, yes, let us be against
factory farming and its cruel practices, but what about the happy cow that lives
in the barn and happily shares her milk with us and, after a beautiful and
peacetul life, is “humanely” killed and turned into food? In my view and from
an ethic of care’s perspective, there is no such a thing as a “happy cow” in a
barn or such a thing as “humane” killing. A happy cow is one who is left
alone, and killing a being to use its flesh as food is not a sign of caring. People
have domesticated cows and raised them for food for centuries. Notice also that
when people make assertions such as “happy cows,” they—the people and not
the cows—decide whether a cow is happy or not. These oxymoronic assertions
always make me wonder whether people are interested in truth or just wish to
play academic games. They think that the mere addition of the word humanely
in front of the word slaughter makes perfect sense; but it is no more sensible
than saying darkness visible. Slaughtering is not something that could ever be
humane. Most importantly, in raising an animal with care, if one does this with
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the intent to fatten him up and eat him, again, it is an error to say that the
animal was raised with care. Caring entails love for others, but raising animals
to be slaughtered and eaten is certainly not a loving behavior.

This point is frequently brought up by meat eaters who oppose the gra-
tuitous cruelty inflicted upon animals by the meat and dairy industry, but
argue that it is not an immoral practice to raise animals “humanely” for the
purpose of, for example, obtaining milk or wool or even food, so long as
said animals are treated “humanely.” To raise an animal with care means to
love and care for that animal. That is what people do with companion ani-
mals: they raise them with care, feeding them, loving them, and giving them
a shelter and place in their homes. Caring means understanding creatures
emotionally and valuing what is important in their lives. For animals like
cows and pigs, for example, it is of great importance that they may live
freely and pain free and enjoy their families and friends. Caring for an
animal builds a connection based on love and friendship that makes us see an
animal as a friend and not the source of food or clothing. One important
aspect of becoming a vegan is that one realizes that the question of our
treatment of the other animals becomes moot. According to the human diet,
the question of whether consuming the milk of a “happy” cow is moral or
immoral becomes irrelevant. One realizes that a cow is a peaceful animal
whose milk is in no way human food, but rather food for her babies. By the
same token, even if a cow has milk “left over” after she has fed her babies,
her milk is still not human food.

The importance of dialogue and moral education cannot be overemphasized.
To make significant progress in morality, in general, and in our understanding
of our relationship with animals, in particular, we ought to construct a dialo-
gical ethics to determine the treatment of other beings based upon their needs.
If they are human beings, we can clearly understand what they want. If they
are animals, we can relate with them and understand them. If we don’t,
we must learn the language of nature. Early on in our lives, our parents and
society condition us to detach ourselves emotionally from animals and deny the
reality of what goes onto our plates. Children have to be educated out of the
early sympathy they feel for animals. Indeed, in order to eat the bodies of ani-
mals, wear their skin, hunt them for fun, and allow useless torture disguised as
“scientific research,” people are disciplined to do so by manipulative means,
such as deceitful language that praises animal exploitation and often ridicules
ethical veganism. Bodybuilders are told to eat meat to grow muscles, while
eating a vegetarian diet is typically denigrated, “Tofu just might kill u tossed
salad makes u weak,” writes Ted Nugent on his Twitter page.”’ Parents feed
children animal products from a very young age, without giving them a choice
in the matter and without educating their children about what they are eating;
parents tell them about “happy cows,” and “happy meals” that deliberately
conceal the fact that those meals come from the exploitation and suffering of
animals—the same animals, by the way, children love to see or read about in
fables. As Carol J. Adams notes,
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We live in a culture that has institutionalized the oppression of animals on
at least two levels: in formal structures such as slaughterhouses, meat mar-
kets, zoos, laboratories, and circuses, and through our language. That we
refer to meat eating rather than to corpse eating is a central example of
how our language transmits the dominant culture’s approval of this
activit'y.21

The first objection is that people do not want to give up consuming animal
products.22 They are not ready to go vegan, and consequently it would more
fruitful to think a way to continue producing animal products but in ways that
take into account environmental interests. In fact, it is quite the opposite.
There is evidence that people are ready to make changes. Anecdotally, as I
mentioned earlier, it may be observed the recent interest in veganism. Non-
philosophers have become more and more interested in veganism because they
understand that animal agriculture contribute to the degradation of the envir-
onment; that eating more fruit and vegetables is more conducive to good
health, which is a no-brainer that somehow has been contested, not surpris-
ingly, by the meat industry; and that meat-based diets require the unjustified
infliction of pain to farm animals. I would only add that humans are, in fact,
not clamoring meat and animal products. Most people eat what they can and
what they are told to eat. Furthermore, it is evident that veganism as an ethical
and dietary movement is growing. As a recent article in the The Economist
suggestively states, the year 2019 is “The Year of the Vegan: Where millennials
lead, businesses and governments will follow.”*

Most people (except for some hunting enthusiast or some peculiar indivi-
duals) detest the sight or even the idea of blood, dead animals, and everything
that is associated with slaughtering. There is anecdotal evidence, of course, of
people who won'’t eat their steak unless is well-done because they can’t stand
the blood or people who eat fish but refuse to look at the whole fish prior to
cooking it. Also, many meat eaters like to eat meat but are squeamish about
handling raw meat. Meat is cold, dead flesh. Many of us find the feel of raw
meat just too close to the real thing for comfort. There is also scientific evi-
dence. For example, consider the question of taste. In 2016, two researchers,
Anderson and Feldman Barrett, tested how people’s beliefs of how animals
are raised can influence their experience of eating meat. People were given
samples of meat, each of which was given full descriptions of its origins and
the treatment that the specific animal received on the farm. Some samples
were said to be from factory-farmed animals, while others were labeled as
“humane”. In reality, however, all the samples were identical. Fascinatingly,
the participants of this study experienced the taste of the samples differently:
meat described “factory farmed” was perceived as looking, smelling, and
tasting as less pleasant than “humane” meat. The difference was even to the
degree that factory farmed meat was said to taste more salty and greasy than
“humane” meat. Furthermore, the participants who were told that they were
eating factory-farmed meat consumed less of the sample. According to the
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authors of this study, “These findings demonstrate that the experience of
eating is not determined solely by physical properties of stimuli—beliefs also
shape experience.”**

People consume meat because the meat has been disassociated with those
negative aesthetic values, violence, suffering, blood, confinement, and so
on. Why, then, do people consume meat? There are many reasons to me
mentioned. An obvious reason is that animal products are everywhere.
Especially affluent societies in the world overemphasize meat and animal
products. This is because corporations are trying to shove animal products
down the throats of the public, for reasons that have nothing to do with
health or morality. I believe that production is prior to consumption. It is
not the consumers who create demand for products; rather, it is those who
own the production system that make decisions for the public—the music
they should listen to, how to dress, what to buy, and the food they should
eat. The point here is that there is no inherent or natural reason that people
should want to eat animal products. Eating animal products is like smoking
cigarettes or using gasoline as a combustible—they produce them, we con-
sume. In other words, animal products are just part of a long list of things
that people consume because the market gives no serious options but to
consume those products. The meat industry, magazines, doctors, TV shows,
the health industry all sing in unison the song of meat—meat is good for
you, buy it and eat it. Consequently, information and education alongside
more options in the way of plant-based foods will likely facilitate the legal
ban of animal products.

Most advertising contains a very persuasive component that manipulates
people into buying products. Unfortunately, advertising is not the business of
making consumers have an understanding of the features of the products for
sale. And since advertising is not truthful, people are not free to choose the
right products. The issue here is not whether deceptive advertising is wrong—
most believe it is. As I discussed earlier, the common notions of food, diet,
health, and masculinity are distorted by the livestock sector and by the powers
that have an interest of selling animal products at stake. The meat industry and
its advertising does not inform people how to acquire what they want, but
rather gives people new wants. Moreover, since we are bombarded with
advertising and messages about consuming animal products, people want too
many of those goods and not enough public goods or moral goods.

The animal-products industry implement an aggressive form of associative
advertising, by associating animal products with a positive belief, feeling, atti-
tude, or activity that usually has little to do with the product itself: Need
omega-3s? Eat fish. Need calcium? Drink milk. Need proteins? Eat beef. The
reality is that a diet of fruit and leafy greens can provide all those nutrients and
in a more efficient and ethical way. The sort of advertising and information
regarding animal products is thus misleading and sanitized from moral values
and environmental considerations. This sort of advertising attempts to create
desires in people by subverting their autonomy.
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What I suggest is the human diet—a diet of fresh, unprocessed, uncooked,
fruit and leafy greens, with the occasional nuts and seeds. The human diet,
unlike other forms of veganism, can reduce environmental degradation and the
systemic domination and mass violence to an anthropocentric and self-indul-
ging personal ethics, consumption, and intemperate attitude toward food. Our
focus, I argue, needs to be on us insofar as a quest for living a good life through
the acquisition of fundamental virtues; moreover, we should redirect our focus
on the victims of our violence, the animals, and our environment. Veganism is
understood by most of the public as a position about diet, not a moral position
that opposes violence and the destruction of the environment. Veganism,
unfortunately, in the reality of the everyday world is compatible with specie-
sism, scientific exploitation of animals, circuses, and habitat destruction. The
human diet, on the other hand, focuses on them and thus is the most ethically
sound approach to nutrition. At any rate, in light of the foregoing analysis, it is
absurd to continue to structure our civilization around flesh. Most people—
including meat eaters—recognize this absurdity, but have their hands tight up.
Consequently, a legal ban on animal products can be accomplished.

The second objection is that a legal ban would seem to undermine human
food security. This worry seems groundless especially considering that dis-
continuing the livestock sector would release more arable land and it would
allow more biodiversity and a greater abundance of plant-based food. The third
objection is that a legal ban on animal products may alienate human beings
from nature. In my view, this is quite an extravagant worry. First, there are
many human endeavors that have alienated us from nature. I am reminded of
that every time I go to work on an overcrowded train where every single
person stares at his or her cellphone, holding a cup of coffee in the other hand.
It is hard to see how the perpetuation of factory farming and killing animals
will bring us closer to nature. What I propose here is the human diet, a diet
that is specific and optimal to humans. Consequently, the prospect of eating
fruit and vegetables instead of dead animals, far from alienating humans, will
bring humans back to nature and to their nature.

Another objection is that veganism promotes consumerism. This is not
entirely false. That is one of the main reasons why I am promoting a very
specific type of ethical veganism, which is the human diet. Veganism, one may
note, is very fashionable these days. As a result, many non-vegan companies,
such as Burger King, McDonald’s, White Castle, Tyson, and more, are now
jumping into the business of plant-based meat. Consequently, by purchasing
and consuming these products, sadly, and ironically, vegans would support
non-vegan companies that promote the livestock business. In a way, many
companies that support the meat industry are appropriating veganism, which is
reducing veganism to an act of consumption and is obscuring the real moral
motivations behind veganism. Thus, I propose the human diet as the best
approach to veganism. To adopt the human diet is to reconfigure our rela-
tionship to animals and nature from exploitation and supremacy to love, com-
passion, and solidarity. The human diet, moreover, promotes a more humane
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and creative existence by returning to a simpler way to approach food and
abandoning our social dependency on the products of animal exploitation. The
human diet enables us to develop and rediscover our natural food; to use less
natural resources, such as gas, electricity, water; to buy and use detergents,
disinfectants, and all the (some might say) superfluous and expensive appliances
that are used to prepare cooked food. In other words, the human diet, a spe-
cific kind of ethical veganism, is a form of resistance to consumerism.

Yet another objection is that any talk of human diet has to come to terms
with the fact that many people have no access to healthful food. The problem
with this sort of criticism is that it does not consider the fact that all systems of
exploitation and injustice are interwoven. They arise from the same mentality
of dominance and power that the philosophy of the human diet opposes. We
cannot even begin to hope for justice and allocation of healthful food for all
humans if we continue to perpetuate a system of violence toward animal and
nature. The idea of the human diet is to overcome unequal resource distribu-
tion. The goal of the human diet is to advance food justice by developing and
redirecting subsidies from ecologically destructive agriculture toward a sound
one that frees up land to grow abundant fruits and vegetables. This is important
as an example to other nations to inspire campaigns against the livestock
industry, which is interested in profit at the expenses of global health. By
moving in this direction, we can hope to revert the damage done to the
environment.

Some also point out that veganism is a luxury. Again, as I discussed above,
there is a sense in which veganism has become a business rather than an ethical
position and endeavor. And, once again, this is another important reason
for promoting the human diet. We have to consider, however, that eating
animal products is an antonomasia of first world luxury. Animal products rely
on a globalized food system of colonization of land, deforestation, domination,
and pollution. The livestock sector’s workers are employed in jobs of mass
killing of billions of suffering animals. We have to keep in mind that without
the exploitative nature of industrial agriculture and global capitalism, it would
not be possible to have the amount of animal products consumed by millions
of people who live in affluent societies. It is, after all, very telling that the
world’s richest countries eat the most animal-based products, while in the
poorest countries around the world people survive eating plant-based diets.
The human diet is the most practical way to stop exploiting the land and poor
people to feed the wealthy animal products. A raw vegan diet uses natural
resources and the land for the benefit of the environment, the animals, and
impoverished communities around the world.

Veganarchism

Anarchism, in a nutshell, argues that the state and its laws are unjust because
they are founded on coercion.® Capitalism, exploitation, and alienation are, so
to speak, built-in in the very idea of a government. Thus, most social issues,
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such as discrimination, poverty, and more, are the inherent in the state. Con-
sequently, anarchism is for the abolishment of the state. A typical misconcep-
tion is that anarchism is synonymous with immorality, chaos, bob-throwing
and the like. On the contrary, most anarchists in proposing a stateless society
emphasize cooperation among people and acknowledge the importance of
virtues such as justice, compassion, friendliness, and care. The idea of anarchism
as an ideology consistent with virtue ethics, or at least consisting in principles
compatible with virtue, exists though it is not widely explored. Benjamin
Franks, for example, argues that anarchism embodies many traditional virtues.*®
Interestingly, many anarchists, who believe that anarchist ethics is consistent
with virtue ethics, come to the (to me obvious) conclusion that animal
exploitation is immoral. Another example is Elisée Reclus, who in the early
twentieth century wrote a defense of vegetarianism. Once again, we see the
same rational conclusion that our treatment of animals is connected to our
desire to dominate and exploit.”’

Brian Dominick, a veganarchist, also proposes that there is an interesting
connection between anarchism and veganism, a movement he calls “Veganar-
chism”. He explains veganarchism as follows:

I am vegan because I have compassion for animals; I see them as beings
possessed of value not unlike humans. I am an anarchist because I have that
same compassion for humans, and because I refuse to settle for compro-
mised perspectives, half~assed strategies and sold-out objectives. As a radi-
cal, my approach to animal and human liberation is without compromise:
total freedom for all, or else.... Any approach to social change must be
comprised of an understanding not only of social relationships, but also of
the relaZtionships between humans and nature, including non-human
animals.

Dominick, among other veganarchists, agrees with those care ethicists on the
notion that there is a connection between the exploitation of animals and the
oppression of marginalized groups of humans. Dominick argues that racism,
sexism, and other forms of discrimination stem from the same roots as oppres-
sion of animals. He adroitly states: ““To decide one oppression is valid and the
other not is to consciously limit one’s understanding of the world; it is to
engage oneself in voluntary ignorance, more often than not for personal con-
venience”*’ He also worries about the appropriation of veganism by a capitalist
system, and that many people nowadays worry about the suffering of animals,
and rightly so, but do not see it as a problem of domination and exploitation
which is consistent with capitalism. He writes, “Many vegetarians fail to see the
validity of human liberation causes, or see them as subordinate in importance to
those of animals who cannot stand up for themselves.””

The point that I argue is that to the extent that veganism is in part a change
in consumption patterns, consumption alone is not likely to make the changes
to end animal exploitation. Consequently, raw veganism, the human diet, is
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the natural and most sensible outcome of a resistance to domination and

exploitation. Thus, veganarchists believe that they ought to not only fight to
change our current domination of non-human animals, but should also simul-
taneously begin to build an alternative society characterized by different rela-
tions with non-human animals.
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7 Raw veganism and children

In this chapter, I discuss some aspects regarding veganism and health. Speci-
fically, respond to the challenge that vegan diets can be nutritiously inade-
quate, and harmful to the one’s social well-being, with an emphasis on vegan
children. My objective in this chapter is to show that the notion that vegan
diets are nutritionally deficient is a confused and groundless notion; also, I
present compelling evidence that veganism in no way threatens the social
lives of vegan children. Moreover, I want to break the myth that being or
becoming a vegan requires sacrificing one’s social life, careful planning, and
supplementation. My discussion will follow an argument recently proposed
by Marcus William Hunt that vegan parents have good reasons for not raising
their children on a vegan diet because veganism is potentially harmful to
children’s physical and social well-being. In my rebuttal, first I show that in
practice all vegan diets, with the exception of wacky diets, are beneficial to
children’s well-being (and to adults’ well-being for that matter); and that all
animal-based diets are potentially unhealthful. Second, I show that vegan
children are no more socially outcast than any other group. In other words,
veganism does not harm the lives of children. Having considered several stu-
dies, I show that the moral reasons that vegan parents may have for raising
their children on a vegan diet significantly outweigh the reasons for raising
their children on an animal-based diet. Thus, I conclude that parents have a
moral obligation to raise their children on a vegan diet.

Should vegan parents raise their children on an animal-based
diet?

Marcus William Hunt thinks that the answer to the question posed in the title
of this section is affirmative. He argues that parents have good reasons for not
raising their children on a vegan diet because “a vegan diet bears a risk of harm
to both the physical and the social well-being of children.”' Hunt argues that
the moral reasons that he suggests are as strong as those that vegans have for
raising their children on a vegan diet. Hunt’s argument is useful because it
encompasses the typical worries and reservations that people have about
veganism. What I show here is that: 1) the assertion that a vegan diet bears any
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physical and social risk to children is a misconception. In fact, vegan parents
should raise their children on a raw vegan diet or possibly a prevalently raw
vegan diet; 2) the moral reasons that vegan parents may have for raising their
children on a vegan diet outweigh the reason for raising their children on an
animal-based diet; and 3) vegan parents have strong reasons generating a moral
obligation to raise their children on a vegan diet.

Hunt’s argument is the following (I paraphrase):

1 Raising children on a vegan diet can harm children physically and socially.
Parents have good moral reasons to avoid harm to their children’s physical
and social well-being.

3 Therefore, parents have good reason to not raise their children on a vegan
diet.”

The question is, “do the offered moral reasons give vegan parents a Justifi-
cation in not raising their children on a vegan diet?” To answer this question
first I would like to make an important observation. Many people speak gen-
erically about “a vegan diet.” Veganism is not in principle a diet, but rather an
ethical view according to which eating animal-based food, using animal
byproducts, and other forms of animal exploitation should be shunned as much
as possible. Since the only aspect in common to vegans is their avoiding
animal-based food, there isn’t one specific vegan approach to diet, but many.
One problem in particular is that these types of arguments against “vegan diets”
purport to show that a vegan diet bears the risk of damaging vegan children’s
health and social lives; however, these arguments typically lack examples of
vegan diets that bear such a risk. Hunt concedes that an “appropriately” plan-
ned vegan diet can meet all the nutritional requirements. In fact, the American
Dietetic Association and the Academy of Nutrition and Dietetics show that
vegan diets are appropriate for all stages of the life cycle, they can prevent and
even reverse many diseases,” and are of a high nutritional quality.* His worry is
that since not all vegans follow an appropriately planned vegan diet, they run
the risk of harming their children’s health. What is an example of a nutritiously
deficient diet? What is an example of an “appropriately” planned vegan diet
that satisfies nutritional requirements and one that does not? These types of
arguments that seek to show potential risks of following vegan diets eventually
collapses on themselves.

When a diet is referred to as vegan, it is not clear in what that diet consists. For
example, drinking champagne for breakfast, eating French fries and vegan cho-
colate for lunch, and marshmallows, beer, and scotch for dinner is a vegan diet.
Such a diet would likely lead to some health problems. However, what sort of
parent would raise a child on a diet like that? Most importantly, assume now that
animal products were added to the aforementioned diet. Would the diet be any
more healthful? It seems clear that it would not. Any diet must have some kind
of planning. But planning denotes something complicated, though eating a
healthful vegan diet is not complicated at all, especially if it is a raw vegan diet. A
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poorly planned vegan diet may be just as bad as a poorly planned meat and dairy
diet. In other words, animal products do not have magical power that make a
diet automatically healthful. Most meat eater eat a diet that looks like this: bacon,
cheese, eggs, milk for breakfast; some kind of meat and starch for lunch, and
some kind of meat and starch for dinner (not to mention snacks in between
meals). Diets such as this are not healthful in any respect.

According to the Office of Disease Prevention and Health Promotion’s
dietary guidelines 2015-2020, “The typical eating patterns currently consumed
by many in the United States do not align with the Dietary Guidelines.”® To
say that eating patterns in the US “do not align with the dietary guidelines” is a
very mild way to put it when we consider that, “About three-fourths of the
population” consumes a low amount of fruit and vegetables. Also, “More than
half of the population is meeting or exceeding total grain and total protein
foods recommendations, [and] are not meeting the recommendations for the
subgroups within each of these food groups.” In particular, “most Americans
exceed the recommendations for added sugars, and saturated fats.”® And it must
be borne in mind that saturated fats come mainly from animal sources, includ-
ing meat and dairy products. Furthermore,

the eating patterns of many are too high in calories.... The high percen-
tage of the population that is overweight or obese suggests that many in
the United States overconsume calories ... more than two-thirds of all
adults and nearly one-third of all children and youth in the United States
are either overweight or obese.

(Para. 1)

My point here is simple, in most cases eating meat-based diets is harmful. It is
meat eaters than tend to not consume deficient diets. Raw vegans, by very
definition, consume an abundance of fresh fruit and vegetables. Thus, the sug-
gestion that only vegans must be careful planning their diets is inaccurate
because all people, regardless of their diet, must plan well what they eat.

Hunt is worried about the appropriateness of vegan diets, “However, when
we shift from talking about the in principle appropriateness of well-planned
vegan diets to talking about the actual dietary practices of vegans” we see that
premise 1 is true or plausibly true.” Hunt implies that following a well-planned
vegan diet is quite difficult or that a well-planned vegan diet requires special
planning. The diet I propose is not complicated at all. It requires only eating an
abundance of fruit, leafy greens, and some seeds and nuts.

Health concerns

Many people are concerned about getting certain nutrients and are afraid that
vegan diets cannot provide them. Hunt, for example, writes that
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Vegan diets that are poorly planned are widely acknowledged to be liable
to deficiencies of vitamins A, B12, D, iodine, calcium, iron, and various
fatty acids such as eicosapentaenoic acid (EPA) and docosahexaenoic acid
(DHA), as well as creatine and taurine (Cofnas 2018).%

These assertions are inaccurate. Going over all the micronutrients mentioned
here is quite a task; thus, [ will try to briefly describe what is inaccurate about
Hunt’s reading of the science. Take vitamin A for example. First of all, in
determining the amount of a specific nutrient, it must be taken into account
the question of absorption. For example, a US Department of Agriculture
article titled “B12 Deficiency May Be More Widespread Than Thought” states
the following,

Nearly two-fifths [40%)] of the U.S. population may be flirting with mar-
ginal vitamin B12 status ... the researchers found no association between
plasma B12 levels and meat, poultry, and fish intake.... It’s not because
people aren’t eating enough meat. The vitamin isn’t getting absorbed.”

Secondly, vitamin A is not exclusive to animal products. It is found in
optimal amounts in a variety of ordinary fruit and vegetables, such as pota-
toes, broccoli, cucumbers, apples, corn, bananas, and many more. In fact, it
would be almost impossible to suffer from vitamin A deficiency on any
vegan diet. The key point here is that premise 2 of Hunt’s argument states
that “Parents have pro tanto moral reason to not make their child bear a risk
of harm to their well-being.” In other words, the assumption is that parents
concerned about the well-being of their children make sure not to raise
their children on diets that can cause harm. Such parents, presumably, are
informed enough to know the very basic rules of thumb of nutrition, which
are very simple, i.e., consume fresh fruit and vegetables in abundance. There
is a reason why the proverb goes, “An apple a day keeps the doctor away”
and not “a steak a day ...”

No vegan parents concerned about the well-being of their children would
raise their children on beer and fritters. By using the term “well-planned,”
Hunt suggests that vegans must plan their diets like astronauts must plan their
space meals. A well-planned vegan diet does not consist of exotic or hard-to-
come-by food. It is quite simple to follow a well-planned vegan diet because it
is a diet rich of fruit, vegetables, grains, and legumes. Hunt seems to imply that
meat eaters automatically get all essential nutrients, but vegan must be very
careful. But then how do we explain that meat eaters suffer from vitamin A
deficiency? It is quite clear from scientific evidence that vitamin A deficiency is
in no way endemic among vegans. According to Higdon,

In developing countries, vitamin A deficiency and associated disorders
predominantly affect children and women of reproductive age. Other
individuals at risk of vitamin A deficiency are those with poor absorption
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of lipids due to impaired pancreatic or biliary secretion and those with
inflammatory bowel diseases, such as Crohn’s disease and celiac disease. !’

In other words, the scientific literature recognizes that vitamin A deficiency are
prevalent among people in developing countries, and especially people who
suffer from certain diseases that prevent absorption of vitamin A. There is no
evidence that vegans are more susceptible to vitamin A deficiency than meat
eaters, unless they are malnourished; but in such a case malnourished is the
culprit and not a vegan diet.

Regarding B12 deficiency, as discussed above the first point is absorption.
Vitamin B12, also known as cobalamin, is a water-soluble B-vitamin and is syn-
thesized by bacteria. Many meat eaters do not absorb B12 no matter how much
meat and animal products they consume. Just as in the case of vitamin A, vitamin
B12 deficiency is not endemic among vegans. Dr. Jennifer Rooke writes,

The Framingham Offspring study found that 39 percent of the general
population may be in the low normal and deficient B12 blood level range,
and it was not just vegetarians or older people. This study showed no
difference in the B12 blood levels of younger and older adults. Most
interestingly there was no difference between those [who] ate meat,
poultry, or fish and those who did not eat those foods. The people with
the highest B12 blood levels were those who were taking B12 supple-
ments and eating B12 fortified cereals.''

Furthermore, it must be pointed out that neither animals nor plants manufacture
vitamin B12. As I said, Vitamin B12 is the name commonly used to refer to a
byproduct of bacteria. This is a very important point that is seldom acknowl-
edged, that is, no animal or plant manufactures B12. As Dr. Rooke points out,
“In order to maintain meat a source of B12 the meat industry now adds it to
animal feed, 90% of B12 supplements produced in the world are fed to live-
stock.”'® Consequently if farm animals are given B12 supplements, vegan parents
who are concerned about B12 absorption, as well as the morality of killing ani-
mals, have good reason to not raise their children on a diet that includes meat
and animal products. The most sensible way to avoid B12 deficiency is to get
B12 supplements, which are relatively inexpensive and most importantly not
derived from animal source. In other words, if animals themselves require B12 in
the form of supplements, what is the point of eating meat to get B12? Vegan
parents can easily give their children B12 supplements just like farmers give B12
supplements to their animals. No middleman is needed. There are several reasons
why B12 is not absorbed. One reason is hypothyroidism.'” And in general low
iodine consumption is the determining factors for the occurrence of hypothyr-
oidism."* Another reason is that most people eat cooked food. Cooking simply
degrades vitamins. Vitamin B12 in particular is affected by heat. Also, intake of
alcohol and coffee can destroy vitamin B12.'?
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With regard to vitamin D, the assertion that vegans run the risk of vitamin D
deficiency is inaccurate. There are three points to be considered. First, as in the
case of many other micro nutrients, some people for a variety of reasons cannot
properly absorb vitamin D. Second, vitamin D synthesis occurs as a result of the
sun’s ultraviolet rays hitting cholesterol in the skin cells. In normal conditions,
the body stores the vitamin for quite a long time.'® Third, upon review of
pertinent literature, it is evident that there is “no association between s25(OH)
D concentrations and vegetarian status in either our black or white cohorts.
This would indicate that factors other than diet have a greater effect on s25
(OH)D than vegetarian status.” !’

Once again, there is scientific evidence that both meat eaters and vegans or
vegetarians have lower-than-recommended percentage of vitamin D because
most foods contain a lower-than-desirable amount of the vitamin. There is no
evidence that vegans in particular are at risk of vitamin D deficiency. Most
importantly, there is no evidence that any long-term vegans became ill or died
as a result of low vitamin D. Vitamin D is critical for both vegetarian and meat
eaters because it is not easy to obtain, except from sun exposure. For this
reason, many foods, such as cereal and juices, are fortified. At any rate, any
conscientious vegan parents concerned about their children’s having desirable
levels of vitamin D can easily make sure that their children get adequate sun
exposure or sunlamps exposure or use of supplements. Having considered that
desired level of vitamin D can be obtained through exposure to sunlight, sun-
lamps, certain vegetables, fortified foods, and inexpensive supplementation,
parents do not need to raise their children on a diet that includes animal
products.

Regarding “iodine, calcium, iron, various fatty acids, creatine and taurine”
rather than discussing them individually, it is sufficient to make the following
four remarks. First, once again, people may be deficient in any of these
micronutrients for a variety of reasons irrespective of whether they follow a
vegan diet. Consider iodine. Animals do not manufacture iodine, only plants
do. Sea vegetables are rich in iodine. Again, why the middleman? Also, there
are other fruits and vegetables that contain reasonable amounts of iodine. Fur-
thermore, one may obtain iodine from table salt and supplements. Most
importantly, according to the National Institute of Health, the people who
may not get enough iodine are “People who do not use iodized salt, pregnant
women, people living in regions with iodine-deficient soils who eat mostly
local foods, and people who get marginal amounts of iodine and who also eat
foods containing goitrogens [such as cruciferous vegetables].”'® Note that
vegans and vegetarians are not included in the list because there is no evidence
that only vegans are at risk of not getting enough iodine.

Also, considering all the anti-vegan propaganda and how popular veganism is
nowadays, meat eaters cannot wait to prove vegans wrong. The fact is that no
case of vegans, adults or children, dying or becoming ill as a result of following
vegan diets has yet occurred. The explanation, in my view at any rate, is
simple: it is almost impossible not to get the required nutrients from a vegan
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diet and thrive. One would have to be malnourished, and thus malnourishment
would be the cause of health problems and not veganism.

As already mentioned, it is quite easy to meet optimal amounts of these
critical micronutrients through a simple vegan diet and, in some cases, sup-
plementation. Hunt seems unnecessarily preoccupied with the notion of
appropriately planned diet: “There is a lack of information about the extent
to which vegan parents appropriately plan their children’s diets.”'” But how
complicated is to follow an appropriate vegan diet? Virtually all nutritionists
and nutrition experts will recommend the same principle, that is, eat plenty
of fresh fruit, vegetables, nuts and seeds, and avoid processed and refined
foods.”” This principle does not apply only to vegans, but also to meat
eaters. Any diet lacking in fresh fruit and vegetables will lead to health
problems. The addition of meat and animal products will not make the
situation better.

Hunt mentions taurine and creatine as potential dangers for vegans. This is a
misconception in light of the fact that taurine and creatine are naturally syn-
thesized in the body. Cats need meat because their bodies do not make taurine,
but humans do. Taurine is known as a conditionally essential amino acid and
creatine is a non-essential amino acid; the body can synthesize both taurine and
creatine.”’ Consequently, it is not necessary to eat a meat-based diet to ensure
proper levels of taurine and creatine. Therefore, taurine and creatine are in no
way potential dangers for vegans.

Finally, as a general remark on raw veganism and children, it must be
emphasized that health sciences are now positive that diets rich in fresh,
uncooked fruit and greens are beneficial to all age groups and individuals.
Researchers constantly show that diets rich in vegetables, fruits, nuts, seeds,
herbs, are associated with a lower risk of chronic diseases.”> Moreover, raw
vegan diets can meet satiety needs and energy requirements even to competi-
tive athletes.” Consequently, raw vegan diets consisting in abundant servings of
fresh, unprocessed and uncooked fruit and greens, nuts and seeds, is the best
possible diet for children.**

On the other hand, the harm that animal-based diets can cause is quite evi-
dent. I will list the most salient examples:

The Cancer Council New South Wales states,

There is now a clear body of evidence that bowel cancer is more common

among those who eat the most red and processed meat. Processed meat

consumption has also been strongly linked to a higher risk of stomach
25

cancer.

According to Maryam S. Farvid, a visiting scientist at Harvard School of Public
Health,

One serving a day increment in red meat intake during adolescence was
associated with a 22% higher risk of premenopausal breast cancer and each
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serving per day increment during early adulthood was associated with a
13% higher risk of breast cancer overall.*®

According to the Physicians Committee for Responsible Medicine,

Milk and other dairy products are the top source of saturated fat in the
American diet, contributing to heart disease, type 2 diabetes, and Alzhei-
mer’s disease. Studies have also linked dairy to an increased risk of breast,
ovarian, and prostate cancers.”’

A study published in The Journal of Nutrition concludes that, “this study showed
that higher intakes of fish were significantly associated with higher incidence
rates of breast cancer. The association was present only for development of ER
+ breast cancer.””®

According to researchers Turner-McGrievy, Mandes, & Crimarco, Both
clinical trials and observational research indicate an advantage to adoption
of PBDs [Plant-Based Diets] for preventing overweight and obesity and
promoting weight loss.” and “More than two-thirds (69%) of U.S. adults
are overweight.”’

According to Cross, Koebnick and Sinha,

Given the plausible epidemiologic evidence for red and processed meat
intake in cancer and chronic disease risk, understanding the trends and
determinants of meat consumption in the U.S., where meat is consumed at
more than three times the global average, should be particularly pertinent
to researchers and other public health professionals aiming to reduce the
global burden of chronic disease.””

According to Orlich, Singh, Sabaté et al.,

Vegetarian diets are associated with lower all-cause mortality and with
some reductions in cause-specific mortality.... These favorable associations
should be considered carefully by those offering dietary guidance....
Vegetarian dietary patterns have been associated with reductions in risk for
several chronic diseases, such as hypertension, metabolic syndrome, dia-
betes mellitus, and ischemic heart disease (IHD).>'

According to a recent study,
Among US adults, higher consumption of dietary cholesterol or eggs

was significantly associated with higher risk of incident CVD [cardio-
vascular disease] and all-cause mortality in a dose-response manner.
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These results should be considered in the development of dietary
guidelines and updates.™

Furthermore, many Americans fail to reach required micronutrient intake.
About 75-80% of the US population do not consume adequate intake of fruit
and vegetables.”

Finally, as aptly stated by John D. Grant,

We humans do not need meat. In fact, we are healthier without it, or at
least with less of it in our diets. The Adventist Health Studies provide solid
evidence that vegan, vegetarian, and low-meat diets are associated with
statistically significant increases in quality of life and modest increases in
longevity. The world that we inhabit would also be healthier without the
commercial meat industry. Factory farms are a waste of resources, envir-
onmentally damaging, and ethically indefensible. It is time to accept that a
plant-predominant diet is best for us individually, as a race, and as a
planet.**

In light of the foregoing scientific findings, it is evident that premise la of
Hunt’s argument (Raising children on a vegan diet can harm children physi-
cally) is implausible. I want to highlight two reasons. The first is that the
studies that Hunt cites are inconclusive for the reason I explained above.
Namely, research shows that micronutrient deficiencies are not endemic
among vegans due to their diets. In fact, as the studies cited above (Fulgoni,
Keast, Bailey & Dwyer, 2011) indicate, many Americans do not reach
required micronutrient intake and 75-80% of the US population do not
consume enough fruit and vegetables. These percentages are frightening, but
what’s important to understand is that they do not refer to vegans. The simple
explanation is that a meat-based diet does not guarantee proper intake of
micronutrients, or optimal health for that matter. Thus, Hunt’s assertion that
vegan diets in particular bear the risk of harming the health of children is
quite implausible.

Consequently, on the grounds of overwhelming scientific evidence showing
that consumption of meat and animal products can be unhealthful while plant-
based diets are healthful, parents who are committed to whichever ethical
principles that led them to embracing veganism have more than good reasons
to raise their children on a vegan diet. The second reason is perhaps anecdotal,
but nonetheless valid. Hunt seems to overstate his case. If the evidence that he
presents suggests that a vegan diet can bare the risk of harming children (or
adults for that matter), one would expect to see evidence of children who
became 1ill or died as a result of a not-well-planned vegan diet. The fact is that
there is no such evidence. Considering the importance and popularity of this
discussion if such evidence were available by now it would have gone viral. On
the contrary, as stated above, there is important scientific evidence showing that
vegans are healthier than meat eaters.
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Social concerns

Next we turn to premise 1b (Raising children on a vegan diet can harm
children socially). According to Hunt, “By eating a vegan diet, in particular
on those occasions where their peers are eating animal products (a playdate,
school lunches, etc.), children are likely to be identified as vegans by their
peers and to identify themselves as such.”> He describes the social interac-
tions that vegans experience in life as “mental whiplash.” Namely, the prob-
ing and questioning and comments of others are uncomfortable for adults and
even more uncomfortable for children. This seems a bit of an exaggeration,
especially if it is considered that people follow disparate diets for ethical,
health, or religious reasons. The point is that it would seem implausible that
ethical vegan parents raised their children on an animal-based diet to avoid
the risk of their children being questioned about veganism. People, unfortu-
nately, criticize or make uncomfortable comments about or question other
people’s religious beliefs, sexual orientation, diet, and more. It does not
follow, however, that one should conform in order to avoid uncomfortable
comments.

Furthermore, vegan children and non-vegan children alike have all sorts
of diets: celiac, kosher, Halal, nuts-and-seeds free, dairy-free, paleo, gluten-
free, and the list goes on. There is no particular reason to believe that
vegan children would be the target of ridicule and scorn just because they
are vegans. At any rate, ethical vegan parents may easily avoid possible
issues by instructing their children not to announce that they are vegans and
the reason why. If asked, one may answer in several different ways: I do
not like/I am allergic to meat/dairy. I do not consume animal products
according to my religious beliefs. There is no reason why a child who
chooses to avoid eating animal flesh for ethical reasons should identify
himself or herself as a vegan. At any rate, in this age of diversity, children
may choose to identify themselves as vegans and announce it to their
classmates. This may be an opportunity for children and educators to teach
others about veganism, animal ethics, and sustainability. Nowadays, school
children are exposed to children who wear a hijab or a kippah or a turban,
those who have two mothers or two fathers, those who cannot eat dairies
or peanuts—the list is endless. Veganism is no “stranger” than anything else.
Judging by the enormous interest on veganism, it seems unlikely that chil-
dren will be retaliated against for being vegans considering the increasing
interest in Veganism.‘%

The next point, according to Hunt, “In omnivorous societies many cultural
festivities (Christmas, Passover, Eid al-Adha, Halloween, birthdays) involve
the consumption of food containing animal products.” In addition to holi-
days, people socialize at events that involve food consumption, such as
birthday parties and other events. Since vegan children participate in these
events, their participation requires certain accommodations that aren’t always
possible. Here I want to make three points: first, as already mentioned, people
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have all sorts of diets. It seems unlikely that every single person at a social
gathering eats everything that is served. Some people may be diabetic, celiac,
kosher, and more, and consequently would require certain accommodations.
A Jain child or a Muslim child or a celiac child would require accommoda-
tions. Second, as the expression goes, “birds of a feather flock together” and it
is likely that vegan parents frequent vegan friends and may tend to participate
in social events that are vegan or vegan-friendly. Third, regarding religious
celebrations, generally when religious people participate in religious gather-
ings they are not concerned about food, but rather about (among other
things) worshipping God and enjoying each other’s company. Christmas,
Passover, and other dinner celebrations are typically events organized by
families and close friends. While it is true that food is an important aspect of
such celebrations, it is hard to imagine that close friends and family members
would have any reservations about accommodating children’s dietary
requirements. Furthermore, it is quite easy for vegan parents to prepare vegan
food and bring it to the celebration.

Consider the following scenario: Jason is a vegan child who is invited to his
classmate Nashon’s birthday party. Nashon’s family is all about meat and dairies.
At the party, Nashon’s parents serve pepperoni pizza and cupcakes. Is Jason’s
social life ruined? Not at all. Jason’s parents can easily arrange vegan pizza and
cupcakes to be served—that’s assuming that Jason likes pizza and cupcakes and
goes to the party in order to eat them. Moreover, most likely, there will be
children who will not be able to eat pepperoni pizza and cupcakes for a variety
of reasons, children allergic to nuts, celiac children, kosher children, lactose
intolerant children, diabetic children, children who require halal food, and the
list goes on. Thus, there is no valid reason to believe that the social lives of
vegan children in particular will suffer or that vegan children are destined to be
social outcast.

Also lacking are reliable studies to determine whether and to what extent
vegan children’s social lives may be affected by their being vegans. What is
available are the testimony of vegan parents and personal experience. These
generally do not count high in a scientific study. Nevertheless, they give a sense
of whether an argument of the sort proposed by Hunt is valid. These reports,
however, confirm my predicted line of argument that a vegan life is not com-
plicated or a daunting experience for children. Emily Moran Barwick is a vegan
and an animal rights activist. She has interviewed a number of vegan parents
about the social aspects of veganism on the lives of their children. Here are a
few examples:

Jesse, The Bronx, NYC:

Well, for us, like maybe the first one or two times when we went to
parties when he was young we didn’t know what to do, so it was a little
bit hard. So what we’ve learned to do is we bring our own foods where
we go. We pack his lunch with fruits, vegetables, maybe a peanut butter
and jelly sandwich.
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And a lot of our friends and family have almost—we’ve turned the
tables on them where they’re not completely vegan but they’ll, like my
family, they’ll cook vegan meals when we come over. At least have a
certain plate or two vegan, and you know, we’ve rubbed off on a lot of
people, so it hasn’t been that hard. If we go to a birthday party, we’ll bring
him a little piece of vegan cake or something just so when they whip out
the cake, we can have his piece ready or a cupcake, or something. It’s all
about preparation. It’s not that difficult.

Shantelle, Cambridge, MA:

A lot of times, if you bring vegan cupcakes and people try them and say,
“oh I really can’t even tell the difference.” It'll open up that door for
conversation and it can encourage others to try that lifestyle, too.

So, T always try to look at it as a challenge, but as a good challenge
because it’s an opportunity to educate someone else and show people that
this lifestyle—you know—we don’t miss anything in this lifestyle. We still
have our cookies, we have snacks, we have cakes and ice cream. We have
everything that everyone else has except we don’t have the guilt.

Theresa:

We always bring our own food, and fortunately we have friends that are
very accommodating and they prepare vegan food for us... And I have a
tew non-vegan friends that introduced me to vegan products that I didn’t
know existed. But, yeah I try and make something really special like cup-
cakes or something mouth-watering. Usually the meat eaters eat it all and
there’s nothing left for us, though.

Kara:

It’s quite a good opportunity, actually, taking some really nice vegan treats
to show people just how nice the food is that we eat, you know.

Raffaela, Lisbon, Portugal:
It is not difficult at all because I always bring food with me for both of us.
And whenever there is a special occasion, like a birthday party, I make sure
that he has something that he really enjoys to eat like pretty cupcakes that
I make, popcorn, chocolate cookies. He’s always happy.

Martin, London, England:

For my youngest son—you always speak to the parents at parties and I always
make him aware of what sort of food will be there. So if he goes to a party
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and they’re doing a birthday cake, he knows what ingredients are in there
and he doesn’t want it because of that. If he did want a cake later in the day
we could go home and make him one. And a better one, as well.

Crystal, Virginia:

I feed them first. I make sure they’re full. And then, I pack them food.
And then, when they go to parties I ask the host if there’s anything I can
bring. Like, if they have cakes and cupcakes, I will make my own vegan
cupcakes and have them bring it so they can eat with the rest of the kids.
Fruits and vegetables are not a hassle. You don’t even have to cook it, just
slice it up, wash it, we can eat it all day. So, that’s what we do, especially
with AJ. I just pack him some snacks and lunch and make sure he’s fed. He
doesn’t complain.

Ellen, Maui, Hawaii:

So if we start deciding to serve parties, serve food at our own parties that
we have, with healthy, delicious food, it can become the norm. We are
the first ones that can create change. We have to be the ones, if we want
the world to change in any way, if we want it to be normal for our kids to
eat delicious, healthy food, we have to be the ones to start it.”’

‘What emerges from these testimonies is that it is not complicated at all to raise
children on a vegan diet. Most important, vegan children’s social lives are not
harmed by their being vegans. Parents nowadays are very sensitive about chil-
dren’s dietary restrictions. At birthday parties, it is easy for hosts to prepare vegan
food for their guests and for vegan parents to bring vegan food to the parties. As
a parent points out, if the child wants a particular food, he or she knows that he
or she can have it at home. Hunt is worried that some vegan parents are afraid of
being identified as those who always bring their own snacks.”® I want to make
two points: one, as I mentioned a number of times, vegans are not the only ones
who bring their own snacks. Children have many different food restrictions
due to health conditions, religious, or ethical reasons. Second, it is peculiar to
suggest that vegan parents should give up their deepest moral conviction and
choose not to raise their children on a vegan diet just to avoid uncomfortable
questions or avoid bringing snacks to birthday parties. It is like saying that there is
pro tanto moral reason for Jain parents who live in the US not to raise their child
as a Jain because Christianity is the prevalent religion and children may be
questioned and ridiculed by others. A moral conviction such as ethical veganism
should not be bargained with or given up for practical reasons.

Oddly Hunt writes, “a tofurky [sic|] seems destined to be a somewhat
inferior substitute for a turkey in terms of its cultural and aesthetic cache.””
This is just a biased assertion. Also, it evinces a naive understanding of
veganism. Not all vegans eat or like Tofurkey. For example, neither my
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children who have been vegans since they were born nor I eat Tofurkey.
Children who choose to be vegans understand the moral reasons for vegan-
ism.*" Many people are in fact vegans because they cannot stand even the
idea of a dead bird on a table. Thus, a vegan child may actually regard the real
turkey as inferior to Tofurkey. Also, Hunt’s argument exaggerates the
importance of food and assumes that children (and adults) participate in events
just to eat. However, religious and social events are meant as opportunities for
friends and families to be together and enjoy each other’s company. Similarly,
children don’t go to events with the specific goal to eat, but rather to spend
time with their friends and play.

On the equal strength of 4) and moral reasons for veganism

Lastly, Hunt’s argument extends to 4): “This pro tanto moral reason is plausibly
as strong as the pro tanto moral reason some vegan parents have, given their
preferred moral framework, to raise their child on a vegan diet” and to con-
clusion 5): “that these parents may plausibly find it morally permissible to raise
their child on a non-vegan diet.”*' Hunt is quite right that ultimately the
question of raising children on a vegan diet or not rests on the fact that “Many
vegans are non-philosophers. This means that in many cases they have no ela-
borate philosophical framework, such as Regan’s, from which they derive
moral reasons for being Vegan.”42 The problem is that 4) is not as plausible as
the moral reasons that vegan parents have to raise their children on a vegan
diet. Thus, 3) and 4) fail to support the conclusion 5), that parents have plau-
sible reasons to find it morally permissible to not raise their children on a vegan
diet. Even though most vegan parents are not philosophers with sophisticated
moral theories in their arsenals, they have facts that generate moral reasons
against feeding their children animal products.

Hunt suggests that non-philosopher vegan parents might rely upon the fol-
lowing principles:

R1 “Do not harm or kill animals, except when necessary.”

R2 “Do not harm or kill animals, unless refraining from doing so causes you or
yours a significant harm.”

R3 “Do not harm or kill animals for the sake of trivial pleasures, such as the
gustatory.”

R4 “Do not harm or kill animals, unless they pose some harm to you.”*

However, according to Hunt “many such principles, such as R1-3, do not
seem to generate moral reasons against feeding one’s child animal products.”**
Consider the following principles upon which non-philosopher vegan parents
might rest their choice to be vegans:
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1 Intensive animal farming causes a great deal of unnecessary suffering to
animals.*® Furthermore, intensive animal agriculture involve unnecessarily
violent practices. We do not wish to support those practices, and conse-
quently we do not want our children to support those practices. We refuse
to contribute to animal suffering; and consequently refuse to raise our
children on an animal-based diet for the same reason. Therefore, we have
a moral obligation to raise our children on a vegan diet.

2 Animal agriculture is the leading cause of environmental degradation.
We have a moral responsibility toward the environment to avoid envir-
onmental degradation so that future generations will have a healthy

46

environment. A vegan diet is environmentally friendly, while animal-based
diets have negative effect for the environment.*” Consequently, we have a
moral obligation to raise our children on a vegan diet.

3 Scientific studies continue to show a significant link between animal-based
food and various diseases, such as cancer, diabetes, high blood pressure, heart
disease, and more. Also, they show that vegans and vegetarians are healthier and
may live longer than people who consume animal products.*® We find it easier
to plan a healthful vegan diet than to risk that our children will suffer from
diseases caused by an animal-based diet. Thus, we have a moral obligation to
raise our children on a diet that does not bare the risk of chronic diseases.

The foregoing principles may not be philosophically rigorous, but they
clearly generate strong moral reasons against raising children on an animal-
based diet. These principles are very basic. Any layperson with a basic educa-
tion understands the gravity of the issues that principles 1) — 3) raise. Animal
suffering, environmental degradation, and chronic diseases, can be avoided by
eating a vegan diet. Thus, considering Hunt’s second premise (“Parents have
pro tanto moral reason to not make their child bear a risk of harm to their
well-being”), it is more plausible for vegan parents to raise their children on a
vegan diet because such a diet does not bear a risk to harm their children’s
well-being as well as the animals’ and the environment’s.

Consider also the following comments of vegan parents:

Mandi Roberts:

It wasn’t until I was around 7, that I realized what animals actually went
through. I remember talking about it as a child, but it was quickly swept
under the carpet.

Rebecca Coplon:

My son was about 3 when he got the idea that chicken was, well, made of
chicken, but about 4 when he put two and two together and realized he
was EATING A CHICKEN! He’s nearly 12 now. Even in Minecraft, he
is a vegetarian, and resists killing the little digital beasts to get meat or
leather.
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Erica Challis:

At around 3, for our son. He stopped eating meat because it was made of
animals, he said. At six, he still hasn’t eaten meat since he was three.

Subha Thankaraj:

I was showing my 3 and half year old daughter the video of dairy product
factory. She asked, “So, now do they give this milk to baby cow?” I
replied, “No. It’s transported to supermarkets and we buy it.” Then, she
asked “So, what do baby cows drink?”

Germaine Cecil:

When I was 7 I realized that animals had to be killed for me to eat ... and
the conditions of being force fed and so forth I stopped eating meat.... I've
been vegetarian ever since.*’

The foregoing comments are anecdotal, but nonetheless show something
important, that is, children naturally understand that animals are not food. It
also suggests that in most cases discussions about the origins of meat and animal
products are avoided or played down by caregivers.”’ When children become
aware of the origin of animal products, when they connect the dots, as it were,
they feel empathy for the animals and choose not to eat them.”’ The point is
that children’s moral awareness about the unjust treatment of farm animals
gives vegan parents another good reason to raise their children on a vegan diet.
As we have seen, one of the flaws in Hunt’s argument is that premise 1), which
consists in 1a and 1b, is false. Consequently, they fail to support 3), that parents
have good reasons to not raise their children on a vegan diet. Premise 4), as we
have seen is not true, that is, it is not plausible that the moral reasons for raising
children on a vegan diet are equally strong as the moral reasons that vegan
parents have to raise their children on an animal-based diet. Therefore, the
conclusion, premise 5), that vegan parents may plausibly find it morally per-
missible to raise their child on an animal-based diet does not follow.

Conclusion

Therefore, I have shown that vegan parents have valid reasons, on the basis of
very practical moral frameworks, to conclude that it is not morally permissible
to raise their child on an animal-based diet. Vegan parents that are concerned
with their children’s well-being, have a moral obligation to raise them on a
vegan diet because animal-based diets can lead to many diseases, optimal vegan
diets do not require complicated planning, and a vegan diet in no way harms a
child’s social life. In fact, raw vegan diets are the most optimal because of their
focus on highly nutritious, raw fruit, greens, nuts, and seeds. Most children
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who go vegan because they are morally against animal suffering and exploita-
tion and, consequently, not eating a pepperoni pizza or a dairy-based cake at a
party is not a problem for at least two reasons: one, those foods are made from
the exploitation of animals. Thus, vegan children do not desire to eat them.
Two, vegan children do not miss anything because they know that if they have
the desire for those foods, they can have vegan pepperoni pizza and vegan cake.
Also, vegan diets do not cause as much animal suffering as animal-based diets,
and vegan diets are environmentally friendlier that meat-based diets, raw vegan
diets being the most environmentally friendly. Furthermore, when children are
informed about the origin of animal products, they show empathy for animals
and choose not to eat them. Consequently, vegan parents who choose to not
raise their children on a vegan diet would have to betray not only their moral
commitments, but also potentially harm their children’s health and ethical
consideration regarding animals.
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8 Conclusion

Why do people eat animal products? It is a complicated question, just like
many other aspects of life, traditions, beliefs, and customs. The short answer is
that virtually all societies in the world are imposed upon animal-based food. As
a result, many people have come to believe that consuming animal-based diets
is essential. However, we know that consuming animal products is not essential
to good health. In fact, nutrition science shows that animal products can be
very unhealthful to humans, and should be consumed in moderation. More-
over, using animals for food has proven to be a leading cause of environmental
degradation. Many people argue that animal products are tasty. While I do not
intend to dispute the subjective, positive experience of eating animal products,
I want to make two points: First, while enjoying the taste of food is an
important aspect of a good life, the gustatory value of eating animal products is
unimportant when its cost is factored; and its cost is environmental degradation
and animal exploitation. In addition to their negative environmental impact,
the practices involved in producing animal-based food are less than noble; they
exemplify the worst vices of which human beings are capable, such as callous-
ness, gratuitous violence, injustice, and intemperance. Second, animal products
are not inherently tasty. It is not eating animal flesh that people really enjoy,
but rather the tradition and flavors that are added to animal products by
cooking them. Meat are typically prepared with spices, marinated, cured,
smoked, and cooked because, after all, it is rotting flesh. In fact, as I mentioned
previously (Chapter 5) raw meat is hard to chew and uneasy to digest. Conse-
quently, as I argued in Chapter 2, eating animal products is a form of self-
deception. Since self-deception should be avoided, it follows that one should
not consume animal products.

Another reason people eat animal products is that it is believed to be “nat-
ural.” According to this view, human beings are somehow “designed” by
nature or by God to eat animals, and thus eating meat is the cycle of life.
Considering that most people in affluent societies buy conveniently packaged
animal products in supermarkets, it is not clear in what sense this represents
“the cycle of life.” Perhaps, it is more appropriate to say that it is the cycle of
supermarkets. Also, it is quite evident from human physiology and anatomy
that human beings are not animal eaters. I just cannot imagine how anyone
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who has access to an abundance of fresh fruit and greens could consider cows,
pigs, chickens, lambs, cats, dogs, and other animals in their natural environ-
ment, grunting, scurrying, grazing, and find them appetizing. Granted, during
periods of scarcity eating animals and insects helped humans survive. But one
thing is survival (starving) food, and quite another is what is optimal to the
human body and makes us thrive. Therefore, eating animal products is not, in
the sense indicated above, natural.

‘What is natural for humans is eating a raw vegan diet. What [ mean by raw
may be different for another person. The best possible approach to raw
veganism is to consume an abundance of fresh fruit and tender leafy greens,
excluding foods and beverages that are unnecessary to good health, such as tea,
coffee, alcohol, refined sugars, and salt.

Humans have been around for about 200,000 years (not to mention that
hominins have been around for millions of years). During this time, early
hominins would eat fruit and tender leafy greens. These are the most nutri-
tiously dense foods, and the most beneficial source of energy for humans. No
significant change occurred to our digestive system that equipped us for
digesting cooked food. Thus, considering that human beings are evolved crea-
tures, adapted to their environment, it follows that there is a diet that is specific
and optimal for our species. Cooking food is a relatively new practice for
humans. For the longest time, humans have eaten fruit and tender leafy greens.
This is a scientifically documented fact—humans are frugivores. Consequently,
cooking food is in no way beneficial to human health. The only benefit is that
it provides easy calories by heat-processing food that otherwise would be indi-
gestible. All other species in nature have their own specific diet required to
maintain optimal health. Unless one argues that human beings are an excep-
tion, we must conclude that humans also have a specific diet to which they are
physiologically adapted in order to live healthfully. Humans are frugivores,
which is evinced by their being physiologically equipped to obtain energy
primarily from the sugar in fruits. Our anatomy enables us to pick fruits, mas-
ticate, and digest, with ease and efficiency.

The human diet is rich of all necessary micronutrients. On the other hand,
cooking changes the molecular structure of food—and not for the better. It
destroys nutrients, creates acrylamides and other carcinogenic substances, and
denatures proteins, which leads to many problems. Just to mention one pro-
blem: Leukocytosis is an increase of white blood cells in the body. This occurs
as a reaction to inflammations or infections. In other words, when the body
detects a threat, as a response, it produces more white blood cells. Leukocytosis,
however, does not occur when we eat food in its raw state. However, it does
occur whenever we consume any type of cooked food. Furthermore, cooking
food—vegan or not—shortens our lives' while consumption of fruit and greens
extends it.” In the words of urologist Donald S. Coffey,

In summary, we were not biologically selected by the evolution process
to eat the way we do today, and the damage is manifested in prostate and
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breast cancer. Indeed, all of the present suggestions of the National
Cancer Institute and the American Cancer Society as to how Americans
might reduce their chances of getting prostate and breast cancer revolve
around adapting dietary changes in our lifestyle back toward the early
human diet of more fruits; a variety of fresh vegetables and fiber; less
burning, cooking, and processing; diminished intake of dairy products,
red meat and animal fats.”

The point of this book is to offer a new way of thinking about food and
ethics. As a concluding remark, I would like to highlight some of the bene-
fits of adopting the human diet. The first is that the human diet is our nat-
ural diet. The fact that human beings began cooking food is accidental, and
thus represents a different question from that of what is our natural and
optimal food. Our anatomy and physiology show that we are frugivores.
Science confirms this showing that fruit and green vegetables (but particularly
fruit) are beneficial in many ways, extend our life, avoid chronic diseases,
and more."

Second, the human diet is the best solution to environmental issues. Cur-
rently, Livestock systems occupy about 40% of the planet’s arable land.”> Con-
sidering that human population in 2050 is estimated to be 10 billion,
population growth is an impediment to achieving improvements in food
security and species diversity.® If the human diet were implemented, the arable
land that is currently occupied by the livestock sector would be released, pro-
moting more abundant and diverse harvests to enlarge the human food supply.
In other words, it is a known fact that vegan diets are more efficient than
animal-based diets. The human diet would be the most efficient.

Third, the human diet would drastically reduce the use of energy resources
based on fossil fuels, which are non-renewable, as well as other natural
resources.” Adopting a raw vegan diet would diminish our dependence on
electricity, fossil fuels, water, antibiotics (typically used to keep farm animals’
infections under control), and fertilizers. In fact, implementing the human diet
could possibly eliminate polluting household waste while producing natural
fertilizer.

Fourth, the notion of using animals for food and other purposes represents
one of the world’s greatest injustices. Failing to treat animals and the environ-
ment with respect are certainly less than fully virtuous. Using animals for out
benefits and consuming their bodies and their secretions and eggs exemplify a
variety of vices, in particular, indifference to the value of nature, ignorance,
self-importance, self-indulgence, unfairness, and intemperance. It also evinces a
lack of humility, and a sense of beauty. In short, animal exploitation is a failure
at human excellence. Conversely, the human diet is the expression of virtue;
and the diet that is most harmonious with nature.

I would like to make a final remark by making an analogy between food
and a particular event in the 1997 film Contact by Robert Zemeckis.® The
protagonist of Contact is Ellie Arroway, played by Jodie Foster. Ellie is a
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scientist who works for the SETI Institute, hoping to receive some signal from
an extra-terrestrial source. One day she detects a radio message from the star
system Vega about 26 light-years away. The message contains the blueprints for
what seems to be a single-occupant spacecraft for intergalactic travel. Naturally,
Ellie is determined to travel wherever the spacecraft takes her. Once the space-
craft is built, the engineers realize that the device is missing a chair for the
occupant. Considering that the machine has to be dropped into four rapidly
spinning rings, which cause the machine to travel through a series of wormholes,
a special chair with seatbelts is added for comfort and safety. It is odd that the
designers did not include a seat for the occupant. An oversight perhaps? Once
the machine is ready, Ellie is seated and buckled up, and the machine is dropped
into the spinning rings. As expected, the ride is quite rough and Ellie experiences
a strain from the machine’s tremendous speed. The machine is shuddering and
rattling like a building in an earthquake. Then Ellie has the right intuition to
unbuckle herself before her chair is violently ripped off the floor from the
incessant vibrations. At this point she is standing in the middle of the machine
and the shuddering and rattling have completely ceased. At this point, Ellie, and
the viewer, realizes the omission of a seat was not a mistake. In fact, the mistake
was to build a seat. In my view, the current diets of cooked food that humans
follow (animal-based or vegan) is like the seat in Ellie’s machine. The sooner we
“unbuckle” ourselves, the sooner we will achieve physical and moral health.
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