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‘A brilliant book, which both challenges and inspires thoughts on ethics and the environment, and offers fresh, new thinking on why veganism is not just a diet but a potent social act’ Seth Tibbott, chair and founder of vegan brand Tofurky and author of In Search of the Wild Tofurky: How a Business Misfit Pioneered Plant-Based Foods Before They Were Cool


‘A must-have book for any vegan at any stage in their journey, and above all a terrific read for anyone looking to learn more about veganism’ Kuntal A. Joisher, vegan mountaineer


‘A well-researched contemporary guidebook to vegan ethics … Approachable, accessible, personal, and irreverent … This updated version is an essential resource for readers at any stage in their vegan journey’ Marc Bekoff, author of The Emotional Lives of Animals: A Leading Scientist Explores Animal Joy, Sorrow, and Empathy – and Why They Matter


‘Think Like a Vegan is sprinkled with thought experiments and challenges. Got a vegan elevator pitch? The stakes couldn’t be higher. The production of land and marine animal products is rapidly crowding untamed life off our planet. Global heating looks poised to unleash its worst. We can step up, if we learn quickly enough how to think like a vegan’ Lee Hall, author of On Their Own Terms: Animal Liberation for the 21st Century


‘An extraordinary guide that challenges readers to rethink their relationship with animals, the environment, and each other … Think Like a Vegan isn’t just a book you read – it’s a journey you embark on, guided by Emilia and Eva’s wisdom and their deep commitment to creating a future where compassion is at the forefront of our choices’ Renee King-Sonnen, founder and executive director of Rowdy Girl Sanctuary


‘Think Like a Vegan explores the logic behind veganism in exquisite detail … It’s a fascinating read for vegans and non-vegans alike’ KJ Serafin, author of No Need to Apologize


‘In this fabulous and comprehensive page-turner of a book, Emilia A. Leese and Eva J. Charalambides will show you why it is of utmost importance to be or become a vegan and will explain to you how to do it’ Dr Carlo Alvaro, Associate Professor of Philosophy at New York City College of Technology


‘For a seasoned vegan like myself, the book is a powerful reminder of the moral and ethical importance of veganism’ Professor Stacy Banwell, University of Greenwich


‘An invaluable compendium of resources for both avowed vegans and those who are ready to adopt a vegan ethic and lifestyle’ Sailesh Rao, founder and executive director of Climate Healers


‘The case that this book makes for a vegan world is watertight and irrefutable’ Polly Foreman, editor at Plant Based News
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Introduction



In this book, we ask you to set aside any preconceived notions about veganism and let yourself be open to our conversations. Through a personal, often imperfect and sometimes irreverent lens, we explore a variety of contemporary topics related to animal use and veganism in the context of everyday modern life. From the basics of vegan logic, to politics, economics, love and other aspects of being human, every chapter invites you into a thought-provoking conversation about your daily ethical decisions.


We present to you a series of essays for discussion, culminating in the final chapter, where we challenge you to apply the broad concepts explored throughout the book to practical thought experiments. In addition, at the end of each chapter, you will find Takeaways summarising the principal ideas we’ve covered in each. By combining exploratory essays alongside hypothetical scenarios, we aim to help readers accomplish two goals. First, to think about veganism as the simple concept that using animals is unjustified and unnecessary. And second, to encourage and facilitate positive and productive conversations within and across social communities.


We don’t believe you need another source of heartrending pictures or descriptions of gore relating to animal farming attempting to guilt you into something. We offer an alternative by engaging you in conversations and giving you the tools to navigate the issues and arrive at your own conclusions. If, like us, you’re concerned about animals, people, health and the environment, we aim to show you how all these concerns are connected and how veganism is the ethical choice addressing them. We’ll do this by sharing personal stories about how we became vegan, exploring the basic ethical ideas underpinning veganism and by showing how half-measures, such as fur, cruelty or meat reduction campaigns, are ultimately unsatisfactory.


We want our essays to enable you to analyse and pull apart ethical issues, questions and dilemmas you might face related to using animals for food. These essays will act as benchmarks for your rediscovery of the ways by which you view the human use of animals.


From our own experiences, we know anyone can understand veganism and we can be especially effective in discussing it with others when we take the time to be informed and think with clarity. You may find some of our positions challenge a variety of socially accepted norms or practices: brilliant. We hope these challenges will help all of us question our choices and actions. After all, we should always be asking why we do what we do.


Although our primary focus in this work is the injustice of animal use, we recognise that society’s systemic injustices are related and interconnected. Seeking a fair world for animals means we must also seek to reject and redress the injustices perpetrated on humans. These aren’t mutually exclusive goals, or mutually exclusive ideas. Seeing the vulnerability of one will open our mind, eyes and heart to the other. All human injustices may be opposed, fought, addressed, dismantled, read, written, learned and talked about, whilst sticking to eating plants and being vegan.


If you’re not vegan and, through this book, we provide you with compelling reasons for you to choose veganism, then great! If you’re not yet ready to go vegan, we believe this book is still a valuable resource for everyone to make new, thoughtful connections with ethical principles in their lives.


For how to go vegan, there are many free and helpful resources online. Simple searches on the Internet, in your public library or local bookshop will yield many resources for vegan recipes and tips on cooking, where to find anything from vegan clothing, footwear and accessories, personal care and home cleaning products, to vegan restaurants in your city and elsewhere. For nutrition advice, we recommend consulting the resources we cite in Chapter 5 and the appropriate medical and nutritional professionals near you. And we’re always happy to help with your questions. Contact us at ThinkLikeAVeganBook@gmail.com.


Emi & Eva










CHAPTER 1
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Basics




What it means to be vegan and the basic ethical concepts at its heart.






What Does It Mean to Be Vegan?



In this first essay, we set out the fundamental concepts. From who vegans are, to the meaning of the terms vegan and speciesism, to the core problem of use, each of these concepts will echo throughout this book. We also reconcile the reality of being vegan in a non-vegan world, and recognise the interconnections of oppression with a call to reject all bigotry.


Vegans are just like you, we promise


Despite the stereotypes, you won’t necessarily recognise a vegan. Vegans come in all ages, shapes, colours, sizes, religions, sexual orientations, gender identities, socio-economic backgrounds or classes, levels of education, senses of fashion, physical abilities, geographical locations, politics and any other differences in our human family. Very few people are vegan from birth. Most vegans have only been vegan for part of their lives. Some initially balked at the idea of veganism or rejected the concepts multiple times.


All vegans have one thing in common: a moment where a thought, a realisation or an argument for veganism resonated with them to such an extent they embraced changing their mind and behaviour about how they related to animals. That moment when something confronts us and challenges our usual way of thinking or of doing things, that’s the crack in our understanding. That’s the moment we let the light in to make change happen.1


Rejecting speciesism


Speciesism is the notion that humans are superior to animals. This notion is the current norm accepted by the overwhelming majority of people. Speciesism manifests itself in our viewing animals as objects and using them in a variety of ways, primarily for food.


Therefore, to the extent possible and practicable, vegans avoid using animals for food, clothing, entertainment or any other purpose. This means vegans don’t consume animal flesh, fish, insects, molluscs, eggs, dairy, cheese and honey; don’t ride horses, visit zoos or aquariums; and don’t wear leather, fur, wool or silk.


Vegans reject speciesism and accept animals into the same moral sphere as humans with respect to fundamental rights, such as the right to live and the right to be free from ownership as another’s property. The basis for this is the basic rule of fairness: accord the same moral treatment to everyone, unless there’s a morally relevant reason to justify treating someone differently (for example, not allowing human children, or non-human animals, the vote).


How are non-human animals and human animals the same and why should we share the same moral sphere? We all belong to the animal kingdom, with humans evolving later than many non-human animal species. Put simply, all animals, including humans, aren’t objects. We understand this when we look at our companion animals and it’s not a new concept. Around 530 bce, Pythagoras, Greek philosopher and mathematician, believed animals weren’t objects based on his belief in the transmigration of souls.2 Around 1190 ce, Maimonides, one of the most influential Jewish philosophers and scholars, wrote, ‘It should not be believed that all beings exist for the sake of the existence of humanity. On the contrary, all the other beings too have been intended for their own sakes and not for the sake of something else.’3 Maimonides recognised animals for themselves, not in relation to humans. He also wrote, ‘Animals feel very great pain, there being no difference regarding this pain between humankind and the other animals. For the love and the tenderness of a mother for her child is not consequent upon reason, but upon the activity of the imaginative faculty, which is found in most animals just as it is found in humankind.’4 British lawyer and philosopher Jeremy Bentham further advanced Western ethical notions of animals when, in the eighteenth century, he wrote:




‘The day may come, when the rest of the animal creation may acquire those rights which never could have been withholden from them but by the hand of tyranny … What else is it that should trace the insuperable line? Is it the faculty of reason, or, perhaps, the faculty of discourse? But a full-grown horse or dog, is beyond comparison a more rational, as well as a more conversible animal than an infant of a day, or a week, or even a month old. But suppose the case were otherwise, what would it avail? the question is not, Can they reason? nor, Can they talk? but, Can they suffer?’5





Since then, many other philosophers and ethicists have continued to develop these notions (see Further Reading at the end of this book). This common thread of existence and experience between human animals and non-human animals is what sentience is all about; we’re all sentient creatures. Sentience isn’t whether one animal or another has imagination or is able to do some activity based on what people can do. To be universally meaningful, the recognition of sentience must be based on something broader. By sentience we mean simply having a desire to live, ‘because sentience is a means to the end of continued existence’,6 as animal rights lawyer and philosopher Gary Francione explains; or as animal rights philosopher Tom Regan argues, ‘We are each of us the experiencing subject of a life, a conscious creature having an individual welfare that has importance to us whatever our usefulness to others.’7 And all animals demonstrate this desire to live in their own ways.


All animals have needs, wants, fears, abilities, intelligence, skills, social habits and emotions, which they demonstrate in ways like, and different from, humans. One animal may not be intelligent, whilst another may be more intelligent than a three-year-old human. One may be cute, the other less so. This doesn’t mean these are morally relevant differences. These differences don’t determine whether an animal should forfeit their life, just like they don’t make similar determinations with respect to people. We don’t need to research deeply to find stories of animal intelligence, social skills, emotional suffering or even empathy, whether farm animals or wild animals, such as whales, elephants or primates. We must apply the basic rule of fairness to animals because animals, like people, are sentient. Our shared sentience is the only morally relevant starting point from which to analyse whether the basic rule of fairness also applies to animals. Therefore, restating the basic rule of fairness to include animals: we owe animals the same moral treatment as people, unless there’s a morally relevant reason to justify treating animals differently.
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PLANT SENTIENCE


Plant sentience Plants aren’t sentient. They are, of course, alive and complex. Unlike animals, they don’t have a central nervous system. They react to stimuli, such as the sun, water and predators. Plants don’t respond to stimuli. Sentient creatures respond: they run, cry out, fight, play, feel fear and pleasure, learn, use tools, dream.





We don’t, or at least we can agree we shouldn’t, deny humans fundamental rights if they have different needs, wants, fears, abilities, intelligence, skills, social habits or emotions.


Understanding we owe a group the same moral treatment is important because it makes clear these essential rights aren’t something we give and take as we fancy or as a matter of our kindness. When it comes to non-human animals, we routinely ignore the basic rule of fairness and its principle of same moral treatment. We deny them the fundamental right to live. This is the current and normal reality everywhere and it has been so for at least 10,000 years, since we began animal husbandry.


Just because animal use is pervasive in our world doesn’t mean it’s our only choice. We have no morally relevant reason for treating animals differently when it comes to essential rights. The reasons we give for using animals are arbitrary and self-serving: we like eating, wearing and using them. We gain pleasure from using their products or their bodies, when we have no need to do so. Generally, we’re also resistant to change, using history and tradition as excuses for a variety of behaviours, especially using animals. All our reasons are centred around human choices, ideas and desires, not on anything inherent in the animals themselves. In addition, our laws make it easy to continue using them because all animals, either explicitly or implicitly, are categorised as objects, or property, managed by either the state or their human owners to suit their needs and wants.


We can choose to see, address and dismantle human superiority. How? We can choose veganism.
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DONALD WATSON’S DEFINITION


In 1944, Donald Watson and his future wife Dorothy Morgan coined the term vegan and its definition in response to the changing habits of vegetarians who were adding eggs and dairy back into their diets. Although it’s a unique term, there were people living as vegans as part of their culture prior to Watson and Morgan coining the term. Veganism has never been an exclusively European or Western experience.8





Animals and ownership


Animals are owned, just like shoes, a laptop or phone. This comes as a surprise to many. It’s the truth the world over. Broadly speaking, animals in the wild are the property of the state for the benefit of its people.9 All other animals are the property of whoever bought them, be they individuals or companies. They are property just like your phone, a furnished house or the trees in a field you purchased. Their use and value are determined by their owner, regardless of the animal’s own desires, wants and needs. By legally being entitled to view animals as physical property, an owner can use and dispose of animals at will, with little regard to the animal’s basic rights to live free from exploitation. What’s stark about this reality is the fact these basic rights to life and autonomy are seldom considered by their owners; they’re never discussed and are rarely applied with respect to most animals.


To diminish our collective complicity in denying animals their basic, fundamental rights, and to maximise the economic value of animal bodies and products, we have developed legal frameworks setting minimum welfare or anti-cruelty standards.10 These standards all assume using animals as objects is morally legitimate. These laws only work within the existing framework of animals as objects we own. What’s more, these types of laws and standards only regulate how we use animals and, ultimately, how we’re permitted to kill them. Other types of laws, such as anti-poaching or endangered species protection laws, only operate to protect specific species of animals simply because their extinction would damage a human interest. Whether the interest is fishing, tourism or national identity, the animal is protected for the benefit of people, not because the animals are entitled to an inherent right to live and not be an object. In the highest sense of irony, human activity has pushed these animals to such extreme conditions, threatening their survival, that we’re now protecting species we’ve neglected, used and abused for our own benefit in the first place.


Objectification, both in law and in practice, makes it impossible to make any lasting transformative changes for the benefit of animals. For people, objectification in society affects us in a variety of ways and in numerous scenarios in our everyday lives. But we’re not classified as objects under the law. This key difference enables recognition and protection of fundamental rights when it comes to humans, who are viewed as being individuals, versus how we consider our relationship with animals. It’s impossible to either recognise or protect fundamental rights of an object because an object has no rights; it only has a purpose for its owner.


On an individual level, vegans’ refusal to use animals as objects acknowledges their moral right to live free of exploitation. Any incremental change in laws affecting animals, although superficially beneficial, won’t change the fact people use animals with abandon without, in great part, having morally relevant reasons to do so. Because of this, all the authors’ work recognises the fundamental goal of abolishing the legal notion of animals as property.11 Whether this is a goal we see materialise in our lifetime is immaterial; it’s a goal worth thinking and talking about. After all, it was once considered unnatural for women to vote or have autonomy over their own lives.


Use is the problem


Imagine you contract an infection after swimming in a polluted river. You might visit a doctor and treat the symptoms. They’ll disappear after treatment, until you swim in the river once again and become re-infected. The root of the problem is obviously the pollution in the river, only you decide to keep treating the symptoms each time they reoccur. Of course, treating the symptoms is a relevant and necessary exercise, but unless you address the root of the problem, treatment becomes part of a vicious circle.


We can analogise the river infection in the context of animals as objects for our use. Using animals is the root of the problem. A symptom of the problem is how animals are treated. Being concerned about how animals are treated before they become our food, clothing, furniture or whatever, is a relevant inquiry. It’s like the recurring infection. The animals may be treated differently, but they’ll continue to die. Just as with any disease, eradicating the fundamental problem itself must be the focus of any intervention. Hence why this book focuses on animal use as the problem.


No one wants to witness or know of animal mistreatment happening. In fact, it happens daily: all animals destined for human consumption end up dead, and none of them want to be dead. We can treat them as nicely as we want. In the end, they’ll all die and become objects for us to use, eat or wear.
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THE LUXURY HOTEL THOUGHT EXPERIMENT


You, your friends and family, including adults, newborns, toddlers, children and elders, live in a luxury hotel. All your needs are met. You sleep in the world’s most comfortable bed and eat the best food. You have plenty of room and can roam around the premises and gardens as you please. Your every whim is satisfied. It sounds idyllic, doesn’t it? However, none of you can leave the hotel. In fact, everyone’s body provides one or more products that consumers want because they like them. Each night, someone comes along and kills or takes a friend or member of your family, including the babies and children, until it’s your turn to die or be taken.





Of course, it’s good to live in the lap of luxury, and less harm is much better than more harm. Still, you all die an unnatural death, whether quickly and painlessly or prolonged and terrifyingly. You’re being protected from harm until the very worst harm is brought upon you: being killed. And for what reason? Because you’re considered an object whose sole purpose in life is to provide an unnecessary product to those who wish to buy it, simply because they like it.


Some people object to this thought experiment because they say animals have no sense of time, they don’t know what will happen to them, and they wouldn’t be living in daily anguish like we would be. Maybe that’s true. Even if they don’t have a sense of time or know what will happen to them, does it really make a difference in deciding if it’s right for us to use and kill them? And should it make a difference to us as the inflictors of this harm when we know exactly what will happen to them and we decide to do it anyway?


Let’s examine these questions by going back to the basic rule of fairness and adding sentience as its basis: all sentient beings deserve and are entitled to the same treatment, unless there’s a relevant moral difference.
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THE UNCONSCIOUSNESS THOUGHT EXPERIMENT


Imagine someone who is unconscious. They’re not brain dead; they’re just in a very deep sleep from which they can’t be awakened. Society steps in to safeguard that individual’s interest in continued life because they can’t do it themselves. In other words, the sleeper is sentient despite being unconscious. They too live and are treated well in the same luxury hotel your family, friends, children and yourself are living in. They’re exploited for a specific bodily product. When their utility is spent, they’re killed.





As people with a moral compass, we want the unconscious person to be treated well. We also wouldn’t wish for them to be exploited or killed, despite being unable to consciously perceive what’s happening to them. In the given scenario, the individual is treated as a thing, and we’d view this as morally reprehensible. We’d object because whether the unconscious individual has a sense of time or doesn’t know what will happen to them wouldn’t be relevant moral considerations determining whether they should be exploited and killed. In addition, we’d know what would be in store for them. The resulting harm, whether on them individually, their family or society at large, would be something we’d want to guard against.


The reasoning is the same with animals. Irrespective of whether they’re perceived as having a higher level of consciousness, they’re sentient and they’ll all be killed one day. We use them as objects and we dispose of them as objects. When we take this into account and apply the analogous rationale, it’s clear there’s no morally relevant distinction between them and us. Sentience binds us together morally. Therefore, how can we begin to justify such radically different moral treatment between animals and humans?
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A NOTE ON AGES OF FARM ANIMALS FOR SLAUGHTER COMPARED TO NATURAL LIFESPAN


‘The highest quality beef comes from animals that are under thirty-six months of age. Old cows produce highly acceptable beef if properly fattened and processed. Depending on the calf and the feeding regime, calves are best slaughtered between three and sixteen weeks of age. Hogs may be killed any time after they reach six weeks of age, but for the most profitable pork production they may need to be fed for five to ten months. Sheep and goats may be killed anytime after six weeks, but the more desirable age is from six to twelve months.’12 According to a scientific study in the UK, slaughtering cows at twelve months is most profitable.13


Poultry is slaughtered between the ages of thirty-six and sixty days, depending on weight. Organic poultry is generally slaughtered at ninety-eight days. 14


The natural lifespan of farm animals who don’t end up slaughtered is between seven and twenty years.





Being vegan in a non-vegan world


We all live in a non-vegan world, so it’s sometimes impossible or impracticable to completely avoid using animals. For example, some medicines, money, roads, equipment, computers and home and office insulation or building materials may contain animal ingredients. We may have to use one or all those things to carry on living a practical life in this world. Doing so doesn’t mean one is no longer vegan. Just as a vegan is still a vegan if they were to purchase fruit and vegetables in a market from a non-vegan vendor or a non-vegan farmer, or if those fruit and vegetables were carried to market on a cart pulled by a horse or donkey.


An alternative way of explaining this conflict is thus: you’re a committed pacifist. You also pay mandatory taxes to a government waging war. This doesn’t make you a supporter of the war; rather, it just keeps you functioning in society so you can continue opposing war.




Humans are omnivores, meaning we can feed ourselves on either plants or animals. Whether other animals eat other animals is immaterial to human nutrition. We can’t compare how we eat to how other animals eat because other animals have different nutritional needs than we do. If we compare ourselves to other primates, our closest biological relatives, we’ll find they’re primarily vegan. In addition, we have a choice of what we eat. We farm our food or go to shops and purchase foods farmed for us. Other primates don’t have that choice or those cultural habits.





Rejecting all bigotry
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In addition to rejecting speciesism, being vegan is a basic moral obligation akin to rejecting bigotry based on race, class, ethnicity, religion, country of origin, sexual orientation, sex and gender, physical and mental ability, appearance and age. Rejection of bigotry must be a component of veganism, and vice versa, precisely because of the equal treatment principle: it applies in all cases. If all sentient beings are morally equal, they deserve equal moral treatment. These are simple moral baselines, no more and no less.


This doesn’t mean we won’t find vegans who are bigoted or even speciesist. Just as we sometimes find sexism and misogyny among those who support women’s issues and classism amongst those opposing racism. This view also doesn’t equate human-animal suffering with non-human-animal suffering or minimise anyone’s plight. Animals can’t themselves explain to us why they deserve fundamental rights like humans, or go into detail about their suffering, needs, desires or abilities. We can only observe them and learn from their reactions what they might be experiencing, feeling or needing. What’s clear is how we oppress them, just as we can see how we oppress other humans – oppression is oppression. Although we’d no longer skip consulting an oppressed or aggrieved group of people before addressing their oppression and grievances, when it comes to animals we must be more creative. Because they can’t communicate these arguments to us in our language or using our ideas and symbols, some level of analogy is necessary to facilitate our reflection of others’ suffering. We need to consider their suffering in relational terms to previous knowledge based on our beliefs. Through the lens of our own experiences, history, literature and philosophy, we learn how we should view the oppression of animals in a relatable and personal sense.



What Would Be the Answer in a Human Context?



Aren’t animals different from humans? Yes, only in the sense each is a different species of animal from the other. They and we are all animal species. We’ve manufactured and developed the concept of species to make sense of the natural world and it’s helpful in doing that. Species is only relevant in a scientific enquiry, not a moral one. So, whenever we find ourselves being asked about the human use of animals, or how to frame a response to an ethical question involving animals, we ask ourselves a simple question: what would be the thought process and answer if the question came up in a human context?


For example, whether we choose to wear leather, wool, silk or fur. What would be the answer in a human context? Would we knowingly wear the hair of a human who was forcibly shaved, whose sole purpose in living was to give us their hair? The answer would be no, obviously. Satisfying our vanity isn’t a morally relevant reason to justify taking someone’s hair without their permission. With humans who donate or sell their hair which are made into wigs or extensions, we assume consent, and even then, we’re ready to scrutinise a process which is sometimes questionable in moral practice.15 An animal can’t ever give consent to give up their life, skin, hair or fur.


A trickier question is whether to support initiatives favouring reducing eating or harming animals. On the one hand, reducing harm is good, but when we support these initiatives who and what are we compromising, for whose benefit, and is it necessary to lend our support? When we support an eat less meat or an end farm cruelty campaign what are we really saying? Let’s think about this by asking what the answer would be in a human context.


We’re feminists and we support the fundamental right of women to be equal to men. Would we congratulate someone for giving women equal pay, or suspending sexism, for only six months a year? We might accept those six months as being better than nothing, because it’s a given that less suffering is better than more, but it wouldn’t be our overall goal. The overall goal would be to continue pursuing equality and persuading people to recognise women have that right. The six-month win wouldn’t warrant congratulating someone as having done something extraordinary because unequal pay and sexism remain very much a reality even if for half the year.


Similarly, when we support initiatives in favour of eating less meat or harming animals a bit less, despite our good intentions what we’re really saying is eating just a little bit of meat, eggs, dairy or fish is okay and using animals is also okay as long as we do it gently. We compromise the fundamental rights of those animals who are outside of the immediate benefit of the campaign. We’re lending our support to exploitative industries and we’re rationalising animal use by others as long as it’s carried out in some prescribed way.


You might be asking yourself, ‘If we don’t support these campaigns or initiatives how will we communicate to people we shouldn’t be using animals?’ That’s a valid concern. To help us with this, we like to think about something Eleanor Roosevelt said: ‘If you have to compromise, be sure to compromise up.’16 That means if you have to compromise, make sure the compromise serves a larger purpose, not your own advancement, and doesn’t sacrifice the beliefs you hold or the group you’re concerned about.17 When it comes to animals, we routinely compromise down.


We witnessed an example of what we mean by compromising down during an exchange between the owner of a vegan business and a customer. The vegan business is also involved in education and other charitable and community work. They do many good things. While talking about food, the owner said they were vegan and sometimes they ate animal products because they felt like it. The customer, an outspoken vegan involved in public activism, chose to reply it was fine for them to eat animal products now and again because of all the other good the owner was doing. Imagine an analogous scenario in a human context. Would we say, ‘Oh, it’s okay to be a misogynist when you fancy it because you’re doing so much other good’? Probably not.


As vegans, we often accept these types of downward compromises. We lavish praise on people for giving up meat without a gentle reminder of the unfairness of dairy and eggs. We praise campaigns for larger cages for chickens because they mean some chickens get to live in less awful conditions, but these campaigns do nothing to stop demand for chicken and eggs in the first place. Perhaps we compromise down because we’re ill prepared, unaccustomed to, or uncomfortable with, talking about our rejection of speciesism in terms of basic justice and fairness. We wouldn’t talk about any other -ism in this way. Instead, when it comes to veganism, we hang on to any deceptively mild, benevolent-sounding words, without realising we’re selling out the animals each time we do so; and, unconsciously, we’re being speciesist when we accept poor substitutes for principles. Or perhaps we believe it’s our only choice when it comes to talking about veganism or the fundamental rights of animals. Promoting campaigns and initiatives is relatively easy to achieve in relation to the overall goal of ending animal use and they’re encouraging on a personal level because people feel they’re doing something immediate and concrete. Ease of reaching a goal and those good feelings have everything to do with us and are only tangential to the animals who continue to suffer and die.


At an event where she was the guest, we heard Chimamanda Ngozi Adichie, renowned Nigerian writer and feminist, say, ‘I know how quickly, in the face of sustained mediocrity, we collectively lower our standards, so that unacceptable things suddenly become not so bad.’18 Adichie’s words rang true in the context of why we often compromise down when it comes to animals. The sorts of campaigns and initiatives we’ve been considering seem to be mediocre attempts to avoid thinking about our actions or of their consequences. They use clever-sounding terms, like reducetarian or flexitarian, to praise us for continuing to kill and exploit animals for no good reason. Normalising these terms and ideas make them seem less harmful, but they’re deadly. Our accepting these harmful notions will change very little for the animals. They’ll continue to be the ones who pay the ultimate price with their lives. We must do better and compromise up because that’s what we’d do in a human context.


We’re not suggesting compromising up means scolding, verbally attacking, vilifying or being abusive towards anyone for their choices, even when they’re unfair. Sometimes, discussing such matters is very difficult and can be impossible. Just as we wouldn’t praise someone who says, ‘I’m only a part-time sexist,’ we can’t praise reducetarians or flexitarians either. Perhaps silence is a better response if any meaningful exchange is impossible or too difficult. Silence can be powerful.


Simply, we believe veganism is something we owe animals because it’s their right to be free from exploitation and ownership. Looking at things through that lens and the notion of compromising up makes us question a variety of approaches. For example, we suggest only protesting fur may make people comfortable wearing other animal products.19 We also suggest that joining in calls for better treatment of animals raised for slaughter may continue to support consumer demand by making people feel less squeamish about the consequences of their food choices. By asking these tough questions and engaging in these conversations, we’re merely examining and challenging practices and status quo so that we might effect the transformative change at the heart of veganism. We’re all in this for the same reasons: it’s always the animals.


Every fur coat, every cage, and every advertisement for the grass-fed, humanely raised animal product or the misinformation about vegan diets stings the same way it stings all vegans. Every word we write, every conversation we have, it’s with the animals in mind. We believe until veganism is on the lips and tongues of all those who want meaningful change for the forgotten billions, good enough will continue to prevail with long enough lives, big enough cages, or kind enough killing.


A change in demand is key to begin edging towards fairness to animals. Take the success of faux leather leggings, for example. We see their success the same way we see the success of bacon. The popularity of each of these items – one vegan and the other not – is a result of people’s demand for that item. Our product choices are what demand is all about. And what better way to increase demand for a vegan world than through increasing the number of vegans? This is compromising up! Being an approachable vegan voice is useful in helping even one more person refuse animal use. In turn, they may help another, contributing to a virtuous circle. Surely this must have more far reaching and lasting consequences than the knowledge that all red carpets around the world will never again be graced with fur-wearing celebrities? Just one more vegan speaking up about the unspeakable actions against animals is enough, because it encompasses everything.
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A NOTE ABOUT OUR HUMAN ANALOGIES


We’re not equating human suffering and animal suffering. We’re not minimising human suffering by drawing these parallels or making these analogies. We’re also not replacing the human suffering and injustice we wilfully perpetrate on one another with the suffering and injustice we wilfully perpetrate on animals. They all exist simultaneously. We’re using our understanding of human injustice and unfairness to expand our circle to include all sentient beings and help facilitate a deeper level of understanding regarding the impact and effects of our actions and our choices. We have no good reason not to include them.





Vegan or Plant-Based?


Being plant-based is a dietary trend emerging over the past few years. This buzzword is getting the kind of glib attention of any new fad diet, and is confusing just as many people. It’s important to make the distinction between being vegan and plant-based.


What is a plant-based diet?


First and foremost, a plant-based diet is just that – a diet. It’s grounded in good health, with adherents opting for high volumes of whole fruits and vegetables, as well as nuts, seeds and grains and low on so-called processed foods. It most commonly doesn’t include meat, dairy or eggs. Often, it can be seen getting cosy with gluten free and organic labelled products.


People take up plant-based diets for several unique reasons, from illness prevention and weight loss, to saving money, oh! and having one more thing in common with one or other pop star.


You may be thinking, ‘What’s the problem here? No animals are harmed so there shouldn’t be an issue with calling yourself plant-based, right?’ While a plant-based meal might well be vegan, a person who eats a plant-based diet is often not. You may eat nothing but arugula for breakfast, lunch and dinner. If you then throw on a pair of leather shoes and head off to visit zoos and aquariums, you’re not a vegan because you are still contributing to the objectification of animals. Many people who eat plant-based foods also won’t necessarily eat exclusively vegan foods. You see, many vegan favourites aren’t strictly plant-based at all. We’re sure some vegans with a sweet tooth (hi!) will try to reassure you a second serving of Oreo crust chocolate tofu pie originates from plants after all, but there was a long time between the starting point and the delicious end product.


Plant-based is quite commonly mistaken for a gentle and more marketable way of saying vegan. The similarities end at broccoli.


How does veganism differ?


For starters, veganism isn’t a fad diet. Unlike eating plant-based, vegan is something you become. Being vegan entails a rejection of using animals, extending far past the plate or grocery store. Your clothing, cosmetics, cleaning products and other things we use daily are all also affected by a choice to follow veganism. And if sometimes being vegan means having to eat white bread because the only other buffet options have eggs in them, then so be it.


Vegans aren’t health nuts. We don’t avoid eating animal products because they’re high in calories, just as we don’t search for pleather pants because we heard leather ones are so last season. Of course, you’ll find junk food eating plant-based people, and health-food eating vegans, but that’s beyond the point.


Why do we care?


Remember that day when news broke of kale-T-shirt-wearing Beyoncé going vegan?20 That day was simultaneously the best and worst for Queen B-appreciating vegans like us. No, Beyoncé didn’t stop buying leather shoes, and she didn’t write a song called ‘Run the World (Vegans)’. She had simply switched to a plant-based diet for a while, and wanted the public to know how beneficial it was for her waistline. In advocating only for plant-based diets, we ignore the ethics underpinning veganism, which leads to missing the true point and purpose of veganism – to end injustice towards animals.


There’s a clear distinction here: one is a diet and the other is an ethical choice centred on fairness. If you decided to try out a Jenny Craig plan, you’d never say, ‘I’m a Jenny Craig.’ You’re not a gluten free or a paleo, you eat gluten free or are on a paleo diet. When people on a plant-based diet call themselves vegans while continuing to exploit animals, it makes it possible for people to assume all vegans are like that. We’re not. And it masks some of the more horrific fundamental reasons why vegans are opposed to animal exploitation. Surely another jackfruit sandwich is easier to face than those horrors.


Can’t we all just get along?


Sure, we can all rub elbows at a Whole Foods salad bar, admiring the selection of hummus and assorted veggies quite happily without scrapping. But truthfully, these individuals can be doing damage to animals, the planet and themselves on a plant-based diet as they would be on a non-vegan one. Rather than advocating people make small incremental changes, it’s important vegans focus on the big, moral picture: it’s not fair to use animals. When people are given information, they’ll figure out how they can best apply it to their life. We won’t applaud a celebrity for being against hunting while they simultaneously continue to eat animal products, and we won’t pat the backs of people who think refraining from eating animal products makes it somehow okay that we don’t question if they continue in any other way to use animals.


Don’t get too upset. We’re aware of the potential here. I mean, if people are comfortable with trading steaks for green smoothies, they must have the capacity to care and possess a ton of patience. All we ask the plant-based individuals is to consider the underlying moral issues surrounding all forms of animal exploitation other than food. We ask the non-vegans in our life to stop assuming we’re vegan for the v-shaped cuts in our abdominals or well-defined bodies. We go boxing for those bad boys.


Eating a plant-based diet has many benefits. Choosing veganism can make a difference in more than just your own life.


A Framework for Analysing Animal Issues


When faced with answering any question about animal issues or veganism, we generally follow this framework:




	
Identify what the issues or problems are, remembering there may be more than one.

When thinking about any issue relating to justice or fairness, the following mental picture may be helpful: imagine a wheel, where the group who is at the heart of the fairness or justice issue forms the hub and all the other issues are the spokes. The spokes emanate from the hub. The spokes and the hub are simultaneously individual and interconnected. Start thinking about the problem from the hub and then proceed to each issue, or spoke, in relation to how it affects the hub.




	
Ask yourself, ‘What’s at stake?’

And think about if there’s any morally relevant reason to treat this situation differently than if it were in a human context. For example, think back to the two analogies we made earlier about wool and human hair and eat less meat and be less sexist. Would we use the hair or the slogan in a human context? No, because lives and fairness are at stake. And the same applies in the animal context. Alternatively, we’re not going to give animals the right to vote no matter how old they are because they can’t engage with politics like adult people can. In this case, the difference between us and them is morally relevant. Sure, it sounds absurd, perfectly illustrating our point.




	
Apply the principle(s) to the situation and try to figure out how they would work.

It’s critical to keep the animals as the focus of any discussion about animal use and veganism. Veganism isn’t about us. We aren’t the focus of our veganism. Of course, some aspects of veganism are about people. It’s just never all about humans. We’re not the ones being used as objects or losing our lives for the benefit of another animal species.







When we discuss issues we fully understand, our voices become a very powerful tool because we deliver our message in our own simple and authentic manner, which may give us a good chance to connect with others around us. We may not convince people all the time. At the very least, we’ll plant the best and strongest seeds possible from which fruitful future conversations or actions may arise.


Throughout this book, and particularly in the final chapter, you’ll find thought experiments and situations challenging you to consider a different viewpoint related to veganism. Many of them can be answered by asking, ‘What would be the answer in a human context?’ Sometimes, there won’t be a satisfactory answer. Other times, the answer will highlight or bring up other injustices and unfairness in our world. This is okay, and we encourage you to explore the issues in deeper contemplation. Thinking through the hard questions that may be difficult to resolve is part of evolving and striving for justice and fairness for all. There’s no place for complacency when it comes to bringing about social and moral change. And remember, if the answer is to compromise up when it comes to the fundamental rights of humans, then it also has to be to compromise up when it comes to the fundamental rights of animals.



Chapter 1 Takeaways





	Vegans reject speciesism and must by logical extension also reject and oppose all other forms of bigotry.


	To the extent possible and practicable, vegans avoid using animals for food, clothing, entertainment or any other purpose.


	We have no morally relevant reason for treating animals differently when it comes to the essential right to be free from exploitation. Using animals is the root of the problem: animals are considered property under laws the world over, whether they’re wild, on a farm or in your home. The goal of abolishing the legal notion of animals as property is fundamental.


	Are you faced with an animal-ethics-related problem or question? If so, find the analogy in a human context, see if it works or why it doesn’t, and you’ll find a solution.
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