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Transcribed by David Stasiak

Lauren: Hello and welcome to Animal Voices, you're listegito CIUT 89.5 FM. I'm your
host Lauren Corman here with Karol Orzechowskkita for us, bringing us the news.
Today'’s program we’re going to be speaking withydarFrancione, we’re going to talk
about his new book calledhimals as Persons. Essays on the Abolition of Animal
Exploitation, it's a collection of different essays that hettbjished. It's a very compelling
and lucid read; look forward to talking with himattout quarter after.

[housekeeping matters discussed, news items rbad, lsreak]

Lauren: Hi, welcome back to the show. Today we're speakiitg Gary L. Francione, he’s

a Distinguished Professor of Law and Nicholas dé&zenbach Scholar of Law and
Philosophy at Rutgers University School of Law ievidrk. He teaches in the area of human
rights, animal rights theory and the law, crimitea, criminal procedure, jurisprudence, and
legal philosophy. Notably, Francione was the factolar to teach animal rights theory in an
American law school. An abolitionist, he is besom in the animal movement for his
rejection of animal welfare and his critiques ofmaals’ property status. His books include
Introduction to Animal Rights: Your Child or the Dog?, Rain Without Thunder: The Ideology

of the Animal Right Movement, Animals, Property and the Law, Vivisection in the Classroom:

A Guide to Conscientious Objection, and today we’ll be speaking to Francione abasit hi
newest texAnimals as Persons: Essays on the Abolition of Animal Exploitation which is
published by Columbia University Press. It is mgajrpleasure, as always, to have Professor
Francione on the line with us today. Hi Gary.

Gary: Hi, how are you?
Lauren: I’'m good, how are you doing?
Gary: Very well thank you.

Lauren: So tell us about the new bodkimals as Persons: Essays on the Abolition of
Animal Exploitation, can we start off with maybe what you mean by $pes”.

Gary: Well, yeah, | don’t mean that they’neman persons, | mean that they’re members of
the moral community. That when we consider thegrnests we have to apply the principle of
equal consideration which is the foundational gplecof all moral theories of treatment; like
cases alike. And we have to recognise that howditferent humans may be from non-
humans — and obviously when we’re talking abouthomans we’re talking about a lot of
different sorts of non-humans, some of whom willnbere similar to humans than others.

And my argument is, my position is, is that it doéseally matter how similar they are to
humans, all that matters is that they’re senti€hey ought to be full members of the moral
community and we have a moral obligation not tattthem as our resources, and that means
that we have to abolish institutionalized animablekation.

Lauren: That's a very succinct description. Tell us abobatthis book does that’'s perhaps
maybe different or makes a different interventibart your work before; it's a collection of
essays.



Gary: Yeah it's a collection of essays, I'm trying to sleveral things with these essays. One
is I'm trying to present my theory of animal righthich rests, as | mentioned before, only on
sentience, no other characteristic is required. f8fect this whole notion that great apes are
deserving of greater legal or moral protection teay dogs or fish. So the first thing I'm
doing is trying to describe my theory of animahtigywhich rests only on sentience, and | do
that through in the first chapter. And | also ie tthapter ‘Taking sentience seriously’, which
| think is the third chapter, also deals with thgortance of sentience and how as a historical
matter sentience assumed a certain importancan@taenth century welfarist thought but
because the welfarists did not believe that animatsan interest in continued existence, they
thought that the only thing we needed to do wagavg thetreatment of animals and not
challenge the overallse of animals. | discuss that idea in Chapter 3. @Gdrafp also deals

with equal consideration and the interest of nomd&ns in continued existence, is sort of
carries that analysis forward a little bit, in tt@ntext of responding to Professor Cass
Sunstein at the University of Chicago who did deewy a very very lengthy review, of
Introduction to Animal Rights, which was a book | wrote in 2000, he did a reviewa
magazine.

Lauren: Can | stop you there just for a second —
Gary: Sure.
Lauren: — while we go through them. Can you describe wiatmyean by sentience?

Gary: Yes. Perceptual awareness. Just basically: abilitgel pain, ability to be perceptually
aware, to perceive the world around oneself. Aa&l'm concerned, that’s the only thing
that’s necessary for having membership in the mmyaimunity. There are going to be areas
Lauren where we’re not going to really know whetaeranimal is sentient, or whether a
non-human is sentient, in the case of insectsXample. | think there’s still - the jury’s out
on that question. | certainly don't kill them, nintentionally at least, and | try to avoid
harming them, but | don’t know if they're sentieBut all of the animals that we routinely
exploit — fish, and many sea animals and aquaiimas, chickens and pigs and cows,
basically everything we routinely exploit — is gent, and unquestionably so.

So what I'm doing in Chapters 1, 3 and 4 is reatiyt of working through a theory of animal
rights that rests on sentience. Some of the ottegpters — there’s one chapter that deals with
biomedical experimentation, there’s another chapterery long chapter, that deals with the
problems of animal welfare. What | do in that setchapter is | look at animal welfare
reform over the past ten, twelve years since | e#oimals, Property and the Law and Rain
Without Thunder and | address my critics who say “Well yeah theeee problems with the
property status of animals but we can still havienafs being property and make significant
advances in animal welfare reform”. And | basicalyiew what those reforms are and argue
that they don’t do anything really to provide angreased protection for animal interests,
what they do is make the public generally more aytable with animal exploitation because
the public believes that the exploitation is octigmore humanely and that makes people
feel better about exploiting animals, consumingremiproducts.

There’s a chapter in their about eco-feminist tiidmcause | think that has been
misunderstood in a lot of ways, at least some dspé@co-feminist theory. | mean, the idea
that we can meaningly change things without a cpinegrights, or that rights are
patriarchal, inherently patriarchal, are ideas tteatalyse, | address, and | reject. | don’t even



know what it means to say that rights are inheygpekriarchal and I'm not sure that people
who make that argument understand it either. Biai't think the argument works and |
think that we need a concept of rights, we needraaonsequentialist, deontological notion
like rights or whatever you want to call it. We debe idea that certain forms of exploitation
are ruled out from the beginning once you're tajkabout a moral person. We have that for
example when we talk about slavery. However, wtateisagreement we have as a society
about what rights humans have, we all accept thiaiam members of the moral community,
that we can'’t treat any of them as chattel slaZesrybody agrees with that — that’s not to
say chattel slavery doesn't exist but nobody defehdhen it's found to exist. So | make the
same argument in response to the eco-feministo(nwdintain that] that we don’t need
rights when we talk about animals, and indeed siginé patriarchal). All of the feminists
would say, for example, that rape is ruled out ftbmbeginning. It's a form of violence, it's
a form of exploitation, it's a form of commaodifi¢an. It's not a question of whether rape is
performed with care, or how rape is performeds itonduct which is ruled out from the
beginning the moment you recognise that womenwrenembers of the moral community.
And | say that the same thing applies when we'lldrtg about non-human animals, that the
treatment of animals as property is ruled out ftbmbeginning. And that’s a rights-type
argument, whatever you want to call it, that'sghts argument, and what | argue is that the
eco-feminists accept that as well, they just dapply it in the context of non-humans, and |
argue that's speciesist.

And there’s an essay that deals with Tom Regampetinetical in his book about the dog and
the lifeboat, and Regan basically argues that deatgreater harm for humans than it is for
non-humans. And | basically reject that decisiod say that | don’t know what death is for a
non-human, I'm not sure | understand it means losther humans because we have this
problem of reading each others’ minds. But | rejeetnotion that death is not as greater
harm for humans as it is for non-humans. And Ikhhat position — it undermines Regan’s
view. What that reflects — the fact that Regan ptcthat notion — and so does Singer, even
though Singer’s a consequentialist utilitarian &edjan is sort of a Kantian rights thinker
who rejects, who very explicitly rejects, Singeztnsequentialism. Both of them accept the
notion that animal minds are different from humands and that animals don’t have —
Singer argues that most animals don’t have andstarall in continuing to exist, so it's not
a question that we're using them, it's only a gioesbf how we’re using them. Whereas
Regan — Regan equivocates more on that, and Reginty does not think we should be
exploiting animals — but he has this idea thaitimasions of conflict, animals have to lose
because humans have a greater interest in theg. |And | think that undermines Regan’s
argument in a lot of ways. That's what one of thapters deals with. But that’'s basically a
synopsis.

Lauren: Okay, that's great. | was wondering if you wouldwothe service of taking us back
maybe to the beginning of your journey with thessies, because I've realised in the years
that I've interviewed you about your various di#fat works, we don’t really know a lot
about you. And | know that people can say “Well megoing to talk strictly about his ideas,
that's what's important”, but clearly you're infoed by a bunch of very important personal
relationships. This book is dedicated, for examfgehe two hamsters and twelve dogs, you
say, who taught you the meaning of personhood.v@ahear more about your journey, how
you've come to know animals and how you've comdduelop these ideas and these types
of interventions into animal thought.



Gary: Sure. Well | grew up not thinking anything aboutgh issues. The only relationship |
had with animals until my late twenties was toteam. And my father was in the food
service and restaurant business and was for a winieat broker. These were issues that
didn’t really surface for me at all. | believe whiewas in college in the seventies, early
seventies, | knew one, maybe two vegetarians.n'deven know what a vegan was actually
until quite a bit later. So these were not isshes were important to me or that mattered to
me in any way. We didn’t have any animals in thedeogrowing up, my brother had
allergies, | had allergies as well, so we didn¥dn&ur-bearing animals. | had turtles, and a
snake or two or whatever, a garter snake or whatédédn't really relate to animals, as |
said, except to eat them.

When | was in law school | had the experience sitivig a slaughterhouse. A friend of mine
who was a vegetarian took me to a slaughterhousa Wivas in law school and that
profoundly upset me. And so | stopped eating fléslontinued to eat dairy — as | said, at that
point, and this was probably 1978, 79, it was altme ago. And | don’t believe at that
point | had ever heard the word vegan. | didn’twnehat a vegan was. And | was not aware
actually — and this is not something, I'm not plegdgnorance here, | should have known —
| was not aware that there were people in the wohd didn’t eat any animal products
whatsoever. | thought basically if you didn’t getree animal protein you would die. And so |
continued to at dairy products. Actually in the ip@ing | ate fish for another year until |

read something about fish being sentient, | stogaethg fish.

And then when | graduated from law school and | wasking in Washington DC for Justice
Sandra O’Connor (I was her law clerk), | met Ingdewkirk and Alex Pacheco who had just
started PETA. As a matter of fact, | believe whéinsk met them, they had just switched the
name from another name — | think, in my recollettiomay be dead wrong about this,
somebody can ask Alex or Ingrid and verify it — bbelieve it was originally called ‘Justice
for Nonhumans’ or something. Alex started it at @edWashington University. But they had
just switched the name to PETA and they had rgadliystarted the organisation and it was a
very small organization, there were probably at time no more than a dozen members, it
was a very small group. And | met them because Wheas working for Justice O’Conner |
used to pick up a lot of stray dogs on Capitol Hilit were injured or whatever and | used to
call the Washington Humane Society and Ingrid visgsanimal patrol officer of DC at the
time. And | met her, we talked, and, to make a Veng story short, she introduced me to
veganism. She gave me a book that was writtendayyanamed John Bryne who’s a British
guy, it was called .... (22.23), she gave me tbskband it basically talked about how if we
took animals seriously we shouldn’t exploit thenatincluding eating dairy products and
anything else. And | read the book, put it downyats eighty pages long, | read it in a couple
of hours, and | put the book down, and | haverteea dairy product, egg, or anything else
since. And it was an....gradual evolution, | hadeneeally thought about the issue, | didn’t
really understand the issue, and | wasn’'t awarethiege was something | could do and not
die.

And so then | became very actively involved, fisth PETA but then with a number of
other organisations. | worked as a lawyer, | dghlevork for many of these organisations,
primarily for PETA but for a lot of them. And | ditdlalways pro bono, | never took money
for it. When | finished my clerkship | practicedNew York for a while and then | went to
the University of Pennsylvania where | taught. Aneas at Penn for five years. And then |
came to Rutgers where | have been for twenty. Anouigh all that time | practiced in New
York in my time both at Penn and at Rutgers | repnéed animal activists, animal



organisations. And then in 1990, Anna Charlton, vehmy life partner and colleague, we
started the Rutgers Animal Rights Law Clinic atdg&us which was the first time, and |
believe the only time in the history of Americagad¢education, where students were
learning animal rights theory and the same timeeweosrking with us on real cases involving
students that didn’t want to dissect or vivisecpeople who wanted vegan food and couldn’t
get it in prisons or in another institutional sedgti And so | do know a lot of the personalities
involved.

One thing that | do want to say because — oneeotttimgs | found really unfortunate in the
movement — and | use that term very loosely, I'mneally sure it is a movement. In this
‘phenomenon’ called the animal rights movement, sy of criticism of anyone’s position
is immediately personalised and rejected as diwisiva threat to unification, all sorts of
crazy things. And you get sort of a cult reactiameaction that you get from a cult; you're
not allowed to criticize, you're not allowed to diss or have discourse. And it's always
interpreted as being a personal attack on peoplid.right now | think Proposition 2 in
California is a crazy idea, | can’t understand wanybody thinks that makes sense. And I've
written some things about it and what'’s intereststhat what | write gets misinterpreted as
an attack on the people at HSUS or whatever. | m&aow Wayne Pacelle well, | know
Paul Shapiro less well than | know Wayne, and fately know many of the personalities in
the movement. | disagree with them, I'm not makeahmudgements about them, that's not
my privilege nor is it my interest. I'm not realiyterested in making morally judgements
about anybody whether they're at PETA, HSUS or &apgelse — | just think they’re wrong.
And | have arguments for why | think they’re wroaigd it would really be nice if once in a
while people would sit down and discuss these ssubstantively rather than turning them
into personality issues. | was a guest on Bob Lifglshow, | suggested that Bob invite
Wayne Pacelle on to debate Proposition 2, makinkpér they could have whatever
moderators, and if Wayne wanted to bring on Peitege8 — whatever he wanted to do is fine
with me. And yet they won't do that sort of thingnean Wayne would not do it. But it
becomes personalised: “If you oppose Propositigal2don’t care about animals, you're a
bad person or you're saying we're bad people becawsre promoting Proposition 2”. And |
just wish that there could be some decent, intelbdly rigorous discourse about an
extremely important issue: violence. Violence tavaon-human animals, which has all sorts
of implications for human rights as well. If we wdlhave some substantive discussions
rather than all of the drama, which is unforturizeause it stops discussion, and we don’t
have much because it's not really permitted. Ormesay “Look, | think Proposition 2 is a
really bad idea”, there is no substantive discussigou’re a bad person because you don’t
like animals” or “You're saying we're bad peoplechese we’re promoting Proposition 2.
The answer is “No I'm not saying that at all”. ljust saying | think Proposition 2 is a bad
idea for lots of reasons and let’s talk about thesesons. If I'm wrong tell mehy I'm

wrong. But let’s not get into drama.

Lauren: I think in many ways it becomes about identity eatthan about the issue of the
animals themselves.

Gary: What do you mean?

Lauren: In the sense that people | think — of course witlig movement there’s going to be
egos involved and how people understand each atitethemselves can — I've seen a shift,

not a shift, but there’s a tendency for peopléhtt it's about what it’s reflecting on them as a
person rather than on the ideas.



Gary: Yes, but | mean why that happens is probably caraf#d and goes beyond the scope
of a show that is less than several days longtiBuproblem is related, at least in part, |
mean not the whole story, but a good part of tbeyss involved with the fact that these are
large organizations, these are multi-million dobaisinesses. That is an empirical fact, that's
not my opinion, this is an empirical fact. You qgat online, you can get the nine nineties
and the other documents of these organisationsreéytalking about organizations that are
bringing in millions and millions of dollars. Antiése are organizations that, by and large,
don’t have a very large vegan membership. So theserganizations that are appealing to
money for people who have very very moderate viemgthese organizations are not really
interested in changing those peoples’ views, thst\want the money coming in. So there’s a
real conflict. Whatever the psychological explaoatis — and I'm sure it's very complicated,
I’'m not disagreeing with you, but | think therels@a real clear economic incentive here that
discussion of issues presents an opportunity toshsts money to have a discussion about
things rather than everybody “Rah rah rah rah eabtind Proposition 2 or whatever other
the welfarist campaign de jour is. If we're notllying around it and we’re not discussing
it then that doesn’t bring in money. If anythingtimakes people wonder whether they want
to support and send their money in. So | think thate’s a real economic incentive involved
as well. And | think that one of the reasons | khitve been able to stay outside of it for the
time that I've stayed outside of it is becausen’timake money from it. My royalties from
my book: | give that away. | mean, | don’t evenxéiee royalties from my books.

Lauren: We have to take a short break and do some adsyfdhe things | wanted to come
back and talk about, something | found really coltimgein the book, was how carefully you
go through some of the current welfare measurdshthae been taken that people have
heralded as victories. And you do a very carefitigere of those and show how those welfare
measures are flawed and how they actually endinforeing the property status of animals
and the continued exploitation of animals. Anddtjthought the evidence was really
interesting and | was hoping we could go througheof that.

Gary: Sure, absolutely Lauren.

Lauren: Okay, great, and we’ll come back with Gary Franeione’re talking — well we're
talking about a bunch of things but in particula’ne talking about his book tod@nimals
as Persons: Essays on the Abolition of Animal Exploitation.

[show break]
[end of Part 1]

Lauren: Hi welcome back to Animal Voices CIUT 89.5 FM, tgdae’re speaking with

Gary L. Francione, Professor and an author of nalififigrent books. We have a lot of
interviews with Professor Francione so if you'reemested in hearing more from him of
course he has a developed website too that wédieace the end of the program, but you
can also go to animalvoices.ca and check out auwuainterviews with Francione over the
years. Before the break | was mentioning to Gaay thvould love to hear more about some
of the critiques that he has, some very speciit@oes about some of the welfare legislation
that’'s been passed and how this has been herajdeahite as being a victory for animals.
And one of the repeated arguments that you makeghiout the book Gary is that if welfare
measures worked, and we’ve been doing this — pd@e been doing animal welfare-type



work for a really long time, we would see a redlly drastic drop in animal exploitation or
things would be getting better and of course youatpaut that things are actually getting
worse. | think that some people say “Well, if itree’t for all those animal welfare laws and
regulations and statutes et cetera, then thingsdweally really be bad”, so actually —

Gary: How much worse could they get? [laughter]

Lauren: It's slowed it down. I'm not saying that’s true Hirh just offering as a suggestion
that people might say that. And this is the reabkan | wanted to come back to those specific
cases because | think you really, in specific temedunk that claim.

Gary: Yeah | mean look. We're using more animals now orerhorrific ways than at any
point in human history. So we've had animal welfareome folks — there’s sort of like a
revolving membership in this phenomenon calledathienal rights movement: new people
coming in and then get disgusted and they leavetarda new group comes in and then they
get disgusted and leave. And the group that comabniays sort of thinks that animal
welfare is something that we came up with threeksego and let’s give it a chance. And
the answer’s “No no it's been around for two humnidyears and it's had a very very strong
presence in Western civilisation”. It's had a veeyy — and | don’t mean to say, there are
different sort of ways of looking at things in pésclike China and India and what not so |
just want to confine my comments to Western thigkamd Western philosophy. We’ve had
this phenomenon called the animal welfare moverfagra couple of hundred years now
basically since the utilitarians in Jeremy Bentrerd John Mill and those folks started
saying “Wait a minute, we ought to give women tightrto vote, we ought to get rid of
slavery, we ought to stop abusing animals, andythiike that”. Animal welfarism emerged
as part of a progressive social movement in thetaenth century and so we’ve had it for a
couple of hundred years and it's been a very vieong presence for a couple of hundred
years and it hasn't really gotten us anywherelat al

What we must understand is animals are propengy, i economic commodities. But
they’re different from other pieces of propertyttixe own because, unlike our stereos, cars,
bicycles and other things, they have interestsy aae preferences, desires and wants
which inanimate property doesn’t have. And to tkiet that we protect those interests it
costs money. And so what ends up happening isémelard of animal welfare gets linked
very very much with the level of protection thahiseded to efficiently exploit particular
animals for particular purposes. By which | meanpsaect animal interests only to the
extent that we get an economic benefit from domgBy and large, | mean there are some
minor minor exceptions to this, but by and largat tlule holds. And it makes perfect sense
because if we spend more money, if we protect drimerests more and we spend more
money on animal interests, then what we’re doinga&e acting in an economically
inefficient way. And we can’t do that, particulartya world where we have these free trade
agreements and there’s a lot of competition and wba That simply doesn’t work. | mean
there are all sorts of practical problems that caqmeFor example, it doesn’t really matter
whether a country in Western Europe gets rid ofleggteries. It doesn’t really matter
because, under the rules of the European Econoarim@@inity, that country cannot stop the
import of eggs from a country that doesn’'t havadrgteggs. Although by 2012 they're
supposed to get rid of battery eggs, even thougih dliow these these things called ‘enriched
cages’, which are basically battery cages. But utftte EEC rules, the countries are
supposed to get rid of conventional battery cage®i 2. No that’s not going to happen
because there are a lot of countries in the Europkson and a very small percentage have



even started to implement this directive and it$ going to happen by 2012. But it doesn’t
really matter because to the extent that countdymxinishes its production of battery eggs or
goes to enriched cages, which again presentsrédl sbwelfare problems, the eggs can be
bought from a country that have lower standardd,yamu can't stop it under the rules of the
European community, you cannot stop the imporhosé eggs on the basis that they are
produced under a lower welfare standard. Same gmoblAFTA, GAT, all these free trade
agreements basically say that you can’t have rartietrade based on these sorts of
considerations. And so the economic pressure ythamg, has intensified so that if you spend
more money on protecting animal interests you'na@®o be at a severe competitive
disadvantage. You may be able to appeal to a mar&et of affluent, elitist people who
have money and who claim to care about animalsvauat to continue to eat them. You may
be able to appeal to that niche market and make soamey. But by and large you aren’t
going to be able to feed lots and lots of peopde Way. And you're going to be at a
competitive disadvantage.

So the argument that | have and that | discusisarbbok is that if look at animal welfare
standards, you see that they are pegged to effieigoitation. That basically we don’t
protect animal interests except when we get an@uoanbenefit from doing so. So those
people who would argue that if we didn’t have animelfare we wouldn’t have the level of
protection that we have things would be worse aim@wver is “No they wouldn’t be, no they
really wouldn’t be” because all the animal welfatandards do is require that the owners of
animal property act in a rational way and they danflict gratuitous suffering on their
property which rational property owners wouldn’'taloyway because they wouldn’'t get an —
I mean, why would you take a hammer and go outséad smashing your car? If you're
rational, if you're not insane — only crazy peogtethat sort of thing — you wouldn’t do that
sort of thing. Because you would be diminishingha&ie of your property, you wouldn’t be
getting anything from it (unless you had some peseatisfaction), but you wouldn’t be
getting anything from it. Similarly, why would yaise methods which are inefficient, which
cost you more money than alternative methods, wiizhld cost you less money. So what
ends up happening is the animal people, the aranoalps, they go around and they're
looking for procedures and processes which arecahomically efficient. We're seeing this
now from ... (7.19) in Canada with this ‘controllatinosphere killing’ business with
Kentucky Fried Chicken. That is a perfect examplee electrical stunning of chickens is on
its way out. The agricultural economic studies @¢adie quite clearly that controlled
atmosphere stunning or controlled atmosphere gillire economically more efficient ways
of killing animals. Yes there’s a capital cost, hfter you deal with that initial capital cost,
which you can recoup basically — the studies irogearhave indicated that British producers
that have gone to these alternative methods likeralbed atmosphere stunning and killing
are recouping their capital investment in abouéaryAfter you recoup that capital
investment, you are making a lot more money thatagi@ making with the electrical
stunning method because there’s less carcass dathageare fewer worker injuries, there
are a lot of economic advantages to controlled apfhere stunning. So what happens is, you
have people in these animal groups, they emploplpaesho read journals and identify
practices that are being questioned by people mvitie agricultural community as being
economically inefficient. And then these groupststampaigns against these processes. And
although there’s initially often a negative reantfoom industry because industry doesn’t
want to be told, because industry is still proaggshe information. But where there is
movement in the industry towards getting rid ofragtice — gestation crates, veal crates.
These are all procedures and processes and peaatiteh are not economically efficient;
alternatives to these processes and to theseqasetill actually result in greater profit for



producers. And so you have animal people who ifletiiese things, target them in these
campaigns. And then when they win, or when thet@ds changed — which it was going to
change anyway — they declare victory and then yiemhty million solicitations to give

your money because there’s been this great vicBwyn a sense, what the animal movement
has become Lauren, is it has become an informadtioabfor animal exploiters. What animal
groups do is they go to industry and they say “Loe&’re collecting information and we

think you ought to change this practice becauappears as though it's economically
inefficient. This is a win-win situation. We’'ll bable to claim that animals are being
protected more, you will be able to claim that yawe about animals more, and you’ll make
more money”. So they negotiate these things andias comical in Florida where HSUS and
Farm Sanctuary spent how much money, | mean & loboey, on a campaign against
gestation crates. There are basically two produceise entire state who are still using
gestation crates and both of them were basicallgerprocess of going out of business and
they were eligible for considerable state stipeadanse they were closing down their
businesses. But there wasn’t widespread use afdbition crate anyway. | mean everybody
is recognising that electrical sow feeding is aoneenically more productive way of doing
this, of engaging in this form of exploitation.

So really these welfarist campaigns are worthlées; are worthless. They are not resulting
in greater protection for animals. What they atengas they are enriching these
organisations and they are making people feel baltteut animal exploitation. Because now
they can go to Wholefoods which has been given dsvay PETA, John Mackay’'s been on
the cover of VegNews, John Mackay has gotten amdafea VegNews, and all this sort of
stuff. So they can go to Wholefoods now, as | westgrday, | went there yesterday to pick
up some vegetables. And Anna and | were remarking large sign they had by the meat
counter about how they care about the happinessvaltideing of their animals. And all of
their surprises are committed to giving these atsraayreat life. They’re got a huge meat
section and a huge fish section. And there arthafie people buying this stuff thinking
“Hell, I'm an animal rights activist. I'm buying myeat at a store that’s gotten an award
from PETA”.

Lauren: Can I, | just want to stop you there for a secadrink it's interesting that you
bring up Wholefoods for a bunch of different reasdim not sure if you're aware but I'm
currently finishing my Phd. in environmental stugjiand it's been a really interesting place
to kind of bring up animal issues. And part of wii#olefoods does too is not only can you
position yourself as an animal rights person, lmut gan position yourself as an
environmentalist.

Gary: Absolutely. Oh no no they're ringing all the bdlisuren [laughter], they’re ringing all
the bells. | mean it is really brilliant what theg’doing. But all of these organisations do the
same thing. You have Kentucky Fried Chicken conmngarm in arm with PETA: “We all
are about animal welfare, we all care about therenment”. This is marketing. It's pure and
simple, it's marketing.

Lauren: In relation to sentience though, because thisaxtre of what you're talking about,
| think that one of the most difficult things foe@ple who are truly interested in the type of
theory that you're talking about (from my perspeetanyway, insulated within the academy
in this degree in environmental discourse) is byafocusing on sentience as being the only
criteria that matters ultimately, environmentalctigrse says “Well you're basically then



casting all other non-human nature into the redimesources”, that there’s kind of an over-
privileging of sentience which results then in teilusion of other non-human nature.

Gary: Well, I mean look. | do think that there’s a di#erce between a dog or a chicken or a
fish, and a plant. Are plants alive? Yes. So theyelminds? Not as far as we know. Is there
anyone there who cares about what happens to hirar8rThe answer is not as far as we
know. Might we be wrong? Yeah, possibly, but prdpaiot. So yeah | do think that there’s a
huge difference: plants are alive and dogs are dlixt there’s an enormous difference
between a plant and a dog. The dog is the samarasn terms of we are both sentient. And
we are alike in a very relevant respect and urdikerything else in the universe including
things which are alive and not sentient. Now, letsay this. | think you're raising an
interesting question. The problem | have with stgrtalking about the moral value of plants
or the inherent value of plants and that sort ofghs that whenever you start engaging in
that discourse, animals get put over on the sidbeplants as things that we should use, but
use respectfully. And that is the problem | hats.dne of the problems | have; | think
there’s a perceptual problem because | don’t thiakts have minds whereas | think
anything that is sentient, it has a mind, thegoisieone there caring about what happens to
him or her. | do not believe that the sprouts trete this morning for breakfast, | don'’t
believe that any of those sprouts cared about wenethte them. | don’t believe that there
was anyone there who had an interest in my noa@#tiat particular sprout. And so | think
for me that is an extremely important point.

But | would also say that if we all took seriou#iiy not eating animals and we all took
veganism seriously we would have many fewer probleith the environment. It is animal
agriculture which is the largest source of greesleqguoblem, much more so than the use of
fossil fuels for transport. By taking veganism easly, which is basically a central argument
of the book, the book really is sort of the philpkial foundation of veganism; why if you
care about animals, vegetarianism isn’t enougmgaiflexible vegan is not enough —
veganism. That'’s the only think that makes sengeluftake animal interests seriously. If we
took animal interests seriously, if we regardedrtlas persons, if we stopped exploiting
them, if we stopped eating them, wearing them amaguthem, they environmental impact
would be magnificent. Whereas what concerns mepaitecal matter is if we regard
animals as being like leaves and the trees angtéveg else, that worries me because then
they’re becoming resources. Because the bottomditieat the most ardent environmentalist
or ecologists | know still regard those plants #rake ecological systems, they regard them
as resources. There may be huge differences betiveeron-ecologist and the ecologist, or
between the deep ecologist and the environmentalidtatever. There may be deep
differences about what level of respect is owedyloat level of care must be exercised in
order to utilise those resources in a morally atadglp way. But make no mistake about it,
they still regard them as resources, as thingswhatan use. And my view is that animals
don't fall into that category.

And look, | mean, | think that these issues argltlgrinterrelated. Yes, | do regard the
environment basically as a resource. But | alsatse®we ought not to being cutting down
the tree, not because the tree cares that we ettt down; as far as | know there’s no one
there that cares about whether | cut the tree ddWwe.animals that live in the tree care, the
squirrels and the birds and everybody else, thiesdrbeings who live there, they care. And
you might care because you need to use that tremfoe other purpose that's more
important for the frivolous purpose that | wanuie it for. There could be all sorts of
reasons why we ought not to but down the treermgeof obligations that we owe to sentient



beings, human or non-human, with respect to glala@ming issues or other sorts of issues.
But | have never understood — and believe metfieel — | have never understood the
concept of an obligation to a non-sentient beirgar have an obligation y@u not to eat the
lettuce because you are hungry or you are moreriidhgn | am and it would be better for
you to eat the lettuce than me. But to talk aboybivligation to the lettuce is something — |
don’t even understand what that means. It's a loout don’t even understand what that
means.

Lauren: | think there’s too this sense that the self-rghis vegan who feels that he or she
has fulfilled their moral obligation and they midse drinking chocolate soy milk with non
fair-trade chocolate, from a GMO soy bean. Anddhethis push back towards veganism
that says “Well you guys have neglected” — or piiddig with your freeze-dried soy meats or
whatever else — “You've neglected really an accahitity to environmental issues more
broadly”.

Gary: Lauren, you could say the same thing about any Ingsae. You could say “If I'm
interested in child abuse and I'm a campaignermagadine exploitation of children, I'm still
not living a perfect moral life because I'm notegean or I'm not ” — | mean you could say
that about anything. You can always say “Well, veggare not being as environmentally
conscious”. Well you know what? Okay, that mayfoetAnd we all ought to be
environmentally conscious, and we ought to be donsoof human right issues, and we
ought to be conscious about a whole range of issMat concerns me is the non-vegan who
basically says “Oh well you vegan are being elltistause you think everybody should be
vegan”. And the answer is | think the elitism igparily with the non-vegan. Because | don't
believe we can justify the exploitation of animdl#hink it's the ultimate elitism. The idea
that anybody thinks it's okay to eat ice-cream loseathey like the taste of ice-cream is, that
to me — and again I'm not making moral judgemebitsuaindividuals, I'm talking about a
way of thinking, that’s a foolish way of thinkinty's like “My taste matters more than the
suffering of that cow and what that cow went thiofigr me to get this product”. Having said
that, we all ought to be more conscious about aeviange of moral issues.

But what concerns me is sort of the attack on vegaat we're seeing coming basically from
non-vegans and people who don’t want to confroafpitoblem of...I have to be honest with
you. | teach in a law school and | encounter atdblks who are interested in environmental
issues. Then they talk to me about ecology. Anditeething | say is “Are you vegan?” And
when they say “No”, immediately what | think in myind is “This is not a serious person,
this is somebody who takes social activism as pyiti ‘Free to bed’ (19.36) sticker on the
back of your car which | don’t regard as particiyaneaningful in the grand scheme of
things.

But | did want to tell you before we ran out of érthat Columbia University is just about to
announce, and will make a formal announcement,tki®e is going to be a new series on
animal issues and animals in culture, and thatiflysignificant because Columbia
University is one of the most | think prestigiouggences at least in the United States and
probably in the world. And I'm going to be editiitgnvith Gary Steiner, who's the chair of
the philosophy department at Bucknell Univeristpdfso he and | are going to be editing a
series. And also I'm going to be doing a new bodk Wolumbia calledAnimal Rights
versus Animal Welfare, and I’'m going to be debating a prominent animelfarist whose
identity will become known when he decides to diselit and we're going to be doing a
debate book about animal rights versus animal wnelfa



Lauren: Great. Fantastic. Would you like to plug your wédBi

Gary: Yes, it'swww.abolitionistapproach.conPeople can go there and can be educated in
all sorts of ways. That's the most important thingn-violent, creative vegan education.
That's how we’re going to change the world.

Lauren: Gary, thank you for being on the program. | realljoyed this book, | thought the
collections were very lucid, accessible, interagtivery relevant. And | just really appreciate
it again just for my own work, the very carefultjues that you do of some of the current
welfare measures.

Gary: And didn’t they do a nice job designing that covetffought Lisa Ham did a
wonderful job. That picture, that dog on the fraatpne of the dogs we rescued [laughter].

Lauren: And I'm really glad that you dedicated it to yowgs$ and your hampsters.

Gary: Indeed, indeed. They have taught me so much, t daamk them enough. You take
care, thank you very much for having me as a guestjoyed it.

Lauren: Thanks Gary, bye.

Gary: Bye-bye.

Lauren: We were just speaking with Gar Francione. Intengsititerview. Gary L. Francione
is a Distinguished Professor of Law and NicholaB.d¢atzenbach Scholar of Law and
Philosophy at Rutgers University School of Law ievisrk. We were talking to him about a
book calledAnimals as Persons, it's his most recent boolnimals as Persons. Essays on the
Abolition of Animal Exploitation. There’s tonnes of interviews on his website. Qirse we
have lots of interviews with Gary Francione as va¢lanimalvoices.ca.

[show break]

[end of Part 2]



