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Foreword 

his brilliant and well-referenced book, long overdue, is an incisive critique of 
the global problematique of Western civilization and the American Way. It 

shows the connections between the oppression and exploitation of people and of 
other animals, and affirms the socioeconomic, environmental, cultural, political, 
bioethical, and spiritual relevance of the “Liberation of Life” movement. This book 
provides considerable wisdom and momentum to this survival imperative and evolu- 
tionary choice. Freedom and dignity for all beings are the hallmarks of a humane 
society and a sustainable global community and economy. 

The increasing collaboration of animal and environmental protection and human 
rights otganizations with multinational corporations, motivated by the need for 
money and the allure of power, is a matter of growing concern to me. So is the 
linkage, as David Nibert shows, between corporate capitalism and the World Trade 
Organization, the World Bank, the International Monetary Fund, and other leading 
institutions in the promotion of aid and development programs in developing coun- 
tries in ways that facilitate the globalization of capitalism—a type of capitalism that 
in its present form is neither socially just, environmentally friendly, nor ecologically 
sustainable. In the long term, then, it is not economically viable. In the short term, 

as this book shows, it is responsible for the demise of America’s once-thriving rural 

farming communities, thanks in large measure to the corruption of farm subsidies 

into corporate profits, and for an increasingly toxic environment and food chain. 
The unbridled capitalism of the petrochemical—pharmaceutical, medical, and 

agricultural and energy industrial complex, combined with the military and other 
government and nongovernmental establishments and organizations, has created a 
huge market and much wealth out of the exploitation and degradation of human 
and other life, harming the soil, our food, our health, and our quality of life. Linked 
with the politics of either secular democracy or totalitarian socialism, or of some 

fascist regime or feudal theocracy, capitalism—the concentration of wealth and 
power—as history informs, harms more than it benefits. Professor Nibert asks if 
capitalist systems—which treat humans and other animals and the land as industrial 
fodder, as so many production units—can be reformed. Is reform possible when 
costly government regulations—such as pesticide and antibiotic uses, food irradia- 

ix 



x Foreword 

tion, and genetic engineering—prove ineffectual in real-world risk management and 
containment scenarios? Such scenarios are quite distinct from scientific risk determi- 
nations by the virtual realists of the scientific and biomedical, industrial, and 
research establishments that exert considerable control over Congress. 

Is reform possible when antitrust and antimonopoly laws are rarely enforced? 
When academia and public educational institutions, from the curriculum content 
of most state schools to the defilement of public museums, promote corporate inter- 
ests and revise history? Take, for example, this scenario at America’s most hallowed 
Smithsonian Natural History Museum—what I call the “Orkin Syndrome.” In a 
letter to the Washington Post (January 27, 2002), the former director of this 
museum, Porter M. Kier, wrote: 

During my term as director of the Smithsonian’s Museum of Natural History, we built 

an insect zoo. The purpose of the exhibit was to convince museum visitors that insects 

were “fun” and a vital part of our lives and our environment. Now this exhibit has 
been refurbished and renamed the Orkin Hall in honor of a corporation dedicated to 

convincing the public that insects are dangerous pests that must be eliminated [Szyle, 
January 18]. Surely this is too high a price to pay for financial support for an exhibit. 
In the past Congress and the American people supported their museum. Why not now? 

We are seeing the corporate takeover of museums, public education, academia, as 
well as the entertainment, sports and information media, the Church, the heart and 
mind of America—and the globe. As this book shows, this process includes the 
incorporation of values and beliefs that are antithetical to the bioethics of equalitari- 
anism, biodemocracy, the conservation of biodiversity and cultural diversity, and 
respect for human and nonhuman interests, and democratic entitlements. 

This book should be essential reading for all undergraduate students in the sci- 
ences and the humanities. David Nibert helps show us the way to a more humane 
and viable future. 

Michael W. Fox, DSc, PhD, Buvet Med, MRCVS 

Ee Washington, D.C. 

tal 
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Introduction 

1972 anthropocentric book titled Animals in the American Economy opened in 
the customary fashion of many such books, past and present: “In myriad ways 

animals of land, air and sea have contributed to the cultural, spiritual, and economic 
well-being of mankind.”! The truth is just the opposite: In myriad ways the oppres- 
sion of other animals has been devastating for the cultural, spiritual, and economic 
well-being of the vast majority of humans. What is more, the oppression of devalued 
groups of humans has been, and remains, disastrous for other animals. This book 
shows how the oppression of humans and other animals is deeply entangled. 

Ecofeminist writers like Carol Adams, Josephine Donovan, and Marti Kheel have 
illumirfated the ideological entanglements to a considerable degree, and their work 
has been invaluable in increasing my own awareness of the close relationship 
between the oppression of humans and other animals. The ideological entangle- 
ments between exploitation of humans and other animals are fueled by, and inter- 
twined with, economic-based oppression—particularly under corporate capitalism. 
The liberation of devalued groups of humans or of other animals is unlikely in a 

world that increasingly uses both as fodder for the continual growth and expansion 
of transnational corporations, particularly agribusiness. The bodies of other animals 
increasingly are used to provide luxury, privilege, and desirable cuts of “meat” for 
the affluent around the world. The same practices that cause enormous suffering 
for other animals also take a terrible toll on workers, the Third World, the global 
environment, and consumers. These terrible consequences are rendered largely invis- 

ible to the majority in affluent nations. 
Increased awareness of the entanglement of many critical problems confronting 

humans in the twenty-first century with the oppression of other animals is important 
for the overall struggle for social justice. However, many who are active in move- 
ments for the liberation of devalued humans are generally unreceptive to this reality, 

due in part to a lack of awareness of both the atrocious treatment of other animals 
under capitalism and the integral part that other animals have played in human 
oppression, past and present. Correspondingly, many in the animal rights move- 
ment are unaware of the entanglement of the oppression of humans and other ani- 
mals and how oppression of other animals is fueled by the structure of political- 

xill 
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economic arrangements. This book draws on sociological theory to increase aware- 
ness of such factors and also to urge more unity among advocates for other animals 

and other progressive forces in society. Unity and cooperation are necessary to fore- 
stall the undemocratic, exploitative—and ultimately unsustainable—advance of 
global capitalism and to foster increased tolerance, acceptance, and respect for all. 

Toward that end, this book features a new look at the history of western “civiliza- 
tion,” one that takes into account the interrelated suffering of oppressed humans 
and of other animals. It accentuates the economic and elite-driven character of prej- 
udice, discrimination, and institutionalized oppression of humans and other animals 
alike. This examination of the economic entanglements of the oppression of humans 
and other animals is combined with an analysis of some of the ideological forces that 
legitimate them and a review of the uses of state power that protect them. 

Chapter 1 opens with a description of the little-known massacres of devalued oth- 
ers in Hinckley, Ohio, and Panzos, Guatemala. It introduces the perspective and 
theory that guide this exploration of the causes and entanglement of the oppression 
of humans and other animals. Chapter 2 provides a brief examination of the roots 
of Western oppression, coupled with an exploration of how exploitation of humans 
and other animals is entangled —and how oppression has intensified with the emer- 
gence of capitalism, particularly in the United States. Chapter 3 looks at the eco- 
nomic underpinnings of the expansion and intensification of oppression in the 
twentieth century, its basis in the capitalist system, and the consequences for the vast 
majority of the inhabitants of the Earth. The pharmaceutical industry is featured as 
an example of the abominable practices of contemporary multinational corpora- 
tions. Chapter 4 looks specifically at the effects of the Green Revolution, the growth 
of corporate-dominated agribusiness, and their consequences for other animals, the 
Third World, the environment, agricultural workers, communities with factory 
farms and slaughterhouses, and consumers. Chapter 5 brings into focus the nature 
of the state, with a historical look at how elites have used the various powers of the 
state and law as tools to maintain control of their societies. This review is followed 
by an examination of how the U.S. state has been used to blunt efforts for progres- 
sive change, with a particular emphasis on legislation and court decisions pertaining 
to other animals. Ghapter 6 is an examination of the role of ideology in the oppres- 
sion of devalued htmans'and other animals, with examples of pervasive,insidious, 
and day-to-day social, political, and economic indoctrination. Chapter 7 provides a 
summary of the main points and suggests that both the Left and advocates for other 
animals must reevaluate their philosophical and strategic approaches to social 
change. Fundamentally altered economic, political, ideological, and social arrange- 

ments are necessary to stop the oppression of both humans and other animals; such 
elemental changes require an understanding of the causes of oppression and more 
unity among all working to relieve and eliminate suffering. 

One of the ways in which oppression masquerades as somehow right and natural, 
particularly in more affluent nations, is through the use of language. The very words 
we use exert considerable control over our consciousness and our views of the world. 
I have struggled with the English language in my attempt to use words and phrases 
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that do not automatically reflect hierarchical rankings of living beings. For example, 
I largely refrain from using the terms people, nonhuman, and animals, choosing 

instead to use humans and other animals. This wording emphasizes human common- 
ality with other inhabitants of the planet, rather than fostering a perception of sepa- 
rateness 4nd “otherness” that helps rationalize disregard and mistreatment of other 
animals. The frequent use in this book of the broad and oversimplified category title 
of “other animals” for the many and varied groups on the Earth is troubling for me, 
but I have not yet found a more respectful way to proceed. The term the Left is used 
in a broad, ecumenical sense, especially in chapter 7, and generally refers to all those 
working for progressive causes: workers, public interest groups, civil rights activists, 
consumer groups, environmentalists, and liberation activists of all stripes. Similarly, 
the term animal rights is also used loosely here and is intended to be largely synony- 
mous with the term animal liberation. This sidesteps debates about the pros and 
cons of efforts to improve the lives of other animals primarily by promoting legal 
rights for them—a question not addressed at length in this work. 

Words and expressions that are disparaging to other animals and euphemisms that 
tend to disguise the reality of oppression (such as the term meat, which disguises the 
reality that other animals’ dead bodies are used for food) are placed in quotation 
marks. While this may make the text somewhat awkward at times, it is much prefer- 
able to using smoother language that implicitly supports oppressive arrangements. 
The distracting effect of highlighting commonly accepted, euphemistic terms actu- 
ally may serve to make horrid practices and conventions more visible and real to 

some réaders. The use of the term murder for the killing of other animals in many 
settings, for example, is more likely to promote reflective thought than such terms 

as culling, taking, or even hunting. When other writers are quoted, however, their 
use of words will be presented unaltered. 

While I speak frequently of the liberation of oppressed humans and other animals, 
I am not attempting to lay out what an oppression-free existence should look like 
or map in detail how it should be achieved. Suffice it to say that a world in which 
other animals can live largely free from violence and from use as mere objects at the 
hands of humans would in itself represent a profound global transformation. 

The point of view presented here sometimes takes issue with some of the views 
of prominent advocates for other animals and some writers from the Left. The fact 
that I might take issue with certain of their ideas should be seen not as a general 
critique of their work but as an attempt to expand on their ideas, foster dialogue, 
and further the struggle against oppression. I have learned a great deal from all the 
progressive writers discussed on the following pages, and I have great respect for 
their integrity and commitment to creating a world free of oppression and suffering. 

NOTE 

1. John A. Sims and Leslie E. Johnson, Animals in the American Economy (Ames: lowa 

State University Press, 1972), vii. 
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Toward a Sociological Analysis 
of Animal Oppression 

The first thing you've got to do, in any kind of change, is to recognize the forms _ 
of oppression that exist. 

—Noam Chomsky! 

I n the cold, early-morning hours of Christmas Eve, 1818, six hundred humans 
surrounded a snow-covered landscape in rural northeastern Ohio called Hinckley 

Township, named after the “owner,” a prosperous Massachusetts judge. The group, 
directed by those with experience in warfare, assembled in four lines that boxed in an 
area of about five square miles. Some carried guns, while others brandished hayforks, 
hatchets, knives, and bayonets attached to poles. With the sounding of horns and 
conch shells, the armed assembly began its advance toward the center, taking care 
to create a great deal of noise and commotion to announce their approach. The aim 
was to kill every being trapped inside the box they formed. As the march proceeded, 
frantic deer were seen running in every direction. Some darted desperately at the 
terrible line, hoping to break away from the peril descending on them—only to be 
shot and killed as they approached the advancing throng. The humans who had 
guns advanced ahead of the others, taking aim at everyone they spotted, especially 
bears and wolves. As the box of death tightened, hundreds of beings were massacred. 
Some deer who avoided being shot with guns were lanced in midair as they desper- 
ately sought to leap over the horrible line. As the box continued to close in, some 
humans climbed trees and fired down on the panicked and terrified inhabitants of 

the forest. 
The human box became inescapable as the density of the lines doubled and tre- 

bled from the increasing concentration. In a last act of desperation, terrified bears, 

deer, wolves, turkeys, and others sought refuge under the edge of the bank of a fro- 
zen stream. Eventually discovered, and pinned with nowhere to flee, they were mas- 
sacred as lead balls rained down on them. By late afternoon the sounds of musket 
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blasts and the shrieks and cries of those ruthlessly stalked and trapped eventually 
ceased. An estimated seventeen wolves, twenty-one bears, and three hundred deer 

were dead.? The number of other smaller beings who were slain was not recorded. 
Judge Hinckley’s land was thus “cleared” of troublesome others. 

On 29 May 1978, hundreds of Guatemalan subsistence farmers, most of whom were 

Quiche “Indians” from several different villages, converged on the town of Panzos. 

The inhabitants of one village had been ordered there by a group of Guatemalan 
soldiers. Residents from another community were told to go to Panzos, where they 
would be given an official response to their appeal for government recognition of 
their rights to the land they lived on. Residents from another village joined the oth- 
ers in order to protest recent murders in their community by military death squads. 
An estimated ‘eight hundred to one thousand subsistence farm families— 
campesinos—arrived on the 29th and made their way to the town plaza. The day 
before their coming an army detachment had arrived.? 

After the Quiche gathered in the plaza, soldiers blocked the streets to box them 
in. Then the villagers were angrily addressed and insulted by a delegation of large 
landowners, one of whom said that the landowners “had the authorization of the 
President and Minister of Government to kill you.”4 A scuffle broke out between 
two soldiers and a campesino, and suddenly both soldiers and landowners began 
firing on the unarmed crowd, many shooting from balconies and rooftops. Bullets 
rained down on the Quiche, and many fell in their tracks. Panicked and terrified, 
the crowd rushed the soldiers blocking the streets—only to face blasts of gunfire. In 
an act of desperation, terrified villagers, including women holding screaming babies, 
drowned trying to escape by crossing the Polochic River. After the initial deadly 
volley of bullets, assaults against the fleeing campesinos were directed by a local plan- 
tation owner, riding in a jeep with a military officer. 

After the blasts of gunfire ended and the shrieks and cries of those ruthlessly 
stalked and trapped eventually ceased, an estimated 140 Quiche, including many 
women and children, were dead, with some 300 wounded. Soldiers prevented any- 

one from giving medical assistance to the injured and to those who lay bleeding to 
death. Army reinfrcements and helicopters were called in to comb the mountain- 
sides to kill thos®who hid escaped. ‘ 

By afternoon, the Panzos mayor claimed the corpses were already in a state of 
putrefaction, and by 4:00 p.m. the dead were buried in a common grave—dug two 
days before the massacre. The military immediately cordoned off the Quiche land. 
From the 1960s through the 1980s, numerous such incidents were used to rid Gua- 
temala of “troublesome others”; tens of thousands were murdered by police and 
military forces. 

In the summer of 1998, Willow Grear was out for a walk with her companion Cas- 
sidy, a dog, in their Dayton, Ohio, neighborhood. Grear, who has been blind since 
birth and is a member of the “working poor,” heard the sound of approaching bicy- 
cles just before one crashed into Cassidy. Cassidy’s cries of fear and pain produced 
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laughter from a group of boys as they sped away. A bystander approached Grear and 
told her she saw one of the boys deliberately run into the dog. The trauma Grear 

suffered from the attack was also so profound for Cassidy that her personality and 
perspective on the world were dramatically affected, prompting Grear to state, 
“She'll neGer be the same dog she was.” 

These episodes of violence and horror may appear to be isolated anomalies, but such 
incidents are all too prevalent over the course of recorded history. As this book will 
attempt to show, such events are connected, not by time or place but, rather, by the 
similar nature of the economic, political, and ideological systems that led to them— 
systems that rely on oppressive and violent practices to protect and expand privilege. 
These causes of oppression, rooted in history, remain a profound, indeed determina- 
tive, part of the twenty-first century and continue to restrain the development of 
enlightened thought and ethical social and economic practices. 

I will maintain that horrendous episodes such as those that occurred in Hinckley, 

Ohio, and Panzos, Guatemala, are linked to the more everyday, small-scale—but 
pervasive—incidents of abuse and violence such as the casual yet devastating attack 
on Willow Grear and Cassidy. As a human with a disability, a person who is eco- 
nomically marginal despite the fact that she works, Willow Grear was, and remains, 

at risk in a society that has a long history of disrespect for and devaluation of such 
individuals. Vulnerability accompanies devaluation. Those whose worth is mini- 
mized, or totally unacknowledged, are susceptible to abuse, exploitation, and vio- 
lence. * 

Just as groups of humans are devalued, other animals, like Cassidy, are highly 
vulnerable in our society. The exploitation of other animals and the justification of 
their mistreatment not only closely resemble human oppression but are inextricably 
tied to it. While the primary focus of this book is human oppression of other ani- 
mals, the thesis is that such oppression is motivated primarily by economic interests 
and, what is more, that it is profoundly and permanently entwined with human 
oppression of other humans. 

This book will explore these fused forms of oppression by way of reflections on 
Western history and on developing economic practices, political processes, and belief 
systems. It will avoid the treatment of other animals as mere resources or tools for 
the “inevitable ascent of human progress and civilization,” as most human members 
of society—particularly in the West—have been taught. Such a view has served to 
legitimate ruthless oppression and to blunt awareness of and sensitivity to such 
oppression. Rather, this book will document how the historical oppression of 
humans and other animals has provided a benefit primarily for a relatively small 
number of humans, particularly those with substantial privilege and power. 

The mistreatment of devalued humans and other animals has been, and continues 
to be, driven largely (although not exclusively) by individual material interests and 
the broader economic systems that condition them—not by biology or innate preju- 
dice. This observation comes from a sociological approach to the experiences of 
devalued humans and other animals, an approach grounded in a tradition of exam- 
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ining the structural and institutional underpinnings of human ideas and behavior. 

Because this examination of oppression draws from the sociological perspective, a 
brief look at several important sociological ideas and assumptions will help provide 

a context for the analysis of oppression that is to follow. 

A SOCIOLOGICAL APPROACH TO OPPRESSION 

Sociologists primarily search out and study broad social patterns. One of the most 
important and pervasive patterns is the devaluation of certain groups in society. 
Many sociologists question why some among us, such as women, humans of color, 
children, humans with disabilities, humans who are older or poor, and those with 
different sexual orientations, seem particularly vulnerable to violence and abuse and 
are disproportionately afflicted with adversity and privation. Sociologists have come 
to believe that racism, sexism, classism, and the like have historical and social struc- 
tural causes that are rooted largely in unjust social arrangements—arrangements that 
significantly shape human consciousness and that are reflected in individual behav- 
iors.¢ It is from this perspective that some have chosen to look more closely at massa- 
cres, such as those in Guatemala, as well-as individual experiences of assault, such as 
the attack on Willow Grear and her companion Cassidy. It is in such a context, I 

will argue, that we must view the massacres like the one at Hinckley and humans’ 
overall horrendous treatment of other animals, past and present. 

This general idea that various forms of oppression have structural causes has 
received substantial support in academic literature over the past two decades. Social 
scientists and liberation activists alike promote the idea that the oppression of vari- 
ous groups is deeply grounded in the institutional arrangements and belief systems 
of society. For instance, sociologist Daniel Rossides reflects the findings and perspec- 
tives of many scholars when he writes that discrimination against devalued groups 
is “socially induced and maintained.”” This is to say that oppressive treatment of 
groups of humans is not natural or inevitable; rather, it is part of a tightly woven set 
of cultural practices that are deeply established in social arrangements. Moreover, the 
oppression of v various devilued greups in human societies is not independent and unre- 
lated; rather, the arrangements that lead to various forms of oppression are integrated in 
such a way that the exploitation of one group frequently augments and compounds the 
mistreatment of others. 

Margaret Anderson and Patricia Hill Collins are among a rapidly growing num- 
ber of sociologists who maintain that categories such as race, class, and gender are 
“interlocking” and “interactive systems” that should be analyzed in the context of 

“social institutions and belief systems.”® Changing these social arrangements is key 
in expanding justice and freedom for all. Social activist and writer Suzanne Pharr 
puts it this way: 

\ 

It is virtually impossible to view one oppression . . . in isolation because they are all 
connected. . . . They are linked by a common origin—economic power and control— 
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and by common methods of limiting, controlling and destroying lives. There is no hier- 
archy of oppressions. Each is terrible and destructive. To eliminate one oppression 

successfully, a movement has to include work to eliminate them all or else success will 

always be limited and incomplete.’ 
¢ 

I will argue that, to reduce the potential for future massacres like those in Guate- 
mala, episodes like the one at Hinckley must become deplorable, inexcusable, and 
unacceptable—and vice versa. Oppression of humans causes much of the mistreat- 
ment of other animals, and the awful treatment of other animals fuels human exploi- 
tation. As we shall see, one of the most important entanglements, and one of the 
most tragic, has been the practice of considering other animals as food for humans. 
For instance, in chapter 2 we will see that the initial organized killing of other ani- 
mals for food and the use of their body parts as resources contributed significantly 
to the devaluation of women. Correspondingly, the devaluation and oppression of 
women facilitated and compounded the oppression of other animals. Similar entan- 
glements between devalued groups of humans and other animals are commonplace 
throughout history and in contemporary social arrangements. 

The oppressive treatment of different devalued groups—including exploiting a 
being’s labor, raising others for food and resources, and physically displacing or 
exterminating other groups—is entwined not only materially but also with the sys- 
tems of beliefs and values that guide human society. Oppression has to be rational- 
ized and justified. It relies heavily on hierarchical views in which certain groups are 
believed*to be undeserving of consideration and fair treatment, promoting a ranking 
based on purported virtue or worth. The ideological entanglement of hierarchical 
views of both humans and other animals has been the topic of several scholarly 
works, particularly by ecofeminists.'° This book will attempt to contribute to exist- 
ing ideas about the related ideological foundations and entanglements of these 
related oppressions with additional sociological reflections. 

This analysis of oppression will also bring into focus the role of the state and the 
development and use of law. Both privilege and its corollary, oppression, are embed- 

ded in and largely protected by the state and by the laws and practices it produces. 
This point is important because challenges to oppression are frequently political 
ones. Those working for justice and liberation of devalued groups should understand 
that, with the state as it exists today, they face a formidable obstacle to the achieve- 

ment of their objectives. It is very much in the interests of liberation movement 
activists to become more united across causes in the face of such power. By under- 

standing the nature of the state, past and present, social change strategies can be 

undertaken with realism and clarity. 
This book will maintain that those involved in any one liberation movement 

should realize their entanglement with all other oppressed groups and their common 
purpose. We will see that Suzanne Phart’s insight—“to eliminate one oppression 
successfully, a movement has to include work to eliminate them all or else success 
will always be limited and incomplete” —mmust be expanded to include the liberation 
of other animals. At the same time, advocates for other animals should expand their 
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awareness of the relationship between oppressive treatment of other animals and 
human stratification and suffering. Such understanding and political solidarity are 
vital if real advances are to be achieved in the liberation and quality of life for count- 

less humans and other animals. 

THE OPPRESSION OF “MINORITIES” 

Over the past three decades, a number of important scholars and activists have 
denounced “‘speciesism,” comparing it explicitly to racism and sexism. The applica- 
tion of the sociological perspective in general, and selected minority group theory in 
particular, to animal oppression holds a great deal of promise for expanding our 
understanding of the causes of speciesism and its relationship to, and entanglement 

with, the oppression of devalued groups of humans. 
Although a theoretical position arising from sociological minority group theory 

will guide this review of the treatment of devalued humans and other animals, it is 
necessary to make a brief digression to challenge the customary definition of two 
important terms to begin to bridge a theory of human oppression with the oppres- 
sion of other animals. First, we will reconsider the meaning of the term minority 
group and suggest a more accurate and inclusive term in its place. Then, we will 
review uses of the term speciesism and interpret it from a sociological vantage point. 

The term minority group was created early in the twentieth century to refer to 
groups that differed from the one that controlled society. Initially used to refer to 
ethnic minorities, sociologists now commonly use the term to refer to any group in 
human society whose members differ from the controlling group.!! Unfortunately, 
for many years most sociologists portrayed controlling group members as normative 
or typical members of society, while minority group members have been viewed as 
“alien” or “special.”!? What is more, traditional academic definitions of minority 
group have largely soft-pedaled the causes, consequences, and realities of the fre- 

quently oppressive social arrangements imposed on minority groups, often making 
them appear to be both natural and inevitable. Ethnic conflict, for instance, is widely 
viewed as'a universal ngtmal, and cyclical phenomenon. Asa result, the term minor- 
ity group has been used extensively in our culture because it does not imply a critique 
of the status quo. 

Not surprisingly, due in part to the widespread usage of the euphemistic term 
minority group, most who benefit from the privilege that stems from the exploitation 
of such groups are seldom motivated or encouraged to become aware of and reflect 
on their material and psychological stake in oppressive social arrangements. Conse- 
quently, I believe it is time to replace the ostensibly objective term minority groups 
with one that is more accurate and straightforward—oppressed groups. 

The following definition of oppressed group is derived in large part from an analysis 
of oppression developed by Iris Young.'3 4n oppressed group shares physical, cultural, 
or economic characteristics and is subjected, for the economic, political, and social gain 
of a privileged group, to a social system that institutionalizes its exploitation, marginali- 
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zation, powerlessness, deprivation, or vulnerability to violence. This term is more forth- 
right than minority group, its euphemistic counterpart, and is inclusive of humans 
of color, humans living in poverty, women, humans who are older, humans with 

disabilities, humans with different sexual orientations, and other animals.4 The term 
oppressed group is not only more appropriate and honest but also avoids the human- 
centered concept of minority groups and helps challenge the prevailing view that 
human use and mistreatment of other animals lies in the realm of “natural affairs.” 

Some writers promoting social justice and liberation of devalued human groups 
eschew the term oppression because they believe that such terminology treats deval- 
ued others primarily as passive victims of discrimination and exploitation.> While I 
am sympathetic to their concerns, I am reluctant to downplay the term oppression. 

Rather, in this book I will make widespread use of the terms oppression and oppressed 

groups, as they help punctuate the nature of social structural arrangements and their 
consequences. | believe it is possible to use these powerful terms while still recogniz- 
ing the subjective experiences of those who are oppressed and their frequently bold 
and courageous resistance to such arrangements. Such resistance has ranged from, 
for example, efforts to resist displacement and extermination to revolts by the 

enslaved, from attempts to escape captivity to struggles for political change. These 
efforts by countless individuals and groups, in the United States alone, have been 
responsible for real improvements in the general quality of life. 

The second theoretical adjustment needed for the inclusion of other animals into 
the theoretical realm of oppressed groups is reconsideration of the term speciesism. 

The view that speciesism is prejudice, a view promoted by many advocates and 
defenders of other animals, hampers somewhat the analysis of the social structural 

causes of oppression of other animals. An example of such use goes back to the 
important and ground-breaking work of Richard D. Ryder, credited with coining 

the term speciesism in 1970, He wrote: 

Speciesism and racism are both forms of prejudice that are based upon appearances—if 

the other individual looks different he is rated as being beyond the moral pale... . 
Speciesism and racism (and indeed sexism) overlook or underestimate the similarities 

between the discriminator and those discriminated against and both forms of prejudice 

show a selfish disregard for the interests of others, and for their sufferings.'® 

In his classic book, Animal Liberation, Peter Singer also compared the oppressive 
treatment of animals to racism and defined speciesism as prejudice. “Speciesism . . . 

is a prejudice or attitude of bias in favor of the interests of members of one’s own 
species and against those of members of other species.” !” 

Philosopher and activist Tom Regan, author of The Case for Animal Rights—an 

important philosophical treatise first published in 1983—followed Ryder and Sing- 
er’s lead in regarding speciesism as prejudice.'* Then, in 1985, the Oxford English 
Dictionary defined speciesism as “discrimination against or exploitation of certain 

animal species by human beings, based on an assumption of mankind’s supe- 
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riority.”!? Reflecting on the various uses of the term, in 1985 Ryder observes, “Spe- 
ciesism is, I suppose, a compromise word. . . . It describes the doer’s negative 
attitudes and actions. . . . It denotes not merely discrimination but prejudice, and, 
far more importantly, the exploitation, oppression and cruel injustice which flow 

from this prejudice.”° . 
These exceptional writers are correct when they assert that speciesism and other 

forms of oppression are comparable. However, sociologists tend to use the suffix 

-ism in a more specific way than what is generally meant by those talking about 
speciesism. Most sociologists consider racism, as well as sexism, classism, and other 
“isms” to be ideologies. That is, they are neither prejudice nor mistreatment. Rather, 
an ideology is a set of socially shared beliefs that legitimates an existing or desired social 
order. Prejudice, on the other hand, is an individual predisposition to devalue a 
group of others. As sociological theorist Donald Noel notes, “As an attitude preju- 
dice is a characteristic of an individual—not of a cultural structure. It may be a very 

widespread, common attitude but its locus, nonetheless, remains the individual and 
it is not analyzed in terms of institutional processes but in terms of psychological 

processes.””?! 
It is relevant to note at this point that the contemporary sociological emphasis on 

institutionally based oppression is something of a recent development. For example, 
until the late 1960s most sociologists, like the public, largely viewed racism as the 
consequence of individual prejudice, and many prejudiced individuals were believed 
to suffer from some form of personality disorder.” This perspective hindered a thor- 
ough sociological examination of the role of existing social arrangements in the for- 
mation and maintenance of racism. The relative silence about the social structural 
and economic causes of racism essentially portrayed these forces as benign?>—much 

like the contemporary analysis of the oppression of other animals. Such a conserva- 
tive view among early sociologists is not surprising when one considers that during 
the first half of the twentieth century the emerging discipline of sociology was striv- 
ing for legitimacy and general acceptance. Eventually, however, most sociologists 
came to challenge the psychological reductionistic, system-supporting, “scientific” 
explanation of racism that paraded as “objective science.” 

For example, in his $97 2 book Racial Oppression in America, Robert Blauner 
helped spearhead ‘the embrging consensus as outlined in the following passage: 

Social science experts assumed that . . . movement toward equality depended primarily 
on the reduction of prejudice in the white majority, rather than on the collective actions 
of the oppressed groups themselves or upon basic transformations in the society. Here 

sociologists were reflecting the general ethos of American culture, which minimizes a 
consciousness of, and concern with, group power—with the structure of institutions 
and their constraints—emphasizing in their stead the ideas and attitudes of 
individuals. . . . I would not deny that ideas of white superiority are powerful in their 
impact, and that stereotypes of racial minorities have a tenacious hold on the conscious 
and unconscious mind. But prejudiced attitydes are not the essence of racism. . . . rac- 
ism is institutionalized. The processes that maintain domination—control of whites 
over nonwhites—are built into the major social institutions. These institutions either 
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exclude or restrict the participation of racial groups by procedures that have become 
conventional, part of the system of rules and regulations.*4 

Slowly, sociologists came to subscribe to the idea that, rather than causing racism, 
prejudice emerged primarily to support and sustain racial exploitation and oppres- 

sion. Noted sociologist Herbert Blumer maintained that, when a group acquires cer- 
tain privileges at the expense of another group, prejudice arises as a mechanism to 

protect those privileges. James Vander Zanden summarizes Blumer’s position as fol- 
lows: 

Prejudice arises . . . through a collective process in which spokesmen for a racial or 

ethnic group—prominent public figures, leaders of powerful organizations, and intellec- 

tual and social elites—operating chiefly through the mass media publicly characterize 

another group. Such spokesmen foster feelings of racial superiority, racial distance, and 

a claim to certain rights and privileges. Other members of the dominant group, 

although having different views and feelings, fall into line fearing ingroup ostracism. 

The sense of group position serves as a special kind of social norm, especially for individ- 

uals who strongly identify with the ingroup. In this fashion a sense of group position— 

with its encompassing matrix of prejudice—becomes a general kind of orientation. It is 

a hypothesis, then, that views the dominant group as having a vested interest in another 

group’s subordination; the dominant group has a stake in preserving an order character- 

ized by privilege and advantage. Prejudice becomes an instrument for defending this 

privilege and advantage.” 

Hence, the view of prejudice as a primary cause of ethnic oppression was seriously 

challenged in the 1960s, and an institutional analysis of oppression came to the fore. 

Institutional analysis reveals that racism is not prejudice; prejudice is an individual 

attitude. Nor is racism discrimination; discrimination is action—differential and 
unequal treatment of the members of a specific group solely because they are mem- 
bers of that group. Racism, as well as sexism, classism, and the like, are ideologies. 
Various types of prejudice and discrimination are outgrowths of these invidious ide- 
ologies that are created to protect privilege. 

This level of specificity is important if we are to gain a better understanding of 

the structural causes of oppression of humans and other animals. Don Noel made 

the argument for such specificity in a 1972 essay on racism; his reasoning easily and 
necessarily transfers to speciesism. 

To identify racism with discriminatory acts . . . may be adequate to the worthy task of 
educating the public to the horrors and gross injustice of racism and discrimination, 
but such conceptual imprecision destroys the possibility of unraveling the causal rela- 

tionship between a racist ideology and a discriminatory social structure. . . . Racism 

must be rigorously distinguished from concepts which refer to actual behavior if the 

relationship between the ideology and a given structure of race relations is to be mean- 

ingfully explored.” 
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Ss 
So, it follows that speciesism i is also an ideology—that i is, a set of widely held, 

socially shared beliefs. As we will see, speciesism, like racism, sexism, and classism, 

results from and supports oppressive social arrangements, 
—e"Cteating more precise definitions is far easier than changing cultural perceptions 

that prejudice, and related amoral attitudes, are the primary causes of oppression. 
When the psychological and moral (or immoral) bases of oppression are accentu- 
ated, social structural forces are downplayed or overlooked entirely. That approach 
generally has characterized much of the modern movement for rights and justice for 
both humans and other animals, prompting many simply to wring their hands, 
shake their heads, and assume a “when will we ever learn” or “why can’t we all just 
get along” attitude. Such sentiments may well prompt educational efforts, challenges 
to specific businesses practices, and even modest political reforms, but they tend to 
stifle any realization of the need for social structural change. 

Many important works on the liberation of other animals tend to follow this indi- 
vidualistic and psychologically oriented explanation of oppression. In Animal Liber- 
ation, for instance, Peter Singer does not offer an explanation for the cause of racism, 
sexism, or speciesism but primarily suggests that the attitudes underlying them are 
ethically flawed and should be challenged through education. He does not call into 
question the social system that promulgates speciesism, although throughout Animal 
Liberation he repeatedly acknowledges the institutional underpinnings of speciesism. 
For example, he writes: 

Nor is the task of reform made any easier by the large companies involved in the profit- 

able businesses of breeding or trapping animals and selling them, or manufacturing and 

marketing the cages for them to live in, the food used to feed them, and the equipment 
used to experiment on them. These companies are prepared to spend huge amounts of 
money to oppose legislation that will deprive them of their profitable markets. . . . The 
people who profit by exploiting large numbers of animals do not need our approval. 
They need our money.” 

Singer not only questions the dynamics of the economic and political systems but 
also criticizes a culture, and mass media that devalue and depersonalize other animals. 

SAC < ‘ ; 

[M]Jost of the “information” about farm animals to be gained from watching télevision 

is in the form of paid advertising, which ranges from ridiculous cartoons of pigs who 

want to be made into sausages and, tuna trying to get themselves canned, to straightfor- 

ward lies about the conditions in which broiler chickens are reared. The newspapers do 
little better. Their coverage of nonhuman animals is dominated by “human interest” 

events like the birth of a baby gorilla at the zoo, or by threats to endangered species; 
but developments in farming techniques that deprive millions of animals of freedom of 
movement go unreposted.”* 

Despite these insightful and powerful criticisms of social institutions, in the last 
analysis Singer largely sees individual attitudes and moral deficiencies as underlying 
the problem of animal oppression. 
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One book that has compared speciesism and racism, and has explored the roots 
of both forms of oppression, is Marjorie Spiegel’s important work The Dreaded 

Comparison.” Spiegel’s work expresses strong criticism of the economic system. 

To a large extent, the heightened institutionalization of oppression of blacks (in the form 
of legalized slavery), and animals (in factory farming and vivisection), can be attributed 

to the profit motive. Indeed, eighteenth- and nineteenth-century anti-abolitionists con- 
tended that the end of slavery would bring with it the collapse of the economic structure 
of the United States, while in our own century C. W. Hume wrote that “the major 
cruelties practiced on animals in civilized countries today arise out of commercial 

no Sa 
exploitation, and the fear of losing profits is the chief obstacle to reform.”2° 

Exploring the causes of the oppression of both human and other animals, Spiegel 
considers important issues of ideology and power. However, while recognizing the 
complexity of causation, she deemphasizes the role of economic factors in oppres- 
sion, past and present. “For while the profit motive serves to explain some aspects 
of vivisection,” she writes, “factory farming and the black slave trade, it fails misera- 
bly at explaining, for example, lynching or segregation, or the ‘calculated cruelty 
involved in many ‘scientific’ experiments, or the joy people derive from killing. 
Oppression i is carried far beyond the point of profitability and mere economic 
exploitation”! wietel 

Like Singer, Spiegel emphasizes individual transformation as the best course for 
ending gppression of humans and other animals. She states: 

If we are to succeed in stemming our destructiveness and learning to once again live 
sustainably and harmoniously with the earth and all its inhabitants, it is the urge to 

commit violence that must be addressed—both on a societal level, and, perhaps most 

importantly, in ourselves as individuals. 

Ultimately, the true battle against oppression will be waged within each of us, ~ 

because that is where all violence begins. And that is also the only place where vio- 
lence—with enough work—can finally, everlastingly, be brought to an end.” 

In The Case for Animal Rights, Regan suggests that the cruel treatment of other 
animals is linked to specific economic practices but not to the essential structure of 
contemporary economic arrangements, As he sees it, “[t]he rights view is not antago- 
nistic to business, free enterprise, the market RATER and the like.” 

Leading animal rights activist Kim Stallwood further separates the oppression of 
other animals from consideration of economic arrangements, stating, (‘[I]n every 
human society, whether communist, capitalist, or developing world, the labor. of 
nonhuman animals i is used without any moral consideration to provide services and 
to produce ‘commodities for human _consumption. 34 This viewpoint presents a 
problem from a sociological vantage point because moral considerations are largely 
conditioned by economic circumstances; the level and intensity of oppression and 
the possibilities for improving the treatment of other animals are very different in 
“communist” and “capitalist” societies and the “developing world” —as we will see. 
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One common aspect, then, of these praiseworthy writers and advocates for other 

animals is their tendency to overlook or minimize the social structural basis of 
oppression of other animals. Their writings emphasize the primary importance of 

overcoming prejudice and immoral reasoning in order to secure liberation for other 
animals. While individual business owners, or even entire industries, occasionally 

may be criticized, the overall system is largely viewed as benign. 
As noted earlier, many sociologists use a structural analysis to provide insight into 

other forms of oppression. They have long grappled with the causes of class, racial, 
and gender-based oppression and the accompanying roles played by both prejudice 

and institutional arrangements, with the latter coming to be viewed as producing 
the former. As we look at the causes of animal oppression and the role of individual 

and structural forces, then, it seems both useful and appropriate to look for insights 

from sociological theory of oppressed groups. 

OPPRESSION: THE THREE BASIC FACTORS 

In 1968, Donald Noel developed a system-based theoretical framework to explain 
the origin of ethnic stratification.** He maintained that ethnic stratification was the 
product of three interactive forces: (1) competition for resources, or some form of 
exploitation of one group by another; (2) unequal power; and (3) ethnocentrism— 

“the view of things in which one’s own group is the center of everything, and all 

others are scaled and rated with reference to it.’”°° While his theory made room for 
psychological considerations, they were placed in the context of structural forces. 
The value of Noel’s theory is not just its close linking of material motivation with 

issues of power and belief systems but also its distillation of complex and interdepen- 
dent social forces into a compact and readily understood model. 

Noel’s model will be revised somewhat in this analysis of the oppression of 

humans and other animals into a three-pronged theoretical device that accentuates 
what many sociologists and liberation activists have come to regard as the economic 
context of most episodes.of competition and exploitation.*” Moreover, in this analy- 
sis the considération of uhequal power will be focused largely on the use of the vari- 

ous powers that are vested in those who control the state. Finally, the concept of 

ethnocentrism will be expanded to include a larger system of ideological control. 
As we shall see in the chapters ‘to follow, this modified version of Noel’s theory 

of ethnic stratification—which will be referred to from here on as the theory of 
oppression—has substantial application to the oppression of other animals. The 

motivating factor—the pursuit of economic self-interest—is easily applied to human 
displacement, exploitation, and extermination of other animals as human society 

expands. First, humans compete with other animals for economic resources, includ- 

ing the use of land. Second, exploitation of other animals serves numerous economic 
ends for human animals, providing sources of food, power, clothing, furniture, 
entertainment, and research tools. However, we will see in the chapters that follow 
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that such exploitation primarily has served to enhance the lives and fortunes of a few 
at a considerable cost to the many. 

This theory also points to the importance of power. One important aspect of 
power is the ability of one group to exert its will against another, regardless of resis- 

tance. Abuses of power are seen throughout history as various human groups devised 
weapons and techniques to dominate other animals and to displace, control, capture, 
exploit, or exterminate them. The most concentrated form of power for most of the 
past ten thousand years has been the state. 

Finally, ideological conditioning is the third essential requirement for oppressive 
social arrangements. Oppression requires rationalization and legitimation; that is, it 
must appear as the right thing to do, both to the oppressing group and in the eyes 
of others. A set of ideas that devalues an entire group—an ideology, such as racism, 
sexism, or speciesism—thus is socially constructed. That ideology provides explana- 
tion and support for the development and perpetuation of social institutions that 
are deeply rooted in the elimination or exploitation of the oppressed group. More- 
over, the ideology justifying that action is promulgated throughout the social system 
in order to garner public acceptance and reduce dissent. Over time, these socially 
constructed ideas will come to be accepted as real and true, and the “lower” or “spe- 
cial” position of the oppressed group will be viewed as the natural order of things, 
promoting ethnocentrism and anthropocentrism. 

These three factors are necessary for the development and perpetuation of oppres- 
sion of humans and other animals: 

ea 

e Factor 1—Economic exploitation/competition 
e Factor 2—Unequal power, largely vested in control of the state 
e Factor 3—Ideological control 

Generally speaking, then, humans tend to disperse, eliminate, or exploit a group 
they perceive to be unlike themselves (an outgroup or the “other”) when it is in 
their economic interests to do so. Next, the oppressing group must have the power 
to subordinate members of the at-risk group. While physical force is the key to this 
subordination, such force is usually vested in part in political control. Those who 
exercise political control wield the power of the state, with the ability to make and 
enforce law. Finally, ideological manipulation fuels prejudiced attitudes and dis- 
criminatory acts that help protect and maintain oppressive economic and social 
arrangements. Such arrangements are made to appear natural, thus making the 
oppression invisible to those who enjoy privilege and who gain some benefit from 
such oppression. The theory of oppression is presented graphically in figure 1.1. 

This model is based on the supposition that oppressive treatment of entire groups 
is a systemic phenomenon, not reducible to individualistic explanations such as prej- 
udice or innate tendencies toward violence. This perspective is grounded in a synthe- 
sis of several macro- and microsociological ideas, which will be expanded in some 
detail as we proceed. Significantly, while this model depicts systemic oppression as 
occurring in a linear fashion, in reality the various aspects of the system are largely 
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Figure 1.1 Theory of Oppression 

interdependent and operate more or less simultaneously. The reciprocal influences, 
however, are not entirely symmetrical, due to the primary influence of material and 
economic considerations.** The theory of oppression will serve as a sort of “causal 

compass” to guide our examination of the systemic and entangled oppression of 
humans and other animals. : 

One last note on thig theoretical model is in order before we move on. While 
a 

theoretical models bene illuminate understanding of complex social phenomena, 

they can also mask complex linkages. In the case of the theory of oppression, for 

example, since ideological devaluation and uses of unequal power are prompted 
largely by material circumstances, they can be reduced—creating possibilities for 

increased tolerance—when oppression of a devalued group no longer serves the 
interest of the oppressors. Such is the case, for example, of the gray wolf in the 
United States. Humans waged upon the wolves “a relentless war” with “rifles, traps, 

and poisons for more than three hundred years.”2° Today, human friends of the 

wolves, and their many supporters among the general public who no longer perceive 
the wolf as an economic threat, are nurturing their return in several western states. 

Conversely, increased ideological disparagement of an already devalued group can 
occur, and expansion of tyrannical use of power will result, when new opportunities 
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for exploitative pursuit of self-interest arise. This was seen, for example, in Germany 

in the early twentieth century after European Jews had attained a degree of social 

acceptance and integration. The economic and social disorganization after World 
War I led to scapegoating, a form of exploitation, and European Jews faced increased 
and ruthless oppression, with catastrophic consequences. 

Human social systems are not fixed in stone, and specific economic motivations 
for oppression—and resulting societal arrangements and ideas—are subject to 
change. This is where we find hope and the prospect for societal transformation. 

OPPRESSION AND CAPITALISM 

The social structural basis and the deep entanglement of the oppression of humans 
and other animals alluded to thus far may well have provoked deep skepticism in 
some readers already. Most human members of society have been deeply immersed, 
all their lives, in a culture that largely devalues other animals and legitimates 
humans’ self-interested use of other animals’ lives and bodies. Challenges to such 
deeply ingrained ideas and practices are understandably difficult for many to accept. 
Similarly, many friends and advocates of other animals, although embracing a view- 
point that ties efforts to liberate other animals to other liberation movements, may 
balk when such an analysis is grounded in a critique of capitalism. They—like most 
members of society—have been taught and conditioned to believe that capitalism, 

if not the ideal system, is at least the best economic and social system humans can 
develop. 

As stated earlier, the thesis of this book is that oppression of humans and other 
animals is entangled and that such exploitation is motivated primarily by economic 

interests. Furthermore, there is compelling evidence that the economic forces fueling 
oppression have intensified with the development of capitalism. Indeed, as we shall 
see, contemporary capitalism and the new global economy it has produced—while 
benefiting the most powerful and privileged members of the most affluent nations— 
are increasing the disparities in the global distribution of wealth. Millions of humans 
are subjected to serious material privations. For instance, the gap in income between 
the richest one-fifth of the human global population and the poorest one-fifth 
was 74 | to 1 in 1997, up from 60 to 1 in 1990 and 30 to 1 in 1960. 40 Today 

United Nations report rt declared that ‘ ‘global in aoe: in income and liane stan- 
dards have reached grotesque proportions.’ 

At the same time, billions of other animals with whom we share the planet now 
endure unspeakable acts and unimaginable suffering. The scale and intensity of mis- 
ery inflicted on other animals have also increased with modern capitalism. Anthro- 

pologist Barbara Noske notes: 

In the earlier stages of domestication humans invaded and became part of animal social 
systems. . . . But under industrial capitalism these systems are no longer intact so that 
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animals have become reduced to mere appendages of computers and machines. . . . 

[P]resent-day capitalism tends to eliminate anything in the animal which cannot be 
made productive. The animal is modified to suit the production system, and its offend- 

ing parts are simply cut off. 

Due to the vigorous promotion and support of the capitalist system that takes 
place in the United States, most of those who work in defense of other animals do 
not challenge capitalism—although many working in other liberation movements 
are more inclined to do so. The profound role that capitalism plays in the oppression 
of other animals, however, prompted philosopher and activist Susan Finsen to 
finally ask, “Js corporate capitalism compatible with animal rights?” (emphasis 

added). 
While sociological theory of oppressed groups conveniently emphasized the indi- 

vidual causes of oppression until the 1960s, as noted earlier, not all theorists down- 
played institutional and economic forces. For example, W. E. B. DuBois believed 
capitalism and racial oppression were inextricably tied together and that racism and 
colonialism were the twin pillars of capitalist society. The quest for private profit 
resulted in the “miserable modern subjugation” of humans of color around the 
world, he argued. The following passage from a 1944 analysis of neocolonialist rela- 
tions between the United States and the Third World provides an example of 
DuBois’s critique of the capitalist system. 

[I]n the most beautiful part of the New World, the overwhelming mass of the inhabi- 
tants [suffer from] poverty, ignorance, disease and disfranchisement from taking any 
part in modern civilization. White citizens of the United States and most Englishmen 
find nothing unusual or alarming in this situation. They have argued from the days of 
the slave trade that not more than a tenth of the Caribbean peoples are capable of mod- 

ern civilization or conceivable participants in political and cultural democracy. . . . [I]n 
most modern instances, the wealthy country is thinking in terms of profit, and is 

obsessed with the long-ingrained conviction that the needs of the weaker country are 

few and its capacity for development are narrow or nonexistent. In that case, this eco- 
nomic partnership works to the distinct disadvantage of the weaker countty. The terms 
of sale-for raw materials, the prices of goods and rent of capital; even the wages of labor 
are dictated by. the strdoger partner, backed by economic pressure and military power. 

DuBois believed that one could not effectively challenge racism while remaining a 
supporter of capitalism.“ 

Another prominent scholar of the early twentieth century, whose insightful work 
generally was not widely embraced, was Oliver Cromwell Cox. Cox’s work also pro- 

moted the idea that racism served the interests of elites by justifying the oppression 
of another group. Cox maintained that modern racism essentially began in the 15th 
century to legitimate the European quest for profits. 

nae .* : 
Western civilization began to take on its characteristic attributes when Columbus 
turned the eyes and interests of the world away from the Mediterranean toward the 
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Atlantic. . . . The socioeconomic matrix of racial antagonism involved the commercial- 

ization of human labor in the West Indies, the East Indies, and in America, the intense 
competition among businessmen of different western European cities for the capitalist 

exploitation of the resources of this area, the development of nationalism and the con- 
solidation of European nations, and the decline of the Roman Catholic Church with its 

mystical inhibitions to the free exploitation of economic resources. Racial antagonism 

attained full maturity during the latter half of the nineteenth century, when the sun no 
longer set on British soil and the great nationalistic powers of Europe began to justify 
their economic designs . . . work had to be done, and if not voluntarily, then some 

ideology had to be found to justify involuntary servitude. “The Indians were repre- 
sented as lazy, filthy pagans, of bestial morals, no better than dogs, and fit only for 
slavery, in which state alone there might be some hope of converting them to Chris- 
tianity.”47 

The capitalist exploiter of the colored workers, it should be observed, consigns them 
to employments and treatments that [are] humanly degrading. In order to justify this 
treatment the exploiters must argue that the workers are innately degraded and degener- 

ate, consequently they naturally merit their condition. . . . This, then, is the beginning 
of modern race relations. It was not an abstract, immemorial feeling of mutual antipathy 

between groups, but rather a practical exploitative relationship with its socio-attitudinal 

facilitation. . . . The capitalist exploiter, being opportunistic and practical, will utilize 

any convenience to keep his labor and other resources freely exploitable. He will devise 
and employ race prejudice when that becomes convenient. 

The perspective cultivated by DuBois, Cox, and numerous other writers, and now 

shared byemany sociologists and activists working in human liberation movements, 
is important here for two reasons. First, it epitomizes and supports the general socio- 
logical assumption that prejudice is a tool of oppression and not its cause—an insight 
that is important to the contemporary struggle for the liberation of humans and 
other animals. Second, it indicts capitalism as a primary factor in perpetuating and 
expanding oppression into the twenty-first century. As we shall see in more detail in 
the chapters that follow, capitalism’s growth and development depended on the ter- 
rible oppression of both humans and other animals—and this remains true today. 

CONCLUSION 

In sum, in this chapter I have attempted to construct a sort of theoretical scaffolding 
around which to build an analysis and understanding of oppression. The term 
minority groups has been replaced with the more appropriate, powerful, and inclusive 
term oppressed groups. Use of the term speciesism has been examined, and we see that 
it is actually an ideology, a belief system that legitimates and inspires prejudice and 

discrimination. 
Noel’s theory of ethnic stratification was introduced, revised, and recast as a gen- 

eral theory of oppression for our use in exploring the basis for the oppression of 
humans and other animals. This theoretical scaffolding will help to explain the mas- 
sacres at Hinckley and in Guatemala, how the structure of human society put 
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Cassidy and Willow Grear at high risk for mistreatment, and why adolescent boys 

reveled in their assault. It will help explain why the analyses of the entanglement of 
oppression observed by many writers is incomplete until they include speciesism. 

While I have suggested that capitalism is profoundly related to oppression, there 
is no question that the oppression of humans and other animals preceded capitalist 
society. In the next chapter, we will briefly reflect on the roots of western oppression 

and then examine how exploitation of humans and other animals continued, and in 

many ways intensified, with the emergence of capitalism. 
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Economic Basis of 
Animal Oppression 

[P]ractical ethics does not so much determine practical economics as it adjusts 
to it. 

—Robert S. Lopez! 

E very year thousands of schoolchildren take highly anticipated field trips to sci- 
ence @nd natural history museums, including one known as the Center of Sci- 

ence and Industry (COSI) in Columbus, Ohio, pouring out of a virtually endless 
stream of yellow school buses. The children’s “scientific” outing is one of many such 

experiences that will shape their views, their values, and their dreams. Inside, child- 
friendly mechanical gadgets demonstrating various principles of physics are inter- 
spersed with exhibits that glorify the “progress of mankind” and make existing social 
arrangements appear as natural and inevitable as the movement of the planets 
around the sun. 

One particularly large and theatrical exhibit that occupied COSI for years, until 
the museum relocated in 1999, was the “Tunnel of Time.” By way of elaborately 
crafted life-size scenes that depicted various periods in human history, the exhibit 
was a sort of historical scrapbook. In the very first scene, ostensibly representing the 
dawn of human history, a group of humans were in the act of killing another animal 
in what appeared to be an organized hunt. The action was violent and grisly, and 
many children stared, wide-eyed and silent, at the spectacle, the silence punctuated 
by ‘“‘cool” and “‘awesome.” This powerful ideological lesson about the “natural” 
relationship between humans and other animals presented as science, in this exhibit 
and countless others like it still in existence, is actually quite misleading. Notwith- 
standing such exhibits and popular myths, the truth is that planned hunting of other 
animals is a relatively recent cultural and social structural practice, one that is no 
more natural to humans than smoking cigarettes or polluting rivers. 

The human species has existed for at least five million years, but many scientists 
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believe that the hunting of other animals is a fairly recent development in human 
history. For example, anthropologist Steven Mithen maintains that australopithe- 
cines, who lived between 4.2 and 1 million years ago—and who many believe to be 
ancestors of today’s humans—were largely vegetarians. “Did the australopithecines 
hunt at all? Probably not, or at least no more than chimpanzees today. Indeed, the 

robust australopithecines evolved into specialized vegetarians, with massive jaws and 
chewing muscles fixed onto a crest of bone.”? 

Some scholars believe that widespread organized hunting of other animals started 
only about twenty thousand years ago.? Author Jim Mason, for example, writes: 

Neither is it true that we have been mighty hunters throughout . . . evolution. Some 
anthropologists now believe that humans probably first took to meat-eating as scaven- 
gers, occasionally grabbing a bit of meat and bone left among the remains of animals 
killed by true predators. That and the occasional killing of rodents, lizards, and other 
small animals surprised in the course of foraging kept animal flesh in the diet for mil- 

lions of years. Evidence now suggests that true, planned, coordinated hunting of large 
animals began only about 20,000 years ago.‘ 

According to leading biological anthropologist Matt Cartmill, “There is no reason 
to think that hunting is natural in the sense of being instinctive for human beings. 
(Probably most of the people who ever have lived have never hunted.)’”* 

Cartmill writes that early humans, “(like most people today) had eaten a ‘prepon- 
derantly vegetable diet.’ ”’® This is because the primary method by which we human 
animals acquired food and resources for most of our existence has been not hunting 

but foraging. In general, food and other material resources were obtained by search- 
ing for edible plants, seeds, fruits, nuts, and other forms of vegetation, perhaps sup- 
plemented by the sporadic consumption of the remains of recently deceased other 
animals scavenged along the way. In all probability, the human relationship with 
other animals was mainly one of relatively peaceful cohabitation. As Sherwood 
Washburn and C. S. Lancaster put it, “Prior to hunting, the relations of our ances- 
tors to other animals must have been very much like those of other'noncarnivores. 

They could have.ttoyed close among the other species, fed beside them, and shared 
the same waterholes.” 4 

One explanation for why organized hunting of other animals began only relatively 
recently in our history is that, for most of our existence, hunting was an ineffective 
and inefficient way of obtaining resources. Foraging was a much more practical and 
productive means of economic production. 

Over tens of thousands of years humans became adept foragers. Human experi- 
ence determined where to search, what to look for, and how to use and distribute 
foraged resources. This experience-based knowledge was formulated into custom 
and was handed down from one generation to the next as /earned behavior. It was, 
and still is, important for humans to teach succeeding generations how to survive in 
any given time because humans have little of what is called ancestral memory or 
instinct—that is, memory or knowledge about how to behave, possessed at birth. — 
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What is more, human animals not only create survival skills but also construct entire 

ways of thinking and behaving, as well as systems of social organization. This infor- 
mation is transmitted to each new generation in the form of culture and social struc- 
ture. Culture is composed of common beliefs, values, language, customs, and norms; 
social structure refers to the ways humans are organized to coordinate actions and 
work toward established goals. Since human animals, interacting with one another, 
invent culture and social structure, we say these things are socially created. Through- 
out eons of human prehistory, the foraging life, with its rules, customs, and struc- 
ture, was regarded as “natural” and right. Our prehistoric ancestors were unaware 
of any other way of relating to one other and to other animals. 

Many believe that a change in this socially constructed reality, a modification that 

began to place more emphasis on organized hunts, became feasible after the Ice Age 
glacier movements expanded prairies and grasslands, creating conditions that accom- 
modated the movement of large groups of other animals.® Since such massive migra- 
tions facilitated successful and efficient capturing and killing of other animals in 
order for humans to ingest them as food, humans began to devote time to this pur- 
suit. Humans desiring to stay in or migrate into very cold or arid regions became 
particularly adept at using the bodies of other animals for food and fashioning their 
skin, hair, bones, horns, and sinews into clothing, shelters, tools, and other necessi- 
ties. 

So, the change from a socially created culture that relied on foraging to one that 
included occasional to frequent hunting of other animals was economically moti- 
vated behavior, cultivated as the potential for effective hunts grew. It was not neces- 

sary for human survival, as hominids had existed for the better part of five million 
years, but simply furthered nonessential interests. Still, even though the hunting of 
other animals became an established way to acquire food and resources, in many 
societies plant-based foraging typically still provided at least 60 to 70 percent of the 
food for many groups.° 

This change in the relationship between humans and other animals, from cohab- 
itors to hunter and quarry, eventually affected relations between humans, most nota- 
bly women’s relationships to men.!° Women and men most likely functioned as 

equals through most of prehistory, when humans foraged close to campsites and 
even when early forms of organized hunting began. However, when the tracking 

and killing of other animals began, particularly with the use of spears and other 
projectiles, a division of labor developed that changed that relationship. According 
to anthropologist Leith Mullings: 

The division of labor was associated with the development of hunting with projectile 
weapons—pursuing and killing large mobile animals—as opposed to earlier forms of 
hunting, such as drives, individual hunting of small animals or “surround” hunting. It 

was in the specific conditions where meat became a regular part of the diet and resources 
were scarce, thus making dispersal into small groups a necessity, that projectile hunting 

was associated with a sexual division of labor. As the ability to remain inconspicuous 
and to surprise the animal was key in this type of hunting, small groups became more 
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efficient, as opposed to drive hunting or surround hunting where large groups were 

required to surround or drive the animal. 
It was with the development of these socioecological circumstances, characterized by 

small groups and projectile punting that a woman with children found herself encum- 

bered as a hunter." 

Hunting shaped relations between female and male humans largely because the 
bodies of other animals became a valued economic resource, and killing them 

enhanced male prestige and privilege. Men accrued elevated prestige through the 
acquisition and distribution of resources derived from the bodies of other animals. 
While women generally provided more routine, and more reliable, forms of nourish- 
ment from plants, their foraging work produced less skin, hair, bones, and other 
such “resources” that were converted to clothing, tools, and related materials. What 

is more, the decrease caused by hunting in men’s participation in foraging and in 
caring for children and others needing assistance no doubt created a need for women 
to devote a greater amount of their time to these tasks—resulting in decreased time 
for rest and leisure. Concomitantly, the increased labor and caretaking tasks exacted 
from women freed males to increase the time they could devote to hunting. This 
developing mistreatment of women and other animals was based on, and com- 
pounded by, each other’s exploitation. 

Evidence to support this position on the historical relationship between hunting 
and the devaluation of women—and the idea that hunting facilitated the hierarchical 
placement of males in such communities—also comes from the work of ewentieth- 
century anthropologist Valerio Valeri. Valeri studied a community of forest-dwelling 

humans in the Moluccas, the Huaula—a community relatively untouched by the 
cultures and practices of wealthy nations. He observed that, for the Huaula people, 

“hunting being a noble activity .. . is one basis of two acts of hierarchical discrimi- 
nation: of men from women, and of ‘great men’ . . . from lesser or ‘ordinary 
men.’ ”’!? Thus, inequalities between human females and males (and the beginnings 
of significant social distinctions between males) are rooted to a substantial degree in 

organized hunts of other animals—an early entanglement of the oppression of deval- 
ued humans andothes animals. 

So, then, hutman putsuit and killing of other animals during the later prehistoric 
period occurred because the activity provided economic benefits. That is, the prac- 

tice was driven by material interests, not innate animosity and prejudice. Such pred- 
atory behavior on the part of the human species was socially created and cultivated, 
not instinctive. Prehistoric humans came to accept the altered relationship with 

other animals, and between females and males, as “natural” and right, not realizing 
that their culture and the structure of their small community were socially manufac- 
tured. Although this new predation toward other animals was no doubt terrifying 

and horrific for those who were stalked or killed during prehistory, the vast majority 
of other animals continued to live largely free of human interference. 

About ten thousand years ago, a dramatic technological development—the plant- 
ing and harvesting of edible vegetation, early agriculture—put many human societies 
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on a path toward profound transformation. This change in the method of economic 
production eventually led to increased provisions and population growth in human 
societies. As human settlements slowly changed from transient to relatively perma- 
nent, larger numbers of other animals, such as sheep, goats, cows, and pigs, were 

held and bred in captivity and their bodies used for food and resources. As agricul- 
tural techniques developed, the labor power of such animals as elephants, oxen, yaks, 
horses, and donkeys also was exploited to till soil, pull sledges and wagons, power 
millstones and pestles, and perform other tasks in relation to human economic pro- 
duction. 

Oppression of nonhuman animals for their flesh and labor power was soon to be 
joined by another economic-related reason for their oppression: direct competition. 
The clearing of land that accompanied the advent and growth of agricultural society 
cost countless nonhuman animals dearly as the land they lived on was cleared for 
gtazing or prepared for cultivation. Innumerable other animals were displaced, 
orphaned, or killed as their homelands were burned or razed. Adapting to the expan- 
sion of human society and humans’ ever-increasing control of the Earth, some other 
animals sought food from human-cultivated or harvested vegetation. These other 
animals came to be viewed as “pests” because their existence and needs conflicted 

with human economic goals. Wolves, coyotes, large cats, and other carnivorous spe- 
cies also were seen as direct competitors both for the other animals who were now 
held captive and domesticated and for free-living species that humans viewed as 
desirable “quarry.”’ Consequently, these competitors also came to be regarded as 

troublesoMe and were eradicated because of their perceived harm to human material 

interests. 

At the same time, nascent agricultural society brought with it mass exploitation 

of humans. One sociological account of early agricultural society holds that priests 
came to claim many of the resources produced through early agriculture for the 
appeasement of the gods—resources the priests themselves began to consume. Thus, 
while the majority cultivated the soil, the early agrarian priests cultivated a distinct, 
nonlaboring, privileged position within the community.!* 

The existence of agriculture-based products also created the need for a new class 
of societal members—warriors. This group protected planted-based harvests and the 
highly coveted domesticated other animals from marauding human groups, while 
also keeping the increasingly exploited and disgruntled laboring masses under con- 
trol. High-ranking warriors eventually used the coercive power of their position to 
exert a strong influence over the management of the society, exacting considerable 
privilege for themselves. 

Just as the early devaluation of women was tied to the oppression of other ani- 
mals, so, too, were the deep divisions within the ranks of males. The devaluation of 
humans who labored in the fields, and who produced the food and goods of the 
society, legitimated not only the intensive and exploitative use of their labor but 
also the privations they were forced to endure. This intraspecies oppression occurred 
because the surplus food and resources produced by the masses of humans in early 
agricultural society—particularly “meat”—were not plentiful. Such “food” prod- 
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ucts were distributed unequally, a practice justified by evolving ideas about the 
greater value and importance of the elite and the lowly status of those who labored— 

self-serving ideas created and promulgated by the powerful themselves. 
The shortage of “meat” arose largely because it was difficult, if not impossible, to 

raise the large number of other animals needed to provide it for everyone; such a 
population of captive other animals would have required enormous areas of lush 
rangeland. However, while many humans merely did not get much “meat,” others 
frequently went hungry, as land suitable for cultivation was often set aside for graz- 
ing other animals rather than raising plant foods to feed the growing human popula- 

tion. 
Moreover, in many areas other animals forced into domestication for the produc- 

tion of “meat” or “milk” who grazed during warm weather required reserves of feed 
during the winter. Consequently, a large portion of the harvest of edible plants was 
held for “livestock” consumption. The privileged could thus enjoy “meat” during 
the winter, and the “herd” of captive other animals could survive into the next year. 
Holding food derived from plants for the consumption of captive other animals 
must have contributed to hunger for many devalued humans, particularly during 
periods of meager harvests. Indeed, anthropological studies of skeletal remains have 
found that chronic malnutrition was much more prevalent in agricultural societies 
than in earlier groups of foragers.'4 Devaluation of the masses of humanity and the 
elites’ practice of eating cows in ancient India, for instance, generated suffering for 
humans and cows alike. Writing of the human consequences, Jeremy Rifkin 
remarks, “While the poor teetered between survival and famine, the victims of peri- 
odic floods and droughts, the Brahmin caste and the Vedic chieftains continued to 
slaughter the cattle of India, consuming enormous amounts of beef. . . . Angry, the 
peasants lashed out, demanding equity and admonishing their rulers for their callous 
disregard. The rulers of India turned a deaf ear.” 

Other animals were so valued as a scarce resource and coveted by the elite that 
they were used as, and became interchangeable with, currency, helping buttress 
highly stratified social and economic systems. Indeed, early coins often bore the 
images of such animals as oxen and goats. Author Hermann Dembeck writes: 

ange eg 
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Words still very much in use reflect the lasting influence of trade in animal over the 

ages. The Latin word for wealth in cattle and in cash has found its way into our lan- 
guage. In Rome, cattle were called pecus, and the word for a herd of cattle was pecunia. 
Since the Romans usually had to pay for cattle in cash, pecunia ultimately became the 

term for money in general. Pecuniary is derived from it, and our word fee, which in Old 
English meant cattle, is cognate with pecus.' 

The oppression of other animals, and the closely associated oppression of humans, 
was motivated by material interest—the creation and hoarding of privilege. Just as 
with other animals, over time the oppresgion of humans assigned to devalued social 
positions also came to be viewed as a natural and normal aspect of worldly existence. 
The vast majority of human animals on the Earth would be relegated to the socially 
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created position of peasant, serf, or slave, and other animals generally would be rele- 
gated to positions of livestock, quarry, or pests. Their lowly positions and ill treat- 
ment were woven into the fabric of the economic, political, religious, and social 

systems and thus institutionalized. 

OTHER ANIMALS IN WAR 
AND ENTERTAINMENT 

Agriculture-based human societies grew in size through widespread oppression of 
humans and other animals, as well as through the imperative for warfare and repres- 
sion inherent in systems that oppress other animals. During the hundreds of thou- 
sands of years of foraging society, prestige was obtained through the ability to find 
resources that were shared by the entire group. In the more “civilized” agrarian soci- 
ety, prestige was achieved largely through military prowess and conquest. Countless 
humans and other animals suffered miserably or were killed as elites or would-be 
elites undertook endless military expeditions and conflicts. 

Of course, constant warfare was not the result just of power-hungry, egotistical 
rulers. More important, war served significant economic development purposes in 
societies based on oppression of humans and other animals. First, the agrarian-based 
economies gradually exhausted the land. The crude agricultural techniques of the 
time deyjtalized the soil, and the grazing of large numbers of captive other animals 
depleted pastures. The relationship among enslaving and restraining the movements 
of cows and the depletion of grazing lands and warfare (as well as the health implica- 
tions of a “‘meat”’-eating diet) are noted by Socrates in the following dialogue with 
Glaucon, as represented in Plato’s Republic: 

[A]nd there will be animals of many other kinds, if people eat them? 
Certainly. 
And living this way we shall have much greater need of physicians than before? 
Much greater. 
And the country which was enough to support the original inhabitants will be too 

small now and not enough? 
Quite true. 

Then a slice of our neighbor’s land will be wanted by us for pasture and tillage, and 
they will want a slice of ours, if, like ourselves, they exceed the limit of necessity, and 

give themselves up to the unlimited accumulation of wealth? 
That, Socrates, will be inevitable. 
And so we shall go to war, Glaucon. Shall we not? 

Most certainly, he replied.” 

Territorial expansion and invasion of areas claimed by other rulers were vital to 

obtain new areas of arable land and grazing areas. 
Second, possession of other animals represented wealth. Warfare was a way to 
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increase the elite’s possession of other animals held captive by other societies. For 

example, Hermann Dembeck notes: 

The Egyptians, too, carried off vast herds of cattle from the lands they conquered in the 

Near East. After the repulsion of the Egyptians from Mesopotamia, the Assyrians . . . 

treated their defeated neighbors in exactly the same way. They appropriated the herds 

of the subject peoples, destroyed their cities, and killed a considerable portion of the 
population. The animals had to be driven to Assyria by the victims, and then guarded 

for the new owners.'® 

A great deal of wealth, power, and personal prestige came through the plundering 
that accompanied war-related expansionism. Historian Gordon Childe observes, 
“[T]he military conqueror has become the ideal for the ruling classes. To such, 

wealth is booty to be taken, not produced, or rather the product of the ‘oldest labour 

saving device’—robbery.”!” 
And, there was a third economic function of warfare in agrarian society. As popu- 

lations grew, so did the need for basic infrastructure such as roads and aqueducts. 
The ruling class demanded elaborate temples, palaces, and monuments, both to 
assuage their egos and to inspire awe and fear—and, thus, compliance—in the 
masses of oppressed humans. War, then, was also a source of human labor power, 
as many prisoners of war were relegated to the position of slave. It was not uncom- 
mon for entire societies to be enslaved by conquering armies. Humans who became 
the spoils of war suffered horrendous exploitation and misery. 
Women were particularly affected by warfare. The devaluation of women that 

began with the ascent of organized hunting increased in tandem with the expanded 
oppression of other animals in agricultural society. Just as many other animals came 

to be viewed as personal property, so, too, did women come to be viewed as the 
property of men. Women could be given in marriage, with no say in the matter, and 
many families sold their daughters into slavery. Great numbers of female infants 
were killed or left to die from exposure so as not to put a strain on family resources, 
particularly when necessitated by dowries. Noting one of the consequences of war 
for women under such | circumstances, Susan Brownmiller describes a tactic of the 
ancient Greeks that bach preceded them and continues even in warfare today: 
“Among the ancient Greeks, rape was also socially acceptable behavior Well within 
the rules of warfare, an act without stigma for warriors who viewed the women they 
conquered as legitimate booty, useful as wives, concubines, slave labor or battle- 
camp trophy.””° The widespread and frequent warfare characteristic of agricultural 
society also brought hardship, terror, and death to incalculable numbers of individu- 
als who were used as combatants or weapons. 

Other animals were also harmed by large, hierarchical human societies’ penchant 
for warfare. The relationship between hunting and warfare is noted by scholars 
Andree Collard and Joyce Contrucci in their reflection on the thoughts of Aristotle. 
“Over 2,000 years ago,” they write, “Aristotle had rationalized the justice of war 
with . . . [this] reasoning. Wars were necessary to secure slaves (people born inferior) 
and good soldiers acquired their skills by practicing on animals (hunting).”?! 
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Other animals were further exploited as instruments of warfare. The exploitation 
of dogs for military purposes, for example, dates back to at least four thousand years 
ago, the eighteenth century B.c., when Hammurabi, ruler of Babylon, supplemented 
his army with large dogs. Ancient writers and artists noted the use of dogs in military 
campaigns and frequently portrayed them in suits of armor.?? Horses as tools of 
warfare also go far back in recorded history. At least a thousand years B.c., the Hit- 
tites are believed to have used horse-drawn chariots as weapons of war. The Scythi- 
ans of northern Asia are thought to have invented reins and saddles to facilitate the 
use of horses in battle; they hung the scalps of those they killed from the bridle 
reins.*? From ancient times to well into the twentieth century, mounted cavalries 
have been integral components of military organization. Elephants were also used as 
transportation and weapons for centuries. Asian elephants are reported to have been 
used in warfare from at least the seventeenth century B.c., and African elephants 
were used by the ancient Carthaginians in wars with the Romans. Thus, countless 
humans and other animals were instruments or victims of war—costly “fodder” for 
socially created systems built on the desire of elites for animal flesh and luxury. 

The exploitation of oppressed humans and other animals for entertainment pur- 
poses was also common in ancient agricultural society. One of the most infamous 
examples of such cruelty is the horrific exploitation that occurred in ancient Rome. 
Human contestants were forced to battle to the death for the entertainment of the 
powerful and a citizenry debauched by an existence characterized by varying degrees 
of deprivation, ruthlessness, and tyranny. Other animals also were frequently pitted 
against each other or against humans, or simply slaughtered as entertainment. For 
example, in 80 a.p., the huge Roman amphitheater known as the Colosseum was 
inaugurated by the Emperor Titus, who advertised fights to the death between more 
than ten thousand human prisoners and five thousand other captive animals in the 
first one hundred days. During recorded history, few humans have undertaken to 
chronicle the experiences of other animals, and their experiences of ruthless oppres- 
sion can only be imagined. However, author F. R. Cowell has envisioned the scene 
in Rome as the forced battles between humans concluded: 

The few survivors retired to get their laurel crowns, their bags of gold and to anticipate 

the adulation of Rome. Squads of little men ran into the arena with ropes and metal 
hooks to drag the bodies of the dead and wounded to a mortuary cell where valuable 
weapons and armor were retrieved and sorted out. The gasping, bleeding, groaning 
wounded were finished off, for nobody had any use for a maimed gladiator who, if 
nursed back to health, might never fight again. The bodies were then piled into carts to 
be taken and flung into a nameless common grave. . . . 
A great novelty followed. Ostriches and giraffes, which few Romans had seen before, 

were released after a long captivity. Scenting fresh air and enjoying a new-found free- 
dom, they sought to get back the use of their legs and to run joyously round the arena, 
to the vast amusement of the crowd. It was a short-lived respite. Bands of archers ran 
into the arena and the slaughter began. Wounded and startled animals fled in all direc- 
tions as the arrows hissed and struck, vainly seeking an escape from which the pitiless 
high walls of the arena barred them. It was soon strewn with the dead and dying.” 
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During some periods, elephants were a particular favorite for such cruel sport, 
due no doubt not only to their size and the dramatic spectacle of their death but 

also likely because of the large amount of “meat” they produced. After such “con- 
tests,” the flesh of the other animals was frequently given to members of the plebeian 
class, as some small recompense for the extreme privations they suffered due to the 
excesses of the patricians. The debasement of the citizenry and the exploitation of 
the unfortunate “contestants” were further fueled by a gambling industry that capi- 
talized on these exhibitions. The taking of bets brought in income that perpetuated 

the contests and heightened their popular interest. 
The exploitation of devalued humans and other animals for entertainment 

throughout the agricultural era can also be seen in the development of zoos and 
menageries. The ancient Egyptians maintained large temple menageries, and the 
Empress Hatshepsut organized the first animal-collecting expedition when she sent 
a special fleet to Punt to bring back species of dogs, monkeys, leopards, and giraffes. 
The soldiers of Alexander the Great brought back “‘strange creatures” for the popu- 
lace to gape at, and the famous elephants of Carthage were put on show ina public 
park when they were not needed for military use. There were also well-stocked 
menageries in Rome, though these were usually devoted to supplying the arena.” 

At the same time, humans with various types of disabilities also were exhibited 
for entertainment. In Rome in the fourth century B.c., for example, wealthy families 

kept humans with disabilities to amuse their guests; in the second century, the view- 
ing of those with disabilities became a source of public entertainment.”° Likewise, 

the male elite in some societies enslaved women in order to have them perform for 

the amusement and gratification of guests, and numerous societies held women in 
brothels for paying customers. . 

Social systems that regarded other animals, women, humans with disabilities, and 
the enslaved as property and objects of entertainment did not bode well for children. 
Children were valued in small, socially integrated foraging societies, but their status 
plummeted in the oppressive atmosphere of agrarian society. Because of the exploi- 
tation and privations the elite imposed on the masses of humans, many children 
did not survive infancy—particularly during periods of meager harvests and food 
shortages. Those petceived as weak or defective were often killed, and infants with 
disabilities frequently Were believed to be possessed by evil spirits. Children who 

survived infancy could be used by their family in a variety of ways that furthered the 
family’s aims. Children were regularly sacrificed to the gods to atone for parental 
misdeeds, or they could be sold into slavery or used as security or payment for debts. 
Most surviving children, however, were sent to the fields when they were old enough 
to be productive. Adults expected children to be obedient and, as with similar groups 
of “others”—those defined as lesser, inferior beings—beating became a common 
method of controlling them. 

From this brief look of Western history thus far, we can see that humans’ eco- 
nomic arrangements have exerted a profgund influence over their relationships with 
other animals. For most of human history, other animals and humans were largely 
cohabitors—a reality conditioned by the foraging way of life. Changing climatic 
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conditions facilitated the emergence of hunting. This change in the method of mate- 
rial accumulation was necessarily accompanied by ideas that assuaged human guilt, 
ideas that were embedded in social and religious practices and beliefs. The ascent of 
agricultural society gradually transformed human oppression of other animals into 
a mundane practice. 

Interhuman relationships also changed profoundly during these periods, and not 
for the better. The mistreatment of humans and other animals was not stimulated 
by prejudice; rather, prejudice resulted from the socially constructed ideological sys- 
tems that legitimated oppression. Significantly, the ruthless treatment of humans 
and other animals was entangled. Hunting and devaluation of women went hand in 
hand, “meat” production and hoarding brought hunger to many, the ever-growing 
need for grazing lands prompted expansion and warfare, mounted soldiers and the 
use of elephants in battle led to the assembly of larger armies, and thus even more 
mounted soldiers and elephants. Tremendous levels of violence banalized ruthless 
killing, and a debauched humanity was encouraged to revel in public displays of the 
slaughter of humans and other animals—and on and on. The horrid treatment of 
other animals and devalued humans over the ages was conditioned by economic 
arrangements and validated by political and ideological systems that supported the 
oppression. 

OPPRESSION IN THE MIDDLE AGES 
a 

In the Western world the Roman Empire, weakened by excess, greed, and corrup- 
tion, eventually collapsed in the fifth century. No longer bound together by the force 
of Roman legions, much of Europe succumbed to parochial battles for control of 
land, with widespread pillaging ensuing. Many devalued and exploited humans 
agreed to serve new masters, the manorial lords, in return for protection from 
marauding bands in the early Middle Ages. Often, however, the lords’ terrible con- 
duct inside their fiefdoms was not much better than that of the pillagers from whom 
they ostensibly guarded their communities. Cruelty and oppression continued 
largely unabated as the manorial system merely replaced centralized tyranny with a 
more decentralized form of despotism, exploitation, and cruelty; this situation was 
intensified by constant warfare. Writer Sibylle Harksen notes: 

In the early Middle Ages the exploitation of the peasants by the feudal lords was . . . 
severe. .. . [The peasants] more than anyone else had to bear the burden of the great 

wars as well as any lesser strife, since the aggressor always endeavored to weaken his 

adversary by damaging his property, by destroying his villages by fire and laying waste 
the fields of his peasants. Poverty and unremitting hard work characterized the life of 

the peasantry—both men and women.” 

The social position of women in the agrarian-based, war-afflicted world of the 
early Middle Ages was little improved over their position in the ancient world. The 
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patriarchy and misogyny that characterized the earlier period continued. Women in 
the Middle Ages spent their lives under the guardianship of men: fathers, husbands, 
or overlords. In some areas during the Middle Ages, the custom emerged called the 
jus primae noctis, or “tight of the first night.” Under this custom the manorial lord 
had the right to “take the virginity” of the bride of any of his vassals or serfs unless 
the bride and bridegroom made a prescribed payment. Women of the privileged 
feudal class were given the right to inherit property if no male heirs existed; however, 
they were never actually permitted to control the estate. Under feudalism, an over- 

lord took the income generated from the estate until the heiress married, and she 
either married a man of the overlord’s choice or forfeited the estate. 

The tyrannical life of the manor took its toll on children as well. Infant mortality 
was high due to poor nutrition, disease, polluted water, and houses that did not 
provide adequate shelter. Fewer than half of the children born survived to maturity. 
Until children reached seven years of age, a sign that they would probably survive 

to adulthood, many were often treated with indifference and neglect, particularly 
during the demanding harvest seasons. At about the age of seven, children were ush- 
ered into the adult world and the prescribed social positions assigned to them. 

Cruelty and indifference, compounded by superstitions relating to demonic pos- 
session, continued to plague humans with disabilities, although some were desired 
for their entertainment value. “Fools” and “jesters’” were both common sources of 
amusement and status symbols for manorial lords and monarchs. Some humans 
with disabilities also were prized by early entrepreneurs who displayed them profit- 

ably during the Middle Ages in “side shows” or “ships of fools” that sailed from 
port to port displaying their “cargo.” 

Other animals remained costly to raise and maintain and thus were “owned” 

mainly by the affluent as a symbol of their wealth and status. The flesh of other 
animals was expensive and destined “essentially for the rulers’ tables.” Nick Fiddes 
notes that the elites’ consumption of other animals as food was high during the 
Middle Ages, writing, “Throughout the Middles Ages the greatest differences in 
eating patterns were not so much between geographical areas as between the mass 
of the population and a numerically small but outstandingly wealthy elite whose diet 
was marked » by canspicuous consumption in terms of quality, quantity and 
variety.”° XK ON 
A historical example of such a medieval “feast” comes courtesy of Henry VII, 

unmerciful in his dealing with humans and other animals alike: 

In a single day of feasting, Henry VIII and his courtiers consumed 11 beef carcasses, 6 
sheep, 17 hogs and pigs, 45 dozen chickens, 15 swans, 6 cranes, 384 pigeons, 648 larks, 
72 geese and 4 peacocks; the meat is flavored by 3,000 pears and 1,300 apples. Three 

thousand loaves of bread and 400 dishes of butter are also consumed. . . . By 1541, 
Henry’s waist will expand from 37 inches to 57 inches.2° 

Noting the social symbolism of practices in medieval England, Jeremy Rifkin 
observes: 
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[T]he nobility spent personal fortunes and countless time and energy preparing elabo- 

rate meat-eating feasts in an effort to outdo one another. Among the wealthy, food and 
its preparation became the primary means of expressing rank and privilege. . . . Meat 

was used as a political and social tool at each lord’s table to clearly delineate the appro- 
priate rank and status of the invited guests. The high table was always served first, fol- 

lowed by the next table of rank, and so on. The best cuts of meat were alloted [sic] to 

those first served. The less desirable cuts were distributed down the line. When venison 

was served, the entrails or “umbles” of the deer were always distributed last to the guests 

of least distinction, thus giving rise to the popular expression “to eat humble pie.”3! 

As in the preceding ages, the most “humble” paid for the “meat’-eating excesses 
of the elite with their own hunger and starvation and through warfare-related deaths, 
as the powerful few fought to expand pastures and to acquire “booty.” 

Before experiencing horrid death in order to grace the dining halls of the elite, 
other animals also no doubt were terrorized by, and were frequently victims of, the 
constant fighting and warfare that characterized the Middle Ages. Historian Jean 
Gimpel writes, “A medieval chronicler tells us that even the livestock were condi- 
tioned to war. As soon as the animals—horses, oxen, pigs, and sheep—heard the 
signal of the watchman of approaching men-of-arms, they would rush back to the 
safety of the city walls.” 

Like those with disabilities, the oppression of other animals also took the form of 
entertainment, and the amusements were frequently latent with symbolic value. 

Henry VIII, for instance, considered bear-baiting “a splendid diversion, and many 
herds of Dears were maintained for that purpose. Henry had his own bear-pit and 
his own Master of the King’s Bears.” Elephants, scarce in northern Europe, were 
displayed and paraded before the masses to demonstrate the greatness and majesty 
of the elite who “owned” them. Among many “high personages with a passion for 
possessing strange and wild animals”*4 was Henry III of France, who in the mid— 
sixteenth century cultivated a large collection of other animals, only to order them 
killed after he dreamed they were going to eat him.** Among humans with less 
socially bestowed distinction or privilege, some enterprising individuals exhibited 
“trained goats, ponies, horses, and bears who were forced to dance on their hind 
legs in the squares of the market towns. On holy days in England, bulls and bears 
were frequently baited for the delight of villagers.”%° A stark indication of the web 
of oppression that served the interests of the elite of this period is seen in this exam- 
ple recorded by Gerald Carson: “When dwarfs were objects of fashionable amuse- 
ment, a French duchess had a locksmith make a pair of iron collars, one for the neck 

of her dwarf girl, Belon, the other for Her Grace’s monkey.”*” 

In the fourteenth century, the plague’s decimation of the European population 
and the disruption of feudal and manorial systems had even more unfortunate con- 
sequences for European women ascribed to positions of peasants. Because of high 
rates of male mortality, from both disease and war, and the cloistering of eligible 
males in guild organizations that accompanied the early stages of capitalism, many 
women were not marrying. They were forced to seek wages in nascent towns and 
cities, and many found no opportunities except prostitution. 
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While this social instability and changed behavior of women were the result of 
war, pestilence, and poverty, efforts of women to adapt to the changing conditions 
alarmed the leadership of the Christian church. Women were scapegoated for the 
disorganization of the time, and the witch hunts emerged. In the early fourteenth 

century, the Catholic Church began persecuting women, mostly peasant women, as 
witches. Handbooks were even created to aid the inquisitors in identifying and 
exacting confessions from those accused of consort with the devil. The practice con- 

tinued for several hundred years and became intricately related to religious and polit- 
ical struggles of the time. Mary Nelson observes: 

Eventually, the trials came to be used by other organizations to persecute their own 

demons. The Protestants killed Catholics as witches, the Catholics burned Protestants, 

and certain judges burned whole villages, male and female, in order to confiscate their 

victims’ wealth. In the end, the witch trials became a secular political tool... . Through- 
out both the Protestant and Catholic witch crazes, a large number of peasant women 
who were not particularly involved in political conflicts at the root of the accusations 
found themselves accused nonetheless, for it was common practice to first accuse a few 
women and then, through the use of torture, elicit the names of suspected (male) politi- 
cal enemies or rivals from them. The enemies were thus indicted and brought to trial 
not as Catholics or Protestants but as witches, making it impossible for them to defend 

themselves. The continued execution of women along with political enemies served to 
reaffirm the validity of the fundamental witch beliefs. If all witchcraft accusations had 
been brought against political rivals, the political motivations would have become too 
transparent for the populace to tolerate.** _ 

The ability of the powerful few in Western Europe to oppress “others” for accu- 
mulation of wealth eventually spread to other areas of the globe. The expansion of 
their control was prompted in the fourteenth century after the Ottoman Empire of 

Turkey took control of Constantinople and limited access to overland trade routes 
from Europe to the far East. Western aristocrats lost access to many luxury goods, 
particularly spices that were used to enhance the taste of “meat” (and to mask the 
fact that it was often rancid). Seeking alternative routes to the eastern producers, 
they turnied to the:séa.® x 

Around 1415,\a Portasuese monarch, Prince Henry, sent out explorers to seek 
direct contact with the gold-producing areas of Africa and an alternate route to the 
Far East. The early explorations along the western coast of Africa proved beneficial 
to the Portuguese monarchy, as the explorers bartered for or simply stole precious 
metals and other resources for the realm. As the Portuguese monarchy’s search for an 
alternate route to the Far East continued, the oppressive consequences compounded. 
Historian R. R. Palmer notes: 

In 1498 the Portuguese Vasco da Gama, having rounded Africa in the wake of other 
intrepid explorers, found himself in the midst of this unknown world of Arab com- 
merce. He landed on the Malabar coast (the southwest coast of India), where he found 
a busy commercial population—Arabic, Hindu, Parsee, Jewish, Nestorian Christian. 
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These people knew at least as much about Europe as Europeans knew about India . . . 
and they realized that the coming of the Portuguese would disturb their established 
channels of commerce, through which they had long moved from the interior of India, 

or from the East Indian islands where the spices originated, through the Red Sea or 
Persian Gulf to the markets of the eastern Mediterranean. Da Gama, playing upon local 

rivalries, was able to load his ships with the coveted wares, but on his second voyage, in 

1502, he came better prepared, bringing a fleet of no less than twenty-one vessels. A 

ferocious war broke out between the Portuguese and Arab merchants, the latter sup- 

ported in one way or another by the Egyptians, the Turks, and even the distant Vene- 

tians, all of whom had an interest in maintaining the old routes of trade. For the 

Portuguese . . . no atrocities were too horrible to commit against the infidel competitors 

whom they found at the end of their heroic quest. Cities were devastated, ships burned 
at their docks, prisoners butchered and their dismembered hands, noses, and ears sent 

back as derisive trophies; one Brahmin, mutilated in this way, was left alive to bear them 

to his people. Such, unfortunately, was India’s introduction to the West.°? 

Thus was the state of the preindustrial world in which, according to Alexander 

Cockburn, “90 per cent of the world was peasant and 10 per cent ‘other,’ with the 
latter living off the surplus of the former. From this world came most of our values 

and sentiments about the animals we have domesticated for work, companionship 
and food.”’*° 

2 ENSLAVEMENT AND RAVAGING 
OF THE NEW WORLD 

Similar tragedies resulted from Spanish and Portuguese forays into the Western 
Hemisphere. By the early fifteenth century, Bartolome de las Casas, a Catholic priest 
living in the West Indies, was inspired to denounce the European enslavement of 
indigenous humans that had become rampant in the Western Hemisphere. He 
began preaching against the evils of the encomiendas, huge plantation-like systems 
worked by enslaved humans, and eventually gained an audience with the Spanish 
monarch. The king responded with a law that called for better treatment of the 
enslaved. However, when the wealthy beneficiaries of the encomiendas protested, 

the law was rescinded. Paradoxically, in his later attempts to ameliorate the brutal 
conditions experienced by the indigenous enslaved, Las Casas suggested that Afri- 
cans could be imported to do the work instead. As the population of indigenous 
humans drastically declined as a result of genocide and imported disease like small- 
pox, the elite turned to Africa. 

The Portuguese had begun enslaving humans from Africa and selling them in 
Mediterranean slave markets soon after the Europeans’ initial incursions along the 
western coast of Africa in the early fifteenth century. The demand for labor by Span- 
ish and Portuguese planters and miners in the Western Hemisphere significantly 
increased the volume of the trade in humans. Enslaving and selling humans from 
Aftica proved to be even more profitable for the Portuguese than expropriating Afri- 
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can gold. Wealthy Spanish, English, and Dutch merchants soon challenged the Por- 

tuguese monopoly and sought part of the lucrative market in human beings for 

themselves. 
By all accounts, traders of enslaved humans were ruthless and greedy. Africans 

captured for slavery were so tightly packed into cargo ships, and so poorly treated, 
that as many as half died in the horrible passage across the Atlantic. Such loss of life 

was regarded by traders and merchants as merely an acceptable business loss. In this 
era of plunder, colonialism, and enslavement, countless humans had their lives 

destroyed and were forced to endure unimaginable suffering as wealthy Europeans 
conquered and colonized much of the world for the sake of economic expansion, 
greater wealth, and endless supplies of “meat.” All the while, innumerable other 
animals faced their own version of the Middle Passage as they were transported to 
the New World as both supplies of food and laborers. In the Western Hemisphere, 
colonizers appropriated vast areas of land, much of it used to graze cows to satisfy 
the European elite’s taste for “meat,” especially “beef.” The entanglement of the 
elite’s oppression of cows and those humans who controlled them on a daily basis 
can be seen in the following passage by Jeremy Rifkin: 

Cattle, chattel, and capital went hand in hand during the colonization of the Americas. 

Conquistadores, missionaries, and later landed aristocrats colonized the new lands with 
cattle. Indian and African slaves, and later poor European immigrants, were put to work 
tending herds on both continents. The Americas, from the southwestern region of what 

is now the United States to the boot of Chile, were awash in cows and New World serfs. 

The new herdsmen went by different names in different countries: in Chile, the hauso; 

in Argentina, the gaucho; in Venezuela, the //anero; in Mexico, the vaquero—all were 

part of a new indentured class of migratory labor, poorly paid, mercilessly exploited, 
whose only distinction lay in their mounted steeds. . . . They helped secure the fortunes 

of both the Spanish crown and the new landed gentry in the Americas.! 

Those who found wealth in the flesh and skin of cows “established a hierarchical 
herding culture, steeped in violence and subjugation and maintained by ruthless 
exploitation of native peoples and lands.” 

In the,colonized, aseag of the Americas, indigenous other animals were being dis- 
placed and ‘killad as laitd speculators and human settlers wreaked havoc on their 
lives and homelands. Most colonizers viewed other animals much as they viewed 
indigenous humans—as troublesome pests and competitors, obstacles to maximum 
economic control of the area. Early officials offered bounties for the scalps of such 
other animals as wolves, bears, panthers, and squirtels. “3 Invading humans fre- 
quently cleared land of other beings by forming a large circle around a piece of land 
and making their way to the center, killing everyone they could trap inside. 

Such were the circumstances underlying the Hinckley massacre described in chap- 
ter 1. In 1818, the Ohio country was in the final stages of invasion and of prepara- 
tion for economic production. The Hinckley massacre was preceded by a protracted 

period of interhuman warfare as European powers fought for control of the eco- 
nomic opportunities in North America. By 1760, armies under British control had 
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wrested control from the French of Canada and of areas east of the Mississippi River. 
Then, wealthy colonists shrewdly enlisted the masses to take arms against the British 

and, with the help of the French, took economic and political control of the North 
American territory. These “new Americans” then set their sights on the next obstacle 

to control of the land and its economic promise—Native Americans. Indigenous 
humans were systematically displaced and exterminated. While most courageously 

fought to save their homelands, others, such as the Delawares of Ohio, offered no 

resistance and remained peaceful, even accepting the religion of the invaders. How- 
ever, pacifism and religious conversion simply reduced the Native Americans’ capac- 
ity to resist the power of those who wanted their land. For example, on 7 March 
1782, a Pittsburgh-based militia scapegoated the Delaware pacifists for resistance 
offered by other Native American societies. The militia captured sixty-two adults 
and thirty-four children who were attempting to harvest the corn fields they had 
been forced to abandon the previous autumn. The following day all ninety-six cap- 
tives were methodically slaughtered. According to historians Eugene Roseboom and 
Francis Weisenburger, “[T]he murder by a band of frontiersmen, supposedly Chris- 
tians, of a group of noncombative neutrals who had been taught to regard nonresis- 
tance as a Christian virtue is almost without parallel.” 

The British were finally forced out of the area after the War of 1812—a war 
fought in part over control of the lucrative trade in the skin and hair of other ani- 

mals—and the Native American resistance in Ohio effectively was silenced when 
U.S. military forces killed Tecumseh in 1813. Ohio was almost prepared for its full 
profit-making potential. However, non-“domesticated” other animals were regarded 
as a threat to profitable crop production and to the raising of sheep whose hair 
would be used as fodder for the growing New England textile mills. Paramilitary 
massacres, such as that conducted in Hinckley in 1818, were repeated again and 
again in the “New World” and other rapidly colonizing areas of the globe to exter- 
minate or displace any other animals that were perceived as an obstacle to maximum 

economic efficiency. 
The slaughter of hundreds of other animals in Hinckley (like the War of 1812, 

the killing and displacement of Native Americans, the enslavement of humans from 
Africa, etc.) was a product of the developing system of economic organization of the 
time. The old command economies of medieval agrarian systems, in which lords and 
potentates issued commands on matters of economic production and distribution, 
were being eclipsed by a system promoted by Adam Smith in the Wealth of Nations. 
Smith believed that the collective good was best served by a system of economic 
organization that operated as an autonomous, self-regulating system, one outside of 
the hand of the government. Unfortunately, wealth, luxury, and “meat” continued 
to be prized under the capitalist system and oppression served the interests of the 
new capitalist class as much as it served other elites over the ages. Like the agricul- 
tural “‘meat”-hoarding elites of the past whose oppressive practices were driven by 
the need for new agricultural and grazing lands and more labor power, the emerging 
capitalist elite’s quest for similar possessions—as well as sources of investment capital 
and expanded markets for their products—stepped up the tradition of exploitation 
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and plunder. Such developing arrangements caused increased numbers of other ani- 
mals to have their labor exploited to power equipment and provide transportation, 
while others were raised and slaughtered for the economic utility of their hair, skin, 
and flesh in rapidly increasing numbers. Other animals that were not yet subjected 
to captivity, or that were defined as pests or competitors, increasingly were sought 

for the profits that could be obtained from their skin and hair. While small, 
subsistence farmers, struggling to survive, turned to trapping for income, more 
humans relied exclusively on trapping for their livelihoods. Professional trappers 
were successful in capturing such other animals as beaver, mink, and fox, killing 
them and selling their skin and hair for profit. For many, the trade in the skin and 
hair of other animals was quite lucrative. For instance, beginning in 1670 the Hud- 
son Bay Company flourished on the killing of countless other animals whose hair 
was used in fashionable garments worn by the privileged in Europe. The wearing of 
fur became so strong a symbol of high social status in England that for years “com- 
moners were prohibited by law from wearing clothing fashioned from gold or silver 
cloth, velvet, furs, and other ‘luxury’ materials.” 

While the suffering and death of innumerable humans and other animals on the 
face of the Earth fueled the growth and development of nascent capitalism, the other 
animals beneath the ocean surface fared little better. For example, in the seventeenth 
century, the hunting and killing of whales became big business for Great Britain, 
Holland, and Germany. Whale hunting had long been gainful due to the demand 
for baleen, which was used in the construction of such items as military wear and 
corsets. Oil and other extracts from the bodies of whales came to be used in the 
manufacture of a number of products, including soap, margarine, cosmetics, lubri- 
cants, textiles, paints, and varnishes. Spermaceti, a substance found behind the 
sperm whale’s frontal bone, was used for the manufacture of ointments, candles, and 
other products. From 1835 to 1872, whalers from the United States alone killed an 
estimated 300,000 whales in order to sell 6.5 million tons of oil and 3.6 million 
barrels of spermaceti, valued at $272 million.” 

While some capitalist investors and business owners grew rich, most of those actu- 
ally killing the whales merely hoped for subsistence. Whaling crews were paid only 
if their Voyages were ptofitable for those who financially controlled the “industry,” 
and crews were subjected to dangerous and arduous toils. Whaling business opera- 
tors frequently sought out African Americans in order to obtain sufficient crew 
members. (Moreover, on more than one occasion, after a shipwreck forced surviving 
crew members to resort to cannibalism, African Americans were the first to be 
eaten.)*” 

One of the North American communities that relied most heavily on the hunting 
and killing of whales in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries was Nantucket 
Island. Early Nantucket whaling boats were staffed primarily by Native Americans, 
members of the Wampanoag Nation, who were compelled to contribute their labor 
to “whaling” by a system of debt servitude that was nurtured by the island inhabi- 
tants of European ancestry. 

Just like many humans who have been cruelly oppressed throughout the ages, 
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some whales resisted the pervasive and ruthless slaughter of members of their com- 
munities, and by the mid-nineteenth century accounts of whales attacking “whal- 
ing” ships were not uncommon.“ After the destruction of tens of thousands of 
whales, historian Nathaniel Philbrick observes, an increasing number of whales were 
“fighting back.”’4° 

All the while, “resources” expropriated from the Americas, stained with the blood 
of the enslaved and massacred, flowed to Europe and stimulated capitalist economic 
activity in growing towns and cities as an archaic system of oppression was slowly 
being eclipsed by a new one. 

In the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, powerful European landowners—forced 
to abandon old manorial systems and to join the market economy—sought more effi- 
cient, and more profitable, forms of agricultural production. In early eighteenth- 
century England, for example, Vincent Townshend boosted agricultural production 
by promoting crop rotation, and Jethro Tull is credited with first planting seeds in 
organized rows rather than scattering them throughout the field. These and other 
innovations dramatically increased agricultural production. Such changes increased 
agricultural production with the use of fewer farmers and farm laborers. The motiva- 
tion behind the development and implementation of these changes is commonly 
touted as benevolent in nature. However, historian E. P. Thompson notes, “[WJe 
should remember that the spirit of agricultural improvement in the 18th century 
was impelled less by altruistic desires to banish ugly wastes or—as the tedious phrase 
goes—to ‘feed a growing population’ than by the desire for fatter rent-rolls and 
larger profits.”*° 

The rise of industrial capitalism was greatly enhanced by these less than benevo- 
lent changes in agricultural production. As historian E. J. Hobsbawm observes, 

increased agricultural output carried out three fundamental functions in the era of 
capitalist-driven industrialization.*! First, it supplemented the accumulation of reve- 
nues for the developing capitalist sectors of the economy to use for manufacturing 
equipment and resources. Second, it provided developing urban industries with a 
large pool of cheap and exploitable labor, in the persons of former serfs and peasants 
whose labor was no longer required on farms. The newer agricultural practices, com- 
pounded with the increased exploitation of sheep and other animals, reduced the 
need for agricultural workers, with whom at least some minimal yields had to be 
shared, and landowners could realize higher profits. (It is true that many humans 
who were once confined to the social position of serf or peasant were eventually 
permitted to buy their freedom, but for most that freedom was limited to migrating 
to developing urban areas to compete with others like them for wage work.) Third, 
increased agricultural production helped meet the demand for food by a rapidly 
growing, nonagricultural population—the urban proletariat—whose exploited labor 
was bringing industrial capitalism to life. 

Another development that forced countless humans into the ranks of the growing 
urban proletariat was known as “enclosure.” The growth of the textile industry in 
Europe in the late Middle Ages prompted the aristocrat-controlled governments to 
pass Enclosure Acts, granting powerful individuals possession of what by custom 
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had been communal land. These acts forced “peasants” off land that traditionally 
had been available for humans of limited means and status to cultivate gardens, to 
pasture small groups of other animals and as a source of wood. According to histo- 
rian William Stearns Davis, the beneficiaries of the enclosures were the “great land- 

lords.” He writes: 

It was discovered that there was excellent money in sheep grazing, with Flanders provid- 
ing an insatiable market for English wool. “The foot of the sheep has turned the land 

to gold,” became the saying. But to develop great sheep runs the landlords used every 

unscrupulous means to force the “customary tenants,” the peasants, to abandon their 

rights to the common village farms. . .. By 1560 an enormous number of small farmers, 
cotters, and rural handicraftsmen lost their hold on the land by this ruthless process of 
“enclosures” —conversion to strictly private ownership. . . . Furthermore, the demand 

for sheep runs implied the deliberate turning back of plowland into grazing land. One 

shepherd can tend the flocks where once the arable lands gave honest work for twenty 

men.” 

In Britain, the acts of Parliament that gave large tracts of land to privileged 

humans to graze sheep also reserved for the new property owners the exclusive right 

to hunt other animals. This policy stood in stark contrast to the long-standing tradi- 
tion that other animals such as deer, rabbits, squirrels, and various type of birds were 
“fair game” for anyone who could kill them. Under the Enclosure Acts, only the 
landholding aristocrats were permitted to hunt other animals. Since the population 
of other animals had been decimated by hundreds of years of hunting and human 
expansion, the powerful sought to keep the “pleasure” of hunting, killing, and 
eating the remaining other animals for themselves. For many deprived humans, the 

enclosures not only exacerbated hunger but also reinforced the idea that eating 
“meat” was a symbol of elevated status and power. 

While the European elite engaged in oppression and the appropriation of 
resources domestically and globally, British rulers also expanded the exploitation of 
their near neighbor, Ireland. This piece of history is remarkable for its stark demon- 
stration of the entanglement of the oppression of humans and other animals. 

Many today believe that the bong-running conflict between the Irish of Northern 
Ireland and the English has been motivated exclusively by religious and ethnic differ- 
ences. While these differences have been a factor, the early conflicts and many of the 
still-contentious issues are profoundly economic in nature. In the twelfth century, 
British rulers invaded Ireland and seized the land, and by 1700, British landowners 
“owned” 86 percent of Ireland.** Historian Ronald Takaki notes: 

The landlords sought to bring Ireland into the British market. Between 1750 and 1810, 
Irish exports increased from two million to six million pounds. During a visit to Ireland 
in 1771, Benjamin Franklin reported that British colonialism and its emphasis on 
exports had reduced the Irish people to “axtremely poor” tenants, living in the most 
sordid wretchedness, in dirty Hovels of Mud and Straw, and cloatheed only in Rags.” 
The Irish had been forced to survive on “Potatoes and Buttermilk, without Shirts,” so 
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that the “Merchants” could export “Beef, Butter, and Linen” to England. . . . “Prog- 
ress” for the landlords meant pauperization for the peasants.™ 

Subsistence farming was replaced by cash crop production as English colonizers 
of Irelandrexported the bodies of other animals, “dairy” products, and grain to 
England to feed an ever-growing proletariat—a population that faced rampant abuse 
at the hands of the industrialists and that might have been more inclined to rebel if 
food prices increased substantially beyond their paltry wages. Rifkin writes: 

Shortages of foodstuffs and rising prices were fueling discontent among the new work- 

ing class and middle class of the cities, threatening open rebellion. British officials and 
entrepreneurs quieted the masses with Scottish and Irish beef. Historians of the period 

point out that, were it not for the Celtic pasture lands of Scotland and Ireland, it might 
well have proved impossible to quell the growing unrest of the British working class 

during the critical decades of British industrial expansion.* 

The large amount of land in Ireland given over to “livestock” production left 
little for subsistence, and Irish farmers turned to potatoes as an acre-economizing 

crop. The ill-fated potato crop of 1846 brought famine on the Irish and induced 

widespread emigration. This British-produced calamity provided the opportunity 
for an even more thorough invasion of Ireland and increased exploitation of other 
animals. Eric B. Ross observes: 

What was most interesting was that, in the midst of this crisis, the export of Irish grain 

and livestock not only continued but intensified. Indeed, far from inducing any modi- 
fications in English colonial rule, the Great Famine of the 1840s actually provided 

England with an incredible opportunity, while the peasantry was virtually prostrate, to 
intensify pre-famine trends in land clearance and cattle rearing. . . . Just from the period 

1846-49 to 1870-74, the number of Irish cattle exported to England climbed from 

almost 202,000 to about 558,000.*° 

The increased scale of exploitation of other animals, particularly cows and sheep, 

required the eradication and removal of humans in Ireland, and many of the Irish 
who survived the famine moved on to expand the ranks of the exploited working 
class in Britain and the United States. 

PRE-TWENTIETH-CENTURY CAPITALISM 
AND ENTANGLED OPPRESSION 

In the sixteenth through the nineteenth centuries, most of the humans in Europe 
who were forced into towns and cities in hopes of finding wage labor suffered terri- 
bly. While some found new freedoms and opportunities with the rise of capitalism, 
many fared poorly in the economic marketplace, forced to sell their labor at subsis- 
tence wages and to compete in the economic free-for-all that emerged.*” Reflecting 
on this experience, Robert Heilbroner and Lester Thurow write: 
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[T]he economic freedom of capitalism came as a two-edged sword. On the one hand, 

its new freedoms were precious achievements for those individuals who had formerly 
been deprived of the right to enter into legal contracts. For the up-and-coming bour- 
geois merchants, it was the passport to a new status in life. Even for some of the poorest 
classes, the freedom of economic contract was a chance to rise from a station in life 

from which, in earlier times, there had almost been no exit. But economic freedom also 
had a harsher side. This was the necessity to stay afloat by one’s own efforts in rough 

waters where all were struggling to survive. Many a merchant and many, many a jobless 

worker simply disappeared from view.** 

Seeking to minimize production costs and maximize profits, early capitalists auto- 

mated whenever possible to reduce labor costs. When human workers were required, 
business owners sought cheap and compliant labor; children, much abused in the 
past, now became fodder for the growing capitalist machine. By 1835, approxi- 
mately one-third of the factory workers in the textile industry in England—much 
of it focused on production of “wool” products—were children, half of them under 
the age of fourteen. Writer Davis Wasgatt Clark notes: 

Physical strength was no longer needed when artificial power could be applied. A man 
was not needed when the weaver’s heavy beam was discarded. The skill of an adult also 
was not required when automatic machinery took the place of the primitive spindle and 

shuttle. The possibility of utilizing children at low wages, in the place of skilled spinners 
and weavers, thus presented itself. Greed took advantage of opportunity, and soon, to 
the little slaves of the mines and brickyards of England, were added those of the mills. 
The barbarism practiced under this system is incredible, and defies exaggeration.” 

Typically children worked from five-thirty in the morning until eight in the eve- 
ning, and the cramped positions required for many of the tasks caused various physi- 
cal deformities in the younger children. The extreme hours the children were 
required to work resulted in constant fatigue and lack of sleep. Nonetheless, girls 
and boys who were late for work, fell asleep on the job, or moved too slowly were 
beaten with straps and sticks by overseers. ; 

Other animals were also subjected to this awful exploitation. For instance, the 
nineteenth-ventury ‘ndielist Emile Zola realistically depicted the abuse of both 
humans and other animals who worked in French coal mines in Germinal. In one 
particularly poignant passage, he gives us a glimpse into the terrible and cruel con- 
finement of horses underground: . 

The signal hammer had beat out four blows; they were bringing down the horse. This 
was always exciting, because sometimes the horse would become so terrified that it 
would be dead when it was unloaded. At the top of the shaft, bound in a net, it would 

paw wildly; then, as soon as it felt the solid ground give way, it would become petrified 
and sink from sight without so much as a tremble of its hide, its eyes wide and staring. 
The one being brought down now was too,big to pass between the guides and had to 
be suspended from the bottom of the cage, its head pulled down and tied to its flank. 
The descent lasted about three minutes. . . . At last it appeared, as motionless as stone, 
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its staring eyes dilated with terror. It was a bay, scarcely three years old, called 
Trompette. .. . 

Soon Trompette was set down in a heap on the iron flooring. He still had not moved; 

he seemed to be caught in the nightmare of this bottomless, dark hole, this huge room 

ringing with noise. They were just beginning to untie him when Bataille, just unhar- 

nessed, came up and stretched out his neck to sniff at this new arrival fallen from the 
earth above. . . . Bataille grew animated. Perhaps he recognized the smell of fresh air, 
the almost forgotten scent of the sun on the grass. And suddenly he broke into a loud 
whinny, a song of happiness in which there was also a wistful sob. It was his welcome— 

joy at this whiff of things long past, and grief over this new prisoner who would never 
return to the surface alive.® 

The physical conditions of the early industrial towns reflected the oppressive envi- 
ronment of the workplace. Company owners constructed housing for the workers 
very close to the factory. These quarters were usually small, one-roomed, and win- 

dowless. Poor sanitary conditions were conducive to disease, and epidemics of tuber- 
culosis and typhoid fever contributed to high mortality rates. Devoid of pure water 
supplies, public lighting, sewage systems, parks, or other amenities, the early indus- 
trial towns were miserable places.*! As these towns grew into cities, such conditions 
seldom improved—and frequently intensified. 

Hardship and suffering associated with the dreadful working and living condi- 
tions in Europe were compounded by low wages, and conditions and pay were no 
better in the United States. In the industrial sectors there, the paltry wages paid to 

most workers, particularly women, were not enough to support them. Desperate, 
many women turned to prostitution to sustain themselves and their families. In 
1858, Dr. William Sanger surveyed two thousand prostitutes in New York City’s 
jails. Of his findings, Barbara Mayer Wertheimer writes: 

One quarter of the women Sanger surveyed were sewers: tailoresses, milliners, seam- 
stresses, vestmakers, dressmakers, hat trimmers, or flower makers. Although almost half 
of the total, some 933, worked as servants, earning $5 a month or less for being on call 
twenty-four hours a day, Sanger found no single group as badly off as the sewers. 
“Working from early dawn until late at night,” he wrote, “with trembling fingers, ach- 

ing head, and often empty stomach, the poor seamstress ruins her health to obtain a 
spare and insufficient living.” He did not see that she had any way out. Milliners and 

women working in paper-box factories seemed just as badly off. So did tobacco packers 
and book folders. Over half of those he interviewed had averaged only $1 a week before 

turning to prostitution. Another 336 women had earned no more than $2 weekly. 
Three out of every four were under twenty-five years of age; almost half were between 

fifteen and twenty. . . . Sanger castigated employers for buying labor at the lowest pos- 
sible price, and consumers for saving pennies at the expense of the workers, whose wages 

and working conditions they never thought to ask about before they bought. . . . But 
Sanger’s words fell on deaf ears. 

This web of oppressive practices created a social system that fueled and energized 
the developing capitalist order. An emerging capitalist elite obtained fortunes from 
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the bodies and labor of other animals, benefited from the displacement and extermi- 
nation of indigenous humans, and squeezed profit from the enslavement of Africans 

and the wretched lives of exploited workers. 
An example of the new elite was John Jacob Astor, the son of a butcher, who in 

the late eighteenth century turned the pursuit of the skin and hair of other animals 
into a personal fortune. His ruthless treatment of other animals went hand in hand 
with his debasement of indigenous humans and the devaluation of his employees.” 

Ben B. Seligman writes: 

Tight-fisted and penny-pinching, he sent scores of trappers across the wilderness of 

America to gather pelts, making the business profitable enough for him to enter the 
shipping business as well. The West was his province, and intruders were expelled, often 

under threat of arms. The Indians were plied with liquor, the easier to cheat them, and 

whatever laws existed were simply ignored with impunity. Profit was gathered from two 

sources: by overcharging for the items sold at the trading post and by cheating on pur- 
chases. . . . [A]stor was not always willing to part with a man’s share, and on occasion 

a trapper returning home to collect his back pay was assassinated. . . . [Astor] died in 

1848, aged eighty, feared by many and thoroughly disliked by most. . . . He left nine- 

tenths of his fortune to his son William, little to charities, and nothing to his servants 

and employees.™ 

Astor had become one of the wealthiest men in the United States with a fortune 
estimated at $25 million, wealth derived in large part from selling the skin and hair 
of other animals. 

The economically motivated and entangled nature of oppression of humans and 

other animals can be seen again in the process popularly referred to as the “opening 

of the West.” In the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, Native American societies 
in the eastern part of North America were obliterated, and most survivors were forc- 

ibly settled on reservations west of the Mississippi. However, in the nineteenth cen- 

tury, societies of humans indigenous to the west continued to resist expropriation of 
their homelands, vast areas that capitalists wanted as grazing lands for cows and 

sheep. Moreover, thewvagtness of the western lands provided a safety valve for the 

potentially rebelltous effacts of exploitation and poverty experienced by the masses 

of humans in the east. Many were exhorted by the elite to “go west,” an entreaty 
backed up by exaggerated reports of gold in western lands. 

The unrelenting encroachment into the homelands of Native Americans was 
accompanied by massacres perpetrated by the U.S. Army, such as the notorious epi- 
sodes at Sand Creek and Wounded Knee.® At the same time, “[mlilitary command- 

ers encouraged the slaughter of bison . . . as [without the buffalo, Plains Indians 

could not effectively resist American expansion.”® An estimated four million buffalo 
suffered the same fate as many Native Americans who stood in the way of profitable 

use of western lands. Buffalo skin and hair were turned into revenue by both estab- 

lished and nascent entrepreneurs, and mass killings provided a thrill for the elite and 
privileged. Rifkin writes: 
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[In just a few years] the buffalo were eliminated entirely from the western range after 
thousands of years of habitation. . . . 

The mass extinction of the American buffalo remains, to this day, one of the most 

gruesome tales in the ecological history of the country. . 

Buffalo hunters usually received between $1 and $3 p per fide The hides were often 
tanned with the fur on and made into coats, robes, and overshoes. Many of the hides 

were purchased by the British Army, which regarded buffalo leather more highly than 
calf leather because of its elasticity and flexibility. Buffalo leather was even used to make 

belts for industrial machinery and could be seen in the finest homes as padding and 
covering for furniture. . . . 

For wealthy easterners and European royalty, special buffalo game shoots became the 
rage in the 1870s. Buffalo Bill Cody, the best-known of the buffalo hunters, recounted 
a shooting match that had been arranged between himself and another famed buffalo 
hunter, named Comstock, for the entertainment of a group of wealthy sports enthusi- 
asts from St. Louis. Cody remembers that he had killed thirty-eight to Comstock’s 

twenty-three on the first run. He attributed his victory to his finesse in corralling the 
creatures, allowing him to increase his count. “I had ‘nursed’ my buffaloes, as a billiard 

player does the balls when he makes a run.” After “the run” the visitors from St. Louis 
celebrated by setting out “a lot of champagne, which they had brought with them and 
which proved a good drink on a Kansas prairie.” 7 

With the near extermination of Native Americans and the buffalo, as well as of 
prairie dogs and other “pests,” cultivation of large numbers of cows in the western 
plains became increasingly profitable. Many cows, however, resisted being enslaved 
and being driven long distances. J. Frank Dobie reflected on the experience of such 
cows in his 1941 book, The Longhorns. He notes that the humans whose job it was 
to control and drive the cows referred to the difficult ones as “outlaws.” Dobie, 
however, takes issue with the term. 

The word “outlaw,” however legitimized by common usage, is a betrayal. The cattle I 
am thinking of made their reputation in fierce, hardy, persistent, resourceful, daring 
efforts to maintain freedom. They refused to be “dumb driven cattle.” . . . Instead of 

being outside the law, they followed the law of the wild, the stark give-me-liberty-or- 
give-me-death law against tyranny. They were not outlaw anymore than a deer or a wild 

cat in evading man is an outlaw.®* 

Dobie recounts one story by a “cattle driver” about an elusive and determined 

cow whose individuality, personhood, and persistent quest for freedom were sadly 
eclipsed by the cultivated taste for his flesh: 

As we approached this range, a big snow-white steer with the widest set of horns I had 
ever seen outside of a house kept lifting his head and looking away towards the Diablo 
Mountains. . . . As soon as we turned him loose, he pulled out for the Diablos. He got 
in the roughest part of them. Those roughs were his natural home. . . . 

I wintered the steers and the next fall began shipping. We got the white steer in a 
roundup, but failed to hold him. So he went back to the Diablos for another year. He 
was as wild as any blacktail deer I ever saw but more cunning in keeping out of sight. 
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Lack of timber prevented his staying permanently hidden. We rounded in Old Whitey 

once more, took extra precautions, and this time held him. . . . 
One evening we shut him up, along with several hundred other steers, in the ship- 

ping pens at Sierra Blanca. We had to hold over until next morning before loading out. 
. . . I stayed in the little Sierra Blanca hotel that night, and the next morning before 

going to the pens met a man . . . [who] had seen our white steer going in a long lope 

towards the Diablo Mountains. 
One day after cold weather came, I took a long-range rifle, a couple of pack mules 

and a cowpuncher [emphasis added] and went to the Diablo roughs. I shot the steer. He 
must have weighed fifteen hundred pounds. That night the beef froze where it was 

hanging outside. It was tender as calf when cooked. . . . I believe it was the best [beef] 

I have ever eaten. 

Such “problem” cows, like their human counterparts who resisted their oppres- 

sion, were subjected to particularly ruthless treatment. Dobie writes: 

Sometimes the eyelids of the outlaws were sewed up so that they would blindly follow 
other cattle, trying to avoid all limbs. Again, to prevent running, the head was tied 
down to the front foot; a hind foot was tied to the end of a tail; a hamstring or a knee 

tendon was cut; a thong was bound tightly around the leg just above the hock. To take 

the fight out of the worst scalawags and to make them more drivable, horns were 

chopped off with axes or knocked off with heavy sticks, were shot into with bullets from 
six-shooters. Another way to make a bad critter come a-walking was to slit the cartilage 
of the nose, tie one end of a rope through the hole, and pull the other with a saddle 
horn. The hole could pull through, however.” 

While military posts and western towns and cities provided a growing number of 
buyers for the flesh of such other animals, a transcontinental railroad system was 
needed to help connect western rangelands with the huge eastern and European 
markets. Countless horses and mules, pulling skids and wagons, were driven relent- 
lessly to transport enormous amounts of timber to railroad construction sites, and 
immigrant labor was exploited mercilessly by greedy railroad magnates working to 
achieve a “manifest destiny” —one that would accommodate huge “livestock” ship- 
ments. Théabyse’o Ghinese workers in this undertaking was particularly severe. 
Paid considerably less than other laborers, Chinese workers also were concentrated 
in some of the most dangerous areas. For example, Takaki notes: 

Determined to accelerate construction, the Central Pacific managers forced the Chinese 
laborers to work through the winter of 1866. The snowdrifts, over sixty feet in height, 
covered construction operations. The Chinese workers lived and worked in tunnels 
under the snow, with shafts to give them air and lanterns to light the way. Snowslides 
occasionally buried camps and crews; in the spring, workers found the thawing corpses, 
still upright, their cold hands gripping shovels and picks and their mouths twisted in 
frozen terror. “The snow slides carried away our camps and we lost a good many men 
in those slides,” a company official reported matter-of-factly; “many of them we did 
not find until the next season when the snow melted.””! 
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Seeking to expand financial gains by saturating the now more available eastern 

and European markets, ranchers raised increasing numbers of cows. By the mid- 

1880s, an estimated 7.5 million cows lived on the Great Plains north of Texas and 
New Mexico alone, numbers too large to be sustained by the overgrazed and 

depleted rangeland.”? Dry, hot summers left millions of cows underfed, dehydrated, 

and in poor condition to face the winter. “The natural tendency of cows to move 
en masse towards the south in bad weather’? was controlled by the creation of 

barbed wire. The terrible, flesh-tearing barbs “provided a cheap, flexible and effec- 
tive means of controlling the movement of cattle without human intervention.””4 
Barbed wire also has severely injured and killed countless other animals who have 
tried to get over, under, or through it—and continues to do so. Richard White 
describes the winter of 1886 and the inability of cows to escape its deadly grasp: 

Beginning with a blizzard in November, winter gripped the northern plains and pum- 

meled them unmercifully. Howling winds and bitter cold that dropped temperatures as 

low as —46 degrees Fahrenheit kept ranchers and their cowboys confined to their houses 

and bunkhouses. On the range, the cattle died. In the spring the cowboys found the 

rotting corpses of cattle piled in coulees and lying in rows against the fencelines. . . . 

Even those animals that survived were weak, emaciated, and often maimed, with their 

tails, ears and feet frostbitten.”> 

The spectacle of so much suffering and death was so horrifying that one hardened 

rancher feund the whole business “distasteful,” prompting him to later write, “I 
never again wanted to own an animal that I could not feed and shelter.””° The many 
millions of cows who survived the deprivation, harsh environment, and cruel treat- 

ment of the late nineteenth century eventually were driven mercilessly for miles to 

railroad yards where, crammed into railways cars, they would then suffer intense 
crowding, discomfort, fear, and pain. They finally reached Kansas City, Chicago, or 

some other slaughterhouse destination where they would be fattened in feedlots and 

then subjected to a cruel and agonizing slaughter. 
All the while, ranchers of Mexican descent, with legal title to western lands, were 

driven out by squatters and miners of European heritage. One common tactic was 

to kill the ‘foreigners’ cows. Large “‘cattle” companies, with government assis- 
tance, also appropriated the land of small Chicano villages. White writes: 

The small landholders and communal villagers of northern New Mexico suffered crip- 

pling losses, first through the frauds that deprived many villages of their lands and then, 

more seriously, by the refusal of Congress and the Court of Private Land Claims, estab- 

lished in 1891, to grant them title to traditional communal holdings. . . . As these lands 

fell into the hands of large cattle companies, the villagers could no longer maintain their 

own herds. To replace herding in the economy, men began to migrate out of the villages 

to seek seasonal work in the mines, railroads, ranches, and farms of Colorado and New 

Mexico. By the early twentieth century whole families were becoming migrant 

workers.” 
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The ruthless treatment of Mexican Americans, buffalo, Native Americans, cows 
and “steers,” Chinese immigrants, and the multitudes of other animals killed 
because they posed some perceived threat to maximum economic production, did 
not benefit all other humans equally. For instance, reflecting on privilege and pov- 

erty in Britain, Rifkin writes: 

In the period between 1884 and 1886, 43,136 tons of fresh beef were shipped to the 
British Isles. It should be noted that not everyone shared equally in the new beef glut. 
The middle and upper classes in England consumed the lion's share of the American 
... beef. The military consumed much of the rest—each soldier was guaranteed 12 
ounces of meat per day. Working-class Britons were still largely excluded from the beef 
culture, being able to afford only small amounts and inferior cuts. Within working-class 
families, the little beef that was consumed was distributed unevenly, the adult males 

receiving most of the available supply, while women and children received little or no 

meat.’* 

An example of one who profited enormously from the killing of “steers,” cows, 
and other animals was Philip Armour. Driven by a desire for personal wealth—the 
definition of success in the capitalist system—Armour turned from unsuccessful 

prospecting in California goldfields to slaughtering other animals as a wholesale sup- 
plier of “meat.” Avoiding the military draft during the Civil War by paying $300 
for a substitute, Armour began supplying the Union army with provisions derived 

from the bodies of pigs. It is estimated that Armour was killing nine hundred thou- 
sand pigs a year by 1865, when he expanded into cow production and “processing.” 
Armour not only made his fortune at the expense of millions of other animals but, 
like Astor and others of the new elite, also had no compunction against profiting 
from the cultivated misfortunes of humans as well. Predicting the end of the Civil 
War, and thus the end of lucrative federal contracts, Armour astutely maneuvered to 
increase his personal wealth before the markets faltered. Matthew Josephson writes: 

It was Armour who consummated one of the most famous business “coups” of the 
period, In:1865,,watching the progress of Grant's armies toward Richmond with a clair- 
voyant eye, ald, being completely persuaded of the early approach of victory and peace, 
he had suddenly rushed to New York and sold quantities of pork short at the prevailing 
high prices of around $40 a barrel. After Appomattox, the crash of commodity markets, 
involving especially pork, ruined hundreds of traders, made thousands of farmers the 
poorer, but permitted Armour to “cover” his short contracts in pork at about $18 a 
barrel, so that he gained overnight $2,000,000 in quick profits and his praises were sung 
in high financial circles, With this capital he swiftly increased his meat business, buying 

out weaker competitors and improving his plant until it became one of the most . . . 
prosperous industries in all the land.” 

Reflecting on the concentration of the “meat” industry, and its quest to exact 
even greater profits from the bodies of others, Ben B. Seligman notes: 
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The industry began to use by-products, making a variety of goods out of the parts of 

the carcasses once dumped into the river. Fertilizer, glue, buttons, combs, bristles, felt, 
glycerine, and oleomargarine were some of the items that chemists rescued from bones 
and hair. Armour was particularly fond of German chemists, who were quite clever in 
devising new by-products. He once told a supervisor to receive cordially an expected 

visiting German, as he “may have something more in his head besides dandruff.” 
Inevitably, all the major packers began to “cooperate” with one another. Small firms 

were bought up by the larger ones, and distributing agencies were established in Omaha, 

Kansas City, and St. Louis. The Big Four—Armour, Swift, Hammond (later merged 
with Armour), and Morris—fixed prices and divided sales territories.*° 

Like cow herders in other countries, the romanticized American icons—the cow- 
boys—made a sparse living by containing the movements of cows and then relent- 
lessly driving them to their slaughter. If cows (like Whitey) were able to escape to 
wooded areas and forests it often was difficult for paid hands to find and control 
them. The techniques that were developed to identify, intimidate, and control large 
numbers of cows and prevent their escape before slaughter came to be celebrated in 
rodeos. Started as a form of entertainment for those who worked controlling and 
driving the cows, rodeos expanded as their profit-making potential became clear. 
Rodeo events, such as cow roping and wrestling, were a spectacle many would pay 
to watch. The spectacles of the rodeo are reminiscent of the Roman Colosseum. 
R. A. Marchant writes: 

Another%f the rodeo events, the bull-dogging, is almost exactly the same as a spectacle 
that used to thrill the crowds at the Roman Colosseum. In this, a cowboy has to fling 
himself from his horse, seize the horns of a steer and attempt to force it to the ground. 

The Roman equivalent was introduced into the arena by Julius Caesar when he 

imported Thessalonian horsemen to chase bulls and wrestle them to the ground by grip- 
ping their horns and twisting their necks. 

The ways in which many other animals are used in entertainments such as films and 

circuses are also often almost identical in form and spirit to the Colosseum spectacles.*! 

Use of other animals and humans with disabilities for entertainment purposes also 
intensified under early U.S. capitalism. Some, like P. T. Barnum, made millions 
from their exhibitions. Before Barnum’s era, acts involving horses were the mainstay 
of circuses in the eighteenth century, but “wild animal” acts were common by cen- 
tury’s end. In the United States, various species of other animals were held captive 
aboard circus ships, which displayed other animals who were forced to perform 
“acts” for paying customers at seaports and major river towns. 

Barnum first profited from exhibitionism in 1835 when he purchased and dis- 
played Joice Heth, a woman of color whom he claimed was 160 years old and had 
been George Washington’s nurse. In the 1840s, he expanded his exhibition by 
including human “freaks” and seldom-seen species of other animals. Such displays 
eventually earned him boasting rights of delivering “the greatest show on earth.” 
Barnum published several books, including How I Made Millions and The Art of 
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Money Getting. While there are several notable exceptions, contemporary circuses 
follow Barnum’s formula, still resembling the ancient Roman circus. Again, Mar- 
chant writes, “The Romans were not content with teaching their performing ele- 
phants remarkable feats of balance and other acts, but had to dress them up in 

tawdry finery and costumes to get laughs as well, and this lamentable custom still 

has many imitations today.”* 
Virtually unrestricted and vastly expanded use of other animals under capitalism 

also resulted in their use by vivisectionists. Ostensibly for public benefit, widespread 
use of other animals as research subjects, with its often extreme callousness, seems 
to have begun in the nineteenth century. Reviewing some of this history, Richard 
Ryder notes the practices of one early nineteenth-century vivisector, Fran¢ois 

Magendie: 

There is no doubt that Magendie’s callousness was outstanding even for the age he lived 
in, and shocked some of his contemporary physiologists. John Elliotson wrote: “In one 
of his barbarous experiments, which I am ashamed to say I witnessed, he began by coolly 

cutting out a large round piece from the back of a beautiful little puppy as he would 
from an apple-dumpling.” 

All of Magendie’s experiments and nearly all of those carried out by his successors 
. . . were of course entirely without any form of anaesthesia. Moreover, each of these 

experiments and demonstrations continued for some time and the agonies of the sub- 
jects must have been not only intense but also prolonged. We know . . . that dogs were 

cut open in preparation “an hour or more” before the actual demonstrations took place. 

We also know that they were not destroyed immediately afterwards, but if still alive 

were available for further operations by students.*? 

This brief glimpse of oppression throughout Western history suggests that human 
mistreatment of other animals does not spring from some instinctive or universal 
force of nature—any more than does human exploitation of other humans. The 
changing human view of other animals, from relatively peaceful cohabitants to 
“inferiors,” “pests,” “quarry,” and “property,” relatively recent in origin, was the 

result of humans, particularly the elite, pursuing their material interests and domina- 
tion of the earth. Thege socially created, oppressive practices are largely destructive, 
produce great 3 etinds and génerate conflict. 

The oppression of humans and other animals developed in tandem, each fueling 
the other. From human male domination over females, to hunger generated by the 
elite’s feeding and consumption of “domestic” animals, to warfare necessitated by 
the need for new grazing areas (with the added “bonus” of claiming women and 
other animals as the spoils), to the use of other animals as instruments of warfare, 

to the sacrificing of devalued humans and other animals in the Colosseum to enter- 
tain and placate the impoverished masses, to the debasement and extermination of 
the Irish by the British (in large part for the appropriation of land to raise sheep and 
cows), to the exploitation and extermination of indigenous Americans (in part for 

the skins and hair of other animals and Yor acquisition of grazing land), to the vio- 
lence and discrimination against humans of Mexican descent (for land acquisition 
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for increased populations of cows raised for slaughter)—the oppression of devalued 
groups of humans has been intimately and thoroughly tied to the oppression of 
other animals. Indeed, for the past ten thousand years those who were vulnerable to 
some form of materially motivated exploitation have become the stepping stones for 
what is euphemistically referred to as “the development of civilized society.” 

The 1818 incident in Hinckley, then, was not an anomaly—nor, as we will see 
in the chapters that follow, were the massacres in Guatemala or the attack on Cas- 

sidy and Willow Grear. Nor was it necessitated by an urgent need for food. Rather, 
it was the result of socially created practices set in motion centuries earlier, in a 

system that primarily served the interests of the elite. In the Hinckley case, Judge 

Hinckley of Massachusetts benefited materially from land speculation made profit- 
able by the killing of Native Americans, the killing of other animals, and the captiv- 
ity and breeding of sheep whose hair was turned into cloth by exploited women and 
children in New England textile mills. 

The theory of oppression, with its emphasis on the underlying economic/ 
competitive motivation for oppression, easily applies to the treatment of devalued 
humans and other animals from the start of hunting through the development of 
capitalism. Such oppressive treatment over the ages stemmed largely from the mate- 
rial and related competitive advantages accrued by elites and were reflected in preju- 
dices and in induced tendencies of humans to subjugate and exploit those whom 

they defined as lesser beings. 
Not surprisingly, the economic/competitive motivation for oppression was not 

alleviated ynder conditions of pre-twentieth-century capitalism. The emerging capi- 
talism, with its emphasis on self-interested and egotistical pursuits, was quite com- 
patible with oppressive practices. Indeed, capitalism intensified and expanded 
oppressive conditions throughout the world through domestic exploitation and 
colonialist predation—practices that, while creating a new class of powerful elites, 
also facilitated the development of a nascent middle class, particularly in industrial 
capitalist countries. While paying tribute to the technical capabilities ushered in by 
the capitalism system, Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels note the continuance of tyr- . 
anny and repression in the capitalist system in the following passages fromthe Com- 
munist Manifesto: ) 

Modern industry has established the world market, for which the discovery of America 
paved the way. This market has given an immense development to commerce, to navi- 
gation, to communication by land. This development has, in its turn, reacted to the 
extension of industry, commerce, navigation, railways extended, in the same proportion 

the bourgeoisie developed, increased its capital, and pushed into the back ground every 
class handed down from the Middle Ages. 

The modern bourgeois society that has sprouted from the ruins of feudal society has 
not done away with class antagonisms. It has only established new classes, new condi- 
tions of oppression, new forms of struggle in place of old ones. ee 

‘ 

Oppression continued because, while capitalism did eventually break down the 
monarchically controlled economic and political systems of previous centuries, the 
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new elite coveted privilege at least as much as the monarchs and continued to obtain 
it through the subjugation of others. Capitalism defined the pursuit of one’s individ- 
ual economic self-interests as both natural and morally desirable. Accumulation of 
wealth came to be a driving force in social affairs, and the acquisition of personal 
wealth generally became the sine qua non of human existence. Social relationships 
with both humans and other animals increasingly came to revolve around pecuniary 
considerations, as evidenced by the practices of Astor, Armour, Barnum, and count- 
less other celebrated “entrepreneurs.” Reflecting on the effect of capitalism on 
human social organization, Robert Heilbroner observes, “[T]he pattern of economic 
maximization was generalized throughout society and given an inherent urgency 
that made it a powerful force for shaping human behavior. In a word, the drive to 
maximize income became a new mode of social coordination and control.”*° A socially 
constructed reality characterized by great emphasis on personal gain and egocentrism 
yields a world in which “others” largely are categorized as tools for, or obstacles to, 
one’s aspirations for pecuniary gain and self-gratification. 

Through the nineteenth century, then, capitalism with its development of efh- 
cient methods for the production of economic goods created new possibilities for 
liberation and justice. For industrial capitalists, employing a free but exploited work- 
force was more profitable than maintaining slave labor, and manufacturers needed a 
market for their goods. These realities resulted in expanded freedom and opportuni- 
ties for some. However, such developments were fueled by terrible oppression of 
others; as it expanded, capitalism promoted the expansion of oppression of countless 
humans and other animals as its possibilities for progressive change were substan- 
tially eclipsed by its self-serving ethos that justifies the procurement of growing levels 
of private profit. 

CONCLUSION 

This historical review provides evidence in support of the assertions made in chapter 1. 
First, the motivation for the development and institutionalization of oppressive prac- 
tices is primarily material, not attitudinal. Such arrangements are not genetic or innate, 
and prejudice is the product of these arrangements—not the principal cause. Second, 
oppressiveipractices gdherally serve the interests of a powerful elite and, to a lesser 
degree, other privileged‘humans. The vast majority of humans and almost all other 
animals are ill served. Third, the oppression of devalued humans and the oppression of 
other animals have common origins and are usually entangled in such a way that 
increased exploitation of one group compounds the mistreatment of the other. 

The economic underpinnings of the expansion and intensification of oppression 
in the twentieth century, its basis in the capitalist system, and the consequences for 
the vast majority of the inhabitants of the earth will be explored in the next chapter. 
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Capitalist Expansion 
and Oppression 

Every large mammalian species in the eastern part of America has been 

destroyed by modern man—except those he has chosen to protect for his own 

selfish purposes. . . . Large or small, all suffered crushing devastation if any 
profit was to be gained thereby; or if they seemed to pose even the threat of 

competition with our rapacious appetites. 

—Farley Mowat! 

n the early 1980s, an African American neighborhood in Columbus, Ohio, was 
I threatened by the proposed construction of a freeway. The freeway was necessary, 
said the business elite, to provide a more direct link between downtown Columbus 
and the local airport. Neighborhood opponents challenged the project and suggested 
that the new route would shave only a few minutes off the commute. Rush-hour 
bottlenecks could be eased, they suggested, by more development of mass transit 

between downtown businesses and hotels and the airport. ' 
The Sowntowninterests bristled at the neighborhood resistance. The suggestion 

to improve rilass Trafisit servite was brushed off by one member of the Columbus 
City Council who declared that ‘ ‘People have ays loved their automobiles and 

well-financed media campaign ead convinced voters to approve the project. Like 
countless others throughout the country since the mid-twentieth century, the 
neighborhood was ravaged by freeway construction. 

The assertion by the Columbus politician that people have always loved their cars, 
however, is another popular yet inaccurate historical reconstruction. The “American 
love affair with the automobile” might be described more accurately as an aggressive 
suitor forcing its intentions on a reluctant public. Over time, the manufactured 
demand for automobiles has contributed to environmental degradation, resource 
depletion, urban sprawl, social and economic segregation, and other ills. The brief 
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account of the rise of the automobile in the U.S. culture and economy that follows 

illustrates how economic elites can effectively promote terrible social practices in 

their pursuit of private profit—policies that are harmful to the public and devastat- 
ing for other animals. 

¢ 

For many decades, horses carried human animals and their goods in town.and coun- 
try alike. However, in the nineteenth century, the growing cities required the ability 
‘to transport masses of humans. Some met this need by use of the omnibus, a horse- 
drawn vehicle that accommodated about twelve passengers. The omnibus was sup- ~ 
plemented in some areas with the “horsecar,” a larger vehicle attached to rails and 
designed to carry forty to seventy passengers. In the latter part of the nineteenth 

century, there were more than fifteen hundred _horsecars_in New York. City alone, 
and the labor of roughly twelve thousand horses powered them.? The lives of those 
assigned to the position of “car horse” were deplorable. Gerald Carson writes: 

It was a matter of common observation to one who cared to look that New York was 
hell for car horses. On the evening of February 11, 1868, for instance, a Third Avenue 

“car was seen carrying sixty persons inside the car, with forty on the platforms and others 
both on the roof and hanging out the windows. The weight of the load was estimated 

at 21,000 pounds, with two feeble horses struggling to move. the car-up the steep grade 
that then existed between Twenty-second and Thirty-sixth streets. Sometimes a pedes- 
trian with an ear attuned to that kind of thing could hear the labored breathing of the 

horses as far as a block away. . . . And so it was that the animals arrived, handsome and 
healthy, gnly to leave broken and crippled,,usually passing to new owners for anominal ~ 

_sum, often farmers who bought up town horses for whatever strength they had left and 

literally worked them to death on the farm,’ 

In the first two decades of the twentieth century, ceagehcr ae streetcars began 

fering of horses bound to omnibuses. ‘However, such relatively efficient and eabke 

forms of public transportation were soon eclipsed by a self-centered quest for private 
profit. 

Those who controlled the growing steel, oil, and rubber industries foresaw the 
enormous profit potential of the automobile. The production of the first automo- 
biles was received rather coolly by the public, particularly by those in large cities 
who were users and supporters of mass transit and who had developed a “love affair” 
with electric streetcars. In the face of poor market demand, corporate strategists pro- 
moted— indeed, forced—public acceptance of and reliance upon the automobile by 
undermining | streetcar systems in many large cities and by using their political clout ~ 

highways. > Advertising as ; well as films and other popular media turned the car into 
a cultural icon, symbolizing freedom, mobility, and status. The tactics and strategies 
used by the automakers and other industrial powers resulted in enormous corporate 
growth and expansion and huge profit. For most of the twentieth century, a sub-_ 
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stantial portion of individual and family income, has been spent on the purchase, 

fueling, maintenance, and insuring of iemObies 
The forced reliance on automobiles developed i in the mid— to late twentieth cen- 

tury created fortunes for a few and jobs for many. However, it has also rapidly 

depleted valuable global energy resources and severely damaged the environment. 
The cost to taxpayers of creating and maintaining the system of highways in the 

United States is enormous. Writing in 1985, policy analysts J. Allen Whitt and 

Glenn Yago observed, “[I]nfrastructure investment in highways is a costly and rap- 

idly expanding burden. It is becoming evident that the commitment to highway 

transportation exacts great fiscal and social costs. Direct federal expenditures since 
1956 for the national highway program total between $200 and $300 billion; . . . it 

will take even more than that amount to repair and maintain those same roads.”¢ 
The cultivated reliance on automobiles not only has led to depletion of natural 

resources, spoiled the environment, saturated many areas with toxic fumes, and 

taken huge shares of both family and public resources, but also has cost more than 

two million human lives in the United States alone—and led to countless debilitat- 

ing injuries—from automobile accidents over the decades. Auto accidents are the 

third leading cause of death in the United States, and the leading cause for humans 
between the ages of fifteen and thirty-four.” 
~The web of greed and tragedy that has been generated by the automobile industry 

takes in other animals as well, at staggering levels. An estimated 365 million other 
animals are killed on U.S. roads and highways alone every year,® many enticed into 

the road by fast-food scraps and packages from the likes of McDonald’s, Burger 
King, and Wendy’s thoughtlessly thrown from car windows. Their writhing, man- 
gled and smashed bodies are regarded as mere refuse by hurried motorists. Mean- 

while, countless others have been, and continue to be, displaced or killed by highway 
construction projects, parking lots, and urban sprawl—a contemporary form of the 

practice of “kill and clear” reminiscent of incidents like the one in Hinckley, Ohio, 
that characterized earlier periods of American “settlement.” 

The urban sprawl facilitated by the automobile not only continues to destroy the 

homes and environments of millions of other animals every year but also has con- 

tributed 'ta, the declinetand abandonment of downtowns, neighborhoods, and entire 

communities. This occtirs due to the tendency for those who control capital to disin- 
vest in and desert areas with limited purchasing power and to continually relocate 

to areas with greater profit potential. Older shopping centers and malls that once 

drew business activity away from formerly flourishing downtown business districts 
are in turn abandoned as profit-induced sprawl leads to incessant razing of the land- 
scape for the new malls and “superstores” that take their place. In a society singularly 

focused on profit accumulation, the potential for reinvestment, revitalization, and 
recommitment to neighborhoods and communities is eclipsed by more profitable 

“cut-and-run”’ tactics.? This practice is evidenced by the countless forsaken and 
impoverished areas that blight both urban and rural landscapes. 

The destructiveness associated with the growth of the automobile industry, and 
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the consequent waste, havoc, and death, exemplifies the character of corporate capi- 
talism, particularly as it developed in the twentieth century. 

CORPORATE CAPITALISM AND 
INTENSIFIED OPPRESSION 

The growth in technology under late nineteenth- and early twentieth-century capi- 
talism was not without its benefits. The late U.S. socialist and scholar Michael Har- 
rington noted that “real wages were up between 1850 and 1914 in all industrialized 
countries; in France and Great Britain they almost doubled during that period.”! 
A generally rising standard of living accompanied the “enormous growth in the con- 
sumption of the masses within the advanced nations.”!! The improved standard of 
living was due in part to the pressure workers and nascent labor organizations put 
on business owners to improve working conditions—as well as to the capitalists’ 
realization that workers needed incomes high enough to be able to afford to con- 
sume the goods they produced. 

During this period of rapid industrialization and urban growth, many humans 
living in the United States struggled as small-business owners, family farmers, and 
sharecroppers—each with various degrees of economic self-determination under the 
conditions of nineteenth-century capitalism. For most, however, their relative self- 
determination was being rapidly eclipsed by economic concentration. Why did this 
occur? 

Duringthis period powerful economic elites such as plantation owners, large mill 
operators, factory and slaughterhouse owners, bankers, and financial speculators 
dominated the U.S. economy. Most of these large business enterprises were still 
owned by a single person or family or by a small partnership. Mammoth business 
corporations began to emerge, however, because the capitalist system is characterized 
by an inherent tendency for continued growth and expansion. Douglas Dowd 
explains this imperative: 

A competitive capitalist economy is one where the only protection a given firm has is 

its own strength. That strength finally depends upon its profitability. In the modern. 
world, this means that each firm must adopt the latest i in n technology, for ‘both defensive 

tion and Sen increase. The market must expand to absorb the increased pro- 
duction. In the normal course of such processes, some firms continue to expand, in 

themselves and by gobbling up others. The result is large-scale production, large-scale 
ownership, and large-scale control; a tendency towards monopoly. Along with eco- 
nomic expansion, both facilitating it and required by it, is geographic expansion— 
expansion of foreign markets, access to increasingly-needed foodstuffs and raw 
materials, and profitable foreign investments.’ 

This characteristic of capitalism, a predacious type of growth that is grounded in, 
and fueled by, so much oppression and death, was intensified by the emergence of 
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giant business enterprises in the late nineteenth century. The personal fortunes of 
individuals like John D. Rockefeller, Andrew Carnegie, J. P. Morgan, Philip Ar- 
mour, Gustavus Swift, and other owners of business empires of the period were 
acquired in such a way that they frequently were referred to as “robber barons.” For 

instance, the same large “meat” packers that sold the United States spoiled and tain- 
ted “meat” during the Civil War sold hundreds of thousands of pounds of “beef” 
to the army during the Spanish American War. Noting that 5,462 U.S. soldiers died 
in various theaters of operations and in camps while only 379 died in battle, Howard 
Zinn ponders how many war-related deaths of U.S. soldiers were the result of food 

poisoning.'? He writes: 

In May of 1898, Armour and Company, the big meatpacking company of Chicago, 
sold the army 500,000 pounds of beef which had been sent to Liverpool a year earlier 

and had been returned. Two months later, an army inspector tested the Armour meat, 

which had been stamped and approved by an inspector of the Bureau of Animal Indus- 

try, and found 751 cases containing rotten meat. In the first sixty cases he opened, 
he found fourteen tins already burst, “the effervescent putrid contents of which were 

distributed all over the cases.” . . . Thousands of soldiers got food poisoning. There are 

no figures on how many of the five thousand noncombat deaths were caused by that." 

While such unscrupulous practices brought profit and business growth, expansion 
was made possible by the emergence and proliferation of the corporate form of busi- 
ness ownership. Unlike the proprietorships and partnerships that previously had 
been the norm, corporations had the advantage of providing limited liability for 
shareholders, who are not legally responsible for corporate crimes and debts. Inves- 
tors can lose their personal investment, but they cannot be sued by the corporation’s 

victims or creditors. Consequently, business corporations initially were viewed 
warily as monopolistic and corruptible. An early nineteenth-century economist, 
Daniel Raymond, wrote, “The very object . . . of the act of incorporation is to 
produce inequality, either in rights or in division of property. . . . [Corporations] 
are always created for the benefit of the rich.” 

For most of the nineteenth century, corporations were seldom used in businesses, 
and organizing a.<Orperation required a special act of a state legislature. As the cen- 
tury advanced,‘ however, the expenses of industrial machinery and other expansion 

costs grew. Capitalists sought alternative ways of raising the required venture capi- 
tal—ways that would protect their personal fortunes, and those of their financiers, 
from the risks of investment. So, despite public mistrust, in the latter half of the 
nineteenth century government chartering of business corporations became com- 
monplace. 

The corporate structure facilitated the growth of private enterprises that sought 
to reduce competition, which many business moguls viewed as a wasteful and 

unnecessary aspect of commerce. (This view was held notwithstanding capitalist 
thetoric that extols robust competition, as one of the essential features of a “con- 
sumer-driven” market economy.) A great deal of business competition was elimi- 
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nated in the early twentieth century as enormous corporations either bought others 
out or drove them out of business through pools, trusts, predatory price fixing, and 
other even more disreputable tactics.'* While such practices were personally benefi- 
cial for the few, they were very damaging for the many. The profit-driven trend 
toward increased business size, with enormous enterprises that acquire or ruin 

smaller one§ (economic concentration) and the placement of economic power in 

fewer and fewer hands (centralized control), is frequently referred to as monopoly 
capitalism.'”? Monopoly capitalism also perpetuated and increased social injustice 
and privation. However, even before the drive toward centralization and monopoli- 
zation began in earnest, by the mid-nineteenth century U.S. capitalism had pro- 
duced extreme economic disparity. Historian Mary Beth Norton and her associates 
write: 

Wealth throughout the United States was becoming concentrated in the hands of a 

relatively small number of people. In New York City between 1828 and 1845, the 
wealthiest 4 percent of the city’s population increased their holdings from an estimated 
63 percent to 80 percent of all individual wealth. By 1860, the top 5 percent of Ameri- 

can families owned more than half the nation’s wealth. 
A cloud of uncertainty hung over working men and women. Many were afraid that 

during hard times they would become unemployed. They feared the competition of 

immigrant and slave labor. They feared the insecurities and indignities of poverty, 
chronic illness, disability, old age, widowhood, and desertion. And they had good rea- 

son. Poverty and squalor stalked the urban working class as cities grew.'® 

Commenting on the state of the society in the late nineteenth century, economist 

Ben B. Seligman writes: 

Life was no longer measured by the seasons, but by the clock, and the whirl of the 

machine. The city, with its belching smokestacks, began to dominate the landscape as 
the economy moved from extractive industries to manufacturing. The change was a 
haphazard one, and its ugliness was to generate problems that have persisted down to 

the present. 
The city became an instrument of industrial development to be manipulated freely 

by those who controlled its resources and who could gather personal gain in the process. 
Everything that was engaged in was directed toward material ends only. . . . Everything 

seemed to reflect an overwhelming pressure to measure success by the only standard 

that counted—money.”” 

While wages generally increased and consumption grew, workers were considered 
to be just another expense for giant business enterprises, and many employers con- 
tinued to keep wages as low as possible—particularly for those groups who were 
traditionally devalued and oppressed. Children and young women were preferred 
workers because they were viewed as more easily exploited and controlled. Not only 
were wages kept at meager or below-subsistence levels, but also the costs of improved 
working conditions and safety precautions were considered an unnecessary expense. 
Children, women, and men alike (particularly men of color, immigrants, and the 
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unskilled) were killed or disabled by appalling working conditions and frequent acci- 
dents. One famous tragedy, for instance, occurred in 1911 at the Triangle Shirtwaist 
Factory in New York City. A fire broke out in the crowded garment factory, and 
146 young women, many recent Jewish and Italian immigrants, were killed— 

trapped and unable to escape the fire due to faulty fire escapes and exits that had 

been blocked to keep them in and union organizers out. 
Throughout the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, many exploited human 

laborers attempted to organize themselves into unions in order to resist abuses by 
their employers, and some were successful.” In response to labor organizing efforts, 
large business owners and corporate directors solicited workers from around the 
globe, especially from Ireland, Southern Europe, Asia, and Latin America. Immi- 

grants in the United States were easily exploited due to their willingness to work for 
meager payment, and Machiavellian employers also capitalized on the newcomers’ 
presence to factionalize workers. The following reflection by Douglas Dowd high- 
lights the relationship between ethnic oppression and capitalism: 

Although immigration had been increasing since the 1850s . . . it was during the 1880s 
that the great wave of immigration from the poorer parts of Europe and Asia began. . 
These people came at a time when industrialization had taken strong hold and when 
conditions of factory and city were becoming increasingly ugly. From the viewpoint of 

settled Americans . . . these newcomers were also “increasingly ugly.” 
America had been well-prepared for a translation of all this into divisions and hostil- 

ity that were many-faceted. It had been prepared by our own habituation to oppressing 

and even exterminating red, black, and brown peoples. . . . From the mid-1890s on, 
Jim Crow laws spread and deepened, and lynching became so common that it went 
unnoticed in the press (there were as many as one thousand a year officially recorded). 

The prior and continuing oppression of Native Americans joined with stepped-up 

oppression of black people. . . . Savage developments in the eastern half of the country 

combined with savage developments in the western half, as Spanish-speaking and Asian 
immigrants were mistreated and killed . . . while being exploited in the fields, mines, 
factories, and railroads. 

Racial oppression and ethnic and religious hatreds did not begin in the United States, 
it should go without saying. But the combative atmosphere of the United'States, taken 

together with the ‘ dong: standing and well-entrenched acceptance of the Puritan work 

ethic and its: orollary of economnic individualism, made it easy for bigots and AI 
lous businessmen to exploit these pervasive inclinations.?! 

Powerful industrialists and growing corporations not only factionalized the work- 
ing class but also used violence and repression when necessary to suppress organizing 
efforts or break strikes. For example, in the late nineteenth and early twentieth cen- 

turies: ten miners leading resistance against the coal mining industry were 
denounced as members of a radical Irish fraternal organization, the Molly McGuires, 
and executed; at least fifty workers were kiiled during the great railroad strike that 
swept the nation in 1877; ten workers died in the Homestead steel strike in 1892; 

six working-class leaders were scapegoated and hung as a result of the Haymarket 
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incident of 1886; scores of mine workers in West Virginia and the Rocky Mountains 
perished in strikes during the 1890s; entire families were massacred by Rockefeller 
company gunmen during a 1914 strike in Ludlow, Colorado—the list goes on and 
on.” The level of violence directed at the U.S. working class during this period was 
viewed as unprecedented and extreme, even by politically conservative Europeans. 
Noam Chomsky observes, “[U.S.] labor history is extremely violent. Incomparably 
more so than Europe. . . . [H]undreds of workers were getting murdered by the 
security forces. This went on until the late 1930s. [There was] nothing like it in 

Europe. In fact, the right wing European press was appalled by the treatment of 
American workers, right through the turn of the early part of the [twentieth] cen- 

tury. 

Pursuit of profit at any cost also motivated expansion and oppression outside the 
country’s borders. By now the United States was a well-established capitalist power, 
and the elite followed the colonialist and imperialist lead of their militaristic Euro- 
pean counterparts. For instance, even before the push toward the corporate business 
structure, powerful interests—including land speculators and white slaveholders 

who resented Mexican antislavery laws—encouraged the government to provoke a 
war with Mexico. The conflict resulted in the expropriation of a significant portion 
of Mexican territory, including what is now California, Texas, New Mexico, Ari- 

zona, and Colorado. Racist ideologies and concomitant prejudice were manufac- 
tured or encouraged to legitimate the appropriation of Mexican land and resources. 
As seen in chapter 2, this racism also justified the later appropriation of land legally 
held by U.S. citizens of Mexican heritage—much of it used to graze cows who would 
be sent to giant packing houses to be killed and dismembered—and the exploitation 
of the labor of these dispossessed citizens, as well as later generations of immigrants 
from Mexico and other Central American countries. 

Similarly, the United States’ war with Spain in 1898—also prompted by indus- 
trial and corporate interests—resulted in the “liberation” of Cuba, Puerto Rico, and 
the Philippines, a liberation that actually subjected their populations and land to 
domination and control by U.S. corporations. The economic benefits that were sure 
to accrue to importers, sugar producers, bankers, steamship owners, and the like 
gave them vested interests in preventing the territories’ economic or political inde- 
pendence.” Regarding U.S. interests in Cuba, for example, Howard Zinn observes: 

Americans began taking over railroad, mine, and sugar properties when the war ended. 

In a few years, $30 million of American capital was invested. United Fruit moved into 

the Cuban sugar industry. It bought 1,900,000 acres of land for about twenty cents an 
acre. The American Tobacco Company arrived. By the end of the occupation in 1901 

. .. at least 80 percent of the export of Cuba’s minerals were in American hands, mostly 
Bethlehem Steel.”° 

Filipinos had long resisted Spanish colonization and similarly resisted U.S. con- 
trol when it became clear that the U.S. Army was an occupying—not a liberating— 
presence. The force with which the United States crushed the Philippine 
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independence movement was particularly ruthless. Historian Kenneth C. Davis 
notes, “(T]he Philippine incursion . . . carried with it all the earmarks of a modern 
imperial war: massive strikes against civilians, war atrocities, and a brutality that had 
been missing from American wars with Europeans. Fighting against the ‘brown’ Fili- 
pinos removed all excuses for civility.””?° 

The U.S. government also used military power to stifle the will and interests of 
the indigenous people of Hawaii as the islands were expropriated and claimed as 
U.S. territory—an action that mainly served the interests of the sugar cane industry. 
Meanwhile, humans from China, Japan, Korea, the Philippines, and India in the 

nineteenth and early twentieth centuries were induced to migrate to Hawaii and the 
U.S. mainland, where their labor was exploited by agriculturalists and mining and 
railroad companies. Again, racist ideologies were created and propagated to justify 
their exploitation. Eventually, many immigrants sought to improve their lives by 
starting their own farms and businesses. However, their pursuit of security and self- 
determination increased the level of economic competition in the areas they set- 
tled—escalating the level of racism and violence against them.?” 

The denigration and exploitation of workers, ruthless economic competition, 
imperialist practices, and the drive toward economic concentration and centraliza- 
tion—all compelled by the capitalist system—fanned the flames of prejudice and 
ethnocentrism against all potentially exploitable and devalued groups. Humans with 

disabilities, for example, faced continued oppression under such arrangements. 

Many were still exhibited as “freaks,” more “animal than human,” and used to turn 
profits for shadowy entrepreneurs, while increasing numbers were confined to atro- 
cious state institutions and forcibly sterilized. Humans with disabilities were scape- 
goated as the powerful and privileged promulgated the belief that their “kind” had 
caused widespread poverty and social disorganization in the United States. Some 
capitalist-friendly scientists recommended that the labor power of people with devel- 
opmental disabilities be tapped for profitable ventures, as illustrated by the following 

passage from a 1918 book by Paul Popenoe and Roswell Hill Johnson, the latter a 
professor at the University of Pittsburgh: 

Feeble-minded men are capable of much rough labor. Most of the cost of segregating 
the mentally defective can be met by properly organizing their labor, so as to make them 

as nearly, self-supporting, as possible. It has been found that they perform excellently 
such work as Clearing Porest land .. . and great gangs of them might profitably be put 

to work, . . . waste humanity taking waste land and . . . making over land that would 
otherwise be useless. . .. No manufacturer of today has let the product of his plant go 

to waste as society has wasted the energies of this by-product of humanity.?8 

Meanwhile, despite the abolition of slavery, humans of color were still terrorized 

and lynched, particularly if they were perceived as challenging the U.S. form of 
apartheid and the economic benefits it provided for the privileged, their minions, 
and any others who derived some benefit, real or imagined, from their oppression. 
In the classic 1937 sociological work Caste and Class in a Southern Town, John Dol- 
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lard discusses some of the material advantages of oppression that accrued to many 
white middle-class southerners under the Jim Crow system: 

For one thing, they [the white-middle class] avoid the manual work and the more 

monotonous types of work. . . . Middle-class people seem generally to make use of 
Negro house servants, cooks, chambermaids, nurses for children, and houseboys. . . . In 
the main, middle-class people do not mow their own lawns, cook their own meals, clean 

up their own houses, not to speak of farming their own land. . . . The middle group 
has a larger share of the goods and services which flow from the common operation of 

the socio-industrial machine in Southtown and county. They have better houses and 

lawns, more fans, electric iceboxes, radios, screens, better food, newer cars and clothes, 

more movies, books and travel, and more efficient schools and colleges accessible to 

their children.” 

In contrast to many other writers of the period, Dollard does not isolate innate 
personality or psychological causes for these oppressive conditions, but, rather, also 
plants them firmly in institutional and economic arrangements. 

We must note that whites are as automatically caught in this socio-economic situation 
as are the colored. The middle-class whites are playing their social roles with no more, 
but no less, greed and acquisitiveness than any other man in our society exhibits. They 

are acting as they have to act in the position within the social labor structure which they 
hold, that is, competing as hard as they can for maximum returns.*° 

As can be predicted by the theory of oppression, an economic system that exploits 
workers and pits them against one another for jobs also fuels animosity against per- 
ceived competitors. The following passage from the autobiography of novelist Rich- 
ard Wright, also written in 1937, embodies the theory: 

There is but one place where a black boy who knows no trade can get a job, and that’s 
where the houses and faces are white, where the trees, lawns, and hedges are green. My 
first job was with an optical company in Jackson, Mississippi. . . . 

I worked hard, trying to please. For the first month I got along O.K. Both Pease and 
Morrie seemed to like me. But one thing was missing. And I kept thinking about it. I 
was not learning anything and nobody was volunteering to help me. . . . I asked Morrie 

one day to tell me about the work. He grew red. 
“Whut yuh tryin’ t’ do, nigger, get smart?” he asked. 
“Naw; | ain’t tryin’ t’ git smart,” I said. 
“Well, don’t, if yuh know whut’s good for yuh!” 
I was puzzled. Maybe he just doesn’t want to help me, I thought. I went to Pease. 
“Say, are yuh crazy, you black bastard?” Pease asked me, his gray eyes growing hard. 
I spoke out, reminding him that the boss had said I was to be given a chance to learn 

something. 
“Nigger, you think you're white, don’t you?” 

“Naw, sit!” ... 
Pease shook his fist in my face. 
“This is white man’s work around here, and you better watch yourself!” 
From then on they changed toward me. They said good-morning no more.?! 
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Similarly, some observers see economic factors as the primary reason for the anti- 
Semitism that grew so strong in the United States during the first half of the twenti- 
eth century and that has persisted, in varying degrees, to this day. According to some 
scholars, powerful U.S. Gentiles actually cultivated anti-Jewish ideology to justify 
the exclusion of Jewish-Americans from profitable industries and to create another 
scapegoat for the deplorable economic conditions that accompanied industrial capi- 

talism and its corollary, concentrated economic power.%? Gay liberation activist Bob 
McCubbin suggests that homophobia also serves as an “instrument of bourgeois 
class rule” to “divide the international working class.” Moreover, some sociologists 
maintain that the status of older humans declined with the advent of western capital- 
ist society, and continued with the development of monopoly capitalism. According 

to sociologist James J. Dowd: 

By most accounts, the “great transformation” in the status of the aged occurred with 
industrialization, because legal land ownership in an industrial economy brought the 

landowner less status than in the previous agricultural economy. Factory work became 

the major occupational pursuit, creating two large classes of capitalists and workers. . . . 
In general, the changes that accompanied industrialization were . . . “disastrous for the 

old.” 
One of the consequences of the shift from an agricultural to an industrial economy 

.. . has been a decline in the power of old people relative to the power of other age 
groups. . . . The status of the aged (as measured by relative income, health, weeks 
worked, and education) was higher in the United States, for example, in 1940 than in 

LOGO art 

When discussing the problems and status of the aged in the twentieth century, one 

realizes that the main factor that determines the nature of intergenerational relations in 
Western societies is the society’s political economy.” 

The hardship, deprivation, and humiliation experienced by humans of color and 
other devalued groups motivated W. E. B. DuBois, Oliver Cox, and others to study 
the problems’ capitalist underpinnings, as we saw in chapter 1. These writers, how- 
ever, were ignored or denigrated by both the corporate establishment and many 
social scientists who submitted to the forces and demands of corporate-dominated 
society.” 
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TT WENTIETH-CENTURY CAPITALISM % 
AND ENTANGLED OPPRESSION 

As could be expected, the harsh and cruel treatment of humans remained mirrored 
in and inextricably entangled with the oppression of other animals. For example, 
the use of assembly-line production methods to reduce the need for highly skilled 
workers, a tactic that made workers easily replaceable and more exploitable, was 
pioneered and refined in slaughterhouses—and the consequences for other animals 
were horrific. Other animals, such as cows and pigs, were prodded, jabbed, and 

X 
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driven up ramps to the top floor of slaughterhouses where they were shackled, sus- 
pended by belts and propelled downward by gravity to suffer agonizing death on a 
“disassembly line.” The gruesome treatment of other animals in the early twentieth- 
century Chicago slaughterhouses was described in Upton Sinclair’s classic novel The 
Jungle. In a stark and poignant passage, Sinclair introduces the public to the reality 
of the experience of other animals in a rapidly mechanizing society. 

¢ 

[T]here was a great iron wheel, about twenty feet in circumference, with rings here and 

there along its edge. Upon both sides of this wheel there was a narrow space, into which 

came the hogs at the end of their journey; .. . chains . . . [were] fastened about the leg 
of the nearest hog, and the other end of the chain they hooked into one of the rings 

upon the wheel. So, as the wheel turned, a hog was suddenly jerked off his feet and 
borne aloft. 

At the same instant the ear was assailed by a most terrifying shriek. . . . The shriek 

was followed by another, louder and yet more agonizing—for once started upon that 
journey, the hog never came back; at the top of the wheel he was shunted off upon a 
trolley, and went sailing down the room. And meantime, another was swung, and then 
another, and another, until there was a double line of them, each dangling by a foot 

and kicking in frenzy—and squealing. . . . 
It was all so very businesslike. . . . It was pork-making by machinery, pork-making 

by applied mathematics. And yet somehow the most matter-of-fact person could not 
help thinking of the hogs; they were so innocent, they came so very trustingly; and they 

were so very human in their protests. . . . And each of them had an individuality of his 

own, a will of his own.* 

At the same time, workers on this notorious “kill-line” were forced to work at a 
rapid, reléntless pace, and serious injury was commonplace. The callous treatment 
of workers was inextricably linked with, and driven by, the same insatiable thirst for 
personal wealth that caused the monstrous, and increasingly mechanized, treatment 
of other animals. Jeremy Rifkin writes: 

Production increased dramatically following the introduction of the disassembly line. 

In 1884, five splitters handled 800 head of cattle in a ten-hour day. By 1894, four 
splitters were handling 1,200 head a day.... 

[Forced to work in an environment that was as hazardous as it was hellish, packing- 

house laborers fought back, demanding better working conditions and better pay. Some 
of the bloodiest labor battles of the waning years of the nineteenth century were fought 
between the fledgling beef-packing unions and the Beef Trust.*” 

During many strikes, the slaughterhouse operators “‘kept the plants operating 
with waves of new immigrant laborers and poor blacks.”** In another powerful pas- 
sage, Sinclair describes the plight of Marija, who loses her job because of union activ- 
ity but finds another as a “beef trimmer”: 

She had about made up her mind that she was a lost soul, when somebody told her of 
an opening, and she went and got a place as a “beef trimmer.” She got this because the 



68 Chapter 3 

boss saw that she had the muscles of a man, and so he discharged a man and put Marija 
to do his work, paying her a little more than half what he had been paying before. . . . 
She was shut up in one of the rooms where the people seldom saw the daylight; beneath 

her were the chilling rooms, where the meat was frozen, and above her were the cooking 

rooms; and so she stood on an ice-cold floor, while her head was so hot she could 
scarcely breathe. Trimming beef off the bones by the hundredweight, while standing up 

from early morning to late at night, with heavy boots on and the floor always damp and 
full of puddles, liable to be thrown out of work indefinitely because of slackening in the 
trade, liable again to be kept overtime in rush seasons, and to be worked till she trem- 

bled in every nerve and lost her grip on the slimy knife, and gave herself a poisoned 
wound—that was the new life that spread before Marija. 

The unspeakably oppressive treatment of other animals and workers driven by 
monopoly capitalism included pressing children into employment, intensifying a 
disturbing practice that had been going on for centuries. As two period critics put 
it, “Extreme insecurity has been the chief economic and spiritual diet of workers’ 
homes. Patently, this would have a direct bearing on sending children to work.’“° 
Children were employed by slaughterhouses whenever possible, especially after the 
canning of “meat” began, because they were more easily exploited. Helen Laura 

Sumner writes: 

As early as 1888 a large number of girls were employed in the Chicago stock yards in 
painting and labeling cans. In some establishments they were paid, it was said, $5 a 

week, but were expected to paint at least 1,500 cans per day of nine hours. Little girls 
scoured cans, too, for $3.00 a week. . . . At Armour’s packing house girls were paid 
from 3 cents to 5 cents per hundred for labeling.*! 

Such exploitative, oppressive treatment of workers and children and such hideous 
treatment of other animals were not primarily motivated by prejudice and hatred 
but by pursuit of business profit—profit derived from satisfying a taste for the flesh 
of other animals, a demand promoted increasingly by the “‘meat” industry and 
related enterprises. 

For instance, “meat” producers induced the privileged to consume more “beef” 
by increasing its fat content, prompting them to spend more money ‘for the most 
desirable.“ “outs. ’ This oacurred after vast areas of the western plains were given over 

to the grazing of cows.It was found that feeding “steers” and cows gorn before 
slaughtering them not only increased their weight, but also the amount of fat in the 
“beef.” Eating the flesh of others became increasingly palatable, and those who 
could afford it relished the marbled cuts of “beef.”42 (As we shall see later in this 

chapter and in chapter 4, increased consumption of the flesh of other animals would 
have deadly consequences—not only for billions of other animals but for thousands 
of humans in the Third World who have faced military execution after protesting 
expropriation of their land for cattle production, as well as for countless twentieth- 
and twenty-first-century humans who have suffered premature death from heart dis- 
ease, strokes, cancer, and the like.) Increaging consumption of “choice” cuts of flesh 
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was also a way in which more privileged humans distinguished themselves from the 
“lower” classes, much as “meat” consumption symbolized status in the Middle Ages. 

The social class hierarchy spurred by oppressive social arrangements was reflected 
in other socially cultivated market demands as well. The social divisions based on a 

group’s wealth and status, or lack thereof, were increasingly expressed in consump- 
tion patterns, patterns that early twentieth-century critic Thorstein Veblen famously 

referred toras “conspicuous consumption.” Veblen noted that excess consumption 
of goods and ostentatious displays of wealth go well beyond satisfying individual 
physical needs and instead become symbols of one’s rank, status, and “superior char- 
acter.” Conversely, the “low-grade character” of those who live at subsistence levels 
is similarly made obvious to all. As Veblen noted, “the failure to consume in due 

quantity and quality becomes a mark of inferiority and demerit.” 
Wearing the hair of other animals also has long served as a display of one’s 

superior status in Europe and the United States, and this practice continued under 

twentieth-century capitalism. Wearing the hair of other animals was particularly pro- 
moted as a symbol of elegance for women and of power and success for the men 

who bestowed such a gift. This status-driven custom exacerbated the objectification 
of women, who were pictured in ads as being glamorous and sexy when cloaked in 
“fur.” This form of social class distinction and the objectification of women was 
intertwined with the agonizing deaths of millions of other animals caught in leg- 
hold traps and clubbed to death, with the exploitation of Native Americans and with 

other injustices, as we saw in chapter 2. 

The keeping of “pets,” particularly pets of distinction, became another symbol 
of prominent status. “Pedigreed” dogs, for example, were not just companions but 
indicatiogs of an ability to buy the best of everything. The speciesist sense of pride 

in walking down the street with a purebred dog was not dissimilar to a man’s sexist 
enjoyment of being seen with an attractive woman or a woman’s classist satisfaction 
in walking out with a rich man. 

CAPITALIST EXPANSION AND 
TWENTIETH-CENTURY WARFARE 

While entrepreneurial exploitation and death of humans and other animals were 
fodder for the continued growth and expansion of monopoly capitalism, as in ages 
past and as in the U.S. imperialist wars of the nineteenth century, war in the twenti- 
eth century also had deep economic roots. Just as war in earlier periods was necessi- 
tated by needs for grazing lands, cropland, slave labor and other “‘resources,” 
twentieth-century world wars were driven primarily by the imperative for capitalist 
expansion and resultant needs for land, cheap labor, new markets, and assorted 
resources needed to keep capitalist societies, and particularly large business corpora- 
tions, growing. Many students are taught that World War I was the result of the 
assassination of Archduke Francis Ferdinand and that U.S. involvement was caused 
by the German sinking of the Lusitania. However, few are aware of what was really 
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at stake for the competing capitalist powers of England, France, Germany, and the 

United States: control of the resources—animal, mineral, and vegetable—and mar- 

kets of Africa, the Middle East, and Asia. What is more, J. P. Morgan and other 

banking tycoons promoted U.S. involvement in the war to protect investments and 
loans made to Great Britain, loans that would not be repaid in the event of a Ger- 
man victory. Other industrialists supported direct U.S. involvement because of the 
potential for lucrative, government-financed wartime contracts, and the capitalist 
class successfully pressured the government to declare war against Germany, even 

though many citizens were opposed. 
Historian Kenneth C. Davis notes that one of the only members of Congress who 

dared to speak against the war in the face of such corporate support, Senator George 
W. Norris of Nebraska, called it a “fight for profits rather than for principles.” 
Quoting a Wall Street memo promoting U.S. entry into the conflict and the “bull” 

market it would generate, Norris proclaimed: 

Here we have the men representing the class of people who will be made prosperous 

should we become entangled in the present war, who have already made millions of 
dollars, and who will make hundreds of millions more if we get into the war. Here we 
have the cold-blooded propositions that war brings prosperity. . . . Wall Street . . . see[s] 
only dollars coming to them through the handling of stocks and bonds that will be 
necessary in the case of war. 

Their object in having war and in preparing for war is to make money. Human suf- 

fering and sacrifice of human life are necessary, but Wall Street considers only the dol- 
lars and the cents. . .. The stock brokers would not, of course, go to war. . . . They will 
be concealed in their palatial offices on Wall Street, sitting behind mahogany desks.* 

DuBois also saw the economic motivation at the root of World War I, particularly 
the desire of powerful capitalists, their well-paid functionaries, and the white, male, 
skilled laborers to whom they allowed some of the corporate profits to trickle down, 
to control the resources and markets of the African continent. He wrote: 

The present war is, then, the result of jealousies engendered by the rise of armed 
national associations of labor and capital, whose aim is the exploitation of the wealth of 
the world mainly outside the European circle of nations. These associations, grown jeal- 
ous and sispidious at ‘the divisién of spoils of trade-empire, are fighting to enlarge their 
respective shares; they look for expansion, not in Europe but in Asia, and particularly 
in Africa. . 

What ae nine care about the cost of war, if by spending a few hundred million in 
steel and gunpowder they can gain a thousand millions in diamonds and cocoa? How 
can love of humanity appeal as a motive to nations whose love of luxury is built on the 
inhumane exploitation of human beings, and who, especially in recent years, have been 
taught to regard these human beings as inhuman?“ 

Working together, industrialists, financiers, and the government launched a mas- 
sive and crafty propaganda campaign to promote public acceptance of the war, insti- 
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tuted a draft when enlistment calls faltered, and criminalized the practice of speaking 
out against the war in public.*” 

The cost of the war in human lives was staggering. Roughly twenty-eight million 
died in fighting or from other war-related causes. The numbers of other animals 
who perished as a result of the war can only be imagined. Thousands of dogs were 

used as instruments of war by the British, Belgian, Italian, French, and German 
armies. It is estimated that 68,682 horses and mules were killed “in service” of the 
USS. forces alone.* 

After World War I ended, the conquering capitalist nations were unable to agree 
on how to divide the “spoils,” particularly the areas of the world previously con- 
trolled by Germany. Meanwhile, an unfettered quest for individual wealth contin- 
ued, not only to motivate the mistreatment of workers and other devalued groups 
but also to pit powerful national economies against one another. Corporate and Wall 
Street machinations and greed contributed greatly to the Great Depression, the 
near-total collapse of both the U.S. and global economic systems in the 1930s. Con- 
cerned about the growing power of the political Left, and the consequent possibili- 
ties for democratic participation in economic affairs, powerful capitalists in several 
European nations formed alliances with fascist political-military movements, alli- 
ances that successfully quashed Leftist movements by violence and intimidation. 
Socialists, communists, and intellectuals were targeted for elimination or deporta- 
tion, while European Jews were scapegoated for economic difficulties. 

The U.S. government maintained a position of neutrality as fascist regimes gained 
increased control in Europe. This policy of nonintervention surely was grounded in 
part in admiration on the part of the capitalist class in the United States for the way 
their courfterparts in Europe were able to counter Leftist political movements and 
stifle labor unions. Meanwhile, U.S. corporations found the fascist military 
machines a lucrative market for goods, especially oil. The U.S. elite remained gener- 
ally indifferent to the repressive nature of the governments of Germany, Japan, Italy, 
and fascist Spain after General Franco gained control. Even after disturbing reports 
of severe anti-Semitic policies in Germany began to reach Washington, the U.S. 
government largely continued its policy of nonintervention to the point of willful 
ignorance and inaction. For instance, fearing that a large influx of Jewish refugees, 
fleeing imminent extermination at the hands of the Nazis, would impair a struggling 
domestic economy, the State Department stifled reports of death camps and in 1939 
even refused to allow an ocean liner full of Jewish refugees seeking asylum, mostly 
women and children, to come ashore in the United States. Forced to return to 
Europe, a number of the asylum seekers later were killed in concentration camps.” 
Lamenting the refusal of the U.S. government to assist the refugees, Bishop James 
Cannon, Jr., of Richmond, Virginia, commented in a 1939 letter to the Richmond 

Times-Dispatch, “The failure to take any steps whatsoever to assist these distressed, 
persecuted Jews in their hour of extremity was one of the most disgraceful things 
which has happened in American history and leaves a stain and brand of shame 
upon the record of our nation.” 

It was only with the bombing of Pearl Harbor that the United States was pulled 
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directly into the conflict. However, the Japanese attack on the United States was not 
a total surprise (although the target of the initial attack, Pearl Harbor, probably was). 
The Japanese had long resented U.S. intervention and economic opportunism in 
Asia and the unscrupulous treatment of humans of Japanese descent in the States. 
The growing economic and military power of Japan posed a threat to U.S. corporate 
interests in Asia—particularly China—and the United States had undertaken 
embargoes of iron and oil headed for Japanese ports. In his People’s History of the 
United States, Zinn cites a State Department memorandum issued a year before the 

attack on Pearl Harbor: 

[Our general diplomatic and strategic position would be considerably weakened—by 
our loss of Chinese, Indian and South Seas markets (and by our loss of much of the 
Japanese market for our goods, as Japan would become more and more self-sufficient) 

as well as by insurmountable restrictions upon our access to rubber, tin, jute, and other 

vital minerals of the Asian and Oceanic regions.*! 

So, the U.S. involvement in World War II was motivated not so much by opposi- 
tion to the oppressive practices and policies of fascist nations as by concerns about 
the future control of global economic resources and markets. Indeed, many policies 

of the German state that later came to be so vilified—grounded as they were in 
racism, eugenic philosophy, and contempt for Leftist thought—were not entirely 
unlike the state-supported practices in the vehemently procapitalist United States at 
the time. 

While U.S. involvement in World War II was motivated in large part by strategic 
global concerns of the capitalist class, the same class realized that the economic 
breakdown and depression experienced in the United States in the 1930s would be 
alleviated by a wartime economy. Indeed, the need for weaponry and war-related 
supplies revitalized the United States economy, and the 1940s showed greater eco- 
nomic growth than any other decade in U.S. history, with the nation’s real gross 
national product growing by 36 percent in just ten years. The principal beneficia- 

ries of this growth in production were those who owned or had substantial invest- 
ments in the largest corporations. Historians Charles Beard and Mary Beard write: 

Big business was responsible for much of the expansion in physical output. To get 
quickly and in fabuJoys amounts guns, ships, tanks, airplanes, and other implements of 

war, the Fedetal Goverament thrned for help to concerns gigantic enough to be able to 
take huge production orders in their stride. By the close of 1943, for exarhple, some 
seventy percent of the war business had gone to the hundred largest companies. 

Just as the warfare of the ancients was driven by competition for land and 
resources, and further spurred by the exploitation of the conquered, so was the most 
devastating war of the twentieth century. Competitive, capitalist nations—under the 
hegemonic contro! of large and powerful corporations—struggled for control of 
markets and parts of the world where large populations and vast resources could be 
easily exploited. 
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Again, capitalist-promoted global warfare exacted a tragic cost. In human deaths 
alone, more than fifty-seven million soldiers and civilians died in World War II, and 
far more were wounded and disabled. The other animals who were killed, whether 
directly as weapons or instruments of war and from bombings and other forms of 

destruction, or indirectly after environmental destruction or from starvation during 
periods of extreme deprivation, are innumerable. Minimally, it is known that a year 
after the United States entered the war the government announced plans to use 
125,000 dogs as guards, mine sniffers, scouts, and tactical fighters. (Four thousand 
dogs were used later as instruments of war by the United States in Vietnam. When 

U.S. forces were pulled out, the dogs were regarded by the military elite as merely 

war equipment and “abandoned in place’’*°—just like the many South Vietnamese 
allies of the Americans, mere “others” who were left to face the wrath of the con- 
quering North Vietnamese forces). Of the horses and mules used as tools by the 
U.S. Army during World War II, more than 243,000 were reported killed.*° 

Moreover, World War II and the casualties it brought—including the six million 
European Jews and others who were methodically murdered—“had scorched the 

minds and character of a generation.”*” While the entanglements of the exploitation 
and oppression of humans and other animals in warfare and violent oppression are 

numerous and substantial, only one more will be highlighted—the use of barbed 
wire. First introduced to control the movements of other animals, its use in control- 
ling humans was described at length in a 2000 article by Reviel Netz, who notes: 

If barbed wire now seems so familiar, this is because of the memorial power of the 

Holocaust . . . 
Barbed wire may seem like a trivial detail in a context of this magnitude. In fact, 

howeves, it was the central element in the architecture of the death camps. . . . 

[T]he misery which humans inflict on animals may ultimately be inseparable from 

the misery which they inflict upon themselves.** 

At the end of the carnage, with most of the other industrialized nations nearly 
destroyed, U.S. capitalists prevailed as the most important and powerful agricultural 
and industrial producers and distributors in the world. 

USE OF DEVALUED HUMANS AND 
OTHER ANIMALS UNDER LATE 

TWENTIETH-CENTURY CAPITALISM 

As a result of its military successes, by the mid-twentieth century the United States 
was the most significant global supplier of many economic staples as well as luxury 
goods. This global domination created a period of relative affluence for many in the 
United States, and the consumption of conspicuous and extravagant commodities 
spiraled. As in earlier periods, wearing animal skin and hair was one way the “suc- 
cessful” distinguished themselves from those whose labor actually created the wealth. 
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For instance, by midcentury the “fur” industry was thriving and relied increasingly 
on mass production methods by breeding and raising other animals on “fur” farms. 

Only recently have advocates for other animals worked systematically to enlighten 
the public about the enormous degree of suffering that underlies the production of 
such garments. As a result, the market for these items has diminished considerably. 
Not surprisingly, those most willing and able to carry on the fight to preserve the 
killing of other animals for their hair are those who profit by it. One of the “fur” 
industry’s primary arguments in favor of its continued existence is that it contributes 
greatly to the U.S. economy. The industry maintains that in 1990 the “fur” trade 
“produced a total economic benefit of $4.4 billion and supported more than 
100,000 jobs.”>? Industry statistics claim that retail sales in the United States alone 
in 1998 were $1.27 billion. Similarly, by the beginning of the twenty-first century, 
the wearing of “leather” (read: skin of other animals) clothing became in vogue and 
skyrocketed in popularity; many individuals with scant resources sacrificed to get 
their own expensive clothing fashioned from skin to advertise their social worth. 

While some humans benefited from the war-related growth and expansion, many 
devalued humans and other animals experienced little relief. Following World War 
II, African Americans continued to experience segregation and other forms of dis- 
crimination, including continued acts of violence and terrorism. Many women were 
forced from wartime jobs and faced high levels of domestic violence and other forms 
of discrimination, despite winning the franchise so many had struggled for earlier in 
the century. And many of those with few resources, while lifted somewhat by a war- 
driven, revitalized economy, continued to enjoy but a small share of the resulting 
windfall. For example, after nearly two decades of postwar economic growth and 
expansion, the level of economic disparity in the United States was staggering. The 
poorest 20 percent of U.S. households received only 4 percent of the annual income 
in 1967, while the most affluent 20 percent received 43.8 percent.®! Not surpris- 
ingly, the traditionally devalued human groups—whose labor was continuing to 
produce a great deal of wealth—were disproportionately among those receiving 
small incomes. 

One group that continued to languish in the United States in the mid-1900s was 
humans with disabilities. Although calls for their forced sterilization abated some- 
what during and after World War II, as U.S. policymakers tried to distance them- 
selves from similar discriminatory practices in Nazi Germany, a more complete 

liberation of those with,disabilities was not in the interests of twentieth-century capi- 
talism. In his classic ‘work The Shame of the States, Albert Deutsch exposed the treat- 
ment of humans with mental illness and other disabilities in the mid-twentieth 
century. In the following passage, he describes the fate of a young Navy veteran, 
recently returned from World War II, at the Napa State Hospital in California. Any 
status the young man might have enjoyed as a returning veteran of the “Great War” 
clearly was eclipsed by his placement in the category of the “disturbed,” as Deutsch 
describes his treatment at the hospital: 

This patient . . . had been brought in handcuffs to the hospital by four deputy sheriffs. 
He had already had some rough handling by the time he got to the institution. 

x 
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On arrival at Napa he got some more rough handling in a fracas with four attendants 
in the admitting ward who had difficulty getting him into a straitjacket. He was later 
transferred to the disturbed or violent ward, where he got another going-over by another 
foursome of husky attendants as he again resisted efforts to get him into a straitjacket. 
He died that night of internal hemorrhages. An autopsy showed 30 bruises on his 
body. ... 

I discussed the case with Dr. Reginald Rood, assistant superintendent at Napa... . 
“Were ghe attendants involved in this incident trained for their job?” I asked. 
“No,” Dr. Rood answered. “We haven’t been able to conduct a training program 

for any of our attendants. . . .” 

“We are short of everything here,” Dr. Miller told me. “For years, the state has fol- 
lowed the unwritten policy that the best institution is the one run at the least per capita 

» cost. 
California, one of the wealthiest states in the Union, is near the bottom of the list in 

many categories that make up a modern mental hospital. 

Meanwhile, other oppressive and archaic practices flourish even as economic 
growth under capitalism (read: private profit taking) expands. Many are motivated 
to exploit humans or other animals in a system characterized by grave disparities and 
where poverty and lack of resources—although structurally induced—are a mark of 
disgrace. Many seek to hold, or to develop, an economic niche by exploiting other 
animals. 

For instance, displaying and abusing other animals for entertainment grew in 
profitability. The rodeo, for example, continues to be a popular spectacle even 
though its utility to the “beef” industry of the skills displayed has long since faded. 
Rodeos now are featured programs on some cable networks, particularly those such 
as ESPN that market to men, with large corporate sponsors such as Anheuser-Busch. 
The profits from the sale of commercial spots on televised rodeos are paralleled by 
increased profits from the sales of products such as Budweiser beer. However, 
smaller entrepreneurs also gain materially from this form of exploitation of other 
animals. The communities in which rodeos are held see increased patronage for res- 
taurants, motels, convenience stores, and tourist-related businesses. In addition, as 
Gerald Carson observes: 

Also present at the arenas, and a part of the multimillion-dollar economics of rodeo, are 
stock contractors, who provide the animal raw material, stock foremen, Indian chiefs, 

beauty queens, sales agents for accessories, hillbilly singers, concessionaires, arena direc- 
tors, bandsmen, juvenile gunslingers, owners of dog acts, photographers, public rela- 
tions men, judges, timers, baton twirlers, trick ropers, Roman riders, comedy mules and 
monkeys—and, of course, the bawling, apprehensive, restless livestock, indispensable 

yet expendable. 
But what ever rodeo is—stirring historical pageant; nostalgic symbol; wholesome, 

red-blooded entertainment; or commercialized brutality—it is undeniably big busi- 

ness.% 

From rodeo “queens,” to “Indian chiefs,” to “hillbilly singers,” the spectacle of 
the rodeo weaves speciesism into various other “isms” and parades them all as “red- 
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blooded” American entertainment. (Interestingly, during testimony before the Balti- 
more legislature in 1967, opponents to anticruelty legislation stated that the use of 
the bucking strap, a pain-inflicting device that is strapped against the genitals of 
rodeo horses and bulls to induce frantic jumping, is “just like fastening a girdle for 
a couple of minutes on a South Seas maiden.” Electric prods, used to torment bulls 

and horses and to send them wildly bolting from chutes, were defended as minor 
irritants, “like sticking your wife with a pin.” Electric “cattle” prods were also used 
in the 1960s by police officers in some southern cities against African Americans at 

civil rights demonstrations.) 

Likewise, in the quest for profit, other animals, such as elephants, lions, tigers, 
and horses, are subjected to cruel treatment in circuses and related entertainment 
enterprises. Harsh treatment is used to procure submissiveness and to get them to 

perform tricks and behaviors that are unnatural for them. Writer Amy Blount Achor 

notes: 

Eye-witnesses report that the training tools at the Ringling Brothers Circus include 

whips and electric prods. The Washington D.C. Humane Society observed animals 

traveling with the Ringling Brothers Circus being unloaded and report “callousness and 

beatings for no apparent reason,” “elephants with fresh sores and old scarring appar- 
ently from hook punctures,” “‘several handlers using their elephant hooks to repeatedly 

and forcefully beat elephants who were merely walking in line,” and animals “appearing 
frantic for food and water.”® 

Such oppressive training and handling methods are compounded by horrible liv- 
ing conditions. “Circuses condemn animals . . . to live out their days isolated in 
tiny, barren cages or, in the case of elephants, shackled in chains for up to 95% of 

their lives.”°° Many circus owners, seeking to squeeze as much profit from their exhi- 
bition as possible, keep the “show” on the road forty-five weeks a year.” 

Many other animals who are confined for long periods, if not a lifetime, and who 
are forced to live in conditions unnatural to them display abnormal behavior. Such 
behaviors are frequently in the form of repetitive movements or pacing, referred to 
as stereotypies, and are an indicator of extreme stress resulting from the loss of control 
over one’s environment.® (Such behaviors are also common in humans with disabil- 

ities who are confined to small, barren living quarters in state institutions.) 
Like many humans who strive to break free from confinement and deplorable 

maltreatment inclu ng famous individuals such as Spartacus, Harriet Tubman, 
Denmark Vesey} Sitting Bull, and countless others—innumerable other animals 
(like Whitey, the steer mentioned in chapter 2) have attempted their own liberation. 
However, their efforts, whether successful or unsuccessful, are rarely recorded in his- 

tory or even come to public attention. One of the few exceptions occurred when 
writer Eugene Linden decided to write about a number of orangutans who sought 
to obtain their freedom: ; 

And then there is Jonathan, an orangutan now at the Cleveland Metropark Zoo and a 
master escape artist, and his progeny, who have been escaping from zoos across the 

\ 
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country. Rudi, the orangutan’s daughter, followed in her father’s footsteps right out of 
exhibits. She spent some time at Lowery Park in Tampa, Florida, but staged so many 
escapes and attempts that she was sent back to Topeka where she was raised. 

Even as I was in the midst of a series of conversations with one of Jonathan’s former 

keepers in December, 1998, he told me that two days earlier Jonathan’s son Joseph had 

staged an escape from the Kansas City Zoo in Kansas City. . . . 

Jonathan adapts his strategies to the situation at hand. Some years ago, when Jona- 
than was at the Los Angeles Zoo, he was let into a new enclosure designed to give the 

orangutans more free space. One of the features of the new exhibit was a nice tree in 

the center of the enclosed area. On one of the first occasions he was let into his new 

home, Jonathan surveyed the surrounding walls . . . ripped the tree out of the ground, 
placed it against the wall, and climbed out.” 

Another exception was Tyke, an elephant forced to live as a “performer” for the 
Great American Circus. After several efforts to escape “her life, her training, and the 
treatment she got from her caretakers,””° Tyke bolted from the circus arena into the 
streets of Honolulu on 20 August 1994. “There she enjoyed a few minutes of free- 
dom before she was gunned down. Local police fired 86 shots in their pursuit of 
Tyke. She eventually collapsed of her wounds but she was not dead. Officials then 
administered what was supposed to be a lethal injection. When the injection did not 
kill her, police fired three more shots at point blank range. Tyke finally died.””! 

Another tragic example of a break for freedom occurred in Oklahoma in 1982 
when five elephants held by the Carson & Barnes circus fled their imprisonment. 
All were “recovered,” except one who ran over a cliff and plunged to his death. 

In September 2000, a group of 115 cows to be used in a rodeo exhibition “busted 
out” of a holding pen at the Franklin County, Ohio, fairgrounds and sought sanctu- 
ary in the surrounding, largely suburban, area. Sixty-seven of those fleeing imprison- 
ment were killed by a speeding freight train. Many of those who survived eluded the 
police (and local cowboys) for weeks—some for months. In February 2001, trained 
dogs were used to track the four remaining cows who had struggled so hard for 
their liberty. Three were finally flushed out of a thicket, leaving one still clinging 
precariously to her freedom.” 

Rodeos and circuses are frequently marketed to appeal to children, and in many 
cases promoters link the exhibitions with the care of children who are ill. It is not 
surprising that, under capitalism, rodeos and circuses are promoted as wholesome 
family entertainment, while children who need health care are portrayed as cute but 
pitiful unfortunates rather than as individuals with a right to health care—a right 
not recognized in the United States. The United States is the only Western industrial 
democracy that refuses to provide health care for all humans. It is important to note 
that the health care problems of many “crippled” and sick children can often be 
traced to automobile accidents, lack of prenatal care, malnutrition, exposure to 
harmful chemicals, and similar consequences of corporate dictatorial control of the 
economy, social stratification, and systematic exploitation. Real improvement in the 
overall health of our children would require a significant redistribution of societal 
resources and a similar adjustment in national economic priorities, shifts that do not 
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benefit the economically powerful. Instead, inadequate funds for “needy children” 
are supplemented, in part, through admission fees paid to witness abuse and exploi- 
tation of other animals. Organizations such as the Elks, Shriners, Jaycees, American 

Legion, and Lions Club often sponsor rodeos and circuses to raise funds for causes 
such as children’s charities—although these local charities and other causes usually 

receive a small fraction of circus and rodeo profits. These organizations and their 
members certainly should not be disparaged for their concern for those without 
access to health care, but it is unfortunate that the most effective and stable source 
of revenues they have found under capitalism for these fund drives frequently entails 
the abuse and exploitation of ‘“‘others.”’ In this particular variation of entangled 
oppression, human health care needs are used to help rationalize profit taking from 
the imprisonment and mistreatment of other animals, while the mistreatment of the 

latter is accepted as a just means to provide “charitable” contributions for “needy” 
and “crippled” children. 

Such institutional oppression of other animals for entertainment and economic 

purposes was the topic of a congressional hearing in 1992. A subcommittee of the 
Committee on Agriculture of the U.S. House of Representatives heard testimony on 
the treatment of other animals in rodeos, circuses, zoos, movies, nightclub acts, and 
similar entertainments. The hearings were impelled in part by an audit conducted 
by the inspector general of the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), which 
found that relevant government agencies did not have the funding to “insure the 
humanitarian care and treatment of animals” specified by the Animal Welfare Act.” 
The hearing report, more than a thousand pages in length, gave a glimpse of the 
magnitude and severity of the oppression of other animals by the entertainment 
industry. In a brief reflection on the problem, Representative Peter H. Kostmayer 
states: 

Mr. Chairman, let me give you a couple of fairly recent examples. The first unhappily 
occurred in North Carolina . . . two lions were kept in a menagerié in a cage 8 by 5, 
barely one-quarter the necessary size. 

Another problem is roadside zoos and these small roadside zoos are a real problem. 
A bear was fed a steady diet of doughnuts and soda pop, forced to stand in its own 
waste and human trash. Due to a lack of cleaning his cage, the bear developed serious 
ulcers on the bottom of his feet. 

At the San Diego Zoo, elephants were found to be suffering from foot infections 

called foot scald dite go standing on wood floors in pools of urine and excrement. The 
zoo erected a‘barrier sé the elephants could not be seen by the public. J 

In the Toby Tyler Circus, employees constantly tossed ice cold water on a caged 
chimpanzee until the animal became so enraged that it bloodied its hands terribly on 
the bars of the cage. In the movie “Sheena,” horses were tripped on wires in a fast gallop 
in what is a fairly common undertaking. In a television movie, “Bluegrass,” pregnant 

horses had labor induced for the purposes of filming a live birth. The result was a pre- 
mature foal who subsequently dies. In'a Dove soap commercial, doves had a string, a 
cord tied around their feet and were yanked through windows. Trip wires and explo- 
sions both were used and resulted in the deaths of many horses in a film called “The 
Charge of the Light Brigade.” 
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And finally this phenomena of what is called dancing chickens, Mr. Chairman, in 

which chickens are placed on a surface which has been electrified and they are required 

to jump up and down, to dance as it is called, for 15 to 20 hours at a time without 
interruption. If they stop, the board is electrified.”4 

This congressional “dog and pony show,” however, produced few tangible results. 

Laws intended to provide minimal protection for other animals remain seriously 
compromised by a profound lack of funds for enforcement and implementation. 

Weak and underenforced laws also do little to deter those who seek profits by 
providing entertainment and gambling opportunities from dog fights. While federal 
law forbids anyone to “knowingly sell, buy, transport, or deliver any dog or other 
animal for the purpose of having the dog or other animal participate in an animal 
fighting venture,’’° such contests are common. For instance, on 28 February 2000, 
the sheriff in Preble County, Ohio, raided a dog fight involving participants from 
three states. The dogs forced to fight for their lives were American pit bull terriers. 
“The sheriff's office seized 14 vehicles and more than $30,000 in cash, drugs and 
several firearms as a result of the raid.””° Of the thirty participants arrested in the 
Ohio raid, all but four were released on their own recognizance. 

While breeding and selling “fighting dogs” and the related clandestine contests 
and gambling remain profitable, the “cockfighting” industry may well be even more 
lucrative. The federal law that discourages dog fighting exempts “animal fighting 
ventures involving live fowl unless the fight takes place in a state where cockfighting 
would be in violation of state or local laws.””” Pitting roosters against each other for 
“sport” remains legal in New Mexico, Louisiana, and Oklahoma and is popular in 
numerous other countries, such as the Philippines, Guam, and Mexico. Again, eco- 
nomic gain, plays a central role in encouraging such practices, and profits can be 
considerable for those who successfully develop a niche in this oppressive 

“industry.” 

Cockfighting classes, instructional videos and books, newsletters and magazines help 

fuel a subculture and enterprises across the country. More than half the 170 pages of 
the May [2000] issue of Gamecock, a 62-year-old monthly magazine that claims 16,000 

subscribers, are advertisements intended for cockfighters. Breeders from Connecticut to 
California offer proven winners for $1,000, uncontested cocks for $75 to $300, and a 

dozen eggs of winners’ mother hens for $100 to $200. ... 
Through the advertisements and feedstores, a score of manufacturers sell gaffs and a 

wide variety of curved, razor-sharp knives, up to three inches long, for mounting on 

legs. The knives, costing up to $100. . . rip as well as pierce... . 

No one knows the full dimensions of this business. Sandy C. Johnson, an Ohio 
breeder who is director of administration for the United Gamefowl Breeders Associa- 
tion, with affiliates in 33 states, . . . said cockfighting generated hundreds of millions of 

dollars a year in sales of birds, medicines, feed and breeding and fighting gear. 
And Mark Urbanowsky, president of Blue Bonnet Feeds in Ardmore, Okla., said he 

and his competitors sold fighting-cock feed worth $25 million a year to stores in Okla- 

homa alone... . 
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[O]pposition to cockfighting has become dicey. Cockfighters contribute to political 

campaigns, and, like most Oklahoma officeholders, Gov. Frank Keating, a Republican, 

has been staying out of the dispute. 
“He really has not taken a position,” said John Cox, a spokesman for Mr. Keating. 

“T don’t think he sees a lot of merit in cockfighting, but there is a lot of business inter- 
ests in the state that have to be adhered to a little bit.”7* 

Another form of economically driven “entertainment” that costs other animals 
their very lives is hunting. Licensed hunters—about 7 percent of the population— 
kill roughly 164 million other animals every year.”? While some forms of subsistence 
hunting continue to be used by groups of humans around the world, most who hunt 
other animals in the United States do so for recreation and for trophies, not out of 
economic necessity. Obviously, speciesist and patriarchal attitudes about other ani- 
mals play an important role in this appalling form of entertainment; however, a vast 
“sportsmen’s” industry also encourages and fuels both these attitudes and hunting 
practices. For example, gun manufacturers like Remington, Smith & Wesson, Brow- 
ning, Barretta USA, and Colt heavily promote sales of their weapons and ammuni- 
tion. Their products are not confined to killing other animals but are used in the 
killing of humans as well, a fact that has begun to spawn numerous lawsuits against 
the gun industry. Countless retail “sporting goods” businesses, such as Cabela’s Inc., 
rely heavily on the sale of guns and other “sportsmen’s” accessories. Cabela’s even 
produces and sponsors a nationally syndicated television program designed to pro- 
mote interest and participation in hunting other animals. The hunting-related 
industry is so vast that 1,400 companies participated in the 1999 Shooting, Hunting 

and Outdoor Trade (SHOT) Show, filling the 950,000-square-foot World Congress 

Center in Atlanta. According to one hunting enthusiast, “An outdoorsman visiting 
the... SHOT Show for the first time might think he’d died and went to a special 
place in heaven full of great toys just for hunters and shooters.”®° 

Recognizing the profit to be made by promoting and selling guns and hunting 
accessories, midwestern grocery and retail giant Meijer—which, not incidentally, has 
built discount superstores that squeeze out smaller competitors and result in greater 
economic concentration—is seeking to increase its hold on the “outdoorsmen” mar- 
ket by producing and distributing free to its customers its own hunting magazine, 
Lake ‘n Trail. Meijer’s Lake ‘n Trail is actually more catalog than magazine. It wraps 
ads for “sportsmen’s” products with “exciting” hunting stories and features on how 
to hunt successfully, * « f 

State depattments Of wildlife aiso promote hunting, in part because many such 
agencies are funded by the sale of hunting licenses and permits. 

Like the “fur” industry, some defend hunting on the grounds that it makes sub- 
stantial contributions to state and local economies. For example, in his book Jn 
Defense of Hunting, James A. Swan notes the economic benefits hunting brings to 
northern Michigan. “Each November,” he writes, “nearly a million men and 

women dressed in red and orange . .. pump more than $300 million into the local 
economy, and their license fees contribute more than $14 million to support the 
Michigan Department of Natural Resources.”®! 

Ss 



Capitalist Expansion and Oppression 81 

In a 1996 press release, the Ohio Department of Natural Resources similarly 
touted the impact of deer hunting on Ohio’s economy: 

Deer hunting is more than pursuing big bucks through Ohio’s woodlands, it’s about 

local retailers attracting big bucks from hunters. From the smallest rural carryout to the 
largest metropolitan area chain retail stores, hunters spend a lot of money. . . . [Hunt- 
ing] contributes an estimated $200 million to the state’s economy, excluding license 

fees and permits. Ohio deer hunters this year are expected to spend an average of $380 

on hunting equipment, clothing, transportation, gasoline, food, lodging, and other 
items directly related to deer hunting. In addition to these expenditures, deer hunting 
helps to support more than 6,000 Ohio jobs.* 

Under conditions of contemporary capitalism, many areas and communities that 
suffer unemployment and poverty, due in no small part to the priorities, practices, 
and development decisions of major corporations, seek income by providing recre- 
ational opportunities for the killing of other animals. The following excerpt from a 
1999 Wall Street Journal article by James P. Sterba punctuates the economically 
driven nature of human killing of ducks. 

Here at the bottom of a vast North American duck funnel called the Mississippi Flya- 

way, shotguns are booming and so, in unprecedented ways, is the duck business. . . . 

The duck boom is nowhere more evident than here in Stuttgart [Arkansas], a rice- 

farming town of about 10,000 situated in bottom land near the convergence of the 

Arkansas, White and Mississippi rivers. At Bust-a-Duck, Dux-R-Us and other area 
guide services, the phones are ringing and date books are filling at $125 a morning and 

up. Pintail Peninsula Lodge, a new $1.2 million “Taj Mahal of duck hunting” over by 

Bayou Metro about nine miles away, is selling out fast at $350 a day. 
This new breed of hunter wants luxury and is ready to pay for it, says Scott Drum- 

mond, the owner of Pintail Peninsula. . . . ““My customers don’t want to sleep in a bunk 

room for six,” he says, showing off his 13,700-square-foot lodge that holds 30 hunters 

in 16 rooms. Next year his rates are going up to $425 or $450 a day per hunter. Many 

locals think he’s loco. 
Stuttgart is a poor region in a poor state. But it has always been rich in Mallards, the 

most common duck species. And the fortunes of Stuttgart . . . have often mirrored the 

ups and downs of the North American great duck migrations. . . . 
Nationwide, hunters of migratory birds (including ducks, geese and doves) spent 

about $1.3 billion on hunts in 1996... . Since then, the market for waterfowling gear 
and trips has surged as a brisk economy has thickened hunters’ wallets.* 

Jason Perry, a hunter and entrepreneur from Little Rock, developed a line of 
upscale duck hunting clothing after seeing privileged humans with disposable 
income turning to “outdoor sports.’”*4 

The public generally disapproves of recreational hunting but acquiesces to such 
killing because they believe some need the “food.” The exorbitant prices many 
“yuppie” hunters are willing to pay to kill ducks, however, belies this assumption. 
Furthermore, the favorite “quarry” for most hunters in the United States is the deer. 
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However, by the time a hunter’s costs for license, weapons, clothing, and other 
accessories are tallied, the actual price per pound of deer “meat” —for those who 
actually eat the deer they kill—is far greater than the price for “meat” at retail stores. 

The public also acquiesces to legalized and state-promoted stalking and killing of 
millions of other animals every year because state officials maintain it is necessary to 
keep populations of other animals “under control.” In the case of deer, for example, 
state officials claim hunting and killing them is necessary to avoid crop damage, 
deer—vehicle collisions, and deer starvation. This public position is deceptive and 

manipulative. Like many other animals who were annihilated in the face of human 
expansionism, deer would largely have disappeared from the modern landscape were 

it not for the efforts of state officials who manage deer populations and deliberately 
cultivate their large numbers to increase opportunities for hunters. Through their 
management of tens of thousands of acres of game preserves—euphemistically called 
wildlife preserves—the states create and nurture the habitat required to support large 

deer populations. State wildlife officials cultivate deer food plots in these regions, 
and some permit farmers to plant and harvest crops in wildlife areas, provided they 
leave a sizable portion for the deer. When hunters’ plundering of deer decreases the 
populations, state wildlife officials will set conservative “bag” limits for a few years 
to permit the regeneration of large populations. Motivated by the need to generate 
hunting license fees that fund their agencies and by a perceived need to promote 
hunting-related businesses, seasonal tourism revenues, and related economic activity, 

state wildlife officials cultivate not only large deer populations but also misinforma- 
tion when they purport to manage animal populations in other animals’ and the 
public’s interest. Meanwhile, millions of deer are ruthlessly stalked and killed each 
year, and many humans are disabled or killed when their automobiles strike deer. In 
Ohio alone, more than 40 humans were killed and 23,196 injured in deer/ 
automobile accidents between January 1988 and December 2000.*° 

Just as an enormous number of other animals are killed by hunters in the United 

States each year, killing encouraged and promoted in large part to enhance profit 
taking, many millions more are killed in, or for use in, classrooms and university, 
military, and corporate laboratories. Additionally, like hunting, profit taking under- 
lies the tortured deaths of countless other animals, all for a cause that provides very 
little material benefit to most humans. 

Estimates of the number of other animals used as tools of research vary widely. 
In 1986, the United, S States Congress’s Office of Technology Assessment estimated 
the number dsed’ just,for experimentation was roughly 19.5 million yearly.8° How- 
ever, Andrew Rowan of the Tufts University School of Veterinary Medicine esti- 
mated that approximately 71 million other animals are used each year.*” 

These other animals, relegated to the position of “lab animal” or “experimental 
subject,” are confined in tiny, barren cages for most, if not all, of their lives and are 

deprived of the activities that are natural to them. Most never breathe fresh air or 

experience sunlight. Their profound and torturous deprivations are frequently com- 
pounded by painful, invasive surgical procedures, electrical shocks, intentional 
burns, extreme heat and cold, exposure to toxic substances, deliberately imposed 

X 
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injuries including crushed skulls and vertebrae, and countless other cruelties. Experi- 
mentation on other animals is so commonplace that practically anything can be 
done to other animals as long as the activities ostensibly serve science and human- 
ity—no matter how trivially.** The attitudes of many twenty-first-century vivisec- 

tionists, their staffs, and their suppliers are not dissimilar from those of the notorious 
nineteenth-century vivisector, Frangois Magendie.*? Most are not sadistic individu- 
als; rather, like most others who oppress, they are primarily driven by a desire for 
professional,or financial gain. Amy Achor Mickunas bserves, “Many careers are 
based on animal research and people in those careers understandably are reluctant 
to lose their livelihoods. According to the federal Office of Management and Budget, 
approximately 70% of the millions of dollars allocated for research grants goes 
towards salaries.”’”° 

Reflecting on the broader economic and institutional basis of vivisection, Achor 
writes, “An estimated 100 million animals are used in research every year. That 
translates into a lot of dollars for suppliers [like Carolina Biological Supply and 
Wards Biological]. Vested interests such as animal breeders, animal dealers, equip- 
ment suppliers, and animal food suppliers obviously have a lot to lose when animal 
research goes the way of the horse and buggy.” 

Many animals die in order to test the level of toxicity in new consumer products, 
products that are often gratuitous and that exist only to satisfy unnecessary and arti- 
ficial consumer “demand” generated by glossy Madison Avenue advertisements. Phi- 
losopher Herbert Marcuse calls this manufactured demand “false needs.”®? As 

monopoly capitalism began to generate an extraordinary number of unnecessary and 
wasteful commodities, manufacturers began to test the toxicity level of various 
chemicals and consumer products, in part to protect themselves from product liabil- 
ity lawsuits, Two of the most nefarious of these product tests, and the underlying 
economic basis of their use, are described by Lawrence Finsen and Susan Finsen. 

There are different kinds of product tests that use animals. Perhaps the best known are 
the “Draize” and the “LD50.” In the Draize (in use since 1944, and named after its 

inventor) a product is tested for irritability by placing it in the eyes of rabbits (who have 

been immobilized) and then charting the progressive deterioration of the eyes over three 

to four days. The irritancy of a prospective product is shown by comparing the degree 

of deterioration of the eye after a certain number of hours with the known degree of 

deterioration . . . for such substances as lye, ammonia, and oven cleaner. 

The LD50 is a test of “acute toxicity’ —it is used to identify substances that have a 

dramatic poisonous effect in a short time. In use since 1927, the test is conducted by 

forcing a group of animals—dogs, cats, rodents, and occasionally even primates—to 
ingest the substance in question in increasingly large doses until the dosage at which 50 
percent of the test animals die is determined (“LD50” stands for “lethal dose 50 per- 

cent”). Under such circumstances animals do not simply die but suffer enormously 
beforehand. In product safety testing it is standard practice to withhold analgesics or 

anesthesia, in case these might interfere with the effects one is attempting to observe. 
Both of these tests have been widely regarded for years as essentially worthless in 

protecting consumers. . . . Neither of the tests provides information about long-range 
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effects or interactive effects of substances with other products or substances. . .. Compa- 

nies continue to perform the tests in the hopes that this will protect them in cases where 
consumers are injured by a product and sue the company.” 

Almost all experiments on other animals purport to produce some educational, 
safety, or medical benefit for humans, but the necessity and effectiveness of these 
oppressive practices are highly contested. For decades, antivivisectionist societies 
have argued against such cruelty, and today advocates and scientists urge alternative 
education and research activities.°° Several organizations, such as the Physicians’ 
Committee for Responsible Medicine and the Medical Research Modernization 
Committee, maintain that animal research is largely inapplicable to human disease 
and therefore is wasteful and misleading. In a 1997 article in Scientific American, 
physicians Neal D. Barnard and Stephen R. Kaufman argue for more useful 
methods: 

Researchers have better methods at their disposal. These techniques include epidemio- 
logical studies, clinical intervention trials, astute clinical observation aided by laboratory 
testing, human tissue and cell cultures, autopsy studies, endoscopic examination and 

biopsy, as well as new imaging methods. And the emerging science of molecular epide- 
miology, which relates genetic, metabolic and biochemical factors with epidemiological 

data on disease incidence, offers significant promise for identifying the causes of human 
disease.*© 

Due to different physiologies of humans and other animals, some chemicals and 
drugs that may have a therapeutic effect for one species may have deadly conse- 
quences for others, including Homo sapiens.*’ Vivisectionists working for corporate 
interests frequently promote a chemical or drug as safe for human consumption 
when it appears benign in tests on other animals, but then they brush off research 
findings that indicate harmful potentials of drugs and chemicals on other animals as 
not generalizable to humans.”* . 

Once again, such corporate tactics exploit both humans and other animals, and 
the increased mistreatment of one group compounds the mistreatment of the other. 
Numerous social critics also argue that the overall approach to health care in the 
United States is primarily reactive and largely ignores ways to prevent many serious 
ailments. Indeed, many illnesses of modern life, including some forms of cancer, 

heart disease, hypertension, diabetes, and even some forms of mental illness, stem 
in no small part fro conditions created and cultivated under twentieth-century 
capitalism—stressful, overscheduled work lives, polluted air and water, pesticide- 
and herbicide-laden food, and a diet high in sugar and the flesh of other animals 

that is pushed relentlessly by the likes of McDonald’s, Burger King, and Wendy’s. 
Rather than provide a comprehensive national health care system that focuses on 
preventative care and healthful lifestyles and diets, corporate-driven biomedical and 
pharmaceutical industries devote enormous research—and the lives of countless 
other animals—to finding profitable treatments. 

The use of dissection and vivisection is defended vigorously by the multi- 

SS 
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billion-dollar “medical-industrial complex.”®? The industry, of course, asserts that 
the health and well-being of humans must come before concerns about the treat- 
ment of “mere animals.” However, the basic motivation of the industry is not to 
serve humanity, but rather to benefit stockholders. This point is illustrated by way 

of several examples of the practices, and the human victims, of the pharmaceutical 
industry—which accounts for approximately 30 percent of all the testing on other 
animals in the United States.!° 

¢ 

DEADLY EFFECTS OF THE 
PHARMACEUTICAL INDUSTRY 

For decades, practices of the pharmaceutical industry have victimized not only mil- 
lions of other animals subjected to drug and chemical testing but also unwary 
human consumers. Take, for instance, the case of Marilyn Malloy. In 1973, Marilyn 

was a seventeen-year-old high school senior, an enthusiastic honors student looking 
forward to college. The following year, however, while her friends celebrated their 
commencement, Marilyn died. In 1955, on the advice of her physician, Marilyn’s 
mother had taken the prescription drug diethylstilbestrol, or DES, to avert a possible 
miscarriage. Considerable evidence suggests that the pharmaceutical firm promoting 
DES, Eli Lilly, was aware the drug was carcinogenic and posed a danger to fetuses.1°! 
Nonetheless, DES was aggressively marketed to physicians.'°? Marilyn Malloy died 
from adenocarcinoma of the vagina (which spread to her lungs), a cancer commonly 
found in daughters of mothers who used DES. While thousands of lawsuits were 
filed against Eli Lilly for “enormous psychological damage, profound reproductive 
abnormalitfes, cancer, and premature death,” no criminal charges were ever filed. 

Such egregious episodes, with their deadly consequences, have been common 
occurrences in corporate capitalism, and the history of the pharmaceutical industry 
is rife with instances of the pursuit of profit at almost any cost. As another example, 
in the 1960s more than eight thousand babies in the United States and Europe 
whose mothers had taken thalidomide were born with serious visible deformities. 
Thalidomide, distributed in the United States by Richardson-Merrell pharmaceuti- 
cals, was prescribed as a tranquilizer for pregnant women. While the drug was never 
approved for sale in the United States, it was sold in Europe and physicians in the 
U.S. were encouraged to give samples to their patients. Reflecting on the production 
of thalidomide, and similar dangerous drugs, sociologist David O. Friedrichs notes 
that there was considerable evidence that the company 

had early indications of the drug’s [thalidomide] dangers (as well as its limited effective- 
ness), but the company continued to promote it as an over-the-counter drug until the 

enormous scope of the harm being done had been widely publicized and they were 
forced to withdraw it from the market. . . . 

Many other dangerous drugs and pharmaceutical products have been inflicted on an 
unwitting public. Drugs such as Clioquinol, MER/29, Oraflex, and Selacryn, all devel- 
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oped since the 1930s for the treatment of such conditions as diarrhea, excessive choles- 

terol, arthritis, and mild blood pressure, were widely marketed, and in each case 

thousands of people suffered devastating side effects, from blindness and paralysis to 

death.1°° 

Women seem to be disproportionately affected by the unscrupulous practices of 
the pharmaceutical industry. In the 1970s Upjohn promoted the use of Depo- 
Provera, an injectable birth control drug that prevents conception. After evidence 
emerged suggesting the drug was a carcinogen and produced numerous serious side 
effects, huge quantities of the drug were dumped on Third World women.’ Simi- 
larly, although A. H. Robbins pharmaceuticals had over four hundred reports of 
serious health problems and injuries stemming from use of the Dalkon Shield, an 
intrauterine birth control device, the company did not disclose this information to 
physicians they had convinced to promote the product. It was not until seventeen 
women had died as a result of the Dalkon Shield that it was recalled. A. H. Robbins 
then dumped its inventory on women in forty Third World countries.!°” In the 
1990s, lawsuits alleged that silicone gel breast implants produced by Dow Corning 
(used by more than two million women in the United States) could rupture and 
cause serious illness, and that Dow Corning was not forthcoming about the possible 
risks to women. According to a 2001 report by the U.S. General Accounting Office, 
“more women than men were hurt by dangerous medications pulled off the market 

since,1 997.4 10° 
Interestingly, Congress launched a probe in 2000 into “whether drug manufac- 

turers are encouraging consumers to dispose of drugs that remain effective for years 
beyond the date stamped on the bottle” (suggesting that the expiration dates “have 
as much, if not more, to do with marketing as with science”!”), while drugs that 
actually have expired are frequently sold to the Third World. What is more, many 
pharmaceutical companies actually manufacture drugs in countries with minimal 

regulation, like Guatemala, where “product registration is rapid and really only a 
formality,”"!° in effect creating a vast number of human research subjects only after 
the product is on the market. Reflecting on the general nature of the pharmaceutical 
industry, David O. Friedrichs observes, “The common element in all these pharma- 
ceutical product cases was that the corporations put the pursuit of profits ahead of 
scrupulous concern for the health and safety of the users of their products. Despite 

fines, civil damages, and negative publicity experienced by the pharmaceutical com- 
panies, they fave typitally suffered no lasting damage and have continued to operate 
profitably.”!"! 

The pharmaceutical industry thus builds profit on other animals, women, and 
humans in the Third World—and increasingly on children. Some medical experts 
are calling attention to the “troubling” and growing practice of prescribing “stimu- 
lants, antidepressants and other psychiatric drugs” for both preschoolers and older 
children."? Critics of this growth in prescription drug use maintain “the increase is 
disturbing . . . because research on the safety and efficacy of the medications, scant 
for older children, is virtually nonexistent for preschoolers.”’3 In 2001, Senator 

& 
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Christopher Dodd characterized the situation in these terms “Only a fraction of the 
drugs on the market have been tested for safety to children. It’s a lot like playing 
Russian roulette with our kids.”!4 

While drug companies aggressively market and promote products that purport to 
have some therapeutic value for populations who are affluent or have health insur- 
ance, they all but ignore the tens of millions of United States citizens who are unin- 
sured or underinsured, as well as the masses of humans around the world with few 
resources and little power. For example, because of the enormous demand for medi- 
cine in Africa (due in no small part to colonialist and imperialist-based disruption 
and poverty), prices for drugs are higher there than in the United States and Europe. 
According to Kirsten Myhr, a pharmacist who worked in Botswana and headed a 
major study on the availability and cost of drugs in Africa, medicines for tropical 
ailments like malaria “are often available only at exorbitant prices.” “Pharmaceutical 
pricing is about the law of the jungle where might is right. . . . Profit maximization 
seems to be the only objective of the industry.” 

Ironically, drugs for tropical diseases such as malaria are vastly cheaper in Europe, 
where the diseases are virtually nonexistent, than in Africa. According to a United 
Nations report, even painkillers are scarce in many Third World countries, and 
“many are left to die in agony from cancer and other diseases.”"° The report noted 
that the “great disparities” in access to painkillers among the nations, and also 
within individual countries, were due in large part to “economic reasons.”!!” 

Furthermore, while drug companies will defend research on other animals as nec- 
essary to fight diseases such as AIDS (although advocates of other animals, progres- 
sive physicians, and gay rights groups like ACT-UP in San Francisco dispute the 
efficacy of AIDS research using other animals), the companies are little interested in 
getting their anti-AIDS products to the millions around the world, particularly in 
Sub-Saharan Africa, who are infected but are cash poor. In an article written for The 
Nation, John LeCarré, who might be thought to be unfazed by tales of intrigue, 
corruption, and scheming, describes the real-life pharmaceutical industry's “pitch- 
dark underside, sustained by huge wealth, pathological secrecy, corruption and 
greed.”'!8 “Big Pharma,” he writes, “charged whatever they thought an AIDS- 
desperate Western market could stand: $12,000 to $15,000 a year for compounds 
that cost a few hundred to run up. Thus a price tag was attached and the Western 
world, by and large, fell for it. Nobody said it was a massive confidence trick. 
Nobody remarked that, while Africa has 80 percent of the world’s AIDS patients, it 
comprises 1 percent of Big Pharma’s market.” 

LeCarré also notes that “Big Pharma” prompted the U.S. State Department to 
threaten Third World governments “with trade sanctions in order to prevent them 
from making their own cheap forms of the patented lifesaving drugs that could ease 
the agony of 35 million men, women and children in the Third World who are HIV 

positive.””1° 
Not only has the Western drug industry kept its own AIDS-related products out 

of reach of those in the Third World who cannot afford them, but it has aggressively 
defended patent rights to forestall Third World companies from developing generic 
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forms of these drugs. Only recently did thirty-nine drug companies drop a lawsuit 
in South Africa that sought to block the distribution of generic AIDS drugs, and 

then only after it had become a “public relations disaster.’”'”! 
On 11 May 2000, in an uncharacteristic, if long-delayed, move,!” President Bill 

Clinton issued an executive order to make AIDS drugs available and more affordable 
in Sub-Saharan Africa. In essence, the order declared that the “United States govern- 
ment will not seek to interfere with countries in that region that may violate Ameri- 
can patent law in order to provide AIDS drugs at lower prices.”!*? The 

pharmaceutical industry was strongly opposed to President Clinton’s decision and 

just a few days earlier had successfully lobbied to have a similar statement removed 
from an African trade bill before Congress.'!** Hoping to recoup the potential loss 
of profit to be gained from those in the Third World stricken with AIDS, several 
drug companies then reduced the price of their antiretroviral products for Third 
World nations in order to increase sales there. “But even with the price cut, a year’s 
supply of drugs still would cost about $1000—more money than most Africans earn 

invacyears: 

Humans of color in the United States also have limited access to prescription 
drugs, particularly painkilling drugs. In a study of pharmacies in New York, only 25 
percent of pharmacies in neighborhoods “more than 60 percent nonwhite” said they 
maintained “enough pain medication derived from opium on hand to fill a typical 
prescription for a cancer patient.” However, 72 percent of pharmacies in areas that 
are more than 80 percent white could immediately fill such prescriptions. The most 
frequent reason given by pharmacists for not having enough supplies of the drugs 
on hand was that there was not enough demand for the “pricey drugs.””!”° 

Even for the privileged and those with access to health care, the exorbitant price 
of prescription drugs has become one of the most public health care and political 
issues of the early twenty-first century. Early in his presidency, Bill Clinton chastised 

the pharmaceutical industry for the high cost of prescription drugs in the United 
States; drug prices are higher here than in Europe, despite the fact that many drugs 
are developed by research subsidized by U.S. taxpayers. Pharmaceutical companies, 
however, have shown little inclination to hold down the price of their products for 
those who have subsidized their development with tax dollars. By 2000, consumers 
in the United States were spending more than $120 billion a year on drugs, and it 
is estimated that “prescription drug spending will rise 15% to 18% a year for the 

next fiye years, doubling the USA’s current tab for drugs.”?7 In the 2000 presiden- 
tial campaign Demdcratic candidate Al Gore charged that drug companies hurt 
many in the United States by their “ridiculously high prices for presctiption medi- 
einesn'22 

In the face of such criticism, the industry responded with more congressional lob- 
byists and an unending public relations campaign created to counter the negative 
image the industry has developed with its gluttonous appetite for profit. For 

instance, in a May 2000 full-page advertisement in the New York Times, bought by 
the Pharmaceutical Research and Manufacturers of America, the industry relied on 
the clichés and threats of doom long used by big business in response to widespread 

\ 
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calls for change. The industry cautioned the public against any government action 
that could create “more bureaucracy” and argued that proposed price controls 

“would have a chilling effect on research and development of new medicines.””!° 
The political advertisement stated that the pharmaceutical companies “vigorously 
oppose any proposal that would inhibit our ability to discover and develop life- 
saving, life-enhancing medicines.” !3° 

Such a statement of concern for humanity is hypocritical at best, in light of the 
malevolent practices of the pharmaceutical industry just discussed. Moreover, Le- 
Carré observes that the industry’s “excuse that they need to make huge profits on 
one drug in order to finance the research and development of others” is inconsistent 

with the fact that they “spend twice as much on marketing as they do on research 
and development.” !?! 

Its emphasis on “new medicines” is also misleading, as a great deal of current 
research and development focuses on the afflictions of the world’s privileged popula- 
tions and as many “new” drugs are simply slightly altered variations of existing prod- 
ucts.'5* These drugs are still tested on countless other animals before the 
manufacturer strikes out in an effort to secure some share of an existing market. A 
spokesperson at Bristol-Meyers remarks, “If I look at the marketing activities of 
many of the major companies the trend is to go for large markets such as the treat- 
ment of hypertension [high blood pressure] and to say that even if we get one or 
two percent of that market that is probably the best way to get a return on invest- 

ment. ”!% 
Following the capitalist imperative for expansion and growth, many already- 

gigantic pharmaceutical companies are pursuing mergers, a trend that will result in 
increased concentration and higher profits for the fewer, even larger firms that ulti- 
mately coptrol the industry. For example, in 1999 American Home Products 
announced its intention to buy Warner-Lambert for $72 billion, to become the 
world’s largest pharmaceutical company. The deal, however, was challenged and 
thrown into litigation when industry giant Pfizer proposed to buy Warner-Lambert 
for $80 billion. Pfizer prevailed, finally acquiring Warner-Lambert for $90 billion.'*4 
Such colossal pharmaceutical corporations, with large shares of the $335 billion 
global drug market, stand to reap windfalls as long as they can keep democratically 
supported governmental actions from interfering with their profit taking.'* In the 
United States the industry obviously believed its interests would be advanced by the 
election of George W. Bush, as it poured “millions into his campaign, more than 
twice the sums it gave the Democrats.”'%° 

As huge, private, profit-seeking entities in twenty-first-century capitalism, one of 
the ways in which the pharmaceutical companies have sought to grow still further is 
by increasing the demand for prescription drugs among those who have some means 

to afford them. Within the United States, direct-to-consumer advertising has gone 
a long way toward expanding sales of expensive prescription medications. Although 
it was once illegal for drug manufacturers to advertise their products unless their ads 
listed all the possible side effects, recently the Food and Drug Administration relaxed 
those standards—after vigorous lobbying by pharmaceutical firms. The United 
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States is now one of only two countries in the world “where prescription drugs are 
hawked in prime time.”!3” Spending $1.7 billion on TV advertising alone in 2000, 
“Big Pharma” is seeking to repair any damage to its public reputation while exhort- 
ing any citizen with the wherewithal to “ask your doctor” for the latest miracle drug. 

Notably, the fifty prescription medicines most advertised to consumers accounted 

for nearly half of the $20.8 billion increase in drug spending in 2000.!** “The 
remainder of the spending increase came from 9,850 prescription medicines that 
companies did not advertise or advertised very little.”!°° Lisa Belkin writes: 

Direct-to-consumer advertising has paid off handsomely for the pharmaceutical compa- 
nies—often turning solid earners into blockbuster drugs. After spending nearly $80 mil- 
lion on [allergy drug] Prilosec advertising in 1999 (up from $50 million in 1998), 

AstraZeneca saw sales rise 27 percent, to $3.8 billion. Pfizer, in turn, upped consumer 
advertising for its cholesterol drug, Lipitor, by more than $45 million in 1999, and sales 

of the drug jumped too—56 percent, to $2.7 billion.'° 

Many physicians facilitate the growing trend of “prescription drug abuse’! with 
their acquiescence to the pressures and enticements of pharmaceutical companies. 
Chris Adams, in an article for the Wall Street Journal, reports: 

As the drug industry reaches new extremes in its courtship of prescribing doctors, the 

giveaways are flowing freely. Nowhere is this on display more clearly than here in New 

Orleans, where local doctors have lately been given everything from Christmas trees to 

Valentine’s Day flowers, books, CDs, manicures, pedicures, car washes, bottles of wine 

and cash. .. . And there is the food, offered at the best places in the city famous for its 

cuisine. !42 

While total direct-to-consumer drug advertising in the United States was esti- 
mated at $2.5 billion in 2000 (up from $1.8 billion in 1999), marketing directly 
to physicians cost the industry more than $4 billion the same year—an increase of 
64 percent from 1996.’ Many doctors do not research the best use of the drugs 
they are pressured to use, but instead “they have taken a salesman’s word for it.” 
Millions in the United States are now paying for expensive drugs they do not need, 
are using drugs inappropriately or are using medications without full knowledge of 
the potential side effects. As countless patients become addicted to some of these 
rugs, and ° ; ihe. ae hay: even die from their use or misuse, profits for Big Pharma 

What is more, pharmaceutical companies and drugstore chains have successfully 
resisted government monitoring of the distribution of addictive and dangerous pre- 
scription drugs. Due to decades of lobbying by drug manufacturers and sellers, only 
fifteen states have such programs, and those tend to be underfunded and ineffec- 
tive.'” As a result, drugs such as the potent painkiller OxyContin (a synthetic mor- 
phine), for instance, are overprescribed and abused. Misuse of OxyContin alone 
resulted in countless overdoses and aimost three hundred deaths in the United States 
between January 2000 and December 2001." 

AN 
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Even in times of crisis, the pharmaceutical companies cannot resist the temptation 
to promote expensive drugs, no matter how exploitative and even alarmist their 
efforts may be. After the anthrax scare in the United States following the 11 Septem- 
ber 2001 attacks on the World Trade Center and the Pentagon, the manufacturer 
Bayer A. G. of Germany and its U.S. subsidiaries aggressively promoted the antibi- 
otic Ciprofloxacin (Cipro) as the primary cure; it often was portrayed in the media 
as the sole treatment for what was feared to be a potential epidemic of anthrax infec- 
tion. In fact, other, more affordable antibiotics are also effective in the treatment of 
anthrax—which, even with the bacteria’s apparent terrorist use in 2001, remained 
rare in the United States. The much more expensive Cipro is simply used as an 
alternative antibiotic for patients allergic to penicillin.” Marc Siegel, a physician 
who volunteered his services during the 11 September 2001 rescue effort in New 
York, observed, “Bayer, the Cipro manufacturer, is stoking this frenzy and playing 
into public hysteria by promoting the drug. . . . With the drug industry . . . [contin- 
uing] what it knows best, parasitism, we find our dread exploited by a monolith that 
can’t resist an opportunity to make more money.”!*° 

Largely out of sight—confined to the “dark underside” of Big Pharma—are mil- 
lions of other animals used by the drug industry, whose existence and suffering are 
eclipsed by Madison Avenue advertising, their agony entangled with the exploitation 
of consumers as each form of mistreatment fuels the other. 

The pharmaceutical industry’s profitable exploitation of the relatively affluent, 
and the agony it inflicts on other animals and ignores among those in the masses 
of the impoverished, are actually promoted by the U.S. government. For instance, 
government agencies support animal experimentation by “funding it to the tune of 

approximately $7 billion a year.”!5! Government grants are a source of both financ- 
ing and psestige for most research laboratories and individual vivisectionists, who 
benefit both fiscally and professionally. In addition, the Department of Defense 
(DoD) itself is one of the largest users of other animals experiencing pain or distress. 
In a particularly egregious form of entangled oppression, unknown numbers of other 
animals are killed during routine military exercises,'*? and millions die at the hands 
of military vivisectionists—killed in experiments and projects in the race for ever 
more lethal forms of destruction, all to thwart any significant obstacle to capitalist 
growth and expansion. Writer and activist Phil Maggitti describes some of the gov- 
ernment’s military experiments: 

The animals in DoD gulags are burned, shot, bled, irradiated, dosed with biological, 
nuclear, and chemical weapons, assaulted with cannonades of noise, exposed to deadly 

viruses, and, to add ineptitude to injury, frequently neglected by their keepers. Indeed, 
says the Physicians Committee for Responsible Medicine (PCRM), “military experi- 

ments are as grim as animal experiments can get.”!° 

While numerous other economically motivated uses of other animals could be 

discussed—from dog and horse racing to the tourist-drawing imprisonment of other 
animals in zoos and aquariums (not to mention the profits derived from the “black 
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market” in rare and exotic species in which zoos participate)!*‘—only one more will 

be discussed in this chapter: the breeding and selling of other animals as “pets.” 

PETS: PROFITABLE AND DISPOSABLE 

Whether it is breeding and selling “purebred” other animals in a family garage or 
the operation of large “puppy mills” to supply corporate “pet store” chains, the 
treatment of other animals as a commodity is a familiar sight. Most every discount 
chain “superstore” has a “pet” department and regularly runs advertisements for 
birds, fish, turtles, and hamsters, while “pet stores” in malls and shopping centers 
profit from impulse purchases as expensive—and frequently sick—other animals are 
charged to credit card accounts. Classified advertisements in almost every local news- 
paper include columns of dogs, cats, and horses for sale. While many other animals 
such as dogs and cats are treated as mere commodities, paraded as “registered” and 
thus extravaluable, today countless other species are captured and bred for fast 
profits. Most who are captured will suffer and die due to their confinement and ill 
care. Writing on the economic foundations of the trade in other animals branded 
“exotics,” author and activist Jim Mason writes: 

Thanks to the expanded trade in exotic animals, people who lack the sense to care for 
dogs or cats are now able, throughout most of the country, to purchase, keep, breed, 
and sell just about any animal they fancy. Down-and-out farmers, cringing in the shad- 

ows of agribusiness giants, are hoping to meet the mortgage by raising ostriches, emus, 

and rare breeds of sheep, goats, cattle, and horses. Hustling animal trainers and profit- 
hungry operators of roadside zoos, drive-through game parks, canned hunts, trophy 

farms, and horn farms are stocking up on lions, tigers, camels, zebras, elk, deer, ibex, 

eland, and other large, spectacular mammals. Indeed, no form of life is sacred in the 

exotic animal business, where only two absolutes prevail—profit and the claim of a con- 
stitutional right to own whatever animal one pleases—and where every sort of animal 
is grist for the commercial mill... . 

Fad breeders operate on the pyramid-scheme principle: those who get into the game 
early make big money selling breeding pairs to hobby breeders and others with dollar 

signs for eyes. Once the suckers and dreamers have “invested” their money in animals, 

the breeders’ marker ries up, prices fall, and fad animals that once sold for thousands 
or tens of thousands of dollars are available dirt cheap at auctions. Breeders,then move 
on to create the next hot animal, and so it goes, species after unfortunate species. 

Meanwhile, rampant greed has summoned into existence countless numbers of ani- 
mals no longer wanted by hobby breeders or no longer cared for by sullen owners who 

have been misled by promises of the perfect pet. These animals fall into a “cycle of hell,” 
says Pat Derby of the Performing Animal Welfare Society. Their lives and well-being 
are threatened by isolation and social deprivation, unsuitable climates, poor diets, inept 
handling and frequent abuse, and general deterioration. . . . 

Although exotic-industry trade journals make a joyful noise about the money to be 
made in rare and unusual animals—and articles in the mainstream press often read like 
press releases from breeders’ associations—-yindustry officials are sensitive to outside criti- 



Capitalist Expansion and Oppression 93 

cism. Presently there is a public-relations effort to legitimize the exotics trade. Industry 

leaders, in the kind of semantic shell game favored by movements everywhere, are 

replacing the term “exotics” with “alternative livestock”; and the industry is attempting 

to counter criticism and reposition itself in the marketplace by claiming to promote 

conservation and wildlife education. But, says zoological expert and consultant Sue 

Pressman, people in the exotic animal trade “are to wildlife education as pornographers 
are to sex education.” 

While the trade in other animals termed “exotic” is an estimated $100 million- 
a-year industry,'*° most trade in other animals to be kept as “pets” still revolves 
around the status-enhancing “purebred” dog and cat. While selective breeding 
increases the other animals’ market value, it also results in a great deal of suffering. 
Like many others concerned about such practices, veterinarian Michael W. Fox cites 
some of the health-related implications: 

[P]urebred dogs and cats have fundamental genetic defects. These defects can result in 

lifelong suffering, sickness, and physical handicap—what I have termed domestogenic 

diseases, or diseases inflicted upon animals by humans. 
Certain handicaps may be deliberately created by selective breeding and become breed 

“standards” in purebred cats and dogs. The pushed-in (brachycephalic) face of the bull- 

dog and persian cat are dramatic examples. This deformity makes it extremely difficult 

for the animals to breath normally. Their protruding eyes and facial skin folds easily 

become infected. The bulldog’s disproportionately large soft palate sets up a negative 
pressure so that the animal’s windpipe may actually constrict, or sometimes even col- 

lapse, and the dog is partially and chronically or suddenly completely asphyxiated. . . . 

Some of the genetic problems in purebred dogs include dwarfism, giantism, epilepsy, 

deafness, cataracts, glaucoma, progressive blindness, muscular weakness, progressive 

renal disease, increased incidence of various forms of cancer and brain tumors . . . hemo- 
philia, hip dysplasia, hysteria, extreme fearfulness, hyperactivity, auto immune diseases, 

and reduced resistance to infection and disease.'*” 

All the while, as entrepreneurs raise large and small breeds and market other ani- 
mals as profit-making commodities, millions of other animals who once were pets 
are killed each year because they are no longer wanted or their companion humans 

were not able to attend to their daily needs. 
Finally, many other animals kept as pets die prematurely as a result of a diet of 

processed “pet foods.” Most of these foods, dry and canned, are primarily slaughter- 
house “by-products,” that is, they contain “4-D” meat, from the bodies of other 
animals who are “defined by the U.S. Department of Agriculture as dead, dying, 
disabled, and diseased.’”!** 

Unwilling to miss an opportunity to squeeze profit from such “resources,” corpo- 
rations package them inside bags and cans with glossy photographs of healthy dogs 
and cats. James A. Peden observes, “Whole mammal bodies (cows, sheep, pigs, etc.) 

by the hundreds of thousands, millions of their major parts, and thousands of tons 
of bird flesh end up in a reject pile. Much of this waste is diseased, and often cancer- 
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ous. . . . This reject pile is soon on the move as it magically changes into “meat 

meal” and “by-products” on pet food labels.’”! 
In sum, millions of humans and billions of other animals have been cruelly treated 

and killed because their existence somehow hindered, or their exploitation furthered, 
the accumulation of private profit—particularly for the affluent and powerful. The 
level of this mistreatment has grown for other animals under capitalism. The expan- 
sionist imperative inherent in capitalism has led to the appropriation of the home- 
lands of other animals, and an anthropocentric and environmentally unsound 
transportation system has left hundreds of millions as roadside “debris.” Countless 
other animals are fodder for the entertainment, biomedical, and hunting and gun 

industries. 
At the same time, innumerable humans have become inextricably connected casu- 

alties of modern capitalism—as exploited workers, scapegoats, unwary and manipu- 
lated consumers, and casualties of corporate-promoted warfare. While some 
advances in human and civil rights have been gained for some groups of devalued 
humans in some countries, many reforms are far more impressive on paper than 

they are in real life, where underfunded enforcement reflects the continuation of a 
group’s devalued status. Many have been largely left out of the prosperity that has 
been achieved in the twentieth and early twenty-first centuries. Indeed, many con- 
tinue to be used as fodder for capitalist expansion—particularly in the Third World. 

The unjust and often terrible fates of most other animals and millions of devalued 
humans under capitalism have been woven tightly together. For instance, the killing 
of countless cows, steers, and pigs—cruel killing that was also unsanitary and careless 
due to the rapidity of slaughterhouse operations, producing “tainted meat’”—came 
at the expense of exploited workers including children and caused sickness and death 
in many who consumed it, particularly soldiers. “Meat”? packers endorsed war 
because it increased demand for their “products.” The increased demand led to 
increased suffering and death for other animals who were used as food. Thousands 
were also used as tools of war, as were thousands of human combatants, and both 
humans and nonhuman animals suffered tragic and horrible deaths, mere pawns in 
the struggles between economic elites over control of the economic system and the 
state. 

Millions of other animals suffer and die horrible deaths in laboratories as vivisec- 
tionists search for sok dethal weapons to kill humans or as they test the toxicity of 
ingredients in products, many of which are unnecessary or redundant. Drug compa- 
nies hypocritically cite the “public interest” to defend testing on other animals while 
they knowingly sell dangerous products, sell discredited drugs to the Third World, 
price questionable medicines so high as to be unaffordable to many, and virtually 
ignore the need for affordable basic medications of tens of millions throughout the 
world. : 

Vivisectionists also need many other animals to test often-unnecessary products 
that are aggressively and seductively marketed to create and continuously increase 

consumer demand (further destroying what little remains of the consumer-driven, 
market economy advocated by Adam §mith). The ever-increasing and unethical 
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manipulation and exploitation of consumers to purchase more and “new” commod- 
ities drives even more vivisection and animal testing, much of which functions pri- 

marily as insurance against product liability suits. Such oppression of humans and 
other animals is interdependent, each practice of exploitation enabling the other. 

It is too bad Adam Smith is not around to denounce the corporate-dominated 
global economy, in which multinational business elites essentially have taken on the 
role of the former monarchical and aristocratic elites whose control of the economy 

he so criticized. (For that matter, it is unfortunate Karl Marx is not here to critique 
those systems that have claimed to be built on his visions.) Smith seemingly did not 
foresee how a largely unregulated drive for personal profit could pervert the system 
he believed would best serve humankind. The endless, spiraling, and egotistical drive 
for profits, expansion, greater profits, and even more expansion—while creating 
some enormous technological capabilities and potentials (which might well have 
been developed anyway, through a far less oppressive and even humane and just 

social and economic order)—has come at a devastating price for countless humans 

and other animals, past and present. Meanwhile, growing ever larger and stronger 
in the midst of this labyrinthine and intertwined oppression of the twenty-first cen- 
tury is corporate-dominated agribusiness. 
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The Growth of Agribusiness 
and Global Oppression 

The United States has the most efficient system of agricultural production in 
the world. But let me tell you. I sure am glad that I’m not a chicken. 

—Ohio “farm animal” veterinarian, 2001 

ea 

it et me out! . . . Let me out!” terror-stricken and panicked workers screamed as 

they pounded and kicked on the padlocked doors and blocked exits of the 
Imperial chicken-processing plant in Hamlet, North Carolina. On 3 September 
1991, a deadly fire broke out during the morning shift, with almost two hundred 
employees inside. Twenty-five workers, mostly women of color, died in the fire, and 
another forty-nine were injured. 

The morning of the day of the fire began as most mornings in Hamlet, where 
downtown red, white, and blue banners proclaimed it the “All-American City.” 

Indeed, as in many cities around the United States, decent jobs for members of 
oppressed groups were hard to come by. Some in Hamlet had found work in the 
growing “poultry” industry, the largest farm industry in North Carolina. The Impe- 
rial plant “processed” chickens for fast-food outlets and restaurants, including 
Shoney’s. According to former Hamlet mayor Tom Smart, “Chickens are very 
important to us. . . . Chickens have helped us keep going here in Hamlet.”! How- 
ever, many of the workers at the Imperial plant loathed their jobs because of the 
“gore,” the “noxious odors,” the “heat,” the “faulty machinery,” the “harassment 
by white supervisors,” and the “unrelenting pace.” 

Bob Hall, director of the Institute for Southern Studies at the University of North 
Carolina, termed the poultry industry in the state as “very dangerous and out of 
control.” He said the competitive nature of the industry drove companies to press 
their workers to work faster in tandem with mechanized equipment.’ Imperial 
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employees also lamented rigid company rules, particularly those restricting access to 

lavatories. Mary B. W. Tabor writes: 

Company policy allowed two 15-minute breaks and a half hour lunch break each day. 
Absence, tardiness or taking extra breaks to go to the bathroom resulted in a warning 
or “occurrence,” said the workers and a policy statement to new employees. If a worker 
accumulated five “occurrences,” it meant dismissal, with no chance of being rehired.* 

However, workers learned not to make waves, since the area afforded limited 
employment opportunities and “there were always plenty of other poor people in 
town who would work the poultry assembly lines if they got the chance.” 

One of those killed in the fire was Cynthia Chavis Wall. Mrs. Wall was fired from 

a previous job, one she had held for thirteen years, because of absenteeism when her 
daughter became sick with pneumonia. Out of desperation she took the $4.90 per 
hour job at Imperial, but she suffered there—due in part to the strict bathroom rules 

and “occurrence” policy. 

“[S]he hated it,” her daughter said. “She came home with her fingers cut all the time 
and she said the doors were locked and it was so hot she couldn’t stand it.” She said her 
mother’s clothes and hair were usually drenched in sweat when she returned to their 
trailer home each afternoon. “Her pants would be wet all the way down.”¢ 

The September 1991 fire, caused when vaporized fluids from a ruptured hydraulic 
line were ignited by a gas-fueled fryer, spread quickly. The plant had only one fire 
extinguisher, below-standard safety exits, no evacuation plans, no fire drill practice, 
and several blocked and padlocked exits—ostensibly out of fear that an employee 
might be tempted to take one of the Aa/f billion chicken bodies “processed” each 
year. Most of the dead were found at locked or blocked exits. 

As we will see, this tragic incident dramatizes the ways in which the exploitation 
and hazardous conditions experienced by workers are tightly linked with myriad 
other harmful and deadly practices of contemporary agribusiness. 

‘ 

eq THE CONCENTRATION OF AGRICULTURE 

In the early 1920s, agriculture in the United States was well on the path toward 
mechanization and industrialization. Millions of small, diverse, self-sustaining fam- 
ily farms had already been replaced by specialized, commercially driven operations. 
Tractors began to relieve horses and mules as the primary tools for plowing and 

hauling. The use of tractors freed tens of thousands of acres of land, once used to 
produce oats to feed laboring mules and horses, for the cultivation of corn, soybeans, 
and other marketable crops. By the late 1920s, the United States had a substantial 

grain surplus, lowering the market value of these plant-based agricultural commodi- 
ties. As a result, many families were unable to keep afloat financially and were forced 
to abandon their farms. Meanwhile, relatively inexpensive grain was used increas- 
ingly by the “meat” industry as feed for other animals raised for “food,” particularly 
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“cattle,” as Western grazing lands were becoming depleted. Grain-fed cows and 
other “livestock” became an important market for grain producers, and the afford- 
able price of feed led to increased consumption of “meat.” 

Those farmers who did survive fared better with the advent of World War II and 
the increased demand for food from the U.S. military and war-ravaged countries. 
Following the war, however, most of those remaining were driven from the land by 
the economic effects of the rapid increase in farm production known as the “Green 
Revolution.” This “modern miracle” of U.S. agriculture, as agribusiness today touts 
it, came at a perilously high cost, in terms of not only the suffering of other animals 
and farm families but also damage to the soil and water needed to produce food. 

The goal of steadily increasing production while reducing labor costs—goals set 
by growing agribusiness corporations and supported by government officials and 
agricultural scientists—set off a juggernaut of irrational and ultimately destructive 
developments. Expanded farm operations increased productivity resulting in sur- 
pluses that reduced profitability per acre. Farmers responded by further increasing 
their acreage and striving to maximize yields. However, unlike traditional farming 
methods, there were now few incentives for soil conservation. Expanded operations 
required the purchase of large, expensive, oil-guzzling (and polluting) equipment. 
Enormous modern agricultural equipment is unwieldy and suited for only large 
fields with straight rows. Use of such equipment, while efficient in the short term, 
is inconsistent with known soil conservation techniques, such as contour plowing, 

which are more easily done with smaller, more maneuverable equipment. 
Use of large-scale farm equipment contributed to a dramatic increase in topsoil 

erosion. To further maximize acreage productivity, most farmers also began to plant 
only the most profitable crops—such as corn and soybeans—and sharply curtailed 
the traditional, soil-conserving practice of crop rotation. As a consequence, the 
nutrient-rich and root-friendly topsoil needed to sustain healthy crops has disap- 
peared at an alarming rate. It takes roughly five hundred years for natural processes 
to create one inch of topsoil. Through contemporary agriculture practices, topsoil is 
being lost in some areas at the rate of one inch every fifteen years and in other areas 
at the rate of one inch every eighteen months. 

Farmers and corporations have held off facing the inevitable consequences of 
exhausted top soil by using increasing amounts of chemical-based and petroleum- 
driven fertilizers. Petrochemical fertilizers emit nitrous oxide, which contributes to 
global warming.’ Use of chemical insecticides, nematocides (chemicals that kill small 

worms), and herbicides, as part of the Green Revolution, also relieved farmers of the 
need for crop rotation and similar practices inconsistent with the short-term pres- 
sures to maximize annual yields. In addition to the high cost of these chemicals 
(usually a farmer’s second largest expense, after interest payments), many pesticides 
and herbicides in use today likely pose physical dangers that are still largely 
unknown. (That is, the risks are “unknown” in the sense that even though many 
such chemicals have been associated with illness, birth defects, and deaths, manufac- 

turers and users deflect responsibility and continue to market their products by 
pointing to the lack of a “scientifically proven” causal linkage between the use of 
specific chemicals and specific harms.) Of course early generations of the chemicals 



104 Chapter 4 

that fueled increased agricultural production, such as DDT, were eventually recog- 
nized as extremely dangerous and pulled from the U.S. market. Other chemical 
products were rushed to the market to replace them, with little known about their 
immediate and long-term effects—and almost nothing is known about the com- 
pound effects of multiple farming agents on humans and other animals and the envi- 
ronment. Many of the consequences of the questionable use of “miracle” chemicals 

during the twentieth century have yet to be fully realized. 
For example, even though the pesticide DBCP, or dibromochloropropane, was 

banned from agricultural use in the United States in 1979 due to its links to cancer 
and birth defects (DBCP is considered the most powerful testicular toxin ever 
made®), the chemical was found in more than two thousand freshwater wells in Cali- 

fornia by 1984. In 1999 it was found in tap water in nine California counties in 

concentrations “well above levels considered safe by the state for other cancer caus- 
ing compounds.”? “In nineteen communities, bottle-fed infants fed formula mixed 
with tap water receive a lifetime’s “safe” dose of DBCP by their first birthday.”'° 

This example points to another monumental cost of the practices prompted by 
the Green Revolution and the path of agribusiness, the pollution and depletion of 

rapidly dwindling supplies of fresh water. Contamination of underground water 
supplies in the United States and around the world, as chemical-based fertilizers, 
pesticides, and herbicides seep into underground waterways and aquifers, is com- 
pounded by agricultural squandering of existing sources of freshwater. Agricultural 
irrigation, the single largest use of freshwater in the United States and a practice 
increased by the Green Revolution, consumes an average of 134 billion gallons of 
freshwater a day.'! Writer Jacques Leslie observes: S Leslie observes 

We face an unassailable fact: we are running out of freshwater. In the last century we 
humans have so vastly expanded our supply of water to meet the needs of industry, s 
agriculture and a burgeoning population that now, after thousands of years in which 
water has been plentiful and virtually free, its scarcity threatens the supply of food, 
human health, and global ecosystems. . . . 

The world’s supply of freshwater remains roughly constant, at about 21/2 percent of 
all water, and of that, almost two thirds is stored in ice caps and glaciers, inaccessible to 
humanss.what must ange is how we use the available supply. . . . 

The Ogallala Aquifer, one of the world’s largest stores of groundwater, covers 
225,000 square miles beneath parts of eight U.S. states, from Texas to South Dakota, 

and feeds a fifth of the nation’s irrigated lands. . . . [I]t is being depleted so rapidly that 
many farmers who once relied upon it now must rely on rainwater, significantly lower- 
ing yield.’ 

In many parts of the world today, fresh water is a commodity “more precious than 

oil.” “[N]early a billion people around the world do not have access to clean drink- 
ing water,’ '* and countless other animals cannot survive as their homelands dry up. 
Entire species are threatened with extinction as vast bodies of fresh water disappear. !° 
Sensing opportunities for profit, some transnational corporations are pushing for the 

privatization of control and distribution of the Earth’s supply of fresh water.'° 
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What is perhaps most dreadful is that a large part of the Green Revolution’s dra- 
matically increased agricultural output in the United States and around the world 

and the accompanying use of freshwater for irrigation have gone into producing 
“meat.” At least 70 percent of the grain produced in Western industrialized coun- 
tries is soldas feed for “farm animals,”!” as is more than 70 percent of the grain 
grown in the United States.'* The great majority of the fields of corn and soybeans 
that cover the North American countryside today are used to feed “livestock.” The 
planet’s most basic resources, earth and water, are being poisoned and depleted to 
near-crisis levels in the process of raising billions of other animals solely as agricul- 
tural commodities—which are consumed disproportionately by the affluent. 

All the while, striving to remain competitive as this cycle spiraled, many farmers 
borrowed heavily to purchase new equipment, chemical fertilizers, pesticides, herbi- 
cides, and more cropland. The increase in production they achieved helped maintain 
a substantial agricultural surplus, beyond what was demanded by the market (i.e., 
those who could pay for it). The lower prices associated with the surpluses, coupled 
with periodic downturns in farm commodity values, left many of the remaining 
farm families unable to repay their debt, forcing many into bankruptcy and vastly 
reducing the number of family farms. Small farms were replaced by large, capital- 
intensive agricultural operations, increasingly under corporate control and owner- 
ship. 

The development of “scientific” (read: “corporate-friendly”) farm practices and 
the growth of giant agribusinesses these practices facilitated reduced the number of 
farms in the United States from 7 million in 1930 to 1.9 million in 1994.!° Of the 

1.9 million farms remaining by 1994, only 6 percent—125,000—produced the 
bulk of U.S. food.”° Seen another way, “in 1900, 50 percent of all Americans lived 
and worked on a farm. A century later, it’s less than 1 percent.”?! The enormous 
reduction in the number of farms in the United States, caused by the Green Revolu- 
tion and the inherent necessity of large, for-profit capitalist firms to expand 

(described by Douglas Dowd in the previous chapter), forced millions of families 
from their farms into the ranks of the un- and underemployed and devastated count- 

less individuals with businesses in farm towns. Many rural communities were 
impoverished by the loss of population and economic infrastructure. As one observer 
put it, “The result is a WalMart-ization of farms... . . [S] mall farms consolidate | into 
bigger ones, or are | ‘bought out or leased by Targe agribusiness corporations, whose 
economies of s scale p ale put z a further squeeze | on small family farms.” For instance, with 

the advent of capital-intensive factory farming, the number of pig “producers” in 

the United States declined from 750,000 in 1974 to 157,000 by 1997.”* By 1997, 
only 3 percent of pig “producers” provided 51 percent of all pig “meat” produced 

in the United States.4 
Many of the family “growers” of pigs, chickens, and turkeys still in business have 

been forced to enlarge their operations and are now usually under contract with 
corporate processors. Most “growers” who raise these other animals do not “own” 
them “‘but produce and raise them on a contract basis for fees set by a handful of 
corporations that dominate the industry.”?> “Growers” must supply the land, pay 
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for the construction of large confinement facilities and assume all the financial risks. 
According to journalist Mary Lee Kerr, “Many growers have mortgaged their farms 
to stay in business. When growers complain, the company simply cuts off their con- 
tracts, or rigs supplies and prices to drive them out of business.” 

“Growers” charge that they are often swindled by “food-processing” companies.” 
In Florida, for example, humans who raise chickens for slaughter charged industry 
giant Cargill with “underweighing birds to cheat them of income” and with threat- 
ening retaliation “against growers who organize, take legal action, or contact govern- 
ment agencies with grievances.” When “growers” in Texas under contract with 
Tyson Foods attempted to organize, Tyson “used every word they could think of 
that would scare farmers” and warned that the effort was the work of “a network of 
shady characters and organizations.” 

Such practices are consistent with the reliance of corporate agribusinesses on 
“efficient” and “cost-effective” ways to raise and “harvest” not just crops but also 
billions of other animals—intensifying the heinous conditions and oppressive treat- 
ment of “farm animals.” The twentieth-century escalation of the suffering experi- 
enced by other animals who are raised to become or to produce “food” first began 
in the 1950s with the mass production of chickens and the more “efficient” use of 
“dairy cows.” The “intensive production” process is now ubiquitous in all areas of 
“animal farming.” Specially bred, genetically altered and chemically treated to maxi- 
mize production, today billions of these victims of modern capitalist “food” produc- 
tion are tightly packed, row after row, in “confinement sheds” in industrialized 

facilities called concentrated animal feeding operations (CAFOs). The conditions 
the other animals are forced to endure in such “total confinement systems” produce 
severe pathological conditions and behaviors and virulent diseases.*° Amy Blount 
Achor writes, “Within the confines of factory farms, animals understandably suffer 

extreme stress. Overcrowding and the inability to fulfill even basic instincts result in 
stress-induced behaviors such as cannibalism and self-mutilation. Since these behav- 
iors hurt profits, factory farmers must address them.” 

To reduce financial costs of stress-induced aggression in chicken and pigs, for 
example, Achor notes that “farmers instituted the practice of debeaking, cutting off 
the chickens’ upper beaks. . . , To prevent pigs from biting off each others’ tails—a 

ere, ey ee eliminated the target; they simply cut off the pig’s 
tals. 

“Life” in these total confinement systems, so profoundly unnatural and harmful 
for other animals that it goes far beyond cruelty, results from a quest for profit. For 
instance, the following passage by Erik Marcus describes the pecuniary calculations 
involved in decisions about space allotments for pigs. 

Pigs are raised in as little space as possible. For young 250-pound pigs, operators are 
advised to allow a little more than one square yard of floor space for each animal. The 

crowding is not just to save space—crowdjng also reduces feed costs. What most people 
would consider healthy and natural movement is, to today’s pig farmer, expensive and 
undesirable. A modern pig farmer wants his pigs to stay as motionless as possible—when 
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a pig walks, the farmer sees costly feed wasted to provide the energy for movement 

instead of being stored as flesh. . . . When researchers cut floor space given to piglets 

from .22 to .14 square meters, feed expenses dropped by 10 percent.2? 

It is not anusual for some huge corporate “farms” to hold as many as 60,000 pigs 
or more than a million chickens, with more than 125,000 chickens in a single build- 
ing. Many birds and pigs die agonizing deaths as avarice and greed lead to greater 
crowding, stress, and disease. 

Hundreds of thousands of others die trapped in their oppressive quarters when 
fires, floods, tornadoes, and hurricanes strike. (Some “laboratory animals” experi- 
ence the same fate. For example, flooding caused by Tropical Storm Allison in the 
Houston area in June 2001 drowned thousands of caged other animals in a vivisec- 

tionist laboratory there.)>* In September 2000, a tornado touched down on twelve 
hen barns housing one million chickens at the Buckeye Egg Farm in Ohio. Hun- 
dreds of thousands of birds who survived the initial disaster went weeks without 
food, water or medical care. A small band of rescuers managed to save several thou- 
sand individuals and transport them to a sanctuary before Buckeye Egg bulldozed 
the rubble, crushing hundreds of thousands of birds alive. The rescuers who wit- 
nessed this awful tragedy were consoled at least somewhat by seeing the lucky few 
victims of the tornado—and of Buckeye Egg—experience liberation. Cayce Tracy, 
cofounder of the sanctuary, commented: 

The moment we witnessed the hens touch the ground at our sanctuary was incredible. 

It was the first time the hens felt the earth beneath their feet, instead of wire. It was the 
first time they realized they had wings to flap. To see them enjoying life and celebrating 
freedom somehow dulls the pain and the horror we experienced while rescuing them 

from such a horrific tragedy. The several thousand birds we saved are going to enjoy 

health, happiness, and freedom.* 

The oppressive, industrialized production of “meat” and other products facili- 

tated recent mass outbreaks of bovine spongiform encephalopathy (BSE), or “mad 
cow’ disease, and “foot-and-mouth” (FMD) disease in Europe, diseases that led in 

turn to the mass killing of millions of other animals. Contaminated feed (which 

included slaughterhouse “meal” given to captive other animals to increase their rate 
of growth) is believed to have caused the outbreak of mad cow—an infection that is 

lethal to both other animals and to many humans who consume them. Foot-and- 

mouth disease is not harmful to humans and is not lethal for adult other animals, 
although it can be for very young other animals; however, the 2000—2001 outbreak 
in Europe still led to mass killings of other animals infected or possibly exposed to 
it because the disease reduces the economic productivity of the other animals who 
are infected.*> For instance, cows with the disease produce less milk, and pigs tend 
to lose weight. (Notably, the highly contagious foot-and-mouth disease is spread 

even more rapidly through modern farms’ concentrated living conditions and the 
national and global economies where farmed other animals and their “products” are 
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shipped long distances rather than being produced and consumed in local commu- 

nities.) 

The outbreak of FMD produced a major constraint on the international trade of 
other animals and the products derived from their bodies. Hundreds of thousands 
of other animals in Europe were killed to contain the outbreak and restore consumer 
confidence in European “meat” and dairy products. Other animals in the position 

of “wildlife” also fell victim to the disease, which was facilitated by human activity 
and which is much more of an economic than a health problem. In Ireland, army 
special forces were called upon to search out and shoot free-living deer and goats 
who were believed to be potential carriers of FMD. 

The mass killing of so many other animals in Great Britain failed to arouse the 
public, or perhaps simply numbed their sensibilities, until it was reported that a 
single calf, thought killed in a mandatory “culling,” was found alive next to her dead 
mother five days after her herd was slaughtered. The widely publicized story of the 
calf, who was named Phoenix, put a face on and made real for many Britons what 
had been merely a recital of hundreds of thousands of other animals killed. Many 
rallied in defense of the calf and demanded that her life be spared. The government 
responded by relaxing the policy of killing other animals on farms that were near 

infected sites. 
The devastating effects of modern agribusiness on other animals, small farms, and 

farm communities produced huge profits and stimulated the phenomenon known as 
“vertical integration.” By 1980 a relatively small number of conglomerates (business 

corporations comprising a number of different companies) had gained control of 
the operations that produced “farm” animals, grain and other “food” resources, the 

facilities that “processed” these “resources,” and many of the businesses and restau- 
rants that sold them. According to Eric Ross: 

The degree of vertical integration characterizing not only the meat industry . . . but food 
processing in general is staggering. Swift and Armour are themselves now subsidiaries of 

highly diversified corporations—a reflection of the accelerating trend toward corporate 

concentration, the result of which is that “control of manufacturing assets is lodged in 
a relatively few handg today.”. . . In every specialized sector of food processing, for 

example, \whdkher bred, cereal, ened goods, or meat, four or fewer companies control 
55% or more of the market. . . . Thus, farmers find themselves compelled to deal with 
a few conglomerates that conical seed, fertilizer, farm machinery, and the marketing of 
grain and livestock. Two companies, for example, DeKalb AgResearch and Pioneer Hi- 

Bred International, dominate the seed industry; Deere and International Harvester 

command some 57% of the U.S. tractor market; and Ralston Purina and Cargill, Inc., 

control the animal feed industry. . 

The degree of integration in he eed industry is partly a matter of conglomerates 
that have branched out into the diverse phases of food production. Thus, Pillsbury and 
General Mills have entered the restaurant business (with Burger King and York Steak 
House, respectively)... . \ 

[T]he food industry has . . . proven to be a lucrative field for investment by large 
corporations. In particular, meatpacking and processing, the country’s biggest food 
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industry . . . has been so profitable that most major packers have been bought up by 
conglomerates whose interests are far wider than food alone. Thus, Swift is owned by 

Esmark, Armour by Greyhound, MBPXL by Cargill, Wilson by Ling-Temco-Vought 

(which also owns Braniff), lowa Beef processors—the number one meat packer . ..—by 
General Electric.%* 

Many humans who do the day-to-day work of agricultural production (like the 
women at the Imperial chicken-processing plant) and the “caretaking” of the metic- 
ulously imprisoned and scientifically tortured other animals frequently are victim- 
ized by the same forces and arrangements that have contributed to the unspeakable 
treatment of the other animals. Many of these workers are now employed by large 
agribusinesses such as Buckeye Egg, a company that, while bulldozing and crushing 
chickens at one Ohio facility, was found to be employing thirty-six “illegal” and 
easily exploitable workers from Mexico and Guatemala at another.?” 

Humans who work in the extraordinarily high-density CAFOs are subjected to 
hazardous conditions that cause a variety of health problems. The most common 
are respiratory ailments caused by dust composed of decomposing feces, urine, dan- 
der, hair, and feed. Such airborne bacterial dust, called bzoaerosols, causes ailments 
of the nose, throat, and sinuses and can contaminate the lungs. According to Kelley 
J. Donham, a specialist in preventative medicine and environmental health: 

Bioaerosol particles absorb ammonia and possibly other toxic or irritating gases, com- 
pounding the potential hazards of inhaled particles. Of the more than 40 gases gener- 

ated in decomposing manure, hydrogen sulfide, ammonia, carbon dioxide, methane, 

and carbon monoxide are potentially hazardous gases. . . . Bioaerosol and gas concentra- 
tions increase in winter when facilities are tightly closed and ventilation rates are 
reduced to conserve heat. . . . During the cold season, should the ventilation systems 
fail for several hours, carbon dioxide from animal breathing and carbon monoxide from 
heaters and manure pits can rise to deadly levels.** 

“Growers” commonly dig manure pits, some the size of small lakes, under or 
immediately adjacent to their confinement facilities. These pits are routinely emp- 
tied, a practice that agitates the contents and causes rapid release of lethal levels of 
hydrogen sulfide. “Numerous cases have been reported of workers and animals 
dying or becoming seriously ill when hydrogen sulfide levels increased from agitated 
pits.”3° Accumulated methane gas has even caused explosions.” 

Studies on humans who work in confinement sheds for pigs found major chronic 
respiratory problems at two to four times the rate found in control populations.*! 
Twenty percent of workers in such facilities experience organic dust toxic syndrome, 
an acute influenza-like illness, and many have developed debilitating and degenera- 
tive obstructive lung disease.” 

All the while, residents of communities near these huge confinement facilities 
endure overpoweringly repugnant odors, groundwater contamination, and reck- 
less—and frequently unlawful—dumping of waste. It is estimated that the “poultry” 
industry alone pollutes fields, streams, and groundwater around the nation by 
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dumping an estimated fourteen billion tons of manure and twenty-eight billion tons 
of waste water each year.® (This high level of contamination compounds the pollu- 
tion from pesticides, herbicides, and chemical fertilizers discussed earlier.) High lev- 
els of nitrogen in this waste kill fish, and streams and wells are contaminated with 
“bacteria and other pathogens, cancer-causing pesticides such as heptachlor, and res- 
idues of arsenic used to control parasites in the chickens.” Not only do those living 
around such facilities experience a major decrease in their quality of life, but many 
also report “breathing difficulties, burning sensations in their noses and throats, nau- 
sea, vomiting, headaches, and sleeping problems.” 

One resident of an area developed by owners of “mega-livestock facilities” sums 

the situation up in these terms: 

Many farmers who are hurting financially think that if they contract with corporate 

agri-business they will be able to make a good living. Many find out too late that they 
are more like sharecroppers, barely making enough money to cover their overhead costs. 

Farmers in the past would not raise more livestock than what their acreage would allow 

for proper manure disposal; in addition, they lived on their farm. Now, most of these 
mega-livestock facilities are owned by people who do not live nearby. They already 

know what the smell, and environmental impact is, and they don’t want their families 

to live near it.*° 

Food conglomerates have located slaughterhouses in these same areas, to save 

transport costs and take advantage of the same “business-friendly” conditions and 
vulnerable communities and workforces that are already being subjected to their 
high-density industrialized production methods. Corporate giants such as Smithfield 
Foods, Tyson Foods, and Cargill respond to worker and citizen complaints in much 
the same way as they do protests from “growers.” They threaten the communities— 

almost invariably small, rural and economically marginal—with closing the facilities 

and laying off workers. This tactic was used effectively, for instance, by Tyson Foods 
in 1988 after residents of Green Forest, Arkansas, complained of groundwater con- 
tamination.*” Of course, such corporate giants also exert powerful control over local 
and state governments, and lawmakers and government officials are often disinclined 
to intervene (as We wall'see inthe next chapter). 

Corporate cupidity has intensified the abominable treatment of 6ther animals 
inside slaughterhouses. In the one hundred years since Upton Sinclair exposed to 

the nation the atrocities of “meat packing,” the horrific practices he described have 
actually worsened. Today, however, the horrors are largely invisible, hidden far from 

public view in well-guarded facilities, behind barbed-wire fences. Activist and writer 
Gail Eisnitz gained a rare look at contemporary slaughter practices through inter- 

views with dozens of slaughterhouse workers in the waning years of the twentieth 
century. She recorded numerous accounts of the monstrous treatment of other ani- 
mals—from skinning live cows, to sawing off the legs of live pigs frozen to the sides 

of transport vehicles—with reports of atrocities repeated again and again. One 
worker described the process: 
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“It begins at the lead-up chutes when the hogs are brought in from the yards. Two or 
three drivers chase the hogs up. They prod them a lot because the hogs don’t want to 
go. When hogs smell blood, they don’t want to go. 

“T’ve seen hogs beaten, whipped, kicked in the head to get them into the restrainer. 
One night I saw a driver get so angry at a hog he broke its back with a piece of board. 

I've seen hog drivers take their prod and shove it up the hog’s ass to get them to move. 

I didn’t appreciate that because it made the hogs twice as wild by the time they got to 
me. 

“Don’t the hogs get stunned before they go to the sticker?” I asked. 

“Management was constantly complaining to us about blown loins,” he replied. 
“They claimed that when the stunner voltage was set too high it tore up the meat. The 
supervisors always wanted it on low stun no matter what size hogs we were stunning. 

Then when you got big sows and boars in the restrainer, the stunner wouldn’t work at 

all. 

“T yelled so much about having to stick live hogs, the stun operator would double 
stun them. I’d watch him hitting them two and three times, and still they'd come 

through conscious. . . . It’s amazing the willpower these animals have.’ 

Another slaughterhouse worker told a similar story: 

“So the managers knew all about the stunning problem.” I said. “Did they ever do 
anything about it?” 

“They'd say, “That’s just muscle reaction, nerves. It’s not alive.’ P’'d say, ‘Then why’s 

the damn hog trying to bite me? Just how stupid do you think I am?’ 

“Tt got to the point where if I had a live hog come at me and I had time, I'd take a 
lead pipe and beat it over the head until it was knocked out enough for me to stick 

ets 

“What happens after you stick them?” I asked. 
“After they left me, the hogs would go up a hundred-foot ramp to a tank where 

they’re dunked in 140 degree water [a standard procedure in pork processing]. That’s 

to scald their hair off,” he explained. “Water any hotter than that would take the meat 

right off the bones. You stick a live hog, it tightens up the muscles around that slit and 
holds the blood in. There’s no way these animals can bleed out in the few minutes it 

takes to get up the ramp. By the time they hit the scalding tank, they’re still fully con- 

scious and squealing. Happens all the time.” 

The abhorrent treatment to which slaughterhouse workers are forced to subject 
cows, pigs, horses, chickens and others induces insensitivity and depravity. Another 

slaughterhouse worker recalls: 

“Sometimes,” he said, “when the chain stops for a little while and we have time to 

screw around with the hog, we'll half stun it. It'll start freaking out, going crazy. It'll be 

sitting there yelping.” 
Other times, when a hog would get loose outside the catch pen, he said, he and his 

co-workers would chase it to the scalding tank and force it to jump in.*° 

Work inside slaughterhouses is horrific and “ghoulish,”*! and at some plants 
employee turnover is as high as 43 percent a month.» According to one observer, 
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“A meatpacking plant is like nothing you've ever seen or could imagine. It’s like a 
vision of hell.” Serious accidents are daily occurrences, such as this story recounted 

by a former slaughterhouse worker to Eisnitz: 

“How'd you cut your face?” I asked. 
Again he touched the scar. “One night I went to stick a hog and it was alive so I let 

it go. Figured I’d catch it later after it calmed down a little,” he explained. “So I stick 
the next hog, bend down and put my arm on its belly, and suddenly the first one’s front 
leg catches my arm. I.didn’t think to drop my knife, and when I hit my face, it was just 
like I stuck another hog. I was wearing a white shirt, suddenly its a red shirt, and my 

apron’s completely bloody. 
“The nurse starts wrapping gauze around my face, and about four boxes of gauze 

later, another worker comes in and tells her he’s called an ambulance. She says, “Get 

over here and put pressure on his face, we can’t stop the bleeding. He hit an artery in 

his face.’ 
“The knife cut across my mouth and nose, up the left side of my face, under my eye, 

and through my eyelid. It took four hours of surgery and a hundred twenty-five stitches 
to close it up,” he said. “That night I asked the nurse for a mirror to see my face. She 

said no, the doctors said I'd go into shock. When I woke the next day I unhooked the 
drip from my arm, walked over to the mirror and looked at my face. That was the first 
time in two years I'd cried about anything.” 

Agribusiness giants have frequently located their production and slaughterhouse 
operations in the South. These moves help them to avoid unionized workforces and 
the modest but still potentially profit-reducing regulations that have been enacted 
in Northern and Plains states. One group of African Americans in Tillery, North 
Carolina, formed an organization called Halifax Environmental Loss Prevention 
(HELP) to resist the growing numbers of confinement facilities established in their 

community by Smithfield Foods. HELP charges that large agribusinesses such as 
Smithfield deliberately locate huge confinement facilities in poor, rural communities 
with large black and Native American populations, groups who have little political 
clout and whose mistreatment and endangerment are less likely to generate signifi- 
cant public outcry.“ 54 

Politiéallysweak pepulations also produce highly exploitable workforces. Just as 
Armour, Swite and other “meat” industry giants did one hundred years ago, large 

agribusinesses today prefer to hire workers who have had little opportunity for qual- 

ity education, as well as migratory workers and immigrants who are more likely to 
accept low wages and to tolerate deplorable conditions and less likely to organize 
into unions, become whistle-blowers, or otherwise make trouble. These corporations 
shrewdly establish huge slaughtering facilities in areas where poverty levels are high 
and racism is entrenched. Then they recruit workers from Mexico and other Central 
American countries, as well as recent Asian immigrants, to intensify division among 
the workers. Once employed, these workers are exploited by the employers and often 
also subjected to harassment, threats, and violence by local neo-Nazi or white 
supremacist organizations.>° 
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Perhaps no corporation is more savvy at killing millions of other animals and 
exploiting devalued humans than Smithfield Foods. Smithfield is the number one 

killer of pigs in the world, killing nineteen million a year and accounting for 20 
percent of the pigs consumed as food in the United States.°* Smithfield opened a 
slaughterhopise in one of the poorest regions in North Carolina, an area with an 
“uneasy racial mix . . . nearly 40 percent . . . Lumbee Indian, 35 percent white and 
25 percent black.”°” Then Smithfield recruiters began to “comb the streets of New 
York’s immigrant communities,” and word of available work at Smithfield reached 
to “Mexico and beyond.”** Some coyotes (immigrant smugglers) delivered undocu- 
mented Latino workers directly to the region. Smithfield’s profits grew as the com- 
pany fanned the flames of ethnic conflict within its workforce. Supervisors created 
stress and tension by keeping the “disassembly line” moving at an impossible pace 
and then humiliating any worker who could not keep up. Moreover, Smithfield cre- 
ated a workplace ethnic hierarchy by assigning employees’ jobs by their “race’”— 
whites get the least stressful and dangerous jobs, while Latinos get the most 
undesirable. 

The divisiveness cultivated by Smithfield naturally helps prevent communication 
and solidarity among the workers. Recruiting Latino immigrants also deliberately 
limits the possibility that the workers will organize, as many immigrants are reluc- 

tant to support labor organizing efforts for “fear that a union would place their ille- 
gal status under scrutiny and force them out.”*? When the United Food and 
Commercial Workers tried to organize the Smithfield workers in 1997, the effort 
failed, due in no small part to company intimidation. “When workers arrived at the 
plant the morning of the vote, they were met by Bladen County deputy sheriffs in 
riot gear. ‘Nigger Lover’ had been scrawled on the union trailer.” 

Suffering, anguish, exploitation, and hatred can produce big profits. In 1999 
Smithfield Foods reported sales revenues of $3.8 billion and a net income of $95 
million.” 

Today it is estimated that at least 25 percent of the “meatpacking” workers in the 
Midwest alone are illegal. “Meat” production in the United States is so entwined 
with exploitation of devalued workers that a crackdown on the hiring of undocu- 
mented workers would, in the words of rural sociologist William Heffernan, “really 

cripple the system.” 

THE PROMOTION OF “MEAT” 
AND ITS CONSEQUENCES 

The focus of agribusiness giants on highly profitable sales of “meat,” milk, and egg 
“products” is based on a longstanding manipulation of cultural practices and con- 

sumer preferences. 
Earlier in U.S. history, “meat” consumption was much lower than it is today, 

and pigs were the most widely consumed “meat.” However, in the late nineteenth 
century, large “meat” producers like Armour and Swift greatly increased their pro- 
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duction of more profitable “beef. Fat from pigs’ bodies, once used as lubricants and 
illuminants, was being replaced by petroleum, and by-products derived from the 

skin and other body parts of cows—such as “‘cowhide”—could fetch far more reve- 

nues than pig corpses. Much U.S. “beef,” however, was exported for consumption 

by the privileged in Europe. 
In the post-World War II period, when the United States enjoyed economic 

domination of the Western world, the increased incomes of many in the United 
States facilitated increased domestic consumption of “beef.” New businesses were 
created, such as White Castle and McDonald’s. The industry boosted market 
demand—through relentless advertising—and capitalized on the increasing con- 
sumption of “steers” and “unproductive” cows, particularly in the form of “ham- 
burgers.” By 1977, nearly 40 percent of all “beef” consumed in the United States 
was in the form of “ground beef.” Unlike “steaks” and other “choice cuts” of flesh, 
hamburgers are largely derived from the bodies of grass-fed “steers,” as opposed to 
grain-fed “‘steers” who produce more desirable “cuts.” Much of the grass-fed “cat- 
tle” raised in Central America is exported to North America.© 

Consumption of other animals as food in the United States grew, especially in 
the latter half of the twentieth century, as agribusiness aggressively marketed the 
growing supply of “goods.” Between 1950 and 1976, the U.S. per capita consump- 
tion of “beef” alone more than doubled, from 63.4 to 129.4 pounds annually. 
Profitable fast food chains flourished as they promoted the growth and expansion of 
the “hamburger culture.” With greater production and consumption of “farm” ani- 
mals facilitated by the Green Revolution—other animals increasingly being fed grain 
to facilitate rapid weight gain and reduce “production” time—the use of agricultural 
land shifted, until about 80 percent of the grain crops were raised to be used as feed 
for the hundreds of millions of other animals who were exploited for their milk or 
eggs or slaughtered for their flesh. Today an enormous amount of land in the United 
States alone, more than 302 million hectares, is used to produce food for the billions 
of other animals relegated to the social position of “livestock”; of this land, about 
272 million hectares are pasture and 30 million are used for cultivation of various 
“feed” grains.” 

Increased exploitation of billions of other animals as food is deplorable not only 
becausé.of the mistry of the gther animals and the exploitation of agricultural work- 
ers but also because agribusiness’s self-interested pursuit of short-term profits pre- 
vents the development of a rational, sustainable, and ethical form of food 
production. Jacques Leslie is among those who see the link between escalating 
“meat” consumption and the destruction of land and depletion of water. He writes: 

Livestock have already grown so numerous that 20 percent of the earth’s rangeland has 
lost productivity because of overgrazing. . . . 

A ton of potatoes . . . needs 500 to 1,500 tons of water, while a ton of chicken needs 
3,500 to 5,700 tons of water, and a ton of beef needs 15,000 to 70,000 tons of water.% 

A report by a panel of scientists whose work appeared in a 2001 article in the 
journal Science projects an increase in the human population from six billion in 2000 
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to nine billion by 2050. This increase will “double the world’s food demands by 
mid-century, partly because people in wealthy countries will want diets rich in meat, 
which takes more resources to produce.”’®” The report states that “the projected 50 
percent increase in global population and demand for diets richer in meat” by the 
wealthier world “are projected to double global food demand by 2050.” They sug- 
gest that, if contemporary forms of agriculture persist, by 2050 the global agricul- 
tural land base will have to increase by at least 10° hectares of land, resulting in the 
worldwide loss of forests and “natural ecosystems” in a total area larger than the 
United States. The displacement, destruction, and death brought on by appropria- 
tion of so much of the remaining homeland of devalued humans and other animals 
would be cataclysmic. The panel writes, “Because of regional availabilities of suitable 
land, this expansion of agricultural land is expected to occur predominantly in Latin 
America and sub-Saharan Africa. This could lead to the loss of about a third of 
remaining tropical and temperate forests, savannas, and grasslands and of the ser- 

vices, including carbon storage, provided by these ecosystems.””° 
Feeding a vastly increasing human population, especially under contemporary 

agribusiness with its emphasis on “meat” production, would require even greater 
levels of deforestation, increase desertification (the destruction of soil, rendering it 
infertile and desert-like), add to air pollution (caused in no small part by the vast 
amounts of methane gas generated by huge populations of other animals, particu- 
larly hundreds of millions of cows), exhaust freshwater supplies, and compound 
already-critical levels of water pollution. Such wide-scale environmental havoc in the 
name of food production is likely to leave a large segment of the increased global 
populatioa undernourished (and leave few life-sustaining resources for future gener- 
ations of humans and other animals) as long as the agricultural production under 
capitalism exists to make profits rather than to feed the world.”! Recall E. P. Thomp- 
son’s observation on the spirit that sparked agricultural improvements in the eigh- 
teenth century under conditions of early capitalism: “[T]he spirit of agricultural 
improvement in the 18th century was impelled less by altruistic desires to banish 
ugly wastes or—as the tedious phrase goes—to ‘feed a growing population’ than by 
the desire for fatter rent-rolls and larger profits.”””? 

Precisely the same observation can be made of agriculture after two centuries of 
capitalist-based social development. It is as sad as it is ironic that, despite the suffer- 
ing and social and environmental costs of modern agribusiness methods, there has 
been little compensating lessening of hunger for hundreds of millions of humans 
around the world. Indeed, the Green Revolution and capitalist-controlled food pro- 
duction have exacerbated hunger. Modern agribusinesses produce food for everyone 
who can afford it, not for everyone who needs it. 

For example, seeking increasing supplies of low-cost “beef” and “feed,” giant 
U.S. agribusinesses turned increasingly to Central American countries where many 
“cattle” are now raised and from which “feed” grains are imported at low cost—that 
is, at low cost to the corporations. Jeremy Rifkin writes: 

The increasing demand for beef in post-World War II Europe and the United States 
spurred renewed interest in the land of Latin America. In the 1960s, with the help of 
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loans from the World Bank and the Inter-American Development Bank, governments 

throughout Central and South America began to convert millions of acres of tropical 

rain forests and cropland to pastureland to raise cattle for the international beef 

market... . Much of Central America was turned into a giant pasture to provide cheap 

beef for North America. In South America the Amazon rain forests were cleared and 

burned to make room for cattle grazing, largely to supply the beef needs of England 

and Europe. .. . 
At the same time, countries like Brazil are using more and more land to produce feed 

for livestock. When the land is seeded with soy, far less corn is available for human 

consumption, resulting in higher grain prices. . . . 
Mexico is devoting an increasing amount of its agricultural production to sorghum 

to feed cattle and other livestock. . . . This in a country where millions of people are 

chronically malnourished.’ 

Millions of humans in those nations have been forced from their homes and off 
small, subsistence farms by the economic elite in their countries, who appropriated 

huge areas of land and supplies of freshwater for cultivating feed crops and the flesh 
of other animals for export to wealthier nations rather than producing food for their 

own populations. Frances Moore Lappe and Joseph Collins note: 

[M]any of the countries in which hunger is rampant export much more in agricultural 

goods than they import. It is the industrial countries, not third world countries, that 

import more than two-thirds of all food and farm commodities in world trade. Imports 

by the 30 lowest-income countries, on the other hand, account for only 6 percent of all 

international commerce in food and farm commodities.”4 

Increasingly, then, Third World masses are no longer able to produce food for 

themselves, and they find it extremely difficult to afford food from countries like the 

United States. Modern agribusinesses produce food for those who can afford their 
products, not for those who need them. Estimates of world hunger range “from 550 

million to 1.3 billion,”’> and those affected are disproportionately women and children. 
Interestingly, advocates for both ETS and other animals frequently urge that, 

if privileged’ huitians’ ‘would anly eat “meat” less often, enough food would be avail- 
able to feed all the hungry humans in the world.’° Such pleas are laudable; however, 
they are symptomatic of justice movements that downplay, or are not aware of, the 

structural forces underlying varying forms of oppression and its effects, including 
world hunger. Food is produced in capitalist society to generate profit. Uniess the 

millions of hungry and malnourished have the resources to “demand” (i.e., to 
afford) the surplus food, it would likely be considered a “glut,” and production sim- 
ply would be scaled back accordingly in order to keep prices at profit-producing 
levels. 

The “solution” to global hunger that agribusiness promotes is biotechnology. 
Biotech-produced crops are genetical} altered to do such things as resist weed-kill- 

ing chemicals and even to release their own insecticides, measures designed to 
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increase yield per acre. Consumer groups and health organizations are deeply con- 
cerned about the “long-term health consequences of eating foods that are armed 
with insecticides and foreign genes.””” Critics of genetically modified organisms, or 
GMOs, suspect that agribusiness has deliberately inundated the world market with 
genetically altered seeds to “pre-emptively settle the question of whether or not to 
accept biotechnology.”’* (Few, however, are complaining loudly about feeding other 
animals GMO grain; “the bulk of U.S. grain sold for domestic and international use 

goes into animal feed.”)”? The plethora of critical problems thrust upon the world by 
agribusiness practices are thus to be “solved” by further expansion of chemical-based 
agriculture and genetically modified food (with little known about their long-term 
effects). Humans and other animals are increasingly left with little choice but to 
ingest biotech food. Still unanswered, however, is how the hundreds of millions 
around the world with few resources will be able to “demand” their share of the 
“brave new” food. 
Many humans in the Third World, displaced from land now used to raise other 

animals or feed crops, have migrated to urban areas to look for jobs—a common 
historical pattern. There, those lucky enough to find employment are exploited by 
businesses, including many U.S.—based multinational corporations seeking low-cost 

laborers, often to work in sweatshops. Ironically, apologists for the exploitation of 
these workers speak of the much-needed assistance multinational corporations are 
contributing to the “underdeveloped” economies of the Third World. 

Poverty and “underdevelopment” in Third World countries, scholar and activist 
Michael Parenti observes, is not “an original historic condition” but, rather, the 

result “‘of the pillage they have endured.”’®° Many in the United States are not aware 
that the “Communist threats” to the United States from Central and South Ameri- 
can “guerilla movements” they have occasionally heard about were, and continue to 

be, largely efforts by masses of dispossessed humans to regain land that had been 
expropriated by elites in their countries. The elites used much of the land to raise 
“cattle,” “livestock” feed, and other “cash crops” that are sold to multinational cor- 
porations. Such U.S. corporations as Borden, United Brands, International Foods, 

Cargill, Ralston Purina, and Weyerhaeuser have invested heavily in Latin American 

“beef” production. 
While U.S. corporations had expropriated resources and raw materials, such as 

cotton, coffee, and bananas, from Central America for decades, the increase in “cat- 
tle” raising in the latter half of the twentieth century required much more land and 
motivated the expropriation of marginal agricultural areas in which countless 
humans had maintained subsistence plots and tiny farms. Robert G. Williams 

observes: 

Beef’s contribution to instability in Central America was less subtle than cotton’s. The 

beef boom placed greater stress on the rural population than cotton or any other export 

boom. Coffee, sugar, bananas, cotton, and other export crops had very definite geo- 
graphical limits outside of which production on a commercial basis was unprofitable. 

In contrast, cattle could be raised practically anywhere. 
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With very little starting capital and relatively little effort, ranchers could claim large 

expanses of land. Physical barriers to cattle ranching were temporary: forests were felled 

and roads were built. Cotton placed stress on peasants by claiming high-yielding lands 
from corn production, but cattle competed for the marginal lands as well. Moreover, 

cattle ranching differed from other export activities in that it offered very little employ- 

ment for the evicted... . 
The removal of peasants from lands they had cleared was not always easy. . . . The 

peasantry did not accept slow death through starvation as inevitable but struggled 
against the ranchers at every step of the way.*! 

Seeking to protect the United States’ “national interest” (read “corporate inter- 
est”), the U.S. military and the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) helped, indeed 
encouraged, corporate-anointed Central American dictators to ruthlessly smash 
efforts by tens of thousands of the displaced for political democracy and social and 
economic justice. Take, for instance, Guatemala, where “less than 3 percent of the 
population owns 70 percent of the agricultural land, much of it used for cattle 
ranching.’’® Sociologist Daniel Faber describes the “brutal oppression” that 
occurred there: 

Between 1950 and 1964, . . . Zacapa, Izabal and Chiquimula experienced heavy defor- 
estation and peasant displacement by large cattle ranchers. During this period, pasture 

acreage tripled in Izabal and nearly doubled in Zacapa. Deforestation was particularly 
severe along a road running eastward from Guatemala City through the richly forested 
Motagua River Valley to Puerto Barrios and Matias de Galvez, major beef ports on the 
Caribbean. 

Discontent quickly ripened into rebellion at the edge of the rainforests. By the mid- 
1960s, as in Matagalpa, Nicaragua, a guerilla organization emerged. Rebel Armed 

Forces (FAR) formed widespread alliances with desperately poor peasant villages in 

Zacapa and Izabal to resist the appropriation of their land... . 
In 1966, at the urging of the U.S. State Department, the Guatemalan government 

declared these eastern districts a counterinsurgency zone, launching a series of merciless 
attacks on peasant communities to break the resistance. U.S. supplied-and-piloted heli- 
copter gunships, T-33 fighter jets, and B-26 “invader” bombers armed with napalm 
and* heavy: bombs pases the Guatemalan army in the carnage, killing some 6,000 to 
10,000 A betweén 1966 and 1968.8 

By 1972, the number of Guatemalans resisting the appropriation of their land 
and the exploitation of their labor who were killed was estimated to be over thirteen 
thousand, and by 1976 (the year of the highly celebrated marking of the United 
States bicentennial of liberation from British tyranny—amillions in the United States 
observed the occasion by barbecuing “steaks” and “hamburgers’’) the count in Gua- 
temala exceeded “20,000, murdered or disappeared without a trace.”’®4 Daniel Faber 
writes: 

The “success” of these military campaigns quickly opened up the farms and rainforests 
found on the “agricultural frontier” to huge cattle ranches owned by landed oligarchs, 
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local and national government officials, and paramilitary personnel. The U.S. trained 

commander of the counterinsurgency, Colonel Carlos Arana, known as “The Butcher 

of Zacapa,” became one of the largest ranchers in northeast Guatemala and later presi- 

dent of the military government.*° 

¢ 

Former State Department official (turned journalist) William Blum expands on 
the nature and extent of U.S. involvement in the extermination of those who were 
“impediments” to capitalist expansion and profitable “beef” production. 

The U.S. Agency for International Development (AID), its Office of Public Safety 

(OPS), and the Alliance for Progress were all there to lend a helping hand. These organi- 
zations with their reassuring names all contributed to a program to greatly expand the 
size of Guatemala’s national police force. . . . Senior police officers and technicians were 

sent for training at the Inter-American Police Academy in Panama, replaced in 1964 by 

the International Police Academy in Washington, at a Federal School in Los Fresnos, 

Texas . . . and other educational establishments, their instructors being CIA officers 

operating under OPS cover... . 

The glue which held this package together was the standard OPS classroom tutelage, 

similar to that given to the military, which imparted the insight that “communists”, 

primarily the Cuban variety, were behind all the unrest in Guatemala; the students were 

further advised to “stay out of politics”, that is, support whatever pro-U.S. regime hap- 
pens to be in power.* 

Continuéd expropriation of land by ranchers and would-be ranchers in the late 
1970s formed the context of the ruthless massacre in Panzos, Guatemala, described 
in chapter 1. As Robert G. Williams observed, countless families were forced into 

marginal agricultural areas after being displaced by the military to make way for 

“cattle” ranchers. As “cattle” depleted the ill-acquired rangelands, ranchers expro- 

priated the newly settled lands, and thousands of again-dispossessed subsistence farm 

families—including the Quiche—were subjected to violent and murderous displace- 

ment. 
The Quiche villagers sent to Panzos by Guatemalan soldiers were confronted by 

the area’s largest ranchers, who joined the military in trapping and slaughtering 

them at the town plaza. Like the other animals in Hinckley, the inhabitants of the 

area were obstacles to profitable use of the land under capitalist arrangements. (In 
much the same way, the quest for cheap “wool” resulted in the murder and displace- 
ment of the Native American inhabitants of the Ohio territory in the eighteenth and 

nineteenth centuries and the subsequent massacre of the other animals at Hinckley; 

similar incidents have been repeated again and again.) The massacre at Panzos per- 

mitted greedy ranchers and military leaders to accumulate more wealth by acquiring 
or expanding grazing lands to raise “cattle” for export to North America, where 

McDonald’s and Burger King could sell affordable “quarter pounders.” 
After the massacre at Panzos, many indigenous Guatemalans joined resistance 

movements, but their overt and ruthless repression continued well into the 1980s, 
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exemplified in the following horrific statement given to Amnesty International in 

1982 by a seventeen-year old Quiche woman: 

The soldiers came; we went to the mountains; there we found tree trunks and stones 

where we hid. A group of soldiers came from behind us. They seized three of us; they 

took them to the mountains; they tied them up in the mountains and killed them with 

machetes and knives. There they died. Then they asked me which ones were the guerril- 

las, and I didn’t tell them, so they slashed me with the machete; they raped me; they 

threw me on the ground and slashed my head; my breasts, my entire hand. When dawn 

came, I tried to get home. By then I could hardly walk. I came across a girl from our 
village and she was carrying some water. She gave me some and took me to her house. 

The army also seized my 13-year-old brother Ramos and dragged him away and shot 
him in the foot and left him thrown on the ground. My brother and my parents and 
my other brothers and sisters had been in the house. The soldiers said “They are guerril- 

las, and must be killed.” My brother saw how they killed my parents, my mother, my 

brothers and sisters and my little one-year-old brother; the soldiers machine-gunned 
them to death when they arrived in the village. Only my brother Ramos and J are alive. 

Our friends are giving us injections and medicines. We can’t go to the hospital in 

Coban. I think they would kill us there.*” 

The calamity visited upon just one Third World country, during a single period, 

represents only a bare glimpse at the international machinations of the U.S. govern- 
ment in the service of corporate interests, in this case in the practices used to acquire 
cheap “beef.” 

Much of the horrific violence seis in Guatemala and throughout Central 
and South America is unquestionably entangled with the oppression of other ani- 
mals; the more cows raised to be slaughtered for food, the more humans were forced 
from the land. Ironically, and tragically, some of the tens of thousands driven off 
their lands in Central America, and their descendants, are recruited for and exploited 
in slaughterhouses and other “food-processing” operations in the United States. 
Once here, they are frequently snubbed and harassed by resentful locals, threatened 
by white supremacists, and sexually exploited by supervisors and managers. 

For.example, i ton 2000 W. R. Grace and Company agreed to pay twenty-two 
women workers rot, Central America $850,000 to settle a lawsuit alleging egre- 
gious sexual harassment at Grace Culinary Systems (a restaurant food-processing 
plant specializing in soup and “poultry dishes”) in Laurel, Maryland. Plant manag- 
ers and supervisors “engaged in systemic harassment that included exposing them- 
selves, demanding oral sex and touching workers’ breasts, buttocks and genital 
areas. ** Women who rejected the advances were fired. An Equal Employment 
Opportunity Commission (EEOC) attorney stated that the harassment had lasted 
four years and “was one of the worst sexual harassment cases we’ve seen.”®? In 1999, 
a major California agribusiness, Tanimura & Antle, agreed to pay $1.85 million to 
a group of Latino women who complained they were pressured to submit to sexual 
acts. In 2001, the EEOC filed a lawsuit against DeCoster Farms in Iowa, alleging 
that Latino women egg packers were raped by supervisors “who threatened to have 
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them fired or killed if they didn’t submit.” Meanwhile, the EEOC was investigat- 

ing allegations of egregious sexual harassment of African American women line 
workers at a Birmingham, Alabama, chicken “processing” plant.” 

It is important to note that the U.S. food and restaurant industries are deeply 
grounded in, and profit from, racist, sexist, and classist traditions and practices.° 
The restaurant industry continually uses its considerable political clout to resist any 

initiatives that would decrease access to “affordable” immigrant labor, to forestall 
increases in the minimum wage and to fight efforts to expand health care coverage 
for their employees.” Not surprisingly, the industry has been a big advocate of “wel- 
fare reform.” For example, between 1997 and 2000 Burger King alone has hired 
more than ten thousand humans subjected to “‘welfare-to-work” initiatives.°° 

DISEASES OF THE AFFLUENT 

While few are aware of the tragic and lamentable costs of the hamburger culture on 
Third World nations, some have begun to take notice of repeated reports of the 
consequences to humans’ own health of consuming other animals, their milk, and 
their eggs. Speaking to the increasing level of “meat” and “dairy products” con- 
sumed by humans in the United States in this century, Benjamin Miller, Lawrence 
Galton, and Daniel Brunner write: 

About the year 1900 the average American diet appears to have been composed of 50 
percent carbohydrates, 20 percent proteins, 30 percent fats. By 1950, this had changed 
greatly. Luxury foods were in great supply. As some observers have noted, with dairies 

churning out vast amounts of milk, cream, butter, and cheese, and with the American 

youth’s taste for them, our youth diet had become “one big milk shake.” A little later 
in life the diet had become “one big beef steak.” Thick, marbled steaks had become a 

status symbol. By 1950, fats made up 40 to 50 percent of the diet. 

[Heart attacks were] supposed to be an accompaniment of aging and therefore unas- 

sailable. But the age-association notion was exploded during World War II. During the 
war, physicians began to note heart attacks in relatively young men in the armed forces. 
They gathered data on 866 cases of heart attack in men aged eighteen to thirty-nine. 

Most of the men had been in seemingly good health until the very moment of sudden 
death. Sixty-four of them were less than twenty-four years old; more than 200, all told, 

were under twenty-nine. Autopsy studies showed typical changes in the coronary arter- 

ies. They helped to provide convincing evidence that heart attacks were not matters of 
advancing age but of advancing disease. 

During the Korean War, physicians went a step further. They performed postmor- 

tem studies on many soldiers killed in battle. They found clear evidence, when the coro- 
nary arteries were opened, that disease was present in these men with an average age of 

twenty-two. Despite seeming good health, artery disease had begun; in ten percent of 

these very young men, the atherosclerotic process had already narrowed by 70 percent 
or more the channel in one or both coronary arteries. 

Another fact emerging from more recent autopsy studies carried out on men of all 
ages is that fatty deposits in the coronary arteries are more common and more severe 
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than 25 years ago. At age thirty, for example, men have more coronary artery disease 

now than forty-year-old men did a quarter of a century ago.°° 

More recent studies of children who have died accidentally revealed that “many of 
them already had some blockages forming in their coronary arteries, especially if 

their cholesterol levels were elevated.”*” 
Numerous agencies and organizations, including the Office of the U.S. Surgeon 

General, the National Academy of Sciences, the National Cancer Society, and the 

American Heart Association, have linked high levels of “meat” consumption to such 
conditions as diabetes, high blood pressure, arteriosclerosis, stroke, and certain forms 
of cancer.°® Nonetheless, agribusiness giants continue to promote other animals and 
their body secretions as food because it is enormously profitable; some of that profit 
is used to influence public information about the staples of a “nutritious diet” and 
thus continue high levels of consumption. Physician Edward Taub writes: 

It may be hard for you to digest the fact that our basic, earliest learned beliefs about 
food contribute to the weight and health problems we suffer. . . . In school, one of the 
first things children learn about food is the story of the four food groups. . . . [A]s 
interpreted for us by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), the four-food-group 
philosophy emphasized heavy meat and dairy intake. These foods, once the image of 
optimal nutrition, now embody all of our worst eating habits. Our belief in the need 

for daily doses of meat and dairy in our diets is literally making us sick. 
[T]he four food groups were . . . promoted vigorously by the National Dairy Coun- 

cil. We now understand that the four-food-group campaign was more a strategy to bol- 

ster the public’s view of the dairy and meat industries than a public health message. 
In 1991, under pressure . . . by the Physicians Committee for Responsible Medicine, 

the USDA launched a new campaign based on the Food Pyramid. Although the revised 
recommendations do emphasize eating more vegetables, fruits, and grains than the orig- 
inal four food groups, the USDA still advocates two to three servings of meat and two 
‘or three servings of dairy products daily! . . . 

Because of the amount of saturated fat they contain, whole milk and cheese are two 
of the worst foods to drink and eat. . . . [P]eople whose diets contain little or no meat 

have notably lower rates of heart disease, hypertension, obesity, lung cancer, coronary 
artery diseas’, diabetes, and gallstones. Studies also have shown that a virtually meat 
free diet lowers cholesterol significantly and, when combined with exercise and stress 
reduction, can actually reverse artery damage.” 

According to the USDA, in 1999 total “meat” consumption in the United States 
amounted to 197 pounds per person (20 pounds above the 1970 level and 91 
pounds above the average level for the 1930s).!°° Cheese consumption in the United 
States increased 250 percent between 1970 and 1999.1 

The increasing consumption of “meat” and “dairy” products is also linked to the 
growing problem of obesity in the United States.!? A 1998 national survey con- 
ducted by the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) found that 53.8 
percent of U.S. respondents reported being overweight.!°? A 1999 CDC study found 
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that the number of citizens considered obese—defined as being more than 30 per- 
cent over ideal body weight—was one in five, up from one in eight in 1991.!% 

The U.S. hamburger culture is a plague on the nation’s youth. In 1998, the Sur- 
geon General stated that childhood obesity was epidemic. According to the CDC, 
the number of overweight children increased more than 50 percent during the last 
two decades of the twentieth century, and the number of extremely obese children 
nearly doubled during the same period.!° As Miller, Galton, and Brunner observe, 
diets based largely on the consumption of “meat” and “dairy” products have serious 
effects for the young. Children’s health care providers are taking notice, particularly 
of the health problems associated with rising rates of obesity in children. Writer 
Charles W. Schmidt notes: 

Pediatricians are worried not only about the rising number of obese children but also 
about the increase in health problems often linked to obesity. William Dietz, M.D., 
director of the division of nutrition and physical activity at the CDC, says that up to 

65% of obese American children ages 5 to 10 now have at least one additional risk 
factor for coronary heart disease (such as high blood pressure, elevated insulin levels, or 

increased cholesterol) and 25% have two. New data also shows an alarming increase in 
the number of children with Type II diabetes, an illness that until recently was unheard 

of in anyone under age 40 but now is increasingly found in children under the age of 

14. Other health concerns potentially faced by overweight kids include asthma, bone 
problems, and sleep apnea, which is a sudden cessation of breathing for 10-second peri- 

ods while sleeping.1°° 

Meanwhile, the food industry relentlessly strives to increase the consumption of 

“meat.” Many fast-food chains are expanding their sales by offering “supersized” 
meals. “A traditional McDonald’s burger with a sixteen-ounce Coke and a small 
order of fries carry 627 calories and 19 grams of fat.”!°7 The new McDonald’s “Big 
Xtra! with cheese” and a supersized Coke and fries carry 1,805 calories and 84 
grams of fat.!°* Corporations like McDonald’s are increasingly targeting the poor 
and humans of color—groups least likely to have access to health care or to life- 

sustaining treatments when they become seriously ill from consuming this “food.” 
Greg Critser writes, “[F]ast food companies . . . have grown more aggressive in their 
targeting of poor inner-city communities. One of every four hamburgers sold by the 
good folks at McDonald’s, for example, is now purchased by inner-city consumers 
who, disproportionately, are young black men.”!° 

Due to corporate machinations driven by an economic system characterized by 
greed and an incessant drive for profit maximization, the Worldwatch Institute's 
2000 report estimated that 1.2 billion humans, the largest number they ever reported, 
are “underfed and undernourished,” while another 1.2 billion are “eating too much 
or too much of the wrong food.” Accordingly, it has been observed that the citi- 
zenry of the United States has become the “most overfed, undernourished, and over- 
weight people in the world.”!"! Not surprisingly, some vivisectionists are inflicting 
harm on thousands of other animals in their search for drugs to ameliorate the “dis- 
eases of affluence,” including drugs that will inhibit the storage of fat in the human 
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body.!!2 Such a treatment would enable health-conscious humans in affluent nations 

to continue, and even to increase, their oppression-based, destructive and poisonous 
high-“meat”’ and -cheese diets—so long as they can afford the “antidote.” 

The USDA (the same government department charged with insuring the humane 
treatment of other animals in slaughterhouses) combines its harmful dietary recom- 

mendations with lax inspection of “meat” products, as we will see in the next chap- 
ter. Another health effect of eating “meat” thus stems from the consumption of 
diseased “food.” It is estimated that, in the United States alone, seventy-seven mil- 

lion get sick and five thousand die every year from contaminated food.'!? Activist 
and writer Micah L. Sifry notes, “The E. coli 0157:H7 bacterium alone sickens 
about 70,000 people a year. Yet Congress continues to turn back efforts to address 
this grave threat to public health. Since the beginning of 1995, individuals and 
PACS connected with the meat and poultry industry have given nearly $6.9 million 
to Congressional candidates and party committees.”!4 E. coli 0157:H7 infection is 
especially grave for children, older humans, and those with immune system defi- 
ciencies; many of those infected have suffered horrible deaths.!” 

One of the reasons that “beef” is so frequently associated with £. coli infections 
is that many cows are fattened in feedlots on grain diets to speed their growth and 
increase “productivity.” According to a 2001 Science article: 

When cattle were fed hay, the concentration of fermentation acids in the colon was low, 

and virtually all of the £. col were killed by a pH 2.0 acid shock that mimicked the 

human gastric stomach. However, when cattle were fed an abundance of grain, fermen- 
tation acids accumulated in the colon, colonic pH declined, and 10,000- to 1,000,000- 

fold more £. coli survived the acid shock. . . . 

Most strains of E£. coli are harmless, but enterohemorrhagic E. coli (e.g., O57:H7) 
can cause acute human illness. When cattle are slaughtered, carcasses can be contami- 

nated with fecal matter, and hamburger is a source of E. coli O57:H7.!"° 

Meanwhile, new research suggests that food contaminated with a drug-resistant 

strain of E. coli may well be a new source of urinary tract infections in women.!!” 
Growth hormones, antibiotics, and other chemical substances used to facilitate 

the production of manageable and efficient “biomachines” (a new social position 
created “by agribusiness‘ that xenders other animals into an inanimate status)!'® are 
believed by mariy criti¢s to pose serious health risks for humans who censume them. 
For example, due to the concentrated and rapid production of other animals raised 
as “food,” the spread of disease is intensified. Almost half of all antibiotics produced 
today are used to prevent disease in “livestock”;!!? this use accounts for more than 
twenty million pounds of antibiotics annually.!”° It is believed that, when humans 
consume the flesh or secretions of other animals, they are consuming antibiotic resi- 

dues that compromise their own bodies’ immune systems and increase the risk of 
the development of antibiotic-resistant strains of bacteria. Moreover, there is a risk 

that new bacteria in other animals that are resistant to existing antibiotics could be 
passed on to humans.’*! According to q 2001 article in the New England Journal of 
Medicine: 
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The use of antimicrobial agents in any environment creates selection pressures that favor 

the survival of antibiotic-resistant pathogens. According to the infectious-disease report 

that was released by the World Health Organization in 2000, such organisms have 

become increasingly prevalent worldwide. The routine practice of giving antimicrobial 

agents to domestic livestock as a means of preventing and treating disease, as well as 

promoting growth, is an important factor in the emergence of antibiotic-resistant bacte- 

ria that are subsequently transferred to humans through the food chain. Most infections 

with antimicrobial-resistant salmonella are acquired by eating contaminated foods of 
animal origin. 

Increasing fears of F. coli and similar infections and at least some increased aware- 
ness of the health risks associated with “red meat” in particular led to a general 
decline in the consumption of “beef” in the United States in the latter part of the 

twentieth century. “Beef” producers responded with an aggressive, pervasive adver- 
tising campaign (“Beef: It’s What’s for Dinner”) to boost domestic consumption. 
Launching a slight remake of its campaign slogan (‘Beef: It’s What’s for Dinner, 
Tonight”), the National Cattlemen’s Beef Association spent an estimated $10 mil- 
lion on the creation and production of two new television spots developed by a 
Chicago-based advertising firm, the Leo Burnett Company. The commercials fea- 
ture the voice of actor Sam Elliot and the music of composer Aaron Copland and 

are aimed at “women 25 to 54, considered by the industry to be the ‘gatekeepers’ 

of dinner tables.””?? Between 1994 and 1995, the annual per capita consumption of 
“beef” in the United States increased by nearly three pounds.!4 

With an eye to the future, corporate retailers blanket both prime-time and chil- 

dren’s television programming with hamburger ads. The plethora of hamburger 

advertisements directed at children are intended both to spark additional profits 
immediately—families tend to eat where the children will be happy—and to ensure 
future profits by promoting lifetime consumption patterns. Moreover, the “beef” 

industry is seeking to increase exports by creating and expanding the hamburger 
market, and its ill effects, to include the affluent in the Asian Pacific, Third World, 
and former Soviet bloc nations. Although exports represented only 8 percent of total 

U.S. “beef” output in 1997, they still generated more than $4.7 billion in sales.!” 
While the consumption of cows as food decreased somewhat in the United States 

over the past decade, the consumption of pigs has remained solid—due in part to 
advertising by the National Pork Board and affordable “pork” prices (made possible 

by capital-intensive corporate farming operations; exploitation of “growers,” work- 
ers, and communities; and the horrific treatment of millions of pigs every year). In 

1987 the National Pork Board pressed its signature campaign, “Pork: The Other 

White Meat,” on the public. In 1996 those raising pigs as food spent more than $15 
million on “product” promotion and foreign expansion, with the goal of “continued 

growth during the next ten years.”!7° Indeed, from 1987 to 2000 the production of 

pigs for food increased 37 percent.'?” 
When “pork” prices fell in the mid-1990s, some who raised and sold pigs for a 

living threatened to shoot the pigs before they would sell them at prevailing rates.'”* 
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(The financial hardships were suffered largely by contract and family “growers,” as 
many giant agribusinesses posted record profits during the same period.) However, 
demand for pigs as food picked up considerably in 2000, partly as a result of restau- 
rants increasing the choices for “pork” products on their menus. Sixty-four percent 

of U.S. consumption of pigs takes place in restaurants. !” 
Prodigious advertising also has helped increase the consumption of chickens and 

turkeys as “food” in the United States over the past few decades. Since 1960, the 

per capita consumption in ready-to-cook pounds of chickens and turkeys increased 
dramatically, from 34.0 to 90.3 per year.'° Speaking to the increased consumption 
of turkeys, industry analyst and cheerleader Edward Lotterman gives further insight 

into agribusiness reality: 

Marketing was key in this process. The high degree of vertical integration in the indus- 

try allowed processors to procure birds that were bred with the specific characteristics 

needed for the new processed products. At the same time, this high level of integration 
and quality control allowed for the branding, trademarking and advertising of specific 
turkey products. Unlike beef and pork, where most output is marketed as generic 

ground beef, chops or roasts, most turkey is now sold under a specific label, one that 
may be highly advertised. Such trademarking and labeling also lends to marketing 

efforts for new products, to existing consumers through on-package coupons. 

Overall, turkey producers and processors are the home run kings of American meat 

production. No other meat has experienced such an expansion of per capita consump- 

tion or efficiency in production, while maintaining profitability for the now relatively 
few producers in the sector. | 

There is only one area where turkey producers may feel some sense of failure—the 
fast food market. While some turkey is sold as an ingredient at sandwich shops, turkey, 

like lamb and pork, has yet to achieve a fast food presence on the scale of hamburger, 
fried chicken or chicken nuggets. But given the stakes, and the ingenuity of the turkey 
industry, the Big Turk sandwich or its equivalent may soon make an appearance.!3! 

Finally, the National Fluid Milk Processor Board has saturated the cultural land- 
scape with the “milk moustache” campaign, in which famous humans—ranging 
from movie stars to sports heroes—all sport a milk moustache to promote the 
“wholesome”: and ‘healthy’ quality of cow’s milk. The campaign was created in 
part to counter the thend of sugary and adulterated-sugar-substitute-based soft 
drinks eclipsing milk in the marketplace. “U.S. milk consumption peaked at 32 gal- 
lons per person in 1970. In 1999... . it was less than 24 gallons.”'2? Key to increas- 
ing the consumption of cow’s milk is boosting its consumption among young 
people, and “teenagers are considered a critical market for the dairy industry.” 
One of the marketing strategies of the dairy industry is placing flavored milk prod- 
ucts in school vending machines, alongside soda machines. The vending machines 
are decorated with photos of such celebrities as the Backstreet Boys and the Dixie 
Chicks. The milk products—chocolate, strawberry, and coffee flavored—are high in 
fat (especially saturated fat) and have as much sugar as the soda.'34 

Consumer groups continually express concern about the safety of cow’s milk, par- 
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ticularly the milk produced in today’s factory farms. In particular, they are con- 
cerned about the hormones used to increase milk production and antibiotics to 
control related bacterial infections, as these substances are passed through the cows 
in their milk. Monsanto, for example, sells recombinant bovine growth hormone, 
tBGH, a substance injected into approximately 30 percent of cows confined and 
exploitedsto produce dairy products. Recombinant bovine growth hormone is 

touted by Monsanto as the “largest selling dairy animal drug in this country.” 
Journalist Jean Akre, writing about an investigative report on rBGH milk for televi- 

sion that was sidetracked by a lawsuit threatened by Monsanto, states: 

I soon learned that millions of Americans and their children who consume milk from 

tBGH-treated cows unwittingly have become participants in what amounts to a giant 
public health experiment. Despite promises from grocers that they would not buy 

tBGH milk “until it gains widespread acceptance,” I discovered and carefully docu- 
mented how these promises were quietly broken. I also learned that health concerns 

raised by scientists around the world have never been settled, and indeed, the product 

has been outlawed or shunned in every other major industrialized country.'° 

Recombinant bovine growth hormone is allegedly linked to dead and deformed 
calves, creates mastitis in cows requiring antibiotic treatments, and is believed to 

increase the risk of breast and colon cancer in humans.!*” 
Aggressive agribusiness promotion of “meat,” dairy (including the “Ah, the 

Power of Cheese” campaign), and egg products (“The Incredible, Edible Egg” cam- 

paign) is overwhelming and eclipsing the publicity for reports by the U.S. Surgeon 
Generalthe Centers for Disease Control, and other public health organizations 
warning about the risks of these same products. A report by the USDA notes that 
humans in the United States “are consuming record-high amounts of caloric sweet- 
eners and some high-fat dairy products, and near record amounts of added fats, 
including salad and cooking oils and baking and frying fats.”'3° According to the 
Food Marketing Institute, public concern in the United States about fatty diets and 
cholesterol levels is on the decline.!*? An institute spokesperson suggests that con- 
sumers have been “deluged” with conflicting information about proper nutrition 
and many have reacted by “tuning it out.”’'4° An Associated Press article quotes a 
man, munching on a “meat’’-and-cheese-stuffed, “croissant-like pocket,” who 
states, “I don’t watch my fat intake at all. I like what I buy and I eat it and enjoy 
it. !41 

THE NEW GLOBAL CAPITALISM: INCREASED 
OPPRESSION AND DISPARITY 

Modern corporate capitalism’s imperative for expansion and increased profit 
prompted the Green Revolution and has greatly concentrated U.S. agriculture and 
expanded the use of other animals as food—while intensifying their horrific treat- 
ment. The expansion and concentration also have depleted and polluted life- 

‘ 
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sustaining natural resources, increased the exploitation of agricultural and “meat” 
production workers, encouraged the expropriation of land (and the unmerciful 
crushing of dissent) in Third World nations, increased world hunger, and indoctri- 
nated millions to consume diets that cause illness, debilitating conditions, and pre- 

mature death. What is more, contemporary capitalism steadily has increased 
disparities in income and wealth, both in the United States and around the world. 
How has capitalism managed to compound already extreme levels of inequality? 

As capitalism developed in the twentieth century, expanding corporations began 
acquiring smaller enterprises or pushing them out of business. As a consequence, 
people came to rely increasingly on corporations for jobs and goods. Writing in the 
early 1950s, the sociologist C. Wright Mills observed: 

In the early 19th century . . . probably four-fifths of the occupied population were self- 
employed enterprisers [many as small farmers]; by 1870, only about one-third, and in 
1940, only about one-fifth, were still in this old middle class. Many of the remaining 
four-fifths of the people who now earn a living do so by working for the 2 or 3 percent 
of the population who now own 40 or 50 percent of the private property in the United 

States. Among those workers are the members of the new middle class, white collar 
people on salary. For them, as for wage workers, America has become a nation of 
employees for whom independent property is out of range. Labor markets, not control 

of property, determine their chances to receive income, exercise power, enjoy privilege, 

learn and use skills.’ 

In his influential book, The Other America, scholar and socialist activist Michael 
Harrington notes that in the early 1960s, between forty and fifty million citizens of 
the United States were poor, suffering from hunger, inadequate housing and educa- 
tion and enjoying little access to health care.'4* The presence of the “other Ameri- 
cans” was masked in part by media coverage that focused on those who were able 
to indulge in the “good life,” by economic segregation that allowed rich and poor 
to lead nearly separate lives and even by highway systems that circumvented, if not 
destroyed, the neighborhoods and communities of the poor—so much so that it 
took “an effort of the intellect and will even to see them.”!“4 The masses of the poor, 
Harrington notes, were disproportionately those who have endured oppression and 

privation Boe esieg neice ay omicn) humans of color, children, and agricultural 
Workersa gore A 

The economic expansion that was created in the United States by World War II 
(discussed in chapter 3) and its aftermath eventually diminished by the 1970s, as 
the war-ravaged economies of Europe and Japan realized their inevitable recovery 
and emerged as global competitors. Many large corporations adjusted to this new 
age and sought to maintain high profit levels by deindustrializing in this country— 
moving operations to nations with low wages and poor environmental and health 
standards—and by merging and downsizing. The effects on the “new middle class” 
and on workers of these global changes and corporate decisions were profound, pro- 
ducing economic instability and lowered standards of living. 

It was in this context that an insecure and dazed public—many of whom were 
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watching their paychecks shrink or even disappear—vented their resentment at 
taxes. The ensuing tax revolutions of the 1980s, however, largely worked to the 
advantage of the same affluent segment of the population that benefited from corpo- 
rate restructuring. Personal income tax rates for those in the top bracket dropped 
from 70 percent to 28 percent between 1980 and 1987.!4 By 1983, federal receipts 
from corporate income taxes dropped to an all-time low of 6.2 percent of all tax 
revenues, down from 12.5 percent in 1980 and 32.1 percent in 1952.'46 And the 
top rate for taxes on capital gains was reduced to 20 percent, down 29 percentage 
points since 1978.'47 At the same time, the government drastically cut domestic 
social programs, including those that provided food, health care, affordable housing, 
and income supports. 

In the face of capital flight and shrinking treasuries, state governments became 
fiercely competitive with one another (and with Third World countries) for eco- 

nomic development and jobs, offering corporations huge tax abatements and subsid- 
ies. Such federal and state policies proved to be a bonanza for the affluent but a 
disaster for millions of working and economically marginalized citizens. According 
to Pulitzer Prize-winning investigative reporters Donald L. Barlett and James B. 

Steele, such pro-corporate government efforts further “rigged” the economy to favor 
the rich.'48 As a result, between 1977 and 1989, 60 percent of newly created income 
in the United States went to the wealthiest 1 percent of the nation’s families. By 
the beginning of the twenty-first century, the poorest 20 percent of the U.S. popula- 

tion received only 3.6 percent of money income, while the more affluent upper 5 
percent took 20.7 percent;!*° the wealthiest J percent of U.S. households controlled 
more wealth than the poorest 90 percent of the population.!*! Journalist James Lard- 
ner further observes, “In 1979, average family income in the top 5 percent of the 
earnings distribution was more than 10 times that in the bottom 20 percent. A de- 
cade later, the ratio had increased to nearly 16 to 1; by 1999 it stood at 19 to 1. 
That’s the biggest gap since the Census Bureau began keeping track, in 1947.”!> 
Journalist Shannon McCaffrey writes, “Researchers attributed the widening gap to 
Wall Street’s long running bull market, which favors wealthy investors; lower-paying 
service jobs replacing manufacturing jobs; and the largely stagnant minimum 
wage. 1° 

The affluent segment of the U.S. population that is the primary beneficiary of the 
corporate-orchestrated boom economy of the late twentieth and early twenty-first 
centuries is defined, according to essayist Christopher Lasch, “apart from its rapidly 
rising income, not so much by its ideology as by a way of life that distinguishes it, 
more and more unmistakably, from the rest of the population. This way of life is 
glamorous, gaudy, sometimes indecently lavish.”'*4 

Meanwhile, many households in the United States have stayed afloat financially 
with the expansion of two-income households and the widespread use of credit cards 
and loans. While the average household debt as a percentage of after-tax income in 
the early 1950s was approximately 33 percent, it climbed to almost 95 percent in 
1997.155 Much of today’s consumer debt is in the form of high-interest credit card 
accounts.'5° In 2000, citizens in the United States owed their creditors $1.43 tril- 
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lion, not including home mortgages.'°” That debt is more than $5,200 for every 
human child and adult in the nation, and when the Federal Reserve boosts interest 
rates, “a growing number of families are likely to face the financial equivalent of 

drowning.” 
Decent affordable housing remains an elusive aspiration for many in the United 

States. Millions pay more than half their incomes for housing or live in dilapidated 

or substandard structures, and the number without decent and affordable housing 
has increased since 1991.!°° Concomitantly, in 1997, 16.1 percent of people in the 
United States, amounting to 43.4 million people, had no health insurance for the 
entire year.! An estimated 108 million have no insurance coverage for dental care, 
creating what the U.S. surgeon general calls a “silent epidemic” of oral disease, 
which disproportionately affects oppressed groups due to “economic and social bar- 
riers to getting care.”'©! Twenty-six million children alone in the United States have 
no dental insurance—which is not surprising, since nearly one in five children in 

the United States lives in poverty.'” 
Social activists and scholars concerned about increasing global inequality have 

attempted to alert the public to the plight of many around the world who are victims 

of twentieth-century economic arrangements. For example, in 1974 a distinguished 
team of scientists called the Club of Rome issued a report that called attention to 
global food shortages, human population growth, and disparity in global economic 
development. They noted: 

Two gaps, steadily widening, appear to be at the heart of mankind’s present crises: the 
gap between man and nature, and the gap between “North” and “South,” rich and 

poor. Both gaps must be narrowed if world-shattering catastrophes are to be avoided; 
but they can be narrowed only if global “unity” and Earth’s “finiteness” are explicitly 
recognized.'© 

It is not in the nature of capitalism, however, to narrow these gaps, and it has 
not done so. By 2000, the global population living in poverty had climbed to 1.5 
billion—750 million of whom are children.'** Approximately 3 billion humans 
around the world do not have access to sanitation facilities, one billion do not have 
access to safe drinking water and, in 1998, two-fifths who died in the world died 
prematurely. eS. ngtéd in chapter 1, these and pages of similar tragic statistics 
prompted authors of a. 1999 United Nations report to declare that “glebal inequali- 
ties in income and living standards have reached grotesque proportions.”! Such 
conditions are not the result of “underdevelopment” but of capitalist, colonialist- 
imperialist policies and practices, arrangements that will only worsen under the 
“new world order.” 

Recent changes in global economic organization, couched in such institutions as 
the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) and the World Trade Organi- 

zation (WTO), have further rigged the global capitalist order to the advantage of 
powerful transnational corporations. Called “the most fundamental redesign of the 
planet’s political and economic arrangements since at least the industrial revolu- 
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tion,’'®” these agreements among the economic elite essentially pry open national 
economies and coerce them to maintain policies and practices that do not hinder 
global trade. Nations that establish legal protections for other animals, workers, con- 
sumers and the environment are finding that many of these acts conflict with inter- 
national trade agreements. Ralph Nader and Lori Wallach write: 

¢ 

Under the new system, many decisions that affect billions of people are no longer to be 
made by local and national governments but instead, if challenged by another WTO 
member nation, would be deferred to a group of unelected bureaucrats sitting behind 
closed doors in Geneva. The bureaucrats can decide whether or not people in California 

can prevent the destruction of their last virgin forests or determine if carcinogenic pesti- 

cides can be banned from their food; or whether European countries have the right to 

ban the use of dangerous biotech hormones in meat. Moreover, once these secret tribu- 
nals issue their edicts, no external appeals are possible; worldwide conformity is 
required. A country must make its laws conform or else face perpetual trade 
sanctions. . . . 

Best described as corporate globalization, the new economic model establishes supra- 
national limitations on any nation’s legal and practical ability to subordinate commer- 

cial activity to the nation’s goals. The objective is to overrule democratic decision 

making on matters as intimate as food safety or conservation of land, water, and other 
resources. 1° 

This new economic and political order holds little promise for the oppressed. The 
growing profits of transnational corporations theoretically are supposed to “trickle 
down” to the “less fortunate” members of humanity—a ruse that apparently is 
infinitely reusable even as U.S. and global disparities widen. Meanwhile, hard- 
fought legislative reform efforts (not the least of which have been obtained by advo- 
cates for other animals) in all certainty will be challenged and weakened, if not 
entirely rejected, by the WTO. For example, nations that restrict certain methods 
of trapping or capturing other animals for sale find that such restrictions are being 
challenged as obstacles to “free trade.” Speaking at a 1996 World Congress for Ani- 
mals, Patricia Forkan, a vice president of the Humane Society of the United States 

(HSUS), cited a few examples. 

In 1993 the United States threatened to challenge a Canadian regulation . . . to prohibit 
our puppy-mill puppies from coming into Canada. The U.S. said wait a minute, that 

is an unfair trade barrier and Canada backed off. . . . The European Union has a law 
preventing the use of steel jaw leghold traps in the EU. They also have a law . . . prevent- 

ing the importation of animal pelts caught in those traps. What’s happened? The 

United States and Canada, in the name of free trade, are pressuring the EU to repeal 
that law. . .. They want to allow these inhumanely caught pelts to go back into Europe. 

So the Canadian and United States trade representatives have warned the EU that if 
they don’t change their laws, saying they can’t bring these pelts in, they’re going to go 

to GATT. . . . Milk produced with genetically engineered hormones, the EU doesn’t 
want it in, Clinton says if you don’t let this milk in, we’re going to go GATT... . It 

goes on and on.'® 
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Another conference participant, Michael W. Fox, also an HSUS Vice President, 

gave an impassioned commentary on these new arrangements. 

[T]ransnational corporations are using the United States as their operational base. . . . 
From this base . . . these transnational conglomerates are seeking a monopolistic control 
over the markets, labor and natural resources of third world countries. The rape and 

plunder of the earth, and annihilation of indigenous cultures has been given a new 

name—sustainable development—and it has been sanctified by an entity called GATT 

(The General Agreement on Trade and Tariffs). GATT has given birth to the World 

Trade Organization. This new world order of trade and commerce, that Presidents Bush 

and Clinton worked so avidly to establish, without any environmental or animal protec- 

tion considerations or concern for human rights, is obviously as nonsustainable as it is 

socially unjust.'7° 

While the new order produces affluence for those who benefit from the system’s 

rapacious drive for expansion and elevated profits, it also ensures the continuation 
and growth of oppression well into the twenty-first century. 

The entangled oppression of groups of devalued humans and other animals is the 
material fodder for existing and emerging global disparities, exploitation, and vio- 
lence. What is more, new structurally imposed austerity is prompting millions of 
individual humans to continue, if not increase, the exploitation of other animals. 
Countless humans supplement their incomes by trapping, exhibiting, breeding, 
slaughtering, stuffing, smuggling, and poaching other animals. For example, com- 

mercial hunting is on the rise in the world’s tropical forests, as other animals are 
relentlessly pursued, killed, and sold as “bushmeat.” As affluent populations in 

Third World nations are encouraged by transnational corporations to eat “meat,” 

and as the cost of such “meat” increases in these areas, “the international market for 
food made from wild animals is large, and getting larger.”!”! Although all the other 
animals that live in the tropics are at risk, primates—including gorillas, chimpan- 
zees, and monkeys—are especially imperiled. Suppliers of “bushmeat” frequently are 
indigenous people who now supplement what is left of their subsistence practices by 
supplying local markets with “meat.” As large oil, mining, and timber companies 
increasingly invade their homelands, and as more and more land is cleared to raise 
cows or.crops for expert to affluent nations, hunting “bushmeat” is—in the words 
of a timber cémpany*executive—‘“a way for the guy with no income to pick up a 
buck or two.”'7? Moreover, workers employed by mining and timbér companies 
find that “they can make extra money adding carcasses to the cargo.””!73 Such prac- 
tices at the individual level are inevitable in a selfish and profit-driven global eco- 
nomic system that has fostered the Green Revolution, megamergers, corporate 
flight, sweatshops, child labor, and other problems of the new century. 

By the summer of 2001, as many capitalist economies around the world deterio- 

rated, systemic mismanagement and greed pushed the U.S. economy into recession. 
Predictably, corporations responded by laying off both blue- and white-collar work- 
ers by the tens of thousands. Homelessness and hunger increased, especially among 
the working poor. And, in the aftermath of the 11 September attacks on the World 
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Trade Center and the Pentagon, the economy faltered even further as countless busi- 
nesses and workers suffered.'”* Seeing an opportunity to further promote and pro- 

tect the expansion of global capitalism (with its highly concentrated distribution of 
wealth and highly centralized control), President George W. Bush and his advisers 
proclaimed that the goal of the attacks was to weaken the world economy and bring 
about a collapse of world markets.'7> Congress responded by giving Bush his 

requested “fast-track” authority to negotiate “free trade” agreements. The House of 
Representatives promoted an economic stimulus package that, according to a New 
York Times editorial, “was top-heavy with giveaways to corporations and tax cuts to 

the wealthiest 30 percent of Americans. . . . At a time when the country is being 
urged to make sacrifices for the common good, the idea of well-to-do Americans 
lining up for a tax break is appalling.’”!”° 

The powerful government forces being used to promote the interests of the afflu- 
ent in the wake of the 11 September 2001 attacks are complemented by powerful 
private institutions. For example, according to the New York Times, immediately 
after the attacks of 11 September, private bankers for Chase Manhattan and J. P 
Morgan “raced” to contact and advise their wealthy clients. The New York Times 
article, titled “Making Sure the Rich Stay Rich, Even in Crisis,”!7” does not disclose 

the nature of the advice, but, judging from history, one would surmise that it would 
include shifting investments to the weapons industry. Indeed, in January 2002 the 

Defense Department requested a $20 billion increase in its next budget to stockpile 
new weapons and to replenish arsenals conveniently depleted by the bombings in 
Afghanistan.'7® Shortly thereafter President George W. Bush proposed a $48 billion 
increase jn the military budget, more than double what the Pentagon itself had 

requested.!”° This new buildup will obviously benefit defense contractors and their 
shareholders. In a capitalist system, the response of the elite to virtually every prob- 
lem or crisis involves an increase in their wealth and power. 

CONCLUSION 

In sum, the imperative of modern capitalism for growth and expansion has perhaps 
affected human and other animals most deeply by way of corporate agribusiness. 
Food, especially “meat,” is very abundant in most Western capitalist nations today, 
an availability that encourages overeating. Vast quantities of food are discarded 
thoughtlessly because “there’s more where that came from, right?” 

Few are aware of the terrible costs associated with the food abundance experi- 

enced by those in advanced capitalist nations, and of the inherent unsustainability 
of their culinary opulence, particularly their consumption of “meat.” 

Even when scientists report on the costs of the Green Revolution and predict the 
further effects of agribusiness practices, they usually voice their warnings using such 
terms as “further reductions in biodiversity,” “further destruction of ecosystems” 
and “Third World population migrations.” Such abstract and arcane expressions do 
not make real or visible to the public the pain, suffering, and death for countless 
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humans and other animals which both underlie and result from the current abun- 

dance. 
The oppression of humans and other animals associated with corporate agribusi- 

ness—from the terrible confinement and slaughtering of billions of other animals, a 
practice whose form and consequences are now beyond the macabre, to the abusive 
treatment of “food-processing” workers; from the killing of those in the Third 
World who resist the expropriation of their land for use as new grazing land to the 
production of more “grass-fed beef”; from the expansion of global hunger to the 
“diseases of affluence” caused by largely other-animal-based diets—such practices 
and conditions are entangled and mutually reinforcing. 

Corporate agribusiness is a creation of powerful capitalists and their agents, in 
pursuit of their private, material interests. Capitalism not only drives oppressive 

practices but also builds ideologies such as speciesism, racism, sexism, and classism 
that both legitimate oppression and reduce resistance to it—as in the case of Smith- 
field Foods’s cultivation of an ethnically diverse and divided workforce. Public resis- 

tance to practices and conditions linked to machinations by the pharmaceutical 
industry and agribusiness is largely suppressed by glitzy and manipulative advertising 
that extols the virtues of these corporate leviathans, their “products,” and capitalism 
in general. 

However, in a nation that is supposed to be the epitome of capitalist progress, 

“nearly half of Americans suffer at least one chronic disease,” and that number is 
expected to grow by thirty million within the next twenty years.'®° Preventive care 

is inconsistent with the production of food under modern capitalism and with the 
profitable “treatment” of the diseases linked to its consumption. Meanwhile, the 
vast majority of the oppressed—with rare exceptions, such as Phoenix, the calf who 
came to symbolize the foot-and-mouth disease massacres—are faceless, nameless, 
and invisible. . 

Chapters 2 through 4 have emphasized the material and social structural forces 
underlying oppression and pointed to the deep entanglements that characterize these 
artangements. The theory of oppression also illuminates the importance of power in 

protecting the interests of those who profit from these arrangements. Much of this 
power comes through control of the state—a powerful part of the social structure 
and a primary social institution. The first part of chapter 5 will bring the nature of 
the state irito historical focus, particularly looking at how it has been used as a tool 
to maintain elites’ control of their societies. Then we will examine how the U.S. 
state has been used to blunt efforts for social change, with an emphasis on legislation 
and court decisions pertaining to other animals. An analysis of congressional hear- 
ings will serve to further illuminate the awful treatment of other animals in the 
United States and how state processes and practices largely protect the corporate 
interests that are responsible for the abuses. 

As noted in chapter 1, after publishing his Theory of Ethnic Stratification, Don 
Noel was criticized for underemphasizing the key role of economic factors. In 
response, Noel suggested that future research should examine the relative impor- 
tance of both prejudice and economics in spurring racism and racist practices by 
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examining historical materials, particularly legal documents. He writes, “Within the 
context of the legal institutions the rationale for decisions pertaining to certain issues 
might be especially enlightening. . .. Hence, it is important to ascertain the rationale 
which lies behind discriminatory decisions and practices. An ideology is not revealed 
nearly so well by what people do as by why they do it.”!8! Exploring congressional 

testimony, chen, will also help examine the supposition that economic interests, not 
individual prejudices or amorality, are the primary forces driving institutionalized, 
oppressive practices. 

It is important to understand the nature of the state not only because it is an 
essential factor in the theory of oppression but also because it is in this area that 
most human liberation activists, and some advocates of other animals, place their 
hopes and spend their energy working for social change. 
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Oppression and the 
Capitalist State 

We are made aware of our constitutional rights, in the Bill of Rights, and other 

provisions, from the earliest grades in school, with such fanfare and attention as 
to persuade us that these are the most important parts of our law; when we 

think of “respect for law” we are likely to think of these benign provisions of 
law which speak of rights and liberties. But we are told very little—so little as 
to escape our consciousness quickly—about the vast body of legislation which 
arranges the wealth of the nation: the tax laws, the appropriation bills (on the 
local as well as the national level), and the enormous structure of law which is 

designed to maintain the property system as is—and therefore the distribution 

of wealth as is. 

—Howard Zinn! 

U ntil recently, scores of gun enthusiasts gathered in Hegins, Pennsylvania, once 

\ a year to massacre thousands of birds. The event, the Fred Coleman Memorial 
Pigeon Shoot, was one of many such spectacles that have occurred annually in Penn- 

sylvania and around the country. (Many recreational massacres of this type continue 
to this day.) Ic was common during the Fred Coleman massacres, which continued 
through 4998, for s eral hundred state and local law enforcement officers to be on 

hand. But, as legal scholar Gary Francione observed, they were not there to enforce 
Pennsylvania’s animal cruelty statutes but, rather, to control protesters. 

Several hundred Pennsylvania state troopers would stand by and watch the carnage year 
after year. Their job was only to ensure that protesters and locals stayed away from each 
other, but for the most part, they did nothing if a local person assaulted, battered, or 
harassed protesters. One year, a shoot supporter sprayed urine on protesters. The state 
troopers did nothing. If a protester so much as tried to assist an injured pigeon that was 
lying somewhere on the grounds, however, the troopers arrested the protester and sub- 
jected her to demeaning treatment.” 

142 
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The annual Hegins massacre was suspended after 1998 largely because the 
national attention protesters focused on such an atrocious event helped their efforts 
to challenge recreation hunting in general; the event was sacrificed lest further anti- 
hunting sentiment be aroused. 

In 1983, largely unbeknownst to the residents of Parma Township, a small commu- 
nity in Jackson County, Michigan, the Michigan Department of Commerce sup- 
ported the construction of ten five-hundred—pig CAFOs in their township. A 
number of prominent Michigan attorneys, with ties to the governotr’s office, invested 
in the project. State officials maintained that the Jackson County Hog [emphasis 
added] Production Project (CHP) was good for state economic development and 
that the project would help alleviate Michigan corn surpluses and keep the state’s 
slaughterhouses operating at peak capacity. The residents of Parma Township were 
about to experience life next to a giant pig “production” facility. Anthropologist 
Laura B. DeLind writes: 

Many reported a “horrific stench” that caused nausea, headaches, and respiratory ail- 

ments; burned eyes, noses, and throats; prevented sleep; and could be detected up to 
five miles away. Residents photographed dead pigs “piled up for days along the side of 

the road.” Others reported pools of manure 8 inches deep lying on fields within 150 

feet of private property. Airborne particles were thought to contaminate swimming 

pools. Manure spilled on roadways caused accidents. . . . There were also claims that 
neighboring wetlands and water resources were being compromised by manure runoff 

and field drains. Fish no longer swam in Rice Creek.’ 

Parma sesidents registered complaints and requested help from “the county plan- 
ning commission, the county health department, the DNR [Department of Natural 
Resources], the MDA [Michigan Department of Agriculture], individual members 

of Congress, and the governor’s office often on a daily basis.”* However, county, 
state, and federal officials largely shrugged off their complaints, discounted their evi- 
dence, and insulted their integrity. The experience profoundly changed their percep- 
tion of government. DeLind notes: 

Prior to the controversy . . . most Parma residents shared a sense that government was 
there to serve their needs. They were respectful of the law and the processes that created 
and upheld it. Though few had any political experience or “know how,” most felt that 
they only had to express themselves to get what they wanted. With the introduction of 
the “hog hotel,” they began to sense that the system was reluctant to embrace their 
interests over those of power and profit. They began to feel collusion, if not outright 
conspiracy, existed among politicians, government employees, and Sand [company] 

supporters. “Many high up political persons were invested in the operation. No one 
wanted to look too closely or to step on toes. It was a case of ‘one hand washing the 

others’. 34 
As this realization grew, so did local anger over the vulnerability of area residents and 

their loss of real security. . . . 
Local residents expressed a loss of faith in the state. “Our own state government 
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really let us down. People who think they can fall back on the state for protection need 

to wake up.”° 

Elected officials, government employees, and police officers, charged with making 
and enforcing the law and protecting the public, often do so in prejudicial and dis- 
criminatory ways. Official action or inaction is frequently harmful or even lethal for 

communities or individuals. Take, for example, several notable incidents of police 

misconduct from the closing months of the twentieth century. A New York City 

police officer, Justin Volpe, tortured a Haitian immigrant by sodomizing him with 

a broomstick inside a police stationhouse.° Also in New York, Amadou Diallo, an 
unarmed immigrant from West Africa, was shot at forty-one times by four white 

police officers.” In Riverside, California, police officers shot twelve times Tyisha 

Miller, a black teenager who was sitting in a locked car with a flat tire, because she 

had a gun. In March 1999, a federal jury found Salvatore Gemelli, a Nassau County, 

New York, jail guard, guilty of beating a developmentally disabled inmate with a 
metal frying pan, an assault so severe it produced broken ribs and multiple spinal 

fractures.’ Incidents such as these occur every day throughout the nation. Indeed, in 

May 2000 the United Nations Committee against Torture admonished the United 

States: “[T]he number of cases of police ill-treatment of civilians, and ill-treatment 

in prisons” were matters of concern. This was particularly true, they said, because 

‘much of this ill-treatment by police and prison guards seems to be based upon dis- 
crimination.’ ”° 

Those victimized are seldom from the ranks of the affluent but are almost always 

individuals who have been socially devalued because of the positions they occupy in 

the social system. In turn, the dispositions and behaviors of lawmaking and enforce- 
ment officials are profoundly conditioned by the social positions they occupy within 

an oppressive social structure. 
Recall from chapter 2 that, in the absence of ancestral memory, humans must 

create culture and social structure to facilitate social organization. And, for the social 

system to come to life, humans create social positions. The ways humans regard and 

behave toward others are dictated largely by the system of organization of the society 

and the positions the individuals occupy in that society. As we have seen in the 

previqus, chapters, most humans tend to see themselves and the world largely from 
the vantage point prescribed*by their social position. 

One of the most persuasive examples of the power of social position occurred 

during a mock prison experiment conducted in 1973 by Stanford psychologist 
Philip Zimbardo and his colleagues. Zimbardo launched a two-week study using 

twenty-one seemingly typical male college students who were carefully screened for 
physical health, emotional maturity, and respect for the law. The students were then 

randomly assigned the position of “prisoner” or “guard” in a mock prison. After six 
days the experiment was terminated due to the outrageously base and cruel way in 
which the “guards” treated the “prisoners.” Not only had a group of college stu- 
dents been swiftly transformed into,cruel guardians, but the students who were 
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incarcerated demonstrated extreme depression, with one even breaking out in a psy- 
chosomatic rash. According to Zimbardo and his colleagues: 

[T]he subjects’ abnormal and personal reactions are best seen as a product of their trans- 
action with an environment that supported the behavior that would be pathological in 
other settings, but was “appropriate” in this prison. Had we observed comparable reac- 

tions in aeeal prison, the psychiatrist undoubtedly would have been able to attribute 
any prisoner’s behavior to character defects or personality maladjustment, while critics 
of the prison system would have been quick to label the guards as “psychopathic.” This 

tendency to locate the source of behavior disorders inside a particular person or group 
underestimates the power of situational forces.'° 

Reflecting on the control that society and social positions exert over our lives, 
sociologist Ralph Dahrendorf comments: 

The fact of society is vexatious because we cannot escape it. . . . For every position a 

person can occupy—whether it is described in terms of age, family, occupation, nation- 
ality, class membership, or what have you—“society” has defined certain personal quali- 

ties and modes of behavior as acceptable. The incumbent of such a position must decide 

whether or not to behave as society says he must. If he yields to society’s demands, he 
abandons his virgin individuality but gains society’s approval. If he resists society’s 

demands, he may preserve an abstract and bootless independence, but only at the 
expense of incurring society’s wrath and painful sanctions.!! 

In contemporary society, then, individual humans filling, for example, manage- 
ment posittons in huge agribusinesses, the pharmaceutical industry, the automobile 
industry, the guns and munitions industry, and so forth, make decisions that cause 
harm largely because they are compelled to do so by the corporations that employ 
them: it is the behavior called for by their social position. If they fail in that regard, 
they are sanctioned—they are replaced. 

In a society that is deeply rooted in oppressive social arrangements, in which the 

affluent and privileged profit from devaluation and exploitation of the oppressed, 
many social positions play a significant role in protecting the status quo; lawmaking 
and enforcement officials are no exception. Unlike the powerful in society who are 
largely physically and socially segregated from the oppressed, law enforcement off- 
cers are on the “front lines,” dealing daily with the consequences and manifestations 
of exploitation and deprivation. Because of the controlling function inherent in the 
position of law enforcement officials, many of the dispossessed and exploited view 
them with distrust and resentment. It is predictable, then, that many law enforce- 
ment officers, especially those with many years on the job, feel less than friendly or 
respectful toward those they are required to “control” (much like workers’ disposi- 
tion toward other animals in CAFOs and slaughterhouses). Of course, many officers 
do not harbor the extreme dispositions that were associated with beatings, like the 
one given to Rodney King in Los Angeles in 1992, or torture, as in the case of the 
Haitian immigrant sodomized in a New York police station, or excessive use of lethal 
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force, as in the cases of Amadou Diallo and Tyisha Miller. However, the prejudice 
that precipitated such tragedies is profoundly conditioned by the social, economic, 

and political organization of an oppressive society—and so it has been throughout 

much of human history. 
Reflection on the previous chapters’ glimpse at social history supports the theory 

of oppression that suggests that exploitation and competition—particularly in pur- 
suit of economic self-interest—are strongly associated with the oppression of 
humans and other animals. Following the theory, unequal power is an essential ele- 
ment in the formation, maintenance, and expansion of oppressive conditions. While 
various types of power are wielded in society, the.power of the state will be the 
particular focus of this chapter. Obviously, the power of the state is very important 
to those who benefit from the oppression of humans and other animals, as well as 
those seeking to challenge oppression. In the contemporary United States, most who 
occupy state positions are not ruthless individuals who consciously conspire to pro- 
mote suffering and harm. Rather, they are individuals occupying government posi- 
tions in a capitalist system, and they occupy those positions because they support 

existing arrangements and promote (or at least do not hinder) policies that facilitate 
greater economic concentration and corporate expansion. However, in a society 

ostensibly characterized by democratic rule, social harms and the will of the public 

cannot be entirely disregarded, and social critics and protest may force reforms. As 
we will see, however, such reforms are usually crafted by the powerful; many have 

only superficial impact, and they are frequently rescinded when protest fades and 
new economic exigencies arise. 

Before we begin our brief examination of how the state has been used to facilitate 
oppression and fend off substantive reform efforts, it is important to note that, from 
a sociological vantage point, the “state” is not quite the same thing as the “govern- 
ment.” “The state is an impersonal social authority, whereas the government is the 

collection of individuals who happen to be directing the power of the state” at any 
given time.'? In the words of early twentieth-century social critic Randolph Bourne, 
“Government is the idea of the State put into practical operation in the hands of 
definite, concrete, fallible men.””' 

So unt \ ‘THE NATURE OF THE STATE 
: 

2 \ 

Most of us are taught that the federal government, and the numerous local govern- 
ments, impartially and democratically create laws for the benefit of all. Moreover, 

we are taught that law enforcement officials, including police officers and judges, 
exercise their authority in a fair and impartial fashion. In the rare instances in which 
state-inflicted injustices are brought to public attention, they are represented in the 
media as aberrations. Nonetheless, despite what we are taught, and despite the fact 
that governmental misdeeds are largely portrayed as exceptional occurrences, some 
among us still become conscious of the underlying patterns of injustice and come 
to distrust government. For the most\part, though, our misgivings focus largely on 
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individual unscrupulous politicians and officials, while the structure and organiza- 
tion of the state is still viewed as mainly sound and just. However, many activists 
and scholars view the state as “‘a device actively developed by powerful elites to estab- 
lish and maintain their dominance” over others.'4 

As we have seen, expansion of economic production under early agricultural soci- 

ety and the creation of individual wealth was achieved through widespread exploita- 

tion and ofpression. Humans and other animals and the land and the seas all came 
to be viewed as personal possessions of emperors and other potentates. The unequal 
and exploitative arrangements were reinforced by an increasingly formalized political 

system—the state. The laws of society generally were made by powerful elites and, 
naturally, reflected their interests. Friedrich Engels put it this way: 

[T]he old wars between tribe and tribe [were] already degenerating into systematic pil- 

lage by land and sea for the acquisition of cattle, slaves and treasure, and becoming a 

regular source of wealth. . . . Riches [were] praised and respected as the highest good. 

. . . Only one thing was wanting . . . an institution which set the seal of general social 

recognition on each new method of acquiring property and thus amassing wealth at 

continually increasing speed; an institution which perpetuated not only this growing 

cleavage of society into classes but also the right of the possessing class to exploit the 

non-possessing, and the rule of the former over the latter. And this institution came. 
The state was invented.'> 

The laws developed by the early state formalized some of the unjust but custom- 
ary practices. As Marc Bloch observes, “through the play of custom, an abuse might 
always by mutation become a precedent, a precedent a right.’’!° 

One of the first known written codes of laws was created under the direction of 
Hammurabi, the eighteenth century B.c. ruler of Babylon. A predictable quality of 
this early series of laws was its sanctification of socially created classes and its concen- 
tration on the protection of personally held property. Crimes against property fre- 
quently were capital offenses, deemed to warrant the death penalty. 

If a man has stolen from a temple, or house, he shall be put to death; and he that has 

received the stolen property from him shall be put to death. 
If a man has broken into a house he shall be killed before the breach [or place where 

the thief broke through] and buried there. 
If a man has committed highway robbery and has been caught, that man shall be put 

to death. 
If a fire has broken out in a man’s house and one who has come to put it out has 

coveted the property of the householder and appropriated any of it, that man shall be 

cast into the selfsame fire.'” 

While these sanctions are obviously severe by today’s standards, many might 
regard the basic prohibitions as sound. But bear in mind that everyone in Babylon 
did not have a house or valued possessions. Legal scholar Kenneth Cloke observes, 
“The law of theft dates back from the emergence, on a large scale, of private, mov- 
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able property and from its unequal distribution, i.e., scarcity. The law, “Thou shall 

not steal,’ therefore is an expression of the existence of poverty and a social need to 

stealial 
Hammurabi’s law also sanctified different rights and obligations for the privi- 

leged, the devalued, and the enslaved. If someone assigned to a devalued social posi- 
tion injured someone from the “upper class,” severe reprisals were called for. If one 
from the “upper class,” however, injured someone occupying a devalued social posi- 

tion, he was required only to pay fines. 
For millennia, similar laws have been made by the ruling class and enforced by 

state-anointed organizations of humans in the socially created position of “law 
enforcer.” The power of the state cannot be underestimated in its capacity to harness 
the vast majority of societal members into a system of laws that strongly favors the 
interests of the privileged. Throughout most of the past ten thousand years, that 
power has been used largely tyrannically and oppressively. In many instances, 
women, children, devalued males, and other animals have been viewed as personal 
property, and the full weight of the state has been used to protect the economic and 
utilitarian uses of these “others.” 

Even when a glimmer of enlightened thought regarding political equality emerged 
with the early Greeks in Athens, women, children, and those enslaved or considered 

to be foreigners were excluded. Other animals were not considered members of the 
community—they were property and thus also excepted from social consideration 
or extension of rights. Moreover, the same ostensibly democratic Athenians gained 
considerable wealth through the subjugation of other Greek city-states. Tired of 
Athenian exploitation, other city-states eventually rebelled, and widespread warfare 
ensued. Weakened by exploitation, political corruption, and warfare, the Greeks 
were invaded by the Macedonians, and their power eventually was eclipsed by the 
ascent of the highly stratified and oppressive Roman Empire. _ 

Effective challenges to control of the state are usually made by a disgruntled seg- 
ment of the elite or by a newly emerging group of powerful individuals seeking elite 
status and political control. For example, during the early years of the Roman repub- 
lic, only well-established, land-owning males, the patricians (“fathers” of the state), 
were granted rights to political participation. The remainder of the human popula- 
tion, the plebeians (the multitudes), were made up of a diverse group ranging from 
the smallest. farmérs xo artisans and traders. In the fifth century B.c., a group of 
plebeians who’ had m aged to obtain some economic affluence and power led a 
campaign to obtain political rights for their class. Rallying support among the disen- 

franchised masses, they threatened to leave Rome to establish their own city unless 
political reforms were enacted. Eventually they gained the right to have public offi- 
cials of their own, called the tribunes of the people. However, tribunes were permit- 
ted only to observe senate discussions and to voice dissent against unpopular senate 
actions. The plebeians eventually won the right to hold state office, and they forced 
the removal of laws that forbid intermarriage between patricians and plebeians. 
However, the intermarriages of wealthy plebeians and patricians simply created a 
new class of “nobles.” Despite the social mobility acquired by wealthy plebeians, 
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major economic and political inequality continued to plague most of the Roman 
population. 

Just as the Athenians’ hunger for wealth and power led to their downfall, the 
Roman senate was corrupted by riches accrued from imperial expansion, plunder of 

the conquered and the forced payment of tributes. Officials sent by the senate to 
govern new provinces amassed riches as opportunities for graft abounded. Such 
injustice afid exploitation were exacerbated during periods of intense military con- 
flict and during the grab for “spoils” (read: land, slaves, women, and other animals) 
after an adversary had been subordinated. H. G. Wells described the republic in 46 
B.C. in this way: 

There can be no doubt that all Italy, all the empire, was festering with discomfort, anxi- 
ety, and discontent in the century after the destruction of Carthage; a few men were 

growing very rich, and the majority of people found themselves entangled in an inexpli- 

cable net of uncertain prices, jumpy markets, and debts; but there was no way at all of 
stating and clearing up the general dissatisfaction. . . . So long as there were no actual 

violence, the Senate and the financiers kept on in their own disastrous way. Only when 

they were badly frightened would governing cliques or parties desist from some nefari- 
ous policy and heed the common good." 

Examples such as this, common through the history of the West, demonstrate not 
only the importance of the state in maintaining oppressive arrangements but also 
how avarice can corrupt a social system, even one already organized to substantially 
favor the elite. Moreover, when a substantive challenge to the established order is 
made, it is usually forced by groups who have little concern for those beneath them- 
selves in the oppressive socioeconomic and political hierarchy, as seen in the example 
of the affluent Roman plebeians. If those who have forced change are successful in 
obtaining rights for themselves, or even control of state power, they are seldom 
inclined to extend newly acquired privileges to the less powerful and the oppressed. 
This tendency is noted by sociologist Daniel W. Rossides: 

Many reforms are “revolutions from above” —segments of the dominant oligarchy seek- 

ing to oust other segments, to institute “reforms.” A characteristic feature of Greece and 

Rome, for example, is “caesarism”—a reform movement initiated at the top in populist 
language but which leaves class relations substantially intact and distracts the masses by 

providing bread, circuses, and moral exhortation as substitutes for equality and justice.”° 

There are countless historical examples of such “revolutions from above.” For 
example, as nation-states began to develop in the late Middle Ages, monarchs’ grasps 
for power and wealth began to infringe upon what had become the traditional rights 

of the feudal lords. In 1215, the rapacious and churlish actions of King John of 
England led members of the feudal aristocracy to create the Magna Carta. The 
Magna Carta was designed to limit monarchial power and to protect feudal rights. 
However, the nobles’ concerns about rights extended little beyond themselves. The 

principles declared in the Magna Carta—such as “No freeman [emphasis added] 
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shall be taken or imprisoned or disseised [having his property taken] or exiled or in 
any way destroyed, nor will we go upon him or send upon him except by the lawful 

judgement of his peers and the law of the land’”—excluded the vast majority of 
males who were not free but relegated to involuntary servitude. The devalued social 
positions and economic conditions of non-“freemen,” women, and other groups of 

“others” cast them as possessions, appendages, and property and stalled the creation 
and enforcement of laws that might have served their interests. 

Revolutions from above frequently are touted as holding out hope for substan- 
tially benefiting many of the oppressed. For example, in Europe and what was to 
become the United States, the emerging capitalist system was producing an econom- 
ically powerful merchant and business class, a class that wanted freedom from mon- 
archial control over economic matters. This desire to be free from aristocratic rule, 
and also to gain as much control as possible over the state to protect and enhance 
their interests, led the capitalist class to form an alliance, albeit a superficial one, 
with the human masses. It was only with the muscle of an activated populace that 
the capitalists could gain control of the state. Using ideas developed by eighteenth- 
century French Enlightenment philosophers, the nascent capitalist elite induced the 
disenfranchised and deprived masses to take arms against the military forces of the 
aristocracy. While the goals of equality, liberty, and fraternity were promoted pub- 
licly, many of the newly privileged class were quite concerned about the actual 
degree of political participation that should be afforded the mass of the citizenry. As 
a result, the emerging structure of the modern state and the procedures of political 
process under capitalism were in many ways variations of “revolutions from above.” 
The new capitalist states were structured in the interests of those in society who were 

wealthy and successful in commerce. Political and human rights were promoted as 
universal—but with significant exceptions that, naturally, excluded “others.” 

THE FIVE POWERS OF THE STATE 

State power is usually conceptualized as the right to use physical force—by way of 
police and military organizations—to uphold the legally sanctified social order. 
While a virtual monopoly on the right to use physical force is a formidable resource, 
those who cgntrot the: state gxercise other types of power as well. Writing in 1976, 
Austin Turk outlined‘ five kinds of power that law can give to those who control it: 
physical force, economic control, political control, ideological power, and diversion- 
ary power.?! While each type of power can be isolated for theoretical reflection, in 
reality they are usually tightly woven together and are, as such, mutually reinforcing. 

What is more, Turk maintains that while many emphasize the role of law in regu- 
lating and resolving conflicts, in many ways law leads “toward instead of away from 

conflict.” Turk’s insight into the uses of law is helpful to us, especially since control 
of law is synonymous with control of the state. 

As we have seen, state control of organized police and military forces is key in 
establishing and perpetuating oppression through sheer physical force. Examples of 
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the second type of power, economic power, can be gleaned from chapters 2 and 3. 
Those controlling the state can stifle citizen dissent, dispatch military forces to con- 
quer and pillage other societies, and build their wealth from the spoils of their 
aggressive campaigns. From the Athenian warriors’ subjugation of other city-states, 
to the looting of the Western Hemisphere by the conquistadors, to the United 
States’s economic-based wars with Mexico and Spain, the use of state military and 

police power has enhanced both state treasuries and personal fortunes. Moreover, 
those in control of the state can enact laws declaring who can legally hold property, 
laws establishing systems of taxation and monetary control and similar measures, 
all of which may come to seem immutable and even consecrated to those who are 
governed—and all of which serve to enhance the material interests of the powerful. 

Third, control of the state brings the ability to create procedures and rules of 
political participation—rules that protect the system from potential reformers and 
challengers from within. For example, as we have just seen, starting in the eighteenth 
century the emerging capitalist elite in the West began to create new constitutions 
that diminished many of the powers and entitlements previously enjoyed by the old 
ruling class but that continued to favor the powerful and disenfranchise the masses. 
For instance, a key provision of the constitution crafted after the French Revolution 
stated that election to the postrevolution French Legislative Assembly depended on 
property ownership. Consequently, only about fifty thousand out of a population of 
twenty-four million were eligible to run for an assembly seat. Similarly, the creators 
of the U.S. Constitution debated whether the masses should have a voice in govern- 
ment affairs.2? While some members were in favor of widespread participation, oth- 
ers were strongly against it. Regarding this debate, Charles and Mary Beard write: 

Ld 

Many members expressed a deep distrust of “the people,” a distrust as deep as they felt 
for the monarchy. Indeed one or two were inclined to prefer a monarchy or an “aristoc- 

racy of wealth and talents.” The “dangers” of popular rule were portrayed by Elbridge 

Gerry of Massachusetts in these words: “All the evils we now experience flow from an 
excess of democracy. The people do not want virtue but are the dupes of pretended 
patriots. . . . I have been too republican heretofore but have been taught by experience 
the danger of a leveling spirit.” So he thought that the people should have as little to 
do as possible with government. Others agreed with him and sought to put a brake on 
the people by allowing them to vote, if at all, for rich men only. Charles Pinckney of 

South Carolina argued that no one should be elected President who was not worth 
$100,000 and that members of Congress and federal judges should be large property 

owners.”4 

Eventually a compromise grew out of the debate. Like the British Parliament of 
the time, Congress was to be composed of two branches. The House of Representa- 
tives would be elected directly by the eligible citizenry. The Senate, however, was to 
resemble the English House of Lords, which served to maintain aristocratic control 
over the House of Commons. The Senate would be a smaller, more elite group that 
was to be elected by state legislatures. Additionally, once elected, senators would 
serve for six years, while House members would serve for only two. The Senate was 
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unmistakably created to serve as a brake on popular elections, a political mechanism 

to control the “rash” action of more democratically selected representatives. A fur- 
ther compromise on democratic participation resulted in the decision that the presi- 
dent would be elected indirectly by electors, chosen in ways to be decided by state 
legislatures. Finally, it was agreed that federal judges were to be presidential 

appointees who met with Senate approval. 
In addition to establishing safeguards against political challenges to their control 

of the state, the framers also made sure they were fortified against rebellions. Noting 
the link between political and military control, Michael Parenti observes, “The 
Framers believed the states acted with insufficient force against popular uprisings, so 
Congress was given the task of ‘organizing, arming, and disciplining the Militia’ and 
calling it forth, among other things, to ‘suppress Insurrections.’ ”° 

And, very importantly, the United States Constitution protected private property. 
In another passage that illuminates the connection between political and economic 
control, Parenti writes: 

The Framers spent many weeks debating their differences, but these were differences of 
merchants, slave owners, and manufacturers, a debate of haves versus haves in which 

each group sought safeguards within the new Constitution for its particular regional or 
commercial interests. . . . [Q]uestions of enormous significance, relating to the new 

government's ability to protect the interests of property, were agreed upon with surpris- 

ingly little debate. For on these issues there were no dirt farmers or poor artisans attend- 

ing the Convention to proffer an opposing viewpoint. The debate between haves and 

have-nots never took place.”° 

A well-thought-out political structure and process established by those in control of 
the state can enhance their material interests and thwart substantive reforms and 
liberation movements for centuries. 

. As Turk noted, the military, economic, and political power vested in those who 
control the state are supplemented with two additional powers—ideological and 
diversionary power. For thousands of years, ruling classes impressed their authority 
over the rest of athe populace through the forced construction of temples, pyramids, 
and othét awe- ‘inspiring monuments. One of the more shocking ideological state- 
ments—intertwined with a show of physical force—occurred in response to an 
insurrection in 73 B.c. Rome. An enslaved human named Spartacus, forced into the 

position of “gladiator,” amassed an army of forty thousand, most of whom were 
enslaved. For nearly two years his army avoided defeat, but the enormous military 
power of Rome eventually prevailed. To impress their “supremacy” and power on 
the populace, the Roman rulers cruelly executed thousands of the dissenters. The 
members of the Spartacan rebellion were crucified along the Appian Way, the major 
road to and from Rome, their dead bodies serving as a powerful testimonial to the 
supremacy of the Roman ruling class and the futility of challenging the status quo 
for all who saw or heard of the gruesome spectacle. 

Finally, with control of the state comes considerable diversionary power. Turk 
writes: 
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Human attention and living-time are finite resources—a trite but profoundly conse- 
quential observation. Insofar as the rhetoric and the real workings of law occupy men’s 

attention and time to the exclusion of other phenomenon—perhaps of greater import 
for the probability and quality of life—the law exerts diversionary power.”” 

é 

One example of this diversionary power is seen from the Middle Ages. During 
this period state power, once held by the Roman ruling class, was assumed in part 

by the Christian Church. The Church was highly organized and eventually issued 
its own law and operated its own ecclesiastical courts. The statelike power of the 
Church enabled it to become one of the largest holders of feudal estates, at one point 
controlling about a third of the landed property of Europe. Widespread exploitation 
and vast disparities in the distribution of resources sparked resistance. The Church 
managed this dissent in part by the Inquisitions, official public spectacles in which, 
among other atrocities, countless women were tried for allegedly practicing witch- 
craft and causing great misfortunes to occur in their communities. Other animals 
were similarly used, as they, too, could be “possessed by demonic forces.” When an 

“offense” by an other animal was alleged, Gerald Carson writes: 

Papers were served on the offending animals by an officer of the court, who read them 

in a loud voice where the culprits were known to congregate. . . . Thus, if the proceeding 

was against rats, the defendants were described as dirty, grayish rodents who lived in 

holes. . . . If they failed [to appear], they were warned to leave the district, or could be 

consigned to damnation by the dread curse of the Church. . . . If the animals persisted 

in being obstinate, their contumacy was not attributed to any lack of competence on 

the part of the court but to the superior power, temporarily, of Satan and his minions. 

Condemned animals that were physically in the custody of the law were killed by a 

variety of methods. They could be lightly singed, then strangled; burned at the stake; 
buried alive; sometimes tortured before being strung up on a gibbet.” 

While some Church officials might have taken these criminal proceedings against 
other animals seriously, it is doubtful that the diversionary power of such events was 

entirely overlooked. While those promulgating and enforcing these nefarious laws 

and practices were no doubt deeply imbued with the religious and moral beliefs of 
their epoch, they likely were also quite aware of the source of their wealth and 
power, and shrewd about protecting it. As we observed in chapter 2, one of the by- 
products of the witch trials during this period was appropriation of the land and 
property of the convicted “witches”; some of the victims, it turns out, were political 
adversaries of the inquisition and humans of affluence. 

So it is that, from the very beginning, the state has almost universally been 

securely under the control of the privileged, and the full weight and powers of the 
state have long been used against devalued groups of humans. It has been little dif- 
ferent in the United States. A survey of the use of just the police and military powers 
of the state, for example, finds that the government uses physical force to quash 
rebellions of the enslaved, to displace and exterminate countless Native Americans, 
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to thwart or limit efforts by exploited workers to form unions, and to wage imperial- 
ist wars against less powerful nations.”? Strong evidence of the level of powerful capi- 
talists’ control over the state in effect in the late nineteenth century is provided in 

the words of a former resident of the White House. 
In the last quarter of the nineteenth century, President Rutherford B. Hayes 

became concerned about the increased concentration of economic wealth brought 
on by business trusts, combinations, and developing corporations and the resulting 
disparities in living conditions. Hayes, it must be noted, was not particularly known 
for challenging oppression. Fulfilling a promise to southern Democrats who helped 
put him in the White House, he had removed federal troops from the South, thus 
subjecting the formerly enslaved humans to decades of unrelieved violence and ter- 
ror. However, even Hayes felt compelled to speak out about the growing corporate 
control of the nation, a position that placed him in opposition to his Republican 
Party. Following his departure from the White House, a diary entry from 1887 
observes: 

[I]t is time for the public to hear that the giant evil and danger in this country, the 
danger which transcends all others, is the vast wealth owned or controlled by a few 
persons. Money is power. In Congress, in state legislatures, in city councils, in the 

courts, in the political conventions, in the press, in the pulpit, in the circles of the edu- 
cated and the talented its influence is growing greater and greater. Excessive wealth in 
the hands of the few means extreme poverty, ignorance, vice, and wretchedness as the 

lot of the many.*° 

As the locus of economic control shifted from powerful individuals to powerful 
corporations, corporate control of the state grew. In 1888, another resident of the 
White House, President Grover Cleveland—again, a politician who was not known 
as a friend to the oppressed, having sent federal troops to break the famous Pullman 
Strike of 1884—stated in his annual message to Congress: - 

We find the wealth and luxury of our cities mingled with poverty and wretchedness and 
unremunerative, t0il.sA crowded and constantly increasing urban population suggests 

the impoverishment Of rural sections, and discontent with rural pursuits. . . . 

We discover that fortunes realized by our manufacturers are no longer solely the 
reward of sturdy industry and enlightened foresight, but that they result from the dis- 
criminating favor of the government, and are largely built upon undue exactions from 
the masses of our people. The gulf between employers and the employed is constantly 
widening, and classes are rapidly forming, one comprising the very rich and powerful, 
while in another are found the toiling poor. 

. . . [W]e discover the existence of trusts, combinations, and monopolies, while the 
citizen is struggling far in the rear, or is trampled to death beneath an iron wheel. Cor- 
porations . . . are fast becoming the people’s masters.3! 

While legislative bodies created laws that substantially protected and advanced 
the economic elite and their corporate enterprises, historically the U.S. judiciary but-_ 
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tressed these legislative controls. Rulings from the federal court system have long 
exemplified the use of the political and ideological power of the state to protect 
privilege. For instance, when the national debate over slavery was growing in the 
mid-nineteenth century, the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court, Roger Taney, in 
the majority opinion in the Dred Scott case of 1857 declared that blacks “had no 
rights which the white man is bound to respect.”2? In 1872, the Illinois Supreme 

Court refused Myra Bradwell the right to practice law because of her sex. Her case 
was ultimately heard by the United States Supreme Court, which ruled against her. 
The Court proclaimed: 

[T]he civil law, as well as nature herself, has always recognized a wide difference in the 

respective spheres and destinies of man and woman. Man is, or should be, woman’s 

protector and defender. The natural and proper timidity and delicacy which belongs to 

the female sex evidently unfits it for many of the occupations of civil life. . . . The 
paramount mission of woman is to fulfill the noble and benign offices of wife and 
mother. This is the law of the creator. 

One of the primary ideological refuges the elite used to combat calls for social 
reform and change during the early twentieth century was “social Darwinism.” This 
pseudoscientific doctrine essentially placed the responsibility for social ills on the 
oppressed, due to their alleged “mental deficiencies,” while extolling the virtues of 

the “intellectually endowed” capitalist class. The Supreme Court helped promulgate 
this ideology in a ruling that upheld the forced sterilization of humans believed to 
be “defective.” Writing for the majority, Justice Holmes stated in 1927, “It is better 
for all the world if, instead of waiting to execute degenerate offspring for crime, or 
to let them starve for their imbecility, society can prevent those who are manifestly 
unfit from continuing their kind.’””%4 

THE RISE OF POLITICAL CAPITALISM 

In 1896, an effort was made to persuade the U.S. government to establish modest 

regulation over the actions of vivisectionists in the District of Columbia. Proponents 
of Senate Bill 1552 produced endless, horrific examples of common laboratory prac- 
tices. The following examples from a vivisector’s notes were read into evidence at a 
Senate hearing on 26 May 1896. 

First experiment.—Large watch dog. Extended on the vivisecting table on its stom- 
ach—the four limbs and head fastened, but not too tightly. With a large, empty stone 
bottle I strike a dozen violent blows on the thighs. The animal, by its cries, more and 
more violent, indicates the bruise is great, and vividly felt. 

Second experiment.—Large hound. The animal is fixed like the former. Placing 
myself at a certain height, that my mallet may strike with greater force on the part to 
be experimented upon, I give, with all the strength in my right arm, twelve successive 
blows with a great wooden mallet, some on the deltoid, some on the shoulder, some on 
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the back, some in front. As in the first case, this dog indicates by his cries that the 

bruises are very painfully felt, after which he falls into a sort of sleep, broken by moans, 

for ten minutes. After this again he awakens agitated, and seems to suffer more than the 

first dog... . 
Seventh experiment.—Large bitch. We proceed without anesthetics, thinking that 

they have nullified previous experiments. The animal is fastened on the vivisecting table. 
I dislocate successfully both her shoulders, doing it with some difficulty. The animal, 

which appears to suffer much, is kept in a condition of dislocation for about half an 
hour. It struggles violently in spite of its bonds. The autopsy shows that on the left 
shoulder there had been a tearing of the small tuberosity and of all the adjoining skel- 

eton. 
Eighth experiment.—Poodle dog. . . . I dislocate his two shoulders. The animal 

utters screams of suffering. I hold him for twenty minutes, with two shoulders dislo- 

cated and the elbows tied together behind his back.* 

The bill, similar to legislation enacted in Great Britain twenty years earlier, would 

have required the licensing of vivisectors and subjected their laboratories to occa- 
sional inspections. While the British law had only a modest effect on vivisection in 

that country, the proposed law here was resisted strongly by many in the medical 
and scientific establishment who contended such regulation was unnecessary and 
would impede the development of scientific and medical knowledge—knowledge to 
be used in the interests of “humanity.” Interestingly, the federal government itself 

was deeply into the practice of vivisection through the work of the Bureau of Animal 

Industry, a division of the U.S. Department of Agriculture. The bureau was 

“charged by law with the duty of investigating and controlling animal diseases . . . 
for securing a food supply from them uncontaminated by disease.”%° In a letter to 
the Senate opposing the regulation of vivisection, the acting secretary of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, Charles A. Dabney, Jr., declared, “[U]nder no circumstances 

should local legislation be allowed to interfere with, demoralize, or prohibit the 
important scientific investigations which are specifically authorized Dy Congress for 
the benefit of the great agricultural industry of the whole country.” 

In this letter, Dabney also sought to protect vivisection by linking i it frankly to 
commonifft aceepted Guelties against other animals that were accepted for other eco- 
nomic reasons. 

Some of these experiments have been painful for the animals operated upon. . . . Such 

experiments . . . are less subject to the charge of cruelty, even though they cause pain, 

than are the ordinary practices of emasculation, branding, and slaughtering, all of which 

are countenanced for economic reasons and cause more pain than scientific experi- 
ments. So long as we admit that an animal may be caused to suffer the intense pain of 
castration in order that it may be more economically raised and better suited for the 

service of man or for the production of edible meat, and so long as we admit that ani- 

mals may be killed by painful processes tg supply us with food, it is inconsistent to say 

that they can not be used in experiments necessary for the advancement of knowledge, 
the relief of suffering, and the saving of property and life.38 
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One opponent of the legislation, the president of the Medical Society of the District 
of Columbia, stated that the legislation was “based upon sentimentality, old maids 
having a fondness for cats.’”3° 

Bill proponents countered that many experiments, purportedly conducted to ben- 
efit humanity, were performed rather with an eye to “the commercial value of those 

who deal in it.”4° One proponent, expressing a concern about the quality of life of 
millions of members of humanity living in squalor and poverty, implored the medi- 
cal establishment to resist diversionary, vivisectionist-based cures, urging that, “If 
our doctors would turn their attention more to sanitation among human beings 
more cures could be effected, and less disease contracted.”’*! 

In the end, SB 1552, which would have done no more than effect modest reforms 
over vivisection in the District of Columbia, did not pass. One potent reason, in all 
likelihood, was the fear noted by Charles Dabney, Jr., that legislation regulating the 
treatment of other animals by vivisectionists might establish precedent for similar 
reforms of other economically motivated activities that cause great suffering—such 
as the regulation of methods of slaughter. In retrospect, the rejection of the bill was 
not surprising in a society where great numbers of humans lived in crowded, unsani- 
tary conditions and worked under dangerous circumstances at grossly poor wages. 
While many members of the medical, scientific, and business establishments offered 
testimony that their various experiments, practices, and enterprises were in the inter- 

est of the human community, few voiced any concern about the widespread poverty, 
exploitation, and suffering that plagued so many at the beginning of the twentieth 

century. 4Sadly, the same observation can be made more than one hundred years later.) 
Few other legislative debates at this time emerged from concerns about the 

oppression of other animals. Most activists were consumed with the extreme oppres- 

sion of U.S. workers, including women, humans of color, and children. Early in 
the twentieth century a considerable amount of corporate energy was spent diluting 
legislative reforms promoted by social critics and revolutionaries. While historians 

generally credit the Populist movement with forcing reforms and concessions from 
big business during this period, there is reason to rethink, and to qualify, this inter- 

pretation. In most instances, the committees or commissions that became responsi- 

ble for regulating troublesome industries were made up of industry representatives 
or those friendly to industry interests. Moreover, opportunistic big business often 

used the “reforms” of the Progressive era as vehicles to control or eliminate their 
smaller competitors. Writing in 1963, Gabriel Kolko reflected on the increasing 
degree of control big business was exercising over political decisions during the early 
years of the twentieth century: 

The fact that federal regulation of the economy was conservative in its effect in preserv- 

ing existing power and economic relations in society should not obscure the fact that 
federal intervention in the economy was conservative in purpose as well. This ambition 

was publicly proclaimed by the interested business forces, and was hardly conspiratorial. 
. . . Political leaders such as Roosevelt and Wilson, and their key appointees, held that 
it was proper for an industry to have a decisive voice or veto over the regulatory process 
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within its sphere of interest, and such assumptions filled many key businessmen with 

confidence in the essential reliability of the federal political mechanism.” 

One example that supports this thesis takes us back to the 1896 Senate hearings 
on vivisection. Acting Secretary of Agriculture Charles Dabney had argued that 
experiments on other animals, especially experiments conducted by the Department 
of Agriculture’s Bureau of Animal Industry, were necessary for the “advancement of 
knowledge, the relief of suffering, and the saving of property and life.” In actuality, 

the Bureau of Animal Industry was created by Congress in 1884 at the urging of the 
“meat” packing industry because European nations were refusing to import diseased 
U.S. “meat.” Late in the nineteenth century, many European countries, including 

Italy, France, Spain, England, Denmark, Austria, and Germany, were banning the 
importation of contaminated U.S. “meat” products and turning to other suppliers. 
In a discussion of the response of U.S. “meat” packers, Gabriel Kolko wryly notes, 
“These packers learned that . . . it was not to their profit to poison their customers, 
especially in a competitive market in which the consumer could go elsewhere.’ 

The loss of the European market had enormous costs for the largest of the U.S. 
“meat” packers, who killed millions of other animals every year and exported their 
bodies as food. One of the basic aims of the Bureau of Animal Industry was to 
eradicate pleuropneumonia, cholera, and other diseases infecting the other animals 
bred and slaughtered as profitable exports. The vivisectionist activities thus under- 
taken by the federal government apparently were motivated more to protect the eco- 
nomic interests of the agriculture industty than to serve the public, Acting Secretary 
Dabney’s idealistic characterizations of this activity notwithstanding. Furthermore, 

an 1891 federal act that required a post-mortem inspection of “meat” intended for 
interstate commerce excluded “meat” intended for domestic consumption. Thus, 
industry representatives promoted government regulation of “meat” exports in order 
to obtain state seals of approval on their exported “products,” while they successfully 
placed the expense for research and inspections on an unprotected public. Vivisec- 
tionist research and “meat” inspections were intended largely “to fight European 

restrictions, not to aid the American consumer.” The larger packers also persuaded 
the federal savennment to extend inspection laws to smaller slaughter and packing 
houses as WellSan actidn that éventually forced hundreds of small companies out of 
business. As Kolko notes, while Upton Sinclair’s The Jungle is popularly credited 
with bringing about the reform of the “meat” industry, the need to protect the inter- 
ests of the large packers played a far more powerful role. Indeed, Sinclair’s goal was 
not to bring reform to “meat” processing but, rather, to bring some relief to the 
exploited workers inside the slaughterhouses and packing plants. That goal was eas- 
ily resisted by the “meat” industry. 

This example of powerful capitalists crafting regulations that served their interest 
is characteristic of many such “progressive reforms.” The trend in the early twenti- 

eth century for the economy to become concentrated, centralized, and monopolistic 
in nature was accompanied by the trend for the state to move toward what Kolko 
labeled “political capitalism.” Douglas Dowd explains: 
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The State in the United States has always operated so as to provide an acceptable or 

favorable context for capitalist development; in the 19th century it did so largely 
through “non-decisions,” that is, unobtrusively. . .. But in the 20th century the State’s 
role became obtrusive, and explicit. The political outlets and institutions of the State 

had to be and came to be used to attain the desired conditions of stability, predictability, 
and security.*° 

Hence, the activities of reform- and revolution-minded individuals and the related 
movements of the period were diluted by political capitalist reforms. 

What is more, the reformers’ concerns and efforts were eclipsed further by the 
patriotic fervor that was aroused when the United States entered World War I. 
While U.S. military power was used to protect the nation’s large business interests, 
and “progressive” legislation was diverting and defusing social change movements, 
the law enforcement arm of the state was used to discourage and eliminate further 
domestic calls for change. Forty-five years after Susan B. Anthony was arrested and 
tried for attempting to vote, women picketing for suffrage outside the Wilson White 
House during World War I were arrested and beaten while in police custody. A 
major setback for the Left occurred when the attorney general of the United States, 
Mitchell Palmer, aided by his young assistant, J. Edgar Hoover, illegally arrested, 
detained, and deported several thousand socialists and labor leaders in 1919 and 
1920. 

Meanwhile, government officials did little to protect black communities from 

rioting groups of white racists or to stem the proliferation of lynchings. Biased judi- 
cial proceedings flourished, evidenced by such infamous spectacles as the trial of the 

Scottsboro defendants and the bogus trial of the killers of Emmett Till. 
An important diversionary and ideological exhibition staged by the government 

was the “anticommunist” McCarthy hearings of the early 1950s. In the 1960s and 

early 1970s, there was Cointelpro, a covert FBI program created to stifle domestic 
reform and entailing such activities as the secret surveillance of Dr. Martin Luther 
King, Jr., and FBI-supported assassinations and framing of Black Panther and Amer- 

ican Indian Movement leaders. In these and countless other instances, the various 
powers of the state were widely used in the twentieth century to maintain oppression 

and protect privilege while largely suppressing any significant efforts to promote 

social justice.*° 
This brief glimpse into history helps bring the essential character of the state into 

focus. Although eventual and hard-fought constitutional reforms, such as public 
election of senators, expansion of the right to vote, and civil rights legislation, osten- 
sibly made the political process more democratic, the structure and operations of the 

state continue to abet oppression and to protect and promote privilege. Certainly, 
such a broad stroke does not acknowledge ways in which the state—especially in the 
contemporary United States—does serve the public in numerous ways. However, in 
critical areas of decision making around important economic issues and in the pro- 
tection of wealth, the operations of the state are largely rigged. Even when efforts to 

reform political or economic practices are successful, they are frequently “revolu- 
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tions from above” (e.g.. the contemporary “tax reforms” and “welfare reforms”) that 

do relatively little to ameliorate conditions of injustice and exploitation for those 
who most need it. Such a perspective on the nature of the state raises sues about 
the possibility of ending oppression through state reform. How are “rights” for 
other animals to be obtained within a system that is constructed to guard against 
the imposition of such rights? Examples of how state power has been used to thwart 
or weaken such efforts are reviewed in the next section. 

CONGRESSIONAL “WELFARE” ACTS 
FOR OTHER ANIMALS 

One of the key points of this chapter is that power in contemporary society—the 
capitalist state—_while ostensibly democratic in nature, is actually designed and used 
to protect wealth. Those reforms that do occur are usually crafted co a substantial 
degree by those they attempt to regulate, are relatively modest in scope, are weak in 
enforcement, and serve to provide social stability and security for the affluent and 
their corporate enterprises. Many “reforms” divert attention away from the contin- 
ued, systematic injustice and Ss poe suffered daily by devalued humans and 
other animals. 
The propensity and ability of those in control of state power to resist or buffer 

reforms, particularly those that might cut into profit margins, are seen, for example, 
in U.S. Senate hearing testimony ae debate around the issue of “humane slaugh- 
ter,” the specter that Acting Secretary of Agriculture Charles A. Dabney, Jr, had 
warned against a half century earlier. In May 1956, Senator Hubert H. Humphrey 
chaired hearings on SB 1636, Humane Slaughtering of Livestock and Poultry, a bill 
that would have regulated slaughtering methods for “products” intended for inter- 
state or foreign commerce. Although the history of the United States is fraught with 
illustrations of exploitation and oppression of “others,” and although many Eure- 
pean countries already had enacted “humane” slaughter acts by this time, Senator 
Humphrey initiated the hearing with a falsely flattering statement that is typical of 
hes tee ges cay gto haar 

Meserhctinge ilbscales ongeeised concerts kanes 
Oe cial aon ie ee ee 
dislike to see suffering, whether human or animals. It is therefore in the American tradi- 
tion to seek to eliminate as mueh cruelty, hardship and suffering as we can. 

Whenever we shut our eyes to cruelty and suffering, whether among people or 
among animals, we are shutting out part of the spirit that has made America great, and 
makes us stand apart in the world as a nation that puts moral principles and decency 
above sheer material value.” 

At the time, the primary method of Killing cows in this “inherently humane” 
nation’s five thousand slaughterhouses was by having ° “strongmen”™ strike them on 
dhs headl with al poleric: Pigs ld beds wsesoull gels Iaited Saheb Gcoaeteaaals 
ods described by Upton Sinclair at the beginning of the century. Speaking in favor 
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of federal legislation that would “reform” slaughtering practices, bill advocate Chris- 
tian P. Nargord, a representative of the American Humane Association, described 
one of the problems of killing with a pole ax: The pole axman “often misses and the 
sledge slides down the faces of the animals and cuts their eyes and their ears, and 
they bawl and are frightened and hurt.” 

Fred Myers, executive director of the National Humane Society, submitted a 

statement that included the following horrific description of killing pigs. 

We doubt that packers will deny that methods of slaughter now used in animal packing 
plants cause agony to the animal victims. Many packers, indeed, have publicly admitted 

the fact. It may be well, however, to describe briefly what is being done to animals in 
packing plants. . . . 

Hogs[:] some 50 million go through slaughterhouses every year . . .. Approximately 

a dozen animals are driven into a shackling pen, a pen about the size of a small house 
kitchen. There a short length of chain is noosed around one hind leg of each animal. 
The end of each chain is then hooked to a moving belt or chain which inexorably drags 
the shrieking animal to one end of the room and then upward, dangling by the shackled 
leg, to a floor above. 

On the upper floor, still writhing and shrieking, the hog is carried before a man who 
is called a sticker. The sticker is supposed to plunge a broad bladed knife into the big 
vein in the throat of the hog. It is not desired that the hog shall be quickly killed, the 

deliberate intent is that the animal shall die slowly so that the laboring heart will clear 
the body of blood. 

Stickers in the big slaughterhouses become quite expert with practice but often the 

knife falls to strike a struggling hog in the precise spot intended. Hogs frequently are 

stuck several times in various parts of the face and head, and even in the shoulders 
before the knife reaches the big vein. 

After a hog is stuck, the overhead conveyance moves it still farther to a huge scalding 
vat. It is intended, one assumes, that a hog should have become unconscious from loss 

of blood and shock before it is plummeted into the scalding water. Ordinary routine 
leaves about five minutes between sticking and scalding. 

Not all hogs become unconscious in the allotted time, however, and at times the 
routine is not perfect and the interval between sticking and scalding is considerably less 
than five minutes. 

There is certainly no experienced packinghouse worker in the hog killing department 
who has not seen agonized animals struggling desperately to swim out of the water that 
is hot enough to loosen hair. Indeed, the National Humane Association has repeatedly 
been told by packinghouse workers of hogs that still showed signs of life, and reflex to 
stimuli, after going through the scalding vat to the big dehairing machines that tumble 
the animals vigorously about and strip the hair from them. 

The method that we have described is used with only minor variations of technique 
in all but two of the major slaughter houses in America. 

Sheep, lambs and calves are killed in substantially the same way, although they are 

not, of course, scalded.” 

The “meat” industry did not dispute the tales of horror introduced by the propo- 
nents of SB 1636 and did not try to defend itself by defaming the other animals or 
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minimizing their ability to suffer. Rather, the industry generally represented itself as 
desiring more humane methods of slaughter. For example, R. W. Regensburger, vice 
president of Swift and Company and a representative of one of the largest industry 
associations, the American Meat Institute, stated, “The American Meat Institute has 
constantly favored and sponsored efforts which could secure humane treatment of 

all livestock under all conditions from farm to packing plants.”°° 

However, the Institute is opposed to S.B. 1636 because . . . [t]here is no practical 
method that has so far been developed that will bring death to any animal or individual 
that is pleasant. . . . The livestock dispatched annually in this country is very large—far 
greater than in European countries with which comparisons are drawn with respect to 

humane methods of slaughter.>! 

By “no practical method,” Regensburger meant none that packers believed was 
economically feasible. When confronted with examples of better European practices, 
Regensburger maintained it would be unfair to subject large U.S. packers to the 
standards of smaller packers in Europe when large U.S. packers “processed” so many 
more other animals per hour. 

Speaking for the National Independent Meat Packers Association, Wilbur La Roe 
claimed, “I would like to say that the small packers are thoroughly in sympathy with 
the objective here of bringing about humane slaughter. They are not satisfied with 
present arrangements for slaughter and they welcome improvements, but what scares 
them to death is these big figures of cost.”>? 

L. Blaine Liljenquist, speaking for the Western States Meat Packers Association, 
summed up the industry position: 

I would like to make it clear . . . that our members are very much in favor of working 

out the most humane methods of slaughtering livestock and the most humane way of 
_ raising and marketing animals. . . . 

But our members sincerely believe that we have not yet progressed to a point in 
perfecting improved methods where it is at all economically feasible to require that live- 
stock be rendered insensible by mechanical, electrical, or chemical means before slaugh- 

ter. Undoubted desirable objective may someday be reached, but to require it now 
by legislation would mean economic havoc in the meat packing industry.*? 

R. Harvey Dastrup, claiming to represent 1,623,222 members of the American 
Farm Bureau Federation, stated, “It is our belief that the greatest progress toward 
the solution of the problem will come about through the development of voluntary 
programs by all segments of the livestock and meat industry and those interested in 
the humane handling of livestock. . .. We would like to suggest, therefore, that great 
emphasis be placed on an educational program.” 

Proponents of the legislation attempted to ease the concerns of the packing indus- 
try by suggesting that alternative methods of slaughtering other animals would be in 
their economic interest. For example, the House sponsor of the bill, Representative 
Martha W. Griffiths of Michigan, stated: 
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Apart from the compelling considerations to accord humane treatment to the animals 
involved, the use of humane techniques in slaughtering could have important and bene- 
ficial economic opportunities for the meat packing industry. 

Perhaps most important would be the reduction in bruised and damaged meat. It is 
presently estimated that as much as $50 million worth of meat is rendered unsalable 

annually because of the damage coincident with the slaughtering process. This loss 

could be reduced substantially if humane methods were employed. An unconscious ani- 

mal is easy to work with, presents no problem in the subsequent killing process, and 
thus the prospect of loss in dressing is reduced to an important degree. 

Secondly, it should be noted that the meatpacking companies would be entitled to 
the generous depreciation rate of the internal revenue code in charging off the cost of 

new installations necessary to accomplish humane slaughtering. 

Under the 1954 Revenue Act this depreciation can be accomplished at twice the rate 
previously allowed.*> 

Representative Griffiths also noted that the proposed legislation would affect only 
those companies that were engaged in interstate commerce, just 455 out of more 
than 5,000 slaughterhouses operating throughout the nation. Another appeal to the 
economic interests of the packing companies was offered by Senator Richard L. 
Neuberger of Oregon: 

[T]he workers in slaughterhouses are not in control of these plants. . . . Once or twice 

I have had members of the Butcher Workers’ Union observe to me: 

We realize that cruel ways of slaughter will only hurt the meat industry and promote 

vegetarlanism among Americans. We believe that every possible humane method of kill- 
ing should be used in slaughterhouses just as soon as it is developed.>° 

Speaking on behalf of the Society for Animal Protective Legislation, Madeleine 
Bemelmans reacted against the economic basis of the debate by making an ethical 
appeal for state intervention: “Time and time again people cry ‘sentimentality,’ and 
say in the time of world upheaval there are more important things to think about. 
But what kind of civilization is it which does not recognize any values besides the 

material ones? I think the qualities of a civilization are evident in the treatment of 

the weak and powerless.”*” 
In a society where money is power, Bemelmans’s ethical appeal did not carry the 

day. It took four more years of “study” and debate before legislation to regulate the 
slaughter of other animals became law, and the legislation passed only narrowly in 
the Senate by a vote of 43 to 40. Even then, the 1960 act did not cover all slaughter- 
houses but was restricted to those companies selling “meat” to the federal govern- 
ment.°® Moreover, the only enforcement mechanism included in the act was the 
ability of USDA inspectors to stop the “disassembly line” until compliance was 
obtained. This hard-fought act did not stop the killing of other animals for food 
and resources but merely purported to reduce the degree of agony that some endured 

just before their deaths. 
One of the obvious problems with this reform, besides being a largely industry- 
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crafted bill and essentially legitimating the continued oppression of “farm” animals, 
is that the enforcer of the act is the U.S. Department of Agriculture, the same gov- 
ernment body charged with promoting agricultural development and sales. While 
advocates for other animals continually criticize the USDA for its minimal enforce- 
ment of the act, the public is officially “assured” that other animals who are con- 
verted to “food” are slaughtered humanely—a key ideological benefit. Furthermore, 
the lengthy and protracted legislative process also served a diversionary function, 
focusing the passions and energy of animal advocates on this minimal reform. To 
this day, the act diverts the energy of advocates, who expend great effort to monitor 
its enforcement and to obtain closely guarded evidence of continued illegal and tor- 
turous practices, embroiling them in quixotic political struggles for effective enforce- 
ment rather than further change. The economic interests of those profiting from the 
tortured existence and death of other animals ultimately were protected by the act 
through the power of the state, as the government’s seal of approval was affixed to 
the nation’s largest slaughterhouses. 

All the while, the level of suffering and explicit cruelty against other animals in 
the nation’s slaughterhouses today is beyond hideous, as we saw in chapter 4. Due 
to the deregulation fever of the 1980s, the “meat” industry was able to speed up the 
disassembly lines of the nation’s largest slaughterhouses and neutralize the impact of 
USDA inspectors. With little change in the gruesome methods of slaughter 
described in the 1956 Senate testimony, contemporary slaughterhouses continue to 
inflict agony on ever-greater numbers of other animals who are not effectively 

stunned or rendered unconscious before they begin their descent down the disassem- 
bly line. As Gail Eisnitz documented, many are mercilessly beaten and even skinned 
and boiled alive.** Workers are driven by company supervisors to keep the line mov- 
ing at all costs. Many USDA inspectors and veterinarians are also.pressured to down- 
play or ignore such practices, as reports to high-level USDA officials—many of 
whom were recruited from agribusiness corporations—produce few results or conse- 
quences, and meddlesome inspectors face the very real possibility of losing their 
jobs.© For instance, twenty public interest groups in June 2000 accused the USDA 
of “trying to intimidate its own food safety inspectors” and ‘ “misrepresenting condi- 
tions at two poult processing plants in Alabama.”®! The groups charged that pow- 
erful USBA offehls§ ére upset that inspectors at these plants were reporting that 
“carcasses with scabs, sores and pus were cut up and made into chicken nuggets that 
the federal government then purchased and distributed to school lunch programs 
around the nation.” In New York, inspectors “claimed they were ignored, or even 
retaliated against by high-level USDA officials, after reporting possible i improprieties 
involving other inspectors.” 

STATE PROTECTION OF 
LABORATORY OPPRESSION 

A similar example of both the econontic basis of oppression and the use of state 
power to quiet public concern and protect the status quo was seen in the 1960s, 
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when the rapacious appetite of vivisectionists for other animals stimulated another 
congressional act. The capitalist entrepreneurial spirit had motivated some to seek 
income by stealing other animals kept as “pets,” mostly cats and dogs, and selling 
them to research laboratories. The practice became so pervasive and obvious that 
public opinion prompted federal action. Legislation proposed at the time would 
have required licensure both for research laboratories and for “dealers” in dogs, cats, 

and other animals, required vivisectionists to keep records on the purchase and dis- 
position of other animals, and permitted occasional inspection of laboratories that 
subject other animals to experiments. 

Testifying before a 1966 House hearing on the proposed legislation was Declan 
Hogan, hired by the Humane Society of the United States to work undercover as 
an “animal dealer.” 

[I] traveled more than 32,000 miles covering some 15 states. I saw all kinds of dealer 
operations with animals, bound for research, suffering from the most appalling condi- 
tions. I was particularly shocked at the scope and magnitude of the business and the 

unscrupulous methods of procuring and handling that are commonplace. The cynicism 

with which I had undertaken the job soon disappeared as my probe developed. 

I found that cruelty, whether by omission or commission, is the general rule among 

dealers. The dealers consider research animals nothing more than a product with resale 
value. The principal motivation is profit. There is no thought that animals are living 

creatures needing food, water and care to survive. I saw hundreds of animals in a condi- 

tion of semistarvation, many others dead from malnutrition, and still more without 

water, Shelter, or care of any kind. I saw pigeons being devoured alive by raccoons sim- 

ply because no one had bothered to separate the cages of both. I saw dogs tied with 

short chains to outside, unheated huts in freezing weather. I saw cats lying listlessly in 

their own feces which obviously hadn’t been cleaned up for months. I saw sick and 

injured animals dying of hunger and thirst in penned enclosures while healthy animals 

with them devoured the cattle entrails and slaughterhouse products thrown indiscrimi- 
nately to all. 

Easy money and large profits are the easily recognized causes. Without legal require- 

ments, no dealer will lessen profits by providing heated and lighted buildings, trained 

personnel, adequate food and water, and veterinary care... . 
The “no questions asked” attitude of the suppliers and the research organizations has 

fostered the small time operator dealing strictly for beer and cigarette money. . . . Gen- 

tlemen, I need hardly to tell you that the animals handled by this type of character are 

subjected to extreme cruelty and neglect. 
I have found cruelty rampant throughout the entire chain of supply of research ani- 

mals. The large dealers, last stop for many animals going to laboratories, run their oper- 

ations for maximum profit and minimum loss. The huge number of animals being 
handled contributes further to the prevailing indifference and carelessness. . . . 

I also applied to the National Institutes of Health in Bethesda, Md., for a contract 
to supply animals to that institution. I was received by Dr. Cameron and asked my 

name and address. No effort was made to probe into my background but I was sub- 

jected to a lengthy explanation of the idealistic requirements which NIH supposedly 

wants from animal suppliers. I knew from my investigations that these standards were 
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not being followed and Dr. Cameron’s entire attitude toward me indicated that he was 
in a position of having to, but not wanting to, deal with a seemingly derelict character. 

Such is the tremendous demand for animals in research institutions. 

For the most part, the scientific community and the rapidly growing biomedical 
industry opposed the legislation. While some opponents of the legislation professed 

sensitivity to the theft of a “pet,” many claimed that the asserted linkage between 
that activity and “legitimate” laboratory work was scandalous, and they opposed any 
part of the legislation that sought to regulate laboratory activities. As one might 
expect, arguments against the proposed legislation cited the expected monetary costs 
of compliance with the proposed regulations and urged the necessity of unhampered 
research needed to benefit the “public interest.” Speaking before a subcommittee of 
the House of Representatives, Joseph B. Sprawls, representing the American Associa- 
tion of Colleges of Pharmacy, stated, “[WJe are confident that it is not the intent of 
the legislation to increase unnecessarily the already heavy administrative burden of 
the laboratories responsible for the conduct of research. To do so would not only 
impede the essential work of researchers but, in addition, would increase the cost of 
the program.”’® 

Dr. Frank N. Miller of the National Society for Medical Research maintained: 

The requirements in the bills for the licensing and inspection of laboratories and for 
extensive record keeping in such facilities would not be in the public interest. . . . [P] ro- 
visions for the licensing of research facilities, the charging of license fees, the authoriza- 

tion of the Secretary to set standards for the handling of animals at research laboratories, 

and the requirements for detailed recordkeeping would impose burdensome restrictions 
on research workers. Time and money which could be better spent on experimental 
work for the public good would be wasted. . 

Due in no small part to public pressure generated by journalistic exposes of inci- 
dents of “pet” theft, the Congress enacted Public Law 89-544, known as the Dogs 
and Cats Act of 1966. However, the act only required “animal dealers” and research 
facilities to be registered with the secretary of agriculture and for dealers to be 
licensed. Research facilities were prohibited from purchasing other animals from 

unlicensed déalers. The Dogs and Cats Act did nor authorize the USDA to regulate 

the care or treatment of other animals during actual research or experimentation. 
With modest reforms seemingly in place, and with public confidence in the scientific 
use of other animals buttressed, tens of millions of individuals were delivered into 
the hands of vivisectionists, with both the official approval and the participation of 
the state. Like the Humane Slaughter Act, the Dogs and Cats Act remains largely 
unenforced. According to one observer, “[R]esearchers know USDA is not doing its 

job. If it did, the supply of cheap dogs and cats would diminish and prices would 
fiseac, 

Eventually, antivivisection forces in the United States did have some impact on 

the numbers of other animals relegated'to the social position of “research subject.” 
However, federal legislation, such as the Animal Welfare Act of 1976 and subse- 
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quent amendments that purported to require at least minimal standards of care and 
use for other animals subjected to vivisection, bolstered public support of vivisec- 
tionist activities.” As with other legislative “reforms,” the industries involved suc- 
cessfully influenced the content of this act, resulting in a weak, minimal set of 
suggested guidelines—which could be set aside if required by “scientific protocol.” 
Like the earn: Slaughter Act, the Dogs and Cats Act, and most other pieces of 
key legislation that ostensibly regulate huge, profitable industries, these efforts are 
significant as uses of state ideological power in ways that largely stifle industry critics 
and quell public concern. 

In response, a small number of activists have turned from these diversionary, 
almost ritualized attempts at minimal reform; instead, they have opted to obtain 
evidence of continued atrocities and even to attempt actual rescues of oppressed 
individuals. For example, in 1984 the Animal Liberation Front raided the laboratory 
of Thomas Gennarelli at the University of Pennsylvania and found videotapes of 
experiments on other animals that not only violated the Animal Welfare Act but 
outraged the public and many members of Congress. 

After several similar raids, which provided evidence of the horrors of experimenta- 
tion on other animals, the mammoth biomedical and agricultural industries sought 
to use the physical power of the state to protect their economic and professional 
interests—again, they claimed, the same as the “public interest.”” These industries, 
and others with a stake in protecting their “animal enterprises,” pressured politicians 
to support the Farm and Research Facilities Protection Bill, which was created to 

ban acts of “domestic terrorism.” The legislation proposed to make it a federal crime 
for a perSon without the effective consent of the owner to acquire or “otherwise 
exercise control over an animal facility, an animal from an animal facility, or other 
property from an animal facility, with the intent to deprive the owner of such facil- 
ity, animal, or property and to disrupt or damage the enterprise conducted at the 
animal facility.” 
A primary goal of the bill was to criminalize unauthorized investigative activities 

in “animal enterprises.” Furthermore, it labeled many activists working in the inter- 
ests of other animals as “terrorists.” This labeling would invoke the participation of 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation and the federal courts and prisons—a tactic not 
unlike the numerous other instances in which the criminal justice system in the 
United States has been used to protect systemic oppression and to stifle effective 

dissent.”” Despite statements by officials at the Department of Justice that adequate 
laws and enforcement procedures already existed to deal with the alleged activities 
of animal advocates, the powerful coalition of biomedical and agricultural industry 
associations pushed strenuously for enactment of the proposed legislation. However, 
the attempt to minimize dissent and criticism around the treatment of other animals 
was obvious and troubling even for some members of Congress. Speaking at a 1990 
House hearing on the matter, Representative Dan Glickman of Kansas stated: 

First, the bill, theoretically, would make simple trespass a Federal crime. We ought not 

to be making simple trespass a Federal crime if it’s trespass on an “animal facility.” I 
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mean, what’s different from trespass on an animal facility from trespass on a jewelry 
store or trespass on a clothing store? Our Federal courts are overloaded as it is, so we 
need to have a focused effort on why we are doing this bill. . . . 

Second, this bill is a felony statute. So when you examine a felony statute, you have 
to make sure that Federal jurisdiction is absolutely required in all contexts of it, and I’m 

not sure in all contexts that it is required. 
Third, it could be interpreted that the prohibited acts of this bill, intending to 

deprive the owner of a facility and to disrupt or damage the enterprise conducted at the 
animal facility, could be to prohibit normal first amendment acts of protest, and I don’t 
think that we want to get into that ball game here of saying somebody . . . wanting 
to protest at an animal welfare facility or at a university would be guilty of this 

statute. ... 
Fourth, . . . the potential scope of the remedy [is] way beyond the nature of the 

problem. 
. . . [I] think we have to be awful careful in setting precedents which might abridge 

both first amendment rights to protest as well as creating Federal crimes and things that 
ought not to be in the Federal courts at all.7! 

In an insightful comment about who might be the real terrorists, Representative 

Charles Rose of North Carolina stated: 

One of the things that concerns me is that everybody has been led to believe that there 

is very little truth to the fact that terrorism—and I don’t even like to use that word, but 
that’s what has been used by the biomedical research community—that terrorism is all 

against them. Well, last night on “20-20,” Hugh Downs had a very enlightening seg- 
ment on puppy mills or organizations that have been caught stealing from private indi- 
viduals their pets and selling them to research laboratories. 

Now we're opening a can of worms here today. I’m going to offer an amendment at 
the appropriate time to make it a crime to steal people’s pets to give them to research 
laboratories.” 

In addition to the concerns about the necessity and purpose of the proposed bill 
raised by some members of Congress, advocates for other animals also offered 
insightful comments about the true nature of federal “protection” of other animals 
in research facilitiés: William Cotreau read a statement prepared by Christine Ste- 
vens of the Sotiety for Animal Protective Legislation that included «the following 
passage: 

[The last time I testified] was in 1984, when I presented the preliminary results of a 
study conducted by the Animal Welfare Institute analyzing reports by USDA’s Veteri- 
nary Services of 214 registered research facilities. The study was later published as part 
of the book “Beyond the Laboratory Door.” 

You will note that 174 of these facilities had one or more deficiencies, some serious 
or chronic. In only 37 were no deficiencies reported during the 3-year period covered. 
This 81 percent failure rate to observe the minimum standards established by the Ani- 
mal Welfare Act shows in numerical tetms why there is such a widespread public con- 
cern about how laboratory animals are treated. There is a strong consensus among 
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American voters that these animals must be treated humanely, but so far the public has 

no assurance that they are. 

The Society for Animal Protective Legislation and the Animal Welfare Institute have 
done their utmost to plead, pressure, and cajole institutions into taking seriously their 

responsibilities for the animals they use. For example, “Comfortable Quarters for Labo- 

ratory Animals,” which we provide free to scientists and administrators, shows good 

examples from facilities where animals are properly housed, but aggressive lobbying by 
the National Association for Biomedical Research and its constituent organizations has 

even prevented major sections of the improved standards for laboratory animals amend- 
ments, passed as part of the 1985 farm bill, from being made final. 

Yesterday, a toothless version of some of the standards was made final. Due to indus- 

try pressure, these regulations have two nullifying provisions: a grandfather clause for 
substandard caging and a discretionary clause whereby the institution can opt not to 

follow the regulations. . . . Eviscerated regulations do not ensure that the public demand 
for humane care of laboratory animals is met. . . . 

You may not be aware of the acts of aggression coming from the biomedical side or 
of how they are being used. . . . | know from personal experience how fearful of reprisals 

are individuals employed by medical schools who dare to criticize abuse of laboratory 

animals in their own institutions. . . . [T]wo school teachers . . . were sued into penni- 

lessness by a dog dealer. . . . Nor are the victims of commercial biomedical interests 
limited to nonscientists. Immuno AG, an Austrian multinational pharmaceutical com- 

pany, has sued some 60 different people and institutions over unfavorable comments 
on the company’s acquisition of endangered chimpanzees. After a 5-year court battle, 
Dr. Moor-Jankowski . . . has only recently been vindicated by the appellate division of 

the First District Court of New York and the New York Court of Appeals for having 

published, as editor of the “Journal of Primatology,” a letter on the subject. 
Presiding Justice Francis T. Murphy commented, “To unnecessarily delay the dispo- 

sition of a libel action is not only to countenance waste and inefficiency but to enhance 

the value of such exercises as instruments of harassment and coercion inimical to the 
exercise of first amendment rights.” It is that same harassment and coercion to eliminate 

the exercise of first amendment rights that we are fearful this legislation before the sub- 
committee today would only further. . . . 

Since H.R. 3270 actually serves no legally necessary purpose, it would appear that 

the only reason it was drafted in the first place was to undermine the animal protection/ 

animal rights movement.” 

While such organizations as the Society for Animal Protective Legislation urged 
Congress to recognize and act on the problem of the suffering of other animals at 
the hands of vivisectionists instead of stifling whistleblowers, the American Civil 
Liberties Union described the proposed 1990 bill as “an official secrecy act for feder- 
ally funded animal research . . . [and] a sweeping assault on the public’s right to 
know.”’4 While opponents of the legislation did modify some of the text, they were 
unable to resist the force applied by the colossal biomedical and agricultural indus- 
tries, and a federal law against animal enterprise “terrorism” was enacted. The ideo- 

logical and police powers of the state were used intensively in corporate efforts to 

control liberators of other animals. 
We see from this example that, when it come to oppressing other animals, cor- 
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porate control of the state in the United States is not limited to co-opting and neu- 
tralizing reform efforts. Its considerable influence has also been used to initiate new 
federal statutes that criminalize covert activities of some advocates of other animals 
and to stamp them as “terrorists.” Of course, the effectiveness of covert operations 

is well known to the corporate, congressional, and military elite, and such tactics 
have been used extensively to protect the interests of those who profit from the 

“meat” industry. 
For example, to the extent they are known to the public, the fierce military cam- 

paigns and clandestine operations used throughout the world (representing the 
physical and ideological powers of the state) are presented as necessary to protect 

“freedom,” “liberty,” and the “national interest.” From this perspective, many in 
the Third World resisting appropriation of their lands and homes, including the 
Quiche villagers massacred at Panzos, are “dangerous communists,” and now advo- 

cates for other animals are “domestic terrorists’—all so labeled because they 
threaten the greater accumulation and concentration of capital in private hands. 
Domestically and abroad, official and semiofficial policies and practices by the FBI 
and other agencies, policies such as Cointelpro, for decades have involved such tac- 
tics as infiltration of groups promoting social change, use of agents provocateurs, 
fabrication of evidence, assassination, eavesdropping, spreading disinformation, and 
sending bogus mail. These activities, designed to protect the “American Way of 
Life” (read: “the capitalist system”) from the influence of dissent, are not officially 
considered “terrorism.”7* 

All the while, the day-to-day activities of the nation’s criminal justice system con- 

tinue to “control” the dispossessed. In a time of economic downsizing and increased 
financial precariousness, the number of citizens labeled “criminal” and imprisoned 

in the United States is approaching two million, the highest rate ever, almost dou- 

bled from a decade earlier. At least one million of those behind bars in 1999 were 
convicted of nonviolent offenses. Not surprisingly, the vast majority of those incar- 
cerated possess few resources, and members of oppressed groups are decidedly over- 
represented. While the U.S. criminal justice system ostensibly works for all citizens, 

it is rigged to provide substantial advantages to the affluent, not the least of which 
is ideological.”° Inthe words of philosopher Jeffrey Reiman: 

¥ » 
% 

[T]he idea is that the goal of our criminal justice system is not to eliminate crime or to 
achieve justice, but to project to the American public a visible image of the threat of 

crime as a threat from the poor. To do this, the justice system must maintain the exis- 
tence of a sizable population of poor criminals. To do this it must fail in the struggle to 
eliminate the crimes that the poor commit, or even to reduce their number 
dramatically. ... ; ; 

The value of this to those in positions of power is that it deflects the discontent and 
potential hostility away from the classes above them and toward the class below them.”” 

Few are aware that for most of the twentieth century, the automobile companies, 
the pharmaceutical industry, agribusiness, and other powerful industries routinely 
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have violated laws and cost the public countless millions and considerable loss of life 
by engaging in fraudulent practices and price fixing, selling unsafe products, dump- 
ing toxic substances, and ignoring occupational safety regulations—all in the name 

of making profits.”* For example, the practices of U.S. oil companies at midcentury 
were so appalling that even high-level government officials denounced them. Robert 
Sherrill writes: 

During World War II, Interior Secretary Harold Ickes persuaded President Roosevelt to 

establish a Government corporation (The Petroleum Reserves Corporation) to buy out 

the American oil partners—Standard Oil of California and Texaco—in Saudi Arabia. 

Ickes, who had seen enough profiteering to conclude that “an honest and scrupulous 
man in the oil business is so rare as to rank as a museum piece,” wanted the public to 
have more control over supplies. The oil companies were powerful enough to kill Ickes’ 
proposal in the cradle.” 

Reflecting on corporate lawlessness in the twentieth century (which include nefar- 
ious activities by the automotive industry, agribusiness, the pharmaceutical industry, 
and biomedical industries), Ralph Nader made a plea to the corporations that was 
morally rich but that lacked practical currency, at least in twentieth-century capital- 
ist values. The modern giant corporation, Nader said in 1983, should “stop stealing, 
stop deceiving, stop corrupting politicians with money, stop monopolizing, stop 

poisoning the earth, air and water, stop selling dangerous products, stop exposing 
workers to cruel hazards, stop tyrannizing people of conscience within the company 
and start”tespecting the needs and rights of present and future generations.”*®° 

Almost twenty years after Nader’s plea, however, the imperatives of modern capi- 
talism—<increased corporate growth and profits—continue to demand “bold” initia- 
tives in the accumulation of profit, frequently at the expense of consumers. For 

example, one such initiative pursued by Sears, Roebuck and Company was an effort 

to “force credit card customers who had filed for personal bankruptcy protection to 
pay Sears their back debts anyway,’®! in violation of the bankruptcy law. After a 

two-year criminal investigation, in 1999 Sears pleaded guilty to bankruptcy fraud 
and paid a fine that a company spokesperson said would have “no effect on Sears’ 
earnings.” One financial expert quoted in the New York Times shrugged off the con- 
viction. “This scandal has had very little effect on their business. . . . It really hasn’t 
crept into the consciousness of most customers’ opinion of Sears.”*? 

While such stories appear in newspaper business sections on a daily basis, corpo- 
rate executives involved in such schemes generally are not viewed as criminals—and 
when their profits are based on practices that include selling products they know 

pose a threat to consumer health and safety, they are never stamped as “terrorists.” 
They almost never personally face criminal charges, and most government fines are 
easily absorbed as a cost of doing business and passed on to consumers. For example, 
when the Fruehauf Corporation, its chairperson, William Grace, and its president, 

Robert Rowan, were found guilty of conspiring to evade more than $12 million 
in federal taxes, the company bankrolled three years of “long and expensive legal 
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maneuverings.”®? In the end, the judge decided against jail time, and Grace and 
Rowan even retained their jobs. When the vice president and a director of Diamond 
International, William J. Kolso, was convicted of price fixing in violation of the 

antitrust laws, he was fined a mere $15,000 and sentenced to seven days of commu- 

nity service. He later was promoted to chairperson and CEO of the company. Even 

when evidence surfaced that the tobacco industry spiked cigarettes with chemicals 
that compounded the already-addictive quality of their products, none of the CEOs 
of these powerful companies—whose pursuit of profits caused countless deaths— 
were ever stamped as criminals. 

Although countless examples of state acceptance of corporate crime exist, just one 
more will be mentioned here. In June 2001, the Sara Lee corporation, “one of the 
nation’s largest makers of hot dogs and supermarket deli meats,” pleaded guilty to 
producing and selling contaminated “meat.” While at least fifteen human deaths, 
six miscarriages, and scores of illnesses were linked to the tainted “meat,” produced 
in dirty, unsanitary facilities, federal prosecutors brought only a misdemeanor charge 

against the corporation.® 
Meanwhile, many humans who struggle financially and who commit desperate, 

frequently petty, economic offenses are “criminals” confined to jails and prisons. 
And those who use nonviolent methods to expose violence against other animals or 
who rescue animals from laboratories or “production” facilities are labeled as dan- 

gerous “‘terrorists.” 
At the dawn of a new century, abuse of the physical power of the state to preserve 

the status quo and control those who are exploited and oppressed remains painfully 
apparent, and police departments around the nation continue to be charged with 
discriminatory acts and policies against devalued groups. In New York City the 
police are so blatant in their discriminatory practices that only one out of four New 
Yorkers believe they treat humans of color fairly. Thousands of humans of color in 
New York protested police “stop and frisk” tactics in the neighborhoods of 
oppressed groups. 

After a 1999 study by the Associated Press revealed that complaints of civil rights 
violations were given low priority by the U.S. Department of Justice, the department 
initiated i investigations into practices of “brutality” and racial profiling i in police 
departménts with the worst*records and reputations. Cities under investigation 
include New York City; Washington, D.C.; Columbus, Ohio; New*Orleans; Los 
Angeles; and Riverside, California. Investigations into practices of racial profiling in 
Michigan, New Jersey, and Florida were also initiated.8° Meanwhile, news of some 
Los Angeles police officers falsifying evidence that had been used to convict people 

of color came to public light, and several instances of police shootings of unarmed 
African Americans sparked an inner-city rebellion in Cincinnati in the spring of 
2001. 

While state abuse and violence continue against humans of color, others in the 

ranks of the oppressed, who are ostensibly “protected and served” by the state, 
endure continued degradation and suffering. For example, although federal law now 
mandates care and treatment of humans with developmental disabilities (a hard-won 
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legal victory), a lack of serious enforcement of these legislated reforms reflects their 

place in the states’ priorities. Many accounts of emotional, physical, and sexual abuse 
in state-operated institutions around the nation were presented before a U.S. Senate 
committee in 1985. Reflecting on the evidence that dangerous abuse and neglect 
were widespread, Senator Lowell Weicker observed, “If 1/100 of the abuses docu- 
mented in this Senate report ever related to these hospitals and institutions which 
serve us and our family members we would be on the ceiling. But let us face that, 
as a nation, . . . we do not include treatment of the mentally ill and the mentally 
retarded in that category.”®” 

Despite these revelations, the nature of institutional life for tens of thousands 
remained largely unchanged, as allegations of continued horrors continue to surface. 
For example, in 1999 six doctors at the Polk Center, a state-run developmental cen- 
ter in Pennsylvania, were charged with such offenses as manslaughter and sewing up 
wounds sustained by center residents without the use of anesthesia. One doctor “did 

not treat a man with a blocked intestine for hours—until his body temperature had 
dropped to 82 degrees—and sent a vomiting, feverish woman whose skin had turned 
blue for an X-ray.”’** The patient with the blocked intestine died. One of the doctors 
who was charged claimed that “hospital and state officials were aware that doctors 
at Polk commonly used surgical staples without anesthesia if an injury needed 
immediate treatment.”*? Unfortunately, the investigative reports and congressional 
hearings that document the suffering of devalued groups produce few tangible 
results. Burton Blatt, an advocate for those with disabilities, writes, “More and 
more, the legislatures of our country are reluctant to either pass progressive legisla- 
tion or tO fully implement current legislation that would cost the taxpayers 
money.”° The “shame of the states” observed by Albert Deutsch continues into the 

twenty-first century. 
Another example of questionable government enforcement of legislated reform 

again arises through an examination of the contradictory roles of the USDA: in this 
instance, the department’s goal of promoting “meat” production and consumption 
while administering both health inspection and surplus commodities programs. The 
agency buys “meat” and other agricultural commodities from producers, particularly 
in times when prices drop, to support producers’ profits and reduce the volume of 
commodities on the market, thus boosting prices. These commodities are then dis- 
tributed to schools and social service organizations. In 1998, the USDA bought 
twenty million pounds of “beef” for a school lunch program from a ConAgra sub- 
sidiary, the Northern States Beef Company, even though it had a history of E. coli 
contamination in its products and of violations of federal regulations. In October 
1998, “meat” from this subsidiary was sent to a school in Finley, Washington. 
Twelve children became ill with £. coli infections, four so seriously that they were 

sent to Seattle for blood transfusions and, in one case, kidney dialysis. What the 
townspeople in Finley never knew was that in the eighteen months before the gov- 
ernment’s meat purchase, the Agriculture Department’s own inspectors found 171 
“critical” violations of U.S. food safety regulations at the Northern States Beef 

plant.”? 
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The USDA was financially supporting ConAgra at the same time its own inspec- 
tors were producing reports that the ConAgra-produced “meat” was contaminated. 
Corporate-initiated systems of inspecting “meat” that are “streamlined” and “mod- 
ernized,” together with USDA-endorsed systems that speed the grisly “disassembly 
line” and reduce the oversight of federal inspectors, have resulted in numerous inci- 
dents of public consumption of contaminated “meat,” some of which were docu- 
mented by investigative reports in Cox Newspapers in 1999-2000.” In the spring 
of 2001, after further reports of contaminated “meat”—this time in New York and 
New Jersey after allegations of unsanitary conditions in slaughterhouses and falsifi- 
cation of inspection records—federal and congressional investigations into “possible 
lapses and misconduct in meat safety regulations” were initiated.°> However, one 
might predict that these investigations are conducted primarily to restore public 

confidence in the U.S. “meat” industry and will not produce any substantive change 
or pose a challenge to corporate profit taking. 

While examples of corporate influence over the state abound, just twe more will 

be mentioned. As we saw in the last chapter, the Green Revolution and consequent 
growth of enormous agribusinesses resulted in the failure of countless family farms. 
However, this process was facilitated by use of state power. Seeking to maintain 
stable prices for the “meat” industry and other components of agribusiness, the gov- 
ernment sought both to reduce the supply of food the nation was capable of produc- 
ing—so as not to deflate prices and profits—and to expand the market for U.S. 
agricultural products. In the first instance, the government began a program of pay- 
ing farmers not to produce. However, these payments were not enough for many 
farmers to keep up with their debts, and they were driven out of business. Larger 
businesses could absorb the losses, and they ultimately benefited from reduced com- 
petition. Robert K. Shaeffer writes: 

[D]espite large subsidies, or rather because of the way government subsidy programs 
. were designed, one-half of all U.S. farmers were forced out of farming between 1950 
and 1970, the number of farms falling from six million to three million in just twenty 
years. So while the government spent billions of dollars on subsidy programs . . . the 
program kept half of the farmers in business but helped drive the other half out of busi- 
ness.94%, ° ie Civ Ne € 

The use of federal government subsidies to drive smaller farms out of business 
continues in the twenty-first century. According to a May 2001 article in the New 

York Times, the largest 10 percent of farmers in the United States now receive 61 
percent of the billions of dollars spent on farm subsidies. “The subsidies have been 
a chief source of capital for large operators to expand their holdings, often by buying 
out their smaller neighbors.”°> 

While the power of the state has been used to reduce domestic competition and 
facilitate concentration of U.S. agribusiness, it also has been used to create overseas 

markets for agribusiness “products.” For example, at midcentury the government 
sought to increase global demand for U.S. agricultural products by selling them at 
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bargain prices to other nations, particularly those friendly to U.S. corporate interests. 
While this program served as an outlet for surplus agricultural commodities the gov- 
ernment had purchased to stabilize U.S. agribusiness, it also helped other countries 
cultivate both a taste for and a dependence on imported First World food. However, 
as domestic food shortages became a problem for what was then the Soviet Union 
and other ‘nations in the 1970s and demand for food increased, the United States 
largely discontinued the surplus give-away and began charging increased prices for 
its products. This change in U.S. policy “forced many poor countries to borrow 
heavily to pay for food imports,” particularly because many of their more affluent 
citizens had developed a preference for U.S. agricultural “products.” After accumu- 
lating enormous debt, in part from these food imports, Third World governments 
were forced to implement austerity programs, further increasing the privations and 
misery of tens of millions around the world—and forcing many more desperate indi- 
viduals into survival practices and enterprises based on the exploitation of other ani- 
mals. 

While such profit-motivated machinations continue, many advocates for other 
animals continue to pursue efforts for social justice through legislative channels 
within the capitalist system—with mixed results. 

On the state level, many recent legislative acts have focused on enforcing penalties 
for cruel acts against other animals. Cruel acts against other animals traditionally 

have been viewed as minor offenses, or misdemeanors. However, by 2000 thirty- 
one states had made cruelty to other animals a felony.” Many state lawmakers have 
supported the changes largely because of mounting evidence that violence against 

other anifnals is linked to violence against other humans.®* The new legal measures, 
however, largely exempt entire classes of other animals who are relegated to the posi- 
tion of “farm animal,” “research animal,” “wildlife,” and “pest”; some states also 
exempt other animals used in rodeos, zoos, and circuses.” Moreover, anticruelty 
laws are “rarely enforced and minimally punished.”!°° While no national database 
tracks cases of cruelty against other animals, legal scholar Pamela D. Frasch uses 
anecdotal evidence in her report that 

some prosecutors are less likely to charge or prosecute animal cruelty compared to other 

violent crimes, except in the most extreme cases. This apparent reluctance to prosecute 

stems from many factors including: real or perceived limited resources; inexperienced 

staff; incomplete or botched investigations; pressure from the community to focus on 
other crimes; and personal or political bias against taking animal abuse seriously as a 

violent crime.!°! 

On the federal level, since the enactment of landmark pieces of legislation cited 
earlier that largely cemented and legitimized economically driven uses of other ani- 

mals, several recent, if relatively modest, enactments help restore some hope in this 

arena. In 2000, Congress passed, and President Clinton signed, the Great Ape Con- 
servation Act, a measure that provides funds to protect the natural homelands of 

great apes. That same year the CHIMP Act also became law, creating and support- 
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ing sanctuaries for chimpanzees who have survived vivisectionist experiments and 
are no longer useful research subjects. A federal law was also enacted to make air 
travel safer for other animals (a measure predictably opposed by the airline indus- 
try).!°2 Such legislative accomplishments at the federal level are relatively minor 
when compared to the government sanctioned slaughter of more than eight billion 
“farm animals” in the United States every year.' 

Activists struggling with government agencies that regulate the use and treatment 
of other animals also recently exerted some influence over important decisions. For 
example, on Earth Day in 1999, Vice President Al Gore announced a Chemical 
Right-to-Know Initiative, which included the intent to test and publicize the toxic- 
ity of chemicals imported or manufactured in the United States at a rate of one 
million pounds or more a year. The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) was 

empowered to establish the testing requirements. People for the Ethical Treatment 
of Animals (PETA) estimated that toxicity tests required by the initiative would kill 
approximately 1.3 million other animals. After strong lobbying by PETA and other 
movement organizations and an advertising campaign calling attention to the num- 

bers of other animals to be killed by the program, the EPA and the White House 
Council on Environmental Quality reached agreement on a program protocol that 
would use approximately eight hundred thousand fewer other animals than did the 
original initiative.'°* A report on the agreement in Animal Law suggested that “‘seri- 
ous commitment towards the development of nonanimal-based testing standards 
will allow progression towards a future free of animal-based laboratory testing. 
Finally, the recognition of animal welfare groups as significant stakeholders in the 
design of Federal testing programs should work to improve their access and influ- 
ence in future planning of toxicity testing programs.”!%° 

The USDA has also felt the influence of advocates for other animals. For years, 

the agency has exempted rats, mice, and birds from coverage under the Animal Wel- 

fare Act (unless vivisectionists experimenting on these other animals were funded by 
federal grants). After considerable lobbying and legal pressure by antivivisectionist 
organizations and other groups working for rights for other animals, the USDA 
agreed to include these previously exempted other animals in their enforcement of 
the Act beginning in the autumn of 2001. Critics of the USDA decision claim the 
inclusion, of, Sate and, birds will be too expensive to enforce and that the 
increased cost of housing and caring for these others will force smaller. organizations 
to discontinue their vivisectionist activities. Vivisectionists from both academia and 
industry continue their efforts to thwart implementation of the USDA’s decision. 

While some animal advocates see all such efforts to assist other animals as laud- 
able, not all agree. Law professor Gary Francione urges that those working to estab- 
lish legal protections for other animals should be careful that their efforts do not 
merely (and not just ostensibly) ameliorate the suffering of other animals while 
accepting their status as “livestock,” “laboratory subjects,” and other instruments of 
production—as has happened, for example, in the Humane Slaughter and Animal 
Welfare Acts. Instead, Francione argues purely for abolitionist measures that chal- 
lenge and reduce the oppression of other animals. Such measures would denounce 
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the property status of other animals, and their cumulative effects would substantially 
reduce and eliminate that oppression—not legitimate it.!°° He states: 

If we decide to pursue legislation, we should stop pursuing welfarist solutions to the 
problem. Animal welfare [emphasis added] seeks to regulate atrocity by making cages 

bigger oreby adding additional layers of bureaucratic review to ensure that the atrocity 

is “humane.” We should pursue legislation that seeks to abolish particular forms of 
exploitation. Animal advocates should always be upfront about their ultimate objective, 
and use all campaigns as an opportunity to teach about nonviolence and the rejection 
of all institutionalized animal exploitation.!” 

THE COURTS AND OPPRESSION 
OF OTHER ANIMALS 

While the system of jurisprudence in the United States, as in most other nations, 

has been used to protect and rationalize privilege (as we saw in the examples of Dred 
Scott and Myra Bradwell), it is also used in efforts to further social justice. However, 
that road is long, arduous, and expensive. Moreover, the infrequent and often mod- 
est victories are prone to reversal. Speaking to the rigged nature of the United States 
Supreme Court, for example, Michael Parenti observes: 

Through most of its history “the Court’s personnel were recruited mainly from the class 
of corporate lawyers, so there was no shortage of empathy with the desires of expanding 
capitalism.”!°8 The process of legal education and professional training makes it unlikely 

that dissidents will be picked for the bench—and very few have been. The bar associa- 
tions and law schools, and the foundations that finance the law journals, endowed chairs 
and research grants in jurisprudence, are dedicated to fortifying, not modifying, the 

existing system of ownership and wealth.!° 

Still, some maintain that judicial avenues have led to some victories and progress. 
There is a great deal of difference between the 1857 Dred Scott decision that declared 
that humans enslaved in the United States had no rights and the 1954 Brown v. 
Board of Education decision that declared “separate but equal” public institutions 
unconstitutional. Legal scholar Helena Silverstein notes that many find hope in legal 
strategy, believing that “litigation opens the door for participation and provides the 
opportunity for social change.” !!° However, she observes that some scholars criticize 
litigation strategies, “arguing that while victory in court may be attained and prece- 
dent established, the actual impact on society is minimal.” She notes that those 
who take this position often maintain 

that litigative victories in this realm have largely been hollow since they create the 
appearance of formal equality but in fact result in minimal implementation . . . [and 

that] judicial victory often places the responsibility for enforcement and implementa- 
tion on the victims of discrimination. For them, litigation in antidiscrimination law has 
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been largely ineffective since the victim must bear the costs of enforcing equal protec- 

tion laws.!!2 

Some legal scholars are of the opinion that, in the last analysis, even the momen- 
tous Brown v. Board of Education decision has had limited social impact.''? Indeed, 
the case can be made that reform legislation, and the related judicial remedies devel- 
oped over the past fifty years, have promoted justice primarily in those areas least 

applicable to institutionalized, economic arrangements. 
The judicial approach to other animals, based in a long tradition of common law, 

is to regard them as property. According to law professor Gary Francione: 

[T]he ownership of animal property is, for all intents and purposes, no different from 

the ownership of other sorts of personal property. . . . [OJur current system of animal 

protection, legal welfarism, requires that animal interests be balanced against human 

interests. The problem is that the law has not developed any doctrines that require that 

animal property be treated differently because an animal is different from inanimate 

property, such as a tool. Rather, the law only requires that animal property not be 

“wasted” or that animals not be killed or made to suffer when there is no legitimate 

economic purpose.'" 

One example of this approach by the courts is provided by the 1983 case Fund 
for Animals v. Mud Lake Farmers Rabbit Committee. In that case, the Fund for Ani- 
mals sought to stop the organized practice of encouraging families to club to death 
rabbits who sought nourishment from cultivated crops. “The trial court . . . found 
that the purpose of [the state’s] anti-cruelty statute was to prohibit unnecessary 
abuse of animals and that ‘when animals threaten the physical or financial survival 
of man, he is lawfully entitled to strike back and to use such tactics as appear neces- 

sary and reasonable.’ ””!!5 The court both protected and legitimated the “rabbit 
drive.” 

In a 1991 case, PETA challenged the legality of various experimental protocols 
approved by Institutional Animal Care and Use Committees (IACUCs) in Oregon. 

IACUCs are required in some instances of vivisection, as specified by the Animal 
Welfare Act and the agencies that administer it, to oversee the treatment of other 
animals gubjected’to experiments at each affected laboratory or university. The regu- 
lations the committe’s apply, however, are minimal and can be waived if a majority 

of IACUC members believe such action will enhance the experiment. Not surpris- 
ingly, in most instances IACUCs’ membership is stacked, and the vivisectionists 

essentially regulate themselves. In the 1991 case, the Oregon Supreme Court ruled 
that PETA was not an aggrieved party harmed by the unlawful experiments and thus 
did not have legal standing to bring the case before the court.!° 

In other cases, however, the question of “legal standing” has been decided in favor 
of advocates for other animals. These are important legal precedents that have 
opened the courts to hear cases pertaining to the oppression of other animals. In 
1991, a federal judge granted standing to the Fund for Animals in its effort to stop 

the hunting of buffalo who journeyed outside the boundaries of Yellowstone 
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National Park. However, the judge did not find sufficient merit in the case to order 
a halt to the killing of the buffalo.'"” 

Some legal scholars, such as Steven Wise (a powerful advocate for the liberation 

of other animals), still contend that case law is an important avenue in which to 
pursue legal rights for other animals. He writes: 

‘ 

This decade, judges who matured alongside the newer animals-rights movement have 
begun to take their places. Many judges from these slowly filling pools will have 

watched Jane Goodall respectfully document the lives of the chimpanzees of Gombe on 
National Geographic, will understand and believe basic principles of Darwinian evolu- 
tion and ecology, will reject the hierarchy of the Great Chain of Being, and will not be 

personally invested in the wholesale exploitation of animals or saturated with religious 

and other arguments against their legal personhood. They will be better equipped to 

examine the objective data and hear—not just listen to—the supporting arguments. 
They will begin to rattle the cage.!'8 

The cages confining other animals, both literally and figuratively, have been rat- 
tled somewhat by custody disputes—cases that force the judiciary (and the larger 
society) to acknowledge both the deep and meaningful bonds that can form between 
humans and other animals and the inherent interests of other animals. One such 
instance is described by Barbara Newell, an attorney for the Animal Legal Defense 
Fund. 

Courts across the country have begun to adopt the more enlightened view that compan- 

ion anjmals are more than mere chattels. Specifically in the context of pet custody, 
courts in New York recently examined a case in which the plaintiff brought a cat, Mer- 

lin, later named Lovey, into a shared housing situation. Plaintiff left the premises and 

later sought to remove Lovey to a new residence. In a preliminary ruling on the plain- 
tiff’s seizure motion, the trial court explicitly deferred to Lovey’s best interests, ordering 

the parties to “work out a visitation schedule” rather than “shift custody of Lovey back 
and forth.” In its final ruling, however, the trial court used a strict bailment of chattels 
analysis [a traditional property principle] and awarded Lovey to the plaintiff. The appel- 

late court reversed and awarded custody to the defendant, citing “the cherished status 
accorded to pets in our society” and recognizing the interests of Lovey as an aging indi- 

vidual who for four years had “lived, prospered, loved and been loved”’ in the residence 

finally occupied by the defendant alone.'!? 

Newell suggests such rulings represent a “growing crack in the ‘legal thinghood’ 
of nonhuman animals.” !2° (This crack was widened in Boulder, Colorado, in July 
2000 when the city council voted to change the city’s municipal code to replace 
“owner” with “guardian” to denominate a person who is responsible for the care of 
other animals. Comparable changes are now occurring in other parts of the 

nation.) !?! 

Similar challenges to the traditional view of other animals as “‘property” and 
“things” have been brought in court cases on the recovery of noneconomic damages 
for the wrongful killing or injury of companions who are other animals. In a 1994 
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decision by a Texas appellate court, one judge, supporting the majority opinion, 

wrote: 

The law must be informed by evolving knowledge and attitudes. Otherwise, it risks 
becoming irrelevant as a means of resolving conflicts. Society has long moved beyond 
the untenable Cartesian view that animals are unfeeling automatons and, hence, mere 
property. The law should reflect society’s recognition that animals are sentient and emo- 

tive beings that are capable of providing companionship to the humans with whom they 

live. In doing so, courts should not hesitate to acknowledge that a great number of 

people in this country today treat their pets as family members. Indeed, for many peo- 

ple, pets are the only family members they have. 
Losing a beloved pet is not the same as losing an inanimate object, however cherished 

it may be. Even an heirloom of great sentimental value, if lost, does not constitute a 
loss comparable to that of a living being. This distinction applies even though the 

deceased living being is a nonhuman... . 
[Tlestimony that an animal is a beloved companion should generally be considered 

sufficient to justify a finding of damages well beyond the market value of the animal 

and its yet unborn progeny.!” 

Opinions like this, however, are not embraced by many members of the judiciary. 
Attorney David J. Wolfson notes that “such opinions are typically viewed by other 

courts as ‘aberrations flying in the face of overwhelming authority to the con- 
trary.’ ”’!?3 While litigation to vindicate the interests of other animals and their 
human companions is growing, Helena Silverstein observes that most lawsuits in 
pursuit of rights for other animals 

[primarily] have been useful in achieving “negative” movement goals: to delay, limit, or 

prevent harmful practices toward animals. Litigative actions have prevented the navy 
from deploying dolphins and from poisoning squirrels. Lawsuits have halted and lim- 
ited mountain lion hunts, bear hunts, rattlesnake roundups, elk hunts, and more. 

Injunctions have been successful in delaying animal experiments. . . . [Flor the most 

‘part, litigation is deployed to stop rather than to promote action.!*4 

Silverstein suggests that the effects of the struggle for the liberation of other animals 
in the judicial realm are mixed and ambiguous. While “important judgments have 
been reached’in favor, of the‘movement,” “direct losses have been experienced at 
great cost,’ '? particularly in the more deeply entrenched, legalized View of other 
animals as property. 

The past teaches us that the strategies that spring from a hopeful outlook based 
on popular beliefs about the power of democracy and the state’s proclivity for ratio- 
nal decision making need to be tempered by a full realization of the power over the 
state wielded by powerful capitalists from agribusiness, pharmaceutical, biotech, and 
related industries. These capitalists will use their considerable power and resources 
to defend and expand their institutionalized oppression of humans and other ani- 
mals. This is again to say that the primary obstacle to liberation is not just, or even 
primarily, one of moral philosophy or legal principle. 
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While the courts certainly should not be abandoned as a mechanism for social 
change, for many they have been a source of frustration and, some could argue, a 
diversionary exercise for many liberation activists. What is more, like state assemblies 
and the federal legislature, they also have been used by oppressive industries to con- 
trol and intimidate activists and sympathizers. 

Recall the congressional hearing testimony of Christine Stevens pertaining to law- 

suits filed by vivisectionists against those who challenged and publicized their prac- 
tices. Two similar but highly publicized lawsuits warrant brief discussion. 

In Great Britain two London Greenpeace activists, Helen Steel and David Morris, 

were sued for libel by McDonald’s for distributing a leaflet titled ““What’s wrong 
with McDonald’s?” The leaflet charged McDonald’s with perpetrating a number of 
social injuries, including “exploiting children with advertising, promoting an 

unhealthy diet, exploiting their staff, and being responsible for environmental dam- 
age and ill-treatment of animals.”!”° To file a libel suit, McDonald’s needed to name 
individual activists who were writing and circulating the leaflets, so the company 
hired seven individuals to infiltrate London Greenpeace to obtain information nec- 
essary to file the suit. Steel and Morris took a courageous stand by attempting to 
represent themselves (as English law does not provide counsel to those with limited 
incomes in libel cases) against the power of the largest fast-food corporation in the 
world. Others recoiled in the face of such intimidation. According to journalist Eric R. 
Smith: 

Three other Greenpeace defendants chose to recant their statements and apologize 
rather than take the course of action that has led Steel and Morris through six years 

of full-time court work—without pay. Other accused parties, including the BBC, the 

Guardian, King George’s Nature Conservancy, and Prince Phillip, also apologized and 

recanted statements to avoid a trial.!”” 

The libel suit was filed in 1990 and became the longest civil trial in British his- 
tory. The judge, reading his decision to a packed courtroom in June 1997, ruled 
that Steel and Morris had proven a number of their allegations to be true (a heroic 
act in the face of an extremely well-financed effort by McDonald’s, with its virtual 
parade of expert witnesses). However, Steel and Morris did not have the resources 
to supply all the evidence needed to prove all their assertions were true. Conse- 
quently, the judge ruled that Steel and Morris had libeled McDonald’s and ordered 
them to pay £60,000 in damages. While many claimed a moral victory for Steel and 
Morris—they had proven that McDonald’s exploits children, falsely advertises the 
nutritional value of its products, risks the long-term health of steady customers, is 
responsible for the mistreatment of other animals, is antipathetic to unions, and pays 
low wages to its workforce—the profound and very public detrimental effect of the 

ordeal on the lives of Steel and Morris, the crucified Spartacans of their day, stands 
as a lesson to others who may consider public education as a tool of social change. 

In the United States in 1996, one of the wealthiest and most influential women 
in the nation, Oprah Winfrey, was sued by Texas “cattlemen”’ for airing a TV pro- 
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gram that discussed the potential risks of consuming cows slaughtered in the United 
States. The suit was brought under a Texas food disparagement law created to dis- 
courage anyone from saying anything critical about an agricultural product pro- 
duced in the state. The lawsuit against Winfrey, which also named as a defendant 
Howard Lyman of the Humane Society of the United States, resulted in dismissal 

and a victory for Winfrey and Lyman—but only after a time-consuming and emo- 
tionally draining ordeal that cost Winfrey millions of dollars in attorney’s fees. The 
Texas “‘cattlemen” appealed the decision, further spiraling the cost of free speech in 
a capitalist society. Texas is one of thirteen states whose legislatures, seeking to pro- 

tect their state’s agribusinesses from the harm that could result from consumer deci- 
sions made by an informed citizenry, have enacted such “food-libel” laws. Many 
critics of these laws, like Ronald Collins, director of the FoodSpeak Project for the 
Center for Science in the Public Interest, claim that such laws are not only unconsti- 

tutional but also unnecessary, as legal measures for redressing reckless and false state- 
ments have long been in place. However, like the congressional enactment of special 
“antiterrorist” laws to dissuade animal rights activists from seeking and disseminat- 
ing damaging information about the treatment and use of other animals in vivisec- 
tionist or commercial enterprises, the “food disparagement” laws are intended to 
discourage discussion and dissemination of information about the ethical problems 
and potential dangers of contemporary agribusiness practices. While these laws may 

well be unconstitutional and ultimately defeated in court, those who are targeted by 
agribusiness face potentially ruinous consequences when forced to defend themselves 

against legions of corporate attorneys using every tool and procedure at their disposal 
to deplete the resources of their critics and silence their opposition. Such threats are 
not to be taken lightly, as few have the resources of Oprah Winfrey. Thus as, Ronald 
Collins notes, “state food libel laws have a real and chilling effect on book publish- 
ers, broadcasters, magazines and newspaper publishers, and on anyone who has a 
website.” 178 

While the court system in the United States offers both hope and peril for those 
working for social justice, activists for other animals have turned to another mecha- 
nism for effecting change—ballot initiatives. Twenty-four states permit ballot initia- 
tives, which allow voters to approve or disapprove a proposed law after a prescribed 

number of petition signatures are gathered to place it on the ballot. State initiatives 
advanced by advocatés for other animals were largely unsuccessful until 1990; since 
then, a number of efforts have succeeded due to hard-fought, labor-intensive cam- 
paigns waged by many dedicated activists. For instance, in the mid-1990s, citizens 
in California voted to ban trophy hunting of mountain lions, and successful initia- 
tives in Colorado, Massachusetts, Oregon, and Washington banned bear baiting 

(described as “setting out a pile of material to attract a bear, then shooting the bear, 
usually from a blind” —i.e., from a camouflaged or concealed location).!”9 Initiatives 
to ban bear baiting in Idaho and Michigan, however, were defeated. 

Between 1992 and 2000, leghold and other body-gripping traps were banned by 
voters in Arizona, California, Colorado, Massachusetts, and Washington. A similar 
measure failed in Oregon, while Alaska'voters rejected a proposal to ban wolf snaring 
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(a form of trapping in which wolves—and any others who are caught in the snare— 
are strangled as they struggle to get free). 

In 1998, initiatives in Arizona and Missouri banned cockfighting. The Missouri 
initiative was launched when the Missouri Supreme Court invalidated an existing 
112-year-old ban. Similarly, in one recent example of a legislative rather than a bal- 

lot initiative created in response to public outrage over the forced fighting of other 
animals, Congress in 2000 amended the Animal Welfare Act “to prohibit the trans- 
portation or sale, in interstate or foreign commerce, of any dog or other animal for 
fighting purposes.””'?° However, the United Gamefowl Breeders Association and the 
Animal Husbandry Coalition successfully lobbied for a loophole that permits inter- 
state transport of “gamecocks” for fighting from states where cockfighting is illegal 
to states where it is legal. The cockfighting industry is resisting efforts to remove 
that loophole.'*! 

Realizing the general tendency for the public, most of whom oppose sport hunt- 
ing, to vote to restrict or ban certain types of hunting and trapping, hunters, trap- 
pers, gun manufacturers, “outdoorsmen” equipment producers and retailers, and 

state divisions of wildlife have developed strategies to forestall such democratic 
action. First, the interest and industry groups try to out-organize and out-spend the 
advocates for other animals. For example, in 1995 the Ohio Legislature voted to 
legalize dove hunting, which had been illegal in the state for most of the twentieth 
century. Advocates for other animals launched a ballot initiative in 1998 to restore 
the ban. A highly organized coalition of prohunting organizations and the Ohio 
Division of Wildlife countered the proposal with a well-financed media campaign 
that clairged that animal rights activists were harming children and families. The 
widely seen television advertisements and other ads said almost nothing about doves. 
(The campaign signs and bumper stickers said only “Issue 2: Bad for Families, Bad 

for Ohio.”) After the ballot initiative failed, several major newspapers in the state 
observed that most voters had no idea what the measure was actually about. 

In addition to outspending advocates for other animals to defeat ballot initiatives, 
many prohunting groups, such as the Ballot Issues Coalition (BIC), contend that 
the public should not determine issues of “wildlife” management, which should be 
“left to wildlife professionals.” The BIC and the National Trappers Association 
“vow to file suits to overturn ballot initiatives in Arizona, California, Colorado, 
Massachusetts, Oregon, and Washington.”'# Meanwhile, state-based groups, like 

Utahans for Wildlife Heritage and Conservation (UWHC) (a euphemistically 
named prohunting group), fearing that ballot initiatives will be used to take away 
“sportsmen’s opportunities,” have tightened their influence and control over their 
state assemblies to thwart the democratic impulse and protect their interests. In 
1998, UWHC successfully promoted a state constitutional amendment to restrict 
citizen-initiated ballot issues regarding “wildlife.” An analysis of the ballot initiative 
in the journal Animal Law notes: 

The new amendment requires that any citizen-initiated drive to “allow, limit, or pro- 
hibit the taking of wildlife or the season for or method of taking wildlife” be approved 
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by a two-thirds majority of the voters in an election. The proposition was approved by 

both houses of the state legislature by the required two-thirds vote before being submit- 

ted to the voters, and passed by fifty-six percent to forty-four percent on election day. 
The amendment was formed as a preemptive strike against pro-wildlife and animal 

public interest groups.!°° 

Groups that supported the proposal included the National Rifle Association, gun 
manufacturers, and the sporting goods industry; they outspent advocates of other 
animals in advertising by a margin of ten to one.'34 Wildlife Heritage ran advertise- 
ments stating that the proposition would preserve “Utah’s wild landscapes, conserve 
its wildlife, and uphold its hunting traditions. The advertisements made no men- 
tion, however, of how it would change the constitution or reduce the power of citi- 
zens to check their government.” 

State assemblies in Arizona and Alaska approved “right to hunt” constitutional 
amendments but did not obtain the voter approval necessary to change the constitu- 
tions in those states. However, prohunting alliances in four other states, Alabama, 
North Dakota, Minnesota, and Virginia, succeeded in gaining such constitutional 
protections. For example, North Dakota’s constitutional amendment reads, in part, 
“[hjunting, trapping, and fishing and the taking of game and fish are a valued part 
of our heritage and will be forever preserved for the people.”'° Further evidence of 
the willingness of “the sportsmen’s industry” to use the powers of the state to defend 
its interests is seen in a January 2000 announcement by the National Shooting 
Sports Foundation that it intended to raise millions of dollars “to support candidates 
and to lobby at all levels of government to fight greater gun restrictions.”'*” The 

organization, which represents 1,700 manufacturers and distributors of handguns, 
rifles, telescopic sites, camouflage clothing, and related “‘sportsmen’s” goods, has 
decided to join the National Rifle Association in trying to turn back gun control 
laws and efforts by local and state governments to sue the industry for the harms 
caused by its products. 

THE STATE AND THE POTENTIAL FOR 
; INSTITUTIONAL CHANGE 

hin Wes oy . 
The state in contemporary capitalist society is, ironically, both a crudial avenue for 
progressive social change and liberation for humans and other animals and, at the 
same time, one of the biggest obstacles to that change. From its inception the state 
has been used largely to protect and enhance the interests of the powerful and afflu- 
ent, and so it is used today. 

The economic underpinnings of oppression of humans and other animals, and 

the complex web of entanglements among oppressed groups, are tightly wrapped 
and meticulously cloaked by those who control the various powers of the state. From 
the creation of early laws that institutionalized the characterization of women and 
other animals as property, to state-san&tioned witch trials that scapegoated women, 
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cats, and others in the ranks of the devalued for social ills caused by tyrannical social 
systems; from the protection of horrific treatment of other animals cast as agricul- 
tural commodities and laboratory subjects, with a government seal of approval on 
their use and consumption, to the displacement of family and subsistence farms in 
the United States and the Third World, to the abusive treatment of workers and 
consumers—the physical, political, economic, ideological, and diversionary powers 
of the state support and build such entangled oppressions while giving such atroci- 
ties legal and social respectability. 

Schemes, machinations, and abusive activities, lawful and unlawful, when com- 
mitted by corporations and those in the position of business executive, are seen as 
natural parts of the market system. The damaging and sometimes even deadly conse- 
quences are simply business costs or an inevitable part of “progress.” Certainly, cor- 

porate perpetrators are rarely labeled as criminals. Meanwhile, two million humans, 
disproportionately from the ranks of the oppressed, are incarcerated, often for rela- 
tively minor economic or drug offenses that are tied inextricably to the social condi- 

tions in which they are placed. Those committed to nonviolent liberation of other 
animals—others who are experiencing unrelieved suffering—are stamped as terror- 
ists. 

Few in society challenge this state of affairs. The “respectable” social positions 
available for occupancy in contemporary capitalist society provide very little incen- 
tive or opportunity to contest oppressive arrangements. 

Nonetheless, the spirit of humans and other animals can be robust, and many 
have risked their reputations and personal safety to struggle against oppression and 
injustice. Informed and impassioned citizens have fought for and won changes, as 
in womén’s successful eighty-year struggle for the vote or the ongoing fight of 

humans of color for full civil rights. Such concessions are acceptable to the capitalist 
elite only because the changes have but limited effect on the structure and capitalist 
control of the economic system and the distribution of wealth. Such hard-earned 

changes in the law admittedly have opened the doors of the capitalist system to many 
who once had little or no opportunity for education and social mobility. However, 

women, humans of color, the aged, and those with disabilities are still dispropor- 
tionately in the ranks of the poor and the economically marginalized and now face 
further privations due to growing economic disparity. These groups also are still far 
more likely to be victims of prejudice, discrimination, and violence. These facts 
show the limitations of the reforms achieved thus far in the United States.'°* 

What is more, the increased but still insufficient opportunity for some members 
of devalued groups to achieve economic security and even political and social 
power—that is, the opportunity to compete more equally with privileged white 
males for a limited number of desirable positions within capitalist society, in a com- 
petition that has created considerable backlash—has led many to believe that vestiges 
of innate privilege have been eliminated and that the United States is now largely a 
society of equals. Political and social criticism—particularly in the form of participa- 
tion in demonstrations and protest marches—now is viewed by many as an anachro- 
nism, an outlet only for “kooks” and fanatics. Such perceptions lay the groundwork 
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for social, economic, and political backsliding. For example, many of the reforms 

that advanced the quality of life in the United States in the post-World War II 

period, not just for devalued groups but for most of the middle class as well, were 

rescinded or weakened during the 1980s under the corporate-capitalist-friendly 
Reagan administration. During the Reagan years, the drive to “get government off 
our backs” by reducing taxes and government oversight of corporate practices led to 

deep cuts in federal spending for education, health care, housing, child care, child 
abuse prevention programs, senior citizen centers and programs, urban rejuvenation, 

and entitlement programs.'? The federal government retreated from affirmative 
action and from many hard-won regulatory policies established to keep major indus- 

tries operating in ways that, ostensibly at least, helped protect the health and safety 

of the public. All the while, the president and his administration waged a major 
offensive against organized labor.'#° The tax cuts, which favored wealthy individuals 

and substantially reduced corporate tax rates, were accompanied by huge increases 
in military spending, causing an enormous growth in national debt.'*! 

Following the first Bush presidency, Democratic president Bill Clinton did little 

to restore the reforms and programs that were decimated in the 1980s. Indeed, Clin- 
ton pressed for the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) and the latest 
General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT)—agreements made by the world’s 
economic elite that have been decried by social justice and liberation activists around 

the world. (As we saw in chapter 3, under this new capitalist order often hard-fought 
domestic protections for workers, consumers, other animals, and the environment 
may be abolished if they are determined to be obstructions to free trade.) The mod- 

est environmental and workplace reforms and “wildlife” restoration programs that ~ 
were achieved under the Clinton administration were almost immediately delayed 
or rescinded in 2001 by President George W. Bush.'* This President Bush also 
successfully promoted a new round of Reaganesque tax cuts amounting to an esti- 
mated $1.3 trillion, reductions that again largely favored the wealthiest families. 
George W. Bush’s cabinet, in the words of Molly Ivins, looks like a corporate Who's 
Who. For instance, his secretary of agriculture, Ann Veneman, is a lawyer who came 

to the USDA from a firm “specializing in representing agribusiness giants and bio- 

tech corporations.” '*? Bush further demonstrated his indebtedness to powerful capi- 
talists, ‘for, example, y withdrawing the United States from international accords 

intended to reduce global warming; that decision angered most of the nations of 
the world, including strong U.S. allies. To fend off any challenges to U.S. global 
domination, Bush has increased military spending to fund a controversial missile 

defense system while repudiating the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) treaty and 
nixing a draft agreement, six years in the making, to enforce an international treaty 

banning germ weapons'“—decisions that also dismayed all those around the globe 
working and hoping for a better world. 

Tragically but predictably, the response of the U.S. government to the attacks on 

the World Trade Center and the Pentagon was to launch a “war” on terrorism. The 

quick decision to respond to the attacks with an overwhelming display of military 
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might eclipsed thoughtful reflection. The immediate calls for a violent response, and 
the portrayal of any dissent as unpatriotic, prevented any real public discourse about 
the underlying causes of the attacks (which should have included discussion of the 

role of Western elite-driven colonialist and imperialist practices, past and present) 

and about ways to create a safer and more secure world for all. Much like the long- 
running Cold War” against the “communists” of the twentieth century, the “new 
war against terrorism” in the twenty-first century, according to George W. Bush, 
“may take years.”!4> Certainly, it will provide enormous additional ideological and 
diversionary power for capitalist elites in the United States and around the world. 

As with previous wars in U.S. history, the ideological power of the state, in con- 
junction with the elitist control of the mass media, was used to exhort the public 
into a patriotic fervor after the 11 September attacks. The general climate of fear, 
combined with strong progovernment feeling, also created opportunities to increase 
state control in other ways. President Bush promoted repressive “antiterrorist”’ legis- 
lation and policies that provided for indefinite detention of noncitizens, limits on 
attorney-client privilege, and reduced rights to privacy, while announcing his inten- 
tion to utilize secret military tribunals to try noncitizens accused of involvement in 
terrorist activities. The New York Times called these efforts “‘a travesty of justice” 

and an attempt to do “an end run around the Constitution.”'4° The FBI’s public 
harassment of both citizens and noncitizens of Middle Eastern descent increased 
their “other” status and fueled hate crimes. (This practice was so blatant and unjust 
that numerous police departments around the country refused to assist the FBI in 
questioning and detaining those of Middle Eastern ancestry.) Meanwhile, many 
believe that the changes in the law—often buried in the hundred-plus-page U.S.A. 
Patriot Act rushed into law in the autumn of 2001—will make it easier for the gov- 
ernment to stifle dissent by U.S. citizens. Time magazine reports: 

Critics fear that the new legal rules will wind up being used against all Americans, not 
just suspected al-Qaeda members. The “domestic terrorism” provisions of the law could 
have very broad reach . . . [that could include] getting into a heated fight with a police 
officer at an antiglobalism protest. . . . Many of the new rules could easily be applied to 

conduct surveillance on ordinary Americans. The act gives the government broad new 

power to conduct “sneak and peak” searches—to go into Americans’ homes when 

they’re out and look around without telling anyone.'“” 

Meanwhile, sensing opportunities, large corporations (e.g., Cipro manufacturer 

A. G. Bayer) sought increased profits in the aftermath of the 11 September attacks, 
and entire industries (e.g., the airline and energy industries) sought government bail- 
outs and relaxation of existing regulations. For example, longtime proponents of 
lifting restrictions on drilling for oil in Alaskan “wildlife” refuges persuaded Presi- 
dent Bush to urge the Senate to set aside the restrictions—in the interest of “national 

security.” 148 
It is in the context of such blatant control of the state by powerful capitalists that 

many advocates of other animals maintain the time has come to grant to other ani- 



188 Chapter 5 

mals legal personhood and some of the basic rights accorded to humans. However, 
the reality is that basic rights established for humans, both around the world and in 
the United States, although passionately and eloquently stated on paper and in polit- 
ical and popular rhetoric, are mostly eclipsed by the realities of modern capitalism. 
The inclination and ability of powerful capitalists to stifle and buffer reform mea- 
sures (many of which are “revolutions from above” used to shield corporate inter- 
ests, as we saw in examples of congressional hearings), and to promote candidates 
committed to rescinding enacted reforms (or undermining their enforcement), 

should be well understood by all liberation activists. 
Put differently, under modern capitalism many legal reforms achieved by activists 

for humans and other animals are the equivalent of the decision to suspend the 
pigeon shoot in Hegins, Pennsylvania. The elite may call a halt, if temporarily, to 
the worst deeds and permit some minor reforms in order to preserve public accep- 
tance of industrialized and highly profitable oppressive practices. For example, while 
cockfighting and bearbaiting may be banned in many areas, increasingly the general 
practice of hunting is protected by state constitutional amendments. Even in the 
case of hard-fought abolitionist victories that have stood for decades, such as the 
bans on cockfighting in Missouri and shooting doves in Ohio, monied interests have 
proven themselves capable of turning back reforms and resurrecting these horrific 
practices. 

Fully aware of the limitations and obstacles to real and lasting change under capi- 
talism, strategists for liberation of humans and other animals should continue to 

pursue liberation through political measures, but they must also challenge the con- 
trol of the capitalist elite over the various powers of the state while striving to change 
the structure of the state to one that is responsive to public, not monied, interests. 
Continued efforts to oppose oppression through legislation, litigation, and ballot 
initiatives (efforts that must be abolitionist rather than welfarist) have the potential 

to save many others from pain and suffering while serving as one part of a strategic 
formula for the creation of a truly democratic, benevolent, and sustainable system— 
free from oppressive practices. 

Another important reason to pursue liberation efforts in the legal arena is that it 
helps make oppressive arrangements more visible to the general public. The capital- 
ist elite do not desire such visibility, and ideological control is an important tool for 
them to.mair tain’artl expand their control. They know that enough democracy 
exists in the US. state to permit some popular influence over the powers of the 
state. The elite must exert considerable control over public perceptions and opinion, 
disparaging those most victimized by oppressive arrangements and portraying them 
as somehow deserving of their fate. The theory of oppression points to the role ideol- 
ogy plays in creating and perpetuating oppressive conditions. Ideology both reflects 

and perpetuates deeply rooted ideas that legitimate the poor quality-of life and mis- 
treatment of devalued others in a society. The role of such ideology in the oppression 
of devalued humans and other animals, viewed with examples of the pervasive and 
insidious nature of contemporary social, political, and economic indoctrination, is 
the subject we shall turn to next. \ 
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sy 

The Social Construction 
of Speciesist Reality 

Would you like to swing on a star 
Carry moonbeams home in a jar 
And be better off than you are 

Or would you rather be a mule? 

A mule is an animal with long funny ears 
Kicks up at anything he hears 

His back is brawny but his brain is weak 
- He’s just plain stupid with a stubborn streak 

And by the way, if you hate to go to school 
You may grow up to be a mule 

—“Swinging on a Star,” circa 1943 (Johnny Burke and Jimmy Van Heusen) 

[I]f members of the family—especially children—. . . object to the idea of 
butchering an animal, it may be a good idea to explain that livestock which are 
raised for food are the same as vegetables in the garden. 

—Phyllis Hobson! 

n October 1987, eighteen-month-old Jessica McClure became a household name 
when she was trapped in the bottom of an abandoned residential water well in 

Midland, Texas. The nation and the world watched from their living rooms as rescu- 
ers struggled to save “Baby Jessica.” After three days of frantic activity and the aid 
and assistance of countless volunteers, Jessica McClure was freed. 

The efforts to rescue Jessica McClure were heroic, and the outpouring of assis- 
tance to the family was tremendous—and necessary: the girl’s young parents did not 
have health insurance. Jessica’s injuries required surgery, and she was hospitalized 
for almost a month. Gifts and support poured in from around the country, and 
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President George H. W. Bush and the First Lady visited her in the hospital. Para- 
doxically, though, most of the same caring people who had responded so strongly 
to Baby Jessica’s plight remained indifferent to the fact that roughly thirty-seven 
million of their fellow citizens also were without health insurance (by 2000, that 

number had grown to forty-five million) and faced similar distress when they had 
emergencies and tragedies of their own. This situation prompted commentary from 
one of the leading socialists in the United States, the late Michael Harrington, who 

observed that people in the United States were capable of “collective cruelty and 
individual generosity.” 

Similarly, after the success of the film Free Willy, Keiko, a whale used by the 
filmmakers, became known to tens of millions around the world. They learned 
about his poor health and endangered condition resulting from years in captivity. 
After an outpouring of public concern, millions of dollars were spent in an effort to 
save Keiko, and tens of thousands of well-wishers came out to greet him as he trav- 

eled from Mexico to a specially constructed tank in Oregon, where thousands more 
visited him. Meanwhile, the plight of other captive whales and the continued com- 
mercially motivated killing of whales, particularly by Japan and Norway, move rela- 
tively few members of the public. 

This chapter will suggest that the entangled nature of the oppression of humans 
and other animals not only has deep economic roots, supported by a powerful state 
apparatus, but also has considerable public support among a citizenry raised in a 
society in which powerful corporations exert extraordinary control over beliefs and 

values. Certainly, corporate attempts to legitimate oppressive practices are not thor- 
oughly successful in controlling public opinion. However, enough corporate control 

exists to keep institutionalized oppression intact. The conflict between most people’s 
urges toward decency and a social system rooted in oppression leads to the wide- 
spread ambivalence about various oppressed “others.” 

Such ambivalence can be seen in the fact that while children are cherished in the 
contemporary United States, at least in popular culture and political rhetoric, one 
in six lives in extreme poverty. Millions of children around the world suffer from 
hunger and malnutrition, and thousands starve to death. The poor within the 
United States are simultaneously pitied—and made the object of charity during the 

holidays—while held in contempt for their alleged laziness and sloth. Similarly, the 
traditional view ofswamanhood that many still espouse is that of a sanctified and 

revered status warranting chivalry, respect, and protection, as described in the 
Supreme Court’s ruling in the Blackwell case. However, domestic violence, femicide, 
exploitation of women’s labor, and sexual objectification abound, while the rate of 
sexual assault on women in the United States is higher than in any other industrial- 
ized nation in the world.? 

Humans who are older are, ideally, esteemed, honored, and respected; in reality, 
old age is widely viewed in the United States as an undesirable status. Older individ- 

uals are largely invisible in the mass media; when they do appear, they tend to be 
portrayed in uncomplimentary and stereotypical ways. Tens of thousands of older 
humans are confined in nursing homes, where they are vulnerable to neglect and 
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abuse and consumed by boredom and loneliness. Many in the United States also 
voice support for the concept that humans with disabilities should receive appro- 

priate care, but they ignore the harshness of institutional life, form citizen groups to 

keep group homes out of their neighborhoods, and laugh at the “morons” and “idi- 

ots” who are the brunt of jokes on prime-time television. State and local legislation 

protecting gays and lesbians from discrimination that may be passed one year is 
rescinded the next. In the past century, many abolitionists struggled passionately 
against human enslavement but did not welcome humans of color into their neigh- 
borhoods, schools, and communities—as many do not to this day. In 1944, the 
Swedish sociologist Gunnar Myrdal characterized the treatment of humans of color 
in the United States as “An American Dilemma’; that dilemma continues to charac- 
terize the ideas about, and treatment of, all of the oppressed in the United States as 
we pass into the early stages of the twenty-first century.‘ 

The inconsistent ideas about, and treatment of, devalued humans and other ani- 
mals are not manifestations of a natural human tendency toward malevolent disso- 
nance. Indeed, humans have a great capacity for caring and empathy, for “equality” 
and “fraternity.” But that capacity is compromised and neutralized by economic, 

political, and belief systems that glorify private wealth and promote egotism. Thus, 

the “dilemma” arises from the contrasts between what we can be and profess to be 
and what we actually are. (Consider the platitudes about America’s compassion in 

Senator Hubert Humphrey’s opening statement for the 1956 hearings on proposed 
legislation on “humane slaughtering” and the testimony in his hearings about the 

horrible suffering in slaughterhouses.) Inconsistencies, paradoxes, and contradictions 

are inevitable, and cultivated, in societies such as the United States that strive for 

“civilization” while continuing to build great wealth and privilege for some upon a 
deep and extensive foundation of exploitation and oppression of “others.” 

The inherent unnaturalness of many of our relations with other animals and with 
each other, and the relationship of this state of affairs to highly concentrated, privately 
held wealth and corporate power, are obscured by the way we are programmed 
to see the world. Social systems with deep economic roots in the oppression of deval- 
ued others are safe for the elite, economically, politically, and socially, if devaluation 
of the oppressed is widely accepted and deeply felt. Thus, if oppression is primarily 
motivated by economic interests and the interests of elites are well protected by the 
powers of the state, beliefs that justify social arrangements—ideologies—play the 
most important role in legitimizing oppression by rendering it invisible. Oppression 
must be accepted as normal, natural, and necessary. As Michael Harrington observed 
in The Other America, it takes a considerable will power to see it, much less to under- 
stand the structural arrangements that compel it. Invidious ideologies (classism, rac- 
ism, sexism, speciesism, etc.) are manufactured by the powerful to legitimate their 

wealth—and these ideologies spawn individual prejudice. 
Ethnocentrism/anthropocentrism’ is essential to this process. If the masses are 

taught to discount the oppressed as “foreign,” “alien,” “uncivilized,” “unclean,” 
“stupid,” “inferior,” and so on, they become socially distanced from the devalued 
others, thus precluding both opportunities and tendencies for empathetic response. 
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Many humans who are deeply situated in the status quo, through indoctrination, 
social position, and self-interest, even express indignation at any suggestion that 

“others,” particularly other animals, are oppressed. 
Actually, ambivalence about other animals has roots deep in human history, and 

such cultural conditioning has been around a long time. Living in close cohabitation 
with other animals and observing their families and social relations likely engendered 
in many humans a substantial level of sensitivity, understanding, and respect. As 
human animals cultivated the ability to capture and kill other animals, such treat- 
ment of other animals spurred an anxiousness in humans, an uneasiness that found 
its way into religious belief and ritual. James Serpell notes: 

The idea that animals are fully conscious beings who possess spiritual powers is wide- 
spread among hunting and gathering societies. Not surprisingly, it also appears to 

engender considerable anxiety and guilt about killing animals for food. Most of these 
cultures engage in complex rituals and taboos designed either to relieve the guilt arising 

from hunting or to honor the spirits of the deceased animals.° 

Examples of several such beliefs are taken from the writings of R. A. Marchant: 

Eskimos also believed that because seals and whales lived in the sea they were unable to 
drink and so suffered from a continual and intolerable thirst. They therefore allowed 

themselves to be caught, knowing that the Eskimos would end their agony by giving 

them an offering of fresh water. If a hunter neglected to put this water into the mouth 
of his victim, the other seals or whales would know of his treachery and would never 
again allow themselves to be caught by him. 

Polar bears were envious of [4uman] possessions and so their skins had to be hung 
up in the house alongside the tools they coveted—knives and bow drills if the animal 
was male and needles and skin scrapers for a female. The soul of the animal stayed in 
the skin until it was driven out in a special ceremony four or five days later. It then 

departed, taking with it the spirits of the proffered tools.’ 

Thus, some ideologies have justified and naturalized the killing of other animals 
by making such killing a sacred activity, one that transcends other mundane, daily 

activities, and, thus, naore acceptable. The sacred nature of an activity, however, can 
be eroded if the once disturbing activity becomes a routine and ordinary aspect of 
day-to-day existence, particularly as the numbers of other animals being mistreated 
and killed increases. Writing about this process, and providing yet another insight 
into the entanglement of the oppression of humans and other animals, Elizabeth 
Fisher notes: 

[H]umans violated animals by making them their slaves. In taking them in and feeding 
them, humans first made friends with animals and then killed them. To do so, they had 

to kill something in themselves. When they began manipulating the reproduction of 
animals, they were even more personally involved in practices which led to cruelty, guilt, 
and subsequent numbness. The keeping of animals would seem to have set a model for 
the enslavement of humans, in particular the large scale exploitation of women captives 
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for breeding and labor, which is a salient feature of the developing civilizations [emphasis 
added].8 

The eventual domestication of various groups of other animals surely rendered 
their exploitation and death a mundane matter for their captors. The perceived nat- 
uralness ‘of such treatment grew with the expansion of agriculture production in 
various parts of the world, an economic practice that facilitated growth in the popu- 
lations of other animals such as sheep, goats, cows, pigs, and others held captive. 
Imprisonment and “domestication” of other animals diminished humans’ ability 
and willingness to see the nature and abilities of other animals. Writing in 1754, for 
example, Jean-Jacques Rousseau observed, “The horse, the cat, the bull . . . are for 

the most part larger and all have a more robust constitution, more vigour, more 
strength and more spirit in the forest than under our roofs; they lose half those 
advantages on becoming domesticated, and one might say that all our efforts to care 
for and feed these animals have only succeeded in making them degenerate.”? 
A servile and listless demeanor follows when an individual is stripped of self- 

determination and liberty or has never experienced them. The confinement of other 

animals in small or tiny areas, where they were unable to behave in ways that were 
natural to them or even to distance themselves from mud and excrement, to clean 
and groom themselves, and to seek comfortable bedding, also unquestionably con- 
tributed to their devaluation and fostered the “lower” status that had been ascribed 
to them. For the most part, recognition of the individuality and personality of con- 

fined other animals waned as their numbers grew. 
Thu& as other animals became more deeply integrated into the day-to-day organi- 

zation of agricultural society, their “inferior” status, relative to human animals— 
especially those human animals perceived as intrinsically important and 
valuable—came to be viewed as natural. The powerful and compelling forces that 
diminished human recognition of the significance and individuality of other animals 
also subverted recognition of and sensitivity to the individuality and suffering of 
devalued humans who were cast into such positions as slave, peasant, and harem 
possession. 

The political, educational, religious, and familial institutions of these societies 
were shaped and molded by the economically motivated oppression of humans and 
other animals. Through custom and practice, the “rightful” place of both the power- 
ful and the oppressed were engraved in the collective and, accordingly, individual 
consciousness. The power of this ideological force can be so compelling that it is 
common for oppressed humans to accept the “naturalness” of their own devalued 
position. For example, reflecting on his experience growing up African American in 
the southern United States early in the twentieth century, Amzie Moore recounted, 
“for a long time, I had the idea that a man with white skin was superior because it 
appeared to me that he had everything. And I figured if God would justify the white 
man having everything, that God put him in the position to be the best.” 

Meanwhile, those who do not suffer oppression, and may even reap some benefits 
from the oppression of others, similarly are steeped in a social reality that presents 
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the arrangements as natural. Again, drawing an example from the pervasiveness of 

racism in the southern United States, civil rights activist Virginia Durr recalled: 

If you are born into a system that’s wrong, whether it’s a slave system or whether it is a 
segregated system, you take it for granted. And I was born into a system that was segre- 

gated and denied Blacks the right to vote, and also denied women the right to vote, 
and I took it for granted. Nobody told me any different, nobody said it was strange or 

unusual.!! 

Powerful ideological and social forces frequently produce distorted outlooks and dis- 
positions that naturalize oppression, a process social theorist and educator Paulo 
Freire referred to as “domestication” of the human animal.’ 

However, no matter how strong the ideas that rationalize and promote oppres- 
sion, there are always some in every society, like Virginia Durr, who nonetheless 

perceive that something is wrong. Some find they are unable to look indifferently at 
the suffering experienced by others—especially if they do not have vested interests 
in the oppression they observe. If these individuals set their ideas down in political 
tracts or travel speaking out against the particular social arrangements to others simi- 
larly situated in the social order, they have the potential to cast doubt upon the 
perceived naturalness of oppressive practices, in turn perhaps challenging the eco- 
nomic practices from which many powerful individuals derive wealth. 

As a result, throughout the ages it has been necessary for many philosophers, sys- 
tem apologists, and, later, “scientists” to expound ideas that counter such dissension 
and reinforce acceptance of oppressive practices.'> Plato, for instance, in his most 
famous work, The Republic, maintained that some humans were more useful to soci- 
ety than others. Using a metallurgic metaphor, Plato asserted that some humans 
were “gold,” some were “silver,” some were “iron,” and that each had a specific 
service to provide. Workers produced, soldiers protected the state, and philoso- 
phers—the “golden humans”—ruled. Pythagoras expressed concern about human 
treatment of other animals in ancient Greece around 500 B.c., but ideas such as 
those of Aristotle that legitimized privilege carried the day—or rather, the epoch. 
Aristotle defended the oppression of other animals against those who questioned the 
naturalness of those arrangements, as seen in the following passage from Politics: 

Plants exist forthe ake of agimals, and brute beasts for the sake of man—domestic 

animals for his‘use and food, wild ones (or at any rate most of them) for foad and other 

accessories of life, such as clothing and various tools. 
Since nature makes nothing purposeless or in vain, it is undeniably true that she has 

made all animals for the sake of man.'4 

Similarly, while some Christians throughout the ages expressed concern about the 
suffering imposed on other animals, the views expressed by Saint Thomas Aquinas 
largely reflected the church’s position that animals were placed on earth solely to 

«« ” eurde <4 ae ‘ - 
serve “man.” Explicitly restating the position set forth by Aristotle, Aquinas wrote, 
“There is no sin in using a thing for the purposes for which it is. Now the order of 
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things is such that the imperfect are for the perfect. . . . Things, like plants which 
merely have life, are all alike for animals, and all animals are for man. Wherefore it 

is not unlawful if men use plants for the good of animals, and animals for the good 
of man, as the Philosopher states (Politics I, 3).”5 

The power of the Christian Church and the ideological defense it provided 
against challenges to the oppression of other animals expanded during the early 
Middle Ages after the fall of Rome in Europe. The demeaning social positions 
assigned to other animals and their exploitation and oppression in the Western 
world were sanctioned as the will of God. 

The oppression of human animals received the same ecclesiastical support. For 
example, Saint Paul instructed humans who were enslaved to “Be obedient to them 

that are your masters, with fear and trembling, as unto Christ.” Similarly, the patri- 
archy and misogyny that characterized the ancient world continued, with Church 
authorization, into the agrarian-based, war-afflicted world of the early Middle Ages. 
Del Martin, author of Battered Wives, writes: 

In Europe during the Middle Ages, squires and noblemen beat their wives as regularly 

as they beat their serfs. The peasants faithfully followed their lords’ examples. . . . The 

habit of looking upon women as a species apart [emphasis added], without the same 

feelings and capacity for suffering that men have, became inbred during the Middle 
Ages. . . . During medieval times the law of the land was the law of the church, and the 

civil courts were puppets of the ecclesiastical hierarchy. Judeo-Christian doctrine, which 

espoused the inferiority of women and the supremacy of men, gave its stamp of approval 

to domestic violence.'® 

Another way to buttress ethnocentrism and ideological support for oppression, 
and to protect the status quo, is to scapegoat devalued others for the structural prob- 
lems that beset the populace. As we have seen, women were scapegoated for the 
myriad ills that plagued the corrupt system of social arrangements of medieval soci- 
ety, and the “witch” hunts emerged. Both Protestant and Catholic churches in the 
late Middle Ages persecuted women, mostly peasant women, as witches. Church 
officials created handbooks that aided the inquisitors by instructing them in various 
forms of torture that could be used to extract “confessions” from witches. As noted 
earlier, cats and others thought to be closely aligned with “witches” also were 
blamed for the ills of the period, resulting in their torture and death as well. 

Church-based ideologies also legitimized and supported the disastrous exploits of 
Europeans in the Western Hemisphere. In 1493, after European adventurers “dis- 

covered” the existence of new pillagable lands and conquerable humans in the West- 

ern Hemisphere, Pope Alexander VI issued the Bull of Donation, which purported 
to grant the rulers of Spain most of the Western Hemisphere, “so that the Aban- 
doned heathen could be drawn to embrace the Catholic faith and be trained in good 
morals.’””'7 Although some concerned advocates for enslaved indigenous humans 
challenged the ideas that legitimized their oppression, the philosophies of the system 
apologists were given the force of law. Tragically, after a few decades of a frenzied 
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grab for wealth, the actions of the Spanish elite “had exterminated almost the entire 

native population of the Caribbean.”' 
The economically motivated oppression that grew dramatically with the develop- 

ment and expansion of agricultural society no doubt seemed to many as natural. 
Philosophical and religious-based ideologies (ideas that were backed by the various 
powers of the state) were created and ethnocentrism fanned to reduce intellectual 

challenges to oppressive economic arrangements. 

IDEOLOGY OF CAPITALIST DEVELOPMENT 

The advent of capitalism brought about dramatic changes not only in the form and 
scale of oppression but also in the justification and rationalization used to support 
it. Powerful merchants, striving to create social systems more conducive to the cre- 

ation of commercial profit and wealth, began to challenge existing social arrange- 
ments. Nascent capitalists needed an ideology to undermine the control of the 
church and the monarchies that long had dictated what economic goods would be 
produced, who would produce them, and how they would be distributed. Philoso- 
phers and writers created new rationalizations and explanations about what was nat- 
ural and just. These emerging ideas shunned long-held metaphysical ideas about the 
divine rights of rulers and the rightful places of their “subjects’’ and sought to 
replace the troublesome existing theological explanations of the world with mathe- 
matical and scientific ones. These new ideas purported to represent the interests of 
the “common man” and to signal the birth of a new era—one with increased sensi- 
tivity to human rights. In truth, these new ideas largely supported the transfer of 
political, social, and economic power to a new elite, doing relatively little to stem 
oppression. The emerging new ruling class in capitalist society was wary of any true 
political empowerment of the masses, lest the masses push for economic empower- 
ment and a more equitable distribution of resources. As we saw in the last chapter, 

in the United States the “founding fathers” were very concerned with such a pros- 
pect and created a constitution and system of government that would protect the 
interests of the affluent.!° 

Nonetheless, some philosophers and moralists were serious about the develop- 
ment Of equitable ‘antl just human societies, free of oppression and poverty; several 
also discussed the interests of other animals in their treatises. Enlightenment-era 
writers such as David Hume, Jean-Jacques Rousseau, Jeremy Bentham, and Frangois- 

Marie Voltaire advocated, in varying degrees, for a change in humanity's view and 
treatment of the oppressed, including other animals. Once again, however, the ideas 
promulgated by the advocates of the oppressed were eclipsed by the demands of 
dominant material arrangements—in this case, by the social, economic, and political 
organization that grew out of the unfolding capitalist system. One eighteenth- 
century philosophical apologist for the emerging system and its various forms of 
oppression, Immanuel Kant, promoted the view that other animals were not self 
conscious but simply represented means for human ends, while René Descartes 
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declared that other animals were unfeeling, machinelike robots who should be used 
to serve human interests. 

While writers like Kant and Descartes effectively deflected philosophical chal- 

lenges to the oppression of other animals, by necessity, a general consensus emerged 

regarding the importance of establishing “liberty, equality, and fraternity” for 

humans. Such ideas were important in enlisting public support for the “revolution 

from above” staged by the rising capitalist class. However, by the late nineteenth 

century, these egalitarian and democratic ideas were clearly incongruent with the 
advancement of modern capitalism. Nonetheless, in the United States idealistic phil- 

osophical tenets were brandished by reformers and revolutionaries who charged the 

new elite class with perpetuating and profiting from widespread poverty and misery. 

In response, the U.S. elite found ideological refuge in “science.” Having diluted 
metaphysical justifications for privilege and rule by divine right, the capitalist elite 

rationalized their power, control, and privilege by virtue of their alleged intellectual 

superiority. As the twentieth century approached, pseudoscientific social Darwinist 

philosophy had become an important tool with which to defend against challenges 

to oppression. Poverty, disease, hunger, and other social problems existed, according 
to social Darwinists, because immigrants, humans of color, and those living in pov- 

erty were “intellectually inferior” to the “successful.” The ideas underlying social 

Darwinism were seductive in their simplicity and easily promulgated. The perspec- 

tive this theory offered was easily accepted, as the long-held devaluation of humans 
with disabilities and the stereotype of the “dumb” animal had for centuries supple- 
mented religious legitimation of their exploitation. With the ascent of science, the 

alleged lack of intelligence of an individual or group became a more powerful justi- 
fication for oppression. The place and treatment of the oppressed continued to be 

presented as natural and normal and to be used to rationalize various unjust arrange- 
ments, such as institutionalized racism. For example, in 1940 L. L. Burlingame, pro- 

fessor of biology at Stanford University and an apologist for ethnic oppression, 

wrote, “In proportion to their numbers, Negroes contribute far too few persons of 
high ability and far too many who are low normal or deficient in ability. . . . Mexi- 

cans are the second most serious race problem. They are apparently of distinctly low 

mental caliber, have not yet produced eminence and do contribute heavily to various 

dependent classes.”””° 
Similarly, oppression of other animals has frequently been defended by accentuat- 

ing their alleged deficiencies as well. For instance, in a 1968 book titled Sportsman's 

Guide to Game Animals, Leonard Lee Rue III justified hunting opossums by virtue 

of their “stupidity.” 

[The opossum’s] tiny brain case indicates it is one of the stupidest animals alive. . . . 

The opossum is rather slow-moving and dim-witted. . . . The animal can stand more 

physical abuse than any other creature I know of. I have seen people beat opossums 

with clubs, attempt to drown them and even hang them, and although the opossums 

certainly didn’t enjoy this treatment, they frequently were able to survive.”! 
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The notion that other animals were low in a natural hierarchy of living beings due 
to their alleged lack of intelligence was further buttressed by behaviorism, a school of 
“scientific” thought that maintained that the lack of empirical laboratory proof of 
the existence of consciousness—especially in other animals—required that scientists 
regard them as only mechanically responding to environmental stimuli. This twentieth- 
century version of Descartes’s view provided further “‘scientific” defense for the 

oppressive practices on other animals. 
Thus, in the age of “liberty, equality, and fraternity,” many oppressed groups 

were disparaged for their alleged “‘low mental caliber” and consequently scaled low 
in a hierarchy of worth. The measurement of an individual’s or group’s value was 
based on the purported level of intelligence, measured or attributed in ethnocentric, 
anthropocentric ways. In addition, ecofeminists”” have observed that ideas about the 
hierarchy of worth are deeply entwined with patriarchy, a system of social organiza- 

tion in which masculinity is valued over femininity (both being social construc- 

tions).?3 Ecofeminist Janis Birkeland put it this way: 

In the dominant Patriarchal cultures, reality is divided according to gender, and a higher 

value is placed on those attributes associated with masculinity, a construction that is 

called “hierarchical dualism.” In these cultures, women have historically been seen as 

closer to the earth or nature. . . . Also, women and nature have been juxtaposed against 
mind and spirit, which have been associated in Western cosmology with the “mascu- 
line” and elevated to a higher plane of being. . . . [I]t is clear that a complex morality 

based on dominance and exploitation has developed in conjunction with the devaluing 

of nature and “feminine” values.” 

General acceptance of the existence and naturalness of such a hierarchy continues 

to legitimate oppression of other animals, women, humans of color, humans with 
disabilities, and other devalued groups. The denigration of some groups, generated 
to a large degree by cupidity, is increased by high levels of socially cultivated egocen- 

trism and is woven into both the culture and individual psyches in a way that shapes 
personal identities. Those who perceive themselves to be superior to others some- 
times display their socially induced prejudice by acts of discrimination, frequently 
by creating physical, social, and emotional distance between themselves and the 

devalued. At times, discriminatory acts are perpetrated only for the amusement value 

in denigrating and Barming, the “lowly other” and to display the perpetrator’s 
power—or, put more correctly, to reassure one who is insecure about his or her 
possession of personal power. 

Such circumstances underlie the attack by the boys on bicycles on Willow Grear, 

the woman with a vision disability, and Cassidy, the dog. A dog, a woman, a human 
with a disability, and a human with limited monetary resources, all combined in the 

forms of Cassidy and Willow Grear, can be an irresistible target for a group of ado- 

lescent boys in the United States. Most would not commit or condone their cruelty. 

But the prevailing beliefs and values required to legitimize widespread institutional- 
ized oppression, such as that practiced by agribusiness and the pharmaceutical and 

\ 
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chemical industries, shape the reality and cultivate the general personality types of 

human members of society. In an often predatory system, in which the prevailing 
ideology glorifies wealth and power, more humans will be inclined to accept or toler- 
ate, if not practice, violence against those “others” who are perceived as poor, weak, 
or powerless. The widespread acceptance of the general concept of the hierarchy of 
worth of living beings both rationalizes oppressive acts and arrangements and thor- 
oughly entangles the various beliefs that arise from a hierarchical worldview. Only 

the rejection of the entire notion of such hierarchy can remove the ideological sup- 
port for oppression of any group and begin to make all groups secure. 

The indoctrination of the masses of humans is achieved mainly through their 
daily experiences in a stratified and hegemonically controlled society. (Hegemony, as 

used here, refers to the process in which a relatively small number of powerful 
humans and corporations exert an enormous influence over cultural beliefs, values, 
practices, and institutionalized arrangements.) As the early twentieth-century critical 
theorist Antonio Gramsci observed, humans develop what seems to be “common 
sense’ through their daily experiences.”° After one is taught successfully that a “natu- 
ral hierarchy” exists in the world, one’s worldly task is perhaps not so much to make 
it to the top of the social order as it is to distance one’s self from the “bottom” —for 
those at the bottom suffer derision, deprivation, and violence. This socially created 
hierarchy is deeply rooted in the social fabric and is embedded in individual con- 
sciousness, so much so that, for many, challenges to the existence of oppression 
appear “stupid.” 

Sociologists frequently speak of agencies of socialization—that is, those forces such 
as the mass media, the schools, the state, and other powerful social institutions that 
serve to program or indoctrinate humans with the socially constructed reality of 
their soctety. We will look briefly at what several of these agencies teach about the 
“true nature” of the world and the place in it of the oppressed, particularly other 
animals. 

MASS MEDIA: OUR FILTERED VIEW 
OF THE WORLD 

Before the twentieth century, entertainment, news, and information were provided 
mainly by public gatherings and town meetings and through the distribution of 
pamphlets and tracts. By the nineteenth century, magazines and newspapers grew in 
number and readership, permitting the publishers to share their views of the 
world—and their prejudices—with the literate of the time. For example, widely cir- 
culated magazines such as Judge and Puck routinely disparaged oppressed groups 
through stereotyped and disparaging portrayals in cartoons and graphics. 

The twentieth century brought movies and newsreels that continued to present 
the oppressed in ways that legitimized their status and treatment. Oppressed groups 
have frequently been portrayed in films either as dangerous threats to “civilized” 
society or as comic buffoons with obvious intellectual deficiencies. For example, one 
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of the first widely viewed feature films, Birth of a Nation, told a story of how grant- 
ing voting rights to humans once enslaved in the United States would corrupt the 
country. At the same time, many black actors, like Step ’n Fetchit, were restricted to 
playing “fools,” amusing white audiences with their “moronic” behaviors. Overall, 
however, the countless others who experienced oppression were largely invisible in 
films. Such invisibility rendered them unimportant, if not nonexistent. They had 
few stories, experiences, or struggles worthy of telling about; when they did appear, 
their devaluation was represented in the positions in which they were cast—adjuncts 
to the important and worthy central characters. They appeared as servants, assis- 

tants, drivers, and were vehicles of transportation, laborers, and other roles that 
implicitly, but powerfully, portrayed their lowly positions. Michael Parenti observes 
that this “‘invented reality” was largely the product of wealthy film producers and 
distributors.?° While a few films presented notable exceptions to this rule, they were 
usually not widely distributed, and they rarely connected the oppression and suffer- 
ing directly to the capitalist system.”” 

With the advent of radio and television, the ability of powerful capitalists to exert 
influence over popular culture and the day-to-day perceptions and experiences of 
the citizenry increased enormously. The capitalist-controlled mass media became a 
powerful ideological force, arguably the greatest instrument of propaganda in mod- 
ern society. 

However, when radio first emerged, few beyond the ranks of educators seemed 

aware of its enormous potential. Early radio broadcasts were largely informative and 
public-service oriented until a jittery capitalist class—fending off considerable 
threats, especially from organized labor, to their oppressive ways—recognized the 
potential of the new medium. The elite began to fear radio as a tool of insurrection 
and came to recognize its value as an instrument to manipulate and control con- 
sumer behavior. Using their considerable political power—and sidestepping demo- 
cratic participation—capitalists expropriated the airwaves for their own political and 
commercial interests. Communications scholar Robert W. McChesney writes, 

“With the passage of the Telecommunications Act of 1934 and the creation of the 
Federal Communications Commission . . . the profit-motivated basis of U.S. broad- 
casting was politically inviolate forever after.”* 

As with radio, capitalists quickly appropriated television broadcasting rights and 
obtained the ability te reach into nearly every household that could afford electricity 
and a secondhand raWlio or television. Commercial broadcasting transformed the 
human population of the United States into a “mass”—that is, a population largely 
receiving one-way communication, with little or no way of questioning or holding 
a dialogue with those creating and disseminating the programming. 

Just as film has been used as an ideological tool to legitimize oppression, so have 

radio and television (and, increasingly, the Internet).?? For instance, humans with 
disabilities have been plagued by stereotypical portrayals in films that are made for, 
or eventually make their way to, television. It is common for villains and monsters 
in films to be characterized by some form of physical or mental disability, from the 
“insane” killer to the evildoer with a disfigurement or hooklike prosthesis.3° While 
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our society frightens itself at the expense of people with disabilities, it amuses itself 

as well. 

The Three Stooges, Laurel and Hardy, Step ’n Fetchit, Jerry Lewis and numerous other 

comedians have made careers out of portraying characters that have an apparent intel- 

lectual deficiency. The latest generations have been repeatedly exposed to such carica- 

tures through cable television networks. . . . 

Some of the most popular contemporary television comedies, such as Wings with its 

Lowell character, also get laughs at the expense of the “‘slow-witted,” while on Roseanne 

the Conners often perform caricatures of “defective hillbillies.” On a[n] . . . episode of 

Seinfeld, a shot of novocaine by the dentist left Kramer with a contorted face and slurred 

speech; the running gag was based on his treatment by strangers who took him for a 

person with a developmental disability.*! 

Gays and lesbians have been portrayed as, at best, presenting problems and 

uncomfortable situations for heterosexuals on television programs,?? and humans 
who are older are frequently “infantized” and represented in stereotypical ways when 

they appear in television programs and commercials.** Similarly, despite years of 
activism, women are still sexually objectified and widely represented in stereotypical 
ways.** While some programs may occasionally counter such defaming images, these 

efforts have yet to dilute significantly the oppressive ideology propagated through 
the mass media. 

Likewise, media portrayals of other animals also reflect the assumed naturalness 
of their lowly social status. Like the other oppressed groups, other animals are fre- 
quently portrayed as dangerous and largely deserving of violent treatment.” Con- 
temporary examples of the former and its potential entanglement with the tradition 

and escalation of interpersonal violence in the United States are described in the 
UCLA Television Violence Report for 1997, which expressed particular concern about 
representations of “dangerous animals” on television. 

A new section [of the report] was added last year because of a worrisome trend that 

started to develop in that season. .. . The World’s Most Dangerous Animals I and II on 
CBS and When Animals Attack on Fox were heavily promoted and achieved respectable 

ratings. It was our fear that this was the beginning of a trend that could escalate in the 

1996-97 television season. Unfortunately, our fears were well founded. . . . 
These specials contain some of the most graphic and terrifying images to be found 

anywhere on network television. . . . There are still many examples of this programming 

in the current season. This season saw the airing of programs like The World’s Most 
Dangerous Animals III, When Animals Attack II, and When Animals Attack Ill. . . . 

An argument could be made that shows of this variety could potentially inspire 

unreasonable fear of certain animals. To varying degrees, The World’s Most Dangerous 
Animals Part III, When Animals Attack II and When Animals Attack III all exploit view- 
ers’ fears in the way they present these violent attacks. One noteworthy instance of this 

effort concerns an attack by a housecat. When it aired on The World’s Most Dangerous 
Animals III, the attacking cat was portrayed as vicious and deadly. Interestingly, the 
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exact same footage was shown on a different program as a comedic moment when it 

aired on NBC’s TV Censored Bloopers.*° 

In 1994, the Ark Trust, an animal rights group that monitors media portrayals of 
animal issues, commissioned a study of the portrayals of other animals on television. 
The researcher, George Gerbner, dean emeritus of the Annenberg School of Com- 

munication at the University of Pennsylvania, spent two years examining samples of 
television programs that aired on the four major broadcast networks from 1972 to 
1993. The principal findings of the study were as follows: 

Violence toward animals is rampant in Saturday morning children’s programs, even 

more so than in prime-time programming. 
Compared to humans, animals are over-represented as perpetrators of violence. 
Wild animals are treated worse than other types, especially when in their own hab- 

itat. 
Compared to humans, animals are more frequently cast as villains. 
Animal activists are depicted as violent most of the time they are shown, and disap- 

proval of animal rights activists is much more frequent than approval.*” 

If they are not being represented as dangerous, just as other oppressed groups are, 
other animals are also used to amuse with their antics. From the ever-popular gag of 
dressing other primates in animal clothing (mirroring the equally comical appear- 
ance of men in women’s clothing), as evidenced in The Chimp Channel, a weekly 
Turner Broadcasting/Time Warner television program, to David Letterman’s “Stu- 
pid Pet Tricks,” the “natural inferiority” of other animals is strongly suggested. 

Other animals are represented in largely disparaging terms and rarely portrayed 
as worthy individuals (with infrequent exceptions that may appear from time to time 
in documentaries or on some of the programs broadcast on Animal Planet—a cable 
channel that is otherwise largely “welfarist” and “pet” oriented). Indeed, in the vast 
majority of novels, stories, and films, the virtual invisibility of other animals— 
similar to that of devalued groups of humans—teaches that their lives and experi- 

ences are irrelevant and insignificant. Reflecting on the results of his study, George 
Gerbner maintains that the portrayals of other animals mirror the views of corporate 
America. He specifically cites the influence of the interests of agribusiness. “Agricul- 
ture and the meat\industry have a very strong investment in the types of portrayals 
we get.” Eventwhen the influence is indirect, “there’s a very active censorship in the 
[entertainment] industry to avoid material that offends advertisers.””28 | 

The renowned Harvard zoologist Stephen Jay Gould described the anthropocen- 
tric tendency of U.S. society by noting, “Everything we know about animals we see 
in our terms.”*° This insightful observation needs one important correction. Since 
much of what we see and learn is filtered through, if not directly propagated by, 
powerful capitalists, we should acknowledge that everything we know about animals 
we see primarily in corporate terms. 

The control of the mass media by the capitalist class is used not only to disparage 
the oppressed but also to create a growing demand for products. With the develop- 
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ment of almost total corporate control of the mass media during the twentieth cen- 
tury, a relatively informed and active citizenry has been largely transformed into a 
“mass” of consumers.“° 

Corporate control of the media and ever-increasing efforts to use that control in 
the manipulation of consumer behavior have resulted in a highly concentrated hand- 
ful of media conglomerates. Such companies dominate “the entirety of U.S. mass 
media, ranging from newspapers, books, and magazines to film, radio, television, 
cable and recorded music” and have used that power and control to usher in a era 
of “hyper-commercialization.”*! Robert McChesney reports that the “first tier” of 
media conglomerates includes 

Time Warner, Disney, Viacom, Seagram, Rupert Murdoch’s News Corporation, all 

connected to the big six film studios. . . . [C]onsider the holdings of Viacom to get a 
sense of how one of these giants looks. Viacom owns Paramount Pictures, Simon and 

Schuster book publishers, Spelling Entertainment, MTV cable network, VH1 cable net- 
work, Nickelodeon cable network, TV Land cable network, Showtime cable network, 

eighteen U.S. television stations, the UPN network, the Blockbuster video rental chain, 

five theme parks, retail stores, and a vast movie theater empire outside the United 
States.* 

The power of these media conglomerates, not only to manipulate consumers but 
also to influence cultural beliefs, values, norms, and standards, is enormous. And 
those with the economic power to purchase vast advertising time and space in such 
a highly concentrated system of mass media hold a “crushing advantage” over those 

who hold different ideas (e.g., the need for a democratic, sustainable, oppression- 
free social system) but have fewer resources.** 

It is in this context, then, that the masses of humans are incessantly exhorted to 
eat “meat” and to consume other products derived from the oppressive treatment 
of other animals (not to mention to increase their use of pharmaceuticals, purchase 
new automobiles, smoke cigarettes, consume alcohol, see new Hollywood films cre- 

ated by Disney, Viacom, AOL Time Warner, and other media conglomerates, etc.). 
If, as many would have us believe, eating the flesh and body products of other ani- 
mals is so “natural” to humans, why are billions of dollars spent just to ensure the 

continuation and expansion of this genocidal,** destructive, and debilitating con- 

sumption pattern? 
As we saw in chapter 4, to maintain and boost sales, organizations such as the 

Cattlemen’s Association, the Pork Producers Council, and America’s Dairy Farmers 

saturate the airways with “Beef: It’s What’s for Dinner,” “Pork: The Other White 
Meat,” “Ah, the Power of Cheese,” and “Got Milk?” commercials. Television com- 
mercials for hamburgers, cow’s milk, and various “foods” derived from the bodies 
of other animals are not only ubiquitous but also so well produced that a number 
of them were included in a list of the “50 Greatest Commercials of All Time,” gen- 
erated by a poll undertaken by TV Guide.” Included was Wendy’s “Fluffy Bun” ad 
in which Clara Peller, described by TV Guide as a “dainty little” older woman, bel- 



210 Chapter 6 

lows out, “Where’s the beef?” The campaign, which reduced cows to “beef” and 
stereotyped older women as discourteous and ill-tempered while plying consumers 
with saturated fat, boosted Wendy’s sales by 30 percent in 1984.%° Also included on 
the list was Wendy’s 1985 “Russian Fashion Show,” a piece that hyped the com- 
pany’s products while contributing to the anti-Russia Cold War mentality of the 
Reagan era. Also worth noting from the list was McDonald’s “Showdown,” a 1993 
ad that featured sports icons Michael Jordan and Larry Bird in a “wild hoops compe- 
tition.” If such role models as Bird and Jordan support and eat McDonald’s prod- 
ucts, what could be wrong with them? It also should be noted that, while many 

programs and commercials on television make use of stereotypes of oppressed groups 
of humans to interest or amuse viewers, the entertainment value of these stereotypes 
has not escaped the retailing component of the “meat” industry. Another glimpse 
at the entangled nature of oppression is seen not only in Wendy’s portrayal of older 
women as rude and socially embarrassing but also in a McDonald’s campaign that 
portrayed older humans as childlike. Sociologists Arnold Arluke and Jack Levin 
note, ‘Posters in a popular chain of fast-food restaurants urge customers to ‘have a 
senior birthday party at McDonald’s.’ For the ‘birthday kid’ who is ‘young at heart,’ 
McDonald’s offers to provide the cake, hats and party favors.” 

Those behind the mass media campaigns to promote the eating of “meat,” “dairy 
products,” and bird eggs have long been aware of the necessity of reaching and 
indoctrinating young children. It is no secret that corporations seek to establish con- 
sumer patterns in children, habits the advertisers hope will last a lifetime. In the age 
of hypercommercialization, the level of advertising directed at children in the United 
States is absolutely unprecedented—and, unlike in many other nations, virtually 
without regulation. Robert W. McChesney writes: 

By age seven, the average American child is watching fourteen hundred hours and 

twenty thousand TV commercials per year, and by age twelve his or her preferences are 
stored in massive data banks maintained by marketers of consumer goods. In the 1990s 

_ commercial television for children may well have been the most rapidly growing and 
lucrative sector of the U.S. industry, with 1998 ad revenues pegged at approximately 
$1 billion. Each of the four largest U.S. media giants has a full-time children’s cable TV 
Ae to capture the thirty-nine million viewers aged two to eleven. * 

ee . “hath a. 

The enbléaion of eereonecaleaont in the last ten years has heen advanced 
in part by the development of synergies—that is, the process of taking a product 
brand and promoting it for all the profit possible by thoroughly hyping it through 
a firm’s multiple corporate holdings. Disney, McChesney writes, 

is the master of synergies. . . . With some 660 Disney retail stores worldwide as well as 

merchandising and licensing deals with numerous manufacturers and retailers, Disney 
is evolving into what one industry cbserver characterizes as “the ultimate global con- 
sumer goods company.” 

As one observer noted, Hollywood films now have so many promotional tie-ins and 
c that their competition “extends from theaters to fast-food chains to grocery aisles.” 
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Disney and McDonald’s have a ten-year exclusive agreement to promote each other’s 

products in 109 nations, a relationship so detailed that the Wall Street Journal termed 
the two firms “McDisney.”* 

Today, Hollywood films not only underrepresent and perpetuate largely stereo- 
typical views of “others” (with some occasional exceptions usually coming from the 

ranks of independent filmmakers), but their capitalist-friendly story telling also 
increasingly shows central characters using or consuming products with clearly iden- 
tifiable corporate brand names, a practice that further roots the “invented reality” 
in profitable and oppressive practices. For instance, in the recent popular and enor- 
mously hyped children’s film Spy Kids, the central child characters are shown select- 
ing a McDonald’s meal. 

The direct promotion of “meat” and “dairy products” permeates most children’s 
programming in the United States. For example, the following lines from a Burger 
King commercial, taken from daytime Nickelodeon programming for young chil- 
dren, not only urged consumption of Burger King hamburgers but also took the 
opportunity to disparage a group of other animals. 

If you were a goldfish you’d swim around a bowl eating soggy fish flakes. If you don’t 
like soggy fish flakes, tough, you don’t have a choice. But you're a kid. You can go to 

Burger King. No mustard, no problem. You don’t like choices, be a goldfish. You want 
it your way, you can go to Burger King. 

Burger King routinely participates in joint advertising projects with Nickelodeon, 

such as sponsorship of the annual Nickelodeon ‘Kids’ Choice Awards.” Children 
are urged to frequent Burger King to acquire toys based on popular films and car- 
toon characters. Many mothers can been seen at lunchtime on weekdays breaking 
their isolation in one of the few “public” venues friendly to young children—Burger 
King and McDonald’s “playscapes” —feeding their young children high-fat, nutrient- 
deficient hamburgers, fries, and sodas and securing the latest massively hyped toy 
based on such popular characters and films as Pokémon, the Rugrats, and Sponge- 
Bob SquarePants—‘“One with every Tasty Kids Club Meal you buy.” 

McDonald’s, the largest fast-food company in the world and the one that does 
by far the most commercial advertising, every day draws millions of families whose 
children have been literally programmed to pester parents for the latest hyped 
Happy Meal toy, often tied to the latest Disney film. For decades now, McDonald’s 
with its highly recognizable Ronald McDonald character has sought to secure chil- 
dren as lifetime consumers of its various “products.” Furthermore, while the nation 
becomes increasingly concerned about the level and intensity of violence in chil- 
dren’s entertainment, fast-food firms like McDonald’s ultimately “go with what 
sells,” with advertisements that banalize, if not encourage, violence. For instance, a 
1999 commercial, broadcast during daytime programming on Nickelodeon, com- 
bined burger promotion with a troublesome scene of children engaged in make- 
believe violence. A young child, cloaked in a pretend suit of armor and waving a 
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sword, yells to a group of similarly dressed children, “We will do what we must for 
a Mystic Knights Happy Meal at McDonald’s!” The visual then switches to four 
figurines, all similarly cloaked in armor and brandishing weapons in striking posi- 
tions as a narrator says, “Now, there is one Mystic Knights figure in every Happy 

Meal that you buy.” The picture then switches back to the children, happily seated 
in a McDonald’s establishment eating burgers. “Ah, the sweet, sweet taste of vic- 
tory,” says a child, and Ronald McDonald appears repeating the latest slogan, “Did 
somebody say McDonald’s?” The 2001 summer release of the Disney film Adlantis: 

The Lost Empire—which television commercials referred to as “the best family movie 
of the year” —was accompanied by the hyping of Aé/antis toys at McDonald’s. One 
reviewer, however, cautioned that the film “offers intense battle sequences and a 
remarkably high body count. . . . Given the violent nature of its brisk action 
sequences . . . At/antis really isn’t suitable for very young viewers.”°° 

As their young customers grow into teenagers, McDonald’s promotes continued 
patronage by associating the corporation with teen idols, such as Britney Spears and 
’N Sync, who license sales of their “Number 1 Request CDs” “only at McDon- 
ald’s.” Not to be left out, Dairy Queen solicits purchase of both “meat” and “dairy 
products” by enticing children with collectible “Scooby Doo Toys.” On some days 
on children’s television, scarcely a commercial break passes without at least one 
Burger King, McDonald’s, or Wendy’s commercial. Sometimes the same one is 

repeated over and over, becoming imprinted on the consciousness of young viewers. 
Furthermore, the American Dairy Farmers’ “Got milk?” campaign also invades chil- 

dren’s daytime Nickelodeon programming with such spots as “How to trap a mon- 
ster stealing your milk.” (The “monsters” are really Mom and Dad who are 

surreptitiously helping themselves to the child’s milk.) The animated host of Nickel- 
odeon’s daytime programming, the popular “Face,” encourages the consumption of 
milk with the following between-programs filler. 

It’s me, Face, with a big glass of milk. I drink a glass of milk every day. Milk makes you 
_ grow big and strong. And it makes your teeth nice and bright too. But most of all, it’s 
delicious. And look, I have a milk moustache. 

These commercials, which impose a self-centered, “meat’’-eating, “violence- -prone 
reality orfimprésstonable minds and which help form patterns of consumption, are 
intermixed with ads that strongly promote gendered behavior. Despite gains made 
by feminists and social scientists during the 1960s and 1970s in raising awareness of 
the problems of sex-role stereotyping for both women and men, corporate cupidity 
has pushed such concerns to the margins of both parenthood and society. Today, 
commercials for Barbies, baby dolls, homemaker items, play jewelry, and adorn- 
ments and the like, with only female models and actors and lots of pink, obviously 
targeted to girls, proliferate on commercial children’s television. At the same time, 
advertisements for items often involving violence, from machine-gun water toys to 
fighting robots and sports toys, clearly are directed at boys. 

Both programming and commercials often encourage violence in various forms. 
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The tired and troublesome (but cheaply recycled) “Looney Tunes” cartoons, for 
example, amuse children with characters that continually insult and assault one 
another. Going even further, 1998 Nickelodeon daytime programming included a 
commercial for “Aviation Camp,” a camp that trains children to be “jet fighter 
pilots.” A portion of the commercial’s narrative was as follows: 

Welcome to Aviation Challenge, a totally unique camp, with simulators so real, fantasy 
becomes reality. Aviation Challenge, where you spend five days toasting something besides 

marshmallows [emphasis added]. Where you don’t just make friends, you depend on 

them. It’s a place where you hop out of bed in the morning, and hop into your cockpit. 

A camp where you'll train to be a jet fighter pilot, just like the real jet fighter pilots. 
And where poison ivy just might be the least of your worries. 

All the while, many children’s programs reflect children’s fascination with, and 
interest in, other animals. The shows feature anthropomorphized caricatures of 
other animals, a representation referred to as “Disneyfication.”°! These characters 
are frequently presented as having the same reality as human animals—living in 
houses, going to school, riding bikes—and thus have value mostly because of their 
anthropomorphized nature. A child’s eventual recognition that other animals do not 
talk or live as human animals may well mute further empathetic responses and lead 
children to eventually see other animals in the ascribed social positions that best 
serve capitalist arrangements. Indeed, in many instances the “humanized” other- 
animal characters actually eat other animals, go to zoos and circuses, and otherwise 
devalue other animals in their anthropocentric existence. Such is the case, for exam- 

ple, in ghe popular public television series Arthur. Arthur—a barely recognizable 
aardvark—and his friends of various species share an anthropocentric reality that 
includes pony rides, burger cook-outs, and a family’s planned treat of a lobster din- 

ner. Although the show attempts to promote positive, cooperative values, the pro- 
ducers also frequently portray the main characters insulting one another using such 
words as idiot, stupid, and other terms that devalue and defame humans with disabil- 
ities. 

Another popular children’s program on public television, Barney, occasionally 
takes young viewers out to “visit the farm,” showing “calves gamboling in green 
pastures with their mothers, smelling the flowers and enjoying the fresh air and sun- 
shine.”’>? The presentation not only leaves children feeling good about the treatment 
of “farm animals” but also creates the perception that the very purpose of the exis- 
tence of cows is to provide humans with milk and cheese. 

Reflecting on the hegemonic use of mass media, Edward S. Herman and Noam 
Chomsky maintain that a primary function of mass media in capitalist society is to 
“manufacture consent”: to disseminate a reality to the masses that has largely been 

created by the elite. They write: 

The mass media serve as a system for communicating messages and symbols to the gen- 
eral populace. It is their function to amuse, entertain, and inform, and to inculcate 
individuals with the values, beliefs, and codes of behavior that will integrate them into 
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the institutional structures of the larger society. In a world of concentrated wealth and 

major conflicts of class interest, to fulfill this role requires systematic propaganda.” 

HIDDEN CURRICULUM OF 
SCHOOLS AND MUSEUMS 

Scholars have long recognized the general role of public education in Western society 
to generate acceptance of the status quo and to perpetuate stratification. For 
instance, Samuel Bowles and Herbert Gintis observe in their seminal book, Schooling 
in Capitalist America, that the capitalist elite promoted public education to supply 

them with an indoctrinated, disciplined, and docile workforce. In such a context, 
the “education” received by the young in many ways mirrors the content of the 

mass media. For instance, the history of women, humans of color, humans with 

disabilities, and other devalued groups has been told primarily from the vantage point 
of the privileged. Even with the current day’s increased emphasis on multicultur- 
alism, schools rarely address, or address seriously, the role of capitalism in creating 

and perpetuating prejudice and social ills. 
As children enter the world of organized education, they learn to see other animals 

through the official and “scientific” lens—that is, as our inferiors and as tools for 
learning. From preschool through graduate and professional training, the educa- 
tional system largely teaches that other animals are unimportant and insignificant 
except for serviceable purposes. 

Bor any, children, other animals are brought i into the classroom in cages as “mas- 
cots,” “pets,” and “science projects.” Chick-hatching projects, for example, are still 
widely used in preschool and elementary school classrooms. Defenders of such proj- 

ects contend the activity fosters an appreciation of “the beauty and wonder of life” 

and “respect for all living things” and promotes consideration of “how wonderful 
life and living creatures are.” These goals, however, are utterly inconsistent with the 
realities of hatching projects. Children are taught that it is acceptable to deprive 
baby animals of their mothers and for animals to be kept in unnatural, stark envi- 

ronments. Moreover, the children are deceived about the ultimate fate of the 

chicks for mosty ae‘disposal” that would horrify the children and adults who 

briefly come to know them. Male chicks are killed shortly after their.sex is deter- 

mined because they have little economic value. The most common ways of killing 
male chicks are crushing, suffocation, or decapitation. Female chicks, or “pullets,” 
are channeled into one of two forms of “livestock” production. Some will be con- 
fined in tiny, cramped battery cages—now banned in many European countries—as 

“layers.” When their ability to produce eggs is reduced by the stress of such awful 

confinement, they will be killed. Other female chicks will be reared in a dark, 

crowded “broiler house” for six weeks before they are cruelly rounded up and sent 
to slaughter. Thus, postproject “care” of the chicks is far from beautiful, wonderful, 
and respectful. Bringing animals into the world just for the amusement of children 
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and then subjecting them to this treatment is ethically bankrupt, as is the practice 
of deceiving the children about their fate. 

The “naturalness” of the exploitation of other animals is further instilled in chil- 
dren through other projects, ranging from making collections of small living crea- 
tures to participation in dissections. One particularly egregious such “project” 
occurred in May 2001 when “T-Bone,” a cow raised by students at a Christian 
school in Brea, California, was killed in front of an assembly that included students 
as young as five. The project was intended as a lesson in physiology as well as “where 
meat comes from.” T-Bone was immobilized with a stun gun and then cut apart, 
skinned, and eviscerated. Although a small group of students tried to stop T-Bone’s 
murder, they were turned back by local police. After the grisly event, a science 
teacher at the school lauded the activity as “an excellent lesson.”>> Such “projects” — 
which teach powerful lessons, including the necessity of abandoning friends and of 
accepting oppression as one prepares to enter the “adult” world of contemporary 
capitalism—also are undertaken every year by tens of thousands of children who are 
prompted by parents and 4-H clubs to raise other animals for competition in county 
and state fairs. Such lessons are often deeply painful, as evidenced by a newspaper 
account of a nine-year-old boy’s trauma at sending his friend off to the slaughter- 
house. 

After the applause and handshakes . . . Thomas urged his pig out of the ring and toward 
a waiting livestock trailer, then turned on his heel and walked out of the show barn for 
a few minutes. 

“He spent the whole morning with his pig. He couldn’t eat this morning,” Thomas’s 
mothe@ .. . said. “He asked me if it was okay if he cried.”*° 

Such newspaper accounts, however, are part and parcel of the legitimizing pro- 
cess. They depict the guilt and heartbreak young people experience when they must 
abandon beloved friends and see them sent to the slaughterhouse as a necessary rite 
of passage to adulthood, as a natural part of learning the ways of the world. Media 
accounts also banalize these practices with attempts at humor. The story of Thomas 
and his friend (whom the reporter was careful not to personalize with a name), for 
example, ended by noting that, after his friend was sent to his death, Thomas was 
treated to pork chops. 

Meanwhile, back at school, slaughtered “others” are served up in school lunch- 
rooms as children are taught not only where “meat” comes from but also that eating 
other animals is both natural and necessary. Biological conceptions of a natural 
“food web” are largely distorted to promulgate the myth of the food chain, a claim 
of the existence of a fixed and hierarchical feeding protocol in which the animals 
allegedly “most evolved” naturally eat their “inferiors.” This widely held idea is 
compounded by the notion that humans must eat other animals if they are to be 
healthy, an idea widely promoted by the “meat,” “dairy,” and “poultry” industries 
and government-endorsed “food group” lessons, as we saw in chapter 4. 

The capitalist imperative to maintain and expand markets has led to more intense 
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corporate efforts to establish and increase the “natural” tendency for children to eat 
other animals. Such overt corporate indoctrination is now conducted directly inside 

the classroom. For example, the “news” on Channel One, now an institution in 
many classrooms throughout the country, is viewed by many as a mere diversion 
from the myriad commercials it shows. According to one observer, “many spots for 

candy, chewing gum, tacos, cereal, and burgers are the most successful ads on Chan- 
nel One.”*” Even some textbooks now incorporate positive references to consumer 
products, including Burger King and McDonald’s, amounting to what some critics 
call “‘a collection of advertisements.”’>* All the while, even relatively favored other 

animals, such as cats and dogs, are not welcome and are usually banned from school 

grounds—further lessons on the unworthiness of other animals. 
The biological-scientific view of other animals is most profound in colleges and 

universities. This level of education is frequently where “childish” and “sentimen- 
tal” attitudes about other animals are finally laid to rest as young adults are prepared 

for successful integration into the capitalist workplace. Reflecting on her experiences 
in secondary education, biologist and feminist scholar Lynda Birke writes: 

I found it peculiar that the love of nature that, in part, drove me to want to study 

biology seemed to be at odds with the scientific methods in which I was trained. Loving 
nature meant a respect for its complexity, yet, to do science means to accept its reduc- 

tionism. Books from my undergraduate days testify to the ways in which the living 

animal becomes coded as an assemblage of parts, as machine-like; “Living Control Sys- 

tems,” “Nerve, Muscle and Synapse,” “The Ovary,” among others. Doing science often 

meant awe at the wonderful ways that such “systems” worked; nature was, indeed, very 

clever. But it also seemed to mean denying the awe at the marvelous creatures that exist 
in the world, in all their complexity and individuality.® 

As we saw with the Columbus Center of Science and Industry, mentioned in 
chapter 2, children’s museums are yet another powerful socialization device about 

the role of devalued others in society. The Boonshoft Museum of Discovery in Day- 
ton, Ohio, introduces children to the range of species of animals “that are native to 
the state” by way of a miniature zoo. Animals ranging from a coyote and a bobcat 
to an opossum to a squirrel are imprisoned in tiny spaces and viewed through thick 
glass while photographic images of the Ohio landscape line the backs of their stark 
cubicles. Decapitated and mounted “trophy” heads of numerous species of animals 

are displayed in another area of the museum, juxtaposed with exhibits on indigenous 
humans and “other cultures” —now all relegated to the status of “natural history.” 
Similarly, the Indianapolis Children’s Museum’s exhibit on U.S. history teaches how 

other animals have contributed to the “development of Western civilization,” natu- 
rally serving as food, clothing, and other resources. From hanging a killed and 

stuffed deer by her front legs in a model human settlement to displaying the bodies, 
or body parts, of numerous other animals in a display of a “butcher” shop, the mes- 

sage sent about the worth and place of other animals is profound. Of particular 
significance is an exhibit that re-created an entire “French Fur Trading Post” filled 
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with actual “pelts” of other animals. (In a summer 2001 travel advertisement titled 

“Family Adventure Package,” readers were invited to stay at Indianapolis-area Holli- 

day Inns while they took their children to the Indianapolis Zoo and the Children’s 
Museum, both venues more geared to tourism and indoctrination than to the devel- 
opment of enlightened views about self and others.) 
While museums with such awful anthropocentric displays dot the nation, perhaps 

nowhere is such ideological manipulation more powerful than in Chicago’s famous 
Field Museum of Natural History. Thousands of other animals, most of which were 
killed, stuffed, and mounted for the museum, are displayed. At this major tourist 
attraction and field trip destination, particularly for young students, one can spend 
an entire day wandering the endless halls and rooms displaying thousands and thou- 
sands of other animals—all dead. In many exhibits other animals are surrounded by 
their babies, frequently posed in positions depicting youthful frolic and playful- 
ness—as they well may have been before they were stalked, killed, and relegated to 
the position of “specimens.” “Oh, look at the ba-a-a-bies” is a common exclamation 
made as continuous streams of humans file past the appalling exhibits—as though 
the other animals were still alive but simply motionless. During one observation in 
the Field Museum, I heard a boy proclaim to his parents, “They’re easier to look at 
cause they can’t move.” In only one instance during my observation in the museum 
did I hear any empathetic comments generated by the enormous display of dead 
“others.” That remark was made by an obviously distressed teenage girl who 
exclaimed, “A baby giraffe. They killed a baby giraffe!” A woman with her said, 

“Maybe they didn’t. Maybe it was already dead when they found it.” An occasional 
disclaimer from the museum management was seen noting that, while many of the 
“specitnens” were secured for the museum, more recent acquisitions of some other 
animals were secured after they had perished in captivity. 

The poses in which many of the other animals are placed and the descriptions 
that accompany them accentuate just one aspect of their character, one amplified by 
biologists and traditional ethologists—aggression. This scientific cultivation of pub- 
lic consciousness of the alleged viciousness of the other animals is powerful in its 
effect, evidenced by comments of museum visitors. One man was overheard saying 
to his children, “How would you like to run into that in a dark alley?” while another 
asked his son, “How would you like to shoot that?” Special signage directed visitors 
to exhibits featuring “man eaters.” This experience, which objectifies and demonizes 
other animals and promotes anthropocentrism, is topped off by a visit to the huge 
fast-food restaurant located in the heart of the museum—McDonald’s. The public, 
especially children, are given a powerful lesson about other animals and humans’ 
“natural” relationship to them—the power of the lesson punctuated by the palatial, 
awe-inspiring setting of the museum, which further legitimates this lesson in “natu- 

ral science.” 
The lessons of the Chicago Field Museum of Natural History do not stop with 

the profound devaluation of other animals. The museum, which stands across from 
a huge statue of Christopher Columbus, also features a rich assortment of artifacts 
once used by indigenous humans of the Western Hemisphere whose societies were 
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decimated by Columbus and those who followed his trail. Their early twenty-first- 

century descendants are suppressed and rendered largely invisible, as if Native 

Americans now exist only in artifacts and photographs. 
If visitors tire of looking at mounted corpses and cultural remnants of human 

societies decimated by European-conveyed disease and genocide, they can walk next 

door to the Shedd Aquarium, where countless living but also captive others are dis- 
played to attract tourist dollars. Finally, if one were to have looked out from the 
elevated position of the museum between 15 June and 31 October 1999, one would 
have seen many cows—life-size, fiberglass cows. Intended as an art display with a 
comic flair, the cows’ bodies essentially were canvases decorated by local artists in 

another tourist draw for the city. The sight of children hugging the fake cows and 
adults posing next to them for photos was ironic in a city where hundreds of millions 
of real cows were cruelly transported and suffered ghastly deaths through the 
repeated blows of axmen. Meanwhile, looming ominously over the Field Museum, 
the Shedd Aquarium, and most of Chicago’s highly stratified community, with its 
mix of enormous wealth and devastating deprivation, rose the skyscrapers of Chica- 

go’s financial district. Like the inhabitants of the sacred temples and monuments of 
centuries past, the city’s most powerful and affluent inhabitants are safe and secure. 
Such landscapes, and the economic, political, and social realities that cultivate them, 
are largely characteristic of most cities across the United States and throughout the 
Western world. | 

LIABILITIES OF LANDSCAPES AND LANGUAGE 

Writing of the invisibility of those who are poor in the United States, Michael Har- 
rington states, “[T]he very development of the American city has removed poverty 
from the living, emotional experience of millions upon millions of middle-class 
Americans. Living out in the suburbs, it is easy to assume that ours is, indeed, an 
affluent society.” 

In most large cities, the neighborhoods of those who are poor, most of whom 
work hard but for low wages and without benefits or pensions, are largely by-passed 
by interstate highways that veil their existence. Humans with privilege are able to 
speed by-qn their. waysto more desirable locations—shopping malls and neighbor- 
hoods in the “good” parts of town. ‘ 

For the generations growing up in the post-World War II era, with its emphasis 
on highway construction and suburban life, well-manicured and sanitized parks have 
largely constituted their outdoor experiences. Asphalt spread with plaguelike speed 
across the United States, a disease carried by growing numbers of automobiles. End- 
less miles of shopping malls and strips, huge retail outlets, multiplex cinemas, fast- 
food restaurants, and more expensive restaurants for those who can afford the more 
desirable “cuts” of meat stretch as far as the eye can see. The humans, especially the 
young, who swarm these venues see nothing unusual or wrong with the landscape. 
The fact that the pavement covers what ence was forest, pasture, and homes to both 
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countless other animals (and the remains of many who were killed in the razing of 
their homes) and humans who were displaced by this “progress” never enters their 
consciousness. The asphalt-covered landscape, with its ‘‘virtual nature’— 
strategically placed trees, bushes, and flowers surrounded by neat piles of mulch—is 
normal and natural. Remaining woods and pastures are seen as merely “undevel- 
oped” lands waiting to be formed into homes and new malls and shopping areas 
when the existing ones grow dated—or become too accessible to those from the 
“bad” parts of town. And, as one familiar with the entanglement of oppression can 
predict, once this occurs, the remaining “wildlife” will be transformed into “pests” 
to be displaced or exterminated. It is not surprising, then, that when humans see 
other animals only in “pet” stores and zoos or in cages in museums and classrooms, 
“common sense” dictates that is where they belong. 

Language is yet another powerful force that both reflects and conditions human 
perceptions and attitudes toward devalued humans and other animals. The devalua- 
tion of other animals is reflected and perpetuated by their common use as derogatory 
device. Writing in 1974, the late Cleveland Amory observed: 

There is no better place to begin an examination of our treatment of our fellow creatures 
than with our language. 

Take the word “animal.” One of the dictionary definitions for “animal” is “a bestial 
person; a brute.” ... 

Television is a particular offender. “He’s an animal,” says a character on one pro- 
gram. “He deserves to be killed.” Meanwhile, on another program, a woman shouts to 
another, in utter contempt, “You're an animal!” Later in the same episode, when she 

learns she has misjudged that particular person, she apologies, and then points to some- 

one étse. “He’s an animal,” she says. And if this weren’t enough, another program—an 
interview show—is promoted as follows: “A Tough Judge Says ‘Don’t Coddle Crimi- 

nals. They're Punks, Vermin and Animals.’” .. . 
As for man, of course, he doesn’t even consider himself an animal—which, consider- 

ing the way he considers them, is probably, all things considered, the only considerate 

thing about him.°! 

One way in which humans anthropocentrically distance themselves from others 

is in the “deanimalized” description of our bodies and our social activities. For 
example, humans have “hair” while others have “fur,” humans have “skin” while 
others have “hide,” and deceased humans are “corpses” while deceased others are 
“carcasses.” Associated humans are called “groups,” while associations of some other 
animals are “herds.” Humans “have sex,” while other animals “mate,” “rut,” or 

“reproduce.” 
Humans are commonly called “dog,” “pig,” “cow,” “jackass,” “weasel,” “ape,” 

“turkey,” and other names with the intent to insult and disgrace. This process 
defames other animals, who are regarded as bad, while encouraging humans to see 
themselves as distinct and superior to the lowly, offensive other. Similarly, another 
way to put someone down is to call them “stupid,” “dumb,” “numbskull,” “pea- 
brain,” “bonehead,” “idiot,” “moron,” “imbecile,” and numerous other words that 
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denigrate them by suggesting they have a developmental disability—a defamation 
of humans with disabilities that plays a profound role in their social marginalization 
and victimization. Similarly, males frequently seek to slight and humiliate one 
another by calling other males “girls,” “ladies,” “panty-waists,” “sissies,” “bitches,” 
and other more obscene phrases that equate them with the apparently inferior 

female. The parallels in these linguistic patterns illuminate not only the common 
motivations for the subjugation of others but also the hierarchical and ideological 
entanglements of these various forms of oppression. Some terms of denigration, such 
as “dumb ass” and “stupid bitch,” are intended to injure another by comparison to 

two or more devaluated groups. 
While comparison to the devalued and “vile” other serves to naturalize the “oth- 

ers’” oppressed status, other words are used to mask the actions and processes that 

are based in abusive and even torturous treatment of the oppressed. For example, 
the practice of stalking and killing other animals is sanitized by referring to other 
sentient beings as “game”; terms such as culling, harvesting, and taking ate used 

instead of the words killing or murdering. Within the increasingly mechanized proc- 
esses of late twentieth-century factory farms, pigs, cows, sheep, chickens, and other 
groups of other animals are referred to in the industry as “food-processing units” 
and “protein harvesters.” After they are slaughtered, dismembered, and processed 
for consumption, they are symbolically sterilized and presented not as cows and pigs 
but as “meat,” “hamburgers,” “bacon,” “sausage,” and “poultry” in a form of verbal 
and ideological sleight of hand. Ecofeminist theorist Carol J. Adams observes, 
“Through butchering, animals become absent referents. . . . Animals are made 
absent through language that renames dead bodies before consumers participate in 
eating them. Our culture further mystifies the term ‘meat’ with gastronomic lan- 
guage, so we do not conjure dead, butchered animals, but cuisine.” 

From the popularity of the cable Food Network to daily tips by Martha Stewart, 
“tasty” and “creative” ways of preparing and serving “meat” are presented daily on 

television cooking programs as well as in countless magazines and newspapers; other 
animals are presented as being synonymous with food. The festive and celebratory 
tone of these programs and pieces obscures the pain and suffering of billions of other 
animals, the exploitation of agribusiness workers and adjoining communities, the 
horrific oppression of humans striving for justice and land reform policies in Central 
America, environmental spoilage, and so forth. In a society in which the current 
overabundance, of food” carries disastrous costs, those with fewer resources have 

access to affordable hamburgers, fried chickens, french fries dripping with saturated 
fat, and soda packed with sugar, while the more affluent are urged to indulge them- 
selves conspicuously. For example, in 1999, the weekly “Lifestyle and Food” section 
of the Dayton Daily News featured a piece titled, “Veal Cuts on the Bone Have a 
Fuller Flavor.” The piece maintained that “the elegant, thin veal scallops of years 
past are out of favor, replaced by giant veal chops served on the bone. The thick 
chop, served with its long frenched bone (the upper third stripped of meat) is the 
darling of diners and chefs alike.”*> The piece includes a recipe for “Veal Chops 
with Olives and Capers.” The story makes no mention of the horrendous treatment 

\ 
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of calves who are separated from their mothers, forced to live in crates so tiny that 
they cannot turn around, and deprived of iron and fiber in their food; they experi- 
ence unimaginable physical and mental distress, all so their flesh is an “elegant” pale 
color when served to the privileged.“ Henry the VIII would have loved it. 

On a different day the same newspaper featured a piece titled ““Tiny Cornish 
Game Hens Rock Palates.” A recipe for “Game Hens Braised in Apple Brandy” was 
promoted as “a charmingly upscale main course.”® A later piece exhorted readers to 
dine on rabbit and included recipes for “Deviled Rabbit,” “Smothered Rabbit,” and 
“Rabbit in Shiitake Mushroom Sauce,” along with a guide to “rabbit cuts.”° Even 

those who do not routinely read the food sections cannot miss the advertisements 
stuffed into the newspaper in which giant supermarket chains feature pictures of 
various types of “meat” at special prices. 

As Cleveland Amory notes, humans do not consider themselves to be “animals.” 
This is a notable consequence of a hegemonically constructed reality that promotes 
anthropocentrism. This transcendence of the obvious human connectedness with 
other animals is furthered by capitalism with the unending flow of products—such 
as cosmetics, deodorants, creams, and colognes—that disguise the body of the 
human animal and reduce any ponderings of human connectedness with the rest of 
the Earth’s inhabitants. Our physical and cultural environment exerts profound con- 
trol over our view of ourselves and the world, including the other inhabitants of the 
planet. 

IT’S THE LAW 

As we saw in the previous chapter, those who control the state have considerable 
power at their disposal. Not only do they possess great political and economic power 
by virtue of their control of the process of lawmaking and use of military forces, but 
they also have considerable ideological control. This is because, in part, once a bill 
is enacted, “the law is the law” —that is, the law becomes naturalized. This is partic- 
ularly true in contemporary capitalist society where theological legitimation of real- 
ity has been substantially replaced by “science” and “‘rationality.”” Summarizing 
relevant research on the metaphysical aspect of law, sociologist Robert Kidder writes: 

[L]aw has become a modern substitute for gods or spirits, whose existence has fallen 
into doubt and whose authority has disappeared from political life. With church and 
state separated, and science and rationality taking over the dominant ideology, the name 
of God carries little weight in a world of secular politics. To fill the void left by the loss 
of religious mystery, we have elevated LAW to a level of mystical significance.” 

For many, the law is perceived as an omnipotent force that must be followed 
strictly—with little understanding of how the affluent create and use the law to their 
advantage. As we saw in the last chapter, those with economic interests in oppression 
exercise substantial control over the federal government, and the same process occurs 
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on the level of state governments—as the residents of Parma Township, Michigan, 
and countless other communities invaded by intensified “farm” animal production 
have learned the hard way. Because those who control the state have such an enor- 
mous ideological advantage, a further look at the ideological power vested in the 

state is in order. 
A good example of this power is seen in the way vested interests pursued the 

reinstitution of state lotteries and made them acceptable to the public. For most of 

the twentieth century, lotteries were widely recognized as an unfair practice that 
debauched the public, a regressive form of taxation that swindles those with low and 
fixed incomes and, disproportionately, humans of color. Many states and the federal 

government banned lotteries. However, state governments in the late twentieth cen- 

tury faced financial deficits due in part to the loss of tax revenues after layoffs and 
other effects of corporate downsizing and deindustrialization and the costs of offer- 
ing tax abatements and other corporate welfare benefits to both attract and keep 
business. States were also squeezed by reductions in funds from the federal govern- 
ment, which had cut taxes to protect corporate interests in the emerging “new eco- 
nomic order.”’ Desperate state government officials used their considerable 
ideological power to promote and relegitimize state-sponsored gambling to fund 
basic services. Prodded by lobbyists from gambling and lottery industries, and 
“flanking themselves with local beauty queens and bands playing the Star Spangled 
Banner,”® state officials altered public beliefs and values about gambling. 

As we saw in the last chapter, such reversals in law and social policy are one of 
the problems with struggling for rights and reforms within the margins of the capi- 
talist system. Lamenting the efforts to reinstate lotteries in the twentieth century, 
one writer observes, “Discredited institutions of one century, thought to have been 
permanently abolished after a long struggle, are revived in later centuries and the 
battle has to be fought all over again.” 

Just as endless stretches of asphalt and small areas of manicured green space now 
constitute much of the physical landscape, state lotteries are now a widely accepted 
part of the cultural landscape.”? For many younger humans, the reemergence of state 
lotteries and associated gambling opportunities predate their birth, and the “games” 
are viewed as a normal part of reality. Importantly, the lotteries’ existence is further 
“naturalized” because it is “legal.” 

Similarly, when humans encounter another animal labeled as <weildlife” of a lost 
“pet” nea their forties, theyfrequently call county “animal control” auchotities 
who almost always “destroy” “pesky wildlife” and routinely kill unclaimed “pets.” 
Indeed, in most states it is illegal to rescue or harbor “wildlife” in need of assistance 
or to keep “farm animals.” Such legal rules unquestionably communicate other ani- 
mals’ lack of importance and help keep human interaction with these others to a 
minimum—keeping human advocacy on their behalf under control. 

State government exercise of its ideological power can also be seen by a further 
look at some of the policies of state departments of “wildlife.””! State government 
officials not only promulgate laws and regulations that continue the oppression of 

other animals but also actively seek to inculcate children with the ideas underlying 
AN 
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these laws. Wildlife officers, in official state uniforms, make regular visits to schools 

and libraries to teach children about “wildlife” and “nature” in presentations that 
are laden with anthropocentric and speciesist ideas. Recently, such agencies have 

adopted an aggressive public policy created to turn children into gun-toting killers 
of other animals. Hunting classes and special youth hunts are now practiced in forty 

states striving to turn children into hunters “while they are at an impressionable 
age, ’ according to the deceptively named New York Department of Environmental 
Conservation.” This effort by state governments to teach children to objectify other 
animals and kill them for sport is aided by campaigns such as the Youth Hunter 
Education Challenge (YHEC), which, according to Petersen’s Hunting Magazine, “is 

just one of the many important programs that the NRA [National Rifle Association] 
Foundation funds to insure the future of hunting and wildlife conservation.” 
Petersen's Hunting Magazine, which maintains that the “heart and future of sport 
hunting is kids,” further reports: 

In addition to funding YHEC, the Foundation invests in many of today’s leading youth 

shooting sports programs that are developed and conducted by the NRA: Youth Sports- 

fest, Shooting Sports Camps, Air Gun Program for Schools and the Marksmanship 

Qualification Program. Additionally, support goes beyond these important NRA pro- 

grams. Using fund-raising events, thousands of additional grants have been awarded to 

leading organizations that educate America’s youths about firearms and involve them in 

hunting and shooting sports. These organizations include Boy and Girl Scouts, 4-H, 

USS. Jaycees, Salvation Army and JROTC.” 

State divisions of wildlife, which count the NRA and prohunting organizations 

as thefr “partners,” are out of step with the vast majority of the public, who do not 
support sport hunting. As we saw in chapter 3, they are also involved in a campaign 

of public deception about the necessity of hunting. 
State government promotion of youth hunts and numerous other policies that 

objectify and devalue other animals, as noted in chapter 3, are prompted—and 
largely financed—by a multimillion-dollar industry. Not only does hunting contrib- 
ute to state and local coffers through license fees, hunting-related businesses, sea- 
sonal tourism revenues, and related economic activity, but also hundreds of millions 

of dollars are spent on hunting-related consumer items. Ads for such products as 
“game callers,” which play recordings of the vocalizations of other animals ($250); 
night-vision binoculars ($480); satellite-connected global-positioning systems 
($130); spotting scopes ($240); endless varieties of rifles, shotguns, and handguns; 

and countless other accessories saturate advertising inserts into local newspapers as 
well as the pages of hunters’ magazines and fill hundreds of pages of “outdoorsmen” 
catalogs.” Any store that sells magazines usually has from a few to more than a dozen 
“hunter” magazines, which also litter waiting rooms in car repair shops, barber 
shops, doctors’ offices, and hospitals and can be found in public libraries around the 
country. Stories in these publications frequently quote officials from state divisions 

of wildlife or cite their reports. It is further troubling to notice that bookstores fre- 
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quently display magazines as Fur-Fish-Game, Outdoor Life, Trophy Hunter, Wing and 

Shot, Primitive Archer, and Field and Stream next to, and even mixed with, publica- 
tions like Soldier of Fortune, Combat Handguns, American Survival, Shooting Times, 
Guns and Ammo, Autopistols, and Gun World—a juxtaposition that illuminates the 
closely knit economic and ideological association between violence against humans 

and against other animals. Yet, hardly a single magazine presenting an “animal 
rights” position can be found. They are few in number and generally are available 
only by subscription or through membership in an animal rights organization; thus, 

they are largely invisible to the public. 
Driven in large part by economic considerations, state divisions of wildlife and 

the vast “sportsmen’s” and gun industry are a substantial part of the cultural obses- 
sion with guns and killing, and they are actively recruiting the young into this “way 
of life.” It therefore does not strike many members of the public as bizarre that state 
governments exhort tourists in summer to visit their parks to observe “the wonder 
of woodland animals” and then in the autumn entice hunters to come to the state 
parks to stalk and kill these same wondrous individuals. 

This brief examination of how socially created (although profoundly hegemonic) 
social beliefs and values are dispersed, particularly those that legitimize oppression 
of humans and other animals, will end with but a glance at two additional agents of 
socialization and social control—organized religion and the family. 

Historically, as we have seen, organized religion largely has justified and legiti- 
mized oppressive arrangements, and to a substantial degree it continues to do so 
today. However, as in almost all recognizable social patterns, there are exceptions. 
Religion also has been used as a tool to challenge oppression, as in the work of 
Desmond Tutu in South Africa and of Martin Luther King, Jr., and the Southern 
Christian Leadership Conference in the U.S. South and in the prevalence of libera- 
tion theology in Central America. And notable advocates for other animals have 
come from the ranks of the clergy or have had their struggle against oppression both 
motivated and informed by deep religious conviction. Generally speaking, however, 

organized religion remains a largely conservative force in Western society, substan- 
tially supportive of the status quo and conspicuously silent on the deep and pervasive 
social ills caused by capitalism, past and present. Organized religion largely accepts 
and legitimizes institutionalized forms of oppression of other animals, usually 
grounding that support in dominionist arguments. Members of the clergy may sel- 
dom use the pulpit toxdevalueor denigrate other animals. However, the social and 
fund-raising activities of the church and its congregation, such as fish fries, chicken 
barbecues, and pig roasts, are powerful, day-to-day ideological statements. 

Such daily activities permeate the profound lessons that most parents impart to 
their children. Almost all parents want their children to be successful in life, and they 
strive to teach their children appropriate beliefs, values, and practices. An important 
measurement of a child’s success is whether she or he “fits in.” And the power par- 
ents exert over the views about the world internalized by their children, while cer- 
tainly not without rival in the mass media age, is dramatic. Writing in BDO: the 
scholar Everett Wilson observed: 

\ 
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[When] the child enters the human group, he is quite at the mercy of parents and sib- 
lings. They determine what he shall eat and wear, when he shall sleep and wake, what 

he shall think and feel, how he shall express his thoughts and feelings, . . . what his 
political and religious commitments shall be, what sort of vocation he shall aspire to. 

Not that parents are ogres. They give what they have to give: their own limited knowl- 
edge, their prejudices and passions.” 

Few parents, who themselves were raised within the capitalist system and who 
have been indoctrinated with the beliefs that legitimize oppressive practices, particu- 
larly at the institutional level, are likely to challenge such oppressive arrangements. 
While most children are taught to share and “be fair,” everyday family life tends to 
accept, if not replicate, the “commonsense” social hierarchies. 

While families, broadly defined, can be havens of loving and nurturing relation- 
ships, they are also frequently locales of cruelty and violence. Violence against 
women, children, those with disabilities, and those who are older within families is 
so common and widespread in the United States that it can be characterized as a 
social epidemic. It is in this regard that another powerful entanglement of the 
oppression of humans and other animals should be noted. A growing body of evi- 
dence has confirmed the relationship among domestic violence, child abuse, and 
abuse of other animals.’° It is so common for households investigated for alleged 
family violence to reveal evidence of violent treatment of other animals who live in 

the household that social service agencies and those who work for the protection of 
other animals increasingly are sharing information and reports. 

* ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITIES AND EMPATHY 

While the culture of the United States does relatively little to encourage understand- 
ing of and empathy for devalued humans and other animals, there is a closely related 
element of life in capitalist society that also inhibits a positive relationship with “oth- 
ers” —privation. The United States has wider disparities in the distribution of wealth 
than any other industrial nation.” Exploitation and extreme disparities in the distri- 
bution of resources result in widespread deprivation. Deprivation creates stress, and, 
when under stress, most every species of animal will exhibit aberrant, if not patho- 
logical, behavior. Material deprivation and the demeaning treatment of those with 
few resources generally blunt their tendency toward human concern and empathy 
for “others” as day-to-day activity for the deprived is largely focused on survival. 
No doubt the oppression and violence done to countless humans and other animals 
throughout recorded history have been accepted in part because the human potential 
for empathy has been suppressed by extensive experiences of oppression and vio- 

lence. 
The human potential to be sensitive or respond to the suffering of others is 

explained in part by Abraham Maslow’s theory of the hierarchy of needs.’* Essen- 
tially, Maslow maintained that humans have various types of needs, ranging from 
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basic physiological ones to emotional needs for love and affection. He held that, 
once one’s conscious concerns about food, shelter, safety, and security are calmed, 
one is much more inclined to respond to overtures of love and affection and to 
return these emotions. That is, if one has adequate food, shelter, and security, one 
is more likely to share love, affection, and goodwill for others. In Maslow’s words: 

To some extent, the higher the need the less selfish it must be. Hunger is egocentric; 
the only way to satisfy it is to satisfy oneself. But the search for love and respect necessar- 

ily involves other people. Moreover, it involves satisfaction for these other people. Peo- 

ple who have enough satisfaction to look for love and respect (rather than just food and 
safety) tend to develop such qualities as loyalty, friendliness, and civic consciousness, 
and to become better parents, husbands, teachers, public servants, etc. . . . 

Better environmental conditions (familial, economic, political, educational, etc.) are 

all more necessary to allow people to love each other than merely to keep them from 
killing each other.” 

Material deprivation, insecurity, and fear can profoundly reduce the capacity to 
be empathetic toward “others,” particularly if they are disparaged in the popular 
culture and relegated to a devalued status. While there certainly are exceptions to 
this tendency, generally such has been the case over the course of the past ten thou- 
sand years for countless humans who were exploited and relegated to the position of 
peasant, serf, or slave, as it is for many today who suffer the effects of economic 
stratification and the aggressive advancement of global capitalism. The oppression 

of devalued humans and other animals, then, continues into the new millennium in 
part because empathy and compassionate thought are muted by an economic system 
that continues to rely on exploitive arrangements—arrangements sanctified and nat- 
uralized by a hegemonically controlled popular culture and state—and by the poy- 
erty, economic insecurity, and privation that characterize life for many in the United 
States and around the world. . 

Importantly, however, the powerful ideological indoctrination that naturalizes 
oppression was countered somewhat in the twentieth century by an increased ability 
of many workers in industrialized nations to achieve a somewhat stable material exis- 
tence. Wealth generated by capitalist oppression facilitated the growth of a middle 
class in the nineteenth century, and socialist and worker struggles in the twentieth 
century contributed to social reforms such as the minimum wage and other labor 
protections and th the greation of the welfare state (reforms, as we have seen, that are 

subject to ‘tedlictions‘and elimination). Still, it was not simply the forging of reforms 
and modest entitlement programs, especially Social Security, that created a basic 
level of subsistence for many workers and retirees. The increased ability of workers 
in the United States to obtain adequate food, shelter, and safety was also due to a 
self-interested scheme promoted by none other than Henry, Ford, who not only per- 
fected assembly-line production but successfully advocated a practice known today 
as Fordism. Michael Harrington explains: 

Ford understood that his technical breakthroughs required a transformation of the soci- 
ety, not just the factory or even just the economy. 

\ 
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“In underpaying men,” Ford said, “we are preparing a generation of underfed chil- 

dren who will be physically and morally undernourished; we will have a generation of 

workers weak in body and spirit who, for this reason, will be inefficient when they come 

into industry. It is industry which pays the bill.” But Ford did more than simply talk 

about the necessity of decent wages. He paid five dollars a day in his own plants and 
was attacked by some of his fellow capitalists as a “socialist” for doing so.*° 

But Pord’s real interest and his ability to persuade other capitalists to increase 
wages were based on more than a concern for efficient workers: he needed to sell 
cars. Again Harrington notes: 

Mass production, Ford understood, could not exist unless there was mass consumption. 

The enormous increase in output made possible by the new technology that he had 
perfected—the assembly line—simply could not be absorbed by an economy of low- 

paid workers. . . . Ford tried to convince his fellow industrialists that, in their own 

interest, they should increase the pay—and the buying power—of their “hands” just as 
he had done. He succeeded in winning over converts, usually when there was a crisis— 

the Rockefellers joined the movement when their hired guns outraged the nation by 
killing strikers’ wives and children in Colorado—and mainly in the ranks of big busi- 
ness.®! 

Motivation notwithstanding, the grudging increases in workers’ wages and result- 
ing improvement in their material circumstances under capitalism increased the pos- 
sibility for many humans to experience empathy and enhance their capacity to help 
others. Ironically, the potential for empathy, especially for other animals, was 
improved by another, less salutary capitalist development as large agribusiness came 

to dominate agricultural production in the twentieth century. Forced to give up 
family farms, millions saw their day-to-day economic dependence on the direct 
exploitation of other animals diminish as they moved to urban areas and took up 
blue- and white-collar jobs, some of which provided for a reasonable level of eco- 
nomic comfort. Possibilities for empathy for oppressed others grew, so long as the 
oppression was not directly related to one’s own economic aspirations or other self- 
interested pursuits. Consequently, the capacity for many humans to be moved by 

the suffering of others has increased, as evidenced by demonstrations of concern and 
charity when the public is presented with individual situations of suffering or dis- 
tress. This is particularly true when the individual in distress is personalized and 
strong empathetic responses are encouraged, as in the cases of Jessica McClure, 
Keiko the whale, and Phoenix the calf. This supposition that financial and social 
security facilitate empathetic response and action of course does not suggest a fixed 
or deterministic relationship but rather a general pattern, particularly in Western 

society. 
Examples from Western history lend support to this proposition. For example, 

the abolitionist movement in the United States and Western Europe found public 
support largely in a growing middle class, as the spoils of commercial and industrial 
capitalism in the nineteenth century began to “trickle down.” The ability of a grow- 
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ing middle class to meet its physical needs facilitated empathetic responses and 

prompted civic action. While some members of devalued and dispossessed groups 
surely joined the antislavery movement, on the whole their privations and insecurity 
likely prevented both an empathetic response and an ability to spend time and 
energy for another’s liberation. Reflecting on one such group, the Irish, who faced 
intense exploitation and discrimination in the nineteenth-century United States, 

sociologists Joe R. Feagin and Clarece Booher Feagin note: 

As early as the 1840s, Irish competition with black Americans in northern cities engen- 

dered substantial distrust and hostility between the two groups. Between the 1840s and 
1860s Irish workers attacked black workers in several cities in the North. During the 
Civil War Irish hostility toward black Americans increased, for the two groups were 

competitors in the struggle for the low-paying jobs at the bottom of the employment 

pyramid.* 

Similarly, contemplating the sentiments of northern laborers in general, economic 
historians Susan Previant Lee and Peter Passell write: 

Free labor in the North had a stake in the continuation of slavery. . . . Slavery was an 
impenetrable barrier for blacks who might otherwise have migrated north to the cities 

and competed for jobs with whites. Thus, northern white workers could—and some 

did—see emancipation as a threat to their livelihoods. In the relatively competitive, rap- 
idly growing economy of the antebellum North, it is unlikely that emancipation would 

have created chronic white unemployment, but it is likely that it would have meant 
lower competitive wages and living standards for white workers.* 

In addition, as the theory of oppression would suggest, many Southern whites who 
had vested interests in the continuance of slavery were not abolitionists and were 
not predisposed to respond empathetically to enslaved others. 

Similarly, historical changes in attitudes toward other animals have also been 
affected by changing economic circumstances and the improved conditions experi- 
enced by beneficiaries of capitalist expansion. James Serpell and Elizabeth Paul write: 

Despite criticism, pet-keeping continued to be popular among the wealthy and power- 
ful, but it did not acquire more widespread respectability until the late seventeenth cen- 

tury. ‘This coincided With the gradual fejection of the narrow, anthropocentric ideas of 
the previous cehturies, and a growing “enlightenment” enthusiasm for science and nat- 
ural history, on the one hand, and concern for the welfare of animals on the other. This 
change in cultural attitudes can be attributed, at least in part, to increasing affluence 
resulting from the growth in foreign and colonial trade, as well as to the steady migra- 
tion of Europeans out of rural areas and into towns and cities. Both helped to distance 
growing sectors of the population from any personal involvement in the slaughter, sub- 
jugation or maltreatment of animals, and removed the need for belief systems designed 
to justify or reinforce such practices. Although socioeconomic forces probably initiated 
this change in attitudes to animals, circumstantial evidence suggests that pet-keeping 
may have helped to accelerate the process.*4 

\ 
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Just as with the emergence of a sizeable antislavery movement, the emergence of 

a movement for animal protection was associated with the period of rapid capitalist 

growth and expansion.*° Regarding changing attitudes toward other animals, Joyce E. 
Salisbury writes: 

In the nineteenth century, . . . [p]eople began to define humans as creatures of feeling 
and passions, rather than just intellect. This they shared with animals, and thus animals 
might be treated with care for feelings. When people began to see themselves in their 

animals, they increasingly began to have a different relationship with them. Animals 

became the source of and outlet for affection as people emphasized their relationship 
with their pets.°° 

What is more, Serpell and Paul note that ee es pet owners were in the fore- 
front of many Victorian debates on animal cruelty.”® : 

Evidence from the late twentieth century oe further support for the thesis 
that rising standards of living and the development of empathetic response brought a 
reduction of societal interests in the direct oppression of other animals. For example, 
reviewing the findings of their study of public attitudes toward research on other 

animals, Linda Pifer, Kinya Shimizu, and Ralph Pifer note: 

[T]here is some linkage between a nation’s level of industrialization and urbanization 
and attitudes toward animal research. Within the European community, the two least 

industrialized and urbanized countries had the lowest level of opposition to animal 

research. The chickens one cares for will yield eggs, the next generation of layers, and 

finally dinner when the birds are done laying. In more developed countries people may 

nevef?come into contact with the animals they eat and that clothe them.** 

Finally, studies of animal rights activists and sympathizers have found that they 
are far more likely than the average U.S. citizen to have a college education,” sug- 
gesting that most of them likely have a level of economic security. The majority 
consider themselves politically liberal or leftist,°° indicating a concern for the life 
experiences of devalued groups of humans as well as other animals. 

Members of the general public with some measure of economic security can be 

moved by the plight of those subjected to the institutionalized practices of oppres- 
sive industries. For example, in 1998 two pigs escaped from a slaughterhouse near 
Malmesbury, England, and eluded pursuers in a drama that “captivated Britain” 
and “resulted in a wave of public sympathy.” The pair was purchased by a British 

tabloid that ceremoniously turned them over to a sanctuary. According to an Associ- 
ated Press report, “Their adventure may also have converted some meat-eaters. The 

Vegetarian Society said it received three times the normal level of calls . . . , a surge 
it attributed to compassion for the pigs.”®’ It is this potential for pablie conscious- 
ness to be so aroused that - causes agribusiness, the pharmaceutical and biomedical 
industries, and similar enterprises with interests grounded in oppression to try to 
exert control over popular culture while shielding their practices from public view. 
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Many individuals are able to transcend their social and cultural indoctrination, 

some because of particular personal experiences. Humans frequently develop empa- 

thetic responses and concern for devalued others when their lives directly converge, 
and humans are capable of developing deep relationships with other animals if there 
are opportunities for meaningful interaction. (As mentioned previously, many such 

opportunities are precluded by laws that prohibit most human contact with “wild- 
life” and “farm animals,” not unlike former laws prohibiting “miscegenation.”)” 

Over the years, numerous books, articles, and stories have been written by those 
who have experienced such relationships. From Rascal, to Arnie, the Darling Starling 
to Born Free, humans have demonstrated the capacity for strong empathetic 
responses and relationships with other animals. For example, Margaret A. Stanger 
eloquently detailed her friendship with a quail in the 1996 book, That Quail, Robert. 

Much of her charm and many of the enchanting things she did were reserved for times 
when we were by ourselves. I would expect this to be true, as indeed it was, of her 
periods of showing affection, getting on my shoulder and rubbing against my neck with 
little coos of endearment; but I was a little surprised by “the game.” She usually enter- 

tained herself well, or busied herself, when I was working. But at times she wanted to 
be amused. This most often happened over a bit of lettuce. Instead of eating it, she 
would come running to me, holding the lettuce in her beak. Then, pushing my ankle 

with her tail and looking up at me with a real gleam in her eye, she let me know that 
she wanted to play “Chase Me.” 

I usually stopped what I was doing and, bending over her, saying, “Ill get you! I'll 
get you,” would start the chase. Off she would run, with me after her, across the 
kitchen, through the living room, across the hall and through the bedroom back to the 
kitchen. Round and round we went, sometimes for as long as five minutes. Sometimes 
I doubled back and met her face to face in the hall, at which point she would brake to 
a stop, pivot in a flash and reverse the path. It was definitely a game; if she had been 
trying to get away from me, all she had to do was disappear under a table or a bed. The 
chase continued until she was tired, at which time—gulp-gulp, the lettuce was swallowed 
and the game was over.” 

Such _telationships « as these, as well as public response to the plight of Jessica 
McClure; Keiko,” and*Phoenix, and publicized, individualized stories about sweat- 

shop workers, ‘victims of rape or violence, and other individual emergenéies and trag- 
edies, speak to the potential of humans for empathy and justice. However, while 
stable and secure economic conditions may permit many to feel concern for the 
welfare of devalued Beans and other animals, this Possibility i is still mostly hin- 
dered when the “mass” is profoundly steeped in a “commonsense” reality that is 
speciesist, racist, sexist, classist, homophobic, and ageist and that devalues humans 
with disabilities. In such a society, many who achieve economic security, if not suc- 

cess, are exhorted to display symbols of their social worth and status conspicuously 

in a hierarchical society. Those with vested interests in oppression, particularly in 
the oppression of other animals, encourage the comfortable and successful to eat 
“upscale” preparations of “meat” and wear the finest clothing, frequently fashioned 
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from others’ hair and skin. Great efforts are made to see that those with enhanced 
potential for empathy and action are limited to acting on behalf of the “deserving 

poor” and the “good” other animals—dogs and cats. The possibility for empathetic 

response to “others,” then, does not automatically lead to its actuality. 

This chapter opened with a recognition of the widespread ambivalence about the 
treatment of oppressed humans and other animals. This ambivalence can be under- 

stood in part as the product of an enhanced possibility of some for empathy when 

they are made aware of unjust practices, when they see the faces and learn the identi- 
ties of the oppressed but live within the context of the capitalist system with its 

ideological and legal bases of support for oppression. Liberation activists face a for- 

midable task in making visible to all the existence and consequences of oppression. 

Economic security will help the public to see, hear, understand, and embrace the 
message. 
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Toward a United Struggle 
against Oppression 

[T]he end to class exploitation is not a panacea but merely an essential precon- 

dition for our true liberation and self-determination. 

—Tomas Almaguér' 

The emancipation of . . . [humans] from cruelty and injustice will bring with it 
in due course the emancipation of animals also. The two reforms are inseparably 

connected, and neither can be fully realized alone. 

—Henry Salt? 

I n myriad ways, over centuries and millennia, the oppression of humans and of 
other animals have been connected and intertwined. And, as Henry Salt notes, 

the social changes that will lead to the liberation of both humans and other animals 
will and must be inseparable. The question is, how is true liberation to be achieved, 
particularly in a society in which stratification and oppression are inherent elements 
of the social structure? : 
We haye-used rhe theory of “oppression as an etiological compass to chart the roots 

of speciesitns ¥acism, xism, classism, and other malignant belief systems. Based on 
Donald Noel’s 1968 theory on the origins of ethnic conflict, this model helps bring 
into focus the inadequacies of previous efforts to explain oppression by psycholo- 
gisms—that is, explaining oppression largely as the result of deficiencies or pathol- 
ogy in those who are prejudiced and who discriminate. Individual-level analysis also 
has characterized much of the work of advocates for other animals, who largely 

locate the problem in prejudices grounded in moral positions. Although activists 
sometimes recognize these objectionable moral positions as the result of cultural val- 
ues, their strategies for change focus on promoting increased individual awareness 

that, it is hoped, will eventually lead to.a change in societal morals. Those who take 
this position suggest that this course and consequent political reforms within the 

nAIgf 
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existing social structure will bring other animals liberation, ostensibly already won 
by oppressed human groups. Some powerful advocates for other animals—such as 
Regan, Stallwood, and Spiegel (discussed in chapter 1)—suggest either overtly or 
implicitly that economic systems, capitalism in particular, are not primary in the 
causation of oppression. To the contrary, however, the general position offered here 
is that exploitation of “others” is motivated primarily by economic self-interest-— 
that, in the words of sociologist Ted Benton, they are “indissolubly intertwined’3— 

and that exploitation largely serves the interests of elites. 
As we have seen, the economic factors that primarily cause the oppression of 

humans and other animals go back thousands of years to the latter stages of hunting 
and gathering society, when systematic hunting of other animals and the devaluation 
of women developed hand in hand. The advent of early agricultural society brought 
with it opportunities for individual privilege and power—primarily for elite 
males—by intensifying and broadening systematic oppression of both humans and 
other animals. Countless humans were assigned to hegemonically created social posi- 
tions, including those of “slave” and “serf,” that devalued them individually and 
collectively. And so it was with other animals, whose use and placement in such 

social positions as “livestock” and “‘game”’ greatly facilitated the development of 
highly stratified and oppressive agricultural societies. Untold numbers of “others” 
were yoked to pestles, plows, wagons, and chariots for their entire lives, while count- 
less more were used as currency or devoured as victuals, largely by the privileged. 
Humans and other animals were forced to fight each other to the death to amuse 
the elites and to distract the masses from their experiences and the sources of their 
deprivations. Similar entertainment and diversionary uses of devalued others 
occurred during the Middle Ages, when mass exploitation was continued by mano- 
rial lords and high-placed church officials. Under conditions such as these, women 
and cats, for example, were scapegoated for system-produced “misfortunes” and exe- 
cuted as witches and their conspirators. 

Capitalism continued the ten-thousand-year-old tradition of exploiting humans 
and other animals for the production of wealth and privilege, an exploitation that 
continued to bind the fate of devalued humans and other animals. For instance, the 
enclosure movements in Europe saw exploited humans forced from the countryside 
only to have the land used for raising captive sheep. The sheep were robbed of their 
body hair, which was sent to developing urban areas where the former country resi- 
dents, transformed into an urban proletariat, worked and suffered in nascent textile 
mills. The Irish, subjugated by the British military, were forced from their homeland 
to have much of it used to raise cows, whose bodies were sent back to feed the 
elite in Britain. In the Western Hemisphere, Astor killed tens of thousands of other 
animals—whose skin and hair were worn largely by the elite to advertise their ele- 
vated social status—while exploiting indigenous humans. Meanwhile, countless 

other animals were massacred and “cleared” from the land so that humans of color 
who were enslaved could be used to produce profitable cash crops. “Cattle kings” 
accrued great wealth raising cows destined for the horrors of the slaughterhouse 
where the “meat producers” exploited countless workers who had the task of killing 
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and dismembering other animals. Contaminated and tainted “meat” was sold to the 

public and the U.S. military at inflated prices. 
The unfolding of the twentieth century brought the onset of corporate domi- 

nance of the economy, and millions of farmers were forced from the countryside as 
the chemical-driven Green Revolution and large-scale factory farming escalated the 
level of suffering experienced by “farm” animals and accelerated destruction of the 
environment. Today, “meat” production is based on almost unimaginable suffering 
for billions of other animals every year. Third World elites (empowered by the Inter- 
national Monetary Fund and the World Bank) create poverty and destitution in 
their nations by taking over the land to send inexpensive feed and the bodies of 

other animals to countries like the United States, where giant corporations and their 
legions of advertisers exhort everyone to consume “burgers” and “fried chicken.” 
The critical health problems associated with eating the bodies, secretions, and eggs 
of other animals bring growing profits for the pharmaceutical industry. Drug com- 
panies staunchly defend their use of countless other animals in horrific experiments 
every year as necessary for the good of the public, a clear misrepresentation by an 
industry that has demonstrated callous and deadly disregard for consumers and that 
strongly resists sharing its products with those who cannot afford them. 

Meanwhile, financial exigencies created by virtually total corporate control over 
the global economy lead many desperate humans to turn to poaching, to murdering 
and selling gorillas and chimpanzees, elephants bearing ivory, and any other being 
whose exploitation and death can help them to survive, or gain an edge, in the “new 
economic order.” 

The examples of the interdependent nature of oppression of humans and other 
animals mentioned in this book scarcely begin to cover the actual extent of the eco- 
nomic entanglements. However, these illustrate that today the mistreatment of 
devalued humans and other animals is deeply embedded in the capitalist system and 
the social positions generated by the system; their oppression is profoundly inter- 
twined and mutually reinforcing. We have seen that the economic arrangements 

largely created by, and certainly facilitating the interests of, the most privileged have 
been sanctioned and protected by the various powers of the state. Military and police 
power and rigged legal systems have created and protected oppression for thousands 
of years, From Hammurabi’ s laws to the defeat of Spartacus, from the sanctification 
of slavery to the creatton of “humane” slaughter policies, the beneficiaries of oppres- 
sion have firmly controlled and used the power of the state. This control has become 
increasingly ideological in nature with the advent of political capitalism. Reforms 
under capitalism have been relatively modest, underenforced, and prone to reduc- 
tions, reversals, and eliminations. ; 

Capitalist influence over ideology also has helped “naturalize” oppressive arrange- 
ments, making them seem to be normal and innate elements of worldly existence. 

The metaphysical and theological belief systems that taught the “natural” place of 
the enslaved, women, children, other animals, and other devalued and oppressed 
groups for thousands of years have been supplanted to a considerable degree with 
more recent “scientific” and social sciéntific ideologies that defend and naturalize 
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the contemporary socioeconomic order. Still more powerful is the lifetime propa- 
ganda from such diverse but powerful sources as the mass media, schools, museums, 

the state, families, and organized religion, all of which shape a day-to-day reality 
that fosters widespread and deep acceptance—indeed, internalization—of this hege- 
monically constructed reality. Both the conscious and subconscious minds of human 

members of society are imbued with ideas about the largely “inferior” qualities and 
the “otherness” of women, humans of color, those with disabilities, those of 
advanced age, other animals, and other oppressed groups. 

THE LEFT AND THE LIBERATION 
OF OTHER ANIMALS 

Many on the political Left, broadly defined, are largely accepting of anticruelty laws 
but unfriendly to the movement for the /iberation of other animals, a condition both 

documented and lamented by John Sanbonmatsu, who writes, “Within the main- 

stream progressive community, activists continue to eat their Big Macs, buy their 

rabbit-tested floor polish, and show little interest in finding out more about the ani- 
mal suffering they materially support.’”4 

To activists in other liberation movements, assertions of commonality between 

the oppression of humans and of other animals are frequently viewed with hostility 
or disdain.> Indeed, some on the Left have seen any public effort to link human 
oppression with the oppression of other animals as a trivialization of human suffer- 
ing. For example, in a 1978 article Leslie Pickering Francis and Richard Norman 
write: 

[E]quating the cause of animal welfare with genuine liberation movements such as black 
liberation, women’s liberation or gay liberation . . . presents an implausible guise in the 
quite valid concern to prevent cruelty to animals. At the same time the equation has the 

effect of trivializing those real liberation movements, putting them on a level with what 
cannot but appear as a bizarre exaggeration. Liberation movements have a character and 
a degree of moral importance which cannot be possessed by a movement to prevent 

cruelty to animals.® 

Mote recently, even after years of activism and efforts by advocates for other ani- 
mals, many other activists still view the use of energy and resources for other animals 
as examples of misplaced priorities. For instance, speaking before a class at Harvard 
Law School in the Academy Award—winning documentary Defending Our Lives, the 
nationally recognized campaigner against domestic violence, Sarah Buel, states: 

Well, we’ve come a little ways in fifteen years. There are now twelve hundred battered 
women’s shelters across this country. But you need to keep that in perspective. There 

are about thirty-eight hundred animal protection shelters. No matter how much you 
love animals, it seems to me our priorities are a little skewed when we have three times 
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the number of shelters for homeless animals than we have for battered women and their 

children.” 

Similarly, in her important and powerful book Chaos or Community? Seeking Solu- 
tions, Not Scapegoats for Bad Economics, Holly Sklar rightfully laments the inade- 
quate wages of child care teaching staff; she punctuates her point, however, with the 
following observation: “People who take care of animals in zoos make an average 
of $2,500 more a year than child care teachers.”*® Buel’s and Sklar’s statements are 

characteristic of many such observations from the Left, being based on hierarchical 
paradigms and reflexive responses to the relationships of humans and other animals. 

In Buel’s case, the “animal shelters” she refers to are mainly death houses for most 

of the “sheltered” other animals, who are killed by government “animal control” 
agencies. Sklar mistakenly views other animals confined in zoos as coddled fortu- 

nates, instead of the awful prisoners of tourism that most are. They are kept by 

“experts” in quarters that are usually small, sterile, and profoundly unnatural— 

mainly because of their entertainment value for humans and their contributions to 

the local economy, not because they are valued or respected as individuals. 
The resistance of many distinguished liberation activists and others on the politi- 

cal Left to acknowledging oppression of other animals is grounded, in part, in the 
fact that they, too, have been raised not in a vacuum but in a society that uses power- 

ful propaganda to naturalize that oppression. While many may have developed an 

awareness of human oppression through academic study, most classrooms and 
teachers are silent on the issue of the oppression of other animals. As a consequence, 

as John Sanbonmatsu points out, many on the Left exhibit the same views on other 

animals as their conservative capitalist adversaries.? Many civil rights and liberation 
activists and others on the Left perceive the movement for the liberation of other 
animals as disconnected from their own struggles, and they are unaware of the pro- 
found economic entanglements of these various forms of oppression and their rela- 
tionship to the capitalist system. 

It is important that members of other contemporary liberation movements come 

to realize that the current oppression of other animals, especially as “food,” is ethi- 

cally atrocious and causes unimaginable pain and suffering. What is more, it simply 

is not “passible to, fe¢d:the more than six billion humans on the earth—a number 
that is growing rapidly—with “meat.” As long as the flesh of other animals is defined 
as food, it will always be consumed disproportionately by the elite and privileged. 
The consumption of “meat”—particularly the more expensive forms—will remain 
a symbol of elevated social rank, a desirable status to which everyone is expected to 
aspire. Unaltered, we will continue to see the terrible consequences of “meat” pro- 

duction and consumption: the barbaric and grotesque treatment of billions of other 
animals, the expropriation of land by elites, the violent repression of resistance 
movements, the waste of precious arable land and grain, the pollution of dwindling 
supplies of freshwater and further intensification of global warming, the serious 

health problems that afflict those who\produce “meat” and consume it, the plague 
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of hunger and starvation—and ever-increasingly concentrated and centralized agri- 
business that profits from all these nefarious practices. 

Many on the Left, who otherwise will challenge authority and question the status 
quo, nonetheless accept the social positioning and treatment of other animals deter- 
mined by agribusiness; the pharmaceutical, biomedical, and chemical industries; 
state departments of “wildlife”; and the like and their view that it is natural and 
necessary to treat other animals as they do. As long as social critics and activists 
accept this state of affairs, odds are great that, among the numerous other disastrous 
consequences, the dispossessed of the Earth will continue to experience malnutrition 
and oppression while the masses in more affluent countries are pacified in part by 
making themselves obese and sick eating “meat,” “dairy” products, and eggs. 
When issues of food and hunger surface, some on the Left criticize advocates for 

other animals as elitist for condemning hunting. The criticism takes the form of an 
assertion that those who can purchase all the food they need at a supermarket should 
not moralize over those who cannot and who must hunt in order to eat. This defense 
of hunting puts many on the Left in the awkward position of defending the “right” 
to hunt—an ethically bankrupt custom that is, in fact, disproportionately practiced 
by the privileged. Inherent in this violent custom are patriarchal ideas and practices 
that have been criticized by a number of ecofeminist scholars.!° What is more, the 
defense of hunting by some on the Left also puts them in the position of supporting 
the National Rifle Association and the powerful lobby of manufacturers and sellers 
of guns and other armaments. If the production of food were done ethically and its 

consumption regarded as a basic right (“food for people, not for profit”), hunting 
other animals for food as a means of survival, where it does exist, would become 
unnecessary. 

Leftists, activists, and scholars also must become more aware of the ideological 
entanglements among the forms of oppression. Most largely accept the pseudoscien- 
tific arguments for the oppression of other animals rather than seeing and challeng- 
ing its hierarchical basis. What most do not realize is that efforts to distance the 
constituents of social movements from other animals actually strengthen the ideolog- 
ical rationalization for oppression. Barbara Noske observes, “Time and time again 
new versions of Darwinism have cropped up providing genetic justifications for class 
oppression and sexual and racial discrimination, all of which have been labelled ‘nat- 
ural.’ . . . In order to safeguard humans from another onslaught of biological deter- 
minism social scientists tend to be quite defensive about the non-animalness of 

humans.”!! 
Acceptance of the notion of a hierarchy of worth of living beings helped create 

and sustain caste and class systems throughout the ages. In more recent times, male 
workers challenged their devalued status as labor but believed themselves superior to 
women. Women struggled for suffrage, but some distanced themselves from the 
“lower class” and humans of color. Members of some ethnic groups differentiated 
themselves from other groups that were perceived to be inferior, and a hierarchy of 
value and worth surfaced even within ethnic groups. The poorest of the poor could 
take refuge in the assertion that “I may be poor, but I’m not stupid,” an obvious 
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distancing from those with disabilities, and many proclaimed their dignity in the 
face of oppression by asserting, “I am not an animal.” 

This tendency for some members of oppressed human groups to challenge their 
own subjugation while accepting the concept of hierarchy is noted by Paulo Freire 
in Pedagogy of the Oppressed. 

[T]he oppressed . . . tend themselves to become oppressors, or “sub-oppressors.” The 
very structure of their thought has been conditioned by the contradictions of the con- 
crete, existential situation by which they were shaped. . . . This phenomenon derives 
from the fact that the oppressed, at a certain moment of their existential experience, 
adopt an attitude of “adhesion” to the oppressor. . . . Every revolution, which trans- 
forms a concrete situation of oppression by establishing the process of liberation, must 
confront this phenomenon. Many of the oppressed who directly or indirectly participate 
in revolution intend—conditioned by the myths of the old order—to make it their 
private revolution. The shadow of their former oppressor is still cast over them.’ 

Many on the Left are largely unaware of the activists, reformers, and revolutionar- 
ies throughout history who have observed and criticized the oppression of other ani- 
mals.'3 For example, workers who saw their fate as similar to that of other animals 
led the Old Brown Dog Riots in early twentieth-century England'‘—a powerful 
lesson to the capitalist class in the need to promote a profoundly speciesist reality. 
The lack of awareness of just how deeply human oppression is rooted in the oppres- 
sion of other animals, and the resultant diminished potential for progressive unity, 
help the elite to remain comfortably in control. 

The Left’s reluctance to accept the movement for the liberation of other animals 
is also grounded in strategic concerns. Many feel that it is already an enormous chal- 
lenge to educate and rally the public around issues pertaining to human oppression 
without also trying to generate sympathy and action for those at the “bottom” of 
the social crder. However, such a strategy will produce only limited and illusory 
gains if it does not challenge the dominant belief in a hierarchy of life. Such well- 
motivated but ultimately self-interested views contribute to the fragmentation of lib- 
eration movements in which activists for a specific devalued group strive to obtain 
more resources or better treatment for their group—variations on previous, self- 
interested “revolutions from above.” 

The powerful forces that both drive and are driven by contemporary capitalist 
economic arrangements, and the dreadful consequences we have seen, are unlikely to 
be alteréd i imany > mégningfub way by welfarist reforms or by factionalized liberation 
movements. Overcoming the formidable system of economic arrahgements, the 
rigged state apparatus, and the effects of profound ideological indoctrination—all of 
which give the elite a “crushing advantage” —will require a much more unified and 
focused effort. 

ADVOCATES FOR OTHER ANIMALS 
AND CAPITALISM 

Increased awareness of the common roots and contemporary entanglements of the 
oppression of humans and other aniraals would empower and further the progress 
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of the Left in the struggle against injustice and exploitation. Likewise, those active 
in the movement for the liberation of other animals must examine their tendency to 

view capitalism as a largely benign social force. They rightly decry many examples 
of speciesist economic practices and denounce entire industries, such as agribusiness 

and the fur industry. In general, though, they call for social transformation largely 
through changed perceptions and priorities on the part of individuals and through 
welfarist ‘teforms. 

This is not to say that the numerous books, articles, pamphlets, lectures, confer- 
ences, and protests challenging the oppression of other animals in the last quarter 
century are unimportant. Certainly, activists for other animals have had some nota- 
ble successes in the United States in recent years, such as increasing public awareness 
of the testing of commercial products on other animals and reducing the social 
acceptability of wearing “fur.” But an approach that is largely silent about the role 
of capitalism is very unlikely to stem the growing level of oppression of other animals 
in the era of the new global economic order. 

Many activists for other animals continue to agree with the position taken by Kim 
Stallwood, cited in chapter 1: “in every human society, whether communist, capital- 
ist, or developing world, the labor of nonhuman animals is used without any moral 
consideration to provide services and to produce commodities for human consump- 
tion.”!> This assertion of the universality of the oppression of other animals, past 
and present, discounts the impact of social structural arrangements and overlooks 
two important points. First, human history does not consist of an uninterrupted 
trail of blithe and unconcerned use of other animals. To the contrary, as we have 
seen, for most of our history humans lived fairly harmoniously with other animals, 

and thefe was little economic motivation to mistreat them. When systematic oppres- 
sion of other animals began, evidence suggests many humans experienced a great 
deal of guilt and uneasiness. In the later stages of foraging society, humans created 
religious beliefs and rituals that rationalized the killing of other animals, indicating 
that the practice disturbed members of the society and thus required legitimation. 
Throughout the centuries, moral challenges to the treatment of animals have been 
plentiful. However, in societies developing agricultural modes of economic produc- 
tion, speciesist ideologies were created and promulgated to legitimate killing and 
exploitation of other animals. Such ideologies subverted views that might give moral 
consideration to the treatment of other animals and controlled efforts of those who 
expressed concern about oppressive practices. 

Second, and very importantly, a view that ignores the possibilities that socialism 
may offer for liberation of other animals unduly limits visions and strategies for 
political alliances and social change. It is not surprising that today many activists 
distance themselves from socialism. Liberation activists and their liberal supporters 
and potential allies are aware that efforts to establish socialist systems in the twenti- 
eth century were fraught with conflict and deprivation and that the regimes they 
built were bureaucratic and frequently oppressive. Even many on the Left, often 
joining the defenders of capitalism, are far too anxious to throw out the socialist 
baby with the totalitarian bathwater. 
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Many feel it is better to live under a system that affords the right to vote, free 
speech, and the promise of liberty, equality, and fraternity—even though such rights 
are precarious and social progress largely illusory. Some highly visible advocates for 
other animals, like Alex Pacheco of People for the Ethical Treatment of Animals 
(PETA), actually embrace the capitalist system as a tool for the advancement of the 
liberation of other animals. After interviewing Pacheco, philosopher Susan Finsen 

summarized his approach as follows: 

[H]e stated that he was marketing compassion. The idea is that compassion, just as soap 

or toothpaste, can be effectively sold to the public. If enough people learn about the 
issues, they will demand change (for example, cruelty-free products). On this view, there 
is seemingly no incompatibility between status quo corporate capitalism and the ends 

of animal rights. The familiar fact that large corporate interests, profiting from animal 
exploitation, generally crush any attempts to legislate protection for animals is not nec- 

essarily decisive in rebuffing this view. It could be that the fight for animal rights is 
analogous to the little family-owned company that eventually triumphs against all odds 
and becomes a big corporate giant, buying out the competition. The correct approach 

is to continue to educate the public, and create a dernand for products which do not 
exploit animals. If properly educated, people will only buy fake fur, vegetarian food, 
and non-leather shoes. 

Finsen, however, is skeptical. “[T]here are reasons to think that this approach 

won't work,” she writes. “Most fundamentally, corporate capitalism focuses on the 
bottom line. The profit motive ignores other values, such as family, community, 
and environmental integrity. The results for family farms, family owned businesses, 
ecosystems, and endangered species have been dismal.””!” 

Still, the capacity for a better life for all has developed under capitalism. Even 
Marx recognized how social, political, economic, and technological developments 
under capitalism could be used to build a rational and just social system. Under 
capitalism, in the past several hundred years the rule of monarchical dictators col- 
lapsed, economic opportunities were created for many, powerful technology was 
developed, and a large middle class emerged in industrialized nations. Growing 
numbers of humans have shown their.capacity for empathy and have both made 
and heeded calls for j justice. But the growth of the capitalist system, past and present, 
has exacted endimoys costs(disproportionately exacted from those perceived as 
“others”), and’ the oppressive practices and ensuing social problemé have reached 
critical levels. The possibilities that capitalism once may have held—the promise of 
an enhanced quality of life for all and the widespread and sustained development of 
empathy and respect for “others”—are not at all likely to emerge now, with the 
economic exigencies of contemporary global capitalism. ~ 

The technological innovations developed under capitalism, while having the 
potential to serve everyone and improve the quality of life for all, have been largely 
used selfishly to create more personal wealth, to intensify centralized control and 
to neutralize or eliminate dissenters. Reflecting on the misappropriation of modern 
technology, Michael Harrington writes, “Our technology has produced unprece- 
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dented wealth, rotted great cities, threatened the very air and water, and embittered 
races, generations, and social classes.” 

Apologists for capitalism point to the current plethora of electronic gadgets avail- 
able to those who can afford them as an indicator of social progress. Of course, one 
could debate whether cell phones that allow one to check stock quotes over the 
Internet, amobile computers that make every place the workplace, and children’s toys 
that require more battery power than imagination truly improve our quality of life. 
At best, however, such items largely constitute a superficial indicator of the state of 
only a particularly affluent segment of the modern world. 

Reflecting on the condition of U.S. cities, Holly Sklar observes that we now live 
in a “violent world of crumbling cities sprinkled with high-tech gadgets. A world of 
voice-mail mazes and fewer interactions with real people. A world where children 
are free to explore their computers, if they have one, but not their neighborhoods.” 

Renowned Harvard professor of economics John Kenneth Galbraith observes: 

[C]apitalism performs excellently in providing those things—automobiles, disposable 

packaging, drugs, alcohol—that cause problems for the city. But it is inherently incom- 

petent in providing the things that city dwellers most urgently need. Capitalism has 

never anywhere provided good houses at moderate cost. . .. Nor does capitalism provide 

good health services. . . . Nor does capitalism provide efficient transportation for 
people. ... 

In the United States there remains the conviction that, however contrary the experi- 

ence, private enterprise will eventually serve.”° 

Many in the United States hold to the view that capitalism is both good and 
synonymous with freedom—as Galbraith says, often despite their own harsh experi- 

ences with it—because of the force of such ideology in so many basic institutions 
and the unending efforts of corporate capitalists to support these beliefs. Nonethe- 
less, as we have seen earlier, in every generation activists and scholars, from W. E. B. 

DuBois to Oliver Cox to Michael Harrington to Holly Sklar have dissented. In his 
seminal work How Capitalism Underdeveloped Black America, Manning Marable 
assesses the quality of life and experiences of African Americans in the twentieth 

century, concluding, in agreement with other scholars, that “Black economic, politi- 
cal and social development is possible ‘only on the basis of a radical break with the 
capitalist system.’ ”?! Sounding the same note, acclaimed feminist theorist bell hooks 
observes, ‘‘[c]apitalism [is] a system that exploits female labor and [is intercon- 

nected] with sexist oppression.” 
Observing the incongruity between hopefulness for liberation and justice with 

the actual nature of corporate capitalism, sociologist Immanuel Wallerstein writes, 
“Liberals have always claimed that the liberal state—reformist, legalistic, and some- 
what libertarian—was the only state that could guarantee freedom. And for the rela- 
tively small group whose freedom it safeguarded, this was perhaps true. But 

unfortunately that group always remained a minority perpetually en route to becom- 

ing everyone.” 
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Some of the most notable activists, scholars, and leaders of the modern era 
(including former U.S. presidents, as we have seen) have denounced the new dicta- 

torial rule of the corporate capitalists and the havoc it has brought to the world and 
its reliance on oppression. 

One does not have to be a president, scholar, or liberation activist to be aware of 
the profusion of serious and critical problems confronting the world in the twenty- 
first century. Every local newspaper—even though usually corporate owned and 
hegemonically controlled—chronicles incidents of injustice and disparity, fraud and 
corporate wrongdoing, and aggression and violence. Unlike a huge segment of the 
world’s population, most in the United States do not face basic survival problems. 
However, growing numbers here experience rising debt, joblessness, underemploy- 
ment, serious health and health care problems, high levels of violence and racial con- 
flict, and increased personal isolation. Outside the realm of academia or progressive 
critiques, which appear mainly in little-seen alternative publications, such problems 
are almost never connected to the nature of the modern capitalist system. The eco- 
nomically marginal or insecure often seek salvation in the hope, or the fantasy, of 
joining the ranks of millionaires—a small segment of the population that is nonethe- 
less growing as the middle class shrinks and the amount and level of poverty 
increase. Some hope to secure a spot on a television quiz show or “survival” pro- 
gram, while others hang on to the hope of transcendence through unending pur- 
chases of lottery tickets. Such substitutes for the development of a just and rational 
society are encouraged by the most socially powerful technological development of 
the last century, the broadcast media. The media both distract the majority and 
buttress support for the status quo. The state remains firmly under the control of 
powerful capitalists. Corporate interests have recently become more directly 
involved in U.S. domestic and foreign policy in ways that are so extreme and obvi- 
ously self-serving that the United States is being soundly criticized by activists and 
leaders from around world, and even by leaders of other capitalist-dominated 
nations. 

Still, many decent, concerned, and politically active citizens in the United 
States—including many advocates for other animals—can envision no alternative to 
the capitalist system. While they may fight against factory sweatshops, child labor, 
hunger, forced prostitution, weapons sales, and other manifestations of the new 
global“order, mahySare vehemently against “socialism” and what they view as 
“failed” efforts\at feving alternatives to the capitalist system. From this perspective, 
moderation and centrism are the keys in the development of a “kinder, gentler” 
capitalism. The elusive and illusory goal of securing social justice and an end to 
oppression under capitalism, particularly in the form of the liberation of other ani- 
mals, is highlighted in Susan Finsen’s question, “Is it likely: that this massive system, 
which has so far ignored the most basic interests of human beings around the globe, 
can be bent to consider the interests of animals?”4 

THE ABSENCE OF SOCIALIST SYSTEMS 

Modern capitalism is characterized by private ownership or control of most of the 
Earth’s life-sustaining resources, private ownership of the technology and facilities 
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needed to meet basic societal needs, and an emphasis on personal profit and glorifi- 
cation of wealth. The result has been a world that would cause Adam Smith to recoil 
in horror. But, hasn’t socialism been proven to be just as bad, or perhaps worse? The 
honest answer is that the benefits of a true socialist system have not been demon- 
strated because one has yet to be created. Before explaining this statement, it is useful 
to note the basic characteristics of a socialist system. A socialist system is one in 
which the important resources and key production technology and facilities are 
owned by the members of the society and used for their collective benefit. A socialist 
system would be characterized by democratic decision making and the development 
of strong and much more egalitarian communities. It is in the context of such a 
social system that liberty, equality, and fraternity, a reversal of environmental 
destruction and the reduction of oppression of humans and other animals (especially 
in a world of nine billion humans by 2050) could be realized. 

Efforts by revolutionaries and reformers to move social systems in some parts of 
the world toward this ideal have been difficult and at times disastrous. Of course, 
few worthwhile developments in human history were successful after the first try. It 
is understandably difficult, especially within a few years or decades, to develop a 
more democratic, egalitarian, and empathetic society in a world generally steeped in 
ten thousand years of violence and oppression. While an extended discussion of the 
problems and issues that have foiled efforts to establish socialist systems in the twen- 
tieth century will not be attempted here, it is worth noting several particular impedi- 
ments such attempts have faced. 

In the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, many humans around the world were 
challengjng the capitalist system and the widespread misery, suffering, and oppres- 
sion it brought. However, capitalists in Western, industrialized nations were able to 
forestall social transformation with “reforms” that actually bolstered the system, 
victim-blaming ideologies, hegemonic control of the media, and the substantial use 
of covert and overt police and military power, as we have seen. 

At the same time, the depth of exploitation and suffering in countries like early 
twentieth-century czarist Russia, which combined agriculture-based, nascent capital- 
ist economies with the plague of colonial rule or monarchical control, spurred revo- 
lutions that relied on various interpretations of Marxist philosophy. The largely 
agricultural nature of these countries, the high levels of exploitation and privation, 
and the long-standing traditions of exploitation of other animals precluded almost 
any thought of embracing other animals within the early socialist vision. As one can 
construe from Maslow’s work, social stability and economic security are important 
if the majority of the human members of society are to develop substantial and sus- 
tained empathy and respect for “others.” Unfortunately, however, the Soviet Union, 
Cuba, and other countries that began as alternatives to both monarchical and capi- 
talist systems were permitted to experience neither stability nor security. 

In the Soviet Union, for example, the potential for a democratic and equitable 

society was undermined in part by significant counterrevolutionary forces, from 
both within and outside its borders. Seeking to keep the world safe for continued 
capitalist growth, the elite in Western nations, including the United States, saw the 
Soviet system as a serious threat to the status quo and attempted to oust the revolu- 
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tionary government using military force. A Western international army, calling itself 
the “white” army, fought to crush the revolutionary state and its “red” army. Failing 

that, the Western capitalists launched a cold war. 
In the face of such exigencies, and without a model or blueprint for the creation 

and maintenance of a socialist system, Soviet leaders thrust their society on a course 
of rapid industrialization. Instant industrialization was viewed as necessary, in part 

to develop the military capacity necessary to resist powerful counterrevolutionary 
threats. A centralized, command economy was adopted to implement the economic 
priorities dictated by issues of national security, diverting vast resources that could 
have enhanced the quality of life of the citizenry. Under constant siege by counter- 

revolutionary forces for well over half a century, the government took on a pro- 

foundly repressive character. 
The tragedies and atrocities of the Soviet experiment should not be forgotten or 

excused any more than those that have occurred under the capitalist system. How- 
ever, we will never know whether the highly centralized and repressive practices of 
the Soviet system would have occurred if it had not been attacked and constantly 
undermined by nations controlled primarily by powerful capitalists. 

Indeed, most progressive parties and governments that have attempted alterna- 
tives to capitalism have been subverted by practices and policies of the United States 
and other large capitalist nations, including economic sanctions and boycotts, CIA 
infiltrations, sabotage, and assassinations of political leaders. It is extremely difficult 
to go where no modern social system has gone before without a map or blueprint, 
and nearly impossible when powerful global elites use any means necessary to build 
obstacles in the road and launch frequent ambushes along the way. 

Due consideration should also be given to Paulo Freire’s caution about the pro- 
pensity for human members of society to be led by “the myths of the old order” 
and to turn efforts at structural change into “their private revolution.” The “long 
shadows” cast by former oppressors no doubt influenced those who had power in 

previous experiments with socialism and undermined attempts to establish systems 
free of oppression and truly characterized by liberty, equality, and fraternity. Strate- 

gists and activists for a rational and just economic and social system should heed 
lessons to be learned from Marjorie Spiegel’s work—that the “battle against oppres- 
sions, {should-also] . . be waged within each of us.”?5 

Martech Seana here: students, environmentalists, liberation activists, scholars, 
and others striving for a just, sustainable, and oppression-free world must seriously 
reevaluate their own ideas about the nature and promise of a socialist system, ideas 

largely shaped by a self-serving capitalist elite that has distorted and demonized 
socialism. The movement for the liberation of other animals must recognize the 
improbability of substantial or lasting success within the capitalist system, convince 
others why this transition is imperative, and unite with other liberation activists in 
a renewed and thoughtful struggle for real socialism. 

There is evidence that Western nations with prominent socialist and labor parties 
have managed to avoid, or at least to minimize, some of the most serious and critical 
problems that characterize the United States. The existence and influence of these 
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parties, such as the Greens in Germany or the Social Democratic Party in Sweden, 
have been enhanced by political systems that provide for proportionate representa- 
tion. Under this form of government structure, each political party receives parlia- 
mentary seats in proportion to its share of the total vote. Countries such as the 
Netherlands, Switzerland, Germany, and France have such systems. If Germany, for 
example, used the same system as the United States, direct representation in which 
citizens cast a vote for individual candidates, the hundreds of thousands of Green 
Party supporters there likely would have little or no political power. A switch to a 
proportionate system of representation in the United States would constitute a sub- 
stantial challenge to corporate control of the state. 

While the presence of progressive political parties within capitalist systems cer- 
tainly has not led to the elimination of oppression, the levels of deprivation, vio- 
lence, environmental destruction, and other social ills are less intense in those 
countries than in the United States—and many entitlements, such as health care, 
frequently are guaranteed to all.?° The United States is unlike virtually every other 
Western nation in that it has no viable political party that represents what generally 
can be called the public interest. 

While most other animals suffer horribly in capitalist systems even with socialist 
and labor party presences, those societies do show signs of increased empathy and 
respect for other animals. (We can posit that such developments are due, in part, to 
a higher level of material security generally experienced by the citizenry.) In Western 
European countries, where socialist and labor voices have some influence, there is a 
greater tendency to “strike a . . . balance between human desires and the animals’ 
interests”? than in the United States. European nations seem more inclined to take 
a respectful and compassionate view toward other animals, and to treat them accord- 
ingly, at least to the extent that their principles do not unduly interfere with profit 
taking. For instance, as Elaine L. Hughes and Christiane Meyer observe, the mem- 
bers of the European Union have created treaties to establish protocols for the treat- 
ment of other animals. They note that the preamble to the treaty established for the 
Protection of Pet Animals states: 

“{MJan has a moral obligation to respect all living creatures,” looking at the value of 
pets to society as a consequence of their contribution to human quality of life. It is 
also noted that wide variations in attitudes toward pets are sometimes due to “limited 
knowledge and awareness”; thus, the treaty looks at “a basic common standard of atti- 
tude and practice which results in responsible pet ownership” as being a realistic (as well 
as desirable) goal. The provisions of the treaty are then directed toward the “keepers” 
of pets or the “persons responsible” for them, not the animal “owners.” Activities such 
as the use of animals in entertainment, exhibitions and competitions are prohibited 

unless the pets’ health and welfare are not put at risk. 
The convention also provides that human preferences and convenience are not to be 

placed ahead of animal welfare. For example, docking of tails, cropping of ears, devocal- 

izing, declawing, and defanging are all prohibited by the treaty in Europe.” 

While the convention’s statement of the rights of “pets” certainly does not equal 

the liberation of other animals, its acknowledgment of human moral obligations, 
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recognition of the interests of other animals, and rejection of the concept that “com- 
panion animals” are not “property” move much farther in that direction than any 

broad declarations of public policy in the United States. 
Another example of the link between economics and social and material security 

on one hand, and empathy and justice on the other, comes from New Zealand, a 

nation with a strong Labour Party, a rich socialist tradition, and a relatively secure 
and unusually progressive citizenry. In 1999, its Parliament adopted the Animal 
Welfare Act, which substantially restricts using any “non-human hominid’ —that 
is, primates such as chimpanzees—for research, testing, or teaching.” Like the 
nations of the European Union, New Zealand still is profoundly capitalist, notwith- 
standing the moderating influences of its socialists. Indeed, it has established a niche 
in the global capitalist system as a supplier of “beef” and is responsible for a great 
deal of the “beef” imported into the United States. However, as Hughes and Meyer 
note, New Zealand does not have a large biomedical industry, and little research was 
performed there on “nonhuman hominids” before the law was enacted. In a society 
in which there is little economic incentive to oppress a particular group of other 
animals and no corporate vested interest in the abusive practices, efforts to protect 
other animals can be pressed more strongly and are more likely to succeed than in 

the United States. 
These concrete examples suggest that steps toward the liberation of other animals 

are more possible and probable under social systems in which the power and control 
of corporate capitalism are not entirely unfettered. A substantial movement to social- 
ism—particularly important in the United States because of its global economic, 
cultural, and military dominance—would likely increase citizens’ material security 

and heighten public attention to preventive health care, creation of safe and sustain- 
able sources of food, and environmental restoration. Concern for these issues, com- 
bined with the increased possibility for empathetic response and action of citizens 
in a more secure and equitable society, would no doubt reduce greatly the oppres- 
sion of other animals in this country, in all its forms. Such changes in the United 
States would improve the lot of other animals around the world for practical reasons 
beyond just the cultural influence of the United States. Reduced demand here for 
“beef” and other products would take away much of the economic basis for the 

awful treatment ofkcqws in New Zealand and the Americas for “beef” imports to 

the United States andor related forms of oppression around the world. 

This is not to say that socialism is a panacea for all earthly conflicts and problems 
or that development of a viable socialist system will automatically reduce speciesism, 

racism, sexism, classism, and other forms of oppression in that society. Such forms 
of oppression predated the emergence of capitalism and certainly have accompanied 
nearly all economic systems with substantial unequal distribution of resources. How- 
ever, socialism holds out the possibility of constructing human social systems in 

which economic, political, and ideological power are controlled much more demo- 
cratically. It presents the best, perhaps the only, hope for eliminating oppression of 
both humans and other animals. 

The powerful observation of scholar Tomés Almaguér, reflecting on the material 
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basis of Chicano oppression, can be generalized to all liberation movements. He 
notes that Chicano oppression is not only a manifestation of racist ideology but also 
has strong material roots that must be dug out and removed before prejudice and 
discrimination can be significantly reduced. He writes: 

[I]t becomes clear that Chicano oppression in the United States has not been simply 
the outgrowth of a ‘cultural conflict’ between Anglos and Chicanos, not merely the 

result of a vicious racist ideology. Rather, the many forms of social, political and cultural 

oppression Chicanos have faced have ultimately been shaped by the material conditions 
of our labor. The racial oppression of the Chicano, and of other racial minorities, has 
largely stemmed from the place we occupy in the working class and from the fact that 

class exploitation in the United States has taken on a racial form. To do away with the 
class basis of this racial oppression, however, will not automatically ensure that racism 

will altogether disappear. For racial minorities, the end to class exploitation is not a pana- 

cea but merely an essential precondition for our true liberation and self-determination.*® 

So, the answer to the question by philosopher and activist Susan Finsen posed in 
chapter 1—“Is corporate capitalism compatible with animal rights?”—is no. Nor, 
for that matter, is corporate capitalism compatible with an end to racism, sexism, 
classism, and other injustices. The social system that is most conducive to the libera- 
tion of both devalued humans and other animals is socialism—a true socialism that 
reconfigures contemporary technological and productive capacity to meet the mate- 
rial needs of the world’s inhabitants without oppression. It must be a socialist system 

that is guided through democracy and that can grow, mature, and correct the inevi- 
table mistakes without being hindered and sabotaged by powerful procapitalist 
forces. 
How should a movement toward socialism take place? Great minds have pon- 

dered this question for well over a century, and that topic is not the focus of this 
book. Briefly, though, it is unlikely that a spontaneous or rapid social revolution will 
occur, particularly in an era in which control of the mass media and popular culture 
is concentrated primarily in the hands of corporate capitalists. However, if wide- 
spread unrest and rapid social change do begin, advocates for other animals and all 
those desiring a more just and sustainable world should be aware of the necessity of 
using that opportunity to transcend, not merely repair and restore, the capitalist 
system. Liberal illusions should be set aside, and advocates for other animals should 
foster and join efforts to replace corporate control of the economic and political 
system with democratic control. 

It is more likely that the social structural transformation necessary to bring an end 
to the oppression of humans and other animals will occur—if it comes at all—more 
gradually. Efforts for the end of oppression of other animals therefore should be 
what Gary Francione calls “incremental abolitionist” —which he defines as measures 
of “change achievable through prohibitions that recognize that animals have non- 
tradable interests and where those prohibitions do not substitute alternative forms 
of exploitation.”2! Francione’s strategy for liberation is very similar to that of French 
sociologist André Gorz, who called for the necessity of “nonreformist reforms” in 
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order to bring about significant structural changes in capitalist society. An example 

of a nonreformist reform is “the right to organize labor unions, embodied in the 
Wagner Act of 1935, but won by the sit-down strikes and mass organizing efforts of 
the CIO,” which provided workers with a new and fundamentally important right 
to organize and take collective action.?* (Another example would be actions that 
compel McDonald’s to stop selling fried body parts of chickens altogether, com- 

pared to a reformist effort to require it to use only chickens from slaughterhouses 

that use “humane” methods of killing.) The socialist Michael Harrington calls this 
type of struggle for a true socialist order “visionary gradualism.”3* Manning Marable 

puts it this way: 

The achievement of “nonreformist reforms” . . . can be won within the present capital- 
ist state. These would include, for instance, the passage of: the Equal Rights Amend- 
ment; abortion rights; antidiscriminatory legislation; massive job training programs; 
universal health care; the abandonment of nuclear power plant construction, and so 
forth. The successful achievement of these legislative socioeconomic reforms does not 
create a socialist society or state. But combined with legislation which restricts the legal 
prerogatives of private capital, and a mass mobilization of popular forces in the streets 

as well as in the legislatures, it will create the social and material foundations for a logical 
“alternative” to the bourgeois authority and hegemony.* 

Marable is convinced that the Democratic Party in the United States is not the 
vehicle that will usher in a socially just and oppression-free system. 

Critical support for progressive and anticapitalist politicians . . . who run for office 

within the Democratic Party, at the present time, may be necessary and constructive 

activity in building an anticorporate consensus within the working. class. Yet to view 
either major capitalist party as the primary or fundamental terrain for building socialism 
would be a disaster. The Democratic Party will never be transformed into an appro- 
priate vehicle for achieving the political hegemony of Blacks, Latinos, feminists and the 
working class. This requires the creation of an antiracist and antisexist political forma- 

tion which is distinctly anticapitalist, and represents the interests of working and poor 
people.*° , 

RS eae ea le 

After thé 2000 ‘predidential election, Ralph Nader was chided by many on the 
Left for running as the Green Party candidate, taking votes away from Al Gore and 
facilitating the highly conservative, corporate-directed presidency of George W. 
Bush. Such a perspective, however, is shortsighted. The creation of a viable progres- 
sive third party in the United States would be an important means of transcending 
the existing economic and political system. If the Left continues to support the 

somewhat more liberal party that is merely the lesser of two evils, corporate capital- 
ists will always remain firmly in control of the social system. The current system 
neutralizes progressive voters with its system of direct representation, which severely 

limits the potential involvement of any alternative party. These same voters are also 
held hostage to the Democrats, who are financed by corporations and their constit- 
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uents just as much as the Republicans, because of the continual threats that impor- 
tant social programs will be eliminated or that judicial gains for one devalued group 
or another will be reversed under the Republicans. Many progressives feel compelled 
to vote for the less-than-satisfactory Democratic candidates. 

The increasing concentration of economic control in record mergers, the rising 
disparities i in wealth and income, and the draconian reforms that brought about “the 
end of welfare as we know it’ ’ during the Clinton administration prove that voting 
for the lesser of two evils results in just that. Furthermore, even if the less objection- 
able party or candidate is elected one year, the “greater evil” may come to power in 
the next round of elections and eliminate or reverse what the former government 
did. An electoral strategy that works solely within a corporate-controlled, two-party 
political system will never bring about the conditions necessary to change the social 
system in any meaningful way. 

The opportunities and possibilities available within the capitalist system must be 
used to transcend it. To abolish oppression we must be able to use television, radio, 
and other forms of mass media to develop the human mind instead of to increase 
human appetites and expand markets. Technology must be transformed to create 
tools that further freedom and quality of life instead of instruments for profit accu- 
mulation and social control. We must use and democratize the existing media, while 
also continuing to develop ways to produce and more widely disseminate alternative 
news and information—information not molded and packaged by corporate inter- 
ests. The goal is to create a social system in which the social positions that humans 
occupy neither compel violence nor encourage passive complicity in oppressive prac- 
tices and arrangements. We must create a system in which oppression is not natural- 
ized arid rationalized but is vistb/e and thus can be seen and remedied. Today, most 
forms of oppression are invisible, at least to relatively affluent Western citizens (read: 
consumers). Abused workers toil in sweatshops in Third World countries, the work- 
ing poor and homeless are hidden in neighborhoods bypassed by interstates, the 
reality of pain and death that other animals suffer to become “meat” is glossed over 
and sanitized by supermarket packaging and enticing restaurant menus, and humans 
with diseased hearts and plaque-laden arteries after countless other-animal-based 
meals are sequestered in cardiac wards and nursing homes. 

Hope for change is provided today by the millions around the world who are 
committed to the struggle for justice, the end of corporate dominance, and the abo- 
lition of oppression. At the beginning of the twenty-first century, tens of thousands 
began organizing and participating in increasingly strong protests in Washington, 
D.C., Seattle, Quebec, and other cities around the globe at meetings of such institu- 

tions as the World Trade Organization, the International Monetary Fund, and the 
World Bank. In the summer of 2001, thousands of demonstrators protested the 
summit of the Group of Eight, or G-8, consisting of the world’s seven wealthiest 
nations plus Russia. (The elite of the nations formerly known as the G-7 deigned to 
include Russia in acknowledgment of its attempt to enter the capitalist system, a 

venture that, predictably, has increased wealth for the few, gross disparities among 
the population, and privations and oppression for many.) The power and passion of 
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the demonstrations at the G-8 summit motivated conservative President Jacques 
Chirac of France to remark, “One hundred thousand people don’t get upset unless 

there is a problem in their hearts and spirits.”°° 
The demonstrations against the policies, practices, and very existence of these 

organizations—nominally international but actually controlled by the wealthy capi- 

talist nations—are often referred to as “‘antiglobalization” protests. However, they 
are really directed against corporate control of the global economy and the environ- 
mental degradation, material inequities, reduction of democratic influence, and 
increased oppression it has brought. One of the most striking and important aspects 
of these demonstrations is the way they have brought together labor, liberation, and 
social justice groups from around the world. Among these diverse groups, who 
increasingly are seeing common interests and goals, are many strong advocates for 
other animals who have begun to recognize the structural basis of the oppression 
they oppose. 

The beginnings of concerted political action by those on the Left and those working 
for the liberation of other animals, and the growing ability of hundreds of thousands 

around the world to see through the hegemonic legitimations for oppression, should 
give hope to all those determined to make plain the often invisible oppression of 
other animals and devalued humans and to reduce, if not eliminate, that oppression 
in the twenty-first century. We need to dedicate ourselves to stopping twenty-first- 
century versions of the Hinckley and Panzos massacres and the countless day-to-day 

attacks and routine killing of those most vulnerable. This requires an understanding 
of the ways in which the oppression of so many groups and other animals are inter- 
twined and interdependent, of the fundamental economic basis of oppression—and 
of the ultimate necessity of building a true political and economic democracy. 
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