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“The abolition of animal exploitation requires … a revolution of the heart.”

-- Gary L. Francione (2009)
The use of nonhuman animals
 for human purposes
 is as contentious an issue as one is likely to find in ethics. And this is so not only because there are both passionate defenders and opponents of such use, but also because even among the latter there are adamant and diametric differences about the basis of their opposition. In intermural and intramural disputes alike, the approach taken tends to be that of applied ethics, by which the position on an issue is derived from a fundamental moral commitment. This commitment in turn depends on normative ethics, which investigates the various moral theories for the best fit to our moral intuitions. Thus it is that the use of animals in, for example, biomedical research is typically defended by appeal to a utilitarian theory, which legitimates harm to some, in this case, animals, for the greater good of others, in this case, human beings; while the opposition condemns that use either by appeal to the same theory, but disagreeing about the actual efficacy of animal experimentation,
 or by appeal to an alternative theory, such as the right of all sentient beings not to be exploited.
 Unfortunately, the normative issue seems likely never to be resolved. Among the perennial problems of philosophy is surely how to characterize our ultimate obligations: as utilitarian, deontic, or something else? But this leaves all “applied” ethical issues in perpetual limbo, for we never know exactly what it is we are supposed to apply to the problem at hand. The present essay will put forward a method to circumvent this impasse, namely by dispensing with any moral claim or argument. The aim is to cut the Gordian knot of animal ethics with a meta-ethical sword.

The Dispensability of Morality

The discipline of meta-ethics seeks to ascertain what sort of “thing” ethics is. For the most part, however, the starting assumption is that ethics is an inquiry into morality, so the task becomes to characterize what sort of thing morality is. The range of possibilities is quite broad, from divine imperative or cosmic truth or dictate of reason, to biological instinct or cultural canon, to social contract for mutual benefit, or even just the expression of purely subjective attitudes. It is remarkable that there can be ambiguity over this entire range for any given moral assertion, such as that it would be wrong for you to lie on some particular occasion. The ambiguity also applies at the level of moral theory, where utilitarianism contends against deontology and so forth. For example, ought one always treat persons as ends and not merely as means, the mandate of Kantianism, because God has so proclaimed, or because this makes for biological fitness for our species, or because (as Kant himself maintained) practical contradiction would attend its general violation, or because this idea has arisen in a particular cultural or historical context, or for some other reason? Meanwhile, an opponent of Kantianism could insist that one ought always maximize the good, even if this meant treating someone as a mere means; but again the grounds for so insisting could be that the universe itself endorsed this practice, or biology backed it up, or brute intuition stipulated it, and so on.


So long as there were no great practical questions to be decided, philosophers could harmlessly debate these matters interminably, as they always have and perhaps always will. The situation might be likened to cosmology, where, heated as the debate about the ultimate origin and fate of the universe may now and forever be, nothing of moment hangs on a timely resolution. Alas, major differences of opinion about what to do – the purview of ethics – plague us at every turn. And the perplexity is even worse than I have indicated, since even if, per impossible, all ethicists were to agree on a single meta-ethics, such as intuitionism, and a single normative theory, such as utilitarianism, they would likely still argue without cease about the implications for any given practical issue, such as animal experimentation.
 There is no doubt that the discussion would frequently be entertaining and intelligent, but for all that, it would have no more purchase on reality, or on what we care about, or on our deepest needs (other than to be intellectually stimulated and ponder basic questions), than the most arcane treatise of theology.


For this reason a handful of philosophers,
 including myself, have reached the rather drastic conclusion that we would be better off just scrapping the whole language of morality. Note that this is really a twofold conclusion. The first part of it is the conviction that morality, in the sense in which it is most commonly bruited, simply does not exist. One way to defend this conclusion, sometimes called moral error theory,
 is to argue that our best explanation of the universe is the one given to us by contemporary science, and no part of that explanation contains morality.
 Here “morality” refers to some metaphysical imperative (or truth) of Right and Wrong.
 There certainly exists morality in the sense of the human institution of, among other things, believing in metaphysical morality; but that kind of morality is part of the explicandum and not the explicans of our best theory of everything. Furthermore, the belief in metaphysical morality is false or at least without rational foundation and can be accounted for quite handily by some sort of biological or cultural surmise without postulating any actual Right and Wrong. Thus, the situation is analogous to explaining how there could be theistic religion and yet no God.

But this view of morality does have the odd feature of being perfectly compatible, at least in the minds of most contemporary moral philosophers, with continuing to use moral language and even believe in morality.
 For one could maintain that, while there is no such thing as morality in the metaphysical sense, moral talk and belief still play some useful, even essential role in society. After all, the very sort of argument commonly used to debunk the belief in metaphysical morality, namely, that it has contributed to our evolutionary survival, also suggests that dispensing with that belief could be risky to our continued survival.

There are three main ways to answer this concern. One is that “the times they are a-changin’.”
 For evolution looks to the past and not to the future; what may once have undergirded the survival of our species could under present or future circumstances doom us. So, sure, belief in morality (and God) may have helped roving bands of hominids stick together and perform heroic acts of self-sacrifice for the preservation of the group (and hence the individuals in it, and hence their genes); but in an age where a single moralist (religious or otherwise) – not to mention whole nations of same -- can command weapons of mass destruction, it’s not so clear that we would want to promulgate this particular sort of illusion any longer.

Another rejoinder to the claim of moralism’s survival value is that survival can itself contain the seeds of its own destruction. Thus, we may well speculate that humanity’s proliferation on this planet has reached a tipping point of resource exhaustion or global warming or what have you, such that, for example, a moral proscription against abortion and contraception could be just the ticket to keep us fruitfully multiplying into oblivion.

Finally, surviving is not the same as thriving or welfare. Evolution is blind with regard to our individual and collective happiness except insofar as that tends towards helping us (or our genes or whatever) to keep on keeping on. Other than that we’re on our own. So while morality may have been part of the mechanism that has resulted in our even being here, it could also support “denigration, guilt complexes, elitism, authoritarianism, economic inequality, insecurity, and war.”
 Would this mean, though, that we were still stuck with it, since the alternative – extinction – is even less desirable? Not at all. Or at least, not so far as we know. For unless we simply accepted on faith that this is indeed “the best of all possible worlds,” we could resort to our knowledge and reasoning ability to try to craft an alternative that would be “the best of both worlds,” which is to say: a world in which humanity both survived and flourished. And that alternative world might very well lack morality altogether.

That, at any rate, is the second part of the twofold claim of full-blown amoralism or moral abolitionism
: Morality does not exist and good riddance. In other words, we would be better off not believing in morality or using moral language (so let’s stop). There is hardly space to recapitulate all of the arguments here. Suffice to say that moral abolitionism will be my working assumption in this essay, in which I will focus on some implications for animal ethics. Note, then, that the aforementioned starting assumption of ethics as an inquiry into morality is hereby rejected; instead my conception of ethics is more open-ended, as an inquiry into how to live (or what to do, or what kind of person to become, etc.), such that amorality becomes an ethical option. But before proceeding I should at least recognize the most obvious objections to moral abolitionism. One is that it presumes a very particular and perhaps even antiquated conception of morality, whereas a more modern conception might withstand the abolitionist critique. My short reply
 is that retaining the language of morality, such as “Lying is wrong” and “You shouldn’t lie,” inevitably brings along the censorious attitudes, punitive behaviors, and other ills of its outmoded original, no matter how liberal may be its reformed intent. A second objection is that abolition would throw the baby out with the bath water, and, more particularly, that the abolitionist critique conflates morality with the moral vice of moralism. My reply is that ethics could still perform its function as a guide to life quite adequately without moral paraphernalia, and, indeed, do a better job of it. What would fill the void left by their removal? In two words: facts and feelings. Indeed, morality has for some time been a third wheel.

Animal Ethics and Morality

I will go even further and claim that morality
 positively inhibits desired change.
 My ultimate goal in this essay is to remove an obstacle to animal liberation, a.k.a. animal abolitionism,
 since I favor freeing animals from enslavement by humans and see morality as standing in the way. In this section I will illustrate why I consider moralist argumentation for animal liberation to be futile. In the following section I will illustrate what I take to be the effective amoralist alternative.


The standard strategy of dialectic is to offer objections to one’s opponent’s arguments and then offer arguments for one’s own position and defend them against the opponent’s objections. So let us see how this plays out in one issue of animal ethics, namely, the debate about animal experimentation. The standard argument in its defense is an utilitarian one: The potential gain for humans from medical advances trumps the suffering and premature deaths of animals being vivisected in biomedical laboratories. In its starkest image: Who would turn her back on the suffering of a dying child on account of some solicitousness about mice? However, the argument is also notorious for its logical weakness; that is, even granting the truth of the premise that more overall good would be added to the world by carrying out animal experimentation than by forgoing it (which itself has certainly been contested
), how is it supposed to “follow” that it is morally permissible to confine, subject to pain, operate on, mutilate, and kill millions of innocent and innocuous sentient beings solely for someone else’s benefit? Well, it “follows” precisely by assumption of the utilitarian premise that the right thing to do is that which has the greatest net utility of all available options.


Therefore the moral justification of animal experimentation hangs on the truth (or falsity) of utilitarianism. So: Is utilitarianism true? Of course not, or at least it is far from being the consensus; many philosophers take the theory to have been roundly refuted.
 The point can even be made in terms of the issue at hand: If experiments on mice are a promising avenue to the reduction of human morbidity, then how much more useful would be experimenting on human beings! So let’s do the experiments on unadoptable orphan babies (or prisoners or citizens “drafted” by lottery or whomever) and cure cancer overnight! But of course society would not accept this solution as in any way moral.
 Therefore morality does not reduce to utilitarian concerns.


But now I ask, what has this refutation accomplished? I can mean this in two different ways. Has it ended the debate about whether animal experimentation is morally justified? And/or has it ended or significantly reduced animal experimentation? I think it is obvious that the answer to both questions is the same, namely, no.
 There has instead been massive window-dressing. Thus, it is now de rigueur for animal experimenters to label the treatment of all of the animals in their care as “humane.” But this is largely rhetoric – indeed, Orwellian rhetoric. For it is perfectly compatible with the label of “humane” to house these animals in cages for their entire lives and perform any of the aforementioned cruel procedures on them – indeed, to do anything whatever to them that is deemed “necessary” (by a panel composed mainly of experts whose interest in animal experimentation is far from impartial) for carrying out the protocol at hand (itself deemed medically or scientifically worthy by another panel).


What have been the responses of moral philosophers who are animal advocates? As indicated above, these can be of two sorts: critical of the opponent’s arguments and defensive of one’s own position and arguments. Thus, there have been ever more ingenious and/or “devastating” critiques of animal experimentation and/or utilitarianism offered.
 But perhaps the ultimate philosophical indictment of animal abuse is that it is based on a contradiction. In the words of James Rachels (1990), “If we think it is wrong to treat a human in a certain way, because the human has certain characteristics, and a particular non-human animal also has those characteristics, then consistency requires that we also object to treating the non-human in that way” (p. 175; Rachels’ emphasis). This principle, redolent of the Golden Rule, seems a truism to most animal advocates (as it once did to me), and any violation of it would be an instance of speciesism, an evil attitude that is precisely analogous to racism and sexism.


Alas, it seems obvious to me now, this moral principle of animal advocacy is no more sound than the vivisector’s principle of utility. Rather, I would argue, it is question-begging and tendentious. For “consistency requires” no such thing as equal respect for all beings who possess the same characteristics (I am very disappointed to admit)! The argument simply presumes that speciesism is objectionable. But it may be a matter of human (or even animal) psychological fact that (almost?) all of us are partial to members of our own species who have certain characteristics and that we do not care about, indeed might even find grotesque, members of other species who had the same characteristics. For example, someone might want to support the maximum cultivation of human intelligence but fervently wish that rats were less intelligent. A human being who treats both species with equal or equivalent respect, that is, “consistently,” is empirically possible; but her consistency is not logically, and hence ex hypothesi not morally, necessary.

These debates become more and more arcane to the point that a layperson -- even one as expert in their own field as an animal experimenter -- could not be expected to understand them.
 And that’s just the half of it. In the field of moral philosophy itself the experts are by no means unanimous. For example, the dean of the contemporary animal liberation movement, Peter Singer, is himself a diehard utilitarian. And he is locked in eternal dialectical strife with animal advocates of the Reganite stripe, who see rights as trumping utility. 


Meanwhile, the animals continue to be exploited. I cannot help but be reminded of this pearl of ancient wisdom from the Buddha: 

It is as if a man had been wounded by an arrow thickly smeared with poison, and his friends and kinsmen were to get a surgeon to heal him, and he were to say, I will not have this arrow pulled out until I know by what man I was wounded, whether he is of the warrior caste, or a brahmin, or of the agricultural, or the lowest caste. Or if he were to say, I will not have this arrow pulled out until I know of what name of family the man is;-or whether he is tall, or short, or of middle height; or whether he is black, or dark, or yellowish; or whether he comes from such and such a village, or town, or city; or until I know whether the bow with which I was wounded was a chapa or a kodanda, or until I know whether the bow string was of swallow-wort, or bamboo fiber, or sinew, or hemp, or of milk-sap tree, or until I know whether the shaft was from a wild or cultivated plant; or whether it was feathered from a vulture’s wing or a heron’s or a hawk’s, or a peacock’s, or whether it was wrapped round with the sinew of an ox, or of a buffalo, or of a ruru-deer, or of a monkey; or until I know whether it was an ordinary arrow, or a razor-arrow, or an iron arrow, or a calf-tooth arrow. Before knowing all this, the man would die.
 

Just so, moral arguing against mistreating animals channels our efforts away from actual reform into an endless detour of attempting to justify that reform.
 This is precisely my reason – or one reason -- for maintaining that moral justification
 actually facilitates animal exploitation; for by default, so long as there is no final resolution of the dialectic, “inertia” favors the current, exploitative practices.

Another and related reason is that animal ethicists can become sidetracked on relatively peripheral or even purely speculative practical issues. For example, in a world where wild species are being eliminated by anthropogenic causes at a rate rivaling geologic extinctions and where every year tens of billions of domestic animals are needlessly bred and slaughtered for human consumption, some philosophers
 debate whether we have an obligation to strive to eliminate predators in the wild (to increase global net-welfare by making life happier for their prey) and others
 debate whether it is permissible to kill healthy young animals “humanely” (if the animals have no thoughts for the future). This happens, again, because of the preoccupation with defending a moral theory. Think of the analogy of physics, where the deciding factor between theories can be some esoteric experimental result. The justification for this manner of justification in physics is manifest: the problems are fundamental to our understanding of the nature of ultimate reality, and they can have enormous practical implications. But in animal ethics, I submit, the solutions to the problems of greatest moment and urgency are those with the plainest rationales: Let’s not be cruel. Let’s not be willfully ignorant. Let’s not be short-sighted. Let’s not be selfish and arrogant.

Yet a third reason for thinking that moralist ethics facilitates animal exploitation is that, among those who feel perfectly justified to use animals in some way – or at least feel pressed to provide a moral justification for doing so -- the mere presumption that such justification is to be had will tend to further entrench their exploitative behavior. For example, it is a commonplace (perhaps as compensation for the lameness of the utilitarian argument) for biomedicine to rank animals from “higher” to “lower” for the purpose of justifying their use: both their use in lieu of human beings, and the use of “lower” animals like rats in lieu of “higher” animals like nonhuman primates.
 The hypocrisy here is stunning, given that it is foundational to modern biology that among extant species there is no such hierarchy.
 Then to infer from this (mythical) biological hierarchy to a presumed moral one is to commit the classic meta-ethical fallacy of deriving an “ought” from an “is.” But my point is that, once done, this inference, as the utilitarian one before it, serves as a pretext to carry out the (ab)use at hand.

The fact that none of these justifications is sound, even from a moralist perspective, does not diminish their psychological force for someone who is more attuned to the reasons they have for engaging in the practices than to reasons to oppose it. So now what tips the scales, in addition to the practical default induced by dialectical stalemate discussed above, is the shared faith (by the exploiters and their opponents alike) in moral justification as such. For the exploiters in particular are thereby lulled into believing that, despite the “clever” (and/or incomprehensible) refutations of animal-friendly philosophers, what they are doing must have some moral justification or other;
 so in the meantime the rhetorical appeal of available “justifications” will suffice for their own consciences and the general public’s support. Thus is forever delayed the day of reckoning for animal abuse.

Amoral Animal Advocacy

Enough then of morality and moral philosophy. But is there an alternative? I think so. Indeed, as I have already suggested, almost the entire apparatus of ethics remains. For even without recourse to morality it is still possible to advance arguments about what is true or false and even about what to do, and these arguments will have the great advantages over moral arguments of possibly being sound and likely being motivating. The essential difference is that amoral arguments are not intended to defend prescriptions but only preferences.
 Thus for example, it makes perfect sense to adduce reasons for wanting to become vegan. But a moralist would frame the question as whether everyone (or “one”) ought to be vegan or is obligated to be vegan or whether eating (or otherwise using) animals and animal products is wrong. From the amoralist point of view all of those questions might as well (or may literally) be gibberish. The real question could only be whether certain considerations would move someone – yourself, your interlocutor, an audience, all of humanity – to become vegan and want to promote veganism. And it is also understood, if the context is philosophical ethics, that by “considerations” is meant true (or at least rationally held) beliefs reflected upon logically and non-question-beggingly, and “reflected upon” would also ideally imply dialogically (as a way to assure that no relevant considerations have been overlooked).


Speaking from my own experience of implementing the amoralist project, I would say the chief practical advantage has been the flowering of genuine dialogue. For in my previous, moralist frame of mind, I had definite views about a number of issues in animal ethics, and these inevitably manifested as attitudes that I bore toward opponents. And since the issues pertained to extremely serious matters, my attitudes were correspondingly severe. At the top of the list have been animal agriculture and animal experimentation – the latter because of its intentional infliction of no-holds-barred cruelty on harmless creatures, the former because of its sheer numerical magnitude, unparalleled in the annals of anthropogenic scourges. Who but monsters could willingly engage in such practices or be blithely complicit in such holocausts? But of course my having such an attitude would tend to poison the prospects for a mutually-respectful or fruitful dialogue.
 Could I in good conscience even enter into dialogue with such people? If one thinks of historical or contemporary analogues where human welfare and lives have been at stake, such as slavery and genocide, one can begin to appreciate the appeal of the more extreme forms of so-called “direct action” in the animal liberation movement.


But now I conceptualize the situation completely differently. The distinction between me and animal (ab)users
 is not good versus evil but different preferences, or at least a different priority of preferences. And the latter differences may or may not be due primarily to opposed factual beliefs and/or valid versus invalid inferences. Thus, the moral aura dissipated, a fruitful engagement becomes far more likely. For now it is mainly a matter of mutual fact- and logic-checking. That is, on the assumption of good faith on the part of all parties to the dispute. And my point is precisely that the benefit of the doubt is more likely to be accorded to that assumption under an amoral regime. No, this is not to say that one is safe merely to assume the good faith of one’s interlocutor; only that an unsound bias against it has been eliminated, thereby permitting a more realistic assessment of her honesty and intentions.


Another advantage of de-moralized dialogue is the diminishment of defensiveness. For we innately-moralist creatures hate more than just about anything else to be or to be shown in the moral wrong. Therefore in any dialogue about some substantive ethical issue, we will, if of a moralist frame of mind, tend to feel that we are defending not only the truth of our own thesis but also our own goodness. No one wants to believe that they have done or are proposing doing something morally wrong. And by and large, because of the strength of that desire, no one ever does believe it. For this reason moralist dialogue is almost guaranteed to be unproductive. But if one’s most essential “worthiness” is no longer on the line, one will be that much more open to instruction and change, as well as empathy and negotiation. Again, this is not a panacea; surely there are forces in the human psyche in addition to moral self-regard that tend to inhibit the pure pursuit of truth – egotism being numero uno.
 But the situation will be better without than with morality intruding.


None of this implies that we will be left with only conversation. Ethics is still an urgent business and not only a discussion club. But the urgency will now be correctly conceived as due to the strength of our respective and often conflicting desires, and not to some categorical imperative or absolute truth. My claim has been not only that this is reality but also that our embracing the belief in it would likely have net-preferred consequences. Thus, I have been arguing in this section that, if we put aside moralist thinking, the resultant blossoming of dialogic prospects would help advance our respective (and mutually respectful) desires in animal ethics (or any other “applied ethics”). Furthermore, free from moral accountability, the desires themselves would more likely be sound ones because they will have been more thoroughly and rationally vetted. In other words, our desires are not static or mere givens; if we engaged each other in a good-hearted way without the drag of moral commitment, our own desires would prove to be as susceptible to influence by rational considerations as would the desires of our interlocutors.


Here is an example of what my suggestion boils down to in schematic terms. Consider the following argument:

Premise 1. Eating meat in the modern world typically involves complicity in the cruel treatment of animals.

Premise 2. For most people in the modern world it is unnecessary (for health and even for gustatory pleasure), and in many ways (health, environment, etc.) desirable not, to eat meat.

Premise 3. Unnecessary complicity in cruelty is wrong.

Conclusion. Most people in the modern world are morally obligated to become vegetarian. 
My objection to arguing in this way has been twofold: First, the argument contains a problematic premise, in this case No. 3, whose meaning is obscure,
 possibly incoherent, most likely false, and at a minimum incurably moot, thereby rendering the argument unsound. But, second, even granting the soundness of the argument, the conclusion lands with a thud of futility.


My “solution” is that less is more: Simply eliminate the moral premise (No. 3), and, really, cease to think in terms of an argument at all. Thus are left:

Proposition 1. Eating meat in the modern world typically involves complicity in the cruel treatment of animals.

Proposition 2. For most people in the modern world it is unnecessary (for health and even for gustatory pleasure), and in many ways (health, environment, etc.) desirable not, to eat meat.

About the truth of these propositions one may surely debate and argue: adduce evidence, parse concepts, critique the design of an experiment or the logic of an inference, etc. But, unlike moral ones, the issues under discussion here are in theory resolvable. And if the propositions are finally accepted, there is nothing left but to feel, or we might more aptly say, be moved, which is to say, to action, which is what matters.

I must immediately introduce two amplifications. One is that by the truth of the propositions being “accepted” I mean more than a mere intellectual nod
; for that could be as inefficacious as accepting the soundness of the original moral argument.
 Thus, to cognize Proposition 1 in all its pregnancy one might read (or recommend that one’s interlocutor read) the chapter on factory farming in Singer 2009 or watch Tribe of Heart’s documentary Peaceable Kingdom: The Journey Home, and also learn about the feeling capacities of animals by reading Davis 2009 or Bekoff 2007, among so many others.
 Similarly, to properly cognize Proposition 2 one could study any of countless sources.
 Of course these efforts would enhance the efficacy of the moral argument as well. But my point is that, once the two “premises” have been sufficiently cognized, the moral argument becomes superfluous at best -- Do we really need a proof of why cruelty is wrong as much as we need the knowledge that cruelty is taking place and what we can do about it? -- and at worst could actually gum up the works with its introduction of unnecessary, unsettleable, and heated controversies about what is absolutely, universally right and wrong.
 

 The second amplification is that certainly there will be people who are impervious to being moved in the ways I wish they would be, that is, even if they fully cognized the truth of both propositions.
 For some people simply do not mind cruelty to animals that much. Indeed, some people relish it: the fans of cock-fighting and bull-fighting come to mind. But this does not leave the amoral animal advocate without recourse. In fact the full range of tactics is available for building a sympathetic constituency or otherwise effecting one’s aims: from enlisting celebrity endorsements for a vegan diet to lobbying for legislation against dissection in schools, from handing out leaflets to hosting film fests, from writing op-eds to calling the cops.
 Also, this work really begins at home with the raising of one’s children, by educating them about animals, and modeling and rewarding the behavior and attitudes the animal advocate parent hopes her charges will adopt.

But let me also add that, besides focusing one’s efforts on people who are more likely to be immediately responsive, the animal advocate need not give up entirely on the holdouts. For example, it is my pet theory (based on my own dilatory “conversion”) that the single greatest obstacle to becoming vegan may be, not that people don’t know about what is at stake or don’t care, but that they simply do not know how to begin the transition. Thus, basic instruction in how to shop for and prepare  vegan meals might go a long way toward turning the tide.

The bottom line, however, remains my top line (i.e., the epigraph): What is needed is a revolution of the heart.
 Take another look at the three-premise argument and the pair of propositions. The argument, to be understood and effective, relies on the sharpening of logical acumen and the steeling of moral resolve. The force of the propositions, by contrast, derives from increasing knowledge, broadening experience, and cultivating empathic responsiveness. The latter, I submit, is the more profitable course of action for the animal advocate. More generally, I have argued, applied ethics makes no sense as the application of moral theory, and for two distinct
 reasons: Morality does not exist, and advocacy on behalf of morality is, as a rule, ineffective and even counterproductive. Nevertheless a robust ethics is possible in the form of applied amorality, which replaces ingenious dialectic about a fictitious realm of prescriptions with heartfelt dialogue about a factual realm of preferences.
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� Hereinafter “animals.”





� Animals are also used by human beings to benefit other animals, as in veterinary research. For simplicity of exposition I will ignore that kind of case although both similar and distinctive issues arise. It might also be possible simply to subsume those cases under human purposes, since when you get down to it, the healing of other animals is a human purpose. Indeed, the vast majority of veterinary practice probably concerns keeping animals healthy so that they can be eaten or otherwise exploited by humans (Marks 2011b).





� See, e.g., Bass 2012. 





� See, e.g., Regan 2012.





� Or alternatively, if all of the competing theories yielded the same answers to our most important practical questions (so that, a là Groucho Marx, we could say, “Those are my principles, and if you don't like them ... I have others”), people would still likely differ as to what those answers were.





� Katz (1955), Zimmerman (1962), Garner (1994), Moeller (2009), and Marks (2013) all independently arrived at the same conclusion. Cf. also Anscombe (1958) and Hinckfuss (1987). And of course Nietzsche was a significant precursor.





� The classic exposition is to be found in Mackie 1977.





� This “argument to the best explanation” derives from Harman 1965 and 1977, ch. 1 ; see also Marks 2013, ch. 2.





� It is averred by some so-called experimental philosophers (see, e.g., Sarkissian et al. 2011) that the kind of morality here being denied is not necessarily the kind that most people believe in to begin with. I will deal with this potential objection to the amoralist project in the sequel.





� Again there is an analogous situation in theology where some theorists who have beliefs about the universe that are tantamount to a common form of atheism nevertheless continue to speak of “God.” See Silver 2006 for a critique of this practice.





� Moeller 2009, 108.





� The catalogue comes from Hinckfuss 1987, 4.3.





� I adopt the term from Joyce 2001, 214. Joyce himself rejects the position, however, in favor of a so-called moral fictionalism. See Garner 2007, Green 2011, and Marks 2013 for refutations of fictionalism.





� My arguments in this paragraph are elaborated in Marks 2013.





� That is to say, the belief in morality.





� There is a crucially relevant ambiguity in a word like “desired” (or “desirable”). It could suggest an “absolute” or “objective” desirability, or merely what someone (or some group) desires. As an amoralist I always mean it in the latter sense. Objective desirability has, for me, gone the way of the dodos – just like morality. However, I here pass over a complex issue simply for lack of space. Thus, even in my sense of “desired,” there is an element that could sensically be called objective; for example, I desire animal liberation because, among other things, I believe it would result in less suffering in the world as a matter of objective fact. But even if that belief were true, it would not make my desire objective in the sense of somehow “requiring” that I, not to mention everyone desire animal liberation.





� Various terms are used in various ways in the relevant literature, and the distinctions can be of the utmost importance. Thus, Francione 2008 (p. 19) argues that Singer (1975)’s animal liberation is not committed to abolishing the use of other animals, and Hall 2010 (pp. 123-24) argues that Francione’s animal abolitionism is not committed to preserving habitats for wild animals. Hall herself defends a robust sense of “animal rights” that encompasses both the abolition of animal use and the preservation of habitats. While I agree with both Hall’s and Francione’s critiques, and also accept the full substance of Hall’s positive program, I continue nevertheless to employ both “abolitionism” and “liberation” for the position I defend. This is because, on the one hand, I don’t feel “liberation” needs to be tied to Singer’s utilitarian parsing of it, and, on the other, I am uncomfortable with the moralist overtones of “rights.”





� See, e.g., Bass 2012.





� Including yours truly: see Marks 2009, ch. 4.





� Ignoring the stark fact that some societies have accepted analogous “solutions” – this being another reason to question the utility of morality.





� This is not to demean the accomplishments of various individuals and organizations. But insofar as there have been successes, it would make for interesting case studies to try to ascertain to what degree they were due to moral appeals and arguments. I would place my bets on the greater causal relevance of other factors. For a general discussion of what sorts of appeals actually do move people, see Fetissenko 2011.





� See Marks 2011c.





� Including by yours truly when in moralist mode; e.g., Marks 2010 and 2009, ch. 4, resp.





� A case in point is this chapter preamble from a state-of-the-art book of animal ethics (Palmer 2010):





In this chapter, I will discuss several case studies, all of which raise questions about assistance in relation to wild suffering, human-originating harms, or created vulnerabilities or dependencies. These cases, however, raise or develop issues I have not previously explored in detail. In some of these cases, I will compare the relational approach to animal assistance that I have been developing – more specifically, the No-contact LFI—to what I think would be the response of unmodified capacity-oriented views to these situations. I hope this will give some sense of how these approaches would work out differently on the ground. Each case would undoubtedly benefit from much more detailed examination than I give it here, but I hope that this chapter will provide some indication, at least, of the practical implications of this relational approach for animal ethics. (p. 141)





� Parable of the Wounded Man, as recounted in Smith 1965, 106.





� I must hasten to add that Singer and Regan themselves have been tireless advocates and even allies on behalf of animals. My point is rather that there could be an even more effective marshaling of dialectical and other resources in the animal movement if the debating of strictly moral issues were put to one side or simply abandoned. Here I echo Richard Posner addressing Peter Singer:





 ... to expand and invigorate the laws that protect animals will require not philosophical arguments … but facts, facts that will stimulate a greater empathetic response to animal suffering and facts that will alleviate concern about the human costs of further measures to reduce animal suffering. ... To me the most important and worthwhile part of your influential book Animal Liberation is the information it conveys (partly by photographs) about the actual suffering of animals. (Posner and Singer 2001).  





� That is to say, attempts at moral justification: For my position is precisely that moral justification is not only useless and even counterproductive but also without its own justification, since there is nothing moral to justify.





� As if this were not indictment of moral argumentation enough, the ultimate sign of its futility is that even when the individual moralist feels he or she has the arguments on their side, nothing may come of it. For example, I know two philosophers who are convinced that eating animals is morally wrong, but they plead “weakness of will” and go on eating them anyway. Here I am reminded of another gem of ancient wisdom, this from the Stoic philosopher Epictetus:





The first and most necessary place (part) in philosophy is the use of theorems (precepts), for instance, that we must not lie: the second part is that of demonstrations, for instance, How is it proved that we ought not to lie: the third is that which is confirmatory of these two and explanatory, for example, How is this a demonstration? … But we do the contrary. For we spend our time on the third topic, and all our earnestness is about it: but we entirely neglect the first. Therefore we lie; but the demonstration that we ought not to lie we have ready to hand. (Enchiridion 52; translated by George Long)


 


� See, e.g., McMahan 2010.





� See, e.g., Singer 2011.





� I do want to differentiate moralist argumentation from figuring out what to do, which I have been calling “ethics.” Thus, very real questions remain about how best to achieve the goal(s) of animal liberation. For example, Francione and Garner (2010) debate the relative efficacy of welfarist versus rights-based strategies.








� For example: “… any model system which moves down the phylogenetic scale from the generally acceptable animal model will be considered an alternative” (Bennett 1994).





� “With the tree of life as a metaphor for evolution, Darwin changed the way both scientists and the public view the origin of species. There would no longer be a need to interpret the biodiversity of nature as a ladder or scale, with some species better or worse than others due to the details of their size, fur and teeth, or as measured by their intelligence or ancestry. All are adapted to their specific environments …” (Rosenberger 2004).





� A shining exception to this among supporters of animal experimentation is veterinarian Larry Carbone; for example, he writes, “I conclude that we may not have a right to experiment on animals, only a very pressing need” (Carbone 2004, 19).  See also Marks 2011a.





� Naturally the same point -- that the unsoundness of their arguments does not inhibit their rhetorical force -- could be made about moralist opponents of animal use. Alas, however, rather than somehow “canceling out,” the opposing forces may only further buttress the status quo, for example, by precluding meaningful dialogue between interlocutors whose positions have hardened from viewing each other as evil. More on this in the next section.





� It might seem that a moralist ethics could accommodate even this, for example, the so-called preference utilitarianism of Peter Singer. But it is still the case that a morality grounded on preferences would be treating them as stepping stones to something very un-preference-like,  namely, authoritative, universal commands or standards or some such. My view, to the contrary, is that preferences, even rational ones, may motivate but do not legitimate.





� Indeed, of tolerating human society at all, given the prevalence of human tyranny over other animals.





� See various selections in Best and Nocella 2004 and Marks 2013, ch. 6.





� And, yes, abusers of humans as well.





� The Buddha identified the belief in a self as the root-cause of all suffering. Metaphysics aside, it does make ethical or psychological sense that a high self-regard could be a prior cause of our stubborn desire not to be or even to be seen as mistaken about anything, a fortiori in the moral wrong.





� Mackie (1977) spoke of the “queerness” of moral attributions (pp. 38-42 & 48-9).





� I am hardly the first to note the relative inefficacy of moral assertions. A recent entry into these ranks is an excellent article by Maxim Fetissenko (2011).





� Although it should also definitely not be overlooked that even in this day and age there is vast ignorance about the most rudimentary facts about animal exploitation. Not to be despised, therefore, is simple education as a powerful force for animal liberation.





� As Norman Malcolm (1960) observed in a discussion of theism, “It would be unreasonable to require that the recognition of [a] demonstration as valid must produce a conversion.”





� I have been citing second-hand sources of information, but of course a primary “source” would be first-hand experience with animals. Indeed, one of my grievances against animal experimentation is that the branch dealing with basic research into the nature of animals is often simply superfluous. This is when its purpose is not to reveal something about the capacities of animals that is not generally known from common experience so much as to elicit those capacities in such a way that the methodology of formal science can recognize them. And it goes beyond superfluous to absurd when, for example, scientists subject animals to painful experiments in order to determine whether the animals are capable of empathy, when clearly the scientists themselves are at these times displaying a distinct lack thereof.








� Engel 2000 (especially pp. 870-77 & 880-81) offers a concise comprehensive review of relevant information.





� I think, analogously, of how tithing involves a massive diversion of moneys to sustain a church hierarchy, infrastructure, and sectarian doctrine, with a minuscule percentage dedicated to, say, famine relief in Ethiopia, when the money could instead be donated in toto to Oxfam.





� Indeed, there is the prior task of getting the horse to water (whether or not he or she chooses to drink). Many people are loath to read books or watch films about animal cruelty and where their food comes from, etc. Or they are just not interested. Or they already know but play mental games with themselves to prevent the knowledge from having its full force on their feelings and behavior. But all of this is par for the course in any campaign to influence individuals and society. Cooney 2011 offers sound practical advice for the animal movement.





� Not to mention illegal or other outré  tactics, such as intimidation, vandalism, and violence. But this is no different from a moralist call to arms under whatever circumstances happen to appeal to the individual moralist. What literal war, after all, has not been somebody’s moral, indeed holy cause? Again, the overall difference from a moralist regime I would anticipate for an amoralist one is that the more extreme resorts would become more rare without the “God-is-on-our-side” rallying cry of absolute moral truth. This pleases me because I am averse to such resorts on both intrinsic and instrumental grounds, at least within a functioning democracy.





	Meanwhile a more general point is that strategy and tactics are an eminent kind of issue for meaningful debate. Again see Francione and Garner 2010.





� That was what motivated me to create my own vegan Website, TheEasyVegan.com. See also the documentary Vegucated.





� While Gary Francione is my personal hero, God bless him, I must confess that he is a moralist. But as Osgood Fielding III (Joe E. Brown) says at the end of Some Like It Hot, “nobody’s perfect.”





� Although the second reason would seem to follow from the first, I would not rule out that the second could be decisive even if the first were false. Imagine a kind of moral deism, such that morality exists but has no influence whatever on human affairs.
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