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Chapter Four

Human Supremacy,
Post-Speciesist Ideology, and the
Case for Anti-Colonialist Veganism

Corey Wrenn

INTRODUCTION

. urman Ammal1 rights theory has long been divided in regard to the
.-Ito ufhlch ’moral concern should be extended to other animals (Rollin,
Whlle many see little contlict with Nonhuman Animal use other;
t_l__.gompletely in favor of liberationist, vegan, and anti—speciesis’t goals
mgl‘?f, many attempt to locate a moral middle ground and support the:
_'of‘ ‘ humfcmf.:”2 Nonhuman Animal agriculture systems or the mainte-
of “symbiotic” relationships. This division over moral inclusion is a
ng one fgr thlose animals facing extreme violence and violation. For
0@un1t1es, institutionalized oppression has long since reached ;:risis
nore than 65 billion Nonhuman Animals were killed for human con-
on in 2013 alone (Food and Agriculture Organization of the United
ThlS number does not include the millions of other animals killed b
..tlc_)_n, homelessness, and “hunting,” or the billions of animals alsz
d ..om the' oceans as food or “bycatch.” Given the staggering level of
ce qommztted against other animals, the belief that use and death are
gsﬁnt ha:qns for other animals represents a problematic ideology that
systemic discrimination against nonhuman communities ®
paper first argues that use and death do indeed consti‘.fute a harm
€, 1o amount of “humaneness” or institutional reform could make the;
nption of a Nonhuman Animal ethically permissible. Tt is further
; hgt veganism best realizes the human moral obligation to Nonhuman
Nl Pecause it recognizes nonhuman personhood and right to life. End-

[~
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ing the exploitative use and killing of Nonhu:man Animalfs is the‘ﬁnosttp -
ing concern for vegan ethicists, but a post-liberation sqmety will ental |
ther conflicts in regard to human use and Nonhuman Anitnal gutonpmy. 1
paper contributes to the dialogue of humgn—nonhmr}an relatlonshfps b%
tending the vegan ethic to include an ongoing comnntmept ‘to repairing N
human Animal communities devastated by human colonialism and impet:
jem. The project of human supremacy has subsumed Nonhur:nan A;l;lin
into systems of oppression that would continue to cause suffeljmg an 11
even in post-liberation vegan world. Therefore, 2 policy of nonliltne‘rfereqc
not recommended. Oppressive relationships Wlth_Nonhuman Anmla].s:(_
is, continued human use) should cease, but a major component (}uf dism,
tling oppression is the engagement of restpratwe work. Human a@ wor
and allies should take care not to reinstitute a pa‘gtern of colonialistmh
interfering with the independence of Nonhuman Animals and the par‘su_;
cultures of their various species groups and ecosystems. :

ancione, 2000). According to Francione, the principle of equal considera-
n'means taking the interests of other animals seriously. That is, instead of
ering birds slightly bigger cages as reformist approaches may attempt,
limans are obliged not to cage them at all. Humans cannot claim to seriousty
care about the suffering of Nonhuman Animals, nor can humans insist that
er animals matter morally, if oppressive behaviors like eating hamburgers,
ing cows’ milk, and visiting “zoos” are considered permissible. Fran-
ione’s (2000) notion of equal consideration recognizes that Nonhuman Ani-
Is; like humans, have a morally significant interest in avoiding suffering,
iS position presupposes that being used as a resource inherently entails
ecessary suffering. Therefore, extending moral concern to Nonhuman
Animals will necessitate that their flesh, excretions, and labor no longer be
sumed. It is argued that using Nonthuman Animals as resources, fatally or
, constitutes harm to these individuals who have an interest in not experi-
inig exploitation or suffering,
h_e notion that o/ use is harmful to Nonhuman Animals is admittedly
ntious. Yet, even those uses which do not entail direct harm to other
nals (like the consumption of corpses that are the result of automobile
isions or natural death) still perpetoate the notion that Nonhuman Ani-
Is are nonpersons, objects, and consumable fesources. Just as most hu-
ans would not eat human “road kill” or recently deceased companion ani-
(because they continue to be viewed as persons, not objects), anti-
eciesist humans would not think to eat the bodies of deers’ (or any other
pecies traditionally viewed as consumable) who have died accidentally or
natural causes.
he preservation of Nonhuman Animal corpses for display “taxidermy” is
ilarly objectifying. While not all “taxidermy” patrons are “hunters” and
any “taxidermists” work with the bodies of Nonhuman Animals who have
d naturally or by accident, the practice reduces Nonhuman Animals to
sour¢es of human pleasure and amusement. Alternatively, the taxidermy of
an bodies is often met with disgust and is generally considered immeoral.
é_'e‘d_, it is regularly the stuff of horror movies. Even displaying the pre-
ed remains of very ancient humans creates moral unease, with some
olars insisting that deccased humans have the “right” to remain undis-
ed (Bahn, 1984). Persons with privilege (namely, Western white men of
s) have historically exploited the remains of vulnerable groups to their
antage, but legal reforms that reflect moral developments have begun to
) this practice (Highet, 2006). The understanding is not that dead persons
‘actual rights that can be infringed, but rather that the deceased bodies
resent persons and a moral society should treat those persons with some
unt of reverence (unless the person gave consent to dissection, organ
ition, ete. prior fo death). The intention of upholding the “rights” of dead
rsons is also a matter of respecting the cultures and communities they are

THE PROBLEM WITH CONSUMPTION

At least since the inception of welfare efforts .in Western natic.yr}s of th_e:
century, some humans have been working to increase the pohtlcal_ rec
tion of Nonhuman Animals as objects of moral concern. Following :
years of advocacy and reform, the public may sub.sequently be und
impression that violence against other animals has gther b.een eradlc.:atg
is in the process of elimination. Certainly, the :‘state, ?J}du.stnes,.and e_ht;:
benefit from speciesism will have an interest i facﬂl?atmg this some‘s:a_._
tude (Wrenn, 2013). As a consequence, the c9nsumpt10n of.Nonhumag :
mals may be justified or permitted under the influence of this post-spfj'g;
jideology. Aftitude research indicates that humans are opposed to viols
against other animals, but most are unaware of the continued _suffer;
volved with institutionalized use (Prunty & Al_)pl.e, 2013). This ’[?als?,
sciousness regarding the status of other animals is likely a result of mdustry
advertising power, as well as its tremendous influence over the stat o
media (Nibert, 2013). The welfare approac?es favored by large, profess_ 1
ized non-profits may also be warping pubhcf awareness (Wr_eng, 2013_)_ :_.9
speciesist ideology presents a major impediment to social Justlc'e e.ffo_
cause it masks continued human supremacy. Just as many white-idel
Americans can point to highly paid athletes of color and Barack Ohba
presidency as evidence of “post-racism,” so can humaps Pou},t to the pro
ration in “humane” products as evidence of “posttspecwsmm.
If it is recognized that there are no defensible grolunds for e?({‘_sl_u:
Nonhuman Animals from the moral comrnunity. (Rol'hn, 2006}, it:
follow that humans ought to extend equal consideration to other a
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connected to. Western science has been responsible for a considerable 3
amount of post-mortem colonization, extracting countless Egyptian mum
mified corpses and other bodies from nonwhite, developing countries fi
research and display in Western laboratories, classrooms, and museum
Western imperialism allowed for this looting as well as the systematic objex
tification of vulnerable cultures, and human imperialism seems to have a
complished the same with vulnerable nonhuman species. The display of
Nonhuman Animal bodies for the human gaze is relevant to animal ethi
specifically because it reinforces human supremacy. Niberf (2002) notes th:
viewing countless dead and mounted Nonhuman Animal bodies in huni
institutions normalizes oppression and hierarchies of power. Itis “[ ... ] yet
another powerful socialization device about the role of devalued others in
society” (p. 216), and it “T . . . ] objectifies and demonizes* other animals an
promotes anthropocentrism [ . . . ]” {p. 217). The use of Nonhuman Anim:
bodies thus continues to represent and reinforce the systemic oppression o
other animals. The consequences of this superficially nonviolent use wor
to protect the normalcy of explicitly violent use.
Another argument that is frequently raised in discussions over the moi'__a
ity of human-nonhuman relationships is the one made in favor of “pet-keep
ing.” However, seemingly symbiotic relationships with other animals:ar
also problematic. Many view the inherently paternalistic relationship’
tween humans and companion animals as a mutually beneficial relations]
(Scully, 2002; Winograd & Winograd, Forthcoming), but this belief obscu
and naturalizes structural diserimination. Hall explains, “Domesticatiqi_i
animals into pets not only takes these animals out of their own world and
puts them into our houses and businesses, but physically alters them so:that :
they, like domesticated cattle, are forever exiled from their free-living sté_t nd exclusive nature of the transitio
(20190, p. 192). Companion animals are both legally and socially conside
consumable items. Dogs, cats, horses, and others are purposefully bred
existence for human enjoyment. While some may seek to treat compah'
animals well, it remains that they are their property (Francione, 2000).. Th
means that humans can create a considerable amount of suffering for_}'ﬂ_;
companions that is well within legal limits, including, but not limited to,’
docking, ear cropping, rape and forced pregnancy (otherwise known
“breeding”), genetic manipulation that leaves animals susceptible to pa
physical and mental illnesses and premature death, “breaking” (forcing a
mais to accept a bridle, saddle, pack, and/or “rider”), surrendering anima
“shelters™ (many of which utilize lethal means for managing the facilit
intake), or simply giving them away, abandoning them, isolating them
posing them to the elements, and separating them from their family men
or friends. Companion animals are maintained in a state of constant dg
dence: they rely on their human “owners™ to feed them, water them, sh
them, and provide them with adequate stimulation, protection from h

DEATH AS A HARM

_'g:lard fo the direcr consumption of Nonhumans

_ ﬁﬁaﬁa;il)c’rig?;t?er or not d.ee}th Is Tecognized as g harm to Nonhuman
denc 0 h imporince of omfyt gy o 1A Tt el
clene _ : mterest m living: “If being alive
__Erg:;zdf(l):}; é);lﬁtge at 1rlnoral object anq if all other intefests and fegiil; Z;:
e o m, en the Ipost basic, morally relevant aspect of a crea-
s It 3 y ay correlatively Suggest that any animal, therefore, has a
ht ¢” (2006, p. IIQ). Yet, this right to Jife ig sometimes ques’tioned

(that which necessitates

nd value certajn things. {...] the radica]
n from life to death must be understood™
then, a _painless death would not be a harm to
Id be scientifically demonstrated that these ani-

ing of what death truly means
should not be equated with a disin

to other animals. This

an limitation
terest in continued life

other animals.
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experiences of other species and are subsequently unable to make accurate
eterminations about nonhuman awareness of the self or death.

“The desire for pleasurable consumption and freedom from the uncomfort-
le feelings roused by cognitive dissonance ensures that this idealistic con-
ception of a happy life and happy death is perpetuated at the societal level.

‘onsumers and Nonhuman Animal rights advocates alike can become preoc-
cupied with alleviating the many moral aversions identified by Singer’s
ideslized scenario to the detriment of anti-speciesism efforts {Francione,
1996). Post-speciesist ideology occupies the human imagination and subse-
uently obscures the fundamental moral inconsistency of Nonhuman Animal
se: Tt is likely that a narrow focus on Singer’s unachievable vision may
-pr_évent any serious consideration of the oppressive reality faced by Nonhu-
tnans used as resources. Rachels (2008) warns that welfare reforms normal-

¢ the violence in human relationships with other animals, thus distracting

m the systemic oppression imposed on them:

Lven those theorists who seck to incorporate the diverget exlierelsens\:;ar;ﬁi
i i litnited by human supremacist values. ile
the animal kingdom can be ' e
Regan recognizes death as a harm 10 Nonhu;na;l Ammgl{s,;az d;g(s) ;olt{ Edav
i ith that of a human (Kegatl, ? Y
as to equate a nonhuman life wi -
fsalfy 2009?. Regan’s notion of comparable harm altlrg.uzs? t_}(llatat:w;ov?;}r;lri éf'
: detract equally from each 1 ividui , €
comparable when they ually ol e o
dividuals. Harm experieh v 0
from the welfare of two or more enced O
. .« not comparable to that experiencec ans
man Animals, he argues, is no : e o
jations i d potential. Howevet, 1 itis gn
because of variations 1 awareness an . Pl
1 ds for excluding WNonhuman i
that there are no defensible grounds 10 1 e
v it follows that the privilege a >
the moral concern that humans enjoy, 1t Lot 1 B o
i the principle of equal consiae - Like
human life would be contrary to : st e
152, 1 i an Animals and death is also a i
wise, if death is a harm for Nonhum ' A b
: i ion i essitated; both humans an ant
the human, equal consideration 15 NeCe: o
i i ding death. The process 0 goin
mals would bave an interest in avol ) e O
- sctive uman assumptions wic PP h
degrees of barm based on subjec L SUppOst
i to humans promotes a post-spe s
death is somehow more a harm n ' .
gy. That is this theoretical process utilizes the presumptlo? tha(;cL 2};:;25@
scriminati d in order to excuse con inue
discrimination has been addressed 1 ; e
iscriminati i tiation which obscuxes an unequ ot
discrimination. It 1s 2 moral nego e e
i i is above all others. Because uman privile
ship that protects human interes : B e
i rth, harm, and tight to hie er
encaged for the power 10 define worth, ' ne
Sble gNinhuman Animals, this process protects human supremacist 50_0_131
relations. o . -
As a result of human supreimacist influences on Nonhgi}[a; A;r}llll‘irtf; ;:,tgn
iesist i ies that perpetuate the notion that NO
and post-speciesist ideologies ‘ ‘ S
i iail suffering, there is a WiGESP
mal use does not necessarily en i _ _ i
belief that humans can consume other animals w1.th0ut cansing th:n; It;la;;n
Singer theorizes that death (and presumably use in general) is 10 2
wrong if it is accepted that the Nonhuman Antmals \;ho arfe 1mpai1 o
i t life, are not members 0k an e
self-consclousness, lead a pleasan , o
i i i d do not cause duress to O ers by o
species, are killed painlessly, an . y d
(11)993 p. 133). This is an idealized scenarto that dOEfs not cqrrently t;mrst, an
for a 1,1umber of reasons, cannot practically be ach1e~.~rcd vilt.houét f:asei:blé
i i jon i :aies Tior the present time, 118 n
jon of science fiction imaginaries. ! . ;
fytreauc and slaughter a Nophuman Animal for human ‘pull"pose;s w1til.out Zﬁge_r
ini i telos. For instance, agncu tural practices ens!
mining some aspect of their ce, 2ghct oo
i i i ted, causing significant dur er
that family structures will be disrupted, 1 o i
il bellow for days at the 10ss ©
The millions of mother cOWS who . bve
in the dairy industry exemplify this trauma. At the very lf?tghﬂie e;f;rgl\?l
i . is o harm if it is accepted thal, as BF
death necessitated for consumption 1s ' : L
i -ve inherently entails a desire to stay ahve, ant
areues, the state of being alive i
Fr%mcione argues, humans are not able to fully comprehend the sub]eg

. Tt is true enough that, if you are opposed to cruelty, you should prefer that the
. meat-production business be made less brutal. But it is also true that, if you are
“ opposed to cruelty, you have reason not to participate in social practices that
_are brutal as they stand. As it stands, meat producers and consualers cooperate
%o maintain the unnecessary system of pig larms, feedlots, and slaughter-
. houses. Anyone who finds the system objectionable has reason net to help
“keep it going. The point would be quickly conceded if the victims were people.

{p. 263)

The position that Nonhuman Animals could theoretically be violated,
ed, killed, and consumed in a manner that protects the desires of oppres-
sors without posing harm to the oppressed is a position that works in the
service of human supremacy. As it is a decidedly more radical and transtor-

ative approach, the vegan position is subsequently overshadowed by the
werful and alluring claimsmaking of speciesist institutions and their non-
profit allies. Because veganism calls for the complete cessation of Nonhu-

at1. Animal consumption and thus requites a commitment to significant
itude and behavior changes (changes that are not required by the “humane”

e perspective), it is more easily dismissed as utopian or impractical.

While Singer protects the possibility of using vulnerable bodies for the

eniefit of those in power so long as that use is done “humanely,” he also

ues that humans should ideally avoid consumption: “In any case, at the
vel of practical moral prineiples, it would be better to reject altogether the

ing of animals for food, unless one must do so to survive. Killing animals
food makes us think of them as objects that we can use as we please”
93, p. 134). Much of Singer’s work explores the root issue of Nonhuman
imal objectification and subjugation, however, he continues to stand as a
or proponent “humane” speciesisn, legitimizing it as an ethical alterna-
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the flesh of other species from the human diet and is limited in its aim fo
iminate non-food Nonhuman Animal products from consumption patterns
.. “leather” and mainstream toiletries which contain slaughterhouse ren-
crings). Furthermore, dairy and egg industries enact comparable levels of
tructural violence on nonhuman species (Singer & Mason, 2006). In effect,
¢petarianism as a political position fails to address the human supremacist
projects of consumption and use. Vegans also reject “organic” and “humane-
~raised” Nonhuman Animal products, as consuming these products neces-
't_ates the objectification, use, and harm of other animals.

- Because veganism is a form of protest, it generally entails a challenge to
thie exploitation of Nonhuman Animals in any situation. This protest includes
sistance to rodeos, circuses, experimentation, and sometimes domestication
companionship. This protest is often intersectional as well, Most vegan
ists, advocates, and organizations recognize that there is a connection
tween the consumption of Nonhuman Animal products (including “hu-
manely-raised” or “organic” products) and the detrimental impacts on the
ironment, human health, and human justice (speciesism is thought to be
sled with sexism, racism, classism, etc.) (Nibert, 2013). It should be
ified that several variations of vegan protest exist across cultures and
vements. Veganism is sometimes promoted as a diet, while at other times
xists as a religious artifact. However, ethical veganism as a means of
sisting oppression is perhaps the variation that is most relevant to extend-
justice to vulnerable groups,® both human and nonhuman. In particular,
panism prioritizés the interests of Nonhuman Animals as persons who are
orthy of justice, equality, and lberty. According to this anti-oppression
an-ethic, implementing a moral obligation to other animals would neces-
t¢ a cessation in their consumption by humans. The consumption of Non-
ins, be it literally in the form of flesh or secretions or indirectly through
on, experimentation, or amusement in the form of “pets,” zoos, rodeos,
s neither necessary nor morally consistent with the principle of equal
sideration. If it is understood that death and use is harm to Nonhuman
mals, veganism is necessary for accurately recognizing them as objects of
ral ‘concern. Practically all Nonhuman Animal use can be reduced to
‘of pleasure or convenience, and neither of these privileges constitutes

2006). Francione counters that use

. ; ason, ) )
five to veganism (SIEEr & M Nonhuman Animal interests:

incongruent with a full recognition of

but that, apart from the

[ 1 we could, of course, treat .ammals ¢ ?Jettm B D nproe
o mic realities that militate against such improve e _,t o B

ec?mmlc t would be na different from enacting a raie 'a i A e

e treatlmen fien. We would gtill be treating animals as things _ ;Ca‘:im e

beatlia;esd:rs;iig tk;e application of the principle of equal consideta .
g e

\;I?i‘;lal interests. (Francione, 2000, p. 149)

¢ ? Animal products does
15 ity of “humane Nonhmn@ .
he rising por tzlls liberation; rather, if indicates further entrench_m;

sndicate progress towar : e .
H}fi:) reisif:rfx. Indeed, this oppression betcomes e_ve:x ;1“ SRarpe
; pﬁneable as it is normalized as something that 18 " _
impe X

itist

like. As Adams (2003) notes, 1L1S

a1 to humaps and nonhumans 2 - o b
ﬁﬂ?ﬁ pleasurable consumption—lgthat Nton};\éﬁzl?;le[iﬁ;ﬁaﬁ p(;:; o
ouns like women) arc happy "0 sors 2
?T‘f;iie O%Jiaregsion a formidable force. When prrgsasii igﬁg; =
i 1 i ar et

omplacent in their oppresm'on an i

Sf??}f 1E‘xiljc*,bsey::tempof inequality, challenging the Syst-emtrlza:srgflz ;S{)h_‘
di?fﬁcult. For example, pornography has become ?iﬁi e o im‘_-'_

tection of post-feminist i

deology. The result bein . 1 i
;on has been shaped to accept exploitative and violent sexual reld
fion ha =pt

as desirable, while female victim

s are framed as “potn stars” with 1u9§1
jkews instreaming of vioiend
“enj do.” Likewise, the mains of v
who “enjoy what they . 8 of
calfe_ersst animals and post-speciesist ideology s%lape's tlfle hlin:é o t}%c
a%amt willing Nonhuman Animal vietims on 1d3{1hc arm ?mahzed -
fifOU rs’; and full bellies. Structures of oppression are 1";0 B o
arr‘g?:ized when the victims of oppressiop are painted as e:;{ e _
T'?;'n and reforming consumption practices generally wo ug
ifying
moral awareness. A DOTe

appropriate fulfillment of humanity’s mOT
gation to other animals will entail the disrup

tion of these ideologie
restructuring of the systems they protect.

VEGANISM AS A SITE OF RESISTANCE

the idealized human/ nonhuma_n_.t'el_a
abstinence from Nonhur_nqn
do not consume any anima

ssary (e.g. vivisection for scientific advancement® or killing and con-
tion in survival situations) are nevertheless in violation of equat consid-
and reflect human supremacist interests. If a Nonhuman Animal is
because that species wields less social power and is thus vulnerable to
loitation, this is speciesism. In other words, while human oppression of
inimals is often justified for a mumber of reasons (“humane” use,
biotic™ use, “necessary” use, comparable fack of awareness, etc.), when

Veganism is an ethical altemativ? to
ship of oppression which entails an
ts. Wherever possible, vegan ) > an, e
pm(:luztsin any form; this includes food, clothmg,_ toﬂeimetsl; ;w (¢
e ? n.d.). Veganism is more than a diet ot a fifesty 6,2007) b
e s poli tance to human supremacy (Torres, 5

ots as a political resis tof cy ! e
f: ldiffeten‘gated from vegetarianism, as vegetarianism s€ y t
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uman Supr: C -
humans engage their social power to subjugate other animals and specificall promacy, Post-Speciesist Ideology ... 6!
take advantage of their nonhuman status in the process, they engage species
1sm and human supremacy.

It is worth considering that Nonhuman Animals also commit acts of vio
lence, use, and consumption against other animals. However, these behavior
do not represent oppression in the sociological sense because they are'_"'h
enacted as an act of structural discrimination. In other words, Nonhuma
Animals do not have the political capability of building a social structure tha
benefits them and systematically disadvantages other species. They are p
marily at the whim of human activities, evolution, and circtimnstance. Cc_in’s‘
er, for instance, that many communities of color engage violence or prejudic
against one other, but no community of color wields the social power i
sary to engage institutional oppression as whites can and do. Indeed, m
intra-racial violence is a result of social inequality perpetuated by whi
supremacy. Black-on-Black killing in impoverished urban areas, for exam
ple, is not an exercise in Black oppression, but rather a reaction to envire
mental stressors and disruptions related to a white supremacist society

underserves and exploits Black communities. These include, but are not Ji
ited to, segregation, poverty, unemployment, absent social services, and
lice harassment. This is not a society built by Blacks to serve Black interes
therefore, Black-on-Black violence cannot be understood to be instituti'_t)n

ized. Rather, it is a consequence of white oppression.

‘survivali i
: 15t predation comparable to the systemic destruction of billions of
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Likewise, humanity exists as an oppressing class that enacts instituﬁﬁ Rem-profis). However Hhis absolutist ;gﬁy Cap]:hiﬂid s
1 , silon certainly leaves room for

ized violence on vulserable Nonhuman Animal communities, meaning th Yy questions in regard to how a societal rest ) '
the human exploitation of nonhuman communities is generally not a cnieved and what the end results might lookrfjj(mcmrmg W(.)uki ideally be
matter of survival or necessity, but a matter of systemic privilege. Huma at will be the future of human-nonhuman rej t‘e. If gll use 1s problematic,
do not need to use Nonhuman Animals, but do so because human suprem 0 2011) argue thata lonshlpsi{ -
allows for the practice as a means to grow and protect their privilege _H_nal liberation efforts is that vegan activist A major failing in Nonhuman
result, intra-species violence taking place within nonhuman communiti Ip to other animals should be one of non-; S nsist that the l_mrrlan relation-
strategically subsumed within human supremacist ideologies: Nonhiiin: ' 0n~1nterferf3nc3‘_ That s, there should
Animals kill each other, so it is excusable for humans to kill other anima > owever, if this mindset js actually
well. Just as intra-racial violence is frequently referenced as a mear an Animal rights prioritizes autono;rn 0; llgls’tfarmce, Hali’s theory of Nop-
obscure the role of white supremacy, intra-species violence is used to: kttmg' therm be,” and “T.. .1 letting th}; chrieedomz I_t’s about simply
malize or naturalize violence in the animal kingdom, thus absconding amed spaces™ (2010, p. 14). Yet even Halrlris t 'VC“OH their own terms in
project of human supremacy from moral investigation. Vegans will rg an-nonhuman relations recognizes the im Sr:mt hands Off’ " approach to
nize this logic in the diversionary tropes that point to lions killing ga; _._W__k_)rld” (p. 257), a project that will nece portance of building a “hospit-
predatory food chains, and the “circle of life.” That is, instead of addr crference. Most individuals SSHafe some amount of prosocial
the presence of structural discrimination which works in the favor of opp
ing classes, the focus is displaced on non-structural violence enacte
individuals of the oppressed classes. Again, these acts are related to st
or as a reaction fo environmental stress, but they are nonetheless high!
to the effect of protecting systems of inequality. While it may be true
lions kill gazelles, humans are not obligate carnivores. Nor is the li

15 that offer assistance to nsz%?g(ﬁl O”f pech e e o ion
_ - & species like vultures, squj
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Possums lends some evidence to this attitude, The popularity of tra
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neuter-release programs and the tendency fgr cfar.ing indi'viduals to feedfrapd
supervise feral cat colonies also speaks to this disinterest in abandoning ev
ivi an Animals in need. :
hvn\%ﬁlﬁ?ﬁy be inaccurate that vegan abolitiqnist theor).f i_s one -of sepat:
tion without interference, it is true that a mea.u"}lngﬁ%l 1?051t10n will nee.d
acknowledge Nonhuman Animals as communm_es within a.h'uman—domull(
ed society and should seek to accommodate th1§ vuinerability. Hall ma es
clear that the ideologies of domination must be d.lsruptcd b?‘for.e any form‘:c;
meaningful Nonhuman Animal autonomy can be achieved: Wlthoultd a Wh(.). |
paradigm shift, animal rights means nothing” (20 IQ, p. 2'0 1.3). Dona st(zl ge
Kymlicka (2011) suggest that one way to accomphs-h this is to conceptualize.
Nonhuman Animals as citizens. Depending on t‘helr species and domestie _.
tion status, they may be categorized as sovereign frec{wmg persons, mi
grants who inhabit human spaces, or full citizen persons it t}.ley are domfsst
cated. As citizens, Northuman Animals would be retamefi within hmgan;;yg
political sphere of moral obligation. Inde?ed, a vegan eth.lc would be ineffec
tive if it should advocate for the liberation of gther anlmals only to 1gn91_
their subsequent fate. A similar failing is ev1den.ccd in the E':tftermath 0
African American emancipation. Without addressmg.the perszst.ent con
quences of generations of colonization and bondag.e, 11berat1or.1 without co
tinued structural assistance seriously inhibits African Amem?an acce;s..-
equal opportunities. True civil rights requ.ire more than physical freedon .
continued assistance and political recognition will be necessary. Therfaf(.#e-,
vegan ethics are concerned specifically with Nonhm.:nan Amma-ls as v1ct1m
of human oppression. Liberated and autor}omous animals are st111.v1ct;1;1i_’,
this oppression if they are denied the assistance ‘the)‘r need to thl.'we.. cti
efforts to combat the negative impact of colfamzatlon, domegtlcatlon, a:n1
systemic violence will also be necessary to a§51st future generations who wil
also experience lingering and cumulative d1sadvagta_ges. As H?Lll sugges
humans should “let them be” and work to end speciesist oppression. Hovys:
er, full autonomy should not also entail erasing Nonhuman Animals fro
humanity’s political sphere, as this could leave them vulnerable and short
Chaggseﬁl-embers of a moral community, humans shouldl also l?e obhg,_atgd
provide services to Nonhuman Animals who may require assistance ever 1
the need is unrelated to a legacy of human supremacy. I h‘ave argued that us
entails harm, and this includes interfering with free living animals to su
human needs or domesticating them. Suffering i§ a harm for Nonhum
Animals, as is their death, even when not direcﬂ).i 11_npqsed by human acl_:tw
ity. Allowing Nonhuman Animals to suffer. and die is still faﬂm‘g‘humam.
moral obligation to them. With human privilege comes re:?ponsﬂ)lhty. Th .
fore, humans remain obligated to act as allies for other animals where appf:
priate and with respect for Nonhuman Animal autonomy. :

Mitigating situations of conflict will be particularly challenging in a post-
iberation landscape. The ability to decide which instances of Nonhuman
nimal suffering and death are most important (particularly within a carniv-
rous ecosystem) will ultimately reflect human privilege. How the influence
human supremacy might be overcome in human relationships with other
nimals will be difficult even within a vegan framework. I suggest that anti-
acist discourse might be useful to this conundrum. Many vulnerable human
“populations suffering from centuries of colonization are struggling to over-
ome the legacy of domination and become self-sufficient in their efforts to
étter their situations. Western whites are largely responsible for the litany of
ocial, economic, and political problems facing communities of color, thus,
t0-some degree, it is Western whites who must work to dismantle their
ppressive actions and assist people of color in their fight for justice and
¢edom. However, social justice workers must also be cognizant of the
otnplicating presence of the “white savior” complex. That is, whites who
gek to correct situations of injustice within communities of color for com-
munities of color are imposing yet another form of colonization when they
eek to impose their own solutions (Cole, 2012).
‘Perhaps, then, when considering how to manage those ethical conflicts
vith Nonhuman Animals which are human created, social justice workers
night also be careful not to impose a colonialist approach in dictating how
aese ethical conflicts are resolved. Hall sees humanity’s need to control and
ominate as a major encumbrance to ending speciesism, but she also sees
hese traits as problematic for advocacy efforts. Humans should not replicate
lomination in their efforts to help. First and foremost, humans have a respon-
ibility to stop oppressing. For example, humans should stop “fishing” and
urtail pellution because it is harmful to free-living animals in the oceans.
{owever, humans should be wary about dictating how those ocean dwellers
mat_iage suffering and death within their own communities. Continuing with
the: ocean example, humans should be hesitant to prevent dolphins from
illing and eating jellyfishes. Jellyfishes have millions of years of evolution-
ry progress that have equipped them to deal with violence committed by
olphins. It is not within human jurisdiction to manage how jeltyfish cope (or
ow dolphins survive). In these cases, we should not impose our “human
avior” complex on them, as this would represent another act of human
olonization in Nonhuman Animal communities. This is not to say humans
hould always err on the side of letting “nature take its course.” In situations
where human privilege can be enacted to assist Nonhuman Animals in a way
that respects their autonomy (and does not interfere with the autonomy of
thers in the society or ecosystem), humans should be obliged to help.
In situations of conflict that result from human oppression, humans have
n-obligation to intervene as well. Areas where Nonhuman Animals have
ecome “invasive” as a consequence of human behavior and are causing
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difficulties for other Nonhuman Animals, for instance, would likely requi
intervention. Humans should seek to protect both the vulnerable commu
nities and the domesticated or “invasive” species in a manper that respect
the interests of both parties as much as is reasonably possible. For e?mmplg
“faral” cat colonies that are committing acts of violence on birds, mice, an(
chipmunks as a matter of survival are a human responsibili.ty because thi
situation is one of moral conflict that is human created, In this case, human
would have an obligation to protect free-living animals hurt by human-creat
ed domesticated cats and feline homelessness. Feral cats might be targete:
for trap-neuter-release programs, provided alternate food sources, or reloca
ed to sanctuaries. In another example, largely herbivorous black bears ma
be driven to commit more frequent acts of violence against other free-livin
animals as their homes are destroyed by human institutions and their no
plant-based food sources are diminished. In this case, -humans would:b
obligated to intervene to protect those animals hurt by this h}lman—p'roduc@
situation. Providing bears with alternate food sources and improving the
habitable spaces might be appropriate human interventions. Even in 2 pos
liberation world, the impacts of human supremacy will continye to d'1sadvg_1:
tage nonhuman communities. Therefore, humans mfill remain obhgateﬂ
tepair the autonomy of other animals by dismantling human. supremaci
structural conditions. Part of this obligation will also necessitate hurx_lan:
becoming allies and active participants in the project of species-inclusive
social justice. ;

“As a political protest, veganism challenges human privilege by position-
ing Nonhuman Animals as objects of moral concern who are worthy of equal
onsideration. Veganism recognizes the personhood of other animals. Impor-
z‘ii_;tly, this ethical framework encompasses more than liberation. I have iden-
ified the position of non-interference as both misapplied and illogical. A
égan ethic should not abandon liberated Nonhuman Animals, as they would
continue to suffer the ill effects of several millennia of violent speciesism.
Therefore, ending use is presented only as the first step in the long and
complicated process of repairing the damage inflicted by a legacy of human
supremacy. These reparations should take care not to replicate colonialist
practices and should also respect the independence and self-determination of
1onhuman communities. In a post-liberation world, humans must accept that
ler animals are capable agents. T have suggested that human privilege
should instead be put in the service of social justice. This will entail a cessa-
ion of use and a new role for humans as allies.
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NOTES

1. “Nonhuman Animal(s)” is capitalized to denote their status as a distinct social gr¢
2. Euphemisms, misleading terms, and speciesist terms are placed in quotations t
their problematic nature and contested meaning.
3. “Deers” has been pluralized to denote that they are individuals. The ferm *“deer,”
and “sheep,” speaks to individual animals in mass terms, which is objectifying.
4. Preserved Nonhuman Animal corpses are often positioned and portrayed as vicio
aggressive, and therefore deserving of their subjugation and death. Nibert explains that
and narratives are constructed around the dead bodies of other animals in such a w
human supremacy is normalized.
5. Veganism has been an important component of Nonhuman Animal rights effort:
the early 1800s, but it first appeared as an explicijt political position or “movement”.
1940s with the founding of The Vegan Society in the United Kingdom (Phelps, 2007).
6. Vivisection stands as one of the most contentious forms of Nonhuman Anim:
generally protected under the guise of “necessity.” However, research indicates tha
animal-based research is seriously flawed and persists primarily as a profitable mech:
the pharmaceutlcal -medical complex. In other words, sentient test subjects are used as a
of convenience, not necessity (Knight, 2011).
7. Nonhuman Animals are also largely regarded as moral patients, and are ge
thought incapable of moral decision-making (Wyckoff, 2014). Biologists have suggested
many nonhuman species do possess morality, however (Bekoff & Pierce, 2009). I chos
this argument becanse it detracts from the all-important lowered social position of all
man Animals within human society. It is this vulnerable and oppressed position that a
for the vast majority of unjustifiable death and suffering among sentient communities.




