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Introduction
In March 2011, Joe Hashman celebrated a landmark employment tribunal ruling that his belief in anti-hunting was a “philosophical belief” under the terms of equality legislation. At the full hearing in 2011, a unanimous verdict of unfair dismissal was returned (British Broadcasting Corporation [BBC], 2011). 
Hashman, an animal rights activist and a long standing campaigner and activist against fox hunting, believes that "people should live their lives with mindful respect for animals and we all have a moral obligation to live in a way which is kind to each other, our environment and our fellow creatures” (Hashman, as cited in McVeigh, 2011). At the tribunal hearing, Judge Lawrence Guyer stated: “This belief extends to his fervent anti-fox hunting belief (and also anti-hare coursing belief), and such beliefs constitute a philosophical belief for the purposes of the Employment Equality (Religion or Belief) Regulations 2003” (Wardrop, 2011, para, 5). Hashman’s belief was said by Judge Guyer to demonstrate his philosophical belief in the sanctity of life (as cited in McVeigh, 2011).
Mr Hashman’s case rested on his beliefs regarding a historically traditional “blood sport” which 76% of the British public are said to oppose (Ipsos MORI, 2010). Hashman’s deeply held conviction, however, was a small aspect of his much broader, but lesser acknowledged, perspective on human social life which has thus far received little attention in equality law. Regarding his deeply held beliefs about fox hunting, Hashman states: “I know in my heart and soul that living life as a vegan is the philosophical foundation of my anti-hunting stance” (as cited in Wardrop, 2011).
Veganism had been presented to the European Court of Human Rights as far back as 1991. In C.W. v. United Kingdom
  the Commission declared that “the vegan convictions with regard to animal products fall within the scope of Article 9. of the European Convention on Human Rights ([ECHR] freedom of thought, conscience and religion). Similarly, in 2011, it was held that there had been a violation of Article 9 when Jakobski
,  a vegan prisoner, was refused a vegan diet.
On November 4th 2011, Turkish prisoner Osman Evcan began a “hunger strike” as a protest against being denied his right to manifest his vegan belief and be provided with a vegan diet. Following an international campaign, which made reference to the two previous Human Rights cases the prison authorities eventually agreed to his request a month later. 
This paper concerns law and the extent to which it acknowledges and provides protection for ethical vegan belief. It questions the extent to which vegan and non-vegan belief is equal in law from the perspective that law is instrumental in the maintenance of the dominant violent belief system of Carnism
.  Carnism is the name given to the current dominant social system in which some other animals feature as resources and commodities for human gratification; some faring better than others.
 Specifically, the focus of this paper is on the possibility that equality law, whilst giving the impression that equality for vegans can be achieved through the concept of “belief”, may effectively marginalise and discredit the vegan by failing to recognise and explain the association between vegan belief and common discriminatory practices. Through the disassociation of veganism and the broader concerns of institutionalised cruelty inflicted upon other animals, and other important concerns intrinsic to vegan belief, it is suggested here that equality legislation has failed to explain, or provide an understanding of, what equality for vegan belief means for individuals and for society as a whole. Subsequently, the question for consideration is the extent to which law is able to accommodate vegan belief given that law exists, and legislates from within, the dominate belief system of carnism.
The credibility of the concerns of vegans
Following a vegan lifestyle has been described by American Sociologist Bob Torres (2007) as a “daily, lived expression of ethical commitment and of protest” (p. 134). This statement refers to a number of different strands intrinsic to vegan belief regarding the ethical perspectives the vegan lifestyle expresses. Ideas which support vegan belief in current literature include: the relationship between the oppression of other animals and capitalist commodification (for example, Torres, 2007); the interlinked nature of the oppression of human beings and other animals in capitalist society (for example, Torres 2007; Nibert, 2002); perspectives on the requirements for a healthy human diet (for example, Wynne-Tyson 1975; Torres & Torres, 2005); ecofeminist perspectives on the relationship of eating the bodies and derivatives of other animals to the power and injustice of patriarchal society (for example, Collard & Contrucci, 1988; Adams, 1990; Kheel, 1993); scientific evidence of environmental destruction resulting from the farming of other animals; health and well-being and spiritual well-being (for example, various Vegan Society publications), and the relationship between the abuse of other animals and human violence (for example, Linzey, 2009). Torres’ assertion that veganism is a “daily, lived expression of ethical commitment and of protest” (p. 134), also highlights the symbolic political power of veganism: a vegan chooses to live a consciously aware compassionate lifestyle; whilst at the same time, makes a powerful political protest statement, whether intending to or not. 
Torres (2007) agrees with the rationale of the early vegans regarding the importance of the vegetarian/vegan distinction (p. 135) because, he maintains, ethical veganism as a lifestyle choice counters the power of the oppressive structural forces of social hierarchy, domination and prejudice. Torres describes how oppressive social hierarchy, domination and prejudice with regard to the status of other animals in society, has ruthlessly commoditised in capitalist enterprise the numerous species of other animals. Using the term speciesism, first explained by Richard Ryder (1975) in the context of the movement for the rights of other animals, Torres explains how domination of, and prejudice against, other animals reveals a particularly offensive and rapacious oppressive practice resulting in capitalist economy being suffused with other animals as products and by-products. Berger (1980) had noted this previously in Why Look At Animals: “ in the so-called post-industrial societies, [animals] they are treated as raw material. Animals required for food are processed like manufactured commodities” (p. 23).
 Products that can be digested by human beings and those for adornment are certainly well known and commonly available for purchase; some of which are regarded as “luxuries”. To produce these commodities from other animals Winders and Nibert (2004) describe how they are kept in artificial and oppressive environments for the sake of maximum profits; billions are slaughtered but many only end up surplus to requirements; the life-span of other animals is of no significance; their feelings, their urges and instincts to care for their young are disregarded; birth mothers are removed from their offspring often within hours of giving birth, and generally, other animals suffer violence on an unprecedented scale (p. 84–87). The extent of uses found for derivatives of other, dead or alive, animals is less well known, but reveals the extent of commodification of other animals: glue, hairspray, photographic paper, tableware, soap, medications and an astonishingly extensive array of artefacts, all contain some form of ingredient derived from other animals (The Vegan Society, 2008).  
Although as Singer (2006) explains: there is no federal law governing the welfare of farmed animals while they are on the farm, and that most states with major animal industries have written exemptions for “common farming practices.”  into cruelty legislation (p. 45), where animal cruelty legislation does exist to protect other animals being processed for the food industry, it does not guarantee that they will be treated better. In October 2011, in the United Kingdom, Animal Aid reported that their ninth undercover slaughterhouse investigation found continuing brutal, deliberate and illegal cruelty. Images recorded on CCTV cameras include: slaughterhouse workers stubbing cigarettes into the faces of pigs, pigs being beaten, kicked and punched, pigs being dragged along by their ears, and stunning tongues used in a callous and incompetent manner such that the pigs suffered painful electric shock and fell to the ground screaming (Animal Aid, 2011). This brings into question the view “some of the worst forms of mistreatment of other animals in agriculture have been ameliorated somewhat by reforms in Europe…” (Winders & Nibert, 2004, p. 91).
Torres (2007) is particularly concerned with capitalist commodification and the process of production of other animals which, he maintains, is not simply about human food needs. Drawing on existing sociological analysis on the processes of production, Torres maintains that the process of production in capitalist enterprise is “tied into politics, gender, technology, and environmental quality” (p. 15). Torres therefore highlights that commodification and the process of production depends on oppressive layers inherent in social relationships (p.15). Vegan ethical theory in this context “educates, it illustrates problems with the social processes that exploit animals…” (Torres, 2007, p. 135). 
Torres and Torres (2005) maintain that veganism thus “goes further than eliminating animal products from one’s diet” (p. 140), and as Stepaniak had argued in 1998, modern day veganism is said to differentiate from vegetarianism because it “encompasses all aspects of daily living, not just diet” (Stepaniak, 1998, p. 21). The analysis of veganism in the 21st Century therefore, indicates the existence of broader issues than diet alone: a statement supported by recent statistics which indicate that 87% of all vegans, 90% of UK vegans, and 77% of American vegans, are vegan for ethical or moral reasons (Imaner Consultants, n.d. b). Stepaniak (1998 & 2000) and Torres and Torres (2005) therefore promote veganism as a deeply significant, active practice, which may not be fully understood.
 Of significance in Torres’ (2007) thesis is Nibert’s (2002) sociological theory concerning capitalism and the interlinked oppression of humans and humans, and humans and other animals. Nibert develops his thesis by drawing on over two decades of sociological analysis concerning interlinked oppression, and furthers the analysis to explain how oppression of other animals is a direct result of an ideological, socially constructed view of other animals as commodities and “food” - and importantly, state support for such social constructs (Winders & Nibert, 2004, p. 91). Jim Mason, in 1993, had previously alluded to the way in which capitalist enterprise is a primary factor in the domination of nature and human beings, noting the view that: “economics is everything, labour and commodities production drives all history”(p. 192). Nibert’s (2002) more detailed analysis of capitalism as a means of social organisation, highlights that the social construction process in which other animals are commoditised, necessarily relies on multiple oppressions:
…the oppression of various devalued groups in human societies is not independent and unrelated; 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 (p. 4).
Indeed, a workforce of mostly unregistered migrant workers (Schlosser, 2001), involved in the killing and processing of other animals in the USA, has endured a standard of poor health and safety conditions such that in 2005, Human Rights Watch singled out the American “meat” industry for working conditions so bad that it violated basic human rights (Human Rights Watch, 2005). This recent observation is not new, as Adams (1995) highlights. Historic examples of the way in which subordinated groups are caught up in the machinery of necessary, interlinked oppression are numerous. Adams documents: 
There are approximately fifty-four-thousand nonunionized North American meatpacking workers – almost all of whom are women with a high school education or less, of black, Hispanic or French-speaking ethnic background. Meatpacking is considered one of the ten worst jobs in the United States…” where one worker stated they suffer, “filthy working conditions, sexual harassment and ignored or poorly treated employee injuries.” (p. 82)
Adams (1995) goes on to state that ninety-five per cent of all poultry workers in the US were at that time black women whose job role was to scrape the insides, and pull the lungs out of five thousand recently slaughtered, chickens per hour. 
The importance of efficient continuous processing of the bodies of other animals has also resulted in the “meat” processing industry in the USA being regarded as nation's most dangerous occupation according to the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS). For example, the BLS (1999) reported that “meat” packing plants have the highest rate of repeated-trauma disorders, and Personick and Shirley (1989) produced evidence that those working in the “meat” packing industry suffered above average injuries and illnesses compared to that of the total economy, with some two or three times higher. Shlosser (2001) notes that: 
A list of accident reports filed by the Occupational Safety and Health Administration gives a sense of the dangers that workers now confront in the nation's meatpacking plants. The titles of these OSHA reports sound more like lurid tabloid headlines than the headings of sober government documents: Employee Severely Burned after Fuel from His Saw Is Ignited. Employee Hospitalized for Neck Laceration From Flying Blade. Employee's Finger Amputated in Sausage Extruder. Employee's Finger Amputated in Chitlin Machine. Employee's Eye Injured When Struck by Hanging Hook. Employee's Arm Amputated in Meat Auger. Employee's Arm Amputated When Caught in Meat Tenderizer. Employee Burned in Tallow Fire. Employee Burned by Hot Solution in Tank. One Employee Killed, Eight Injured by Ammonia Spill. Employee Killed When Arm Caught in Meat Grinder. Employee Decapitated by Chain of Hide Puller Machine. Employee Killed When Head Crushed by Conveyor. Employee Killed When Head Crushed in Hide Fleshing Machine. Employee Killed by Stun Gun. Caught and Killed by Gut-Cooker Machine (para.5). 
Despite these chilling circumstances:
 Nothing stands in the way of production, not mechanical failures, breakdowns, accidents. Forklifts crash, saws overheat, workers drop knives, workers get cut, workers collapse and lie unconscious on the floor, as dripping carcasses sway past them, and the chain keeps going. "The chain never stops," Rita Beltran, a former IBP worker told me (Shlosser, 2001, para 12).
As the 2005 Human Rights Watch report indicates, these – nothing short of horrific –facts are a modern day consequence of society’s disengagement with the ethical arrangements for humanistic social interaction, and highlight a callous disregard for both human life and that of other animals.
Society’s disregard for other animals is also said to have created a relationship between the abuse of other animals and violent human crime. Based on interviews with slaughterhouse workers in her capacity as agricultural investigator, Eisnitz (1997) reports that workers can develop an uncaring attitude such that inflicting violence upon the animals when they are frustrated or feel pressure comes easily:
…I took a three-foot chunk of pipe and I literally beat that hog to death. Couldn’t have been a two-inch piece of solid bone left in his head...” (p. 94)
And:
“…you develop and attitude that lets you kill things but doesn’t let you care…” (p. 87)
 Fitzgerald, Kalof  and Dietz (2009) support this research and suggest that the very presence of a slaughterhouse in a community exacerbates crime rates. In relation to the physical and psychological impact of slaughterhouse work itself, their research suggests that workers are more likely to be victims of drug and alcohol abuse and suffer increased levels of anxiety, in addition to an increased propensity to violent behaviour.
Theologian Andrew Linzey (2009), a prolific and respected writer on topics concerning other animals, edited a collection of authored articles which examine the relationship between the abuse of other animals and human violence. Linzey highlights that philosophers and social thinkers have long stated the connection between cruelty to other animals and that inflicted upon humans (Linzey, 2009, p.1).  Indeed, as Tonutti (2009) points out, many important philanthropic and humane societies of the nineteenth century aimed to protect both children and animals from cruelty (p. 95). For example, Lewis Gompertz, secretary to the Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals (SPCA), was involved in campaigning for the rights of women, the poor and non-humans, and published his Moral Inquiries on the situation of Man and of Brutes in 1824. Similarly, slavery abolitionist William Wilberforce MP was instrumental in developing the SPCA, which became the Royal Society for the Protection of Animals in the United Kingdom (Brown, 1974). In Linzey’s 2009 edition, subjects under consideration include: the relationship between animal abuse and serial killers, the relationship of animals abuse to domestic violence, and the importance the Federal Bureau of Investigation attach to the issue of animal cruelty in relation to the propensity for other immoral and criminal acts. 
There is support then, for Nibert’s (2002) view, that entangled oppressive forces have not only created a lived ontology of servitude for other animals, but has had far-reaching consequences for all social interaction:
 …the oppression 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 (p. xiii). 
The vegan world view addresses concerns regarding interlinked oppressions because compassion is central to its philosophy. As vegan philosopher Stanley M. Sapon (2009) states:
Vegan ideals encompass much more than advocacy of a diet free of animal products, or a fervent defence of animal rights. Veganism excludes no sentient being – animal or human – from its commitment to compassionate, gentle benevolence. To show tender regard for the suffering of animals, yet treat humans with callous contempt, is a disheartening contradiction of Vegan principles (para. 7).
The important contributions which consider the interlinked nature of oppression, interlinked capitalist oppression, and the importance of vegan belief – such as Nibert (2002 and Torres 2007) for example - can be seen to be a culmination of a range of analytical works regarding the oppression of other animals which have emerged over the last 4 decades. Up to 1975, literature available on the subject of the oppression of other animals related more directly to the philosophical debate on the rights of other animals, and historically, the vegan world view can be regarded as compassionate in this context (see for example Singer, 1975/1991; Vyvyan, 1969/1988). Today, veganism has been said to be the “moral baseline” (Francione, 2008, p. 234) of the movement for the rights of other animals.

The idea that the abuse of other animals has a direct relationship and relevance to the well-being of human beings, and that debates should include much more than ideas about the rights of other animals, was first made apparent by Jon Wynne-Tyson in 1975. 
Wynne-Tyson (1975) explored and analysed the relationship between the oppression of other animals and assumed false ontological assumptions about necessity concerning the dietary needs of the human body – in addition to the nutritional quality of eating the dead bodies of other animals and associated by-products. Wynne-Tyson’s publication also explained important problematic environmental consequences resulting from farming other animals, documented human ill-health resulting from inadvertent steroid and hormone ingestion from factory farming processes, and highlighted the significance of global hunger and its relationship to land used to graze other animals for slaughter rather than for planting crops. 
Though the important issues listed above have been discussed by those of vegan belief for decades, only recently have most become topical in mainstream culture in the 20th Century. Some of which are only now, some 37 years later, beginning to be acknowledged by the scientific community - as the article How does meat in the diet take an environmental toll? in Scientific American by Scheer and Moss (2011) indicates. Others remain largely ignored.  There are also signs that science is beginning to respect the “inherent value” (Regan, 1988) and sentience of other animals, which those of vegan belief have been hoping for as Jonathan Balcombe (2011) states:
Evidence is rapidly accumulating that life for animals holds great potential joy. Advances in our knowledge and understanding of animal sentience are compelling us to reconsider our prejudices towards animals… … farmed animals have been well studied and none of the biases we hold against them stand up to scrutiny. Chickens for example have a vocabulary of at least thirty different calls. Some are referential that the signaller is referring to a specific object in the environment… … They too have experiences (p.12). 
The point Wynne-Tyson made in 1975, is that inhumanity for profit and greed at the expense of sentient other creatures is in effect, inhumanity to human beings ourselves. For Wynne-Tyson, diet ethics ought not to be considered in isolation from the broader concerns of political, global society economics, and the logic of the rationale for a holistic vision should ultimately lead to a paradigm shift in what constitutes food.
 The issue of nutritious food for human health has always been a significant area for discussion for those of vegan belief. Vegan Society literature has always emphasised the need for food and nutrition norms to be analysed and has itself taken on an educational role on the subject of health and nutrition.  Since Wynne-Tyson’s 1975 publication, a plethora of evidence has been published which supports the nutritional benefits of a vegan diet. 
Drawing on research conducted by internationally respected, professionally qualified practitioners in the fields of medicine, nutrition and environmental politics, Erik Marcus (2001) concludes that:
A vegan diet is most in harmony with our bodies’ needs, our innate sense of compassion, and our ability to survive on earth. Moving to a plant-based diet is comparatively easy and it opens the door to a gentler, healthier, and happier way of being (p.xi). 
Currently, there is a wealth of scientific research available which documents the benefits of a vegan diet. Further, no research to date has found the vegan diet to be harmful, and certainly not as worrying as that based on eating the bodies and derivatives of other animals. In all scientific research regarding diet, the findings are that the human body should receive a balance of essential nutrients. No research has found that the vegan diet cannot supply these essential nutrients. Indeed, ethical vegan physician Michael Klaper (1987) insists that:
The rationale for pure vegetarian nutrition is supported by sound scientific principles. The clinician and nutritionist should feel comfortable with the fact that it is physiologically and biochemically possible (and even easy) for people to properly nourish themselves on a diet free of animal products (p. i).
Common concerns about what constitutes food in current social arrangements include among others: strong evidence that a diet based largely on the bodies and derivatives of other animals causes among others: heart disease, cancers, increased risk of the bacterial infections salmonella, listeria and Bovine Spongiform Encephalophathy (for example, Lacey, 1991). Indeed there seems to be an almost daily occurrence of news items regarding the dangers of eating the dead bodies of other animals, or derivatives of those still living (for example, British Broadcasting Corporation news). For medical physician Klaper, a plant based diet allows the human body to regain natural health and is capable of transforming sick patients. Thus plant based nutrition is a long term healthy solution for all (Klaper, 2010).
The incidence of problematic physiological conditions resulting from ingestion of other animals or derivatives of other animals, has been said to be compounded by the way in which other animals are processed for human consumption. Fears about the impact of intensive farming methods were raised in 1991, by Professor of Clinical Microbiology, Richard Lacey (1991), who maintained that human beings are in great danger from, among others, the use of contaminated feedstuffs and a lack of slaughterhouse hygiene. Indeed, in the recent past the United Kingdom has witnessed human deaths from digestion of the dead bodies of other animals. For example, Creutzfeldt-Jakob Disease (CJD) is a disease for which there is no cure (National Health Service, 2012). 
The condition causes a person to deteriorate rapidly, to the point where they can no longer care for themselves and cannot move or speak. Most people with sporadic CJD die within six months of diagnosis, often from pneumonia. People with variant CJD live for an average of just over a year (para. 14).
CJD is the human variant of Bovine Spongiform Encephalopathy. The World Health Organisation [WHO] (2002) reports that:
Epidemiological studies conducted in the UK suggest that the source of BSE was cattle feed prepared from bovine tissues, such as brain and spinal cord that was contaminated by the BSE agent (para.2).
Speculation as to the cause of the appearance of the agent causing the disease has ranged from spontaneous occurrence in cattle, the carcasses of which then entered the cattle food chain, to entry into the cattle food chain from the carcasses of sheep with a similar disease, scrapie (para 3).
For those of vegan belief, the issue of CJD raises an additional concern regarding not only the way in which food is produced for human consumption, but the fact of feeding natural vegetarians a carnivorous diet. The American established Union of Concerned Scientists (2006) state that:
…most animals are still allowed to eat meat from their own species. Pig carcasses can be rendered and fed back to pigs, chicken carcasses can be rendered and fed back to chickens, and turkey carcasses can be rendered and fed back to turkeys. Even cattle can still be fed cow blood and some other cow parts.
Under current law, pigs, chickens, and turkeys that have been fed rendered cattle can be rendered and fed back to cattle—a loophole that may allow mad cow agents to infect healthy cattle. 
Animal feed legally can contain rendered road kill, dead horses, and euthanized cats and dogs. 
Rendered feathers, hair, skin, hooves, blood, and intestines can also be found in feed, often under catch-all categories like "animal protein products.” (para. 7)
These types of concerns are not recent topics. Wynne-Tyson (1975) had documented these issues, as had Rifkin (1992), and more recently Marcus (2005) who, making the relationship between capitalism and the abuse of other animals, states that: “Enormous fortunes are being made in animal agriculture, and the top companies regularly deliver sensational returns to their investors” (p. 5). Analysing the way these returns are produced reveals not only abuse of billions of other animals, but threats, and even the threat of death, for those human beings involved in the process.
 Singer and Mason (2006) state that over the last 30 years the ethics of food production for human consumption, and what humans eat, has become increasingly significant for a broader range of people. This aspect of vegan belief; the ethics of what we call “food” and “food” production, cannot be said to rely on exclusive moralistic reasoning – an accusation often directed at vegan resoning.
Of significance in Singer and Mason’s (2006) observation has been the impact of scientific evidence regarding the consequences of the “livestock” industry on the natural environment. Wynne-Tyson (1975), previously discussed the environmental problems caused by farming other animals, but Livestock's Long Shadow - Environmental Issues and Options, the 2006 report of the United Nations Food and Agriculture Organisation (The Report), made it clear that the situation has become desperate. It was concluded that the “livestock” sector was at the top of the list for causing the most serious environmental problems the world is facing. The Report highlighted that the farming of other animals causes: deforestation, land degradation, climate change, air pollution (more than world transport), water shortage, water pollution, and loss of biodiversity to such an extent that: “Livestock’s contribution to environmental problems is on a massive scale…  …The impact is so significant that it needs to be addressed with urgency.” (p.xxi)
Similarly, the United Nations (UN) has also been concerned with global food security since as far back as 1974. The first World Food Conference held in Rome produced a report that stated “Time is short. Urgent and sustained action is vital to bring about the end of hunger” (United Nations, 1974, p. 7). In order to achieve this it was held inter alia that, governments should work together to produce sustainable agricultural development, land and water resources should be expanded, all states should strive to readjust their practices and that there was a common responsibility on the international community to ensure adequate water supplies and develop an effective system of world food security. The time frame for achieving their aim was 10 years. Thirty eight years later in 2012, the “world is facing a potential crisis” (Global Food Security, 2012, para 1). The World Hunger Education Service (2012), states that 13.1 percent – around 1 in 7 – 1 billion of the world’s 7 billion occupants, are still hungry.
The United Nations report that 3 billion people could live off the grain fed to other animals in the farming industry (UN, 2009) and that “livestock” production uses 70 percent of all agricultural land, and that one third of all available arable land is used to feed other animals (UN, 2006) which will be killed for “meat” sales. The vegan response to these facts is that reclaiming grazing land for crop growing could feed 3 times as many hungry people as there currently are in the world. Similarly, a vegan diet is said to use 3 times less water than a “meat” based diet (Renault & Wallender, 2000).
Despite the above facts, and DEFRA (2008, p. 18) estimating that UK agricultural land could produce more than enough food from arable production to feed the entire population, the UK policy for The Future of Food and Farming (2011) recognises that people gain livelihoods from “animal husbandry” (p. 20). Whilst the benefits of reducing “meat” intake will be communicated to the public, there will be an emphasis on ensuring “efficiency and sustainability of animal production” (p. 19). This is the UK’s perspective in the knowledge that global population statistics are likely to rise to 9 billion by 2050 (United Nations, 2011), a rise which will place greater stress on already limited supplies of energy, land and water resources.
The publications and reports discussed above, document facts pertaining to endemic violence inflicted upon other animals in capitalist commodification; the environmental and human consequences of farming other animals; and some continue the previously noted historical theme of the ethic of compassionate living. In so doing, they also present the logic pertaining to the vegan diet. By drawing on evidence and facts presented by scientists, economists, doctors, and other professionals, the consequences of the commodification of other animals in capitalist enterprise, health issues, and sustainable food provision for a rapidly growing global population, are highlighted as issues relevant to all.
 Providing evidence that eating the dead bodies of other animals processed in the “food” industry is harmful on a variety of levels leads Wynne-Tyson (1975), Marcus (2005) and Klaper (2010) to the conclusion that veganism is the only sensible, viable option for human health and for preservation of human societies. Vegan belief is therefore illuminated as an important and significant viable belief system for the ethical evolution of humankind.
 It is clear that these issues, presented and promoted as significant harmful facts, intrinsic to our current social organisation, by those of vegan belief, have relevance for all. This relevance is a significant aspect of what vegan belief presents to the law.
Further support for vegan belief comes from ecofeminist analysis of the relationship between the oppression of other animals and the structure of human social organisation. Though there is agreement among ecofeminists that human attitudes towards the natural world have suffered and continue to suffer through patriarchal social organisation (for example: Caldecott & Leland, 1983; Collard & Contrucci, 1988; Daly, 1978; Merchant, 1980; Kheel, 1993), not all agree however, on the importance of veganism as a universal ethical and liberating ideal; or indeed focus on developing a viable alternative practical lifestyle which recognises the endemic violence inflicted on other animals and the natural environment (Kheel, 2008a, p. 233). The debate however, remains currently topical and dynamic, and arguments put forward in favour of ethical veganism can be regarded as significant in the deconstruction of dominant social organisation and subsequent articulation of the vegan world view. 
A ground-breaking and inspirational feminist thesis, The Sexual Politics of Meat, written by Carol Adams in 1990, analysed the relationship between meat eating and patriarchy. Deconstructing patriarchal human social organisation and its relationship to food, and particularly “meat” as “food”, Adams maintained that both women and other animals are processed through a “cycle of objectification, fragmentation, and consumption” (Adams, 1990, p. 47). Identifying and analysing the symbolic power of “meat”; its power in language and its history of importance in inequalities between races and species, Adams notes that “plant based economies are more likely to be egalitarian” (p. 35). Drawing on research conducted by Sanday in 1981, in which over a hundred nontechnical cultures were surveyed, Adams highlights that there is “a correlation between plant based economies and women’s power, and animal based economies and male power” (p. 35). Adams states that:
Characteristics of economies dependant mainly on the processing of animals for food include:
•
Sexual segregation in work activities, with women doing more work than men 

but work that is less valued
•
Women responsible for child care
•
The worship of male gods
•
Patrilineality (p. 35).
Though it is acknowledged that women have “played a central position in the anti-nuclear, peace, vegetarian, and antivivisection movements” (Johnson & Johnson, 1994, p. 108), feminism did not make the relationship between veganism and the twin dominations of women and nature for some years. In 1995, Adams made a passing reference to veganism stating in a footnote that “the vegan diet is becoming increasingly popular because of the intersection of health and ethics…” (Adams, 1995, p. 219, n.20), but it was not until 2008, that ecofeminist philosophy had recognised veganism as “a practice that ecofeminists can support as a natural expression of caring” (Kheel, 2008a, p. 233). 
In the examination of patriarchal power and the “twin dominations of women and nature” (Warren, 1994, p. 1), Kheel (2008a) states that: “…meat eating has been reinforced as a compulsory norm”, and that pressure to comply with this norm “…operates as a powerful cultural and economic force” (p. 236). Drawing on previous feminist theory as an analogy, Kheel claims that this norm is an institutionally imposed norm, managed and maintained by force, the purpose of which is “to ensure male-dominated society’s access to other than human animals and to their flesh” (Kheel, 2008a, p. 236). Subsequently, Kheel states that, “By shedding light on the root causes of social problems, ecofeminism can help us to deepen our capacity for empathy for all living beings, thereby helping to bring about a world of peace and respect for all living beings (Kheel, 2008b).” For Kheel, the interesting question to be answered is not “why are you vegan?” But, “why do you eat other animals?” (Kheel, 2008b).
Historically, feminist theory has produced a plethora of perspectives on the nature of power and subordination between the sexes in social organisation, rather than devised a single universal theory to underpin the policies and practices which would shape human social life. The purpose of feminist theory is to analyse and deconstruct social relationships to identify and eliminate male bias. For example, feminist jurisprudence has highlighted the male bias intrinsic to law (for example, MacKinnon, 1987; Gilligan, 1982), and ecofeminist theory comments upon the ways in which views concerning the natural environment are specifically shaped by patriarchal reasoning (for example, Kheel 1993; Warren 1994). In the context of the richness of theoretical feminist offerings, ecofeminist theory on ethical veganism is but a strand of thought among competing perspectives. However, despite this fact, ecofeminist ethical vegan thinking has the potential to feed into an ecofeminist jurisprudence because feminism and veganism share significant common concerns:
 Equality and inequality pertain to the distribution of power. To confront that distribution of power, recognizing it for what it is, and to remove the mask of legitimacy raised by its legalisation are the critical tasks of feminist jurisprudence. (Smith, 1993, p. 492)
In a utopian world, all forms of life will be recognised respected and honoured. A perfect legal system will protect against harms sustained by all forms of life and will recognise life affirming values generated by all forms of being. Feminist jurisprudence must aim to bring this about… . (West, 1993, p. 528)
Neither of the above statements is related to a vegan campaign for equality but both identify the important obstacles encountered: inequitable power, falsely assumed ontological legitimacy, a lack of validity in the current rule of law, and lack of recognition of discrimination. Hence, as a strategy for vegan equality in law, feminism is both “an analytical tool that helps expose the social construction of reality” (Adams, 1995, p. 14), and an ally.
The validity of veganism
Research and evidence exist, therefore, to support the view that ethical veganism is indeed a daily lived expression of ethical commitment. The ethical commitment intrinsic to vegan belief is shown to be long standing, containing a sound philosophical basis and a rationale related to broader concerns of human social life.
Individual vegans may or may not share the broad overlapping concerns ethical veganism brings to law, just as those of religious faith may or may not share equally; the same priorities, concerns for their individual lives, their personal agendas, or indeed feel that they need to congregate for group worship in a house of their Deity. Individual differences in outlook among vegans therefore, do not invalidate ethical vegan belief or its numerous foundational building blocks. Vegan belief offers to law a comprehensive philosophical, historical, logical, practical thesis, which highlights the ethical against the unethical. By recognising at least in part some of the causes of oppression and interlinked oppression, veganism highlights both structural and ideological constraints imposed upon the evolution of a more ethical and humane society. In terms of the campaign for vegan equality in law, a legal institution which asks its professional members to “cultivate a critical approach to existing law and its social consequences, and have an interest in, and positive attitude to appropriate development and change” (Ormerod, 1971), can only benefit from understanding vegan belief further in the interests of – to borrow a term from George Engel  (1977) - the biopsychosocial health of a nation’s citizens
.
The functional value of achieving vegan equality in law
Nibert (2002) and Winders and Nibert (2004) argue that those interested in securing a better status for other animals, need to understand the wider capitalist framework in which the oppression of others operates, and rationalise and promote an alternative ethical system of social organisation. Therefore, it is imperative that the vegan critical analysis of social organisation is shaped in the context of a broader, inclusive, sociological framework: a sociological framework which identifies, deconstructs and articulates the intertwined nature of human and other animal relationships in human social organisation. Thus, an analysis of the relationship of veganism and law is important in this context.
 Nibert (2002) maintains that corporate capitalism is as inconsistent with securing rights for other animals as it is with abolition of sexism, racism and other social injustices. For Nibert:
 The social system that is most conducive to the liberation of both devalued humans and other animals is socialism – a true socialism that reconfigures contemporary technological and productive capacity to meet the material needs of the world’s inhabitants without oppression (p. 251).
Concerning law’s current approach to the rights of other animals in the current social system, there exists a confused dichotomy of standards. While the Royal Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals can prosecute an animal owner for “unnecessary suffering”, the same animal would have no such protection if in laboratory or food production contexts. In such circumstances, pain and suffering are deemed “necessary”. An analysis of this false dichotomy of necessary and unnecessary suffering is unfortunately out of scope of this current paper, but is important to acknowledge in order to assess the possibility and scope for equality in law for those of vegan belief because if, as Thomas (2005) argues, governments are more concerned to protect commercial interests than animals, and other animals are nothing more than superexploited living commodities, yielding extremely high levels of revenue in capitalist culture (Torres, 2007), protecting vegan belief cannot be high on the political agenda. As Nibert maintains, “it is not in the nature of capitalism” (2002, p. 130) to reduce oppressive gaps. Thus, important questions about how law can promote and protect vegan belief are raised.
 Torres (2007), a social anarchist, believes that “becoming vegan is the first and most vital step that someone can take to live their life as an ethically and logically consistent anti-speciesist – it is living the abolition of animal slavery in your everyday life” (p. 135). For Torres, veganism itself however, may be a less ethical lifestyle than that of the freegan who consciously avoids participating in the capitalist process of production by ensuring that their needs are met through other means of acquiring material goods and food.
Veganism by itself has not been shown to be capable of eradicating all forms of oppression. Indeed as Moran (1991, p. 45) notes, veganism is not the sole answer to a global crisis, and as Torres (2007) has pointed out, there is a danger that veganism may create its own specific niche in capitalist culture. Rather, “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 practices and arrangements” (Nibert 2002, p. 253). Veganism is thus presented as a starting point. 
In order to illuminate and abolish human oppression of other animals, Nibert (2002) encourages the analysis of the manifestations of the social construction of speciesist reality (p. 195), to expose the false ontological assumptions upon which other animals are commoditised in human social organisation. This task necessitates an analysis of the ways in which social relationships, and powerful social institutions, perpetuate the view that oppression of other animals is ethically acceptable. The deconstruction of the arguments and defences of speciesism, and indeed the expose of the social and cultural construction of speciesism, can then lead to an increased awareness, and understanding, of the need for ethical reforms.
 Quoting long standing abolitionist Gary Francione, Nibert (2002) agrees that the paradigm shift those of vegan belief would like to see is more likely to take place through incremental prohibitions - a concept which is defined as: “change achievable through prohibitions that recognise that animals have non-tradable interests and where those prohibitions do not substitute alternative forms of exploitation” (Francione, as cited in Nibert, 2002, p. 251). The importance and usefulness of this project in its analysis of the manifestations of the social construction of speciesist reality, is its focus on judging the functional significance of current law in promoting and perpetuating speciesist society. The aim is to deconstruct laws and the language of law, and highlight the ways in which speciesist society is partly maintained through the legal construction of a false ontological reality, in which other animals exist for the benefit of human beings, and vegan belief is rendered illegitimate. 
However, whilst it is important - indeed fundamental - for reforms regarding the abuse of other animals to include Francione’s “incremental prohibitions”, it is also in the interest of the movement for compassionate living, for vegan belief to be accepted and recognised by law as a credible belief. The vegan argument is that law can act as a catalyst for generating the positive social conditions in which veganism as a lifestyle choice is given, not simply equal consideration, but promoted as a beneficial lifestyle choice for individuals and global society alike. In this regard, this paper will assess what is problematic about equality law and language with regard to vegan belief, and recommend developments available to law to reorient the ethical dimension of its governance of social interaction. The objective is to create the social conditions under which vegans are, and veganism is, respected; to establish a positive regard for the sentience of other animals; to highlight the importance of an appreciation of interconnected existence, and contribute to the moral evolution of humankind. 
 Discrimination: being a vegan in a non-vegan world 

 Empirical sociological studies representing vegans or veganism are scarce (Cole & Morgan, 2011; McDonald, 2000; MacNair, 2001). However, there exists a small amount of research which suggests that, veganism is at best misunderstood, and at worst, intentionally ridiculed. A small body of evidence also suggests that vegans are subject to critical incidents of discriminatory practice and unfair treatment on a daily basis.
Vegans are routinely expected to receive standard medical interventions and medical vaccinations. Many vaccines are grown in chicken embryos: “Vaccine virus is grown in eggs because the flu virus grows well in them, and eggs are readily available” (WHO, 2009). In the American case of Friedman v. Southern California Permanente Medical Group
,  it was decided that Mr. Friedman’s ethical vegan beliefs and lifestyle were insufficient for his case against the medical group who, following hiring him as a computer contractor, dismissed him when he refused to be vaccinated. 
Similarly, American vegan Mona Palmer was required to undergo a test for tuberculosis. The skin test required did not comply with the principles of ethical vegan belief. Palmer was refused alternative treatment until she explained her belief as Hindu.
Vegans are routinely expected to participate in what they believe to be unethical campaigns. American vegan bus driver of five years, Bruce Anderson, was suspended for refusing to hand out leaflets and participate in a promotional campaign advertising a local fast food outlet. His court action later ruled that his employers were wrong to fire him (Pinoyvegan, 1996).
The above cases illustrate that vegan belief is now challenging powerful institutions in society.  Where previously the courts legislated to protect “religious values”, Sarah Soifer (2003, p. 1) states that vegan discrimination is causing “an emerging and difficult dilemma” in law. The extent to which veganism can be compared to religion for the purposes of legal validation, and further case analysis, will be considered later in this project.
Legal cases in the UK concerning veganism are non-existent. However, vegans have reported being refused alternative medication by their doctor on the grounds of cost, denied a healthy and nutritious varied diet during a lengthy stay in hospital (personal communication November 2011), denied adequate food during a compulsory working lunch, been given a ball of bird seed in place of a dessert during a celebration for a colleague, and been advised to leave, or change, a course of university study (personal communication, January, 2012). Vegans will also typically endure humiliation, degradation, accusation and exclusion (Cowles-Hamer, 1993/1994; Cole & Morgan, 2009; Cole & Morgan 2011; Rowley, 2011). From direct attacks on their genuinely and sincerely held beliefs, to indirect subtle innuendo or insensitive remarks; from being unable to purchase quality food in restaurants, to not being fairly catered for in clothes and shoe shops, the vegan faces critical incidents as a normal part of their daily lives. 
A vegan will suffer humiliation by the prominent label “VEGAN” on the cling film that wraps their “special dietary requirements” working lunch, while those who consume the products created from killed other animals will not be highlighted as participating in the barbaric practices that produced what they will eat. The non-vegan’s lunch will not bear the label: “CARNIST”, it will bear no label at all. The vegan will attract a bizarre amount of attention regarding the content of their lunch while no attention whatsoever is afforded to the content of the enquirer’s own lunch - despite it potentially generating a more interesting ethical debate. The non-vegan onlooker may make a variety of comments about vegan food and veganism to non-vegan colleagues at the table, relating the “animal” topic to their latest visit to the lambing event to see the “cute baby lambs”. The non-vegan may ask the vegan for a reason why they are vegan but as Colb (2009) points out, the non-vegan would likely be offended by such a “rude” question which asks them to justify their choice to participate in the systematic and brutal practice of the slaughter of other animals: their position supported by long standing “combined forces of religion, philosophy, science and industry” which have “promoted “meat” consumption as natural, healthy, and sanctioned by God” (Kheel, 2008, p.236/237). 
The non-vegan will also display symbolic evidence of the ontology their culture promotes by wearing shoes, coats or bags made from the skins of other animals, their fur
 , or hair shaved from their bodies. So entrenched is the use of the skins of other animas in the current system of social organisation, that a vegan has to request to be “reasonably accommodated” where an item of clothing or footwear is provided by their employers: for example where an employer provides safety shoes or gloves made from the skin of other animals. Though this provision may go some way to attempting to alleviate the problem the vegan faces, it does not address the power imbalance between the two opposing cultures. The issue of offensive or contentious symbolic cultural artefacts is not incorporated as an important aspect of an employer’s duty of care as is that of religious symbols or other “offensive” material.
These representations of entrenched cruelty and barbaric practices towards other animals are a constant companion to the vegan as they go about their daily life. The vegan will often retain silence having been conditioned by popular negative and threatening reactions to their lifestyle (Cole & Morgan, 2009). Visibility can be a painful experience for the individual vegan at the table, at work, and generally in social interaction. Even where sensitivity is displayed towards a vegan by non-vegans, there often remains a false assumption that a vegan’s quality of life is in some way inherently impaired and disadvantageous when compared to that of the non-vegan. This ill-informed view generates a negative and inequitable view that veganism is undesirable, unworkable, unnatural and illegitimate.
For the vegan, overt and covert incidents such as those described, can be, and often are, intensely traumatic and stressful because the psychological impact is two-fold: firstly, the deep conviction regarding ethical veganism is challenged on a severely inequitable level, and secondly, the vegan is often unfairly singled out as “different” but different in the negative context that veganism represents an undeveloped, naive and unrealistic lifestyle which is invalid. The vegan is often portrayed as irrational, unreasonable, over sensitive and too emotional about other animals. The vegan is often highlighted as the odd one out and subjected to intense questioning, then disregarded and dismissed by those whose questions gave an impression of interest. Moran (1991), states that “Knowing vegans has convinced me of their sensibility and consistency. I admire their philosophy, approve of their convictions, and cannot find a single crack in their logic” (p. 14).
This view, however, is rarely heard. For the vegan, what is being said, what they are hearing, what they see around them and how these feelings manifest themselves in their totality, is likely to be the equivalent of how a non-vegan would feel and react if they were to witness, know of, or be able to visualise, systematic human slaughter by barbaric means. Or, if they were to witness “their pet” undergo the same cruel treatment and consequences as that of other animals sullied and subjugated simply by virtue of their species, and be unfortunate enough to exist and have to live out their short lives in a society accepting of, and defending the unethical system. Commenting on the 2011 Norwegian massacre, singer Morrissey stated that it was "nothing" compared to the killing involved in the fast food industry. His comments caused outrage (Davies, 2011).
The above examples illustrate the way in which vegan and non-vegan cultures operate on different logic. From the vegan perspective, there is overwhelming scientific evidence that both human and other animals “feel” both emotionally and physically. For the vegan, all conscious life has what Tom Regan (1984/1988) defines as inherent value and as such is deserving of respect under sanctity of life principles. For the non-vegan, as Peter Singer (1991) points out, sanctity of life is an illogical concept reserved for only human animals, the policy and practice of which has ensured an abject status on all other sentient life.  These opposing positions of the vegan and non-vegan cultures result from the differences in cognitive processing, which in turn results from our respective acceptable beliefs and behaviours. Through differently constructed and mutually exclusive schema, the vegan and the non-vegan oppose each other’s positions. The problem however, is in the inequality of the two perspectives and the inequality between the vegan and the non-vegan.
The inequity of the two positions of veganism and non-veganism is acute. Debates are typically preconceived as debates in a hierarchy where the non-vegan is normal and the vegan is not normal and as such, the vegan must be questioned about their lifestyle and world view. The vegan is “the other” and as such is an outsider, judged, misunderstood and excluded or rejected on the grounds of being moralistic or oversensitive. As Carol Adams (1995) points out, “the “moralistic” vegan and the “vested interest” corpse eater cannot meet on neutral ground to examine their conflict…because there is no impartial semantic or cultural space in which to hold a discussion” (Adams, 1995, p. 26). 
This lack of neutral ground, I argue, is a manifestation of the power of law to maintain a dominant ideological belief system and discourse to which the majority inadvertently pertain, and to which they are unwittingly subject.  Carol Adams (1990) notes: “The difficulty of introducing meaning for which there is no conceptual space has been theorized by anthropologist Edwin Ardener as a problem of dominance and mutedness… …The term muted connotes issues of language and power…”(p. 76).
Carnism: an opposing narrative
In Toward a Feminist Theory of the State (1989), Catherine MacKinnon states: “the first task of a movement for social change is to face one’s situation and name it” (Mackinnon, 1993 p. 613). It is thus important for those of vegan belief to identify, describe, name and explain the injurious aspects, as they see it, in the dominant system of social organisation. Pushing forward the synthesis of sources supporting veganism to date, Melanie Joy (n.d.) names, describes and defines this dominant ideological belief as carnism. Carnism is: “the invisible belief system, or ideology, that conditions people to eat certain animals….” (para. 1). Carnism is “essentially the opposite of vegetarianism or veganism...” (ibid.). 
…carnism is a dominant ideology - an ideology so widespread and entrenched that its tenets are considered common sense, "the way things are," rather than a set of widely held opinions. And carnism is also a violent, exploitative ideology; it is organized around intensive, extensive, and unnecessary violence toward, and exploitation of, animals. Even the production of so-called humane meat (and animal products), a miniscule percentage of the meat produced in the world today, exploits animals and often involves brutality. The tenets of carnism run counter to the core values of most people who would not willingly support the exploitation of or condone such violence toward sentient beings. So carnism, like violent, exploitative ideologies, must hide itself to ensure the participation of the populace; without popular support, the system would collapse. (ibid, para. 3)
Carnist theory draws on existing theories of oppression, and develops, what Bandura (1999) refers to as “mechanisms of moral disengagement” (p. 1). Bandura claims that “moral agency is manifested in both the power to refrain from behaving inhumanely and the proactive power to behave humanely” (Abstract). However, a person’s moral control mechanism is subject to nine conditions in which s/he operates:
•
Moral Justification: This is where a person is convinced of the moral or social worth of their actions. For example, building a slaughterhouse is only providing the means to produce “food”.
•
Euphemistic labelling: This means substituting meaningful and accurate vocabulary to hide reality. For example, David Irwin (2007, as cited in Joy, 2010, p. 48), suggests debeaking – a word used to describe the mutilation of young chicks - should be replaced with “beakconditioning”; and instead of “backup killer” – a term used to describe the person who has to manually kill birds who are still alive following the automated killing process - “knife operator” is preferable; Instead of “bled to death”, the new term should be “insanguinated”.
•
Advantageous comparison: This is the view that actions performed are regarded to cause less harm than if they were not. For example, the Milk Marketing Board persuades parents that children need to drink the milk of another species to retain good health. The parents fear for their children’s health and purchase the milk of another species: especially when the idea is sanctioned by government.
•
Displacement of responsibility: This is where responsibility for the actions is taken by a higher authority. For example, when the bodies of other animals were mercilessly dumped into trenches during the UK foot and mouth disease epidemic, some of them still alive, the contractor truck drivers were not held responsible.
•
Diffusion of responsibility: This is where collective action reduces culpability. For example, “everyone” buys a Christmas Turkey so no one is personally responsible for the totality of it as an inhumane cultural practice.
•
Disregard or distortion of consequences: This is when the outcomes of acts are disregarded or held to be less significant than suggested. For example, safari shooting holidays, the clearing of the rainforests to graze American “beef cattle” and the environmental consequences of the commodification and processing of other animals.
•
Dehumanisation: In Bandura’s (1999) model, this means the removal of important aspects of a person’s identity as an equal civilised human being and thus deserving of respect. An example is the way in which Jews during the Second World War were required to be naked, have their heads shaved, wear a badge and generally suffer degradation. In relation to other animals this process is achieved, for example, by denying the existence of individuality; by branding; confining; mutilating; through denial of intelligence, a social existence or the need for space to perform instinctive social behaviours; by labelling; ridiculing, mocking; through the use of mass terms such as “livestock”; “meat” and “dairy cow”; and through using the name of the species as a commercial brand.
•
Attribution of blame: This is when what happens to the subject is seen to be deserved. For example, when a species is ideologically constructed to exist in a category, within which all occupants deserve their fate. Pigs roll in mud to keep cool because they have no sweat glands, and have been found to be at least as sociable and as intelligent as dogs. These facts of life for a pig however, are thus far insufficient against the power of the constructed category to which it belongs to influence its fate.
•
Gradualistic moral disengagement: This is where moral self-regulation becomes reduced over time through a desensitising process. Eventually, the perpetrator will become indifferent to acts of grotesque abuse. 
Similarly, carnist theory maintains that carnism is defended by nine key forces which are significant in the process of learning not to feel for other animals, and, I would argue, learning not to consider the human consequence of carnism too. These forces are said to operate in the context of a complex matrix of intertwining structures encouraging what Joy (2010) refers to as “psychic numbing” (p.18) which is said to be necessary for individuals to participate in maintaining a cruel and violent belief system. The forces are: denial, avoidance, routinisation, justification, objectification; de-individualisation, dichotomisation, disassociation and rationalisation. These nine forces function to construct and maintain the view that what happens to other animals is natural, normal and necessary.
In part, carnism relies on the subliminal reception of messages about what is normal, natural and necessary. Dominant discourse generated through carnism objectifies other animals as disposable things, as subjects for the pleasure of human beings. Dominant discourse creates the normal, natural and necessary environment in which members of society are protected from engaging on a cognitive level with the hidden reality of their role in the abuse of other animals.
For example, feminist analysis of dominant discourse identifies how false, universally applied “mass terms” (Quine, 1960 as cited in Adams, 1995, p. 27) create mass categories such as “livestock” or “meat” which remove the individual characteristics of each unique species: eating “lamb” is not eating “a lamb” or part of a sentient creature that was once living but was murdered in a most brutal way.
 The denial of individuality through the use of mass terms, the remote locations of slaughter premises, and the creation of a fantasy world where other animals are constructed in unrealistic contexts - such as advertising depicting singing and dancing cows apparently happy to be degraded, diseased and murdered, protects members of society from engaging thoroughly with the sentience of other animals, or the horror of the reality of their circumstances. In carnist theory this ensures the production and reproduction of ethical invisibility. It denies the valid existence of the antithesis: the vegan. Discourse privilege is that of the majority for whom the vegan is “faddish”, “oversensitive” or “hostile” (Cole & Morgan, 2011). Thus, the vegan is constructed adversely differently and their difference is compounded by that difference being embedded into the dominant discourse negatively. 
As Bandura (1999) states: “many inhumanities operate through a supportive network of legitimate enterprises run by otherwise considerate people who contribute to destructive activities by disconnected subdivision of functions and diffusion of responsibility” (Abstract). Therefore, the health industry, the education system, the scientific community and the institution of law are seen to be of great significance in maintaining the dominant ideological belief system of carnism. In the carnist belief system, these institutions and manifestations of them, are said to condition, control and shape what becomes perceived as objective reality. At the same time they hide their functional significance in the oiling of the cogs of its machinery: the end result of which, is what Nibert (2002) refers to as essential “ideological conditioning” (p. 13). This ideological conditioning is said maintain the oppressive regime.
Law: a carnist defence mechanism
Denial in the theory of carnism, refers to individuals denying that they maintain a violent ideology. Their denial is said to be supported and reinforced through a variety of social norms and structures which aid the process of denial. It is claimed that conscious awareness of the truth will threaten the existence of the carnist belief system because it is inherently violent and causes moral discomfort. Non-vegans are persuaded that law is good, and that law represents acceptable traditions. Law is positioned as a promoter of what is “right” and judge of what is “wrong”; law as the voice of authority, the voice of democracy, law as safe and good, rational and neutral, truthful and ethical, supports their denial. 
In the theory of carnism, law is a functional, significant and powerful force in the protection and maintenance of its core values: to promote the use of other animals as a primary resource of human beings, to validate and regulate the conduct and behaviours of associated organisations and individuals to that end. The objective is to produce and reproduce the view that the abuse and murder of other sentient beings is natural, normal, and necessary. In order to achieve this aim, law, in the carnist belief system, has entrenched as a legal right, the social phenomenon of the abuse of other animals by human beings, by assuming an undemocratic false comprehensiveness and false neutrality. In doing so, the vegan world view is supressed and to be obstructed.
In the equality narrative, law speaks of being “worthy of respect in a democratic society”, of “repugnant beliefs”, of “dignity”, and the “rights of others”; it speaks of “legal limitations” in the name of democracy, public order and health. However, in legislating from a carnist bias and protecting the rights of those who abuse other animals, law ensures that the most barbaric of cruel practices are not just maintained, but are objectified as right and necessary. From the vegan perspective, cruel practices cannot be deemed “rights”, and any rights conferred do not allow the “dignity” of others. Indeed, from the vegan perspective, it can be said that mainstream beliefs are not “worthy of respect in a democratic society”, are incompatible with human dignity, and do conflict with the fundamental rights of others. Kelly
  introduces the idea of “repugnancy” to beliefs held: in relation to vegan belief, existing cruel practices of mainstream society are indeed repugnant and are in direct conflict with the vegan world view.
The theory of carnism can therefore be developed and applied to law, and thus assert that law speaks and legislates from a morally and ethically corrupt internal logic which causes moral injury, not just to those of vegan belief but to all members of society. This corrupt internal logic can be identified as a building block in the carnist framework which in turn facilitates state imposed, and enforced societal acceptance, of the cruel degradation of other animals. 
Carnism as a grand theory is a lens through which the vegan can articulate more clearly the powerful forces that shape social life and deny vegan equality. Carnism describes a world view never before described and categorises the important structures which perpetuate its existence. In so doing, it challenges the epistemology of dominant discourse and exposes the illogical and imposed a priori assumptions hidden deep within its structural framework.
The daily lived expression of vegan ethical commitment - and its associated difficulties in a non-vegan world - is under-researched generally and is non-existent as a research topic in law. However, the relationship between vegan belief and the portrayal of the belief in law is important because law, as a significant and powerful discourse, communicates a normative moral code. This normative moral code, I argue, pertains to the identified dominant discourse of carnism to which a vegan has limited access because the terms of reference are inequitably defined by the internal logic of the offending ideology. 
The creation and regulation of standards for social interaction with the vegan on the basis of dominant carnist ideology, subsequently creates an imbalance of power for the vegan in social communication and employment contexts. The imbalance of power is institutionalised, and through a complex matrix of structural mechanisms, is reinforced on an individual level in a vegan’s lived daily life. It is thus claimed that law has not effectively legislated for equality for vegan belief because there exists an intrinsic conflict between the two opposing belief systems of veganism and carnism: carnism promoting and protecting illogical, unnecessary, cruel and inhumane practices, whilst veganism promotes logical, ethical, humane practices which are said to be fundamentally necessary for the health and survival of humankind (Wynne-Tyson, 1975). The claim is that law legislates from a carnist perspective, and in so doing, this carnist bias informs the way in which law is able to respond to calls for equality from those of vegan belief.
The enthusiastic straightforward vocabulary in current equality legislation promotes equality for individual belief, but behind the expression of this prescriptive protection and value for vegan belief in law, lies a dichotomy of ethical standards relating to the way in which UK citizens are to understand the value placed on other sentient life, as previously noted.
Veganism and the UK Equality Act 2010
In 2009 the Equality and Human Rights Commission (the Commission) published a draft Employment Statutory Code of Practice for consultation on the employment provisions of the new Equality Bill. In the Forward to the draft Code it was stated that the intention of the new Equality Act 2010 was to “set a new standard for public services to treat everyone, no matter what their background or personal circumstances, with dignity and respect” (p. 2). The Commission also clearly stated that the rules and duties imposed on employers and companies must result in practical changes in the way they conduct their business. In order to generate understanding and bring about these changes, the commission stated two primary functions which were to: “help individuals understand and assert their rights,…”  and “help organisations (both public and private) understand what legislative changes mean for them…” (ibid, p. 3). 
In addition to creating new rules, the Equality Act 2010 would bring together existing equality legislation in an attempt to streamline and simplify current law. The new Act was designed to give individuals greater protection from discrimination, and was promoted as a document that would make it easier for employers and service providers to understand their responsibilities. The new Act would create eight categories – known as, ‘protected characteristics’ - to which the new legislative prescriptive duties would apply. The protected characteristics being: age, disability, gender reassignment, marriage and civil partnership, pregnancy and maternity, race, religion or belief, and sex and sexual orientation.
In order for the Commission to help individuals understand and assert their rights, and ensure organisations understood what would be required of them in law, it would publish two important documents. The first would be a set of statutory codes “setting out clearly and precisely what the legislation means” (ibid, p. 3). The codes would “explain the implications of every clause in technical terms” (ibid, p. 3), and they would “be the authoritative source of guidance for anyone who wants a rigorous analysis of the legislation’s detail” (ibid, p. 3). Moreover, for those employed in professions which required them to accurately understand and apply the new rules, such as legal, or human resource posts, the explanations provided in the codes would be “invaluable” (ibid, p. 3).
The second document would contain explanations of how to interpret the new legislation and would be published in the form of non-statutory guidance. The objective of the Commission was “to make equality and diversity part of everyday business for everyone, not just the experts”; therefore, guidance would be “designed to be down-to-earth, practical, and accessible” (ibid, p. 3) to everyone.
At first glance, from the clarity of the above objectives, it might be tempting to believe that the new legislation would be unambiguous, contain no inconsistencies, and constitute a highly sophisticated linguistic statement of the United Kingdom’s incorporation of the non-discrimination principle, and promotion of equality and fairness in social interaction. The Equality Act 2010 would simplify existing and long established principles for equality, and, through published Codes of Practice, give examples of how to interpret sections contained therein. Whilst it could be said that some of these protected characteristics are fairly straightforward concepts (subject of course to scenario specific circumstances in which they might be discussed from a legal perspective), this cannot be said of all of them: most notably the legal concept of “belief”. 
“Belief” in the draft Code of practice to the forthcoming Equality Act 2010, was explained by an example designed to illustrate the breadth and scope of the new Act. The example given referred to a vegan’s “ethical commitment” to animal welfare. Those of vegan belief were to be acknowledged in law on the basis that their belief meets the fulfilling criteria for legal recognition. Veganism was recognised as: a belief genuinely held, constituting a belief rather than an opinion, a weighty and substantial aspect of human life, having cogency, seriousness, cohesion and importance, worthy of respect in a democratic society, compatible with human dignity and does not conflict with the fundamental rights of others. Thus, veganism complied with the defining list of criteria for the belief to be recognised in law. 
The validity of vegan belief was also used in the draft code to explain what might be required from employers to accommodate manifestation of belief. The example given, though only relating to the importance of vegan kitchen requirements
,  indicated that provision must be made in the workplace for separate vegan storage, utensils, cooking and cleaning (p. 252). The code made the distinction between small and large companies and allowed for factors which might limit the practical solutions to dietary needs but maintained that the legal duty imposed remains. The vegan example given in this section of the code of practice stood alongside the example given regarding how to accommodate a Muslim’s kitchen needs.
The use of veganism in the draft code as an example of the breadth of scope of equality law was a logical and entirely sensible choice of example because vegan belief easily demonstrates the required logic and essential components of the defining criteria for legal recognition. Through the use of this example, vegan belief was promoted as embodying the criteria for protected belief and as such, was positioned in the general public domain as a clear, obvious, rational, sensible and logical way of life, which gave credence to (at least one of) the principles of veganism and its world view. 
The draft code of practice was however, subject to a “rigorous process of consultation” (Equality Act 2010 Employment Code of Practice, p. 20) prior to the publication of the final code. In the final code, the Commission - again promoting the assumed clarity of equality guidelines - states that “…the text has been enriched and improved immeasurably…” (ibid, p. 20). Given that the Commission used the logic of veganism as a way to describe how to interpret belief for the purposes of equality and fairness in employment and social interaction, one could be excused for anticipating a more enhanced explanation of protected belief in terms of the vegan world view. This however, was not forthcoming. Further, the example of vegan belief was removed as an example of a protected belief. Whilst the defining criteria remain essentially the same as in the draft code, the only reference that relates in any way to vegan belief is contained in s. 2.61 where provision is made for the way a person manifests their belief. For those of vegan belief, “avoiding certain practices” and “following a particular diet”, are the only remaining stated explanations of how to understand the ways in which vegan belief may need to be accommodated. What this means in fact, remains to be seen through case outcomes where legal reasoning will indicate the extent of recognition for vegan belief.
Of course, interpretation of law through case outcomes would still be significant even if the Commission had retained vegan belief as an example of how to interpret provisions in equality legislation. The point being raised is that the use of the word vegan and (an attempt at) a definition by official organisations - especially those related to law – has a profound effect on the way in which veganism is to be regarded, in relation to issues surrounding equality in social interaction and employment contexts. This is because by introducing the concept, the status of the belief becomes elevated and it is suggested to the majority that veganism is credible and has strong coherent moral underpinnings. This elevation makes veganism and its basic principles acutely visible at a higher cognitive level forcing engagement with practical, emotional and psychological challenges to state imposed carnism. The suggested practical kitchen provisions put forward in the draft Code for vegans at work would have allowed veganism to enter dominant discourse, albeit at entry level: in law (and dominant discourse), those with dietary needs that are different from the mainstream present “problems” (Draft Code of Practice, p. 351) to be solved, rather than needs to be accommodated.
The removal of the examples relating to veganism in the final version of the Code of Practice has meant that the vegan, despite the Equality Bill being “the most significant piece of equality legislation for a generation” (ibid, p. 2) still has no direct access to an equality discourse. Law remains vague regarding belief, and positions belief as something to be acknowledged differently subject to a variety of competing interests. Where direct duties do exist, employers remain unaware that they are required to cater for vegan belief, which leads to middle managers not taking necessary actions because veganism does not feature in the majority of equality audits designed to address the ways in which an organisation’s current practices and policies may impact negatively upon protected individuals. Indeed, a senior manager in my own department recently stated that veganism is not a protected characteristic in law. This statement was supported by her assertion that she had attended dissemination seminars presented by representatives from our department for Human Resources Management Services (HRMS). It is therefore clear that new equality guidelines are not achieving the stated aims expressed by government in The Equality Strategy. In order to create equality and a fair society with equal opportunities for all, Home Secretary Theresa May (2010) writes: 
We will take a new approach by talking about the causes of inequality as well as using targeted action to deal with its consequences. We will ensure accountability by shining the light of transparency on organisations, allowing their performance to be challenged and acting as a driver for change (p. 5).
The extent of inequality and imbalance in current discourse - and evidence for law to engage with vegan belief as a legitimate and valid belief system - is highlighted by the way the media referred to veganism upon learning that the Draft Code used vegan belief as an example to explain the criteria for a protected belief. In an article for the Sunday Times, Marie Woolf’s (2010) headline was: “Don’t mock my lentils: vegans to get discrimination rights.” The derogatory tone continued as the article attempted to relegate vegan belief to joke status by presenting examples of beliefs, not currently perceived as important, such as Jedism and teetotallers as possible contenders for protected belief under new legislation. Whether or not these beliefs qualify for protection in law remains to be seen, as does their philosophical underpinnings, but by using these examples, the ethical position of veganism and the challenge it presents to law at the level of individual consciousness, is pushed back in dominant discourse to the status of irrelevance: nothing more than the nonsensical individual choice of those constituting an insignificant minority, who are “different” but tolerated. That the media is allowed by law to discuss veganism in this way is further evidence that law (prior to any court hearings at least) does not adequately understand the principles of veganism or the ways in which vegans experience discrimination.
This is not to imply that the purpose of the article in The Sunday Times – to highlight the complexity of belief in law - is uncontentious. Indeed, the question to be answered is whether or not legislating for belief will offer vegan belief equality. The framework for this particular purpose is the view that law embeds carnist principles, promotes and maintains dominant carnist ideology, reifies carnism as a belief system and legislates from that particular biased perspective. In this analysis, the concept of a legally protected belief being a feature of equality legislation has illuminated more clearly inequality and difference, in addition to the problem of how to legislate for “belief”.
Belief, as a recognised concept for legal protection in UK law stems from the ratification in 1951 of the European Convention on Human Rights (ECHR,1948) which became domestic law as the Human Rights Act in 1988. Article 9 of the ECHR requires member states to guarantee freedom of belief, and freedom to manifest belief, subject to such legal limitations which are necessary in a democratic society in the interests of public safety, public order, health or morals, and in order to protect the rights and freedoms of others.
Since the inception of belief as a legal category, case law has also contributed to the evolution of the legal concept of belief. This however, has not ensured that belief as a legal concept is clear or well defined. In the draft Code of Practice to the Equality Act 2010, the Commission states “Our goal is to make equality and diversity part of everyday business for everyone, not just the experts.  Indeed, we will have failed if what we produce speaks only to a small circle of people” (Draft Code of Practice, 2009, p. 3). Regarding protection for vegan belief, it is argued here that not only has the Commission failed, but that what is produced does not speak to even a small circle of people because legal protection for belief will always depend on specific circumstances and contexts, and will ultimately be decided by the courts. Moreover, a belief system which opposes that from which law legislates, is unlikely to be acknowledged as standing on an equal footing even though that belief may be entirely ethical and legal.
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