
What Will It Take To Reduce Animal Abuse?
“Those who make you believe absurdities can make you commit atrocities.” – Voltaire
By David Cantor
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A hard thing about be-
coming a full-time animal 
advocate as I did at age 34 
in 1989 was learning that 
some amusements, sports, 
or recreation I had enjoyed 
and some items I wore, ate, 
or used for health were 
either products of animal 
abuse or had animal-abuse 
components. Equally hard 
was experiencing civili-
zation’s resistance and 
backlash against animal 
advocacy aimed at radical 
change to reduce animal 
abuse, the extreme suffer-
ing of nonhuman victims, 
and human misery result-
ing from animal abuse.
     A major obstacle to re-
ducing animal abuse is that 
public discourse erases suf-
fering altogether, keeping 
it out of the public mind. 
Consider the thousands 
of car crashes in the news. 
Do we ever hear about the 
agony of languishing in a 
vehicle with broken bones, 
the anguish of recovery 
and rehabilitation from 
burns, chronic pain after 
medical industries have 
done all they can?
     With human suffering 
erased, it is no wonder 
other animals’ is, too.

Wall of Words
     Nonhuman animals 
have a language prob-
lem. Nothing is lacking 

Universities, the news industry, the public, 
and standard animal advocacy use the 
words abuse and cruelty interchangeably, as 
weasel words – words with meaning sucked 
out as weasels suck contents out of egg-
shells, unknown to unfortunate would-be 
parents. 
     Abuse and cruelty differ as much as 
dishes & crystal, games & checkers, or 
primates & human beings. Abuse, meaning 
mistreatment, is far broader than cruelty, the 
small portion of abuse done for the purpose of 
causing pain and suffering. 
     Abuse means mistreatment, and many 
human practices mistreat nonhuman ani-
mals, intentionally or not. So Responsible 
Policies for Animals defines animal abuse as 
everything human beings do to and with other 
animals and their natural homes and ecosys-
tems. Cutting down trees abuses nonhuman 
animals. Polluting rivers abuses nonhuman 
animals. Spraying crops abuses nonhuman 
animals. But news and other informa-
tion-managing institutions never call these 
practices animal abuse. 
     The abuses listed above are not cruel, 
because they are done for purposes other 
than causing pain and suffering. Same with 
breeding nonhuman animals for human 
purposes, a foundational abuse for most acts 
of cruelty to nonhuman animals. Kicking, 
beating, stomping, clubbing, setting on fire, 
or drowning are acts of cruelty – and prose-
cutable under anticruelty statutes. 
     Most abuse is not prosecutable because it 
is not cruel. Some of the most excruciating 
abuses are exempt from anticruelty laws: 
factory farming including gross overcrowd-
ing; starvation, sexual assault, and mutilat-
ing beaks, tails, horns, and genitals; labora-
tory experimentation no matter how painful 

or terrifying; fur ranching with electrocution 
and other agonizing deaths; solitary confine-
ment of social animals; state-administered 
abuse including fishing, trapping, and hunt-
ing; and many others.
     Understanding purposes of abuse is all-im-
portant for reducing abuse. It is difficult to 
change policy or practice while ignoring mo-
tive. It was not to cause other animals pain 
and suffering that human beings reduced 
the number of trees on Earth from six trillion 
to three trillion. It was to enable agriculture 
and, over time, construction, roadbuilding, 
writing & publishing, packaging merchan-
dise, nose-blowing, wiping, and other main-
stays of civilization. Such purposes don’t 
negate the animal-abuse component.
     Decrying “cruel factory farming,” “cruel 
force-feeding” (for foie gras), “cruel veal 
production,” “cruel fur ranching,” and 
“cruel experiments” conveys justified 
indignation. But it misses the chance to use 
more precise and impactful words: eugenics 
and sexual assault for breeding, atrocities 
for experiments, mass atrocities for factory 
farming, fur ranching, crop-spraying.
     Words have immense power. Millions of 
human beings would be spared pain and ter-
ror if the president of the United States did 
not call them “animals,” prompting abuse by 
haters, apathy in others. As Charles Patter-
son shows in his 2002 book Eternal Treblinka: 
Our Treatment of Animals and The Holocaust, 
the Nazi Holocaust was fueled by words 
like vermin, rats, serpents, swine, and other 
derogatory words for nonhuman animals 
applied to Jews and other targeted humans.
     Animal advocacy might eventually be 
able to reduce animal abuse if it gets words 
right and demands that news and other 
institutions do the same. – DJC 

Cruelty, Abuse, and Word Woes

Special Language Issue



in their communications with 
their friends and family mem-
bers. What makes their lives so 
difficult and painful is human 
language. 
     Not that weapons, vehicles, 
mining, bulldozing, fishing, 
dragnetting, experimentation, 
electrification, buildings, toxifi-
cation of water, soil, and air, and 
other abuses don’t injure, sick-
en, and kill them, destroy their 
homes, and toxify and heat their 
ecosystems. But a wall of words 
blocks abuse and suffering from 
human consciousness.
     A glance at several widely 
accepted weasel words (see 
“Cruelty, Abuse, and Word 
Woes,” this page) shows how 
civilization oils its animal-abuse 
machinery by calling abuse by 
other names.

► While preparing this issue of 
Persons, I heard many reports 
from Texas, where the Guada-
lupe River flooded, killing many 
human beings. Most broadcast-
ers used “lives lost” for human 
beings killed by the flood. But 
there are millions of life forms 
not counting microorganisms. 
Using “lives” to mean only hu-
man lives erases nearly all life. 
     How is it possible to reduce 
or even acknowledge abuse of 
non-existent beings, or of beings 
who probably don’t suffer be-
cause only living ones can?

► What in civilization is natural? 
Certainly not agriculture, the 
food-growing method that made 
civilization possible and con-
tinues to sustain most human 
beings today. The natural way 
for human beings to obtain food 
is to forage for a great variety of 
plants on the African savanna. 
Not to kill nonhuman animals, 
nor to seize their eggs or their 
babies’ milk for pseudofoods. 
Not to package items or trans-
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port them over long distances.
     But the Food and Drug Adminis-
tration permits “natural” on package 
labels even though products them-
selves are not natural; they do not 
come to exist through natural process-
es; and packaging them and transport-

ing them long distances are not 
natural. 

► A 1997 publication titled 
Animal Welfare Compendium: A 
Collection of 14 Discussion Papers, 
available online, denigrates 
animal advocacy aimed at elim-
inating the meat, dairy, fish, and 
egg industries (MDFE). Of the 
27 authors (many of the papers 
have more than one), 21 were 
employed at agriculture univer-
sities (land-grant universities, 
LGUs); one was a USDA official; 
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and one worked at a “swine cen-
ter” in Canada. The Compendium 
was “facilitated by” two USDA 
employees. No one involved was 
an animal advocate, despite an 
area of our expertise, animal wel-
fare, appearing in the title.
     Welfare means wellbeing. Using 
animal welfare to mean “the con-
cept of using [nonhuman] animals 
for human ends but minimizing 
pain, stress, suffering, and depri-
vation and enhancing the animals’ 
well-being during their lifetimes,” 
the Compendium corrupts the mean-
ing of welfare, since pain, stress, 
suffering, and deprivation are 
inconsistent with wellbeing, mini-
mized or not.
     The Compendium defines abuse 
as “obvious cruelty; striking or 
willfully harming an animal with a 
club or instrument of harm.” Using 
abuse and cruelty as if they were 
the same, the Compendium makes 
the same error as standard animal 
advocacy and news – see “Cruelty, 
Abuse, and Word Woes,” this page. 
     Understanding abuse as mis-
treatment, anyone who explores 
the many physical, emotional, and 
spiritual assaults on nonhuman 
animals used by MDFE can see 
that those animals are abused from 
selective breeding through birth or 
hatching, all the way to their deaths 
at horrifying slaughter facilities.
     Serving as propaganda for 
MDFE and the millions of busi-
nesses and people who make their 
living from MDFE, the Compendium 
grossly misinforms rather than 
fulfill universities’ educational 
mission. Our massive network of 
LGUs do a lot to maintain the wall 
of words.

► Remember from long ago an 
animated fast-food TV ad showing 
hamburgers singing a happy song 
atop plant stems, bun-mouths flap-
ping? That bizarre and insulting 
image comports with the mislead-
ing term “animal agriculture.” 
Agriculture means cultivation of 

fields. That is what it means in the 
laws Congress passed and Presi-
dent Lincoln signed establishing 
our agriculture universities and the 
U.S. Department of Agriculture.
     “Animal agriculture” implies 
nonhuman animals are plants – 
and therefore do not have children, 
families, friends, and experience 
of pain and loss. Worse, it implies 

that the meat, dairy, fish, and egg 
industries have legitimate funding 
from the USDA and state  agricul-
ture departments and services from 
our massive network of agriculture 
universities.
     This far-reaching word cor-
ruption is addressed in RPA’s 
five-minute “Anti-Life Universi-
ties” video at www.RPAforAll.org.

► The Enviroliteracy Team writes 
in its January 23, 2024, enviroliter-
acy.org article “Why Animals Are 
Losing [sic] Their Habitats Due to 
Mining,”

Mining operations, by their 
very nature, are disruptive and 
transformative. They necessitate 
the removal of vast quantities of 
earth, vegetation, and topsoil, 
directly obliterating the habi-
tats of countless [nonhuman] 
animals. The clearing of land 
for mines, access roads, and 
processing facilities is a primary 
driver of habitat loss [sic].

     Nonhuman animals occasion-
ally lose a buried acorn or a baby 
they hide from predators, but not 
expanses of land, sky, or water 
where they live and roam. Yet we 
constantly hear of “habitat loss.” 
Nonhuman animals don’t lose their 

natural homes and ecosystems; civ-
ilization and human beings destroy 
and toxify them.
     A more useful and compelling 
term, coined in my 2014 essay 
“Beyond Humanism, Toward a 
New Animalism,” is the Biocaust. 
Combining bio-, life, and holocaust, 
enormous destruction, it puts mass 
abuse on human beings and civi-
lization rather than imply nonhu-
man animals are incompetent. 

► Related to habitat and perhaps 
more insidious than “habitat loss” 
because it lacks a negative connota-
tion is development. Over billions of 
years before human beings exist-
ed, Earth developed into a planet 
capable of generating and sustain-
ing life, and many millions of life 
forms developed through natural 
selection and evolution. Humans 
have driven many species extinct 
and have not yet identified many 
others.
     Due to what civilization calls 
development, nearly all nonhuman 
animals suffer. If not from selective 
breeding, persecution, exploita-
tion, or toxification of their homes 
and ecosystems, then from climate 
breakdown and its many harmful 
consequences. Human beings suf-
fer from many of the same practic-
es, but in different ways.
     As with “habitat loss,” the 
Biocaust is a more accurate and 
truthful word than development 
for killing trees, clearing land, 
occupying formerly natural spaces 
with agriculture, buildings, roads, 
dumps, mines, refineries, and other 
human inventions that un-develop 
the living world.

► Restaurant servers, newsper-
sons, and cuisine aficionados lost in 
the meat delusion and the protein 
myth call nonhuman animals pro-
tein. “What protein would you like 
with that?” means, Would you like 
muscle tissues of chickens, cattle, 
pigs, or fish (occasionally, tofu or 
imitation meat) in your burrito? 
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     In addition to being a lot more 
than inanimate chains of amino 
acids, nonhuman animals are 
unhealthful sources of protein for 
human beings. Leading nutritional 
scientists, excluded from news and 
agriculture-university nutrition 
and dietician programs, attribute 
many serious health problems to 
animal protein in the human diet. 
(See RPA’s “Anti-Life Universities” 
video at www.RPAforAll.org.)

► Boon to the meat and fish in-
dustries, bane to trillions of nonhu-
man animals, “chicken,” “turkey,” 
“fish,” “beef,” “pork,” “ham,” 
“chops,” “brisket,” “rib eye,” 
“T-bone,” “hot dog,” “bacon,” and 
other similar words linguistically 
turn muscle tissues of fellow ani-
mals into inanimate substances like 
salt, plastic, or steel. This practice 
is not an accident. It eliminates our 
naturally humane and herbivorous 
species’ moral concern for animals 
we are erroneously taught to eat.
     Moral concern about any prod-
uct or service is unacceptable to the 
global capitalist dictatorship.

► The root meaning of euthanasia 
is good or happy death. It has this 
meaning because euthanasia means 
killing a human being or other an-
imal to end irremediable suffering. 
It does not mean using a “humane” 
method to kill an animal who is not 
experiencing irremediable pain. 
But experimenters often use “eu-
thanize(d)” for killing “research 
specimens” when they are done 
with them – perhaps to assuage 
their conscience and to rationalize 
their industry’s abuse of nonhuman 
animals. 
     News interviews do not correct 
this false and misleading usage. 
Letting “euthanize” go unchal-
lenged amounts to a tacit editorial 
position that experimenting with-
out a victim’s consent – always the 
case with nonhuman animals – is 
ethical. Like environmentalism, 
animal advocacy is a “third rail” 

to the news industry, so experts on 
animal abuse are excluded from 
discussions of animal abuse framed 
as other things.

Undermining Humans’ 
Humanity
A BBC news item of June 13, 2024, 
begins, “Residents in a Shropshire 
town say they are furious after their 
social housing company chopped 
down a tree containing nesting 
birds and bats.”

     

Our species’ innate biophilia, affec-
tion for other living beings, occurs 
on a continuum like empathy, sym-
pathy, altruism, compassion, reci-
procity, and other basic traits that 
human beings share with many other 
animals. But, like our innate expecta-
tions of peace, justice, and naturally 
occurring plant foods, our biological 
nature is subverted by civilization, 
especially by words.
     One reason for Responsible Poli-
cies for Animals’ aspirational name is 
that civilization, originating in animal 
abuse and dependent on animal 
abuse, has never established respon-
sible policies for nonhuman animals.
     What will it take to reduce animal 
abuse? A revolution – in thought, 
policy, and practice. Wrong thoughts  
prevent desperately needed change to 
policy and practice. Wrong thoughts 
are generated and maintained by 
wrong words.
     That is why RPA’s campaigns 
have so much to do with words.

What Is an Appalled and 
Overwhelmed Citizen To Do?
It might be impossible to reduce an-
imal abuse – the kind of revolution 

required is a tough nut to crack. 
But the impossible has been accom-
plished many times.
     There is a tendency to seek easy 
solutions to complex problems. 
We can’t abandon our jobs, fam-
ilies, friends, communities, and 
pastimes for a dream that might 
never become reality. We can’t tear 
down civilization even though it is 
based on animal abuse. Eliminating 
civilization’s animal-abuse policies, 
practices, and words seems impos-
sible when mean, greedy, con-
science-challenged people in power 
take us backwards and rule by 
terror, tyranny, dishonesty, and the 
most powerful unacknowledged 
weapon: word corruption.
     But we can establish a pathway 
to needed change knowing that we 
might not see that change in our 
lifetimes. That is what the founders 
of the United States did. We’re still 
a long way from completing the 
American Revolution, but lots of 
well-funded organizations are on it, 
and the principles of justice, equal-
ity, and liberty for human beings are 
understood throughout the human 
world. 
     Applying those principles to 
nonhuman animals is a far more 
difficult challenge, since they are 
neither mentioned nor considered 
persons in the Constitution and 
civilization is dependent on ani-
mal abuse. If we do not establish 
justice for all animals, we will not 
be able to maximize the quality of 
human life – because animal abuse 
generates human misery.  (See the 
free RPA brochure Human Misery: 
The Animal-Abuse Factor at www.
RPAforAll.org.)
     We must build our personal 
awareness of wrong words and 
determinedly correct and enlighten 
information managers in news and 
other institutions, so wrong words 
won’t relentlessly obscure animal 
abuse.
     Contact me anytime for sugges-
tions. 

Due to what 
civilization calls 
development, 
all nonhuman 
animals suffer.
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