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Abstract

The interdependency between human, animal, and environmental health has been widely
recognized and lies at the basis of the One Health Initiative. However, besides praiseworthy
premises, health objectives are far from being achieved, especially when billions of
nonhuman animals continue to be exploited for human needs. This work aims to question,
recalibrate, and challenge the One Health Initiative to take seriously the condition of
nonhumans in the Animal Industrial Complex (A-IC) and specifically in factory farms.
Oppositely, Farmed Animal Sanctuaries (FASs) are taken as an example of places of inclusion
and interspecies care where the principles of One Health are respected. No violence,
domination or any logic of interest will ever cross the doors of sanctuaries, differently from
factory farms, where nonhuman animals are just mere disposable bodies.

But what happens if a virus enters these places? What happens when the economic interests
of agrobusiness traverse the boundaries of these safe zones? Which bodies can be preserved
or sacrificed for the One Health perspectiver To answer these questions, a series of
circumstances and events are taken into consideration. First, the conditions under which
nonhuman animals live inside the A-IC; second, the wave of the African swine fever which
hit Italy during summer 2023; third, the killing of the rescued pigs by Italian authorities at
the sanctuary Progetto Cuori Liberi. These facts will be critically analyzed adopting the
perspective of Critical Animal Studies, with the aim of promoting reflection on the
management and manipulation of nonhuman life and promoting FASs as models of

interspecies coexistence, justice, and care.
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Introduction

Among the many lessons ones can draw from the study of Environmental Humanities,
there is one always emerges. Every discipline that this flourishing field of study encompasses,
no matter how diverse these disciplines might be from one another, always lay on the same
foundation: interconnectedness is key, and it is what characterizes our planet.

Understanding the complexity and the intricated web of interactions that shape our planet
is fundamental to address current and future challenges. The environmental degradation, the
climate changes, the management of resources, the loss of biodiversity, the development and
spread of new infectious diseases... all these issues should be approached from different
fronts and with an integrated, coordinated, and interdisciplinary approach.

The World Health Organization (WHO) defines health as “a state of complete physical,
mental and social well-being and not merely the absence of disease or infirmity”. Health is a
fundamental condition for human and nonhuman existence, and it also represents a pivotal
challenge for our future on this Planet. The One Health Initiative (OHI) recognized the
potential of these risks and for this reason it highlichted the need of an integrated,
coordinated, and interdisciplinary approach to confront with present and future health
hazards. This initiative took shape from the collaborative efforts of the Food and Agriculture
Organization of the United Nations (FAO), the World Organization for Animal Health
(OIE) and the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) and the World Health
Organization (WHO) with the aim of simultaneously optimizing human, animal, and

ecosystem health.

Despite the praiseworthy objectives of this vision, this dissertation critics the evident
indifference of the OHI in dismantling the spaces where the health and the wellbeing of
nonhumans — and even of certain humans — are fully overlooked, namely factory farm. Here
care, if minimally provided, is instrumentally applied to ensure the perpetuation of a business
that profit from the abuse, the exploitation, and the death of nonhuman individuals. The
scale of this business is enormous. It is estimated that 900,000 cows, 1.4 million goats, 1.7

million sheep, 3.8 million pigs, 12 million ducks, and 202 million chickens are globally killed



and slaughtered for meat consumption every day (Roser, September 26, 2023) and that three-
quarters (around 74%) of land animals live in factory farms (Ritchie, September 25, 2023).
These huge facilities simply cannot guarantee the health of the individuals confined.

In stark contrast to these factories, there are places where nonhuman animals are cared
for and valued in their own terms, rather than in capitalist terms. Animal sanctuaries are
examples of places of inclusion and interspecies care, where the principles of One Health are
embraced and respected. These places have been legally recognized by the Italian legislation
and distinguished from farms as places of refuge for nonhuman animals who are not
intended for food production. Howevert, in case of health/economic ctisis, such as during
the African swine fever emergency, farms and sanctuaries are subjected to the same
biosecurity measures and regulations. This indistinct treatment, beyond having caused the
death of thousands of animals living within pig farms of the Lombardy region, it has
sentenced to death nine liberated pigs who had been rescued from this very business and

hosted in a sanctuary in the Pavia province.

This work will question, recalibrate, and challenge the One Health Initiative. Its limits and
inconsistencies will be explored in light of the events which involved Italian pig farms and
the Progetto Cuori Liberi sanctuary before, during and after the wave of African swine fever
that hit the country in Summer 2023.

The materials and methodologies used for this dissertation combine literature research
and a qualitative study conducted with the caregivers and volunteers of the sanctuary
Progetto Cuori Liberi. A considerable part of the bibliography falls within the field of Critical
Animal Studies (CAS), whose principles have guided this work. This field of research, whose
roots can be found in the social movements of the 1960s and 1970s, is characterized by the
commitment for practical changes and a political-oriented advocacy. The ten principles that
define the discipline focus on the need of interdisciplinarity, on the intersectionality of
oppressions, on the deconstruction of hierarchies, and on the promotion of a critical
reasoning. Biomedical and life sciences literature concerning the African swine fever have
been consulted mainly from the National Institute of Health (NIH) database. Finally, for
news reports regarding the spread of the disease, the major national and local online
newspapers have been considered.

Firstly, the One Health Initiative will be presented. Here, the premises and the salient

historical events are briefly traced in order to illustrate the origin, the objectives and



potentials, but particularly the limitations of this vision. While recognizing the importance
and the potential of this new approach to health and wellbeing, this work critically examines
its biases and contradictions. The limits of One Health emerge in the discrepancy between
the declared goals and the actual stagnation of governments and health organizations in in
the face of nonhuman animal oppression and exploitation within the Animal-Industrial
Complex, and particularly in factory farms. The considerations concerning these productive
systems will highlight their incompatibility with the One Health mission.

The Animal-Industrial Complex, namely the assemblage of activities that profit from the
exploitation, the abuse, the detention, and the killing of nonhuman animals, is also at the
origin of a growing number of diseases outbreaks, and the recent COVID-19 pandemic
represents just one example. With this premise, in the second chapter the connection
between the outbreak of infectious diseases and the practice of intensive animal farming will
be explored. In particular, the spread of African swine fever disease and its link to the pig
meat production will be taken into consideration. An overview of the transmission and
spread paths of the ASF virus, and the control measures put in place in case of an outbreak,
precedes a critical analysis of the practice of mass culling, which is the only measure adopted
in case of contagion. In this context, I will try to show how hierarchies of power, structures
of care, and political and economic interests tend to protect some forms of human and
nonhuman life, and sacrifice others.

The argumentation will then explore farmed animal sanctuaries. These places, where there
are no moral species distinctions, host multispecies communities of nonhuman animals who
have been rescued from abandonment, situation of carelessness, or abuse. The rise of the
sanctuary movement, the objectives, the practices of care, but also the limits and the
challenges will be presented, underlying the positive effects that these places generate on
both human and nonhuman animals.

Lastly, a qualitative study conducted with caregivers, volunteers and a veterinary will be
presented. These people actively contribute and help the individuals who live at the Progetto
Cuori Liberi sanctuary, at Sairano, in the Pavia province. With a series of in-depth interviews,
I wanted to navigate the spaces and the relationships that humans and nonhumans establish,
to explore the visions and practices of interspecies care, and to make their voices heard.

The context in exam will reveal how anthropocentrism, capitalism and speciesism still
permeate our vision and our relationship with the nonhuman world. With this premise, I will

present my personal considerations and vision of possible perspectives for the future, with



the aim of shedding a light upon the sick relation humans have with nonhuman animals, and

with the hope of healing this relation.



Chapter 1

One Health: a more-than-human approach to well

being

“But there are special places outside the town where all blood and dirt are first washed off in running water. The
slaughtering of livestock and cleaning of carcasses is done by slaves [condemned criminals sentenced to hard labour).
They don’t let the ordinary people get used to cutting up animals, because they think it tends to destroy one’s natural
Jeeling of humanity. 1t's also forbidden to bring anything dirty or unlygienic inside the town, for fear of polluting the
atmosphere and so cansing disease”.

Sir Thomas More, Utgpia (1516)

1.1 The One Health Initiative: a brief overview

The concept of One Health achieved prominence in the past decade, and particularly after
the spread of COVID-19 from the end of 2019 (Braverman, 2023). The idea at the basis is
the following: people, animals, plants, and their environment share health outcomes. Gains
in animal and environmental health benefit humans, and vice versa (Hinchliffe, 2023). This
vision, at least in theory, marked a shift in the approach to health. However, this idea is not
completely revolutionary and has roots in the history of care. As Woods and Bresalier (2014,
650) declare, “for One Health sceptics who argue that advancing human health has always
lain at the hearth of veterinary endeavour, One Health history is simply veterinary history;
there is nothing distinctive about it”. Indeed, for some, One Health is just the latest of a
series of integrated and collaborative approaches to care and this means that we could be
able to trace a history of One Health.

Even if the creation of the first veterinary schools in Europe, dating back to the late 18"
and the early 19" Century, had been perceived as the passage from the ignorance and the
cruelty of the past, to a new Enlighted approach to animal healing, evidence of continuity

tells us that doctors demonstrated interest in animal bodies way before the birth of the



veterinary profession. Doctors not only, driven by curiosity, used to study and investigate
animal diseases, but sometimes even participated in the veterinary practice (Wood & Bresalier
2014). A bigger interest was then stimulated by the discovery of transmissible diseases from
animals to humans, namely the zoonoses, such as in the case of rabies which could be
contracted through dog bites. Zoonotic diseases, or zoonoses, are infectious diseases that are
naturally transmissible from vertebrate animals to humans. Zoonotic pathogens may be
bacterial, viral, or parasitic and can be transmitted by direct contact, indirect contact, vector-
borne, foodborne, and waterborne (World Health Organization, 2020).

Woods and Bresalier (2014, 651) point out that “Zoonotic diseases, and the scientist who
elucidated them, feature in all histories of One Health. Supposedly, it was from zoonosis that
key connections between human and animal health were forged, and the two professions
brough into closer assignment”. The collaborations between doctors and veterinaries, at least
in Britain, went also beyond zoonosis: animal bodies were analyzed to understand
pathological processes, like inflammation, and used for disease experimentation.

Between the late 20™ and the early 21% Century a further will to develop a stronger link
between human and animal health emerged. “The drive for integration was inspired by a
growing professional and epistemological separation of human and veterinary medicine,
which arose partly from the politics of zoonosis control [...], and partly from the changing
use of animals in scientific research” (Woods & Bresalier 2014, 653). Calvin Schwabe, an
American veterinary epidemiologist, is credited with coining the concept of One Medicine,
considered as the precursor of One Health. He advocated for the idea of a close relationship
between humans, domestic animals and public health and delineated an integrated human
and veterinary approach to zoonosis in his monograph “Veterinary Medicine and Human
Health”, published in 1964. He then formalized the notion of One Medicine in the third
edition of his work which appeared in 1984 (Cardiff et al, 2008) and drew together
developments in comparative medicine, veterinary public health, epidemiology, nutrition,
and international health in a single vision. The movement, which made inroads initially in
the US and in Britain, was thus characterized by a self-conscious agenda and the desire for a
unified vision of health.

Later, new initiatives took One Medicine into the field of conservation, resulting in what
is often mentioned as “conservation medicine”, a transdisciplinary approach to the study of
human, animal, and ecosystems health to ensure the conservation of all (Braverman, 2023).

In the work “New Directions in Conservation Medicine: Applied Cases of Ecological Health”, A.



Alonso Aguirre, Richard S. Ostfeld and Peter Daszak argue that “This novel approach
challenged scientists and practitioners in the health, natural, and social sciences to think about
new, collaborative, transdisciplinary ways to address ecological health concerns in a world
affected by complex, large-scale environmental threats” (Aguirre et al, 2012, 3).

The One Medicine and the Conservation Medicine initiatives influenced and paved the
way to the subsequent One Health agenda which integrated in its concerns the environmental
and wildlife aspects of health, and which originated because of the increase of alarming health
challenges, in particular the wave of influenza coming from East Asia. Already in the 80s,
the Hong Kong University virologist Kennedy Shortridge identified South China as a
possible point of origin of influenza pandemics because of the ecosystem created by farming
practices, animal husbandry systems, and wet-rice-paddy landscapes, providing opportunities
for cross-species infections (Fearnley, 2020).

In 2003 the H5N1, a highly pathogenic avian influenza virus, reemerged in Hong Kong
and quickly spread throughout South Asia, Thailand, Vietnam, Cambodia, and Indonesia.
Afterwards the virus moved towards north-west, reaching Egypt, Bangladesh, India and
Europe (Fearnley, 2020). Along with avian influenza, diseases such as bovine spongiform
encephalopathy and the severe acute respiratory syndrome (SARS) highlighted the need for
a broad medical, veterinary, and scientific collaboration not only locally, but nationally and
on a global scale (Gibbs, 2014).

The term “One Health” was proposed as a step forward to promote such collaboration.
In 2005 the Wildlife Conservation Society (WCS) of New York headed a conference in which
it was underlined the importance of the understanding of wildlife diseases and ecology in
facing the emergence of diseases. During the conference the expression “One World-One
Health” was introduced to encompass both medicine and ecosystem health. At the occasion,
12 recommendations, later recognized as the Manhattan Principles, were listed for
establishing a holistic approach to diseases and for maintaining ecosystem integrity. In 2006
the American Veterinary Medical Association created the One Health Initiative Task Force
and in 2007 the American Medical Association approved a resolution for increasing the
collaboration between human and veterinary medical communities (Gibbs, 2014). Since then,
One Health achieved global recognition and entered into the medical and scientific lexicon.

With the aim of enhancing research on the One Health sphere, the Food and Agriculture
Organization of the United Nations (FAO), the World Organization for Animal Health
(OIE), the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) and the World Health



Organization (WHO) came together and formed an advisory panel, the One Health High
Level Expert Panel (OHHLEP), whose members are experts in a broad range of disciplines
in both science and policy-related sectors. The ambition of this panel is to develop a policy
framework that aims to simultaneously promote human, nonhuman, and environmental

health. The definition proposed by the OHHLEP states that:

One Health is an integrated, unifying approach that aims to sustainably balance and optimize
the health of people, animals, and ecosystems.

One Health recognizes the health of humans, domestic and wild animals, plants and the wider
environment (including ecosystems) are closely linked and inter-dependent.

The approach mobilizes multiple sectors, disciplines and communities at varying levels of
society to work together to foster well-being and tackle threats to health and ecosystems, while
addressing the collective need for clean water, energy and air, safe and nutritious food, taking
action on climate change, and contributing to sustainable development.

(World Health Organization, 2021a)
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Figure 1.1: The visual representation of One Health as the result of the intersection between

human, environmental, and animal health (Sanita24, Il Sole 24 Ore)

This definition highlights that: first, human, animals, plants, and environment form an
integral system which needs to be considered in a coordinated, interdisciplinary, and
intersectional way; second, that disease governance and control cannot focus on human
health alone; third, One Health aims to operate beyond conventional state-based

coordination, involving citizens, communities, and the private sector internationally



(Hinchliffe, 2023); forth health is not simply the absence of illness but is the condition under
which we have physical, mental, social and ecosystem health. This means that the
optimization of health is not a matter of being disease free but more a matter of taking care
of relationships, as Hinchliffe (2023) writes “a matter of working with rather than against the
environment” and additionally, a matter of living with nonhuman animals rather than making

them life for us. With these premises, One Health appears as a step in the right direction.
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Figure 1.2: Graphic representation of the OHHLEP’s definition of One Health (World Health
Organization, 2021a)

According to the One Health Mission Statement (One Health Initiative, 2022), the

objective of improving the lives of all species shall be achieved through:

1. Joint educational efforts between human medical, veterinary medical schools, and
schools of public health and the environment;

2. Joint communication efforts in journals, at conferences, and via allied health
networks;

3. Joint efforts in clinical care through the assessment, treatment, and prevention of
cross-species disease transmission;

4. Joint cross-species disease surveillance and control efforts in public health;



5. Joint efforts in better understanding of cross-species disease transmission through
comparative medicine and environmental research;

0. Joint efforts in the development and evaluation of new diagnostic methods, medicines
and vaccines for the prevention and control of disease across species and,;

7. Joint efforts to inform and educate political leaders and public sector through accurate

media publications.

Even though the key driver for the One Health Initiative was the renewed focus on
emerging infectious diseases, one important aspect of this approach to health was its alleged
expansion of interest, research, and knowledge beyond zoonotic diseases, to include other
hazards, both to human and animal health, such as mental health, chronic diseases, or
antimicrobial resistance (Woods, 2023).

According to the American Veterinary Medical Association (King at al., 2008, 261) “Our
increasing interdependence with animals and their products may well be the single most
critical risk factor to our health and well-being with regard to infectious diseases”. However,
instead of blaming nonhuman animals for being our source of illness, we should rather

reevaluate the ailing relationship than human have established with the nonhuman world.

Despite the wide horizons of One Health, in the practice the inquiry seems to remain
circumscribed. Some scholars have noted that one of the limtations of One Health lays in its
pervasive anthropocentrism. Indeed, animal and environmental health are desirable because
they eventually contribute to human health (Van Patter et al., 2023). Moreover, while human
health is considered as the result of physical health and psychological, emotional, social and
economic wellbeing, nonhuman health remains delimited within a disease-free status and
within human-utility factors, such as animal productivity, animal welfare and ethical
consideration of animal use (Van Patter et al., 2023).

Lainé and Morand (2020, 3) traced the history of One Health, lingering on its rooted
imperial and colonial project to secure human and animal health in ordert to extract

resources. In particular, they claim that:

a large part of the rhetoric they [One Health researchers] use is not new but deeply rooted in

the colonial sciences that aimed at developing local societies, their health, and the health of
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their livestock, as well as their economies by favoring their integration into the Empire market

as that time, and to the global market today.

The colonial capitalism of One Health is thus visible in the universalization of Western
health values and assumption to the detriment of the neglected indigenous knowledge and
in the commodification of nonhuman animals, which uses living bodies as material to
increase production efficiency (Van Patter et al., 2023).

This means that One Health struggles to achieve its interdisciplinary and decentering
aspirations and that it is the (Western) hu-man who is primarily benefiting from it. No
education, engagement, investigation, or prevention efforts will be able to generate equitable
outcomes if we do not recognize the severe conditions that animals are subjected to
(Craddock & Hinchliffe, 2015). This is evident if we take in consideration all the lives
subjugated to the Animal-Industrial Complex (A-IC) and notably to the animal agriculture
system. Any attempt to understand and model new health relations should not avoid
considering the complex cultural and hierarchical relationships that humans have established

with nonhuman animals.

1.2 One Health and the Concentrated Animal Feeding

Operations

The growing demand for animal products, which has characterized high income countries
from the second half of the 20" Century, and that is now well established in lower-middle
and upper-middle countries, has provoked huge structural changes in the systems of
manipulation and use of animal bodies. Noélie Vialles (1994), in her work Animal to Edible,
pointed out that this process of reorganization coincides with the wider project of
modernization fostered by Napoleon in France and in Europe at the beginning of the 19®
Century. In the first instance slaughterhouses, which were originally located in urban spaces,
were progressively exiled in peripheral areas, far from the sight of the population, both
because of the need of wider spaces, but also because, using Shukin (2009, 62) words, during
“the nineteenth century public culture began to be sanitized and sensitized through myriad
practices, disciplines, and reforms best discerned, perhaps, by Foucault”. Thus, these
structures expanded and developed into modern factories, located in the outskirts of cities

as both a town-planning policy to ensure public hygiene, and as a consequence of the shift
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in sensibilities (Vialles, 1994). The French philosopher explained that the standardization of
facilities devoted exclusively to the management of animal bodies along with new standards
and sensibilities concerning “suffering, violence, waste and disease, ‘miasmas’, and finally
animals themselves” (19) laid the foundations for the industrialization and also the
concealment of meat production.

Those were the years of the technological outbreak and of the invasion of machines.
Nonhuman animal bodies started to be seen as machines, described as machines, managed,
produced, and substituted as machines (Piazzesi, 2015). An animal becomes “simply a
machine for manufacturing flesh” (Vialles, 1994, 51). Farmers, as Benedetta Piazzesi (2015,
59) elucidates, praised the nonhuman animal as a “spontaneously functioning machine”, but
at the same time despised the “imperfections” of the machine body which continued to
perform useless biological activities. With the industrialization, the nonhuman animal is seen
as a hybrid, at the midpoint between machine and life, excluded from any possible moral
consideration (Piazzesi, 2015).

Nowadays, factory farms represent the standard in the food systems, and involve the
reproduction and raising of animals in highly densely populated environments, defined as
Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations (CAFOs), which allow a low-cost way of
producing animal products (Anomaly, 2015). In CAFOs, animals spend almost all of their
lives in large, crowded sheds with extremely poor ventilation, they are fed by workers rather
than being left free to graze and grow without the possibility of even seeing sunlight.

In the legislations of European countries, there is no legal definition of intensive farming.
Differently, the “Regulatory Definitions of Large CAFOs, Medium CAFOs, and Small
CAFOs” by the American Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) classifies these facilities

according to the number of animals they confine.
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Size Thresholds (number of animals)

Animal Sector

handling systems)

Large CAFOs Medium CAFOs' Small CAFOs?
cattle or cow/calf pairs 1,000 or more 300 - 999 less than 300
mature dairy cattle 700 or more 200 - 699 less than 200
veal calves 1,000 or more 300 - 999 less than 300
swine (weighing over 55 pounds) 2,500 or more 750 - 2,499 less than 750
swine (weighing less than 55 10,000 or more 3,000 - 9,999 less than 3,000
pounds)
horses 500 or more 150 - 499 less than 150
sheep or lambs 10,000 or more 3,000 - 9,999 less than 3,000
turkeys 55,000 or more 16,500 - 54,999 less than 16,500
laying hens or broilers (liquid 30,000 or more 9,000 - 29,999 less than 9,000
manure handling systems)
chickens other than laying hens
(other than a liquid manure handling 125,000 or more 37,500 - 124,999 less than 37,500
systems)
laying hens (other than a liquid 82,000 or more 25,000 - 81,999 less than 25,000
manure handling systems)
ducks (other than a liquid manure 30,000 or more 10,000 - 29,999 less than 10,000

ducks (liquid manure handling

5,000 or more

1,500 - 4,999

less than 1,500

systems)

Figure 1.3: Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations size thresholds according to the

Environmental Protection Agency

To meet the growing demand for cheap meat, factory farms and slaughterhouses have
been transformed into efficient facilities in which, based on the Fordist model, units are

disassembled and homogenized. However, as Vialles writes:

Job fragmentation is fully effective only in connection with material that is perfectly regular
and always the same. Here, though, the regularity is only ever approximate; the suspended
body retains traces of the unique life that once animated it: illness it may have had, accidents
it may have suffered, various anomalies that may characterize it. The contingency and
individuality of the biological sphere resist the formal rigour of technical organization.

(Vialles, 1994, 51)

Nonhuman animals maintain on their bodies the signs of the dire existence they have
been forced to live. In CAFOs, nonhuman animals endure a life of confinement, painful
practices, and physical alteration. Here, standard living conditions involve the use of tiny
cages or corrals which do not provide sufficient room to express natural behaviors, the

confinement in filthy and infected environments, extremely painful procedures, and genetic
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manipulations which cause on animals both physical and mental trauma. Because such
conditions often lead to the development of aggressive and unpredictable behaviors in
nonhuman animals, physical alterations prevent them from causing injuries to each other.
Thus, to bear extremely stressful conditions, mutilations (dehorning, castration, tail docking,
beak trimming, teeth clipping) are routinely performed. Anesthetics or medicines for pain
relief are rarely provided to limit drug residues in marketed animal product as much as
possible. Clearly, such procedures are not performed out of compassion to avoid injuries,
but simply to limit losses, thus profit.

Nonhuman animals such as cows and hogs are subjected to the exploitation of
reproductive capabilities throughout their entire life. Their bodies are used as production
machines until, after an uninterrupted series of pregnancies, they are killed and sent to
slaughter. Their reproductive value collapse and what remains is a body whose worth lie in
the flesh.

In CAFOs, the death of nonhuman animals, which is established from the moment of
their birth, is part of the exploitation project maneuvered by humans. While male individuals
are destined to a very short existence (for example, calves are slaughtered between theirn
twelveth and eighteenth week of life, while male chicks are killed within few hours of birth)
females individuals share the unfortunate fate of their mother’s. They are thus imprisoned,
carelessly kept alive in tiny cages, forcefully and repletely impregnated, and killed as soon the
fertility and the productivity decline.

Farmed animals are confined for most of their lives in small, damp, filthy places and are
forced into situations of extreme overcrowding. These conditions cause on them high levels
of stress and frustration of their natural instincts and the prolonged state of stress, boredom
and discomfort compromise the immune system and make animals more susceptible and
prone to develop diseases. At the same time, permanent confinement and proximity allow
an easier and quicker transfer of pathogens (Deckha, 2023) while the indoor spaces that lack
of adequate light and ventilation allow the viruses to survive longer without a host. Finally,
because of the genetic similarity between the individuals in factory farms, nonhumans can
be even more vulnerable to specific parasites (Anomaly, 2015).

Besides being legitimized instruments of animal exploitation and abuse, CAFOs are also
one among the leading causes of environmental degradation and pollution, which
contaminate habitats, exterminate wild species, and undermine human health. The release of

greenhouse gases, the land-use change, the biodiversity loss, the problem of water quality
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and scarcity, the heavy use of fertilizers and pesticides to grow animal feed, and the enormous
waste of resources are just few of the environmental implications of factory farming
(Horrigan et al., 2002). Among the others, the tremendous amount of animal waste produced
in these facilities and the resulting impact for the air and water quality represents a big issue.

The manure produced in CAFOs is collected and stored in giant open-air piles or man-
made lagoons which require large areas of land. Here the animal waste undergoes a process
of anaerobic respiration (or anaerobic digestion) through which volatile organic compounds
are converted into carbon dioxide and methane. Usually, just after this step, the release of
manure is considered suitable for agricultural fields and thus it is spread or sprayed in the
surroundings. This process causes the emission in the air of pollutants such as hydrogen
sulfite (H.S), one of the most dangerous pollutants emitted by factory farms, ammonia
(NHs), particulate matter, namely solid or liquid particles suspended in the air, and
greenhouse gases such as carbon dioxide (CO»), methane (NH4) and nitrous dioxide (NO»,)
(Hunt, 2015).

Manure lagoon systems, because they are characterized by high levels of humidity and
warm temperatures, can contribute to virus reassortment and pathogens survival and
transmission. These basins are typically located outside the facilities, exposed to surrounding
ecosystems and the wildlife. Indeed, even though lagoons may not directly put human
populations at risk because they are normally placed far from other structures and from
human infrastructures, they can transmit pathogens to wild animals. Accordingly, infected
wildlife from contaminated manure may spread infections to nearby nonhuman communities
and human (Moore et al., 2021).

The spreading of animal waste in the environment can pollute surface waters and
groundwaters. Groundwaters can be contaminated by CAFOs through runoff from land
distribution of wastes, leaching from manure that has been improperly spread, or through
leaks in storage or containment units. Contamination can thus reach rivers or streams
because of the groundwater-surface water exchange fluxes.

When an excessive amount of manure is spread in the environments, a too high nutrient
concentration generates diverse issues. Eutrophication takes place when a body of water
contains an excess of nutrients causing a boundless algal growth which blocks sunlight, killing
underwater plants and species who rely on these plants. Eventually, when the algae die,
bacteria decompose then depriving the water with oxygen, causing further reduction in

biodiversity. This process creates hypoxic (low oxygen) environments which in extreme cases
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causes the death off live forms, creating the so called “dead zones”. Ammonia pollution
contributes to the process of eutrophication while nitrate-contaminated water can develop
potentially fatal condition on infants that reduces the blood’s oxygen carrying capacity.
Finally, factory farms can contaminate water through the release of pathogens (bacteria,
viruses, and parasites), hormones, and antibiotics (Hunt, 2015).

In a 2018 study, Poore and Nemecek collected and recorded data of the environmental
impacts of the enire food supply chain, demonstrating that the current diets and production
practices are destructive for both terrestrial and aquatic ecosystems. Today’s entire food
supply chain generates 26% of all anthropogenic GHG emissions. Food production creates
about 32% of the terrestrial acidification and about 78% of eutrophication (Poore &
Nemecek, 2018). Moreover, the current agricultural system, which covers about 43% of the
world’s icefree and desert free lands, is extremely resource intensive. Specifically, the authors

claim that:

the impacts of animal products can markedly exceed those of vegetable substitutes, to such a
degree that meat, aquaculture, eggs, and dairy use ~83% of the world’s farmland and
contribute 56 to 58% of food’s different emissions, despite providing only 37% of our protein
and 18% of our calories. [...] We find that the impacts of the lowest-impact animal products
exceed average impacts of sub- stitute vegetable proteins across GHG emissions,

eutrophication, acidification (excluding nuts), and frequently land use.

(Poore & Nemecek, 2018, 990)

The industrialized production of animal source foods is not only destructive for
ecosystems. Scientists and doctors have revealed how animal products also pose direct
serious hazards for human health.

The Universal Declaration of Human Rights, in the Art. 25, declares that food is a human
right. An adequate nutrition is a pillar of a healthy life. Nevertheless, the kind of nutrition
and the foods which should stand at the basis of a healthy diet is something that is not always
openly or clearly addressed (Kahn, 2023).

In November 2021, in the view of the United Nations Climate Change Conference in
Glasgow, the World Health Organization published The WHO COP26 Special Report on Climate
Change and Health which declared the ten “priority actions” for governments for achieving a
more sustainable and healthy food system (Deckha, 2023). The 8" recommendation on

climate change and health aims to “Promote sustainable and resilient food production and

16



more affordable, nutritious diets that deliver both climate and health outcomes” (World
Health Organization, 2021b) However, when the Report provides the “Action Points” to
achieve a healthy, sustainable, and resilient food system, phasing out animal agriculture and
embracing the benefits of vegan diets are not even mentioned as desirable targets.

Diet-related chronic diseases such as obesity, cardiovascular disease (CVD), type 2
diabetes (T2D) represent a real public health concern. Cardiovascular diseases are the world
leading cause of mortality, responsible for almost one third of all deaths (Hemler & Hu,
2019). A recent study released by the Lancet, a leading journal in medical research, declares
that in 2022 more than 1 billion people were obese (World Health Organization, 2024).
Indeed, it is not surprising to note that obesity has been defined as an ongoing pandemic.
Numerous studies have highlighted the correlation between the consumption of animal-
based foods, especially red meats and processed meats (which are particularly rich in
saturated fats, cholesterol, heme iron, sodium) and a high risk for cardiovascular health and
obesity. On the other hand, plant-based diets, especially when rich in high quality plant foods
like whole grains, fruits, vegetables, and nuts, have been associated with a lower risk in
cardiovascular negative outcomes and the insurgence of chronic diseases such as T2D (Satija
& Hu, 2018; Hemler & Hu, 2019). However, even if the scientific community has
unanimously declared that moving away from animal-based diets and embracing vegan diets
is an effective way to alleviate health burdens, governments and international organization
still bashfully address the matter of dietary choices.

In the 2023 Information brief titled “Red and processed meat in the context of health and
the environment: many shades of red and green”, published by the World Health
Organization, it is specified that red meats are classified as Group 2A carcinogen, which
means that they are probably carcinogenic to humans, and processed meat as Group 1
carcinogen, meaning that they are certainly carcinogenic to human, especially if consumed in
high amounts and when not part of a balanced diet alongside minimally processed plat-based
foods (World Health Organization, 2023). Along with the direct hazards linked to the
consumption of animal foods, the WHO Information brief makes also reference to another
relevant issue, namely, the antimicrobial resistance (AMR).

In CAFOs, antibiotics are fed to animals to prevent, control, or treat infectious diseases.
Thus, not only these treatments are given to treat infections, but also as a preventive way to
be able to raise animals in such a horrific way that they need antibiotics to stay alive until

they are sent to slaughter. Even worse, antimicrobials are given to healthy animals to promote
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growth, increasing the weight gained per unit of feed consumed (Mellon et al., 2001).
Antimicrobial resistance occurs when bacteria, viruses, fungi, and parasites, because of the
abuse and abuse, no longer respond to antimicrobial agents which become ineffective,
increasing the risk of disease spread, severe illness and death. The transmission of bacteria
resistant to antibiotics may occur through cross-species contamination and through food and
shared environmental sources such as contaminated water or crops grown with contaminated
manure (World Health Organization, 2023). It is estimated that by 2050 antimicrobial
resistant infections will be the leading cause of death worldwide (O’Neill, 2016).

Despite these issues linked to the consumption of animal flesh, the brief opens with a

section which praises red meat as being a food “rich in vitamins and minerals which are
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highly bioavailable”, “an important source of B vitamins such as vitamin B1,”, adding that
“Low consumption of vitamin Bi, can lead to increased homocysteine, which is a risk factor
for CVD” and that “100 g of lean beef would provide 79% of the daily recommendation of
this vitamin” (World Health Organization, 2023, 5). Finally, the Information brief concludes

stating that:

Protein is an essential macronutrient facilitating the growth and repair of cells and
development of hormones and enzymes. The role of protein in a healthy and sustainable diet
is determined by quality of protein (that is, containing adequate amounts of amino acids to
meet daily requirements per portion size) as well as quantity. Red meat (as well as meat
generally) is a high-quality source of protein, containing all of the EAAs.

(World Health Organization, 2023, 6)

Vitamin By is essential for human health. Compared to other B vitamins, By, is not
synthetized by animals, fungi, or plants. It is exclusively produced by microbes (mainly
anaerobes) or archaebacteria. Even though the human intestinal flora can synthetize vitamin
B2, we are not able to absorb it since synthetization, which happen in the colon, is too distant
from the location of absorption, namely, the small intestine (Gille & Schmid, 2015). For this
reason, this vitamin must be introduced either through food or integration. The absence of
the vitamin By, in plant foods is often claimed as a demonstration of the fact that a vegan
diet is not “natural” for human beings, who necessarily have to integrate it through
supplements. In fact, if we lived in the so called “natural state” we would eat plant foods and
drink water contaminated with soil, thus with the microorganism responsible of the By,

synthetization. Today, for clear hygienic and security reasons, this does not happen because
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food is carefully washed before consumption. Likewise, in “natural” conditions, animals
would get vitamin B, through grazing and drinking contaminated waters. In particular,
monogastric farmed animals like pigs and birds would acquire vitamin By, directly from food
contaminated by soil in which these bacteria are found, while for polygastric animals, such
as ruminants, B, is synthetized by the bacteria which are already present in their stomach,
provided that they are supplied with an adequate quantity of cobalt, a metallic element found
in the soil (Gille & Schmid, 2015). Indeed, for ruminant cobalt is essential for the microbial
synthesis of vitamin B, (Gonzalez-Montafia et al., 2020).

Even if animal foods are always referred to as the only source of vitamin By, there are
several factors that alter the concentration of By in their flesh, including the way they are
raised and fed in factory farms (Gille & Schmid, 2015). The confinement in CAFOs prevent
animals to get in contact with the soil and autonomously ingest vitamin Bia, which is thus
supplemented in their feed (Stangl et al., 2000; Gille & Schmid, 2015). Supplementing vitamin
B2 is necessary also for ruminants because in the soil, the concentration of minerals is one
or two orders of magnitude higher than in the forage or concentrated feed which is given to
them. (Gonzalez-Montafa et al., 2020). “This use of Bz supplementation may be justified
under certain conditions in which stress, disease or parasites decrease the food intake,
deteriorate ruminal function and/or reduce intestinal absorption” (Gonzalez-Montafia et al.,
2020). In CAFOs these “conditions” represent the normality.

It is thus clear that there are several and intertwined reasons behind the necessity of going
beyond factory farming. The enclosed structures, the prolonged confinement, the
overcrowding, and the extremely poor care nonhumans receive do not allow to meet even
the minimal standards of wellbeing. Furthermore, intensive farming represents one of the
main contributors to environmental degradation due to the huge discharge of animal wastes,
the consumption of resources, the loss of habitats and the liked biodiversity loss, and the
release of pollutants in in waters and greenhouse gases in the air. Finally, the rise in the
consumption of animal products has been associated with the insurgence of health issues
such as cardiovascular diseases, diabetes, and obesity. For these reasons, CAFOs and all the
risks and consequences linked to it not only harm animals as direct victims of this exploitative

system, but also indirectly undermine human health and a good environmental state.
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1.3 One Health limitations in the face of human exceptionalism

and animal exploitation

The One Health Initiative calls for a unified and holistic approach to health and wellbeing,
highlighting the need for a cross-sectoral, multilevel, and cross-species vision. It claims to
promote an interspecies sharing of concerns and interest, to overcome the gap between
commonly distant human populations and to demise species barriers (Craddock &
Hinchliffe, 2015). Yet, even though the declared efforts of the One Health Initiative are
“dedicated to improving the lives of all species — human and animal — through the integration
of human medicine, veterinary medicine, and environmental science” (One Health Initiative,
2022), the actual interests are still confined in anthropogenic objectives and practices. In
particular, the One Health mission statement falls short to protect the health interests of
nonhumans as it renounced to express an explicit dissent against their massive exploitation
which systemically characterize CAFOs. Any ethical reasoning concerning the health and the

life of these individuals has been kept out of the debate. As Maneesha Deckha argues:

the OHI has demurred from taking a public position against globally pervasive animal-use
industries that pose continuing harm to humans, animals, and the environment. Specifically,
the OHI has remained silent regarding the ethics surrounding one such prominent

anthropogenic use of animals: the consumption of animals for their flesh, milk, or eggs.

(Deckha, 2023, 157)

If the mission of One Health is to defend the health and wellbeing of all species, how can
this initiative be so reluctant is recognizing the impossibility to conciliate its health objectives
with the existence of Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations? The declared integrated
vision and objectives of One Health should not remain indifferent in the face of a system
that rely on the instrumentalization, objectification, abuse, and death of the very individuals
whose health it is supposed to protect.

Constructing a narrative of ‘oneness’, while remaining limited to a human-centered vision
leads to clear inconsistencies. As Benjamin Capps declared, “humans as persons may be
“vaccinated” to a disease [...], but in the same instance, animals as nonpersons are “culled”
to protect public health or economies” (Capps, 2022). Trapped within an economic system

driven by the desperate longing for profit, nonhuman animal life is completely emptied of
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any significance and what remains is a mere disposable body which destiny is to be enclosed,
fattened, filled with drugs to sustain a miserable life, and eventually eliminated if unable the
bear disease. In this regard, Maneesha Deckha (2023, 165) has accurately pointed out that “it
is the status quo of industrializing animals for humans or corporate purposes that is a
symptom of a greater disease of anthropocentrism and human exceptionalism that OHI is
attempting to combat”. CAFOs are the most representative examples of the anthropogenic
and capitalist vision we have about nonhumans. We have declared ourselves as the sole
legitimate organizers of the life or death of other creatures that exactly like us have their
interest and right to live and this commitment of domination for our own interests stands at
the basis of the profound asymmetry of power that characterizes the human-nonhuman
relationship (Clarke et al., 2022).

These inconsistencies and asymmetries are so rooted in our discourses and practices that
they have been socially naturalized and rationalized. Since nature is considered by humans as
their unlimited source of resources and services, animals, the products of nature, are
classified and categorized, according to our interests and needs, as companion animals,
working animals, entertaining animals or edible animals. This consideration, classification,
and categorization always happen through the lens of human wellbeing: the efforts to
connect human and veterinary medical schools, to assess, treat and prevent cross-species
disease transmission and to mitigate the degradation of spaces, result to be directed towards
the aim of avoiding hazards that eventually affects humanity. Animal and environmental
health are therefore in themselves goals that we want to achieve to simply ensure the stability
and safety for our species. Nonhuman animals are just kept outside this safe space as the
right to health seems to belong only to the human species.

The human right to health is nowadays claimed by the international law and arise from
the International Covenant on Economics, Social and Cultural Rights ICESCR). This treaty,
adopted on the 16 December 1966 by the United Nations General Assembly (Sellars et al.,
2021) recognizes in the Article 12 “the right of everyone to the enjoyment of the highest
attainable standard of physical and mental health” (United Nations, 1966). The ICESCR
states that this right, as many other human rights, is founded on our condition of shared
humanity (Sellars et al., 2021). In other words, this recognition derives “from the inherent
dignity of the human person” (United Nations, 1966). These words suggest that all and only
humans deserve legal rights and that we merit these rights by virtue of our species

membership. On the one hand, recognizing the idea that everyone has the same right to
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health is undeniably fundamental and progressive. On the other, the assumption that species
membership dictates the right of health is not remotely progressive as it erases more than
99% of the living beings on earth (Sellars et al., 2021). Moreover, this limited vision does not
recognize the connection between human and nonhuman health, and the existence of

nonhuman rights.

This work argues the need for a further expansion of the One Health Initiative. A truly
inclusive approach to wellbeing should align with an anti-speciesist consideration of life.
Speciesism, along with other forms of unjustified discriminations such as racism, sexism,
ableism, classism and homophobia, refers to the fact of attributing a lower inherent moral
status to the members of a certain species. The nonhuman animal oppression which arises
from speciesism is the consequence of the rooted belief that humans are intrinsically more
valuable than any other individual of any another species. This human exceptionalism’ places
our species at the center of all meaning, defining everything and everyone in relation to us
and our needs. Humans have been placed as the “normative measure against which others
are judged deficient, deviant, lacking [...]” (Gruen, 2012, 213). At the same time, nonhuman
animals are assigned with moral worth on the basis of their species membership. Some are
valued and loved, other are exploited and slaughtered so that their bodies can provide us
food. Yet other are considered as experimental subjects, sources of entertainment or
industrial equipment (Caviola et al., 2018). Speciesism morally justifies a differential
treatment of species, even though they are considered to have comparable mental and
emotional capacities, such as pigs and dogs (Caviola et al., 2018).

According to different cultures and histories, the manifestation of speciesism can change
our perception of the nonhuman life. In other words, speciesism manifests itself in all
cultures but is expressed differently across the world. Even though dog and cat meat markets
are in the decline (and will be illegal from 2027), the confinement, trade and slaughter of
these animals was considered a steady practice in South Korea until a few decades ago.
Meanwhile, the mere thought of consuming dog or cat flesh raises feelings of outrage and
anger on people from Western countries. However, the same treatment, but performed on
nonhuman animals that our cultural traditions have labelled as food, does not trigger those
kinds of emotions on most people. Melanie Joy explains that the only reason behind this is
our perception and that the reason for “such a powerful response to a shift in perception is

because our perceptions determine, in large part, our reality” (Joy, 2010, 13). As a
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consequence, in our reality (and for most people) it is outrageous to harm and kill a dog, but
it is perfectly normal to exploit and slaughter a pig. Not because they are different, but simply
because our perception of them is different, and consequently, out perception of their flesh
is different.

Factory farms, slaughterhouses, circuses, zoos, laboratories and more remind us that
speciesism is not simply a human prejudice or ideology. It is an established set of structures,
a system of interspecies injustices rooted in a complex of material institutions that
consistently and with impunity sacrifice the lives of nonhuman animals (Weitzenfeld & Joy,
2014). It is a cultural construction reinforced by discourses, narratives, stories, and a
vocabulary that repeatedly devalue the life of nonhuman animals.

Anti-speciesism is one of the pillars on which the Critical Animal Studies (CAS) are based.
From a Critical Animal Studies perspective, as mentioned before, speciesism must be
understood as a complex of institutions, discourses, and affects that structure human
existence on a distorted reality. The most common occurrences of speciesism are the
exploitation, the objectification, and the consumption of nonhuman animals as food
(Weitzenfeld & Joy, 2014). This movement, even before being a field of academic research,
argues for an interdisciplinary and multidisciplinary intersectional approach for a total
liberation, encouraging specialized departments, degrees, and programs. The group that
encouraged the investigation was the Center on Animal Liberation Affairs (CALA), founded
in 2001 by Anthony J. Nocella II and Steve Best, and renamed Institute for Critical Animal
Studies in 2006. CAS developed to challenge two specific academic fields, namely the Animal
Studies (AS), rooted in the vivisection and the animal testing of the hard sciences and the
Human Animal Studies (HAS), which perpetuate the socially constituted dichotomy between
human and animals, leading scholars to see animals as objects without agency, only valuable
for theoretical investigation (Nocella II et al., 2014). These fields do not align with CAS
perspective because they abstain from fighting against oppression, exploitation or for the
liberation of nonhuman animals. On the contrary, what characterizes CAS, as noted by Claire
Jean Kim, “is that it is fiercely, unapologetically political. Critical animal studies scholars aim
to end animal exploitation and suffering and have little patience for work that just happens
to be about animals” (Kim, 2013, 461). Furthermore, CAS struggles for the liberation of all
the oppressed groups, both nonhumans and human. It can thus be defined as an “anti-

oppression movement” (Nocella II et al., 2014, xxvii).
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Figure 1.4: “The Ten Principles of Critical Animal Studies” (Best et al., 2007; Image source:

www.criticalanimalstudies.org)

Steven Best, Anthony ]. Nocella II, Richard Kahn, Carol Gigliotti, and Lisa Kemmerer
proposed in 2007 “The Ten Principles of Critical Animal Studies” which claim that this field
of research: 1) Pursue interdisciplinary collaborative writing and research in a rich and
comprehensive manner |...]; 2) Rejects pseudo-objective academic analysis by explicitly
clarifying its normative values and political commitments [...]; 3) Eschews narrow academic
viewpoints and the debilitating theory-for-theory’s sake position in order to link theory to
practice, analysis to politics, and the academy to the community; 4) Advances a holistic
understanding of the commonality of oppressions [...]; 5) Rejects apolitical, conservative,
and liberal positions in order to advance an anti-capitalist, and, more generally, a radical anti-
hierarchical politics. [...]; 6) Rejects reformist, single-issue, nation-based, legislative, strictly
animal interest politics in favor of alliance politics and solidarity with other struggles against
oppression and hierarchy; 7) Champions a politics of total liberation which grasps the need
for, and the inseparability of, human, nonhuman animal, and Earth liberation and freedom
for all in one comprehensive, though diverse, struggle; [...]; 8) Deconstructs and reconstructs
the socially constructed binary oppositions between human and nonhuman animals, [...]; 9)
Openly supports and examines controversial radical politics and strategies used in all kinds

of social justice movements [...]; 10) Seeks to create openings fo