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1  |  INTRODUC TION

We have waged war, or rather let a war be waged, 
against all of the animals we eat. This war is new 
and has a name: factory farming. […] Globally, 
roughly 50 billion land animals are now factory 
farmed every year. […] So although there are im-
portant exceptions, to speak about eating animals 
today is to speak about factory farming. (Safran 
Foer, 2009, p. 33)

Factory farming (or mass husbandry)— which comprises approxi-
mately 99% of the animal industry in the USA (Reese, 2019) and also 
by far the largest percentage of the equivalent European industry 
(Jäggi, 2021)— does not, for the most part, prioritize animal welfare. 
Within the debate on corporate responsibility, animal welfare is prin-
cipally discussed from an anthropocentric standpoint, which empha-
sizes the negative impact factory farming has on the climate and 
global warming (Gerber et al., 2013), on the spread and mutation of 
pathogens and zoonotic pandemics (Brozek & Falkenberg, 2021), on 
food quality and related human health issues, or, more generally, on 
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Abstract
Animals are an important part of our social, economic and corporate world. Their 
wellbeing is significantly affected by the ways in which humans treat them. However, 
animals have long remained (and, indeed, continue to remain) effectively invisible in 
the business ethics and corporate responsibility discourse. This article argues in favor 
of the moral necessity of according animal welfare a higher priority in business. In 
line with most streams in both recent and traditional animal ethics, this article derives 
the avoidance of unnecessary animal suffering as the moral minimum standard for re-
sponsible management in the livestock industry. Based on a broad range of different 
interpretations of what animal suffering may be necessary, the article discusses three 
distinct ways in which humans working in the animal industry could meet their moral 
responsibility to avoid unnecessary suffering, and, with this, increase animal welfare: 
by ameliorating circumstances for animals, by aiming at a two- pronged transforma-
tion, or by transforming into a “zero- suffering” business. Considering animal welfare 
as a legitimate ethical value in and of itself is a first step towards overcoming the an-
thropocentric bias in today's sustainability and corporate responsibility debate.
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2  |    KÖLLEN and SCHNEEBERGER

the interconnectedness of humans' wellbeing and the wellbeing of 
natural ecosystems (Shrivastava & Zsolnai, 2022). In the light of this 
interconnectedness, in which animals are a crucial part of the natural 
ecosystem, Lever and Evans (2017, p. 216) consider animal welfare 
as “a systematic risk that is not properly understood in terms of the 
threats it poses to the achievement of sustainable development— 
and wider threats to animal, human and environmental health.” 
However, morally justifying humans' responsibility for increased 
animal welfare, for the sake of animals' wellbeing and the absence 
of pain in itself, seems to be something of an exception to this de-
bate. Linking the moral value of human behavior solely to its impact 
on, or relationship with, other humans— regardless of whether those 
humans have already been born or not— might also be interpreted 
as “speciesism”: that is, “the unjustified disadvantageous consid-
eration or treatment of those who are not classified as belonging 
to a certain species” (Horta, 2010, p. 1). Although animals can be 
considered dependent stakeholders (Janssens, 2022), or “defense-
less Others” (Hatami & Firoozi, 2019), with legitimate claims to living 
well, it would appear that in the debate on animal welfare, human 
welfare is accorded considerably more weight, and it is the human 
species that is seen as deserving of greater attention when assessing 
the moral value of “responsible” human behavior towards animals 
(Browning, 2023; Labatut et al., 2016; Mellahi & Wood, 2005; Sayers 
et al., 2019, 2021; Tallberg et al., 2021; Tallberg & Hamilton, 2022; 
Thomas, 2022b).

Given this context, this article proposes the avoidance of unnec-
essary animal suffering as the moral minimum standard in terms of 
human use of animals for their consumptive purposes. What suffer-
ing might be necessary, and what might not be, remains, of course, 
highly controversial, and the responses to this differ, depending on 
the moral perspective taken. This article demonstrates that this 
approach is in line with most major streams in animal ethics,1 and 
allows for the integration of a broad range of moral claims, includ-
ing even the most radical of claims for animal liberation. This article 
aims to enrich the discourse on animal welfare by taking the largely 
anthropocentric standpoint in the debate on “responsible”, or even 
“sustainable” ways of utilizing animals for human purposes, and add-
ing a more zoocentric perspective, which allows for the attachment 
of moral legitimacy to animal welfare as a moral dimension in and 
of itself. In terms of the business ethics discourse, a second aim of 
this article is to make animals more visible in this discourse in gen-
eral, and to ethically reflect upon their role in businesses and or-
ganizations. As a third aim, the authors hope that the article may 
provide managers, and other persons in charge in the animal indus-
try, with diverse options, in terms of what taking responsibility for 
animal welfare could entail. As this article focuses on farm animals, 
it is the fourth aim of this article to ignite a debate on what might 
constitute a moral minimum standard for human's responsibility for 
animal welfare in other areas too. It remains an important question 
for future research to discuss to what extent the standard proposed 
in this article might also be applied to animals in the context of other 
human- animal relationships in which animals serve human purposes, 
including, for example, working animals (such as search, rescue, and 

assistance dogs), animals kept in zoos, animals used in the tourist 
industry, or animals used for experiments.

The next section first discusses the concept of animal welfare 
in greater detail, before outlining the various ethical perspectives 
on animal welfare. In doing so, we respond to the call to better 
link the field of business ethics with the “more general debates in 
moral theory” (Berkey, 2022, p. 86f), which, in terms of reflecting 
upon moral issues in the animal industry, implies building on the 
discourse on animal ethics (Thomas, 2022a). Subsequently, it is 
shown that avoiding unnecessary animal suffering is a suitable moral 
minimum standard for the animal industry, compatible with most 
streams in animal ethics. Three methods (or stages) of reducing 
animal suffering in the animal industry are then derived, with each 
method/stage reflecting a different degree of reduction in ani-
mal suffering, and with it, a different moral understanding about 
what kind of animal suffering counts as unnecessary. The article 
concludes with a brief discussion of the implications of accepting 
the avoidance of unnecessary animal suffering as a moral minimum 
standard.

2  |  (FARM) ANIMAL WELFARE

Over the past few decades, stakeholders such as animal protec-
tion NGOs have attempted to increase the consideration human-
ity affords animals, only to see a marked growth in the quantity of 
animal products from factory farms (Lever & Evans, 2017). With a 
worldwide increase in the quantity of animal products consumed 
by humans, the quantity of animal suffering likewise continues to 
increase (Ritchie & Roser, 2017). Many of the conditions in which 
farmed animals are obliged to live cause considerable suffering and 
harm to these beings. Pigs in factory farms, for example, are often 
kept crowded together in dark barns with uncomfortable and un-
hygienic slatted concrete floors; environments in which these natu-
rally clean and intelligent beings cannot occupy themselves with any 
meaningful activity. Many countries still allow mother sows to be 
put in gestation crates during pregnancy. In these metal enclosures, 
the animals can barely move and cannot turn around. The sows will 
spend months to years in such crates (Rollin, 1995). Given how pigs 
are treated in the animal industry, it can be illuminating to remem-
ber that pigs are more intelligent than dogs, outperforming all other 
domestic animals when it comes to cognitive capacities (Marino & 
Colvin, 2015).

When considering the suffering of cattle in the animal indus-
try, many will recall grieving dairy cows, who often call for days for 
their lost calves, taken from them immediately after birth (Weary 
et al., 2008). The calves are then slaughtered for veal or sold off, 
often to be transported considerable distances internationally. Such 
transports have been heavily criticized, since the calves still require 
milk, which is not provided (Four Paws International, 2023). The 
cows themselves will be impregnated every year, repeatedly wit-
nessing the loss of their offspring, before being sent to the slaugh-
terhouse once their milk yield decreases.
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Grabolle (2012) provides the example of broiler chickens in 
Germany, which are often constrained within such crowded con-
ditions that, towards the end of their short lives (3 to 4 weeks), 
16 to 26 chickens are forced to share one square meter of space. 
This agonizing method of keeping chickens is appropriately termed 
“squeeze husbandry” (Grabolle, 2012). The suffering of the beings 
involved in the egg industry is intense. Animal charity Compassion 
in World Farming reports that “60 percent of the world's eggs are 
produced in industrial systems, mostly using barren battery cages” 
(Compassion in World Farming, 2023). In the USA, guidelines for 
cage housing of egg- laying hens by United Egg Producers state that 
each bird must have at least 67– 86 square inches of space: smaller 
than a sheet of paper (The Humane League, 2020). In the egg in-
dustry, “all male chicks are typically ground up or gassed while fully 
conscious” (Animal Equality, 2021). Numerous further examples of 
the ways in which humans produce, keep, transport, and slaughter 
farmed animals, that cause those animals to suffer could be added 
here. Attempting to avoid or to reduce their suffering means caring 
about animal welfare.

Animal welfare can be defined as “the physical and mental well-
being of an animal” (Fernández- Mateo & Franco- Barrera, 2020, p. 4). 
One contribution which has been highly influential in the animal wel-
fare debate is the idea of the “Five Freedoms” proposed by the British 
Farm Animal Welfare Council in 1993 (FAWC, 2010). The rationale 
behind these freedoms is that “any animal kept […], must at least, 
be protected from unnecessary suffering” (ibid.). These freedoms 
are a “memorable set of signposts to right action” (Webster, 2016, 
p. 1). However, they “define ideal states rather than standards for 
acceptable welfare” (McCulloch, 2013, p. 961). As it is not possible 
to keep farmed animals entirely free from harm, for deriving recom-
mendations for farm animal welfare, the “freedom[s] from” should 
be understood as “as free as possible from” (Mellor, 2016), whereby 
any kind of amelioration is already an acceptance of responsibility 
for animal welfare. The five freedoms are: “1. Freedom from hun-
ger and thirst— by ready access to fresh water and a diet to maintain 
full health and vigour; 2. Freedom from discomfort— by providing an 
appropriate environment including shelter and a comfortable rest-
ing area; 3. Freedom from pain, injury or disease— by prevention or 
rapid diagnosis and treatment; 4. Freedom to express normal be-
haviour— by providing sufficient space, proper facilities and company 
of the animal's own kind; and 5. Freedom from fear and distress— by 
ensuring conditions and treatment which avoid mental suffering” 
(FAWC, 2010).

Researchers and engineers have been developing technologi-
cal innovations which may have some potential to alleviate animal 
suffering in the animal industry. An example of one such innovation 
is precision livestock farming, in which sensors are used to moni-
tor farm animals, including their growth and outputs (such as milk 
and eggs), as well as possible diseases, their behavior, and their 
physical environment (Wathes et al., 2008). Another more theo-
retical, though nevertheless controversial and much- discussed, 
thematic stream in the debate on animal welfare surrounds ani-
mal disenhancement. Animal disenhancement refers to “a set of 

technological possibilities […] for relieving distress that animals ex-
perience in certain food commodity production environments by 
means of technological alteration of animals' ability to experience 
distress” (Thompson, 2008, pp. 305– 306). These technologies in-
clude genetic engineering, or any other biotechnological and nano-
technological modification. Another technological innovation, with 
the disruptive potential to radically alter the way in which humans 
produce animal products in future, concerns cultivated animal prod-
ucts, which are animal products produced outside of an animal, by 
multiplying cells in a nutrient solution (Edelman et al., 2005; Post 
et al., 2020; Stephens et al., 2018), or by precision fermentation (Te 
Puna Whakaaronui, 2022, p. 37; Waltz, 2022).

Developments leading to greater animal welfare can be initiated 
by diverse forces. Two of the most salient forces, which have so far 
manifested changes in this regard, are legislation and animal wel-
fare labels (Sandøe et al., 2020). Producing animal products under 
conditions of increased animal welfare, and labeling those products 
as such, can not only make a difference to farmed animals, but may 
also open up new markets, allow higher prices to be charged, and 
attract increased investor capital (Cornish et al., 2020; Höhnke & 
Homölle, 2021; Sullivan et al., 2017). This “market- driven animal wel-
fare” (Sandøe et al., 2020, p. 2) has seen a boost in recent times, and 
many companies in the food industry in Western countries have in-
creasingly started seeing animal welfare “as a source of competitive 
advantage” (Lever & Evans, 2017, p. 216). However, there are also 
numerous ethical perspectives that bespeak taking animal welfare 
more seriously. Most of the contemporary (and indeed, most of the 
more traditional) moral philosophical perspectives provide ways of 
arguing for more animal welfare, albeit from different angles and 
with different ethical “urgencies”. However, what they all have in 
common— as shown below— is that they would all concur with the 
moral minimum standard of “avoiding unnecessary animal suffer-
ing” which also provides the rationale of the five freedoms outlined 
above. This “minimum standard” means that most (if not all) ethical 
perspectives would ascribe a higher moral value to an action (or an 
actor) that (who) avoids unnecessary suffering, than they would to 
one that (who) does not. In a case where, conceptually, this would be 
a choice between two options only, avoidance would be the morally 
(more) praiseworthy (or “good”) option. In this regard, it would not 
matter whether the moral perspectives in question were prescrip-
tive ones— which prescribe to humans how they ought to behave, in 
order to be or to behave morally good (such as utilitarian or deonto-
logical moralities do)— or whether the moral perspectives are more 
descriptive (such as, for example, a Schopenhauerian (1841) moral 
perspective).

3  |  ANIMAL ETHIC S:  MOR AL 
PERSPEC TIVES ON ANIMAL WELFARE

Although many of the classical (and even ancient) moral philosophers 
considered questions regarding animals in their works, none of them 
made them their primary concern. By the end of the 1970s, however, 
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4  |    KÖLLEN and SCHNEEBERGER

building on various established moral philosophical streams, an in-
creasing number of thinkers had made animals the key concern of 
their ethical considerations. Just as the whole field of applied busi-
ness ethics primarily draws upon the major ethical streams, likewise 
the “three main approaches in animal ethics coincide with the main 
approaches in business ethics, which are consequential, deontologi-
cal and virtue ethics” (Janssens & Kaptein, 2016, p. 44).

Two of the most well- known consequentialists arguing on be-
half of animals are utilitarians Jeremy Bentham and Peter Singer. 
Emanating from the utilitarian notion that “the morally right ac-
tion is the action that produces the most good” (Driver, 2014), it is 
Bentham's famous dictum that “The question is not, ‘can they rea-
son?’ Nor, ‘can they talk?’ But, ‘can they suffer?’” (Bentham (1789, p. 
309 [cccix]), which opens up the utilitarian calculus for animal suffer-
ing and animal welfare. Building on Bentham's calculus, Singer (1994, 
p. 39) introduces the “principle of equal consideration of interests”, 
arguing against killing animals in order to eat their bodies. According 
to Singer, when calculating what means of nutrition is best, morally 
speaking, the human interest in eating meat is ceteris paribus (in 
industrialized societies) clearly outweighed by the animals' interest 
in surviving. This is the case since humans (in the Western world) 
can live healthily, and relatively easily, on a diet that does not in-
clude meat, or any animal products whatsoever (see, e.g., de Boer 
& Aiking, 2021).

In terms of deontological ethics, Kant's notion of human dig-
nity has been highly influential, up to the present day, especially 
through its application in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights 
(Sensen, 2011), with its preamble beginning: “Whereas recognition of 
the inherent dignity and the equal and inalienable rights of all mem-
bers of the human family is the foundation of freedom, justice and 
peace in the world, […].” (United Nations, 2023). Although Kant at-
taches an inherent dignity, and, with it, an inherent value, to humans 
only, he recognizes that animals share with humans the capacity to 
suffer. For Kant, “a human being can … have no duty to any beings 
other than human beings” (Kant, 1886, p. 259); nevertheless, he de-
rives indirect duties to animals, due to the passibility of the latter: 
“With regard to the animate but nonrational part of creation, violent 
and cruel treatment of animals is far more intimately opposed to a 
human being's duty to himself, and he has a duty to refrain from this; 
for it dulls his shared feeling of their suffering and so weakens and 
gradually uproots a natural predisposition that is very serviceable to 
morality in one's relations with other people” (Kant, 1886, p. 260). 
The indirect duty of humankind to not tolerate animal suffering, or 
cause animals to suffer unnecessarily, is, therefore, due to the risk 
that humans may otherwise weaken their capacity to act with com-
passion towards other humans. For Kagan, just as for Kant, humans 
stand hierarchically above animals. According to Kagan, however, 
although “animals count for less than people […] they still count suf-
ficiently that there is no justification whatsoever for anything close 
to current practices” (p. 5). Korsgaard objects to Kant's view, arguing 
that things can be bad or good not merely for humans, but also for 
animals; humans, therefore, as rational beings, “are committed to re-
garding all animals as ends in themselves” (Korsgaard, 2018, p. 145), 

and not only all humans. Tom Regan, the most visible contemporary 
Neo- Kantian deontological animal ethicist, would, for the most part, 
probably agree with Korsgaard for many (or most) animals. He argues 
that alongside human lives, the lives of many animals are also inher-
ently valuable. He has postulated the “subject- of- a- life” criterion, 
according to which, subjects- of- a- life have existences that are inher-
ently valuable and should be granted a right to life (Regan, 2006). 
According to Regan, all birds and mammals are subjects- of- a- life, as 
well as certain fishes, and, as we continue to learn more about an-
imals, the circle of beings who are subjects- of- a- life might have to 
be expanded (Regan, 2014). Another scholar who has shaped this 
“animal rights debate” is Francione (2000), who advocates from an 
abolitionist position. He argues for the discontinuation of all human 
use of animals, concentrating his critique on the (in his view) morally 
untenable status of animals as humans' property. While many con-
temporary animal ethicists agree that human exploitation of animals 
should end, Francione's proposal that, after the abolition, farmed 
animal species should be allowed to go extinct is considerably more 
controversial.

Most contemporary virtue ethical perspectives on animals 
and human- animal relations build on Aristotle. Although Aristotle 
denied animals reason (logos), and, with it, belief (doxa), he saw a 
continuity between animals and humans, comparable to the conti-
nuity between children and adults (Aristotle, 1910, pp. 588– 599). 
Nevertheless, Aristotle (1999, p. 13) assumed that “animals exist 
for the sake of man, the tame for use and food, the wild, if not 
all, at least the greater part of them, for food, and for the pro-
vision of clothing and various instruments”. However, his virtue 
ethics remain somewhat ambiguous, with regard to exactly how 
“virtuous” human conduct towards animals might manifest it-
self. Without precisely claiming that this is what Aristotle would 
have said, were he to have been asked, this is the starting point 
for Rosalind Hursthouse's (2000, 2011) Neo- Aristotelian virtue 
ethics. Hursthouse (2011) interprets Singer's utilitarianism and 
Regan's deontological approach as implicitly relying on two vir-
tues: namely, compassion and respectful love. However, the range 
of virtues necessary to ethically navigate our world needs to be 
much wider, including, for instance prudence, parsimony, or cour-
age. Hursthouse detaches the idea of ideal virtuous human con-
duct towards animals from the debate about the moral status of 
animals. Practically virtuous actions always require a choice be-
tween actions, e.g., eating animal products or not, and are there-
fore not based on general rigid principles, but are highly situational 
and context- specific (Hursthouse, 2011). Against this backdrop, 
the principle of avoiding unnecessary animal suffering might be 
sufficiently flexible as to allow such situational interpretations. 
Unnecessarily suffering is closely related to unnecessary unhap-
piness, but when is a specific animal “happy”? Martha Nussbaum, 
another Neo- Aristotelean virtue- ethicist, links an animal's happi-
ness with the ability to actualize specific and individual capabilities 
(Nussbaum, 2006), which is close to Rollin's view that “satisfaction 
of telos results in happiness for an animal” (Rollin, 2006, p. 99), 
exemplified by the line of a song from the musical Show Boat: “Fish 
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gotta swim; birds gotta fly” (Rollin, 2011, p. 51). Hursthouse's ap-
peal to virtues such as compassion and respectful love could be 
perceived as an example of the stereotypically “feminine” qual-
ities that the feminist tradition in animal ethics emphasizes (cf. 
Bossert, 2018, p. 122). Feminist animal ethicists such as Carol 
Adams (2010), Lori Gruen (Adams & Gruen, 2014), Josephine 
Donovan (2006), and Lisa Kemmerer (2016) point out that the 
focus on rationality when it comes to arguments in animal eth-
ics is indicative of the patriarchal powers at play, even within this 
academic field (Bossert, 2018, p. 117). They advocate rectifying 
this imbalance by emphasizing the moral importance of emotions, 
relationships, and individual contexts in interactions between hu-
mans and animals.

Another group of animal ethics approaches is a more politi-
cal one. Robert Garner (2008), for example, takes into account 
the non- ideal state of the world for animal rights, and proposes 
a more pragmatic, less utopian, approach, which attaches a moral 
value to “any measures that lead to the protection of animal in-
terests, whether they be labeled animal welfare or animal rights” 
(Francione & Garner, 2010, p. 104). An animal's key interest is to 
be treated by humans in a way that does not let that animal suffer. 
Garner translates this interest into an animal's right to welfare, 
which makes treating animals well a matter of justice for humans 
(Garner, 2013). His approach is an ethics for the “non- ideal world” 
in which we live. Although Garner sees the abolition of human ex-
ploitation and use of animals as a final goal and ideal state, he 
takes a more pragmatic stance, stressing the importance and rel-
evance of small steps in improving animal welfare (Petrus, 2018b,  
p. 334). Garner openly states that he is partially driven by the de-
sire for “popularity and credibility within the animal protection 
movement” (Garner, 2006, p. 161), which remains a permanent 
political motivator and exerts pressure on his writing. For many 
abolitionists, Garner's approach does not go far enough in terms of 
bridging the human- animal divide, trying to abolish the property 
status of animals, and morally claiming rights for animals that equal 
human rights (Petrus, 2018a, p. 88), especially for those whose 
ultimate and only goal is to accomplish total animal liberation. 
Against this backdrop, Francione (1995) coined the term “new wel-
farism”, for these “softer” approaches to animal ethics, which, in 
his opinion, do not serve this ultimate goal. Labelling an approach 
in animal ethics as “new welfarism” places this approach within a 
welfarism/abolitionism dichotomy, in which Francione (and other 
abolitionists) view the latter as being morally superior. This arti-
cle, therefore, continues to see Garner's pragmatic approach as 
being welfarist— as it is an increase in animal welfare which is its 
primary concern— but disassociates its meaning from the nega-
tive connotations attached to it in the abolitionist discourse. As 
will be shown, Garner's (2013) “right to welfare,” implies the key 
principle that unnecessary animal suffering should be avoided (cf. 
Petrus, 2015), which is particularly suitable as a moral minimum 
standard for a responsible way of humans treating (farm) animals. 
Most traditional and contemporary approaches in animal ethics 
can link to this standard with, of course, different interpretations 

of what counts as necessary: even those approaches that have as 
their ultimate goal the total liberation of all animals.

4  |  AVOIDANCE OF UNNECESSARY 
SUFFERING A S THE MOR AL MINIMUM 
STANDARD IN THE ANIMAL INDUSTRY

Given the variety of diverse moral philosophical standpoints taken 
in both contemporary and classical animal ethics, it is nigh on im-
possible to derive one single moral imperative that could serve as 
a morally binding anchor point for every case of human- animal in-
teraction in business. Rather, there exist a variety of anchor points, 
depending on the perspective the individual finds most convincing; 
from these, a broad range of different implications can be derived, 
in terms of how managers can, or should, assume responsibility for 
animals. There is, however, one minimum moral principle regarding 
the treatment of animals, upon which most perspectives in animal 
ethics would agree: unnecessary animal suffering should be avoided.

The principle that unnecessary suffering should be avoided can 
be framed in a utilitarian way, balancing the pain caused by an action 
with the pleasure derived (for other animals or humans) from said 
action (e.g., Singer, 1977). What counts as unnecessary would then 
depend on the specific calculus applied. However, every animal's 
pain and every animal's death, which is not outweighed by a corre-
sponding pleasure, would be unnecessary suffering. Schopenhauer's 
alleged hyperbole for illustrating the magnitude of human egoism— 
namely that “many a human being would be ready to strike an-
other [human] dead simply to smear his boots with the other's fat” 
(Schopenhauer, 1841, p. 192)— may easily lead us to question the 
necessity of much animal suffering and death, when compared to 
the quality and quantity of pleasure, we derive from it. From a de-
ontological point of view, avoiding unnecessary suffering towards 
animals can be in line with respecting their rights (e.g., Regan, 1983), 
or with carrying out a human's duty to him-  or herself of not brutaliz-
ing and losing the ability to feel compassion (Kant, 1886). Avoidance 
may also be in accordance with the general moral desirability of car-
ing about animal wellbeing (e.g., Donovan, 2006) and understanding 
this conduct as being virtuous (Hursthouse, 2000).

Contemporary approaches to animal ethics clearly morally favor 
the avoidance of unnecessary suffering over a state where animal 
welfare is not a question of morally responsible human behavior 
at all. However, abolitionist perspectives, in particular, criticize the 
general speciesist hierarchy, which they perceive as inherent in 
welfare- oriented approaches, and which positions the value of the 
human species above that of animal species. Although it is neither 
a necessary precondition nor a consequence of welfare- oriented 
approaches that a higher value be attached to human welfare than 
to animal welfare, many contemporary abolitionist approaches see 
the leveling of the categorical difference between humans and an-
imals as a necessary precondition for their goal of animal liberation 
(Cavalieri, 2019; Francione, 2000). However, a closer look at various 
societies around the globe suggests that the granting of rights to 
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6  |    KÖLLEN and SCHNEEBERGER

animals, and the achievement of animal liberation, is unlikely to occur 
within the foreseeable future (e.g., Cooke, 2017; Porcher, 2017); in 
fact, whether this could be achieved at any point in time is an open 
empirical question (Garner, 2008). In those societies in which certain 
animals at least obtain a status that approaches that of humans, a 
rights- like freedom is primarily based on religious rules or principles, 
such as ahimsa, the principle of nonviolence (against all living be-
ings), or karuṇā, the principle of compassion, which is related to the 
wish that all sentient beings should be free of any suffering and of 
any causes of suffering (Haris, 2022). For some forms of Buddhism, 
Hinduism, and Jainism, adherence to these principles is a way to at-
tain favorable rebirth, and this adherence involves granting rights- 
like freedom to animals (e.g., Phelps, 2004; Tshewang et al., 2021). 
There is, furthermore, some legislation, under which it is not possible 
to farm, slaughter and eat animals defined as pets, which exemplifies 
another rights- like protection of certain species (Grier, 2020).

Given this context, recommendations are derived as to how 
to take animal welfare more seriously, building on the moral mini-
mum standard of avoiding unnecessary animal suffering. Below, it 
is shown that this avoidance can have consequences as far- reaching 
for the animal industry as the consequences potentially demanded 
by abolitionist and animal rights perspectives. In terms of protect-
ing animals from human violence, exploitation and arbitrariness, a 
welfare- oriented approach is much more compatible with the ratio-
nale of the profit- oriented animal industry, and has the potential to 
render philosophical, theological or scientific disagreements over 
the personhood and moral status of animals less significant.

5  |  THREE STAGES OF AVOIDING 
UNNECESSARY SUFFERING IN THE ANIMAL 
INDUSTRY

The authors' recommendations for treating farmed animals in a 
more responsible way, and for achieving higher farm animal welfare, 
are structured along a three- stage continuum, whereby operation 
on one stage/level does not necessarily mean that there must be a 
striving to reach the next stage.

The first category of recommendations, “ameliorating the cir-
cumstances,” is directed at those actors or managers in the animal 
agricultural industry who desire to continue farming animals, but 
who wish to do so in such a way as to guarantee a high degree of 
animal welfare, and cause as little animal suffering as possible. Some 
animal farmers might wish to enter this stage as an intermediate 
stage, before beginning to experiment with alternative ways of di-
versifying their business. The second category of recommendations, 
called “two- pronged transformation,” is directed at those players in 
the animal industry who are seeking complementary or alternative 
ways of doing business. In order to maintain solvency, maintaining 
the business in which one has accrued expertise can be crucial at 
this stage. However, establishing additional business activities that 
cause significantly less (or no) animal suffering, and which are com-
plementary to, or compatible with, the original business can help to 

increase overall animal welfare, as well as diversifying business risks. 
For some animal farmers, this stage might also be an intermediate 
stage towards focusing exclusively on activities that no longer in-
volve any animal suffering. The third set of recommendations pre-
sented is, therefore, named “zero- suffering business”. Below, each 
stage is discussed in detail.

5.1  |  Ameliorating the circumstances

In the debate around reducing the stress and suffering that farmed 
animals experience, Temple Grandin is an influential voice. Although 
her work has also received criticism (Lamey, 2019; Muller & 
McNeill, 2021), she fuels both the academic and practical discourse 
with a broad range of concrete suggestions and recommendations 
for more “humane” handling of animals, e.g., regarding their trans-
port, the avoidance of noise, sound regulation, and the design of 
slaughter facilities (Grandin, 2019, 2020). As faster slaughter lines 
cause considerably more mistakes, e.g., with regard to stunning be-
fore killing, a speed reduction can also contribute to less suffering 
(Wadiwel, 2015). These are only a few examples, and often those 
who keep, transport, slaughter, or, more generally, work with animals 
are already aware of the many potential ways to ameliorate circum-
stances for those animals, and, alongside this, promote farm animal 
welfare. The crucial point is that those individuals must be willing to 
do so, and that the circumstances under which they operate do not 
impede their business.

Often, farmers do not have much financial leeway. According 
to a study by the National Contract Poultry Growers Association 
and the U.S. Department of Agriculture, 70% of chicken farmers in 
the US, who rely on their chicken business for income, live below 
the poverty line (cited in McMullen, 2022; The Pew Environment 
Group, 2013). Farmers must often decide between “adopting the 
latest inhuman production techniques” or “leaving the industry en-
tirely” (McMullen, 2022, p. 12). As higher animal welfare can mean 
higher production costs, the existence of a market for these goods, 
with consumers who are willing to pay more for welfare- friendly 
products, does facilitate the transition. Farmers could seek collabo-
rations with distributors who specialize in marketing higher- welfare 
animal products, to ensure they will be able to sell their products at 
a price that enables them to produce in this fashion. Firms could also 
tackle information issues on the consumer side (McMullen, 2022). 
In their marketing, they could compare and contrast their higher- 
welfare products with the standard industry means of producing 
such products, thereby enabling consumers to make well- informed 
choices. This market is, fortunately, consistently growing in most 
Western countries (Peng, 2019).

However, entering the higher animal welfare market could come 
with accompanying risks, as this would entail a potential change in 
the customer base, and a potential loss of price- sensitive custom-
ers. For those who have begun transforming their business in the 
direction of higher farm animal welfare, and especially for those 
who possess a certain political power, it could be an adequate 
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accompanying measure to lobby in diverse political arenas for na-
tional or supernational legislation, in terms of regulating higher 
animal welfare legal standards. Regulations could thus set ground 
rules which remedy the “race to the bottom” when it comes to an-
imal welfare (McMullen, 2022). Such regulations need to be kept 
as geographically broad as possible. Producers might otherwise be 
incentivized to move production to states or nations without com-
parably strict regulations (McMullen, 2022). Lobbying efforts could 
include stricter regulation of live transport, the legitimacy of killing 
animals on farm premises instead of this being undertaken in dis-
tant slaughterhouses, lower speeds on slaughter lines, higher prices 
for animal products in general, higher standards for the living con-
ditions of farmed animals, and bans or tariffs on imports of lower 
animal welfare products. Such tariffs could counteract the danger 
that countries with relatively high animal welfare standards would 
import a considerable amount of cheaper, low- welfare products, 
or that animal businesses would produce higher- welfare products 
only for the home market, whilst continuing to export lower- welfare 
products (cf. Sandøe et al., 2020).

5.2  |  Two- pronged transformation

A good example of a two- pronged transformation, and of the devel-
opment of a second mainstay involving less (or no) animal suffering, 
is the transformation of the German family- owned meat and sau-
sage manufacturer Rügenwalder Mühle. The company dates back to 
1834 and has, since 2006, been the manufacturer with the high-
est sales of branded sausage (primarily liverwurst and meat paste) 
in Germany (Rauffus et al., 2009). Rügenwalder Mühle is currently 
also the largest manufacturer of vegetarian and vegan sausages and 
meat in the country. They introduced the first vegetarian meat sub-
stitutes in 2014, have steadily expanded their assortment with more 
and more vegan meat substitutes (instead of vegetarian ones, which 
had been criticized for containing egg- white), and, in 2019, held a 
share of 35% of the market for meat substitute products (market 
size: €225 Mio) (Schäfer, 2020). In 2020, their product line had more 
vegetarian and vegan products (35) than products with meat (28) 
and they were able to hire 140 new employees (Schäfer, 2020). The 
slogan for their new advertising campaign is “The new appetite for 
meat made of plants” (translated from German). The text from their 
TV advertisements points in a direction that might be indicative for 
the whole meat industry:

We know our way around meat at Rügenwalder 
Mühle. After all, we've been making sausages out of 
it for over 180 years. Meat is a great source of protein 
and it was long believed that there was no alterna-
tive. Today we know that certain plants such as soy, 
wheat or peas also contain a lot of protein. And so, 
we're now producing more and more sausages and 
meat from plants. And the nice thing is: nobody has 
to go without anything. Neither a good schnitzel nor 

a beloved sausage sandwich. Everything is really deli-
cious. And it's good for the climate, too. (Rügenwalder 
Mühle, 2020)

Transforming the business mission from being a producer of meat 
and sausages to being a producer of high- quality protein, and adapting 
labeling accordingly, might help to soften any perceived disruption of 
the business model, and help the business to remain compatible with 
the expectations and shifting value systems of customers, employees, 
and other stakeholders. Tyson Foods in the US is in the process of 
making a similar move in this regard, framing it as “This isn't an ‘either 
or’ scenario; it's a ‘yes and’ scenario” (Hayes, 2018). Having a second 
business mainstay of plant- based protein products, does, of course, 
place certain pressures on the meat supplier, and might cause some 
discontent. However, for suppliers, this also opens up an opportunity 
to consider changing their businesses, initiating a two- pronged trans-
formation and entering a new, related business field.

A two- pronged approach can also be chosen by animal agricul-
tural businesses whose focus is not primarily on meat production, 
but on milk products, eggs, or fur. Dairies and dairy farmers can, for 
example, focus on the alternative products that can replace milk on 
the various occasions it is used, opting to grow lupines, oats, or al-
monds, and/or processing these into drinks and other products. Egg 
producers could parallel their egg business with other products that 
contain the specific vitamins and trace minerals that eggs are rich in. 
Fisheries could transition into becoming farmers of algae, which are 
high in protein, cheap in production, and sustainable in terms of their 
climate impact. An example of such a business is Lofoten Seaweed, 
a “female- led business that creates opportunities for the local com-
munity, whilst taking care to minimize our environmental impact” in 
the small fishing village of Napp in Norway (Lofoten Seaweed, 2022). 
Operating in an area traditionally occupied by aquaculture, and fac-
tory farming of salmon, the two co- founders initially encountered a 
great deal of skepticism locally, but have succeeded in winning over 
many of the older fishermen, and garnering considerable support for 
their algae business (Mittsommer in Norwegen, 2022).

Avoiding unnecessary animal suffering as a moral minimum 
standard for responsible behavior would, in this stage, exceeds the 
considerations of the first stage. The focus in this second stage is 
on offering customers alternatives which are just as healthy (or 
even healthier), which provide a satisfying and enjoyable eating 
experience, and which are easily available, as well as more or less 
price- competitive.

For some businesses, having established one or more mainstays 
that do not harm animals in any way could also be an interim stage, 
prior to exiting the animal industry completely.

5.3  |  Zero- suffering business

The “easiest” way to transform an animal business into a business 
that approaches a state of causing zero animal suffering would be 
to exit the animal business altogether, e.g., by focusing exclusively 
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on another mainstay or other mainstays, if these are available. Some 
exiting businesses might also be eligible for national exiting subsi-
dies; these are granted in, for example, the Netherlands (in order to 
reduce the production of ammonia and to reduce nitrate pollution of 
the ground, in this case) (The Irish Times, 2019).

There are also ways of building a business around animals 
without causing suffering. An example of such a business on a 
small scale is Switzerland's Hof Narr, a small farm sanctuary that 
is home to various animals who were saved from hardship, or 
even the slaughterhouse. On the farm they are allowed to live a 
life which is appropriate to their species. The business model of 
the farm is to offer holiday camps or shorter events, especially 
for children and school classes, to enable them to get to know the 
animals living there, and, in so doing, deepen and enrich the chil-
dren's self- perception, as well as their knowledge and awareness 
about farmed animals (Hof Narr, 2021). The owner of Hof Narr, 
Sarah Heiligtag, also consults farmers interested in what she calls 
a “transfarmation”. She visits their farms and devises a custom- 
made business plan for how they might “transfarm” their business 
into a sanctuary similar to Hof Narr, or into a plant- based business. 
Goats of Anarchy is a similar example of a social enterprise, this 
time in Hampton, New Jersey, USA, which undertakes similar work 
(Shrivastava & Zsolnai, 2022). The NGO Mercy for Animals runs a 
project also called Transfarmation, offering similar services in the 
USA (Transfarmation, 2021).

Alongside transforming an animal- based business into a plant- 
based business or a sanctuary, producing cultivated animal prod-
ucts offers a new and futuristic path to steer towards (Stephens 
et al., 2018). Although cultivated meat, as of today, is available only 
in Singapore, it may, in the future, be available in other parts of 
the world, paving the way for technological disruption of the ani-
mal industry (O'Neill et al., 2021). In 2022, the US Food and Drug 
Administration (FDA) approved a cultivated chicken meat product 
from the company UPSIDE Foods as safe to consume (Reuters, 2022). 
Perfect Day, another US company, has partnered with several pre-
cision fermentation companies and now offers a broad range of 
precision- fermented dairy products, including cream- cheese and 
ice- cream. Other start- ups in this sector include, for example, the 
Dutch Fooditive Group, the German Formo Bio GmbH or the Australian 
Change Foods, which produce or use precision- fermented casein for 
cheesemaking (Te Puna Whakaaronui, 2022, p. 38; Waltz, 2022).

However, whilst a transformation towards more cultivated and 
plant- based production of meat and other animal products might 
bring with it the creation of new jobs for higher- skilled employees in 
the food industry, there is a crucial “pressure point on animal farmers, 
who may be most affected in a fast transition scenario” (Morais- da- 
Silva et al., 2022). This is why the strongest resistance to, and most 
vociferous doubts about, both individual business transformations 
and overall transformation on the societal level may be expected 
to come from this side. It is, of course, no easy thing to transform 
an intensive animal- feeding operation into a zero- suffering farm. 
Therefore, it is important, for individual zero- suffering entrepre-
neurs, as well as society as a whole, to take such economic concerns 

seriously, and to offer support in opening up new business fields, 
which, later, may become the dominant, or even sole, business fields.

6  |  CONCLUSION

This article has demonstrated that most moral philosophical per-
spectives lead to the conclusion that the avoidance of unnecessary 
suffering is (from a morally normative and prescriptive standpoint) 
an adequate moral minimum standard for the way in which humans 
ought to treat animals, which they use for their own purposes. More 
generally (and from a morally descriptive standpoint), this minimum 
standard allows for morally more praiseworthy behavior, if obliged 
to choose between alternative actions, where one (or some) were 
according to this standard, and one (or others) were not.

However, what might be considered “necessary” and “unnec-
essary” depends not only on the ethical perspective taken, but 
also on technological developments, and the development of our 
knowledge about animals. In future, for example, it may well be the 
case that plant- based or cultivated meat (and other simulated ani-
mal products) can be produced and made widely available, that do 
not differ at all from genuine animal products in terms of nutrition, 
taste, texture, quantity, and price. In this case, it will be hard for any 
moral perspective to morally legitimize any animal suffering that is 
involved in the production of animal products as being “necessary”. 
On the other hand, as our knowledge about animal wellbeing and 
animal suffering develops, this may change our moral evaluation of 
what kind of animal suffering counts as, for example, unnecessar-
ily cruel from a Kantian perspective (Kant, 2012), or what kind of 
suffering outweighs any potential human pleasure that comes along 
with it. Examples for such potential developments are the ongoing 
debates about the pain perception and the capacity for suffering of 
fishes (e.g., Chandroo et al., 2004; Sloman et al., 2019) or insects 
(Lambert et al., 2021). It appears that adopting a more zoocentric 
moral perspective, which centers around animal welfare for the sake 
of the animal, is possible, from most contemporary standpoints in 
animal ethics, but also from many traditional ones. However, even 
from a clearly anthropocentric perspective, such as that of Kant, who 
“is often cast as the villain […] in the philosophical literature on this 
topic” (Korsgaard, 2011, p. 97), the avoidance of unnecessary animal 
suffering finds moral legitimacy.

A future direction for further developing the field of business 
ethics towards a greater degree of consideration of animal welfare 
could be to link the minimum standard of avoiding unnecessary 
suffering with the bioethical perspectives of American Principlism 
(Beauchamp & Childress, 2013) and European Principlism (e.g., 
Rendtorff, 2002). Broadening the still rather anthropocentric lenses 
of these perspectives, and continuing to extend them towards non- 
human sentient beings (Coghlan & Coghlan, 2018) might facilitate 
this minimum standard gaining broader acceptance and significance 
within the debate on business ethics and corporate responsibilities. 
From such a broader perspective, avoiding unnecessary suffering 
could, for example, correspond to the principle of non- maleficence 
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in the American model, and the principles of integrity and vulnerabil-
ity in the European model. However, links to the other tenets of both 
principlisms are also conceivable.

The widespread, and primarily anthropocentric, concerns about 
climate change, viral zoonotic pandemics, and food quality and se-
curity put an additional ethical pressure on taking animal welfare 
more seriously, as well as avoiding any unnecessary animal suf-
fering, even from those moral standpoints that exclusively center 
on human wellbeing. Organizations that operate within the animal 
industry can respond to the moral minimum standard of avoiding 
unnecessary animal suffering in the three stages proposed in this 
article: i.e., ameliorating the circumstances for animals, initiating a 
two- pronged transformation, or turning into a zero- suffering busi-
ness. Consumers can respond to this standard by adjusting their di-
etary habits, and their related habits of consumption, depending on 
their ethical view about what kinds of suffering are unnecessary. 
In order to make advances towards more animal welfare, however, 
both the demand and the supply side in the food market need ide-
ally to develop in the same direction, in response to each other.
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ENDNOTE
 1 In this article, we primarily focus on the major analytical moral phil-

osophical perspectives on human- animal relationships. However, it 
should be noted that the field of animal ethics is considerably broader, 
also encompassing law, politics, and literature, amongst other disci-
plines. (e.g., Cochrane et al., 2018; Müller, 2022).

R E FE R E N C E S
Adams, C. (2010). The sexual politics of meat. Bloomsbury.
Adams, C. J., & Gruen, L. (2014). Ecofeminism: Feminist intersections with 

other animals and the earth. Bloomsbury.
Animal Equality. (2021). Egg industry exposed: Chicks ground up, suffocated 

alive. https://anima lequa lity.org/news/ban-chick-culli ng/
Aristotle. (1910). Historia Animalium. The Clarendon Press.
Aristotle. (1999). Politics. Batoche Books.
Beauchamp, T. L., & Childress, J. F. (1979/2013) Principles of biomedical 

ethics (7th ed.). Oxford University Press.
Bentham, J. (1789). The principles of morals and legislation. Thomas Payne 

and Son at the Mews- Gate.
Berkey, B. (2022). Prospects for an animal- friendly business ethics. In 

N. Thomas (Ed.), Animals and business ethics (pp. 67– 90). Springer.
Bossert, L. (2018). Feministische und fürsorgeethische Ansätze. In 

J. S. Ach & D. Borchers (Eds.), Handbuch Tierethik. Grundlagen— 
Kontexte— Perspektiven (pp. 117– 122). J. B. Metzler.

Browning, H. (2023). Welfare comparisons within and across species. 
Philosophical Studies, 180, 529– 551.

Brozek, W., & Falkenberg, C. (2021). Industrial animal farming and zoo-
notic risk: COVID- 19 as a gateway to sustainable change? A scoping 
study. Sustainability, 13, Article 9251.

Cavalieri, P. (2019). Animal liberation: Pathways to politics. Animal Studies 
Journal, 8(2), 20– 41.

Chandroo, K. P., Duncan, I. J., & Moccia, R. D. (2004). Can fish suffer?: 
Perspectives on sentience, pain, fear and stress. Applied Animal 
Behaviour Science, 86(3– 4), 225– 250.

Cochrane, A., Garner, R., & O'Sullivan, S. (2018). Animal ethics and 
the political. Critical Review of International Social and Political 
Philosophy, 21(2), 261– 277.

Coghlan, S., & Coghlan, B. (2018). One health, bioethics, and nonhuman 
ethics. The American Journal of Bioethics, 18(11), 3– 5.

Compassion in World Farming. (2023). Egg- laying hens. https://www.
ciwf.org.uk/farm-anima ls/chick ens/egg-laying-hens/

Cooke, S. (2017). Imagined utopias: Animals rights and the moral imagi-
nation. Journal of Political Philosophy, 25(4), e1– e18.

Cornish, A. R., Briley, D., Wilson, B. J., Raubenheimer, D., Schlosberg, 
D., & McGreevy, P. D. (2020). The price of good welfare: Does in-
forming consumers about what on- package labels mean for animal 
welfare influence their purchase intentions? Appetite, 148, Article 
104577.

de Boer, J., & Aiking, H. (2021). Favoring plant instead of animal protein 
sources: Legitimation by authority, morality, rationality and story 
logic. Food Quality and Preference, 88, Article 104098.

Donovan, J. (2006). Feminism and the treatment of animals: From care 
to dialogue. Signs: Journal of Women in Culture and Society, 31(2), 
305– 329.

Driver, J. (2014). The history of utilitarianism. The Stanford Encyclopedia 
of Philosophy. https://plato.stanf ord.edu/archi ves/win20 14/entri 
es/utili taria nism-history

Edelman, P. D., McFarland, D. C., Mironov, V. A., & Matheny, J. G. (2005). 
Commentary: In vitro- cultured meat production. Tissue Engineering, 
11(5– 6), 659– 662.

FAWC. (2010). Annual review 2009– 2010. Farm Animal Welfare Council 
UK.

Fernández- Mateo, J., & Franco- Barrera, A. J. (2020). Animal welfare 
for corporate sustainability: The business benchmark on farm 
animal welfare. Journal of Sustainability Research, 2(3), Article 
e200030.

Four Paws International. (2023). Live animal transport of calves. https://
www.four-paws.org/campa igns-topic s/topic s/farm-anima ls/
live-animal-trans port/live-animal-trans port-of-calves

Francione, G. L. (1995). Animals, property and the law. Temple University 
Press.

Francione, G. L. (2000). Introduction to animal rights. Your child or the dog? 
Temple University Press.

Francione, G. L., & Garner, R. (2010). The animal rights debate. Abolition or 
regulation? Columbia University Press.

Garner, R. (2006). Animal welfare: A political defense. Journal of Animal 
Law and Ethics, 1, 161– 174.

Garner, R. (2008). The politics of animal rights. British Politics, 3, 110– 119.
Garner, R. (2013). A theory of justice for animals. Animal rights in a nonideal 

world. Oxford University Press.
Gerber, P. J., Steinfeld, H., Henderson, B., Mottet, A., Opio, C., Dijkman, 

J., Falcucci, A., & Tempio, G. (2013). Tackling climate change through 
livestock. A global assessment of emissions and mitigation opportuni-
ties. FAO.

Grabolle, A. (2012). Kein Fleisch macht glücklich. Goldmann.
Grandin, T. (2019). Livestock handling and transport. CABI.
Grandin, T. (2020). Improving animal welfare: A practical approach. CABI.
Grier, K. C. (2020). Pets. In B. Fischer (Ed.), The Routledge handbook of 

animal ethics (pp. 291– 301). Routledge.

 26946424, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/beer.12565 by C

ochraneA
ustria, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [01/08/2023]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

https://animalequality.org/news/ban-chick-culling/
https://www.ciwf.org.uk/farm-animals/chickens/egg-laying-hens/
https://www.ciwf.org.uk/farm-animals/chickens/egg-laying-hens/
https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/win2014/entries/utilitarianism-history
https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/win2014/entries/utilitarianism-history
https://www.four-paws.org/campaigns-topics/topics/farm-animals/live-animal-transport/live-animal-transport-of-calves
https://www.four-paws.org/campaigns-topics/topics/farm-animals/live-animal-transport/live-animal-transport-of-calves
https://www.four-paws.org/campaigns-topics/topics/farm-animals/live-animal-transport/live-animal-transport-of-calves


10  |    KÖLLEN and SCHNEEBERGER

Haris, S. (2022). Compassion, hunger and animal suffering: Scenes from 
Kerala, South India. Journal of Applied Animal Welfare Science, 25(2), 
139– 152.

Hatami, A., & Firoozi, N. (2019). A dynamic stakeholder model: An other- 
oriented ethical approach. Business Ethics: A European Review, 28(3), 
349– 360.

Hayes, T. (2018). Why we are investing in alternative proteins. The Feed 
Blog. https://thefe ed.blog/2018/01/29/why-we-are-inves ting-in-
alter native-prote ins/

Hof Narr. (2021). Mit Hand, Herz und Verstand für unsere Zukunft. https://
www.hof-narr.ch/

Höhnke, N., & Homölle, S. (2021). Impact investments, evil invest-
ments, and something in between: Comparing social banks' in-
vestment criteria and strategies with depositors' investment 
preferences. Business Ethics: Environment. & Responsibility, 30(3), 
287– 310.

Horta, O. (2010). What is speciesism? The Journal of Agricultural and 
Environmental Ethics, 23, 243– 266.

Hursthouse, R. (2000). Ethics, humans and other animals: An introduction 
with readings. Routledge.

Hursthouse, R. (2011). Virtue ethics and the treatment of animals. In T. L. 
Beauchamp & R. G. Frey (Eds.), The Oxford handbook of animal ethics 
(pp. 119– 143). Oxford University Press.

Jäggi, C. J. (2021). Nutrition, food markets and agriculture. Springer.
Janssens, M. (2022). Animal business: An ethical exploration of corpo-

rate responsibility towards animals. Food Ethics, 7(1), Article 2.
Janssens, M., & Kaptein, M. (2016). The ethical responsibility of compa-

nies toward animals: A study of the expressed commitment of the 
fortune global 200. Journal of Corporate Citizenship, 63, 42– 72.

Kant, I. (1886). The metaphysics of ethics (J. Semple, Trans., 3 ed.). T. & T. 
Clark.

Kant, I. (2012). Groundwork of the metaphysics of morals (M. Gregor & J. 
Timmermann, Trans.). Cambridge University Press.

Kemmerer, L. (2016). Investigating intersections: Exploring the growth 
and expansion of anymal liberation. Green Theory and Praxis., 10(3), 
53– 76.

Korsgaard, C. M. (2011). Interacting with animals: A Kantian account. In 
T. Beauchamp & R. G. Frey (Eds.), The Oxford handbook for animal 
ethics (pp. 91– 117). Oxford University Press.

Korsgaard, C. M. (2018). Fellow creatures: Our obligations to the other ani-
mals. Oxford University Press.

Labatut, J., Munro, I., & Desmond, J. (2016). Animals and organizations. 
Organization, 23(3), 315– 329.

Lambert, H., Elwin, A., & D'Cruze, N. (2021). Wouldn't hurt a fly? A 
review of insect cognition and sentience in relation to their use 
as food and feed. Applied Animal Behaviour Science, 243, Article 
105432.

Lamey, A. (2019). The animal ethics of Temple Grandin: A protection-
ist analysis. Journal of Agricultural and Environmental Ethics, 32(1), 
1– 22.

Lever, J., & Evans, A. (2017). Corporate social responsibility and farm an-
imal welfare: Towards sustainable development in the food indus-
try? In S. O. Idowu & S. Vertigans (Eds.), Stages of corporate social 
responsibility. From ideas to impacts (pp. 205– 222). Springer.

Lofoten Seaweed. (2022). Lofoten Seaweed: Our Story. https://lofot ensea 
weed.no/our-story-lofot en-seawe ed/

Marino, L., & Colvin, C. M. (2015). Thinking pigs: A comparative review of 
cognition, emotion and personality in sus domesticus. International 
Journal of Comparative Psychology, 28, Article 23859.

McCulloch, S. P. (2013). A critique of farm FAWC's five freedoms as a 
framework for the analysis of animal welfare. Journal of Agricultural 
and Environmental Ethics, 26(5), 959– 975.

McMullen, S. (2022). Competition, regulation, and the race to the bottom 
in animal agriculture. In N. Thomas (Ed.), Animals and business ethics 
(pp. 113– 130). Springer.

Mellahi, K., & Wood, G. (2005). Business failure in the use of animals: 
Ethical issues and contestations. Business Ethics: A European Review, 
14(2), 151– 163.

Mellor, D. J. (2016). Updating animal welfare thinking: Moving beyond 
the “five freedoms” towards “a life worth living”. Animals, 6(3), 
Article 21.

Mittsommer in Norwegen. (2022). Mittsommer in Norwegen (2/2) | Doku 
ARTE. https://youtu.be/Vy2za gh74Q 0?t=2013

Morais- da- Silva, R. L., Villar, E. G., Reis, G. G., Sanctorum, H., & Molento, 
C. F. M. (2022). The expected impact of cultivated and plant- based 
meats on jobs: The views of experts from Brazil, the United States 
and Europe. Humanities and Social Sciences Communications, 9, 
Article 297.

Müller, N. D. (2022). From here to Utopia: Theories of change in nonideal 
animal ethics. Journal of Agricultural and Environmental Ethics, 35, 
Article 21.

Muller, S. M., & McNeill, Z. Z. (2021). Toppling the temple of Grandin: 
Autistic- animal analogies and the ableist- speciesist nexus. Rhetoric, 
Politics & Culture, 1(2), 195– 225.

Nussbaum, M. C. (2006). Frontiers of justice: Disability, nationality, species 
membership. Harvard University Press.

O'Neill, E. N., Cosenza, Z. A., Baar, K., & Block, D. E. (2021). Considerations 
for the development of cost- effective cell culture media for culti-
vated meat production. Comprehensive Reviews in Food Science and 
Food Safety, 20(1), 686– 709.

Peng, M. (2019). The growing market of organic foods: Impact on the US 
and global economy. In D. Biswas & S. A. Micallef (Eds.), Safety and 
practice for organic food (pp. 3– 22). Academic Press.

Petrus, K. (2015). Das unnötige Leid der Tiere. Tierethik, 7, 123– 131.
Petrus, K. (2018a). Rechte- Ansatz. In J. S. Ach & D. Borchers (Eds.), 

Handbuch Tierethik. Grundlagen— Kontexte— Perspektiven (pp. 83– 
88). J. B. Metzler.

Petrus, K. (2018b). Tierrechtsbewegung. In J. S. Ach & D. Borchers (Eds.), 
Handbuch Tierethik. Grundlagen— Kontexte— Perspektiven (pp. 332– 
336). J. B. Metzler.

Phelps, N. (2004). The great compassion: Buddhism and animal rights. 
Lantern Books.

Porcher, J. (2017). The ethics of animal labor: A collaborative Utopia. 
Springer.

Post, M. J., Levenberg, S., Kaplan, D. L., Genovese, N., Fu, J., Bryant, C. 
J., Negowetti, N., Verzijden, K., & Moutsatsou, P. (2020). Scientific, 
sustainability and regulatory challenges of cultured meat. Nature 
Food, 1, 403– 415.

Rauffus, C., Rügen, G., & Esch, T. (2009). Von der Wurst zur Marke: 
Aufbau der Dachmarke Rügenwalder Mühle. In F.- R. Esch & W. 
Armbrecht (Eds.), Best Practice der Markenführung (pp. 39– 59). 
Gabler.

Reese, J. (2019). US factory farming estimates. Sentience Institute. https://
www.senti encei nstit ute.org/us-facto ry-farmi ng-estim ates

Regan, T. (1983). The case for animal rights. University of California Press.
Regan, T. (2006). Defending animal rights. University of Illinois Press.
Regan, T. (2014). Interview on the DVD live and let live. Mindjazz Pictures.
Rendtorff, J. D. (2002). Basic ethical principles in European bioethics and 

biolaw: Autonomy, dignity, integrity and vulnerability— Towards 
a foundation of bioethics and biolaw. Medicine, Health Care, and 
Philosophy, 5(3), 235– 244.

Reuters. (2022). Lab- grown meat cleared for human consumption by U.S. 
regulator. https://www.reute rs.com/busin ess/healt hcare-pharm 
aceut icals/ lab-grown-meat-clear ed-human-consu mption-by-us-
regul ator-2022-11-16/

Ritchie, H., & Roser, M. (2017). Meat and dairy production. Our world in 
data. https://ourwo rldin data.org/meat-produ ction

Rollin, B. E. (1995). Farm animal welfare: Social, bioethical, and research 
issues. Iowa State University Press.

Rollin, B. E. (2006). Animal rights & human morality. Prometheus Books.

 26946424, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/beer.12565 by C

ochraneA
ustria, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [01/08/2023]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

https://thefeed.blog/2018/01/29/why-we-are-investing-in-alternative-proteins/
https://thefeed.blog/2018/01/29/why-we-are-investing-in-alternative-proteins/
https://www.hof-narr.ch/
https://www.hof-narr.ch/
https://lofotenseaweed.no/our-story-lofoten-seaweed/
https://lofotenseaweed.no/our-story-lofoten-seaweed/
https://youtu.be/Vy2zagh74Q0?t=2013
https://www.sentienceinstitute.org/us-factory-farming-estimates
https://www.sentienceinstitute.org/us-factory-farming-estimates
https://www.reuters.com/business/healthcare-pharmaceuticals/lab-grown-meat-cleared-human-consumption-by-us-regulator-2022-11-16/
https://www.reuters.com/business/healthcare-pharmaceuticals/lab-grown-meat-cleared-human-consumption-by-us-regulator-2022-11-16/
https://www.reuters.com/business/healthcare-pharmaceuticals/lab-grown-meat-cleared-human-consumption-by-us-regulator-2022-11-16/
https://ourworldindata.org/meat-production


    |  11KÖLLEN and SCHNEEBERGER

Rollin, B. E. (2011). Putting the horse before Descartes— My life's work on 
behalf of animals. Temple University Press.

Rügenwalder Mühle. (2020). Fleisch aus Pflanzen | Rügenwalder Mühle. 
https://www.youtu be.com/watch ?v=tQc8F DDH7YE

Safran Foer, J. (2009). Eating animals. Little, Brown and Company.
Sandøe, P., Hansen, H. O., Rhode, H., Houe, H., Palmer, C., Forkman, B., & 

Christensen, T. (2020). Benchmarking farm animal welfare— A novel 
tool for cross- country comparison applied to pig production and 
pork consumption. Animals, 10(6), Article 955.

Sayers, J., Hamilton, L., & Sang, K. (2019). Organizing animals: Species, 
gender and power at work. Gender, Work and Organization, 26(3), 
239– 245.

Sayers, J., Martin, L., & Bell, E. (2021). Posthuman affirmative business 
ethics: Reimagining human- animal relations through speculative 
fiction. Journal of Business Ethics, 178, 597– 608.

Schäfer, C. A. (2020). Everything has an end, only the sausage has two: 
Profit & purpose, the case of Rügenwalder Mühle. Universidade 
Católica Portuguesa.

Schopenhauer, A. (1841). The two fundamental problems of ethics. 
Cambridge University Press.

Sensen, O. (2011). Kant on human dignity. De Gruyter.
Shrivastava, P., & Zsolnai, L. (2022). Wellbeing- oriented organizations: 

Connecting human flourishing with ecological regeneration. 
Business Ethics, the Environment & Responsibility, 31(2), 386– 397.

Singer, P. (1977). Animal liberation: A new ethic for our treatment of animals. 
Avon.

Singer, P. (1994). Praktische Ethik. Reclam.
Sloman, K. A., Bouyoucos, I. A., Brooks, E. J., & Sneddon, L. U. (2019). 

Ethical considerations in fish research. Journal of Fish Biology, 94(4), 
556– 577.

Stephens, N., Di Silvio, L., Dunsford, I., Ellis, M., Glencross, A., & Sexton, 
A. (2018). Bringing cultured meat to market: Technical, socio- 
political, and regulatory challenges in cellular agriculture. Trends in 
Food Science & Technology, 78, 155– 166.

Sullivan, R., Elliot, K., Herron, A., Viñes Fiestas, H., & Amos, N. (2017). 
Farm animal welfare as an investment issue. In N. Amos & R. Sullivan 
(Eds.), The business of farm animal welfare (pp. 86– 96). Routledge.

Tallberg, L., García- Rosell, J.- C., & Haanpää, M. (2021). Human– animal 
relations in business and society: Advancing the feminist interpre-
tation of stakeholder theory. Journal of Business Ethics, 180, 1– 16.

Tallberg, L., & Hamilton, L. (Eds.). (2022). The Oxford handbook of animal 
organisation studies. Oxford University Press.

Te Puna Whakaaronui. (2022). Well_NZ: Alternative Protein 
2022— Establishing a fact base. https://fitfo rabet terwo rld.org.nz/
asset s/Te-Puna-Whaka aronui-publi catio ns/WELL_NZ-Alter na-
tive-Prote in-2022.pdf

The Humane League. (2020). Everything you should know about battery 
cages. https://thehu manel eague.org/artic le/batte ry-cages

The Irish Times. (2019). Dutch government willing to compensate farmers 
who shut down all operations. https://www.irish times.com/news/
world/ europ e/dutch-gover nment-willi ng-to-compe nsate-farme rs-
who-shut-down-all-opera tions-1.4043062

The Pew Environment Group. (2013). The business of broilers: hidden costs 
of putting a chicken on every grill. https://www.pewtr usts.org/-/
media/ legac y/uploa dedfi les/peg/publi catio ns/repor t/busin essof 
broil ersre portt hepew chari table trust spdf.pdf

Thomas, N. (Ed.). (2022a). Animals and business ethics. Springer.
Thomas, N. (2022b). Animals and business ethics. In N. Thomas (Ed.), 

Animals and business ethics (pp. 1– 18). Springer.
Thompson, P. B. (2008). The opposite of human enhancement: 

Nanotechnology and the blind chicken problem. NanoEthics, 2(3), 
305– 316.

Transfarmation. (2021). Empowering farmers for a better food system. 
https://thetr ansfa rmati onpro ject.org/

Tshewang, U., Tobias, M. C., & Morrison, J. G. (2021). Animal rights and 
protection. In U. Tshewang, M. C. Tobias, & J. G. Morrison (Eds.), 
Bhutan: Conservation and environmental protection in the Himalayas 
(pp. 155– 197). Springer.

United Nations. (2023). Universal declaration of human rights. https://
www.un.org/en/about – us/unive rsal– decla ratio n– of– human – rights

Wadiwel, D. J. (2015). The war against animals. Brill.
Waltz, E. (2022). Cow- less milk: The rising tide of animal- free dairy at-

tracts big players. Nature Biotechnology, 40, 1534– 1536.
Wathes, C. M., Kristensen, H. H., Aerts, J. M., & Berckmans, D. (2008). 

Is precision livestock farming an engineer's daydream or night-
mare, an animal's friend or foe, and a farmer's panacea or pitfall? 
Computers and Electronics in Agriculture, 64(1), 2– 10.

Weary, D. M., Jasper, J., & Hötzel, M. J. (2008). Understanding weaning 
distress. Applied Animal Behaviour Science, 110(1– 2), 24– 41.

Webster, J. (2016). Animal welfare: Freedoms, dominions and “a life 
worth living”. Animals, 6(6), Article 35.

AUTHOR BIOG R APHIE S

Thomas Köllen is a Lecturer in Diversity & Inclusion and Business 
Ethics at the Institute of Organization and Human Resource 
Management (IOP) at University of Bern. Prior to that, he worked 
as an Assistant Professor and Research Fellow at WU Vienna 
and Dalhousie University. His main areas of research are di-
versity and diversity management, the ethics of inclusion, and 
animal ethics. He has published in outlets such as Journal of 
Management Inquiry, Management International Review, Journal of 
Business Ethics, British Journal of Industrial Relations, International 
Journal of Human Recourse Management, Scandinavian Journal of 
Management, and Philosophy of Management. He is the editor of 
the book series Diversity and Inclusion Research.

Doris Schneeberger is a University Assistant at the Institute 
for Change Management and Management Development at the 
Vienna University of Economics and Business, Austria. In her 
current research, she focuses on the role of nonhuman animals 
in organizations from a neo- institutionalist and business ethics 
perspective.

How to cite this article: Köllen, T., & Schneeberger, D. (2023). 
Avoiding unnecessary suffering: Towards a moral minimum 
standard for humans' responsibility for animal welfare. 
Business Ethics, the Environment & Responsibility, 00, 1–11. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/beer.12565

 26946424, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/beer.12565 by C

ochraneA
ustria, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [01/08/2023]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=tQc8FDDH7YE
https://fitforabetterworld.org.nz/assets/Te-Puna-Whakaaronui-publications/WELL_NZ-Alternative-Protein-2022.pdf
https://fitforabetterworld.org.nz/assets/Te-Puna-Whakaaronui-publications/WELL_NZ-Alternative-Protein-2022.pdf
https://fitforabetterworld.org.nz/assets/Te-Puna-Whakaaronui-publications/WELL_NZ-Alternative-Protein-2022.pdf
https://thehumaneleague.org/article/battery-cages
https://www.irishtimes.com/news/world/europe/dutch-government-willing-to-compensate-farmers-who-shut-down-all-operations-1.4043062
https://www.irishtimes.com/news/world/europe/dutch-government-willing-to-compensate-farmers-who-shut-down-all-operations-1.4043062
https://www.irishtimes.com/news/world/europe/dutch-government-willing-to-compensate-farmers-who-shut-down-all-operations-1.4043062
https://www.pewtrusts.org/-/media/legacy/uploadedfiles/peg/publications/report/businessofbroilersreportthepewcharitabletrustspdf.pdf
https://www.pewtrusts.org/-/media/legacy/uploadedfiles/peg/publications/report/businessofbroilersreportthepewcharitabletrustspdf.pdf
https://www.pewtrusts.org/-/media/legacy/uploadedfiles/peg/publications/report/businessofbroilersreportthepewcharitabletrustspdf.pdf
https://thetransfarmationproject.org/
https://www.un.org/en/about-us/universal-declaration-of-human-rights
https://www.un.org/en/about-us/universal-declaration-of-human-rights
https://doi.org/10.1111/beer.12565

	Avoiding unnecessary suffering: Towards a moral minimum standard for humans' responsibility for animal welfare
	Abstract
	1|INTRODUCTION
	2|(FARM) ANIMAL WELFARE
	3|ANIMAL ETHICS: MORAL PERSPECTIVES ON ANIMAL WELFARE
	4|AVOIDANCE OF UNNECESSARY SUFFERING AS THE MORAL MINIMUM STANDARD IN THE ANIMAL INDUSTRY
	5|THREE STAGES OF AVOIDING UNNECESSARY SUFFERING IN THE ANIMAL INDUSTRY
	5.1|Ameliorating the circumstances
	5.2|Two-pronged transformation
	5.3|Zero-suffering business

	6|CONCLUSION
	ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
	FUNDING INFORMATION
	CONFLICT OF INTEREST STATEMENT
	REFERENCES


