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Introduction

Lisa Kemmerer

Women should be protected from anyone’s exercise of unrighteous
power ... but then, so should every other living creature.

—Mary Ann (Marian) Evans (George Eliot), 18191880,

Jrom a letter (“George”)

Abundantly pierced punk teens and older women with simple silver hair
filled the large greeting room—females outnumbered males by about ninety-
cight to one. Still, the single person in charge, the one who welcomed us from
the front pedestal, was a man. I thumbed through the conference program,
focusing on keynote speakers: Paul, John, Ken—suspiciously masculine-
sounding names. As the weekend wore on, I mingled overwhelmingly with
women while listening to a battery of male speakers, most of whom took the
time to thank a handful of women for their unwavering dedication—their
unpaid, behind-the-scenes work both for animals and to support the men
behind the podium.

I had just arrived at my first animal rights conference, but it was
clear that I had not arrived at a socially progressive gathering. Here,
as elsewhere, men held leading roles while women filled supporting
roles. Men spoke while women listened. Men founded organizations,
and women joined those organizations. What I did not understand at
that time were the many powerful links between patriarchy and factory
farming—between the exploitation of women (their lack of voice and
power, and their tendency to be exploited by men), and the exploitation
of nonhuman animals (their lack of voice and power, and their tendency
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to be exploited by men). Clearly, neither did the people who had put
on the conference.

For those inclined to notice, the similarities between the exploitation
and subjugation of women and nonhuman animals are difficult to ignore. For
example, Wyeth-Ayerst Laboratories, Inc., produces estrogen replacement
called Premarin (also sold under the name Prempro). Premarin is made from
the urine of pregnant mares, who are, specifically for this purpose, tethered
in small stalls for four or five months out of each year. Their foals—some
40,000 strong—are shipped off to be fattened and slaughtered after a mere
four months, when they would normally still be nursing.

The Premarin market exists because of the archaic assumption that a
woman’s body is problematic, that there is something inherently not-quite-
right about female biology, and that women therefore require the care of
medical professionals—traditionally males (Ehrenreich and English 6).
Premarin is on the market because people have been led to believe that a
woman’s natural ways of aging are a sickness in need of a cure. This attitude
toward aging is indubitably linked with the patriarchal, exploitative view of
females as childbearers, a view which makes 2 woman’s aging and meno-
pause appear to be problematic and undesirable. “Marketed as a cure for
menopause, Premarin hurts both female horses and female humans in order
to provide profits for a pharmaceutical corporation” (“Sexism”). Needless to
say, most corporations are owned and managed by males.

Hunting provides another apt example. In Euro-American cultures
(and many other human communities), both hunting and heterosexual sex
are assumed to be fundamental to manliness. This ridiculous link between
sex with women and killing “wild” animals is made explicit in the language
of the hunt: Bullets are called “balls,” firing is referred to as “discharge,”
hitting a body with a bullet is called “penetration,” and firing prematurely
is called “premature discharge” (Kheel, “License” 91-92).

Other forms of animal exploitation show similar linguistic evidence of
an exploitative patriarchal viewpoint. For example, the terms “livestock” and
“cunt” similarly present individuals as means to others’ ends, “Live stock”
presents a living, thinking, feeling, individual as disembodied merchandise
awaiting sale, while “cunt” presents a living, thinking, feeling, individual as
a disembodied vagina awaiting sex. Similarly, elk and moose are often called
“game” and are shot for sport; incidentally female elk and moose are also
labeled as “cows”™—like those we exploit for their nursing milk and flesh.
And, of course, “cow” is also a derogatory term for human females.

Hunting “ethics” are also a product of patriarchy. They are “predicated
on the need to harness an aggressive, sexual energy and to channel [this
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energy] in appropriate ways,” in order to foster “the continuation of man’s
aggressive drive” (Kheel, “License” 92, 95). This aggressive drive is not
questioned, but merely channeled.

When pressed, hunters who claim that they just want “to be out in the
wilderness,” will admit that the kill is essential—or at least the hope of a
kill. As it turns out, there is no correlation between hunting and hiking,
climbing, backpacking, kayaking, or any other outdoor activity. Hunters do
not purposefully linger in the woods after a kill, but quickly begin the pro-
cess of preparing to head home with the corpse. For hunters, the kill is the
climax—the most important moment. They are not driving into the woods
(or sometimes actually walking) for the sake of beauty, but in the hope of a
kill. The kill can be likened to male orgasm. Sex is traditionally thought to
be over when the man has an orgasm, and the hunt is never so decisively over
as it is after a successful kill. “Without the pursuit of orgasm, sex typically
is thought to have no meaning or narrative structure; without the intent
to kill, the hunt, we are told, has none as well” (Kheel, “License” 91). As a
teacher, I impatiently listened to a young man matter-of-factly defend the
importance of hunting because he found the experience “orgasmic.” From
his point of view, all that mattered was how exciting and wonderful the ex-
perience was for him. The “side effects” of the man’s preferred action—the
experience of the deer and the woman—are deemed to be so irrelevant that
they are not even mentioned.

In patriarchal cultures men hold the lion’s share of power, and therefore
tend to control sex. In the United States, for example, sexual assault—
including rape—is common. Nearly 20 percent of the U.S. female population
has suffered rape or attempted rape (“Facts”). Rape is generally about power,
not sex. Rapists simply enact, albeit in an illegal manner that is shunned
by the majority, a general cultural tendency to view females as “objects that
can be used for pleasure without regard for [a woman’s] wishes or subjec-
tive experiences” (“Sexism”). The sex trade is also flourishing under the
patriarchal objectification of women, paid for by men who are willing and
able to own or rent a girl (or sometimes a woman) for sex. Those who are
exploited are comparatively powerless, and cannot refuse sexual advances or
deny the wishes of those who pay (someone else) for their services.

In these situations and many others, men own and control the bodies
of women as they own and control the bodies of sows and cows and hens.
Sexual exploitation of human females for the benefit of males is mirrored
in contemporary animal industries. Men who control animal industries
exploit females for their reproductive abilities as if nonhuman animals
were objects devoid of will and sensation. Sows are treated as if they were
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bacon factories and cows are treated as if they were milk machines. Sows,
cows, hens, turkeys, and horses are artificially inseminated to bring profits
to the men who control their bodies and their lives. Women in the sex
trade are similar to factory farmed females, “Locked up and raped daily,
these women and children suffer unspeakable physical and emotional
trauma. Like the hens in egg factories, many are murdered when their
bodies have become so exhausted by the abuse that [they are] no longer
profitable to maintain” (“Sexism”).

Even comparatively privileged women in relatively fortunate marriages
can readily be likened to sows and cows: Marriage grants a man “legal
license to his wife’s sexual and reproductive services, [while] the model of
animal husbandry grants agribusiness and wildlife managers access to the
bodies and reproductive services of other-than-human animals” (Kheel,
Nature 231).The reproductive abilities of women and other female animals
are controlled and exploited by those in power (usually men) and both
are devalued as they age and wear out—when they no longer reproduce.
Cows, hens, and women are routinely treated as if they were objects to be
manipulated in order to satisfy the desires of powerful men, without regard
to females’ wishes or feelings.

While feminists and animal advocates both struggle against patri-
archal exploitation, overtly associating women with nonhuman animals
(as T have just done) unsettles many—if not most—feminists (as well
as the vast majority of nonfeminists). Such an association is viewed as
demeaning, just as it is viewed as demeaning in patriarchal societies to
associate men with anything that is feminine—such associations are
damaging to men. Similarly, comparing the lowly cow to a woman is
viewed as further endangering the already diminished status of women:
Overtly associating women with turkeys and pigs is viewed as a “sub-
stantial threat” to women (Scholtmeijer 233), because farmed animals
are “property’—dumb, despicable, and expendable—and are cruelly
exploited as a matter of economic habit. Women, who have tended to
be treated similarly, must be extricated from such situations and from
any such associations. “The suggestion that the otherness of nonhuman
animals can inform the otherness of women, therefore, appears to be
counterproductive, to pull women down into a condition of defeat along
with the animals” (Scholtmeijer 234).

Consequently, feminists have often highlighted the “otherness” of
nonhuman animals while highlighting similarities between women and
the men who hold power. Biologically speaking, any two humans will be
more similar than a human and any other species. But the position of most
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women in patriarchal societies is closer to that of chickens and cows than
itis to that of men who hold power. Consider, for example, the labels given
to human females: bitch, bitch in heat, cow, heifer, sow, pussy, kitten, hen,
biddy, chick. When I type “bitch”in Google, and click on “images,” I do not
find pictures of dogs, as I would expect. Instead, I find pictures of women.
Women are also verbally associated with nondomesticated species, like
foxes and the cougars. Language tells us much about the place of women
in society in relation to men and nonhuman animals.

There is an ugly, unmentioned truth behind a feminist’s tendency to as-
sociate women with men, rather than with similarly exploited pigs or cattle:
Those who purposefully distance women from other female animals hope
to liberate female humans while leaving nonhuman animals in the category
of exploitable “other” (Scholtmeijer 257; Adams, “Feminist” 204). But it is
reprehensible for individuals who are seeking release from oppression to
purposefully leave others in the dungeons of exploitation—even to con-
demn others to such exploitation—in the process of working to extricate
themselves.

In any event, this selfish approach has not worked, and the reason for
this seems somewhat obvious: As long as we foster power-over—whether
over pigs or turkeys or women—most human females will remain under
the control of men, along with pigs and cows and chickens (who will
generally remain yet lower on the rungs of power). In seeking to stand
above nonhuman females, women help to maintain a hierarchy through
which they are held below men. As long as we support a hierarchy, as long
as we support a system which grants some individuals power over other
individuals, men will dominate over women. Hierarchies entail power-over,
and the power of one individual over another inevitably supports oppres-
sion. Those who seek to pass “exploitation ‘down’ the ladder” (Kappeler
335) will never eradicate oppression, they will simply continue to “mirror
patriarchal oppressors” (Dunayer 19). Feminists who “engage in this kind
of denial, [who] support and participate in the oppression of the less pow-
erful” in the hope of elevating themselves, are “not only hypocritical” but
also engage in a “profound betrayal of [feminism’s] deepest commitments”
(Adams and Donovan 8).

Women who seek equality must not support the oppression of nonhu-
man animals. To oppress others while seeking your own autonomy and
freedom is selfish and inconsistent. In any event, if women are ever to
achieve equality, we must topple hierarchy en fotal. Activists and theorists
who fail in this regard adopt the same sort of “exclusionary theorizing” that
they ostensibly reject (Gruen 61). Feminists who refuse to acknowledge that
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they are animals are similar to “men who prefer to ignore that women are
human” (Dunayer 19). For those who seek freedom “from violation by the
powerful—power and privilege must not be more widely shared, they must

be radically dismantled” (Kappeler 335).

Facrory FARMING FEMALES!

For most women (as for most men) links between sexism and speciesism
are not readily apparent. We have been conditioned 7oz to see exploitation.
For example, men generally have no idea how patriarchy affects women—
unless they go out of their way to learn. The same is true for women with
regard to cows and pigs and chickens and turkeys. Therefore, this section
exposes the realities of speciesist exploitation, more specifically animal ag-
riculture—realities that are purposefully hidden behind closed doors and
false advertising.

Both women and nonhuman animals have traditionally been viewed as
property—"“things” to be owned and controlled by those in power. While
the plight of women is linked with that of nonhuman animals through a
single system of oppression, through their comparative powerlessness and
invisibility, and through sexual exploitation, it is important to elucidate
these similarities through concrete examples. Links between women and
nonhuman animals are nowhere more apparent than through the vulner-
abilities of mothers and their young, and the control of pregnancies and
offspring; this particular form of oppression is nowhere more blatant than
on factory farms.

Reproductive Commodities

Cows
Cows, like humans and other mammals, only lactate when they have given
birth. In order to produce milk, cows must be repeatedly, forcibly, artificially
impregnated. Each time they are impregnated, cows carry their young for
nine months, then their calves are stolen shortly after birth (though they
try desperately to defend and protect their young). Cows have a strong
mothering instinct (as do most mammals), but how can they protect their
newborns against exploitative human oppressors? They invariably lose their
babies, and then bawl for days.

The motherless calves are then sold for veal: The veal industry ex-
ists because people buy yogurt and ice cream, cheese and milk. The veal
industry was created to take advantage of an abundant supply of calves
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who are merely byproducts of the dairy industry. “Dairy” calves are either
killed shortly after birth, and sold as “bob” veal for low-quality dishes (like
frozen TV dinners), or they are chained by the neck in a two-by-five-foot
wooden crate, where they are unable to turn, and where they can neither
stretch nor lie down comfortably. While we drink their mothers’ milk, these
miserable little beings are given a milk substitute that is deficient in iron
and fiber. This creates an anemic, light-colored flesh that is prized by those
who purchase veal.

These unfortunate calves are usually slaughtered when they are four
months old. The veal industry confines and kills one million calves every
year.

Life is no better for those calves who are kept to produce dairy products.
“Dairy” calves’ tails are “docked” to prevent swishing around udders and
equipment. But tails are a cow’s best defense against annoying insects in all
of the areas they can’t otherwise reach. Nonetheless, their tails are docked.
During tail docking, “bladed clamps” are secured to a one-month-old calf’s
tail, then blades cut through flesh, vertebrae, and tendons. These calves
are also “disbudded”—the buds from which their horns would normally
grow are seared from their skulls. An undercover investigator (Mercy for
Animals) who witnessed this procedure noted that the calves were muzzled
with cable and their heads were tied to steel fencing. Once the calves were
immobilized “workers used a smoking iron to burn out their nascent horns,
searing through flesh and bone and leaving behind molten, bloody cavities”
(“Dairy’s” 11). Despite their bound mouths, the calves bellowed, “wheezed,
frothed and strained” (“Dairy’s” 11).

When they are old enough to be impregnated and to bear young (only
to have both their calf and their milk stolen), they endure mechanized milk-
ing for ten out of twelve months per year (including seven months of their
nine-month pregnancies). To be milked, cows are herded into a milking
parlor with the help of electrified gates, which presumably keep the herd
moving, but which can only shock the cattle who are at the back of the
herd. These unfortunate cows are perpetually shocked if they are trapped
behind other cattle in clogged passageways.

Once in the parlor (a name that elicits images of soft chairs, tea,
and books), a cow is locked into place via metal bars on each side of her
neck. Milking machines are roughly and hurriedly attached to the cow’s
teats, and she stands there while her nursing milk, which she generated
to feed her calf; is extracted. This process is repeated two or three times
each day.

Genetic manipulation and dietary controls cause extraordinary and un-
natural milk output—fifty pounds of milk per day. Cows naturally produce
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just over two tons of milk per year, but recombinant bovine growth hormone
(rBGH) and recombinant bovine somatotropin (rBST)—synthetic human-
created hormones—have increased milk flow so that cows now provide as
much as thirty tons of milk annually, enough for zen calves. In this unhealthy
and unhappy existence, one in five factory farmed “dairy” cows secretes pus
from her udder (which invariably mixes with her milk).

Most cows coming from the dairy industry are pregnant when they are
slaughtered. Cows are so exhausted by the dairy process that they are “spent”
and sent to slaughter after just four or five years of repeated impregnation,
birth, hormone doses, and machine milking. (Those few cows who find
their way to sanctuaries can live upwards of twenty years.) “Dairy” cattle are
much older than cattle who are slaughtered to produce beef, so their flesh
is considered low quality, and is used for soup, burgers, or processed foods.

Many people become vegetarians to avoid supporting cruelty and pre-
mature death, but purchasing dairy products causes the slaughter of cattle
just as surely as does eating a hamburger: When we buy the nursing milk
of mother cows in our local supermarkets, we support the oppression and
premature deaths of both “dairy” cows and “veal” calves. It is not financially
feasible to keep so many millions of calves and cows—cows who are too
young to produce milk, who are males, or who can no longer continue to
produce extraordinary quantities of nursing milk. Both ‘dairy” cows and their
unfortunate young are slaughtered for human consumption while yet young. Ad-
ditionally, vegetarians who avoid flesh for moral reasons must remember
that “dairy” cows are invasively impregnated, their young are stolen, and
then their nursing milk is stolen, and all of this is done because people buy
dairy products. While most calves born into the dairy industry live a short
and horrific life, mother cows endure prolonged suffering—year after year.
Those who are willing to adapt their diet to avoid supporting extreme cru-
elty and premature death must not shift to a vegetarian diet that increases
dairy products. To reduce extreme suffering and premature death, we must
cut back on a// animal products.

Dairy farmers control, manipulate, and capitalize on a cow’s reproduc-
tive abilities—her nursing milk and her calf—and finally her flesh. To add
insult to injury, the dairy industry has convinced consumers that cows’ nurs-
ing milk is essential for good health. If milk is essential to human health,
how have people in China lived so long without dairy products—and with
comparatively much less osteoporosis?

Like Premarin, dairy products are completely unnecessary. Like those
who produce Premarin, those who produce dairy products have gone to
great lengths to make people believe that their product is essential. This







