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Introduction 
 
This lecture is divided in 5 parts. It attempts to address the following:  
What happens if we analyse COVID-19 and the ecological/climate crisis through the same lens 
of social justice? What shift in global ethics and social norms do we need to mitigate the 
effects of this crisis and prevents future ones? 
 

1 Planetary limits & future justice 
 
The key questions we will ask ourselves in this lecture are 

• What are the consequences of the understanding that there are limits to economic 
growth?  

• What does social justice mean in a finite world? 
 
Data in these lectures are from mainstream, in some cases, quite conservative 
organisations, and are in the public domain. There is nothing radical or controversial in the 
data I use. 
 
1.1 Limits to economic growth 
 
We live in the Anthropocene. Humans are the main force of change on this planet. Stronger 
that other geological forces, stronger than tectonic plates that move continents. A change 
that will last longer than the time humans have been on the planet. Using the words of UCL 
Professor Mark Maslin who builds on Naomi Klein: This will change everything, forever. 
 
We shape the climate, the weather. We cause pandemics, droughts, mass extinction. 
 
My favourite definition of globalisation relates to when decisions taken by people 
somewhere in the world have profound effects on people somewhere else in the world who 
may even be unaware of such decision. Not a new thing, since in 1494, the Pope divided the 
Americas between the Spanish and Portuguese with an imaginary line, no matter who was 
already living there. A decision that not only shaped the lives of millions of people at that 
time but still shape their lives today. 
 



 3 

 
Joe Burgess/The New York Times 
 
 
However, now this is extreme, consumption of a part of the world is creating misery for 
many others, and worse, it is creating an unliveable planet for future generations. Every 
action has a global impact. Environmental issues remind us that the world is a single place 
and requires global collective action. We need a global lens to understand our actions. 
Glocal has been an important motto for the movements struggling for an alternative more 
just world. This implies acting locally but thinking globally. 
 
Humans have radically transformed the planet the biomass. Just considering the weight of 
vertebrate land animals.  67% livestock; 32% humans and 1% wild animals1 
 

                                                
1 Smil 2011 
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(source: Population Matters populationmatters.org) 
 
More than 77billion land animals are farmed and killed each year 
 
The total number of chickens at anyone time is more than three times higher than the 
number of people. (FAO’s statistics) 
 
Large majority of Antibiotics is not given to people but to animals. Not sick animals, as it 
would be too expensive to identify them. Antibiotics are given to all industrial farmed 
animals, creating anti-microbial resistance. Because of this Anti-biotics lose their 
effectiveness at astonishing and unprecedented pace.  
 
According to the World Health Organisation (2016), there are around 2 billion adults 
overweight, of those 650 million are considered to be affected by obesity (BMI ≥30 kg/m²). 
That equates to 39% (39% of men and 40% of women) of adults aged 18 or over who were 
overweight, with 13% obese. 
 
At the same time, 690 million people are hungry. 2 
 
One third of world’s food is wasted or lost.3 
 
The food system creates 30% of climate altering emissions 
 
                                                
2 Sustainable Development Goal 2, Zero Hunger: https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/sdg2 
3 http://www.fao.org/food-loss-and-food-waste/flw-data) 
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80% of agricultural land is used for animal farming which produces only 18% of global 
calorie supply. 
 
Animal farming is an insanely inefficient way to produce food as 100 calories needs to be 
fed to a cow to produce one calorie of food. 
 

 
(Source: World Resources Institute, 2019) 
 
For the first time, the negative effects of human activity on our planet have been 
acknowledged not only in the academic circles but on the media and there is a widespread 
awareness of the dangers for humans. However, the consequences have not been clearly 
stated and dealt with appropriate policies. 
 
 
In 2013, in the negotiations leading up to the Sustainable Development Goals, the 
Indonesian Government correctly pointed at the key issue: sustainable consumption and 
production patterns.  

“Promoting sustainable consumption and production patterns is essential for 
sustainable development. Developed countries should take the lead to move to 
sustainable production and consumption, whereas developing countries should not 
increase their ecological footprint while achieving high standard of human 
development.” 

 
As I will discuss in this 5-part lecture, this reframed the entire conversation around 
international development and global justice. 
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What I introduce now is not new thinking but was already widely known 50 years ago. A 
group of top scientistists at the MIT worked on a report for the Club of Rome: the limits of 
Growth published in 1972.  
 
In this report, they conclude that “Possibly within as little as 70 years, our social and 
economic system will collapse unless drastic changes are made very soon” 
 
They present two scenarios: 
 

1. If the present growth trends in world population, industrialization, pollution, food 
production, and resource depletion continue unchanged, the limits to growth on this 
planet will be reached sometime within the next one hundred years. The most probable 
result will be a rather sudden and uncontrollable decline in both population and 
industrial capacity.  
 
2. It is possible to alter these growth trends and to establish a condition of ecological 
and economic stability that is sustainable far into the future. The state of global 
equilibrium could be designed so that the basic material needs of each person on earth 
are satisfied and each person has an equal opportunity to realize his individual human 
potential.  
 
If the world's people decide to strive for this second outcome rather than the first, the 
sooner they begin working to attain it, the greater will be their chances of success.  

 
Even in 1972 these concepts were not new; an economist Kenneth Boulding, already in 1966 
came to the same conclusions arguing that: 
“who believes in an endless growth in a finite world is either a foolish or an economist” 
 
This idea of a finite world with a finite stock of resources was first elaborated by the 
professor Nicholas Georgescu-Roegen who incorporated in economics the ecological 
constraints. 
 
 
Over 20 years ago, the conservative organisation World Wildlife Fund, whose patron is 
Prince Philip, concludes its report saying that:  

If every human being on earth today began consuming and polluting at the rate of 
the average North American or Western European, at least two more planets would 
be needed to provide the necessary resources” (World Wildlife Fund, 2000 ) 

 
This means that if human beings want to continue to live on our planet and not in 
deteriorating conditions, they have to live on the interests of the Earth without depleting its 
capital. 
In other words we have to live within the self-regenerating capacity of the biosphere. 
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If some of the capital, for instance OIL, is used to develop technologies that make easier to 
live within the regenerating capacity that is fine, but the continuous use of non-renewable 
resources for consumption will lead to a disaster.  
 
From the 1980s, the world consumes more resources than nature can renew. Said 
differently, what we are doing now is using up the capital of the earth's resources when we 
should be living on its interest. 
 
 
1.2 Change in the narrative of social justice 
 
The last 60 years which have seen the intensification of globalisation, have been called the 
development age (Escobar 1995).  
 
The development age was funded on this pillar: justice is created by economic growth, 
therefore the desire for greater equality will drive growth (Sachs, 2007:30).  
 
Recently, it became clear that conventional growth cannot create justice due to the finite 
nature of the biosphere and its resources (Sachs, 2007:30).  
 
What the mainstream economics have been spreading with the ideology of economic 
development was that the cake of wealth could grow forever and we could divide bigger 
slices.  
 
Development was the idea that first we need growth and then everyone will benefit from a 
larger cake. It didn’t matter if the cake was unfairly distributed, as long as the cake kept 
expanding. Therefore, inequality was NOT a concern! 
Now it is clear that the cake cannot grow. 
 
 
The “discovery” of limits to growth implies that more justice in the world ‘cannot be attained 
at the consumption levels of the industrial countries’ (Sachs, 2007:32).  
In other words, it is not possible to advocate for global justice within an ecological perspective 
without changing the way of life in developed countries. 
This is a major revolution in the basic narrative of development 
 
 

2 Measuring our fair share of consumption of earth 
 
In this second part of the lecture, our overarching are: 

• is High quality of life compatible with a sustainable way of life? 
• How to approach poverty in a finite world? 
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2.1 Ecological footprint 
An interesting tool for understanding the problem is the concept of ecological footprint which 
measures human demand on nature. It estimates ‘the amount of biologically productive land 
and sea area needed to regenerate (if possible) the resources a human population consumes 
and to absorb and render harmless the corresponding waste’.  
 
the total area required to build its infrastructure, produce food and other goods and services, 
and to absorb emissions from the consumption of fossil fuels.  
If all the strains on the biosphere - apart from environmental pollution - are added up and 
converted into area magnitudes, it is possible to quantify the ecological footprint that humans 
leave on the planet. 
 
Using this concept you will discover, for instance, that a bottle of organic wine uses half of 
the land needed for a non-organic bottle of wine, so this is another way to see what is really 
‘economic’ (cheap) and what is not. 
 
The concept of ecological footprint was invented by the Canadians scholars Wackernagel 
and Rees who published the book Our Ecological Footprint: Reducing Human Impact on the 
Earth in 1996. Since then, the concept has been used in many studies and widely adopted 
by the WWF. 
 
One important use has been the Earth Overshoot Day which marks the date when 
humanity’s demand for ecological resources and services in a given year exceeds what Earth 
can regenerate in that year. In 2020, the overshoot day fell on 22 August meaning, we are 
using 1.6 earths. 
 
The country overshoot day shows us the inequality of consumption, with Qatar having 
finished their fair share of resources on February 11 and Indonesia on December 18. 
 
2.2 Relationships between ecological footprint and quality of life 
 
An interesting study that uses this concept and that you have in your reading list is Fair Future 
by the Wuppertal Institute for Climate, Environment and Energy which is one of the most 
important European research centres on these issues.  
They try to establish a fair per capita consumption within the biosphere capacity of self-
regeneration.  
 
To remain within the load capacity of the biosphere, we can have a footprint of 1.8 hectares 
per capita, however, the United States have an ecological footprint of about 10 hectares per 
capita (Sachs, 2007: 154). 
 
A main question of this study is:  
Is it possible to have a high quality of life with a low ecological footprint? 
Said it differently, is High quality of life compatible with a sustainable way of life? 
 
To measure the quality of life, they have used the Human Development Index which 
combines normalized measures of life expectancy, literacy, educational attainment, and 
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GDP per capita. They use the HDI even though they are aware of the severe limitations of 
this index. This is now a mainstream way of looking at development and sustainability 
embraced by the European Environmental Agency. 
 
Here, instead of hectares, it has been presented in numbers of earths needed. 
I now use an older graph from the Sachs’ fair future book to make some remarks. 
With the same HDI there could be very different levels of ecological footprints. For instance 
South Korea and the Netherlands have a high development index with a relatively low 
consumption of resources. The US and the Emirates consume the double energy compared 
to the average of western European country or Japan!  
 
For example, the Netherlands has the same HDI of the US but the US consumes almost two 
and a half times more. 
 
But of course all the developed countries consume more than 4 hectares per capita which is 
more than the double of the global sustainable level. It means that they can consume that 
amount of resources only if someone else is not consuming. 
 
The only country in the world with a high HDI and an ecological footprint below the global 
sustainable level of 1.8 hectares is Cuba. 
This data shows that, after a certain threshold, there is no correlation between human 
development and resource consumption. 
 
 
 
2.3 Model for future justice 
 
On the base of these data and looking at the inequalities of resource consumption, the 
report Fair Future suggests a future model of justice  
where the industrial countries drastically reduce their resource consumption allowing 
developing countries to increase their consumption and meet the level of industrial 
countries at a sustainable global level. This is what is also called a de-growth of resource 
consumption. 
 
The concept of inter-generational justice, on the other hand, focuses on the relationship 
between people living today and future generations. It extends the principle of fairness along 
the temporal axis and thereby widens the circle of the human community. To meet present 
needs without threatening the satisfaction of future generations' needs: this was the credo 
of the Brundtland Commission, which laid the foundation stone for the period in the 1990s 
when 'sustainable development' was on everyone's lips. Whereas posterity had previously 
been regarded as undeserving beneficiaries of inexorable progress, they were now seen as 
its potential victims. 
Sachs & Santarius, 2007: 27) 
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2.4 Uneconomic growth 
Another key concept which helps to consider the damages created by humans on the 
environment has been developed by Herman Daly, Senior Economist in the Environment 
Department of the World Bank who resigned after six years of work at the institution.  
 
He developed the concept of uneconomic growth to describe economic growth that reflects 
or creates a decline in the quality of life. "Uneconomic growth occurs when increases in 
production come at an expense in resources and well-being that is worth more than the 
items made”.  
 
For instance, some economists argue that Chinese growth in some periods was uneconomic 
growth. The high China’s GDP growth was happening at an environmental and social cost 
greater than GDP growth resulting in a negative balance or uneconomic growth. 
 
 
From this awareness of the finite nature of our planet, a new branch of economics was 
created: the Ecological economics.  
It distinguishes itself from neoclassical economics primarily by its assertion that the 
economy is embedded within an environmental system. Ecological economists have 
harshly criticised neoclassical economics which has ignored the environment.  
 
Mainstream economic theory assumes both an infinite resource base and infinite waste 
sinks with no feedbacks; in other words, resources never run out and pollution never occurs. 
This allows neoclassical economics to claim theoretically that infinite economic growth is 
both possible and desirable. 
 
 
2.5 Poverty reduction in a finite world 
 
When we consider Poverty reduction in a finite world, the main message is “to take less 
rather than to give more” 
 
Without growth the only way to cure poverty is by sharing. But redistribution is anathema. 
[…] Without growth the only way to increase funds to invest in environmental repair is by 
reducing current consumption. you are damned—go to hell! 
 
Without aggregate growth poverty reduction requires redistribution. Complete equality is 
unfair; unlimited inequality is unfair. Seek fair limits to the range of inequality. The civil 
service, the military, and the university manage with a range of inequality of a factor of 15 
or 20. Corporate America has a range of 500 or more. 
 
This may also imply Millennium Consumption Goals, as suggested by Prof. Mohan 
Munasinghe, 2007 Nobel Peace Prize winner and Vice-Chair of the UN Intergovernmental 
Panel on Climate Change. 
He argues:  
The richest 20 percentile of the world’s population [...] consume over 80% of global 
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output, or 60 times more than the poorest 20 percentile. Instead of viewing the rich as a 
problem, they should be persuaded to contribute to the solution. 

3 Inequalities in times of pandemics and climate change 
 
In this overall lecture, we analyse COVID-19 and the ecological/climate crisis through the 
same lens, the lens of inequalities. In this part, we focus on the connection between the 
pandemic, climate change and inequalities. 
 
3.1 Who causes climate change? 
A truly shocking report was published by Oxfam in September 2020 to demonstrate the 
clear correlation between income and climate altering emission. It is the rich who produce a 
disproportionate amount of climate altering emissions, much more than their fair share, and 
consume more than their fair share of the planet, leading land use changes and destruction 
of biodiversity which are root causes of pandemics.  
 
From 1990 and 2015, The richest 1% (about 63 million people) alone were responsible for 
15% of cumulative emissions, twice as much as the poorest half of the world’s population  
 
The poorest 50% (c.3.1 billion people) were responsible for just 7% of cumulative emissions  
 
The richest 10% of the world’s population (c.630 million people) were responsible for 52% 
of the cumulative carbon emissions  
 
At current rates, the 1.5C global carbon budget, which the maximum quantity of carbon we 
can emit if we want a reasonable chance for the climate to remain within the 1.5C, will be 
fully depleted by 2030. The inequality is such that, at current rates, the richest 10% alone 
would fully deplete it a few years later, even if everyone else's emissions dropped to zero 
tomorrow 
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The per capita emissions consumption footprints of the richest 1% is 35 times higher than 
the 1.5C  target. The per capita footprint of the richest 10%, and most of my students would 
be within this category is 10 times the 1.5C target. More than 30 times higher than the 
poorest 50%. In short, within 9 years, we need to emit only 10% of what we emit now. 
 
Without changing the nature of our consumption, it implies moving 10 times less, eating 10 
times less, heating our houses 10 times less, consuming only one tenth of the quantity of 
clothes, electronics and other goods we currently consume. 
 
Unless we do this, we are compromising this planet irreversibly for thousands of years, 
making life miserable for those people and countries more vulnerable to climate change. 
 
2020 was the hottest year on record, and the last seven years were the seven hottest years 
since records began. Floods, droughts are increasing in many parts of the world, with loss of 
livelihoods and climate induced migration as a result. 
 
Going back to the core message from previous parts of this lecture, given the strong and 
clear correlation between income and consumption of nature, we have to take less rather 
than given more. 
 
In Germany, an organic vegan diet is 17 times lower in carbon emission than a conventional 
diet 
 ` 
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3.2 The inequality pandemic 
In the current pandemic, inequalities are costing lives now in so many other ways. 
 
Afro-descendants in Brazil are 40 percent more likely to die of COVID-19 than White people. 
Nearly 22,000 Black and Hispanic people in the United States would still be alive if they 
experienced the same COVID-19 mortality rates as their White counterparts. Infection and 
mortality rates are higher in poorer areas of countries such as France, India, and Spain while 
England’s poorest regions experience mortality rates double that of the richest areas 
(Oxfam 2021). 
 
For the World Wildlife Fund (2020), The increased risk of new zoonotic diseases such as 
COVID-19 poses a threat to already marginalized groups, including indigenous communities 
and women. COVID-19 has highlighted that indigenous peoples can be particularly 
vulnerable to the health and economic impacts of pandemics. For example, in the Navajo 
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Nation of North America, the reported COVID-19 infection rate is 10 times higher than the 
general population of Arizona.4 
 
Throughout the COVID-19 pandemic, there have been widespread reports of surges in 
gender-based violence, as women are confined with their abusers during quarantine. For 
every three months that lockdowns continue, an additional 15 million cases of gender-based 
violence are expected.5 
 
Almost half of the world’s workforce is at risk of losing their livelihoods, with the social and 
economic effects disproportionately affecting already marginalized groups, including 
women and indigenous communities. The drastic shifts driven by COVID-19 are also 
threatening global food security. COVID-19 may impact global stability, with national 
competition increasing at a time when collaboration is most needed.  
 
Worldwide, billionaires wealth’ increased by a staggering $3.9tn (trillion) between 18 March 
and 31 December 2020. At the same time, low paid, casual employees, and those working in 
the informal sectors have been the most affected, with a disproportionate burden on women 
(Kabeer et al 2021) or loss of jobs in Italy at the end of 2020 was almost entirely for women. 
 
The world’s 10 richest billionaires have collectively seen their wealth increase by $540bn 
over this period. Oxfam (2021) calculates that the increase in wealth of the 10 richest 
billionaires since the crisis began would be more than enough to pay a COVID-19 vaccine for 
everyone on this planet as well as preventing anyone to fall into poverty. 
 
 

                                                
4 United Nations. “Policy Brief 70: The Impact of COVID-19 on Indigenous Peoples.” (2020) 
5 UNFPA. “Impact of the COVID-19 Pandemic on Family Planning and Ending Gender-based Violence, Female Genital Mutilation and Child Marriage 
Pandemic threatens achievement of the Transformative Results committed to by UNFPA” (2020) (https://www.unfpa.org/sites/default/files/resource-
pdf/COVID-19_impact_brief_for_UNFPA_24_April_2020_1.pdf) 
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(source: Oxfam, 2021) 
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(Source: VisualCapitalist https://www.visualcapitalist.com/richest-people-in-the-world-
2021/)  
 
Quoting from a recent lecture of Antonio Guterres, UN Secretary General: 
 
COVID-19 has been likened to an x-ray, revealing fractures in the fragile skeleton of the 
societies we have built. It is exposing fallacies and falsehoods everywhere: The lie that free 
markets can deliver healthcare for all; The fiction that unpaid care work is not work; The 
delusion that we live in a post-racist world; The myth that we are all in the same boat. While 
we are all floating on the same sea, it’s clear that some are in super yachts, while others are 
clinging to the drifting debris.’6 
 
The title of this lecture was: Tackling the inequality pandemic: A New Social Contract for a 
New Era. He argues for a new global social contract between governments and citizens.  
In exchange for the protection of life and health, citizens have given their governments 
more power to limit their freedom of movement, of work, of meeting their loved ones. Data 
we just discussed on the consumption of nature and climate altering emission demonstrate 

                                                
6 Antonio Guterres (2020). Tackling the Inequality Pandemic: A New Social Contract for a New Era. UN 
Secretary-General's Lecture for Nelson Mandela’s International Day. 
https://www.un.org/sg/en/content/sg/statement/2020-07-18/secretary-generals-nelson-mandela-lecture-
%E2%80%9Ctackling-the-inequality-pandemic-new-social-contract-for-new-era%E2%80%9D-delivered 
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the need for a new social contract where other major limitations are set up to protect the 
right of life on a habitable planet for our children. 
 
However, instead of sparking a new social contract, the pandemic got the worse out of 
global policy.  
In May 2020, Dr Tedros Adhanom Ghebreyesus, Director-General World Health 
Organisation, said “The ultimate measure of success will not be how fast we can develop 
tools – it will be how equally we can distribute them.” — said @DrTedros at the 
#Coronavirus Global Response pledging event. 
In January 2021, he twitted: “More than 39 million doses of vaccine have now been 
administered in at least 49 higher-income countries. Just 25 doses have been given in one 
lowest-income country. Not 25 million; not 25 thousand; 25” 
 
Some developed countries having pre-ordered more than three times what they needed for 
their populations. 
 
Instead of making the most effective vaccine open source and produced wherever possible. 
A strict interpretation of intellectual property rights and a blind support to multinational 
companies from US and the EU led to the little and slow production. This not only increases 
deaths but can also affect those countries who have had the vaccine as the continuous cycle 
of infections can lead to mutations where the vaccine is ineffective 
 
While South Africa was arguing as they did with HIV drugs for the need to suspend 
Intellectual Property Rights on the vaccine and the technology for producing it, nothing has 
changed. 
 
If this is best that  global leadership can do, we are doomed with climate change. 
 

4 Preventing pandemics and climate change: transforming the food 
system to protecting biodiversity 

This part of the lecture argues for the need to analyse COVID-19 and the ecological/climate 
crisis through the same lens.  
 
Let me start with the words of the co-chairs of the Intergovernmental Science-Policy 
Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services (IPBES). 
 
I quote:  
 
There is a single species that is responsible for the COVID-19 pandemic - us. As with the 
climate and biodiversity crises, recent pandemics are a direct consequence of human activity 
– particularly our global financial and economic systems, based on a limited paradigm that 
prizes economic growth at any cost. 
[…] more than 70% of all emerging diseases affecting people having originated in wildlife 
and domesticated animals. Rampant deforestation, uncontrolled expansion of agriculture, 
intensive farming, mining and infrastructure development, as well as the exploitation of wild 
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species have created a ‘perfect storm’ for the spillover of diseases from wildlife to people. 
[…] This is the human hand in pandemic emergence.  
 
[Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services, 
 Co-chairs of the 2019 IPBES Global Assessment Report on Biodiversity and Ecosystem 
Services] 
 
This intergovernmental platform convened the world’s best scientists for a workshop on the 
pandemic to put together all the available evidence on the biodiversity and pandemics. I will 
heavily draw on their findings in this part of the lecture. 
 
In their report, they argue for the importance to prevent pandemics. 
 
“Without preventative strategies, pandemics will emerge more often, spread more rapidly, kill 
more people, and affect the global economy with more devastating impact than ever before. 
Current pandemic strategies rely on responding to diseases after their emergence with public 
health measures and technological solutions, in particular the rapid design and distribution of 
new vaccines and therapeutics.  
However, COVID-19 demonstrates that this is a slow and uncertain path, and as the global 
population waits for vaccines to become available, the human costs are mounting, in lives lost, 
sickness endured, economic collapse, and lost livelihoods.” 
(IPBES 2020, p. 2) 
 
An interesting conclusion of their report is that: “Pandemics have their origins in diverse 
microbes carried by animal reservoirs, but their emergence is entirely driven by human 
activities. The underlying causes of pandemics are the same global environmental changes 
that drive biodiversity loss and climate change. These include land-use change, agricultural 
expansion and intensification, and wildlife trade and consumption.” 
  
These drivers bring wildlife, livestock, and people into closer contact, allowing animal 
microbes to move into people and lead to infections, sometimes outbreaks, and more rarely 
into true pandemics.  
 
More than 70% of emerging diseases (for example, Ebola, Zika), and almost all known 
pandemics (for example, influenza, HIV/AIDS, COVID-19), are zoonoses, diseases caused by 
microbes of animal origin.  
 
An estimated 1.7 million currently undiscovered viruses are thought to exist in mammal and 
avian hosts. Of these, between a third and a half could have the ability to infect humans. 
More than five new diseases emerge in people every year, any one of which has the 
potential to spread and become pandemic.  
 
Unsustainable exploitation of the environment due to land-use change, agricultural 
expansion and intensification, wildlife trade and consumption, and other drivers, disrupts 
natural interactions among wildlife and their microbes, increases contact among wildlife, 
livestock, people, and their pathogens and has led to almost all pandemics.  
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Climate change also plays a part in disease emergence and will likely cause substantial 
future pandemic risk by driving movement of people, wildlife, reservoirs, and vectors, and 
spread of their pathogens, in ways that lead to new contact among species, increased 
contact among species or otherwise disrupts natural host-pathogen dynamics.  
 
Both land use change and climate change will likely create novel wildlife communities7, new 
relationships among wildlife, human and livestock populations and increased potential 
for cross-species transmission. 
 
Land-use change is a globally significant driver of pandemics and caused the emergence of 
more than 30% of new diseases reported since 1960.  Land-use change includes 
deforestation, the growth of crop and livestock production, human settlement in primarily 
wildlife habitat, and urbanization. 
 
“Pandemic risk could be significantly lowered by promoting responsible consumption and 
reducing unsustainable consumption of commodities from emerging disease hotspots, and 
of wildlife, as well as by reducing excessive consumption of meat from livestock production. 
 
The rising demand for meat in developed countries and emerging economies, has continued 
to push an unsustainable global system of intensive production that threatens biodiversity 
and contributes to climate change.8 For example, global demand for meat has indirectly and 
directly led to deforestation, forest degradation and expansion of pasture in Brazil and other 
parts of the Amazon. 
 
By forming unnaturally dense assemblages of often closely related individuals, livestock 
farming has historically driven the emergence of pathogens within the domesticated 
species. However, the increasing expansion of livestock and poultry production, the increase 
in the size and acreage of farms, and in the number of individual animals at a site have led 
to increasing potential for transmission of pathogens to people, e.g. the emergence of 
salmonellosis, bovine spongiform encephalopathy (BSE) and variant Creutzfeldt-Jakob 
disease (CJD) and some strains of antimicrobial resistant pathogens.  
 
It has also led to pathogen emergence across the wildlife-livestock-human interface. For 
example, the emergence of novel strains of influenza has been linked to reassortment of 
viral genes following viral transmission among large poultry flocks mixing with wild birds, pig 
herds and people. That is patogens that from wildlife get into farmed animals where they 
mutate before moving to humans. The emergence of Middle Eastern Respiratory Syndrome 
(MERS) in people was due to transmission of a coronavirus that is likely of bat origin, but 
became recently endemic in domesticated camels, allowing repeated transmission to 
people” 
(IPBES 2020, p.14) 
 
In Feburary 2021, Outbreaks of bird flu continue to be reported across Europe. 
                                                
7 Suzan, G. et al. Metacommunity and phylogenetic structure determine wildlife and zoonotic infectious 
disease patterns in time and space. Ecol. Evol. 5, 865-873, doi:10.1002/ece3.1404 (2015). 
8 McMichael, A. J., Powles, J. W., Butler, C. D. & Uauy, R. Energy and health 5 – Food, livestock production, 
energy, climate change, and health. Lancet 370, 1253-1263, doi:10.1016/S0140-6736(07)61256-2 (2007). 
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Sweden was reported to be planning to cull about 1.3 million chickens after bird flu was 
found on a farm. In Asia, South Korea is reported to be culling 19 million poultry to control 
bird flu outbreaks 
 
 

 
Denmark culled millions of minks farmed for their fur because covid-19 transmitted from 
humans to minks could come back to humans in a mutated form that could jeopardise the 
effectiveness of vaccines. Instead of stopping this cruel animal farming practice forever, 
they are now developing a COVID-19 vaccine for minks.  
 
There are not enough vaccine for people, and instead of using this capacity for people, we 
look for vaccine for minks so that we can continue to farm and kill them for fur. 
 
In January (2021), a new strain of the African swine fever were discovered in China. The 
disease has spread in Europe with pigs culled everywhere. This after the fever affected China 
very badly in 2018. Instead of any rethinking, the growth in production continued and China 
alone slaughtered 527 millions hogs in 2020. And this on top of importing a record of 4.4 
million tonnes of pork.  
 
More than half a million pigs have been culled in Russia after an outbreak of the deadly pig 
disease African swine fever (ASF). Sector experts think Germany is unlikely to be able to 
eradicate the disease. Meanwhile in China, new outbreaks and mutations of the virus are 
being reported.  
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While we know that deforestation is a major cause of climate change and COVID, China and 
Europe import most Brazilian soya to feed animals. Soya that comes from the destruction of 
forests. 
 
The world’s largest meat producers, JBS, source cattle from supplier farms that made used of 
workers kept in slavery-like conditions. 
 
We know how living close to animal farms affects the health of people 
 
In the Netherlands, the outbreak of Q Fever, a respiratory disease affected goats lasted from 
2007-20210. Tens of thousands of dairy goat were culled to contain the spread of the disease. 
Half of the people infected developed complications, including hearth failure, with 95 
confirmed deaths. 10 years later, those living close to goat farms  in the Netherlands have 20-
55% higher risk of developing pneumonia, with risk increasing the closer they live to the 
farms. This could be a new zoonotic disease. 
 
Similarly, “children raised on the grounds of a typical hog factory farm have asthma rates 
exceeding 50 percent and children raised near factory farms are twice as likely to develop 
asthma” (Foer, 2009). 
 
We prefer to see our parents and grandparents die, have our freedom cuts, destroy the 
chances of a habitable planet for our children, create untold unnecessary suffering of 
sentient beings smarter than our pets, all for palate pleasure, gluttony of eating animals 
causing ourselves cancers, cardio-vascular diseases, diabetes, etc.  
 
We have to learn fast from the current situation and shift to prevention.  
I argue that to shift from emergency response to prevention we need to analyse COVID-19 
and the ecological/climate as one crisis through the same lens. It also involves a shift in global 
ethics and social norms that is needed to protect the long-term wellbeing of people and the 
planet. 
 
This is because durable solutions to both covid-19 & other pandemics and to the climate crisis 
require global collective action, and this is possible with a shift in ethics and social norms. 
 
What is astonishing is that the same environmental changes that threaten biodiversity loss 
on a global scale  are also driving the increasing spillover, amplification and spread of these 
novel viral diseases. These include land use change, such as deforestation or encroachment 
into wildlife habitat; climate change; unsustainable trade and consumption of wildlife; 
agricultural intensification; globalized trade and travel. 
 
Another interesting consideration from the intergovernmental platform for biodiversity and 
ecosystem (IPBES) is that the economic damages from emerging diseases are similar in 
magnitude to those of climate change. 
 
In October 2020, the International Monetary Fund estimated an economic loss of 28 trillions 
dollars. This doesn’t count millions of families mourning their deaths and the many more 
millions living with lifelong debilitating conditions, the so called “long COVID”.  
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For the conservative WWF (2020) charity patronised by Prince Philip,  
“COVID-19 is a devastating wake-up call that humanity’s broken relationship with nature 
affects not only the wildlife and natural ecosystems whose habitats are being destroyed, but 
also threatens human health. By continuing to damage natural habitats, humans risk 
incurring the terrible costs of new zoonotic diseases, as well as increased exposure to other 
threats such as climate change.” 
 
Beyond the devastating costs of COVID-19, the WWF argues that: 
“the same forces driving an increased risk of pandemics are also exacerbating the current 
planetary emergency of nature loss and climate change, putting the health of current and 
future generations at risk.” 
 
Land conversion for food and livestock production is destroying natural habitats. The 
amount of land converted for food and livestock production is increasing at a rapid rate in 
order to feed a growing global population. Since 1990, 178 million hectares of forest have 
been cleared, which is equivalent to the size of Libya, the 18th largest country in the world. 
Most habitat loss associated with agriculture is attributed to just three commodities: beef, 
soy and palm oil (Chatham House, 2016). The soy being mostly used to feed livestock. And 
while there are a variety of uses for palm oil, adding palm oil-based energy supplements 
to cow feed is a decades-old practice to increase the milk output. 
 
While the frequency of diseases originating in animals has increased exponentially, the fact 
that human diseases are linked to our problematic relationship with animals is not new. 
 
In their history of humanity, Lewis and Maslin (2018) explain the sudden death of 10% of 
world’s population. 90% of the population in the Americas estimated in between 50 and 
80million people died after the arrival of Europeans on the continent largely due to zoonotic 
diseases. While over thousands of years, humans in the rest of the planet had built some 
resistance to the many diseases from animals (for example, influenza, smallpox, measles), in 
the Americas they had only domesticated the llama. 
 
Epidemiologist Nathan Wolfe and colleagues studied the twenty-five diseases which have 
created the greatest burden throughout history. […] Out of these twenty-five major diseases, 
only one, Chagas’ disease, clearly originated in the Americas. Eighteen of the major 
pathogens originated in Eurasia and Africa. This disparity is thought to be because Eurasia 
and Africa had more domesticated animals within which diseases could develop and mutate 
to infect humans. Out of the world’s fourteen major species of domestic mammal livestock 
the only species from the Americas is the llama, which has not infected us with pathogens, 
perhaps because it has never been milked, ridden, or kept indoors near people. The other 
thirteen, including the five most abundant species with which we come into closest contact 
(cow, sheep, goat, pig and horse), originated in Eurasia, and probably incubated diseases 
that then spread to humans. (Lewis & Maslin 2018). 
 
4.1 Importance of biodiversity 
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Humanity relies on the earth’s natural systems to regulate the environment and maintain a 
habitable planet. The diversity of life – biodiversity – in any given region creates ecosystems 
of interacting individual organisms, across many species, that collectively contribute to and 
support key planetary processes. For example, terrestrial and marine ecosystems remove 
more than half (60 per cent) of carbon emissions from the atmosphere every year, and thus 
play a crucial role in regulating the earth’s surface temperature (Chatham House 2021, p. 4) 
 
Natural or naturally derived compounds account for around 75% of approved antimicrobial 
drugs.9 For example, there may be 12 million fungal species, one of which was the source of 
penicillin used to control bacterial infections and revolutionize medicine (IPBES 2020, p. 33) 
 
However, around a quarter of species in most animal and plant groups are already under 
threat from extinction, and around 1 million more species face extinction within decades 
(IPBES 2019) 
 
Since 1970, The population sizes of mammals, birds, fish, amphibians and reptiles have seen 
an alarming average drop of 68% (WWF 2020 Living Planet) 
 
Half of habitable land (which includes roads, rivers,forest, lakes) is used by agriculture.  
80% of which by farmed animals, meat and dairy which only provides 18% of global calorie 
supply.10 
 
A very inefficient system, it takes 100 calories fed to a cow to produce one calorie for human 
consumption (WRI 2019) 
 
4.2 The food system 
 
We have a clear diagnosis, what can be the solutions? 
Let us focus for a moment on the food system which produces 30% of emissions. 
 
The World Health Organisation calls for one health approach putting at the centre the 
health of humans, animals and the planet, recognising the interconnectedness and 
interdependence of all living species and the environment. 
 
Chatham house probably the most recognised conservative policy instituted in the UK 
mostly dealing with security and foreign policy, dedicated a report on Food System impacts 
on biodiversity loss. 
 
The report shows how the reduction of food prices was achieved by externalising costs. 
Environmental degradation resulting from food production has not been accounted for and 
included in the cost of food. Financial incentives such as agricultural subsidies are 
channelled into the food system to increase yields, disregarding the resulting environmental 
costs. The concentration and intensification of agriculture have driven down the cost of 
                                                
9 Newman, D. J. & Cragg, G. M. Natural products as sources of new drugs from 1981 to 2014. J. Nat. Prod. 79, 
629-661, doi:10.1021/acs.jnatprod.5b01055 (2016). 
10 Ritchie, H. and Roser, M. (2019), ‘Land Use’, Our World in Data, September 2019, 
https://ourworldindata.org/land-use (accessed 4 Dec. 2020). 
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staples such as grains, which are now sufficiently cheap to be diverted from direct human 
consumption to farmed animals. This has led to growth in the global herd of farmed 
animals, with negative consequences for air and water quality and GHG emissions. 
 
The global food system now accounts for around 30 per cent of total anthropogenic 
emissions and is a key driver of climate change (IPCC, 2019) 
 
Climate change is reducing crops’ yields and nutritional quality across many producing 
regions, thereby further increasing the pressure to intensify production or convert more 
land to agriculture. 
 
Accounting for the true cost of food is thus necessary if incentives in the system are to be 
realigned to promote environmental and human well-being (Chatham House, 2021) 
 
“Without reform of our food system, biodiversity loss will continue to accelerate. Further 
destruction of ecosystems and habitats will threaten our ability to sustain human 
populations 
 
Firstly, global dietary patterns need to converge around diets based more on plants, owing 
to the disproportionate impact of animal farming on biodiversity, land use and the 
environment. Such a shift would also benefit the dietary health of populations around the 
world, and help reduce the risk of pandemics. Global food waste must be reduced 
significantly […]  
The protection and setting aside of land for nature and the shift to nature-friendly farming 
both depend on dietary change” (Chatham House 2021, pp. 2-3) 
 
There is clear evidence of increased morbidity and mortality among COVID-19 sufferers who 
are malnourished – either undernourished or obese.  
This is throwing light on the very real societal costs of the current food system and patterns 
of consumption. Approximately 3 billion people suffer one or more manifestations of poor 
nutrition (undernutrition, including deficiencies of vitamins and minerals, and/or overweight 
or obesity). These problems alone cost the world an estimated $3.5 trillion each year 
(Chatham House 2021) 
 
Compared to the scale of the damage of pandemics and the funds allocated for economic 
recovery, funds allocated to the environment or health are incredibly small. 
 
“The IMF estimates that $11.7 trillion had been pledged globally by September 2020 to 
support recovery from the COVID-19 crisis. This is 19,500 to 117,000 times the estimated 
annual cost of halting deforestation in the Amazon, and 28 to 48 times the annual cost of 
climate change mitigation anticipated for 2030” (Chatham House 2001, pp.31-32) 
 
A  change in diet is a clear example of co-benefit. Transforming diets that make people 
healthier will preserve the planet, prevent pandemics, climate change, protect biodiversity, 
as well as promoting people’s health and wellbeing.  
 
Healthier vegan diets are also those with a lower environmental impact. 
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A reduction in consumption can also be achieved by internalising the cost of meat and other 
animal product. Taking away subsidies and taxing meat appropriately. 
 
For example, True animal protein price coalition produced an important report in 2020: 
Aligning food pricing policies with the European Green Deal: True Pricing of meat and dairy 
in Europe, including CO2 costs11. 
They put real prices taking into account environmental emissions costs: 
A 400 gram Gouda cheese that costs 1.99 euros now has a price tag of 3.74 euros. A packet 
of long-life milk that is available for 79 cents costs 1.75 euros according to the “true price”. 
And 500 grams of minced meat normally cost 2.79 euros at Penny. The “real price” is 
significantly higher here: 7.62 euros. 
 
And these prices only take into account emissions but do not take into account the 
additional negative impacts such as pollution, health, use of water, etc. 
 
 
Moreover, animal agriculture should be treated like the tobacco or fossil fuel industry, 
damaging industry from which we need to divest.  
 
In the past five years, a new report confirms that meat and dairy companies globally received 
at least 478 billion dollars of investments from firms, banks, and pension funds. While 
divesting from fossil fuel is now a well debated topic, the food system which generates about 
30% of global greenhouse emissions is hardly discussed. University endowments, pension 
funds are investing in meat producers, including some of the companies directly linked to 
deforestation. 
 
We are seeing the first good signs. France’s largest bank, BNP Paribas, has declared that it 
will stop funding companies producing or buying either beef or soya beans cultivated on 
land in the Amazon cleared or converted after 2008.  
 
Instead of taxing behaviour and process that increase pandemic and climate change risks, 
including animal farming and meat consumptions, these are heavily subsidised. Not only they 
don’t absorb any of the environmental costs but they receive money. The cheap subsidised 
corn in the US and other agricultural subsidies are those who allows the cheap meat 
revolution destroying the planet and health of north americans. In the EU, the situation is not 
better, with the European Agricultura Policy, 20% of the EU budget go to livestock 
(Greenpeace 2019) 
 
 
 
4.3 Conclusion 
 

                                                
11 https://www.tappcoalition.eu/images/EU-urged-to-adopt-meat-tax-to-tackle-climate-
emergency-1581024994.pdf 
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People in all sectors of society are beginning to look for solutions that move beyond 
business-as-usual. To do this will require transformative change, using the evidence from 
science to re-assess the relationship between people and nature, and to reduce global 
environmental changes that are caused by unsustainable consumption, and which drive 
biodiversity loss, climate change and pandemic emergence. 
 
The causes of pandemics are very linked to the causes of climate change and biodiversity 
loss. We are the cause. 
 
The costs of both pandemic and climate change impacts will increase and will be unfairly 
distributed.  
 
The scale of these costs are similar, in this sense this pandemic gave us a bitter taste of the 
future.  
 
the costs of pandemic (already insanely high) will be higher in the long term due to the 
projected increase  in frequency (IPBES 2020, p. 15) 
 
The current economic and food systems incentive the wrong behaviours. For taste and 
habit, we are willing to sacrifice what we hold most precious: Our future and the lives of our 
children. 
 
 
 

5 Expanding the community of rights holders for social and 
environmental justice 

 
In this final part of the lecture, I argue that to deal with the existential challenges of 
pandemics and climate change, we need a shift in global social norms. We need a new 
ethics and equality politics. Only by giving equal consideration and extending rights to 
animals, future generations and the planet, we can move towards social justice for all 
people. 
 
5.1 Equal consideration to the suffering 
I will start with some quotes from Isaac Bashevis Singer, a 1978 Nobel Laureate who fled the 
Nazi in Poland.  
 
How can we speak of right and justice if we take an innocent creature and shed its blood? 
The Slaughterer, Nobel laureate Isaac Bashevis Singer 
 
In their behavior toward creatures, all men were Nazis. The smugness with which man could 
do with other species as he pleased exemplified the most extreme racist theories, the 
principle that might is right. - Nobel laureate Isaac Bashevis Singer, Enemies, A Love Story 
 
What gives man the right to kill an animal often torture it, so that he can fill his belly with its 
flesh. We know now, as we have always known instinctively, that animals can suffer as much 
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as human beings. Their emotions and their sensitivity are often stronger than those of a 
human being 
Nobel laureate Isaac Bashevis Singer 
 
The writer Isaac Bashevis Singer compared species bias to the “most extreme racist 
theories.” He argued that animal rights are the purest form of social-justice advocacy, 
because animals are the most vulnerable of all the downtrodden. He felt that mistreating 
animals was the epitome of the “might-makes-right” moral paradigm.  
We trade their most basic and important interests of living and avoid suffering against our 
ephemeral palate pleasure only because we can.  
 
As Jonathan Safran Foer put it:  
Usually, ethical decision making means choosing between unavoidable and serious conflicts 
of interest. In this case, the conflicting interests are these: a human being’s desire for a 
palate pleasure, and an animal’s interest in not having her throat slit open. ” (Foer, 2009) 
 
Sometimes, the argument that animals are different and inferior is used to justify their 
torture and killing. This was the same argument used against giving rights to black people 
and women.  
In the 1850s, in the United States, this argument was countered by black feminist Sojourner 
Truth:  
They talk about this thing in the head; what do they call it? [“Intellect,” whispered someone 
nearby.] That’s it. What’s that got to do with women’s rights or Negroes’ rights? If my cup 
won’t hold but a pint and yours holds a quart, wouldn’t you be mean not to let me have my 
little half-measure full?” (cited in Singer 1975) 
 
Before, in 1789, Jeremy Bentham made a similar point. He was founder of University College 
London, the first university in England to welcome students of any religion, and to welcome 
women. He was writing when the French had abolished slavery but British where still 
treating slaves the way we now treat animals. 
“The day may come when the rest of the animal creation may acquire those rights which 
never could have been withholden from them but by the hand of tyranny. The French have 
already discovered that the blackness of the skin is no reason why a human being should be 
abandoned without redress to the caprice of a tormentor. It may one day come to be 
recognized that the number of the legs, the villosity of the skin, or the termination of the os 
sacrum are reasons equally insufficient for abandoning a sensitive being to the same fate. 
What else is it that should trace the insuperable line? Is it the faculty of reason, or perhaps 
the faculty of discourse? But a full-grown horse or dog is beyond comparison a more 
rational, as well as a more conversable animal, than an infant of a day or a week or even a 
month, old. But suppose they were otherwise, what would it avail? The question is not, Can 
they reason? nor Can they talk? but, Can they suffer?” 
(Bentham 1789 Introduction to the Principles of Morals and Legislation, chapter 17.) 
 
If possessing a higher degree of intelligence does not entitle one human to use another for 
his or her own ends, how can it entitle humans to exploit nonhumans? 
 
For Bentham, the capacity for suffering is what gives equal consideration.  
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5.2 Speciesism 
The implications of the arguments made so far need the introduction of a new term:  
Speciesism. “Speciesism is a prejudice or attitude of bias in favor of the interests of members 
of one’s own species and against those of members of other species.” (Singer, 1975) 
 
Singer explains that “Racists violate the principle of equality by giving greater weight to the 
interests of members of their own race when there is a clash between their interests and 
the interests of those of another race. Sexists violate the principle of equality by favoring 
the interests of their own sex. Similarly, speciesists allow the interests of their own species 
to override the greater interests of members of other species. The pattern is identical in 
each case.” 
 
Do you think it is ok to inflict unnecessary suffering to animals? 
Why is a dog’s or elephant’s suffering more important than that of a pig or a cow? 
What entitle us to kill them at the age of a toddler after a life of torture? 
 
Veganism is a movement that rejects all forms of human discrimination.  
Violence is often linked to othering other groups as animals to kill. This is the main discourse 
in war. 
But also, as Carol J Adams explained in her 1990 seminal book, the Sexual Politics of Meat: A 
feminist-vegetarian critical theory, Violence against women is intrinsically linked to meat 
eating. As a result, for Adams, feminism without veganism is unable to liberate women and 
brings about a more equal world. 
She describes how feminism and veganism are interconnected.  
Understanding that everything is connected in our struggle for social justice is fundamental 
and at the core of the intersectional approach towards justice that I support.  
 
To love dogs, eat pigs and wear cows, we need cognitive dissonance, a sort of continuous 
denial to be able to deal with the constant moral contradictions (Joy 2010).  
It is only when we free ourselves from the violence and the masculinity models associated 
with meat eating that we can achieve a more just world. 
 
While this part of the lecture focused on extending rights to animals, I want to go back to 
additional connections from previous parts of the lecture.  
 
5.3 Co-benefits 
The shift to a vegan diet is one example of multiple co-benefits  
 
I tried to explain the importance of moving away from the contradictions of violence and 
psychological denial associated with causing untold suffering to sentient beings. 
Veganism contribute to gender and race equality both directly through a shift in gender 
norms but also by eliminating other axes of inequalities, including health.  
Poorest people, migrants, and ethnic minorities tend to live close to polluted areas from 
intense factory animal farming but also because these populations are disproportionally 
affected by malnourishment, particularly obesity as well as the incidence of cardiovascular 
diseases and cancer. 
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Moreover, moving to vegan diets leads to using much less water, much less land and 
producing less emissions. The shift will also refocus food markets towards providing enough 
human consumption as opposed to feed animal and thus reducing hunger.  
It will reduce health issues which are unfairly distributed in society, freeing more resources 
to provide for the wellbeing of ageing populations.  
Drastically reduce pandemic risk, reducing geopolitical conflicts over water, land and the 
intense national competition and nationalism create by pandemics 
Which for example, in the UK led to a drastic cut in aid budget, including to Yemen, the most 
serious humanitarian emergency 
 
The dramatic situation requires no less than a radical transformation of ourselves and there 
is no bigger political transformation than changing our diet. 
 
The level of ecocide – destruction of the environment - and biocide – destruction of life – 
linked to animal farming, requires a radical and disruptive change. Social and environmental 
justice can’t be achieved without a change of ourselves, changing what we eat. 
 
For a large number of people in developing countries, their diet is already very similar to a 
vegan diet. However, the social status associated with meat is driving a rapid growth in 
meat consumption as soon as income rises, with people on good income in developing 
countries becoming some of the highest per capita meat consumers globally. 
 
But let’s go back to our questions. Are  my taste buds more important than the life of this 
animal? How can I morally justify killing this animal unnecessarily, just for my pleasure? 
When we question this, then we can start to question other injustices. But the internal 
denial of this violence, the habit of accepting this violence to billions of sentient beings, 
prevent from bringing compassion and empathy into our relationship towards others. 
 
Violence against women, just for the pleasure of dominium, is just part of this toxic 
masculinity so central to our meat eating habit.  
 
Imagine if a child born into this world were educated to treat all animals with equal respect 
and compassion without human-inflicted pain and exploitation. 
How would that child grow up to harm or oppress another human based on gender, race, 
sexuality, disability or any other dimension we use to discriminate and oppress each other? 
How could they grow hating other humans if they were taught that all life was precious and 
given basic fundamental rights? 
 
Unless we adopt an intersectional perspective on justice struggles recognising their 
interconnectedness, we are not going far. In the current Earth, there can’t be social justice, 
gender equality, without veganism.  
 
This needs a further shift in morality. When such shift in morality spread, it becomes new 
social norms, overtime these become culture and eventually tradition.  
 
Social norms that seem obvious are incredibly new. 
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The Witchcraft Act  was in force until 1736 in Scotland. Less than 300 years ago, thousands 
of people, mostly women were legally strangled and burned without any due trial in the UK, 
accused of being witches.  
While slavery is still present, legally it was abolished in the USA only 150 years ago. 
Still in the United States, it was only a bit more than 50 years ago, that black people 
obtained civil and political rights, despite discrimination continuing in the justice system, 
mass incarceration of young black people, and the economic system marginalising them. 
It was only in the last century that women acquired the right to vote, and not until 1971 in 
Switzerland. A racist apartheid legislation remained in place until 1991.  
 
In the UK, Section 1 of the Protection of Animals Act 1911 states: “It is an offence to cruelly 
beat, ill-treat, kick, over-ride, over-load, torture, infuriate or terrify any domestic or captive 
animal, or, if you are the owner of any such animal, permit it to be so used or permit any 
unnecessary suffering to be caused. 
 
Before Women had the right to vote in the UK, there was already legislation protecting 
animals from unnecessary suffering. Of course the definition of unnecessary suffering used 
by judges at that time was inappropriate. A topic I didn’t touch directly but would deserve 
an entire course is the issue of animal factory farming where the large majority of 
commercial meat, dairy and eggs is produced, and its social and environmental costs as well 
as its cruelty. And I also avoided the issue of the destruction and cruelty of modern fishery. 
 
Going back to social norms and putting the changes described into perspective, social norms 
change quite fast, but we need an even faster change to respond to the challenge of 
pandemics, climate change and the cry for justice of animals and humans. 
 
Are our taste buds worth more not just than the life of animals but Worth more than our 
own existence? Worth more than life on our planet? And more than every single living being 
on this planet? 
The IPCC (2019) a body of the UN bringing experts and all governments clearly state that to 
mitigate climate change we need to move towards a plant based diet. 
 
Linking to the second part of this lecture. 
Whereas posterity had previously been regarded as undeserving beneficiaries of 
inexorable progress, they Are now seen as its potential victims. 
 
Like for witch hunting and slavery, this shift in social norms will take place, the question is if 
it will be soon enough to save this planet and allow decent lives for the most marginalised 
people. 
 
All the evidence used in this lecture is publicly available and uncontroversial. Information on 
the impact of our choices is there.  
My hope for the future of humanity, the planet, and my daughters is that veganism is the 
fastest growing social justice movement. It has never been easier to make a positive change. 
Every time you buy something in a supermarket, you vote for an alternative future world or 
for not having a future at all. As we said at the beginning of this lecture, every purchase we 
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make has far reaching consequences on people, animals and the planet far away, including 
on people who are even born yet. 
 
Thank you!  
And I will post full references for all data and information mentioned as well as a reading list 
to further explore the issues raised by this lecture. You can also send email questions, 
reflections and comments. 
 
References 
 
Chatham House. (2016) Agricultural Commodity Supply Chains Trade, Consumption and 
Deforestation. 
 
Chatham House (2021) Food system impact on biodiversity loss. Three levers for food 
system transformation in support of nature. 
https://www.chathamhouse.org/sites/default/files/2021-02/2021-02-03-food-system-
biodiversity-loss-benton-et-al_0.pdf 
 
Daly, Herman (1994), Farewell speech to the World Bank, Location: The World Bank, 
Washington, D.C. (January 14, 1994).  
Available online: 
http://www.eoearth.org/article/Farewell_speech_to_the_World_Bank_by_Herman_E._Daly 
 
Daly, Herman, 2009,‘From a Failed Growth Economy to a Steady-State Economy’, in 
Encyclopedia of Earth. Eds. Cutler J. Cleveland (Washington, D.C.: Environmental 
Information Coalition, National Council for Science and the Environment). 
https://thesolutionsjournal.com/2016/02/22/from-a-failed-growth-economy-to-a-steady-state-
economy/ 
 
Escobar, Arturo. (1995). Encountering development: the making and unmaking of 
the third world. Princeton, NJ; Chichester: Princeton University Press. 
 
Feedback 2020, Butchering the planet: The big-name financiers bankrolling livestock 
corporations and climate change. London. 
https://feedbackglobal.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/07/FeedbackReport-ButcheringPlanet-
Jul20-HighRes.pdf 
 
Foer, Jonathan Safran. (2009). Eating animals. London: Hamish Hamilton. 
 
Greenpeace (2019) Feeding the Problem. The dangerous intensification of animal 
farming in Europe. Greenpeace European Unit: Brussels. 
https://www.greenpeace.org/static/planet4-eu-unit-stateless/2019/02/83254ee1-
190212-feeding-the-problem-dangerous-intensification-of-animal-farming-in-
europe.pdf 
 
IPBES (2019) Global Assessment Report on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services. IPBES 
secretariat. 
 
IPBES (2020) Workshop Report on Biodiversity and Pandemics of the 
Intergovernmental Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services. IPBES 
secretariat, Bonn, Germany, DOI:10.5281/zenodo.4147317.  



 33 

https://ipbes.net/sites/default/files/2020-
12/IPBES%20Workshop%20on%20Biodiversity%20and%20Pandemics%20Report_0.pdf 
 
IPCC (2019) Special Report on Climate Change and Land. Intergovernmental Panel 
on Climate Change. 
 
Kabeer, Naila, Razavi, Shahra, & van der Meulen Rodgers, Yana. (2021). Feminist 
Economic Perspectives on the COVID-19 Pandemic. Feminist Economics, 1-29. 
doi:10.1080/13545701.2021.1876906 
 
Joy, Melanie. (2010). Why we love dogs, Eat Pigs, Wear Cows. An introduction to 
carnism. San Francisco: Conari Press. 
 
Lewis, Simon, & Maslin, Mark. (2018). The human planet: how we created the 
anthropocene: Penguin. 
 
Meadows D. H., Meadows, L. D., Randers J. and W. Behrens (1972), The Limits to Growth, 
Universe Books. 
 
Oxfam International (2020) Confronting Carbon Inequality: Putting climate justice at the 
heart of the COVID-19 recovery. Oxfam Media Brief. https://policy-
practice.oxfam.org/resources/confronting-carbon-inequality-putting-climate-justice-at-the-
heart-of-the-covid-621052/ 
 
Oxfam International (2021) The inequality virus. Bringing together a world torn apart by 
coronavirus through a fair, just and sustainable economy. Oxfam GB, Oxfam House 
DOI: 10.21201/2021.6409. 
https://oxfamilibrary.openrepository.com/bitstream/handle/10546/621149/bp-the-
inequality-virus-250121-en.pdf 
 
Singer, Peter. (1975). Animal liberation: towards an end to man's inhumanity to 
animals. Wellingborough: Thorsons. 
 
Sachs, W. and Tilman S., 2007, Fair future: resource conflicts, security and global justice. A 
report of the Wuppertal Institute for Climate, Environment and Energy. London: Zed. 
 
World Resources Institute 2019 World Resources Report. Creating a sustainable food 
future. Washington DC. 
 
WWF 2020. COVID-19: urgent call to protect people and nature. Gland: Switzerland. 
https://cdn2.hubspot.net/hubfs/4783129/WWF%20COVID19%20URGENT%20CALL%20TO
%20PROTECT%20PEOPLE%20AND%20NATURE.pdf 
 
 
 
 


