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INTRODUCTION 
It has been said that Philosophy of Science is as useful to scientists as Ornithology is to birds. 
Philosophy of Science is a part of philosophy but not a part of science, thus it is not surprising 
that the scientists are rarely interested on it. However, scientists are obvious candidates to take 
interest in this topic, since it is a reflection on our activities and provides justification for our 
scientific behaviour. Philosophy of Science is a complete area of human knowledge, and I 
cannot sketch here the full matter; however, I will present two examples on how philosophy of 
science may be interesting for scientists. The first example comes from the field of 
epistemology. We will examine briefly the problem of overparametrization when fitting data, 
which is encountered frequently in quantitative genetics. If we want to make biological 
inferences from data, the reason for preferring a simpler model cannot be purely practical or 
aesthetical, because Nature may be complex. We will examine the reasons we have for 
preferring simpler models. The second example comes from the field of ethics. Recently there 
has been increasing concern about animal welfare. Welfare is a science that informs us about 
animals’ well being, wishes or behaviour, but the decisions taken after this knowledge is 
collected are ethical decisions. Foundations of ethics are less clear than in the case of science, 
and there are several schools of ethics founded in different theories. We will start by 
considering the most common ethical procedure, and we will see the difficulties of establishing 
the moral status of animals. We will examine the utilitarian and the deontological ethical 
theories because they have a higher impact in current animal ethics. Then we will examine the 
contractualistic theory because it had a great impact in law and politics, and it can be useful in 
the field of animal ethics. Finally we will draw some conclusions.    
 
THE PROBLEM OF OVERPARAMETRIZATION AND SIMPLICITY 
As we complicate more and more a statistical model, the data fit better. What are the reasons 
for preferring a simpler model to a complex one (apart from practical or aesthetical reasons)? If 
the sample is big enough, every effect in a model will be found significant and likelihood ratio 
tests will tend to favour the more complex model. For example, a second degree polynomial 
fits the data better than a straight line, a third degree polynomial fits the data better than a 
second degree one and a polynomial that links all the observations will fit the data perfectly. 
However, this last polynomial will not be very useful for predicting new data, because when 
repeating the experiment, the new polynomial that links all the data will be different. Thus, 
instead of finding a model that fits well our current data, one can select a model that has good 
predictive properties. This is the criterion used by Akaike (1973) for model choice, known as 
AIC. Akaike did this by minimizing the Kullback-Leiber divergence between the density of the 
true model and the density of the proposed model, and calculating its expectation over all the 
possible samples. This expectation is a measure of the predictive value of a model. Because the 
expectation depends on the true value of the parameters, Akaike proposes to replace them by 
their maximum likelihood estimates. This introduces a bias because the same data are used for 
estimating the parameters and for assessing the predictive value of the model (there is an 
“overfitting”). Akaike shows that the bias is a multiple of the number of parameters of the 
model. Therefore, correcting the estimated predictive value of a model by the number of 
parameters leads to unbiased estimates of its predictive value. This means that the model that is 
more parametrized is not necessarily selected because there is a penalty proportional to the 
number of parameters of the model. Some philosophers (Forster and Sober, 1994; Sober, 2002) 
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state that AIC can lead to simpler models, helping to solve the philosophical problem of 
simplicity. However, although there is a correction for overparametrization, this is merely a by-
product of the method. The method was not designed to solve the problem of simplicity; the 
same can be said about BIC, DIC or other criteria. The choice of an unbiased estimator is not 
related to the main question of why one should prefer more parsimonious models.  
 
In a Bayesian framework, models are selected on the basis of their posterior probabilities. This 
leads to Bayes factors when two models are compared and when their prior probabilities are 
equal. The problem is that these posterior probabilities are sensitive to prior specifications 
which are difficult to elicit, mainly in multivariate situations involving highly parameterized 
models, as is typical in quantitative genetics. Another problem, in this case a general one for all 
experiments, is that all probabilities are conditional. When computing posterior probabilities, 
all distributions are conditional not only on the data sampled, but also the assumptions made 
(for example, we assume that the sample was taken objectively, the devices used for measuring 
did not produce biased records, etc.). As the truthfulness of these assumptions is not known 
(and this is the heart of the induction problem; see, for example, Stove, 1986 or Howson, 
2000), inferences about population parameters cannot be made strictly speaking. How is then 
science possible?  Science is still possible because we can compare models and select the best 
one, conditioned on reasonable sets of assumptions affecting all models. When these 
assumptions are found not to be true, probabilities should be recalculated and models should be 
tested again. For example, when the theory of relativity challenged Newtonian mechanics, 
some sets of assumptions had to be changed. This explains how science progress and at the 
same time how scientific revolutions can take place. Nevertheless, Bayesian methods do not 
help us in finding reasons for more parsimonious models. 
 
The philosopher of science Karl Popper gave a reason for choosing simple models that is 
linked to his theory of evaluation of scientific theories (Popper, 1959). Popper proposed that a 
simpler model contains more information than a more complex one because it is less “ad hoc”. 
For example, if I say “tomorrow it will rain or not”, I have made an accurate prediction, 
although it is doubtful that my reputation as a meteorologist will increase. According to 
Popper, a theory that is more risky is easier to be refuted, and science progresses by refuting 
former theories that did not explain the world as well as the new ones. Thus, a straight line is to 
be preferred instead of a complex curve because it will be easier to be refuted if false. To admit 
this, one should agree with Popper in that science progresses by making conjectures and 
refuting them, and there is no universal consensus on this matter. Nevertheless, Popper gave a 
reason, not practical or aesthetical, to prefer more parsimonious models.  
 
ANIMAL ETHICS 
Ethics 
We are starting to regard animals as more than “things” or more than simply as part of our 
property. There are more and more ethical committees in the scientific world and it is not 
unlikely that an experiment may be allowed in one country and not in another, which may 
complicate international collaboration. Moreover, as a consequence of the activity of animal 
rights groups, society is more concerned about how animals are treated in experiments and in 
farms, which has legal consequences. For example, the new Animal Welfare Bill for England 
and Wales states that a keeper of animals commits an offence if he fails to ensure their welfare, 
and can be disqualified for owning animals and deprived of them. We can agree or disagree 
with these procedures, but this is a matter of increasing sensitivity, and we are going to be 
more and more affected, thus it may be interesting to know the ethical basis for all of these 
concerns.  
 
Ethics is not a science, although it is a rational activity. It deals with what we ought to do. Here 
we will examine what we ought to do with animals. It seems that this will vary depending on 
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whether we are in a developed or in a very poor country, since in the second case priorities for 
feeding humans can override the case for the wellbeing of animals. Ethical concerns about 
animals have also varied with time; nowadays there is increasing concern about our attitudes 
towards animals, not only farm or laboratory animals but also animals used for pleasure (pets, 
animals in shows) and even pests (Broom, 1999). The results of ethics are dependent on our 
assignments of values and duties. Foundations of ethics are less clear than in the case of 
science, but ethics should use all sources of knowledge, and of course scientific knowledge is 
useful to determine these values and duties. There are several schools of ethics based on 
different theories. Two that have had an impact in relation to animals are the Deontologist and 
the Utilitarian schools, which have provided the basis for the most important movements in 
defence of animals, such as the Animal Rights movement and the Animal Liberation Front. We 
shall also examine the Contractualistic school. Although the latter has not had the same 
relevance as the former ones, its influence in law and politics is widely recognized. 
 
The current theory about our duties with animals 
Most moral philosophers working in animal ethics call the theory about our current behaviour 
with animals as “Cartesian”, although this is an oversimplification. Descartes viewed animals 
as pure biological machines; so ethical concerns were marginal for him. It is true that animals 
are considered as properties in some legal systems, and in many countries the law does not 
protect animals against any abuse. However this position is becoming outdated; now it is 
considered that animals are not merely machines and that they possess some type of 
consciousness, so laws are being modified to protect them more. The problem is which status 
animals should be assigned such that they can be considered as subjects having rights, or at 
least as subjects towards which we have obligations. Animals differ from humans in some 
characteristics: intelligence, language, ethical behaviour, creativeness, etc. Most of the 
differences are mental and can be localized in the brain. For example, emotional suffering is 
localized in the prefrontal cortex, an area only well developed in humans and apes (Bermond, 
1997). There is a language area in the brain, although the mechanisms of producing and 
understanding language are complex and involve other parts of the brain. Some animals show 
some types of language; however, as Bishop (2004) stresses, language syntax is beyond the 
grasp of the most gifted apes. Even ethics can be considered localized; people with brain 
damage due to an accident, may lose their ethical behaviour, although other aspects of 
behaviour remain unaltered (Damasio, 1994). The problem now is whether or not all these 
properties are quantitative and evolved gradually, or whether or not humanity can be 
considered as an “emerging property” that makes us completely different from animals. 
Organized systems have often properties that cannot be found in their constituents; for 
example, life is an emerging property not found in the set of molecules constituting a cell. The 
philosopher of science Mario Bunge says that “emergence” is not popular among scientists 
because it is of an “ad hoc” nature, or because it is often associated to inexplicable phenomena. 
However emerging properties of a system can be explained perfectly by its components, just as 
life can be explained by the biochemical components of living organisms (Bunge, 2003). 
Evolutionists, based on population genetics theory, do not believe that a single mutation could 
produce this emerging property, although there are other interpretations. For example, it has 
been suggested that brain is an exaptation (Gould, 1989). Exaptation is a mechanism of natural 
selection that acts on traits that were previously selected by other reasons; for example, 
feathers appeared and conferred selective advantage to reptiles because they improved reptile’s 
thermoregulation, but later natural selection acted on feathers because they were useful for 
flying. Brain volume may have been selected naturally by other means and later may have been 
useful for developing the “software” that makes us humans. Art and other abstractions are 
other examples of “emergence”. Anthropologists are puzzled by the fact that although modern 
humans appeared approximately 100,000 years ago, art only appeared 40,000 years ago (Noble 
and Davidson, 1996). Our current behaviour towards animals is based in that humanity is an 
emerging property that makes our specie different from any other species. In this case, one can 
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completely separate humans from animals when we decide what should be our obligations; for 
example, we can assign rights to humans but not to animals. However, it is widely accepted 
that other human species existed before and some were contemporary to our species. It is 
merely a matter of hazard that Neanderthals, extinct about 30,000 years ago, are not sharing the 
Earth with us. What would our attitudes be if Neanderthals were living now? Could one accept 
to use them in scientific experiments? If belonging to our specie is not a criterion to separate us 
from animals, the criterion could be some human property such as intelligence or language 
communication. But in this case, what should we do with mentally handicapped people? There 
are apes that show a higher intelligence that some humans. What should we do with people that 
have no verbal language? Some thinkers like Fukuyama (2002) prefer to draw a “red line” 
separating animals from humans for practical reasons. He says that if we divide species 
according to their intelligence, linguistic ability, ethical behaviour, etc., then we do not have 
reasons to avoid the same type of division within species. This will lead to give different rights 
to less intelligent people, to handicapped, etc. The “red line” can be practical, but it does not 
answer the question of whether or not we are emergently different. Even if we are different, we 
should decide whether or not this allows us to treat animas just as “things” or properties. As the 
utilitarian philosopher Jeremy Bentham (1781) said “The question is not: Can they reason? Nor 
can they talk? But can they suffer?” 
 
The utilitarian theory 
Utilitarian theory has its predecessors in the works of Jeremy Bentham and John Stuart Mill. 
Utilitarians sustain that what we ought to do depends on the consequences of our acts. The 
objective of our acts should be to maximize pleasure and minimize suffering. The theory is 
difficult to apply, since it may be largely subjective and does not explain how to solve 
collisions of interests. For example, it can justify the suffering of few people if a large majority 
benefits. This has led to several types of utilitarianism. The one that has been influential for 
animal ethics is the rule-utilitarianism, developed by Richard Hare among others (Hare, 1993). 
Hare sustains that our behaviour should be governed by rules that would normally lead to a 
minimum of suffering and maximum of benefits. This is a principle formerly establisher by 
Russell (1910). This form of utilitarianism was applied to animal ethics by the moral 
philosopher Peter Singer, who wrote a book that became a kind of bible for people defending 
animals (Singer, 1975, 1991). He argues that we do not have reasons to distinguish between 
animal or human suffering, and that therefore animal suffering should be minimized. There is a 
gradation between molluscs and mammals, and we should consider mammals more similar to 
us when evaluating suffering in practical circumstances (treatment of pests, for example), but 
suffering should be minimized in any case. There are many studies attempting to evaluate 
animal pain and suffering. The difference between pain and suffering is that suffering involves 
some type of consciousness. Nowadays it is admitted that animals experience some type of 
suffering, and some metabolites related to stress have been detected even in fish. However 
there is still disagreement about the type of consciousness animals have when suffering. For 
example, it has been denied that they can experience emotional suffering with the exception of 
apes (Bermond, 1997). The problem here is to evaluate the type of suffering. Drosophilas are 
sensitive to electrical shocks as humans are, but we probably mean a different thing when we 
say that a Drosophila “suffers” an electrical shock than when the shock is suffered by a human 
being. In its extreme form, utilitarianism has led to a world organisation called “Animal 
Liberation Front” involved in civil actions such as demonstrations and campaigns. Utilitarians 
promote vegetarianism as a way of forcing the industry to improve the life of farm animals. 
According to this theory, if animals were treated and slaughtered in a humane manner, then 
animal consumption would not be an issue. However, as Taylor (2003) notes, liberationists are 
likely to have gut revulsion to the idea of consuming “animal flesh”. Extreme forms of 
utilitarianism face several problems: for example the problem of units of measurement. How 
much suffering is admissible when compared with pleasure? Let us examine the case of bull 
fighting: A bull reared free in the field for four years will be in a bull fighting ring for fifteen 
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minutes, fighting with a matador and ignorant that he is going to die (the bull was never before 
in a bull fight himself). Those four years reared free are not rewarding when compared with the 
fifteen minutes of fighting? Take the case of management of natural parks: should lions be fed 
with compound feed to avoid the suffering of zebras? 
 
Moderate forms of utilitarianism are common among people working in welfare involved in 
taking practical decisions. An example that can be said to be inspired by utilitarian principles is 
the use of the “three R’s” in animal experimentation, recommended by the European Union 
(EU, 1986). 
 
REPLACEMENT: An experiment shall not be performed if another satisfactory method of 
obtaining the result, not entailing the use of animals, is reasonably and practically available 
REDUCTION in the number of animals used to obtain information for a given precision 
REFINEMENT: Methods which aim to minimise the potential pain, distress or other adverse 
effects suffered by the animals involved, or which enhance their wellbeing.  
 
These recommendations are now widely accepted by ethical committees and it is intended that 
animal scientists should use them when designing experiments. For a geneticist they may 
create difficulties. For example, the first R could mean that some genetic experiments should 
be carried out using computer simulation, without needing an experimental contrast, or that 
they can be carried out using Drosophila instead of mammals, reducing the possibilities of 
suffering or distress. The problem is that simulation is model dependent, whereas the objective 
of a selection experiment is to check the correctness of a biological model. REDUCTION is 
also a problem because genetic experiments usually need a large number of individuals, but 
REFINEMENT is seldom a problem because, usually, only traits that are easy to measure at a 
reasonable cost are used in genetic experiments, due to the large amount of data needed.  
 
Ideally, a utilitarian should have information about how much an animal can suffer, in order to 
evaluate costs and benefits. This information should be provided by science, but welfare is a 
rather recent science and there is lack of information in many cases. Moreover welfare results 
should be interpreted correctly. Consider the case posed by the Birmingham professor of 
medical ethics David Morton. If we compare objective measurements of stress of dogs that can 
walk and run with dogs kept many years in cages for experiments, that do not show any wish to 
walk or run, the former ones will show a higher rate of heart beats and other indicators of stress 
than caged dogs, however we cannot say that the life of dogs in cages is better. When data are 
insufficient, general principles such as the “benefit of the doubt” can be applied in favour of 
animals with caution, since this is largely subjective and may lead to problems in the 
legislation or in animal experimentation.  
 
The deontological theory 
The deontological theory has its origins in Kant’s ethics theory. Kant considered that humans 
should be treated with respect because they have inherent value; they are ends-in-themselves, 
in the sense that they cannot be instruments for other people. The reason is that they are 
autonomous and able to govern their life according to their knowledge of what is right or 
wrong (Copleston, 1961). Rollin (1992) argues that we have reasons for considering also 
animals as ends-in-themselves, since the difference between humans and animals is a matter of 
degree, and animals are live entities showing interests (for example, interest for life, food, 
wellbeing, etc.). The leader of the animal ethics deontological theory is professor of philosophy 
Tom Regan, whose book “The case for animal rights” (Regan, 1983, 2004) has had an 
enormous impact on defenders of animals’ rights. According to him, we can consider animals 
as “entities with inherent value”, in the sense that they have a value independent of any value 
coming from the use that others can make of it. This concept was first enunciated by the 
German philosopher Leonard Nelson at the beginning of the XXth century in a series of 
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lectures, although his work was largely forgotten until it was published in English (Nelson, 
1956). As animals are not autonomous in the sense described by Kant, the justification of the 
“inherent value” is the weakest part of this philosophy, but once admitted, it easily leads to the 
theory that animals have rights that should be respected for the same reasons we respect 
humans’ rights. In its extreme form, animals have the right to life; thus animal experimentation 
should be prohibited and vegetarianism should be compulsory unless there are good reasons to 
avoid it (difficult to find food in poor countries, for example). The extreme form of 
deontological animal ethics has been criticised because of the consequences of vegetarianism 
and also because it leads to some paradoxes. Vegetarianism has been criticised as being 
unnatural. The anthropologist Marvin Harris stresses that, in some Brazilian tribes of the 
Amazons living mainly under a vegetarian diet, there is a word for “hunger” and another word 
for “hunger of meat” (Harris, 1978). Although it is possible to maintain a vegetarian diet with 
care, particularly by adult men, it cannot be taken as a public recommendation; poor or 
illiterate people can misinterpret instructions, children need more than vegetables for normal 
growth and women need iron supplies due to menstruation (George, 2000). The proposition 
leads also to paradoxes: natural parks would be difficult to manage, since some animals should 
be killed in order to maintain the ecological equilibrium. Pest control (including rats or rabbits) 
becomes also difficult if we take seriously the idea of the inherent value of animals’ life. There 
is also a declaration of UNESCO about animals’ rights, similar to the declaration of human 
rights, containing some sensible articles; however it also contains articles that are unlikely to 
benefit the animal rights cause, since it is somewhat difficult to take them seriously. For 
example, Article 13a states that an animal cadaver should be treated with respect (should we 
prohibit making jokes in slaughter houses?). A more interesting product related to the 
deontological theory is the “Five freedoms”, now widely considered: 
 
1. Freedom from thirst, hunger and malnutrition 
2. Freedom from discomfort 
3. Freedom from pain, injury and disease 
4. Freedom to express normal behaviour 
5. Freedom from fear and distress. 
 
Genetics can play a relevant role if these principles are applied. Thus, in a stressful 
environment, selection against stress leads to a reduction of “discomfort” improving animals’ 
life in Freedoms number 2 and 5. Genetic resistance to disease can improve “Freedom 3”. 
Farm animals do not suffer (or should not suffer) from thirst, hunger or malnutrition, and in 
general diseases, injuries and stress are avoided for productive reasons. It is freedom number 4 
the one which has been more controversial in animal breeding. Often we do not know how 
important it is for an animal to express a particular behaviour. For example, we know that 
rabbits stand in their feet in nature, mainly because they are aware of predators. When reared in 
cages that do not allow them to stand, their natural behaviour is limited. By filming or 
observation one can confirm that this behaviour occupies only 0.7% of the animal’s life 
(Martrenchar et al, 2001). However it is not clear how important this is for the animal (sex 
takes a few minutes in an animal’s life but one may assume that these are important minutes). 
Another natural behaviour of rabbits is to run, and it may also be important to have space 
enough to perform long runs. In practice, decisions about what to do in these cases are taken 
finding compromises. Increasing the height of cages would increase their price by 10% which 
may be affordable to the industry. However, breeding rabbits in the floor to allow them to run 
leads to an increase of mortality and it can not be recommended. Even if a deontological point 
of view is taken, the consequences of our decisions should be examined. If the practices 
recommended in developed countries are too restrictive, the industries will be forced to move 
to developing countries where conditions are less restrictive. The problem does not vanish, 
since the carcasses of these animals would be imported into the developing countries. This 
occurs in Europe with children’s work. It is prohibited in Europe, but goods produced by 
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children in other countries are imported. They just happen not to be made by European 
children. 
 
The contractual theory 
In 1971, John Rawls, professor of Political Philosophy at Harvard University, published his 
“Theory of Justice”, a book that has had great influence in theories of law and politics (Rawls, 
1971). This book followed a large tradition of founding the rules for self government of 
societies based on mutual consensus, having its predecessors in Hobbes and Rousseau. The 
originality of Rawls theory was not the idea that ethical norms are the product of a consensus, 
but that the members of the community that are negotiating the rules should be covered by a 
“veil of ignorance”. In this way they should not be aware of their social position, intelligence, 
abilities, etc. in order to avoid the possibility that knowledge about their respective position 
might influence the defence of the rules to be negotiated. Without this “veil of ignorance”, they 
could accept ethically wrong principles in order to get other advantages for their social or 
economical status. In Rawls’ system, the members of the moral community negotiating the 
rules can have interest (e.g., family) and can defend members of the moral community that 
cannot defend themselves, such as children or mentally handicapped adults. After setting the 
rules, the moral community can reflect again on their application and restate them. Rawls does 
not pretend that we should actually find people not knowing their status to negotiate the rules, 
what he says is that the rules governing society should be establish as if they were negotiated in 
this situation. This system is not popular among moral philosophers working in animal ethics 
because animals depend for their defence on what humans decide; i.e., in how important are 
animals for them, although Carruthers (1992) has shown how contractualism can be applied to 
keep animals’ interest. Regan has suggested that the veil of ignorance should include the fact 
that we do not know whether we are animals or not, but this is not reasonable, because if we 
were animals we would not be able to negotiate anything. This theory has the advantage of 
avoiding paradoxes and problems such as those derived from admitting non humans in the 
moral community. In fact, all benefits for animals can be guaranteed without making them 
subjects of rights. It can be argued that this system is based on subjectivity, but this does not 
mean that it is arbitrary. It can provide guidance, assisted by science, to define how animals 
should be treated. 
 
Some final comments 
What should we do with animals? What are our obligations towards them?  In my opinion, we 
have, as in statistics, two types of risk: Type I would be to consider that animals and humans 
are so similar that what we feel is what they feel. This would lead us to interpret their rights, 
welfare, etc. as if they were humans or almost humans. In its extreme form, such an attitude 
could lead to attitudes like compulsory vegetarianism, animal rights movements and language 
abuses like calling any animal experimentation “vivisection”, or calling “speciesist” in the 
sense of “racist” to anyone considering animals different from humans (Garner, 2005). This is 
the risk of anthropomorphism. On the other side we can consider another type of risk, the risk 
of thinking that animals are so different from humans that their feelings, capacity for suffering, 
intellectual perception, etc. have no relationship with those of humans. In its extreme form this 
leads to insensitivity to animal suffering and would condone bull, dog or cock fighting, would 
be indifferent to forcing geese to eat until their liver degenerates, or to poor welfare in farms. 
This is the risk of cruelty. It is not easy to find a fine tuning with these concepts. We can 
indulge ourselves by thinking that ethics varies with time and place and what we do now is 
only what we can do. Having this attitude, we can imagine that if we had lived in the 17th 
century, we could consider torture as a nice and effective method against crime. If we admit 
this as ethically correct in the 17th century, then people that at that time considered torture as an 
abuse would be “ethically incorrect”, and our concerns about what we ought to do would never 
vary, which is not satisfactory. People leading movements to improve animal life say that they 
are equivalent to the anti-slavism movements, or the movements for recognition of woman’s 
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rights. They claim that, in the future, people will be as horrified about how we treat animals as 
we are now about how people treated slaves in the past. This type of generalisation is not 
obvious; while slaves fought for their liberty and women for their rights, animals do not claim, 
it is us who claim for them. Nobody can be considered a “speciesist” for asserting that pigs are 
less intelligent than men, as there are clear differences between animals and humans 
irrespective of whether we consider these to be quantitative or the product of emerging 
properties. We should also consider that, in very poor countries, one cannot demand rights or 
facilities for animals that people do not have. If we live in a very developed and social country 
in which almost nobody suffers, and we have never seen people suffering, the idea of an animal 
suffering just to provide a nice piece of foie-gras to our table is much more unbearable than if 
we live in a poor undeveloped country, in which dictatorships, wars and famines have brought 
human suffering to life repeatedly; the sensitivity towards the problem is not the same.  
 
The core of the problem is that we feel compassion when faced against suffering; this is a 
human characteristic. We do not defend plants’ rights because plants are not “sentient”, they do 
not suffer. We know now that animals are not as distant from humans as we thought decades 
ago. We consider nowadays that some buildings belong to a nation’s heritage and cannot be 
demolished or transformed, and the same happens with masterpieces of art, or with landscape. 
In the same way, we can also consider that what we are permitted to do with animals has some 
limits. We can state these limits without needing animals’ rights and without including them in 
the moral community, since this adscription has been always controversial (Tugendhat, 1993). 
Life of animals can substantially improve if we make some investments in farm facilities. In 
developed countries, the percentage of income that is spent in food is decreasing. We can be 
concerned about making animals’ life better, mainly because now, and at least in some 
countries, we can afford it. 
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