
 

2 2 E&AE&A IV/lIV/l 

ARTICLES�ARTICLES 

RortyRorty onon Pre-LinguisticPre-Linguistic AwarenessAwareness inin PigsPigs 

RichardRichard Rorty'sRorty's bookbook PhilosophyPhilosophy 
andand thethe MirrorMirror ofof NatureNature 11 hashas beenbeen 
oneone ofof thethe mostmost importantimportant worksworks inin 
philosophyphilosophy inin thethe lastlast decade~decade~ inin oneone 
chapterchapter onon "Pre-"Pre- LinguLingu isticistic AwaAwa reness"reness" 
(pp.(pp. 182-192)182-192) RortyRorty holdsholds thatthat wewe 
oughtought toto abandonabandon thethe "Platonic"Platonic urge"urge" 
toto groundground ourour moralmoral prohibitionsprohibitions onon 
anan ontologyontology ofof natunatu re.re. ThisThis claimclaim isis 
importantimportant inin itsits ownown rightright andand asas anan 
instanceinstance ofof Rorty'sRorty's defensedefense ofof herme­herme­
neutics.neutics. Apparently,Apparently, Rorty'sRorty's discus­discus­
sionsion isis notnot soso muchmuch intendedintended toto bebe aa 
justificationjustification ofof aa positionposition as·as· aa diagno­diagno­
sissis ofof howhow wewe thinkthink aboutabout andand dealdeal 
withwith pre-linguisticpre-linguistic beings,beings, especiallyespecially 
nonnon -- humanhuman anan imals.imals. ButBut eventuallyeventually 
thisthis diagnosisdiagnosis reachesreaches aa conclusionconclusion 

.. whichwhich needsneeds justification,justification, thatthat "we"we 
sendsend pigspigs toto slaughterslaughter withwith equanim­equanim­
ity.ity. .. thisthis isis notnot 'irrational'"'irrational'" (p.(p. 
190).190). InIn thisthis paperpaper II claimclaim thatthat Ror­Ror­
ty'sty's treatmenttreatment ofof nonnon -h-h umanuman animalsanimals isis 
notnot sufficientsufficient toto establishestablish thethe casecase forfor 
meat-eating,meat-eating, asas RortyRorty seemsseems toto think.think. 
AlthoughAlthough RortyRorty nevernever treatstreats meat-eat­meat-eat­
inging explicitly,explicitly, II assumeassume thatthat pigspigs areare 
primarilyprimarily slaughteredslaughtered inin orderorder toto bebe 
eaten.eaten. 

Rorty,Rorty, inin anan analysisanalysis ofof Sellars,Sellars, 
admitsadmits thatthat somesome non-humannon-human beingsbeings 
(e.g.,(e.g., rats,rats, amoebas,amoebas, computerscomputers -- p.p. 
182)182) areare capablecapable ofof awareness,awareness, andand 
somesome humanhuman beingsbeings withoutwithout languagelanguage 
cancan experienceexperience painpain e.g.,e.g., infantsinfants -- p.p. 
183).183). ButBut languagelanguage forfor RortyRorty (contra(contra 
Sellars),Sellars), althoughalthough itit doesdoes notnot changechange 
thethe qualityquality ofof ourour experience,experience, doesdoes letlet 
usus enterenter aa communitycommunity whosewhose membersmembers 
cancan exchangeexchange justificationsjustifications ofof asser­asser­
tionstions (p.(p. 185).185). ThisThis isis notnot aa commu­commu­
nitynity ofof feeling,feeling, butbut aa linguisticlinguistic com­com­
munitymunity inin whichwhich rightsrights areare dependentdependent 
onon aa person'sperson's relationsrelations withwith othersothers toto 
whomwhom (or(or toto which)which) hehe cancan speakspeak (p.(p. 
187).187). ThatThat is,is, moralmoral prohibitionsprohibitions 

againstagainst hurtinghurting others,others, thethe naturenature ofof 
aa moralmoral commucommu nn ity,ity, andand thethe gg rourou ndsnds 
forfor ascribingascribing rightsrights areare notnot dependentdependent 
onon factsfacts ofof natunatu re,re, IiIi keke sentience;sentience; toto 
believebelieve inin aa communitycommunity ofof feelingfeeling asas 
thethe basisbasis forfor moralmoral prohibitionsprohibitions isis toto 
fallfall victimvictim toto thethe dreadeddreaded "Platonic"Platonic 
urge"urge" (p.(p. 191).191). Rather,Rather, moralmoral pro­pro­
hibitionshibitions andand rightsrights areare attributedattributed onon 
thethe basisbasis ofof aa being'sbeing's membershipmembership inin aa 
linguisticlinguistic community.community. 

ForFor Rorty,Rorty, thethe nonnon -conceptual,-conceptual, 
non-linguisticnon-linguistic knowledgeknowledge ofof whatwhat aa 
rawraw feelfeel (e.g.,(e.g., pain)pain) isis likelike isis attrib­attrib­
uteduted onon thethe basisbasis ofof aa being'sbeing's poten­poten­
tialtial membershipmembership inin thethe socialsocial practicepractice 
ofof aa linguisticlinguistic communitycommunity (pp.(pp. 
188-188- 1189)89) .. "Babies"Babies andand thethe moremore 
attractiveattractive sortssorts ofof animal,"animal," likelike batsbats 
(7)(7) andand koalakoala bears,bears, areare creditedcredited withwith 
"having"having feelings"feelings" whereaswhereas photoelec­photoelec­
trictric cells,cells, pigs,pigs, spiders,spiders, andand amoebasamoebas 
areare notnot soso credited.credited. ThisThis "community"community 
feeling"feeling" (in(in Rorty'sRorty's linguisticlinguistic sense)sense) 
unitesunites usus withwith anythinganything humanoid.humanoid. 
ToTo bebe humanoidhumanoid "is"is toto havehave aa humanhuman 
face,face, andand thethe mostmost importantimportant papa rtrt ofof 
thatthat faceface isis aa mouthmouth whichwhich wewe cancan 
imagineimagine utteringuttering sentences."sentences." ThatThat is,is, 
wewe cancan imagineimagine babiesbabies openingopening theirtheir 
mouthsmouths andand speakingspeaking aboutabout thethe pres­pres­
enceence ofof pain,pain, butbut wewe cannotcannot imagineimagine 
spidersspiders oror pigspigs doingdoing so.so. 

TheThe pointpoint thatthat RortyRorty wantswants toto makemake 
isis thatthat moralmoral prohibitionsprohibitions againstagainst 
hurtinghurting babiesbabies areare notnot "ontologically"ontologically 
grounded"grounded" (p.(p. 190)190) inin theirtheir posses­posses­
sionsion ofof feeling.feeling. IInn fact,fact, itit isis thethe 
otherother wayway around.around. WeWe dodo notnot movemove 
fromfrom anan awarenessawareness ofof feelingsfeelings inin oth-·oth-· 
ersers toto moralmoral prohibitionsprohibitions designeddesigned toto 
protectprotect thesethese others,others, butbut ratherrather fromfrom 
moralmoral prohibitionsprohibitions toto anan attributionattribution ofof 
feeling:feeling: 

TheThe moralmoral prohibitionsprohibitions areare 
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Richard Rorty's book Philosophy
and the Mirror of Nature 1 has been
one of the most important works in
philosophy in the last decade~ in one
chapter on "Pre- Lingu istic Awa reness"
(pp. 182-192) Rorty holds that we
ought to abandon the "Platonic urge"
to ground our moral prohibitions on
an ontology of natu re. This claim is
important in its own right and as an
instance of Rorty's defense of herme­
neutics. Apparently, Rorty's discus­
sion is not so much intended to be a
justification of a position as· a diagno­
sis of how we think about and deal
with pre-linguistic beings, especially
non - human an imals. But eventually
this diagnosis reaches a conclusion

. which needs justification, that "we
send pigs to slaughter with equanim-
ity. . this is not 'irrational'" (p.
190). In this paper I claim that Ror-
ty's treatment of non -h uman animals is
not sufficient to establish the case for
meat-eating, as Rorty seems to think.
Although Rorty never treats meat-eat­
ing explicitly, I assume that pigs are
primarily slaughtered in order to be
eaten.

Rorty, in an analysis of Sellars,
admits that some non-human beings
(e.g., rats, amoebas, computers - p.
182) are capable of awareness, and
some human beings without language
can experience pain e.g., infants - p.
183). But language for Rorty (contra
Sellars), although it does not change
the quality of our experience, does let
us enter a community whose members
can exchange justifications of asser­
tions (p. 185). This is not a commu­
nity of feeling, but a linguistic com­
munity in which rights are dependent
on a person's relations with others to
whom (or to which) he can speak (p.
187). That is, moral prohibitions

against hurting others, the nature of
a moral commu nity, and the g rou nds
for ascribing rights are not dependent
on facts of natu re, Ii ke sentience; to
believe in a community of feeling as
the basis for moral prohibitions is to
fall victim to the dreaded "Platonic
urge" (p. 191). Rather, moral pro­
hibitions and rights are attributed on
the basis of a being's membership in a
linguistic community.

For Rorty, the non -conceptual,
non-linguistic knowledge of what a
raw feel (e.g., pain) is like is attrib­
uted on the basis of a being's poten­
tial membership in the social practice
of a linguistic community (pp.
188- 189) . "Babies and the more
attractive sorts of animal," like bats
(7) and koala bears, are credited with
"having feelings" whereas photoelec­
tric cells, pigs, spiders, and amoebas
are not so credited. This "community
feeling" (in Rorty's linguistic sense)
unites us with anything humanoid.
To be humanoid "is to have a human
face, and the most important pa rt of
that face is a mouth which we can
imagine uttering sentences." That is,
we can imagine babies opening their
mouths and speaking about the pres­
ence of pain, but we cannot imagine
spiders or pigs doing so.

The point that Rorty wants to make
is that moral prohibitions against
hurting babies are not "ontologically
grounded" (p. 190) in their posses­
sion of feeling. In fact, it is the
other way around. We do not move
from an awareness of feelings in oth-·
ers to moral prohibitions designed to
protect these others, but rather from
moral prohibitions to an attribution of
feeling:

The moral prohibitions are
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expressionsexpressions ofof aa sensesense ofof 
communitycommunity basedbased onon thethe 
imaginedimagined possibilitypossibility ofof con­con­
versation,versation, andand thethe attribu­attribu­
tiontion ofof feelingsfeelings isis littlelittle 
moremore thanthan aa reminderreminder ofof 
thesethese prohibitionsprohibitions (p.(p. 190).190). 

Rorty'sRorty's accountaccount seemsseems toto bebe that:that: 

enen IfIf XX isis anan actualactual oror 
potentialpotential membermember ofof aa lin­lin­
guisticguistic community,community, oror ifif wewe 
attributeattribute languagelanguage toto X,X, 
thenthen itit isis wrongwrong toto hurthurt X.X. 

(2)�(2) IfIf itit isis wrongwrong toto hurthurt X,X, 
thenthen XX isis anan actualactual oror 
potentialpotential membermember ofof aa com­com­
munityofmunityof feeling,feeling, oror wewe 
attributeattribute feelingsfeelings toto X.X. 

(3)�(3) ToTo attributeattribute feelingsfeelings toto XX 
isis onlyonly toto remindremind ouselvesouselves 
thatthat itit isis wrongwrong toto hurthurt X.X. 

SinceSince RortyRorty isis asas importantimportant aa phi­phi­
losopherlosopher asas ·there·there isis inin AmericaAmerica today,today, 
hehe meritsmerits attention,attention, nono mattermatter howhow 
implausibleimplausible somesome ofof hishis accountsaccounts are.are. 
TheThe followingfollowing fivefive pointspoints shouldshould bebe 
sufficientsufficient toto castcast doubtdoubt onon hishis viewview ofof 
pigspigs andand toto supportsupport mymy claim.claim. 

A.A. TheThe fifi rstrst difficudifficu ItyIty withwith Ror­Ror­
ty'sty's accountaccount arisesarises whenwhen hehe admitsadmits 
thatthat pigspigs dodo muchmuch betterbetter onon intelli­intelli­
gencegence teststests thanthan koalaskoalas (p.(p. 190).190). 
Why,Why, then,then, dodo wewe attributeattribute havinghaving 
feelingsfeelings fofo koalaskoalas butbut notnot toto pigS?2pigS?2 
BecauseBecause "pigs"pigs don'tdon't writhewrithe inin quitequite 
thethe rightright humanoidhumanoid way,way, andand thethe pig'spig's 
faceface isis thethe wrongwrong shapeshape forfor thethe facialfacial 
expressions'expressions' whichwhich gogo withwith ordinaryordinary 
conversation"conversation" (p.(p. 190).190). OneOne suspectssuspects 
thatthat thethe "attractive""attractive" humanoidhumanoid fea­fea­
turestures ofof koalaskoalas areare arbitraryarbitrary groundsgrounds 
forfor attributingattributing feelingsfeelings toto themthem butbut 
notnot toto pigs.pigs. II forfor one,one, andand II amam notnot 
alone,alone, dodo notnot findfind koalaskoalas (or(or bats!)bats!) 
moremore "attractive""attractive" thanthan pigs;pigs; nornor cancan II 
moremore easilyeasily imagineimagine themthem speakingspeaking 
thanthan pigs.pigs. 33 Rorty'sRorty's descriptiondescription ofof 

thethe wayway InIn whichwhich "we""we" carecare aboutabout 
koalaskoalas butbut notnot pigspigs amountsamounts toto aa fac­fac­
tualtual empiricalempirical claimclaim thatthat isis notnot univer­univer­
sallysally true.true. 

B.B. OnOn Rorty'sRorty's groundsgrounds oneone won­won­
dersders howhow hehe cancan legitimatelylegitimately saysay thatthat 
pigspigs "writhe.""writhe." IfIf toto writhewrithe means,means, asas 
thethe OEDOED suggests,suggests, "a"a twingetwinge ofof pain".pain". 
oror "to"to contortcontort thethe body,body, limbs,limbs, etc.,etc., 
asas fromfrom agony,agony, emotion"emotion" (my(my empha­empha­
sis),sis), thenthen howhow cancan RortyRorty saysay pigspigs 
writhe?writhe? SinceSince theythey lacklack attractiveattractive 
humanoidhumanoid features,features, oror mouthsmouths thatthat wewe 
cancan imagineimagine speaking,speaking, wewe shouldshould not,not, 
onon Rorty'sRorty's account,account, bebe ableable to.to. attri­attri­
butebute pain,pain, agony,agony, oror emotionemotion toto them.them. 

C.C. RortyRorty maymay trytry toto escapeescape objec­objec­
tiontion (B)(B) byby appealingappealing toto hishis twotwo dif­dif­
ferentferent sensessenses ofof awareness.awareness. Aware­Aware­
ness-1ness-1 isis manifestedmanifested by.by. rats,rats, 
amoebas,amoebas, computers,computers, andand presumablypresumably 
pigs,pigs, andand consistsconsists merelymerely inin "reliable"reliable 
signaling"signaling" (p.(p. 182).182). Awareness-2Awareness-2 is:is: 

.. .... manifestedmanifested onlyonly by'by' beingsbeings 
whosewhose behaviorbehavior wewe construeconstrue asas 
thethe utteranceutterance ofof sentencessentences withwith 
thethe intentionintention ofof justifyingjustifying thethe 
utteranceutterance ofof otherother sentences.sentences. 
IInn thisthis laterlater sensesense awarenessawareness 
isis justifiedjustified truetrue beliefbelief -- knowl­knowl­
edgeedge -- butbut inin thethe formerformer sensesense 
itit isis abilityability toto respondrespond toto stim­stim­
uliuli (pp.(pp. 182-183).182-183). 

IfIf RortyRorty isis suggestingsuggesting thatthat aa pig'spig's 
writhingwrithing isis onlyonly awareness-1,awareness-1, thenthen hishis 
attributionattribution ofof feelingsfeelings toto koalas,koalas, bats,bats, 
andand babiesbabies (not(not pigs)pigs) mustmust meanmean thatthat 
koalas,koalas, bats,bats, andand babiesbabies areare capablecapable 
of,of, oror wewe cancan imagineimagine themthem capablecapable 
of,of, awareness-2.awareness-2. OnceOnce again,again, thisthis 
seemsseems arbitrary,arbitrary, especiallyespecially whenwhen Ror­Ror­
ty'sty's useuse ofof thethe termterm "behavior""behavior" isis 
noticednoticed inin thethe aboveabove quote.quote. AsAs farfar asas 
II know,know, koalaskoalas andand batsbats exhibitexhibit nono 
behaviorbehavior thatthat pigspigs dodo notnot exhibitexhibit thatthat 
cancan bebe construedconstrued "as"as thethe utteranceutterance ofof 
sentencessentences withwith thethe intentionintention ofof jj ustif­ustif­
yingying thethe utteranceutterance ofof otherother sen­sen­
tences."tences." NorNor isis itit clearclear thatthat infantsinfants 
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expressions of a sense of
community based on the
imagined possibility of con­
versation, and the attribu­
tion of feelings is little
more than a reminder of
these prohibitions (p. 190).

Rorty's account seems to be that:

en If X is an actual or
potential member of a lin­
guistic community, or if we
attribute language to X,
then it is wrong to hurt X.

(2) If it is wrong to hurt X,
then X is an actual or
potential member of a com­
munityof feeling, or we
attribute feelings to X.

(3) To attribute feelings to X
is only to remind ouselves
that it is wrong to hurt X.

Since Rorty is as important a phi­
losopher as ·there is in America today,
he merits attention, no matter how
implausible some of his accounts are.
The following five points should be
sufficient to cast doubt on his view of
pigs and to support my claim.

A. The fi rst difficu Ity with Ror-
ty's account arises when he admits
that pigs do much better on intelli­
gence tests than koalas (p. 190).
Why, then, do we attribute having
feelings fo koalas but not to pigS?2
Because "pigs don't writhe in quite
the right humanoid way, and the pig's
face is the wrong shape for the facial
expressions' which go with ordinary
conversation" (p. 190). One suspects
that the "attractive" humanoid fea­
tures of koalas are arbitrary grounds
for attributing feelings to them but
not to pigs. I for one, and I am not
alone, do not find koalas (or bats!)
more "attractive" than pigs; nor can I
more easily imagine them speaking
than pigs. 3 Rorty's description of
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the way In which "we" care about
koalas but not pigs amounts to a fac­
tual empirical claim that is not univer­
sally true.

B. On Rorty's grounds one won-
ders how he can legitimately say that
pigs "writhe." If to writhe means, as
the OED suggests, "a twinge of pain".
or "to contort the body, limbs, etc.,
as from agony, emotion" (my empha­
sis), then how can Rorty say pigs
writhe? Since they lack attractive
humanoid features, or mouths that we
can imagine speaking, we should not,
on Rorty's account, be able to. attri­
bute pain, agony, or emotion to them.

C. Rorty may try to escape objec­
tion (B) by appealing to his two dif­
ferent senses of awareness. Aware­
ness-1 is manifested by. rats,
amoebas, computers, and presumably
pigs, and consists merely in "reliable
signaling" (p. 182). Awareness-2 is:

. .. manifested only by' beings
whose behavior we construe as
the utterance of sentences with
the intention of justifying the
utterance of other sentences.
In this later sense awareness
is justified true belief - knowl­
edge - but in the former sense
it is ability to respond to stim­
uli (pp. 182-183).

If Rorty is suggesting that a pig's
writhing is only awareness-1, then his
attribution of feelings to koalas, bats,
and babies (not pigs) must mean that
koalas, bats, and babies are capable
of, or we can imagine them capable
of, awareness-2. Once again, this
seems arbitrary, especially when Ror­
ty's use of the term "behavior" is
noticed in the above quote. As far as
I know, koalas and bats exhibit no
behavior that pigs do not exhibit that
can be construed "as the utterance of
sentences with the intention of j ustif­
ying the utterance of other sen­
tences." Nor is it clear that infants
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exhibitexhibit suchsuch behavior.behavior. Therefore,Therefore, 
Rorty'sRorty's imaginedimagined possibilitypossibility ofof conver­conver­
sationsation withwith batsbats andand koalaskoalas wouldwould bebe 
basedbased solelysolely onon thethe shapeshape ofof theirtheir 
mouths.mouths. Further,Further, toto lumplump ratsrats andand 
pigs,pigs, onon thethe oneone hand,hand, togethertogether withwith 
amoebasamoebas andand computers,computers, onon thethe other,other, 
isis misleading.misleading. OneOne findsfinds itit difficult,difficult, 
ifif notnot impossible,impossible, toto imagineimagine whatwhat itit 
wouldwould meanmean toto saysay thatthat aa computercomputer 
writhed,writhed, andand hencehence hadhad pain,pain, agony,agony, 
oror emotion.emotion. YetYet isis isis soso easyeasy toto saysay 
thatthat aa pigpig cancan writhewrithe thatthat eveneven RortyRorty 
sayssays so.so. 

D.D. II havehave twicetwice accusedaccused RortyRorty ofof 
arbitrariness,arbitrariness, toto whichwhich hehe mightmight 
respondrespond thatthat thethe chacha rgerge ofof aa rbitrarbitra ri­ri­
nessness isis irrelevantirrelevant sincesince anyany distinctiondistinction 
regardingregarding whowho shouldshould havehave rightsrights isis 
somewhatsomewhat arbitrary.arbitrary. TheThe casecase ofof ani­ani­
malsmals isis similar,similar, hehe mightmight say,say, toto hishis 
exampleexample ofof adultadult rightsrights descendingdescending onon 
aa personperson onon hishis eighteentheighteenth birthdaybirthday 
(p.(p. 187).187). ThereThere isis nothingnothing thatthat isis 
clear-cutclear-cut aboutabout thisthis date,date, butbut afterafter 
thethe eighteentheighteenth birthdaybirthday therethere isis aa 
shiftshift inin aa person'sperson's relationsrelations withwith oth­oth­
ers.ers. Line-drawingLine-drawing maymay bebe "injudi­"injudi­
cious,"cious," butbut itit isis neitherneither aa mistamista keke nornor 
irrational.irrational. WhatWhat mightmight bebe unfair,unfair, forfor 
Rorty,Rorty, wouldwould bebe toto givegive adultadult rightsrights 
toto allall eighteeneighteen yearyear olds,olds, exceptexcept forfor 
somesome chosenchosen people,people, whowho wouwou IdId havehave 
toto waitwait untiluntil theythey werewere thirty.thirty. HeHe 
mightmight analogouslyanalogously argueargue thatthat itit wouldwould 
bebe fair,fair, thoughthough arbitrary,arbitrary, toto slaugh­slaugh­
terter pigs,pigs, butbut uu nfainfai rr toto mama keke excep­excep­
tionstions forfor some.some. pigs.pigs. 

ThisThis stancestance isis troublesometroublesome forfor sev­sev­
eraleral reasons.reasons. WhileWhile pickingpicking thethe 
eighteentheighteenth bibi rthdayrthday asas thethe datedate forfor 
acquisitionacquisition ofof adultadult rightsrights isis arbi­arbi­
trary,trary, becausebecause therethere isis nono preciseprecise 
timetime atat whichwhich people,people, inin general"general" 
becomebecome suitedsuited forfor thethe possessionpossession ofof 
suchsuch rights,rights, itit isis notnot arbitraryarbitrary toto saysay 
thatthat mostmost peoplepeople shouldshould notnot bebe givengiven 
themthem atat ageage fivefive andand shouldshould alal readyready 
havehave beenbeen givengiven themthem byby thethe ageage ofof 
forty.forty. ThereThere isis nono reasonreason toto pickpick thethe 
dayday aa personperson becomesbecomes eighteeneighteen ratherrather 
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thanthan thethe dayday beforebefore oror thethe dayday afterafter 
hishis bibi rthday,rthday, butbut anyany ofof thethe thth reeree 
wouldwould obviouslyobviously bebe farfar betterbetter thanthan thethe 
fifthfifth birthdaybirthday oror thethe fortiethfortieth birth­birth­
day.day. SoSo also,also, shrimpshrimp andand oysters,oysters, asas 
SingerSinger notices,4notices,4 areare inin aa greygrey areaarea 
wherewhere ourour decisiondecision asas toto whetherwhether oror 
notnot theythey havehave painpain isis concerned;concerned; andand 
ifif theythey dodo havehave pain,whetherpain,whether itit isis 
wrongwrong toto hurthurt them.them. ButBut pigspigs areare 
notnot inin suchsuch a'a' greygrey area,area, asas RortyRorty 
unwittinglyunwittingly admitsadmits whenwhen hehe noticesnotices 
theirtheir writhing.writhing. 

E.E. ToTo sendsend aa beingbeing toto slaughterslaughter 
involvesinvolves aa decision,decision, whichwhich RortyRorty notnot 
onon IyIy mama kes,kes, butbut mama keskes inin thethe casecase ofof 
pigspigs withwith "equanimity.""equanimity." ThisThis mightmight 
implyimply onlyonly thatthat thethe personperson whowho sendssends 
pigspigs toto slaughterslaughter isis calmcalm andand com­com­
posed,posed, andand isis notnot irrational.irrational. TheThe 
wordword equanimity,equanimity, however,however, asas defineddefined 
byby thethe OED,OED, carriescarries withwith itit thethe notionnotion 
ofof "fairness"fairness ofof judgement,judgement, impartial­impartial­
ity,ity, equity"equity" (my(my emphasis),emphasis), whichwhich 
indicatesindicates anythinganything but'but' arbitrarinessarbitrariness 
sincesince fairnessfairness areare equityequity are,are, byby def­def­
inition,inition, opposedopposed toto arbitrariness.arbitrariness. IfIf 
itit isis fairfair toto slaughterslaughter aa pig,pig, oror aa 
mattermatter ofof equity,equity, thenthen RortyRorty mustmust dodo 
twotwo things.things. FiFi rst,rst, hehe mustmust avoidavoid thethe 
chargecharge ofof arbitrariness,arbitrariness, andand notnot justjust 
inin thethe minimalminimal sensesense ofof slaughteringslaughtering 
somesome pigspigs butbut makingmaking exceptionsexceptions forfor 
others,others, i.e.,i.e., hehe mustmust findfind aa non-arbi­non-arbi­
trarytrary basisbasis forfor slaughteringslaughtering pigspigs atat 
all.all. AndAnd second,second, hehe mustmust atat thethe samesame 
timetime avoidavoid thethe "Platonic"Platonic urge"urge" toto makemake 
hishis positionposition non-arbitrarynon-arbitrary byby anan 
appealappeal toto somesome factfact ofof nature.nature. ItIt isis 
hardhard toto seesee howhow RortyRorty cancan accomplishaccomplish 
eithereither oneone ofof thesethese tasks,tasks, muchmuch lessless 
both.both. Or,Or, hehe mightmight trytry toto avoidavoid 
objectionobjection (E)(E) altogetheraltogether byby refrainingrefraining 
fromfrom thethe useuse ofof thethe termterm "equanim­"equanim­
ity.ity. "" 

AlthoughAlthough II willwill notnot offeroffer anythinganything 
likelike anan adequateadequate alternativealternative toto Rorty'sRorty's 
accountaccount ofof pre-linguisticpre-linguistic awarenessawareness inin 
pigs,pigs, II wouldwould likelike brieflybriefly toto suggestsuggest 
howhow oneone mightmight givegive inin toto thethe "Platonic"Platonic 
urge"urge" withoutwithout buildingbuilding moralmoral 
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exhibit such behavior. Therefore,
Rorty's imagined possibility of conver­
sation with bats and koalas would be
based solely on the shape of their
mouths. Further, to lump rats and
pigs, on the one hand, together with
amoebas and computers, on the other,
is misleading. One finds it difficult,
if not impossible, to imagine what it
would mean to say that a computer
writhed, and hence had pain, agony,
or emotion. Yet is is so easy to say
that a pig can writhe that even Rorty
says so.

D. I have twice accused Rorty of
arbitrariness, to which he might
respond that the cha rge of a rbitra ri­
ness is irrelevant since any distinction
regarding who should have rights is
somewhat arbitrary. The case of ani­
mals is similar, he might say, to his
example of adult rights descending on
a person on his eighteenth birthday
(p. 187). There is nothing that is
clear-cut about this date, but after
the eighteenth birthday there is a
shift in a person's relations with oth­
ers. Line-drawing may be "injudi­
cious," but it is neither a mista ke nor
irrational. What might be unfair, for
Rorty, would be to give adult rights
to all eighteen year olds, except for
some chosen people, who wou Id have
to wait until they were thirty. He
might analogously argue that it would
be fair, though arbitrary, to slaugh­
ter pigs, but u nfai r to ma ke excep­
tions for some. pigs.

This stance is troublesome for sev­
eral reasons. While picking the
eighteenth bi rthday as the date for
acquisition of adult rights is arbi­
trary, because there is no precise
time at which people, in general"
become suited for the possession of
such rights, it is not arbitrary to say
that most people should not be given
them at age five and should al ready
have been given them by the age of
forty. There is no reason to pick the
day a person becomes eighteen rather
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than the day before or the day after
his bi rthday, but any of the th ree
would obviously be far better than the
fifth birthday or the fortieth birth­
day. So also, shrimp and oysters, as
Singer notices,4 are in a grey area
where our decision as to whether or
not they have pain is concerned; and
if they do have pain,whether it is
wrong to hurt them. But pigs are
not in such a' grey area, as Rorty
unwittingly admits when he notices
their writhing.

E. To send a being to slaughter
involves a decision, which Rorty not
on Iy ma kes, but ma kes in the case of
pigs with "equanimity." This might
imply only that the person who sends
pigs to slaughter is calm and com­
posed, and is not irrational. The
word equanimity, however, as defined
by the OED, carries with it the notion
of "fairness of judgement, impartial­
ity, equity" (my emphasis), which
indicates anything but' arbitrariness
since fairness are equity are, by def­
inition, opposed to arbitrariness. If
it is fair to slaughter a pig, or a
matter of equity, then Rorty must do
two things. Fi rst, he must avoid the
charge of arbitrariness, and not just
in the minimal sense of slaughtering
some pigs but making exceptions for
others, i.e., he must find a non-arbi­
trary basis for slaughtering pigs at
all. And second, he must at the same
time avoid the "Platonic urge" to make
his position non-arbitrary by an
appeal to some fact of nature. It is
hard to see how Rorty can accomplish
either one of these tasks, much less
both. Or, he might try to avoid
objection (E) altogether by refraining
from the use of the term "equanim­
ity. "

Although I will not offer anything
like an adequate alternative to Rorty's
account of pre-linguistic awareness in
pigs, I would like briefly to suggest
how one might give in to the "Platonic
urge" without building moral
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prohibitionsprohibitions onon "old"old style"style" metaphy­metaphy­
sics.sics. Rorty'sRorty's ownown noticingnoticing ofof pigs'pigs' 
writhingwrithing indicatesindicates thatthat pigspigs dodo com­com­
municatemunicate inin theithei rr ownown way.way. AlthoughAlthough 
RortyRorty maymay bebe right,right, alongalong withwith HegelHegel 
(p.(p. 192),192), thatthat thethe individualindividual humanhuman 
beingbeing apartapart fromfrom societysociety (and(and espe­espe­
cially,cially, forfor Rorty,Rorty, itsits linguisticlinguistic con­con­
ventions)ventions) "is"is justjust oneone moremore animal,"animal," itit 
doesdoes notnot followfollow thatthat itit isis legitimatelegitimate toto 
inflictinflict unnecessaryunnecessary sufferingsuffering onon "just"just 
oneone moremore animal."animal." PigsPigs andand otherother 
animalsanimals indicateindicate toto usus throughthrough writh­writh­
inging thatthat theythey are'are' notnot capablecapable onlyonly ofof 
awareness-1,awareness-1, eveneven ifif theythey fallfall shortshort ofof 
awareness-2.awareness-2. PigsPigs areare alsoalso capablecapable ofof 
experiencingexperiencing pain,pain, asas RortyRorty mightmight 
havehave toto reluctantlyreluctantly admit.admit. ItIt isis justjust 
notnot truetrue thatthat humanhuman languagelanguage isis thethe 
onlyonly (or(or atat times,times, thethe mostmost reliable)reliable) 
guideguide toto thethe feelings,feelings, interests,interests, oror 
painspains ofof otherother beings.beings. IInn thethe casecase ofof 
humanhuman beingsbeings languagelanguage cancan disguisedisguise 
factsfacts asas wellwell asas communicatecommunicate them.them. IfIf 
aa dog'sdog's whimperingwhimpering andand clawingclawing atat thethe 
doordoor cannotcannot informinform oneone ofof thethe animal'sanimal's 
needneed toto gogo outout thenthen neitherneither cancan thethe 
student'sstudent's verbalverbal andand plaintiveplaintive requestrequest 
thatthat hehe hashas toto gogo toto thethe bathbath room.room. 
InIn fact,fact, thethe studentstudent maymay bebe lying.lying. 
RortyRorty seemsseems toto havehave fallenfallen victimvictim toto 
thethe dogmadogma thatthat therethere isis aa vastvast gulfgulf 
betweenbetween naturalnatural andand conventionalconventional 
(humanoid)(humanoid) bearersbearers ofof meaning,meaning, givinggiving 
riserise toto thethe gulfgulf betweenbetween thethe waysways wewe 
treattreat (non-humanoid)(non-humanoid) animalsanimals andand 
men.men. AtAt bestbest thisthis gulfgulf isis aa differencedifference 
inin degree.degree. 55 PerhapsPerhaps hehe shouldshould con­con­
sidersider thatthat many,many, ifif notnot most,most, ofof thethe 
attributionsattributions ofof painpain wewe makemake toto otherother 
humanhuman beingsbeings areare notnot basedbased onon artic­artic­
ulatedulated evidence,evidence, butbut onon writhings,writhings, 
moans,moans, thethe sightsight ofof blood,blood, etc.,etc., allall ofof 

whichwhich areare exhibitedexhibited byby pigs.pigs. InIn thethe 
meantime,meantime, itit seemsseems thatthat RortyRorty hashas notnot 
soso muchmuch destroyeddestroyed thethe mirrormirror ofof 
natunatu rere asas cloudedclouded it.it. 
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prohibitions on "old style" metaphy­
sics. Rorty's own noticing of pigs'
writhing indicates that pigs do com­
municate in thei r own way. Although
Rorty may be right, along with Hegel
(p. 192), that the individual human
being apart from society (and espe­
cially, for Rorty, its linguistic con­
ventions) "is just one more animal," it
does not follow that it is legitimate to
inflict unnecessary suffering on "just
one more animal." Pigs and other
animals indicate to us through writh­
ing that they are' not capable only of
awareness-1, even if they fall short of
awareness-2. Pigs are also capable of
experiencing pain, as Rorty might
have to reluctantly admit. It is just
not true that human language is the
only (or at times, the most reliable)
guide to the feelings, interests, or
pains of other beings. In the case of
human beings language can disguise
facts as well as communicate them. If
a dog's whimpering and clawing at the
door cannot inform one of the animal's
need to go out then neither can the
student's verbal and plaintive request
that he has to go to the bath room.
In fact, the student may be lying.
Rorty seems to have fallen victim to
the dogma that there is a vast gulf
between natural and conventional
(humanoid) bearers of meaning, giving
rise to the gulf between the ways we
treat (non-humanoid) animals and
men. At best this gulf is a difference
in degree. 5 Perhaps he should con­
sider that many, if not most, of the
attributions of pain we make to other
human beings are not based on artic­
ulated evidence, but on writhings,
moans, the sight of blood, etc., all of


