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SUMMARY

In light of the United Nations’ aim to achieve the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) 
by 2030 and recognizing that the international community is nowhere near to achieving 
this aim, this paper argues for a change in practice and perspective regarding animals used 
for food, particularly those animals used in the industrial animal agriculture industry, and 
consequently calls for a transformative change in human-animal relationships. Using the 
global practice of factory farming as a case study, the paper aims to show that the interests 
of humans, nonhumans, and the environment overlap considerably and that the current 
anthropocentric stance, that provides the ethical framework for the SDGs, undermines itself 
in its attempt to meet the needs of present and future human beings whilst considering 
human interests only as of direct moral concern. Drawing on the concepts of “one health” 
and “doughnut economics”, the paper concludes with an urgent call for a more inclusive 
biocentric approach to global environmental problems, health, and disease. Such an approach 
should recognize the good of other than human beings in and of itself, and be guided by 
relevant anti-speciesist egalitarian principles and practices. This framework of biocentrism, 
doughnut economics, and one health the authors term the ‘trio-model’, for short.

Keywords: Animal-human relations, factory farming, intensive rearing, COVID-19, SDGs, 
ethics, one health, zoonotic disease, well-being, interests, doughnut economics, biocentrism.

INTRODUCTION

Currently, the climate emergency and biodiversity crisis are threatening our very 
existence, and yet, with just six years to go until 2030, we are nowhere near achieving 
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the United Nations’ (UN) 17 Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). As stated 
in the most recent SDGs Progress Report (UN, 2023a), ‘many of the SDGs are 
moderately to severely off track’ (UN, 2023b, p. 1); ‘it’s time to sound the alarm’ 
(UN, 2023a, p. 2). These goals create an international platform for change for the 
better. They are meant to be integrated, recognizing that issues in certain areas, such 
as human health and wellbeing, are intimately connected to other areas, such as our 
food production systems.

However, admirable and significant as these goals are, they may be seen as 
undermining themselves in terms of being actionable in a sustainable way due to 
their anthropocentric slant. This human-centered bias means that, at their core, they 
do not challenge the very values that have led to the crisis in the first place, and 
fail to recognize the interlinking interests of beings other than humans. Moreover, 
they do not acknowledge the inherent interests of nonhuman beings themselves. 
Recognizing such interests is necessary to fulfill our obligations concerning the climate 
and biodiversity crisis. It is also required to challenge the reinforcing structures that 
continue to threaten the world’s most vulnerable beings, humans and nonhumans 
included.

This paper aims to provide a new framework to address systematic challenges and 
consider the diversity of interests related to the climate emergency and biodiversity 
crisis. This framework, referred to here as ‘the trio module’, combines biocentrism, 
doughnut economics, and one health. The objective of the paper is to explain 
why biocentrism, as an environmental stance, is more suitable than the current 
anthropocentric ethic. It also emphasizes the importance of an economic model that 
aligns with this stance, as well as the coherence of a non-anthropocentric conception 
of world health within this framework.

The paper will specifically focus on responsible consumption and production, one 
of the Sustainable Development Goals. Achieving this goal by 2030 will require a 
transformation of the global food system, moving away from the practice of intensive 
animal farming for meat. This practice inflicts significant suffering on billions of 
animals worldwide each year and is supported through the systemic exploitation of 
animals. Additionally, these animals require a large amount of grain for their feed, 
which in turn requires significant land mass for cultivation. As a practice, factory 
farming exemplifies the overlapping interests of humans, nonhumans, and the 
environment, making it a suitable topic for discussing the trio model and linking 
theory to practice in this paper. Driven by the Western demand for cheap meat, it 
is not only an environmentally wasteful and destructive practice but also conflicts 
with the goal of ending hunger, promoting food security, and fostering sustainable 
agriculture, which are also part of the SDGs. Due to these reasons alone, a shift to 
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more responsible farming practices urgently needs to be prioritized concerning food 
production.

INTERCONNECTING ISSUES

The climate emergency crisis and the biodiversity crisis are not two separate issues; 
they need to be addressed together as a ‘global double emergency,’ as claimed by 
WWF in their latest Living Planet Report (2022, p. 12). This report provides a 
sobering perspective, emphasizing that without transformational changes in our 
technology, consumption patterns, food production systems, and economic and 
financial systems, we will not be able to achieve the SDGs by 2030. The report 
highlights the need to shift from focusing solely on goals and targets to values 
and rights in policy-making and everyday life (Living Planet Report, 2022, p. 5). 
Furthermore, it stresses the importance of recognizing the interconnectedness of 
issues related to equity (Humphreys 2023, ch. 3; Kemmerer, 2011, pp. 25-28; Living 
Planet Report, 2002, p. 11).

Rapidly declining habitats resulting from our land use continue to pose the most 
significant threat to plants and animals, as indicated by the Living Planet Index 
(LPI) in 2023 (ZSL and WWF, 2023, n.p.). According to WWF (2022, p. 4), there 
has already been ‘an average 69% decline in the relative abundance of monitored 
wildlife populations around the world between 1970 and 2018’. To address this 
emergency, ‘new lenses’, ‘unprecedented action’, ‘transformational change’, ‘game-
changing shifts’, and ‘system-wide changes’ are necessary ‘to put theory into practice’ 
(WWF, 2022, p. 4). It is crucial to take immediate and decisive measures to tackle 
the challenges we currently face.

Certainly, these actions are necessary for the well-being of human beings, particularly 
for those living in the world’s poorest regions who bear a disproportionate burden of 
the environmental crisis. According to the World Bank, it is estimated that by 2050, 
over 200 million individuals could become environmental refugees, displaced by the 
climate and biodiversity crisis (Boudreau et al., 2023, n.p). Interconnected issues 
such as food insecurity resulting from droughts and disruptions in food production 
systems, as well as land use and rising sea levels, contribute to this crisis. These issues, 
exacerbated by diminishing resources, give rise to conflicts between humans and 
conflicts between different species, as a growing number of individuals, both human 
and non-human, migrate in search of habitable land (climate refugia). (Attfield, 
2023, pp. 135-36).

While the SDGs focus on human interests as a direct moral and practical consideration 
regarding the climate and biodiversity crisis and they recognize the links between 
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various areas of concern (including forest management, food production and 
security, water use, land use, and clean energy), the goals are specified from within an 
anthropocentric ethical framework. Anthropocentrism, being the normative stance 
that considers all and only human beings to be deserving of moral standing, holds 
that all and only human beings are considered to have interests that are due direct 
moral consideration (for a critique of anthropocentrism, see Attfield, 2023, pp. 122-
25, 2020, pp. 63-74; Katz, 2020, pp. 23-32).

This framework raises significant concerns for several reasons, primarily because all 
sentient nonhuman beings, along with human beings, possess interests that not only 
warrant direct moral consideration but also hold moral significance when they come 
into conflict with the interests of other beings, whether human or nonhuman (for 
further discussion on conflicts interests, see Humphreys, forthcoming, 2024, ch. 5; 
Kiley-Worthington, 2022, pp. 95-101; see also section below, ‘Nonsentient creatures 
and biocentrism’). Indeed, sentient animals possess, at the very least, interests in 
avoiding suffering, as well as interests in freedom, functioning, and well-being 
(DeGrazia, 1996, pp. 268-72; Heeger and Brom, 2001, pp. 241-42; Humphreys, 
2010, pp. 52-65). These fundamental interests often carry significant weight in 
cases of conflict. However, they are regrettably and unjustifiably overridden in many 
instances by more peripheral interests of human beings, such as the preference for 
purchasing cheap meat or having access to specific consumer products (Attfield and 
Humphreys, 2017, pp. 44-77, 2016, pp. 1-11).

FACTORY FARMING: OVERLAPPING INTERESTS

Furthermore, concerning the intensive meat production system, the use of sentient 
animals in intensive rearing remains one of the cruelest practices on our planet. 
Approximately two-thirds of the world’s farm animals are raised using intensive rearing 
methods, totaling around 50 billion individual animals annually (Compassion in 
World Farming, 2023, n.p). These animals are often confined in filthy, overcrowded 
conditions that prevent them from engaging in their natural behaviours. They also 
endure immense suffering during transportation, especially in the live export trade. 
Animal ethicists have been drawing attention to this appalling treatment of farm 
animals since the 1960s, with the publication of Ruth Harrison’s Animal Machines in 
1964 (Harrison, 1964; see further Singer, 1975; Kirchhelle, 2021).

Many argue that the principle of equal consideration of interests should apply not 
only to human beings but also to nonhuman animals. They contend that our current 
treatment of animals in certain practices reflects blatant speciesism, analogous to 
the systemic and institutional racism and sexism of the past (Ryder, 1975; Singer, 
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1995). It is important to note that this does not imply that racism or sexism no 
longer exists. Recognizing the applicability of the principle of equal consideration 
of interests to animals entails giving equal consideration to the interests of both 
humans and nonhumans. Such consideration does not necessitate equal treatment 
but, similar to intra-human cases, requires equal consideration of similar interests 
when conflicts arise (Humphreys, 2023, ch. 6).

This argument has been extensively discussed and can be explored in the existing 
literature (Dunayer, 2004, chs. 5-7; Francione, 2008, pp. 148-69). However, for 
this paper, it is sufficient to acknowledge that the proper recognition and application 
of this principle regarding animals would necessitate a significant overhaul of our 
global food production industry, particularly concerning intensive rearing. This 
change would be a matter of justice rather than just compassion (Attfield and 
Humphreys, 2016, pp. 1-11, 2017, pp. 44-77; Nussbaum, 2022, ch. 1). It would 
also require transformative shifts in our consumer habits and land use practices; the 
latter practices are intricately connected to our food production systems, thereby 
impacting the interests of both sentient nonhuman beings and human beings.

Indeed, in the context of a growing global population, the use of intensive methods for 
mass-produced meat is an unjust food production practice, particularly considering 
the significant food inequalities that exist worldwide. Animals raised for meat consume 
substantial quantities of grain and require large amounts of clean water throughout 
their lives. The conversion of grain into meat protein is highly inefficient, as it diverts 
valuable resources that could otherwise be used to alleviate hunger among the less 
fortunate, despite potential challenges in distribution. Furthermore, while individuals 
in Western countries have access to diverse food options, many people in poorer 
nations rely on small-scale farming for their well-being and sustenance. However, 
the expansion of global intensive farming poses a threat to these livelihoods, as 
conglomerates clear more forested areas to cultivate soy and cereal feed to sustain the 
vast numbers of factory-farmed animals each year (CIWF, 2023, n.p). Consequently, 
the interests of impoverished communities directly clash with the powerful economic 
interests of the global meat industry (Wasley, 2009, n.p).

Meanwhile, intensive animal agriculture emerges as a significant contributor to 
greenhouse gas emissions, with the energy needed for cultivating and producing 
high-quality animal feed being the primary energy factor (Woods et al., 2010, p. 
2994). Moreover, it generates substantial amounts of waste pollutants and necessitates 
the extensive use of pesticides for growing animal feed (Woods et al., 2010, pp. 
2995-2997), both of which pose toxic risks to the environment. Additionally, the 
extensive land requirements for crop cultivation and cattle grazing further endanger 
biodiversity and natural habitats.
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NONSENTIENT CREATURES AND BIOCENTRISM:  
A MORE INCLUSIVE FRAMEWORK

These natural habitats are home to numerous land and water animals, as well as 
diverse plant life. Many of these creatures include nonsentient ones whose interests 
are currently being threatened and undermined by the ongoing crisis. Regarding 
biodiversity, while it is impossible to predict all the risks climate change poses to 
nonhuman life (both sentient and nonsentient), some can be anticipated (Humphreys, 
2020, pp. 49 and 59-60). Research presented in Climatic Change (Warren et al., 
2018, pp. 395-409) examines the risks to ‘priority places’ under different future 
scenarios. This research indicates that in an unmitigated case with no emissions cuts, 
up to half of the plant and animal species in these areas of significant diversity could 
face extinction by 2100. Even in a mitigated case where emissions are restricted to 
no more than 2 degrees Celsius above pre-industrial levels (which is still considered 
insufficient), a 25% species loss is projected. Therefore, even if the emission levels 
proposed by the Paris Agreement are met, there would still be a substantial loss of 
biodiversity. We can already observe the impacts of climate change on certain species 
(Colwell et al., 2008, pp. 258-261; Xu et al., 2009, pp. 250-230; Parmesan, 2006, 
pp. 637-669; Root et al., 2003, pp. 75-60; see further Humphreys, 2020, p. 49).

When examining the term ‘species’ in this context, there is a tendency to overlook the 
individual animals and their well-being that are affected by the crisis. The discussion 
differs significantly regarding human beings, as their interests appear to be prioritized 
above those of our species as a whole. The fulfillment or hindrance of human interests 
related to climate change seems to take precedence over the considerations associated 
with the survival of our species, Homo sapiens. Furthermore, as highlighted by Clare 
Palmer, there is a greater emphasis on discussing the impacts of the crisis on human 
beings (Palmer, 2016, p. 132). But nonhuman beings, as individual creatures with 
their own lived experiences, have often been excluded from much of the discourse 
surrounding the impacts of the climate and biodiversity crisis (Fernandez, 2020, pp. 
33-48).

In the context of climate change concerns, nonhuman creatures, especially 
nonsentient ones, are often perceived as ‘belonging to a species’ rather than being 
recognized as individual beings with their interests that can be advanced or hindered 
by human actions (or inactions). Their interests are typically seen as ‘belonging to 
us’, indirectly related to conservation, education, and preserving ecosystems that are 
crucial for human survival. Alternatively, their interests are considered only in respect 
of the extent to which the fulfilment or thwarting of those interests impacts on the 
integrity of ecosystems and species more generally (Humphreys, 2020, pp. 47-48).
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However, all nonsentient creatures have interests of their own, regardless of their 
ability to consciously take an interest in their well-being (Rodogno, 2010, pp. 84-
85). Many of these creatures are currently facing the threat of extinction due to the 
ongoing crisis. Nonsentient creatures also have interests in flourishing and thriving 
within their species (see Attfield, 1995, Ch. 4). Unfortunately, the interests of both 
sentient and nonsentient creatures are often not adequately considered by human 
beings.

Regarding the ethics of climate change mitigation concerning sentient and 
nonsentient nonhuman beings, even if we fail to meet the goals of the Paris 
Agreement and do not significantly reduce greenhouse gas emissions to sustainable 
levels, it is likely that some nonhuman sentient and nonsentient creatures will survive 
and potentially outlive human beings. If these creatures have value in their own right 
and if a world with diverse living creatures holds independent value even without 
human presence, then we have a responsibility to mitigate the devastating impacts of 
climate change for the sake of present and future sentient and nonsentient creatures. 
These obligations extend directly to the well-being of these creatures and are not 
merely indirect considerations for the benefit of human beings alone (Attfield, 2023, 
p. 124).

In addition, the principle of equal consideration of interests applies to nonsentient 
creatures as well, as they also have interests and can be affected positively or negatively 
by our actions or inactions. While they do not have interests in not suffering, they 
do possess analogous interests to sentient creatures. These interests pertain to their 
capacities for self-repair, growth, and self-preservation (Attfield, 2014, Ch. 2, 2023, 
Ch. 4, Ch. 7; Humphreys, 2011, p. 74). Consequently, they have an intrinsic good, 
which, as Attfield (1995, p. 20) argues, ‘is in many ways distinctive and peculiar 
to the capacities with which their own kind is endowed’. Similarly to the proper 
application of the principle of equal consideration (of interests) in human cases, 
the application of the principle in cases involving creatures other than humans or 
in inter-species cases, whether they involve sentient or nonsentient beings, does 
not necessitate treating all creatures the same. However, it does require giving due 
consideration to their interests when conflicts arise.

Such considerations alone make biocentric egalitarianism an appropriate 
environmental normative stance for providing an ethical framework that could 
effectively account for the entire range of interests threatened by the biodiversity and 
climate crisis. This framework considers the interconnectedness of these interests, 
particularly concerning the system-wide changes needed in food production and 
economic institutions. One example of such interconnectedness has been highlighted 
in the form of intensive rearing, which negatively impacts not only human beings 
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but also sentient nonhuman beings (including free-living animals and animals in 
factory farms) as well as nonsentient living things, such as plant life and trees.

In practice, biocentrism (the stance that all and only living things have moral 
standing) would necessitate that the interests of all creatures, at risk of being affected, 
be directly considered in cases of conflict. This means that the interests of plants or 
trees should not be disregarded simply because plants and trees are not sentient or 
human. It would also imply the urgent need to address the treatment of animals 
in factory farms by establishing a framework that prioritizes the interests of these 
sentient animals, including genuine and serious consideration of their interests in 
not suffering. Alternative models, such as free-range models, yet divorced from 
slaughterhouse and transportation systems set up under factory farming models, 
would be preferable. Additionally, transitioning towards a plant-based diet should 
be seriously considered, especially for individuals in the Western world who are 
the main consumers of factory-farmed meat yet do not require such meat for their 
survival. Farming practices in the Western world that profess to be ‘nature-based’ 
cannot plausibly make such claims if the interests of the animals being used is not a 
main concern in their practices – these animals being sentient ones who certainly do 
have significant interests at stake, and often overriding ones at that.

Meanwhile, sustainable farming methods that consider the interests of animals, 
such as those small-scale, non-caged-based, or free-range farms that support local 
livelihoods for some of the world’s poorest people, could be continued as these are 
essential for the survival of certain communities worldwide (CIWF, 2024a). At the 
same time, the high demand for meat in the Western world needs to be reduced, and 
this involves consumer changes on a large scale. This approach aims to be equitable 
by prioritizing basic needs over non-basic ones, regardless of whether they are human 
or nonhuman, and by giving equal consideration to like interests across species. 
Moreover, what is also needed, in practice, is an end to factory farming, which 
continues to undermine the interests of humans, animals, and the environment. For 
this, a global agreement on food and agriculture is very much needed, as argued by 
Compassion in World Farming (CIWF, 2024b).

Furthermore, regarding sustainability, integrated policies and practices need to be 
considered (Attfield, 2023, chs. 6-7). Integrated, in this sense, means that specific 
issues –including animal welfare ones – are not considered in isolation from issues 
that are systemically linked, such as those pertaining to human health, environmental 
protection, and climate mitigation. As Attfield (2023, p. 106) recognizes, indigenous 
local knowledge is essential for finding sustainable solutions to meeting SDGs, whilst 
accepting, as Paul Ekins (1993, p. 100) also does, that achieving these goals requires 
a ‘radical restructuring’ and global reform, including ‘fairer trading relationships’ 
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and ‘debt cancellation’. This restructuring aims to create a more level playing field, 
supported by large-scale investment and local participation in sustainable development 
initiatives (Ekins, 1993, pp. 97-99). Moreover, Ekins (1993, p. 96) advocates for 
‘different pathways to sustainable development’. Thus, a global perspective is needed, 
along with particular more local ones.  

In addition to this, innovative solutions are needed that reframe debates in a way 
that genuinely considers the interests of, for example, sentient animals, whether 
‘domesticated’ or free living, and allows for humans and nonhumans to coexist in 
a way that allows for at least the basic needs of both to be met. Examples of such 
solutions might, in some cases, include wildlife ‘bridges’ over or tunnels under 
highways, small-scale green habitats, and city roof-top or balcony gardens that can 
act as a form of vital climate wildlife refugia for city-dwelling wildlife, as well as 
small-scale farming practices that properly consider the welfare of the animals in 
question in unison with interests related to human health.

Marthe Kiley-Worthington, in her article ‘Conflicts between Wildlife Conservation, 
Animal Welfare and Human Interests, and Ways Forward’ (2022), outlines plausible 
— and workable — solutions. She draws attention to the fact that many clashes 
between, for example, the interests of humans (in protecting their food crops) and 
those of larger wild animals, such as elephants (who also have interests in not starving), 
are largely due to declining habitats, decreasing food sources and vegetation, and 
land pressures. She suggests as follows:

First everyone must improve their sustainable agricultural techniques (which are well 
known), put them into practice and understand that there may be solutions that 
do not require killing of individuals. The farmers and all of us, need to understand 
both the intrinsic and the instrumental value of having elephants around, and also 
use up to date regenerative agriculture to bring them higher net yields where they 
already cultivate. They must employ Agro-forestry to ensure they have sustainable 
wood and the ecology that goes with it, and the number and type of stock that they 
graze must be controlled so there stock thrives without causing species to disappear 
(Kiley-Worthington, 2022, p. 100).

In Kiley-Worthington’s work, there is a recognition that many solutions already 
exist and are known about, albeit not implemented. Regarding more immediate 
solutions for elephants, ‘The elephants must be discouraged from going onto the 
farms. This can be by electric fencing; by giving them unpleasant experiences with 
chillis and/or have bees hives strategically placed’ (Kiley-Worthington, 2022, p.100). 
With land under increasing pressure from human activity, we need to consider how 
large mammals, such as elephants, can have a quality of life in some form of wild 
or semi-wild environment, acknowledging that this environment will need to be a 
“managed”  one (Kiley-Worthington, 2022, p.100). 
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This further points to the importance of integrated policies. In areas where conflicts 
between elephants and humans occur, some of the other drivers include increasing 
population levels and lack of employment. The latter results in ‘many people 
remain[ing] farmers in the country. Since they have to feed themselves from what 
they grow and there are more of them, they believe they need more land, and so 
they move into wildlife areas to cultivate, cut trees or graze their animals’ (Kiley-
Worthington, 2022, p. 100). Thus, population policies need to be viewed in the 
context of sustainable development issues, land use, and employment factors, 
considering social and economic obstacles related to the lack of sufficient jobs for 
growing populations.

It may be objected that, in a world in which a large proposition of the interests of 
human beings are not currently met, we should focus on the needs of present humans, 
and discount the needs of future humans and nonhuman animals (both current 
and future ones). However, this objection misunderstands the systemic nature of the 
issues at stake. In addition, as Attfield plausibly argue, such an objection mistakenly 
assumes that meeting the basic needs of humans involves focusing on present humans 
only. Indeed, alleviating, for example, the future suffering of human beings means 
taking measures to alleviate human suffering in the present; addressing poverty or the 
lack of access to clean water in the future means tackling these issues in the here and 
now: there is ‘continuity between meeting the interests of the present and those of 
the future’ (Attfield, 2023, p. 38).

Further, in the case of animal welfare as it relates to sustainability, sustainable solutions 
to human problems necessitate a consideration of the unsustainability of many large-
scale commercial practices that exploit animals for our benefit. This consideration 
goes beyond practical aspects to encompass value judgments underlying the supposed 
justifications for such exploitations. Indeed, such judgments are unsustainable if they 
continue to prioritize the peripheral interests of humans over and above the significant 
interests of not just nonhumans, but also some of the world’s most vulnerable 
humans who are most negatively impacted by the consequences of such practices 
(for example, see Clark, 2023, pp. 509-11, for the impact of animal farming on 
water resources). The above considerations suggest that theory itself should not stand 
as an immovable framework to consider ethical issues. Indeed, as Attfield (2023, p. 
182) claims ‘thinking about ethics often moulds our thinking about ethical theory; 
the direction of influence is not always from theory to applications, and often flows 
in the opposite direction’.



N. Varghese, R. Humphreys: ‘The Trio-Model’: a new, transformative framework for an old,...  pp. 65–85

75

A NEW ECONOMIC MODEL FOR A NEW VALUE SYSTEM

Intensive farming practices are globally enforced and maintained through the influence 
of conglomerates, advertisements, and consumer habits. These practices are supported 
by institutions with powerful political and economic interests at stake. Political 
interests are closely tied to institutions that are inherently anthropocentric, prioritizing 
human concerns over those of other beings. Robert Garner (2016, p. 464) highlights 
the shortcomings of the current ‘strong’ anthropocentric approach within political 
systems, ‘which holds that only human preferences regarding animals ought to be 
promoted’. Drawing on the well-established all-affected principle (Warren, 2017, pp. 
1-15), Garner argues that ‘animals themselves have a democratic right to have their 
interests represented in the political process’ (Garner, 2016, p. 460), irrespective of 
whether humans desire or would prefer to have better protections afforded to animals 
(Garner, 2016, pp. 459-77). He advocates the potential of genuine deliberative justice 
for animals and their interests (Garner 2019, pp. 309-29).

This would create an essential political platform for change for farm animals and 
other animals. Without political reform, they will continue to be exploited and 
treated as free resources, rather than as sentient and feeling beings with their own 
lived experiences:

Industries that harm animals, such as intensive farming and animal experimentation, 
have come to dominate the UK government to the exclusion of animal protection and 
public opinion. This set-up is perpetuated by a government structure that prioritises 
‘competitiveness’ and deregulation, including the various agencies and departments 
that sponsor the commercial interests of animal harm industries. Conversely, there 
are no laws or institutions to promote animal welfare protection and ensure it is a 
meaningful consideration for government. Our research shows that this situation of 
institutionalised government bias against animal welfare is the fundamental reason 
for weak animal welfare laws, feeble enforcement and, consequently, levels of animal 
harm that go way beyond public acceptability. This also explains why current animal 
advocacy campaigns aimed at government are generally unsuccessful. Therefore, 
establishing a governmental animal protection body is the key to a paradigm shift 
towards genuine respect for animals (CASJ, 2023).

Interestingly and perhaps pragmatically, arguments for political reform are often 
made outside of traditional animal ethics theory, thereby avoiding debates regarding 
the moral status of animals and the various conclusions drawn from those debates, 
including abolitionist perspectives (Garner, 2016, pp. 461-63, and 471-72). For 
further discussion on deliberative justice and animals, one can refer to The Centre 
for Animals and Social Justice (CASJ).
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It is not only political institutions that tend to be human-centered, but economic 
institutions as well. As Steven McMullen (2016, pp. 18-19) argues in his book 
Animals and the Economy:

[T]he dominant practice in economics has been to use an anthropocentric approach 
to all analyses. In environmental and natural resources economics, where one might 
expect scholars to break out of the traditional human-centred models, it is extremely 
uncommon for scholars to engage in cost-benefit analyses that include any non-human 
inherent worth, even in scholarship that explicitly considers animals, economists 
often assume that animal welfare has value only insomuch as humans care about it.

The World Trade Organization (WTO) rules also play a role in maintaining 
certain practices, primarily focused as they are on trade and commerce rather than 
environmental issues. However, these rules can undermine environmental policies 
and policies aimed at promoting the welfare of both humans and nonhuman beings. 
Countries may face limitations in restricting imports, and even in cases where 
restrictions are allowed, they must comply with WTO nondiscriminatory rules. 
As a result, countries attempting to implement sustainable agricultural practices 
or policies for the protection of animals could be susceptible to WTO challenges 
(Raven, 1999, p. 217). However, the issue is complex, and there is evidence 
suggesting that the WTO rules may not be as restrictive as commonly assumed, 
particularly in terms of providing greater protections for factory-farmed animals. 
Some argue that ‘governments are taking too cautious a view… and using them as 
an excuse for not making more meaningful changes to benefit the welfare of animals’ 
(Stevenson, 2015, p. 19). The detailed analysis of these rules falls beyond the scope 
of this paper. Nevertheless, it is worth noting that trade liberalization, as an aspect 
of the global economic system, tends to marginalize welfare interests and measures 
growth primarily through Gross National Product (GNP).

Indeed, not all growth should be regarded as inherently negative. When it comes 
to implementing equitable policies to address climate change, certain types of 
growth are necessary, particularly in the areas of sustainable agriculture, renewable 
energy resources, and clean water supplies (Attfield, 2014, p. 20). It is important to 
acknowledge that some countries may not be able to limit their carbon emissions 
at present because they are still struggling to meet the basic needs of their citizens. 
In such cases, generating electricity using carbon resources may be necessary to 
fulfill these needs, as long as alternative energy sources are not readily available. The 
generation of electricity might need to increase to ensure these basic needs are met. 
Conversely, richer countries, given their historically high emissions rates and their 
capacity to shoulder the burden, should prioritize investments in renewable energy 
and actively work towards reducing their energy consumption (Attfield, 2014, p. 
210).
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Certainly, it is important to distinguish between growth and a meaningful or just 
understanding of development. While certain notions of development derived from 
American hegemony are problematic, the concept itself can be helpful, particularly 
when considering the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) and their objectives. 
It is crucial to reject problematic notions of development while still retaining a notion 
of development as a process that moves away from undesirable states of affairs, such 
as poverty, malnutrition, low life expectancy, and lack of access to healthcare. Instead, 
development should aim for improvements in life expectancy, health, education, and 
autonomy, while also striving for social justice within the specific society in question 
(Attfield, 2014, p. 139, 2023, pp. 95-99).

Such development as a process is undermined by growth as measured by GNP. 
This economic conception of growth focuses on economic activity that is not 
conducive to development and even includes non-monetary transactions. Therefore, 
enacting change and achieving the SDGs will require a radical shift away from our 
current liberalistic economic system. Tangible changes are likely to necessitate the 
establishment of a new global economic model that prioritizes the well-being of 
humans, nonhumans, and the health of the environment. This model should, at the 
very least, enable, if not actively promote, such considerations.

DOUGHNUT ECONOMICS

One promising economic model for sustainable development is Doughnut 
economics, as proposed by Kate Raworth (2017). Raworth’s influential book, 
Doughnut Economics: Seven Ways to Think Like a 21st Century Economist, presents 
a visual economic framework resembling a doughnut. This framework merges 
the concepts of planetary boundaries and social boundaries (Raworth, 2017, p. 
9). Raworth (2017) describes the Doughnut as a transformative tool, providing a 
‘radically new compass for guiding humanity this century’ (p. 39). It envisions a 
future ‘that can provide for every person’s needs while safeguarding the living world 
on which we all depend’ (Raworth, 2017, p. 39).

The Doughnut framework comprises two essential elements: the social foundation 
and the ecological ceiling. The social foundation establishes the basic elements 
necessary for a dignified life, including ‘sufficient food; clean water and decent 
sanitation; access to energy and clean cooking facilities; access to education and 
to healthcare; decent housing; a minimum income and decent work; and access 
to networks of information and to networks of social support’ (Raworth, 2017, p. 
39). Achieving these provisions must be accompanied by principles such as ‘gender 
equality, social equity, political voice, and peace and justice’ (Raworth, 2017, p. 39). 
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On the other hand, the ecological ceiling represents the limits of planetary pressure, 
addressing issues such as ‘climate change, ocean acidification and chemical pollution’ 
(Raworth, 2017, p. 39).

The Doughnut framework establishes the inner and outer boundaries by integrating 
the social foundation and the ecological ceiling. These boundaries are intricately 
interconnected, emphasizing the inseparable relationship between human well-being 
and environmental sustainability (Raworth, 2017, p. 42). The social foundation 
ensures universal access to basic needs, while the ecological ceiling sets limits 
on human activities to protect essential ecosystems (Raworth, 2017, p. 42). The 
primary objective of the Doughnut framework is to achieve a harmonious balance 
between societal needs and environmental preservation. This balance ensures the 
fulfillment of basic human needs while simultaneously avoiding the exceeding of 
planetary boundaries and safeguarding ecosystems. The framework envisions a path 
of sustainable development that places equal emphasis on human well-being and 
environmental sustainability.

However, according to Janice Cox and Peter Stevenson (2022), there is a flaw in the 
Doughnut economics model. They argue that although the model presents a more 
comprehensive view of growth compared to the current model, it overlooks the well-
being of animals. The social aspect of the Doughnut economics model is based on 
the SDGs, which primarily focus on humans. However, it is crucial to recognize 
and address animal welfare, not only for ethical reasons but also because the neglect 
of animal welfare contributes to human health issues such as zoonotic diseases and 
antibiotic resistance. Cox and Stevenson (2022, p. 5) propose that: ‘[T]here should 
be a new segment of the inner ring to represent animal welfare. This is necessary 
because providing for animal welfare is a fundamental requirement for society, not a 
luxury, but a baseline for a safe and ethical operating space’.

This suggests that the inner part of the doughnut, which represents the ‘hole’ in the 
Doughnut economics model, should consider the well-being of ‘humans, animals, 
and nature’. It should strive to create a ‘safe and just space’ for not only humans but 
also animals and the environment as a whole (Cox and Stevenson, 2022, p. 5). Just 
like the principle of the 3Rs (reduction, refinement, and replacement: first proposed 
by Russell and Burch, 1959; see further Herrmann et al, 2019) is applied in animal 
experimentation to prioritize the welfare of animals, there is no reason why this 
principle should not apply to other commercial practices (Cox and Stevenson, 2022, 
p. 7) involving animals, including our food production systems. In simpler terms, 
it means that we should ensure the safety and fair treatment of animals in all areas 
where we use them, just as we do in animal experimentation, and this includes how 
we produce our food.
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To promote the well-being of animals, humans, and the environment, it is suggested 
that we adopt ‘‘heath-oriented’ systems for rearing animals’ (CIWF, 2020, p. 14). 
Such systems, as argued by Compassion in World Farming (2020, p. 14) regarding 
zoonotic disease and sustainability, would promote the health of nonhumans, 
humans, and the environment by:

- ‘Avoiding overcrowding’,
- ‘Reducing stress’,
- ‘Enabling animals to perform natural behaviour’,
- ‘Ending the early weaning of pigs’,
- ‘Avoiding excessive group size’,
- ‘Maintain good air quality’,
- ‘Encourage a move away from genetic selection for high production levels’.

In their informative policy report titled ‘Is the next Pandemic on our Plate?’, CIWF 
highlights the connections between animal welfare and human and ecological health. 
They argue that ‘[m]aintaining and further embedding a flawed food system based 
on the over production and consumption of animal products will lead to further 
pandemics, dangerous levels of climate change, undermine antibiotics and degrade 
soil fertility’ (CIWF, 2020, p. 21). They also support Doughnut economics as a model 
that, if revised to incorporate animal welfare, could be instrumental in enabling us 
to change from intensive farming systems to more holistic ones that respect the good 
of all creatures.

The core similarity between Raworth’s Doughnut Economics (2017) and the report 
‘Is the next Pandemic on our Plate?’ by Compassion in World Farming (CIWF, 
2020) lies in their shared emphasis on sustainable practices and their impact on 
human well-being and the environment. Raworth’s Doughnut economics framework 
aims to establish a balance between fulfilling people’s needs and preserving the 
environment. In contrast, the CIWF report (2020) focuses on the risks posed by 
intensive animal farming to public health and proposes a transition to sustainable 
and compassionate farming methods to prevent future pandemics. The report 
highlights the interconnections among animal welfare, environmental sustainability, 
and human health, advocating for responsible farming approaches that benefit both 
animals and humans.

However, both doughnut economics and the CIWF report are committed to 
sustainable practices and acknowledge the interconnectedness of human well-
being, environmental preservation, and responsible farming. They endorse a shift 
towards systems that prioritize a harmonious relationship between nature, fairness, 
and public health. These approaches strive to create a more robust and sustainable 
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future by promoting sustainable development and recognizing the interdependencies 
between society and the environment (for an eco-critical perspective on such 
interdependencies, see Varghese and Puthenkalam, 2021, pp. 1-11). 

According to Cox and Stevenson (2022, p. 1), ‘Doughnut Economics is a ground-
breaking system developed to change an outdated development paradigm based on 
endless economic growth, as measured by Gross Domestic Product (GDP), replacing 
this by a new paradigm that is fit for the 21st-century context and challenges, and 
which meets the needs of all people within the means of the living planet’. This 
model offers a promising economic approach that prioritizes people’s basic needs 
and health over exploiting vulnerable populations and degrading the environment 
for monetary gains. Incorporating farm animals’ interests is essential, for they are 
‘sentient beings and their welfare is an issue worthy of consideration and respect 
by all international organisations, Regional Economic Communities (RECSs), and 
countries’ (Cox and Stevenson, 2022, p. 4). Moreover, such incorporation would 
provide an approach that better protects the welfare interests of animals compared to 
the current liberalistic, free-trade model that often views animals as mere machines 
rather than sentient beings with their intrinsic value.

A NON-ANTHROPOCENTRIC CONCEPTION OF ONE HEALTH

The idea of ‘One Health’ has gained significant attention over the last decade, 
particularly with the emergence of the COVID-19 pandemic in late 2019 (Braverman, 
2023, p. 1). This concept aligns well with a collaborative and cross-disciplinary 
approach to health and disease, as discussed by Cox and Stevenson (2022, p. 3) in 
their work. One Health is endorsed by organizations focusing on health, especially 
regarding zoonotic and emerging infectious diseases. As a concept, it recognizes 
the interconnected well-being of humans, animals, plants, and the environment. 
Neglecting these connections can pose risks to food safety and security (Centre for 
Disease Control and Prevention 2022; Sellars et al. 2021, p. 35-36).

The American Veterinary Medical Association provides a commonly used definition 
for One Health, stating that it ‘calls for the collaborative efforts of multiple disciplines 
working locally, nationally, and globally to attain optimal health for people, animals, 
and our environment’ (King et al., pp. 260-61). However, One Health covers a wide 
array of areas, making it challenging to pin down a single comprehensive definition. 
The lack of consensus in defining One Health allows for flexibility in its application.

However, the concept of One Health signifies a collaborative and cross-disciplinary 
approach, aiming to promote health through interdisciplinary study and action across 
all animal species (Gibbs, 2014, p. 86; Woods, 2023, p. 27). The core idea behind 
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One Health is that humans, animals, plants, and the environment are interconnected 
and depend on each other. It emphasizes the importance of considering all these 
factors together (Braverman, 2023, p. 1).

Supporters of One Health highlight its significance due to the rise in new infectious 
diseases and the resurgence of older ones. Many of these diseases can move from 
animals to humans, and some are linked to the environment or carried by factors like 
food and insects (Braverman, 2023, p. 4). Understanding the links between people, 
animals, plants, and the environment is fundamental to one health. The focus is 
on their interdependence for overall well-being. This shared understanding of One 
Health is crucial in addressing diseases globally, extending beyond just human health 
to encompass the health of the planet and all its living beings (Braverman, 2023, 
p. 2). Since the current global meat industry of industrial animal agriculture poses 
inter-linked health and welfare issues for humans and for nonhumans, contributes 
significantly to environmental problems, and continues to undermine food 
security efforts globally, One Health has the promise of being able to form part 
of the conceptual framework for a ‘nature-positive’ (WWF’s Living Planet Report, 
2022) understanding what is at stake with regards to food system transformation 
and enacting changes for sustainable development in the interests of humans, 
nonhumans, and the environment.

CONCLUSION

It is the central claim of this paper that biocentrism as a normative stance, together 
with doughnut economics and the concept of one health (vague as the latter may 
sometimes be) could stand as a plausible theoretical framework for transformative 
change. This trio model (for short) is capable of taking into account local contexts 
while recognising that, as Attfield argues, actions (and omissions), policies, and locally 
sustainable practices, are not necessarily globally sustainable (Attfield, 2014, p. 139), 
and that we have international, collective obligations regarding SDGs. Therefore, 
the model does imply a cosmopolitan approach to responsibilities to humans and 
nonhumans, including the present and future ones.

While some conceptions of One Health and Doughnut Economics may be presented 
in the literature with an anthropocentric (human-centred) bias, they need not be 
interpreted as such in theory or practice. Instead, they should best be approached 
as part of a biocentric framework guided by relevant anti-speciesist egalitarian 
principles and practices. Such an approach would endorse justice across species 
(so that the like suffering of humans and animals is given equal consideration to 
prevent the infliction of atrocious suffering on animals; suffering that we would not 
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be prepared to inflict on humans) (Attfield and Humphreys, 2016, pp. 1-11, 2017, 
pp. 44-77; see also Nussbaum, 2022, for more on justice and nonhuman beings, 
chs. 1-12). Additionally, it would support intergenerational equity concerning the 
conservation of environmental resources and the creation of sustainable livelihoods 
(Attfield, 2023, ch. 3, 2014, chs. 4 and 6), as well as international equity regarding 
integrated food production policies and practices. Here, ‘integrated’ implies giving 
direct moral consideration to the good of nonhumans, the environment, and human 
beings. It recognises that interests must be weighted accordingly, prioritizing basic 
interests (whether human or nonhuman, sentient or nonsentient) over the less 
weighty interests (and preferences) of human beings and/or corporations.
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‘Trio-model’: novi, transformacijski okvir 
za stari, slomljeni sustav
SAŽETAK

S obzirom na cilj Ujedinjenih naroda da ostvare globalne ciljeve za održivi razvoj do 2030. 
i da je prepoznato da međunarodna zajednica nije ni blizu njegova ostvarivanja, ovaj se 
rad zalaže za promjenu prakse i perspektive po pitanju životinja koje se koriste za hranu, 
pogotovo životinja koje se koriste u industriji industrijskog uzgoja životinja i posljedično 
za promjenu u ljudsko-životinjskim odnosima. Uzimajući globalne prakse poljoprivrednog 
uzgoja kao studiju slučaja, rad nastoji pokazati kako se interesi ljudi, neljudi i okoliša značajno 
preklapaju te da trenutačni antropocentrični stav, iz kojeg proizlazi etički okvir globalnih 
ciljeva za održivi razvoj, šteti samome sebi time što pokušava udovoljiti potrebama ljudi 
sadašnjice i budućnosti, dok istovremeno sagledava ljudske interese kao jedinu moralnu 
brigu. Koristeći se konceptima „jednog zdravlja” (One Health) i ekonomije „krafne”, rad 
završava hitnim apeliranjem za biocentričkim pristupom globalnim okolišnim problemima, 
zdravlju i bolesti. Takav bi pristup trebao prepoznati dobro drugih bića, ne samo ljudi, samo 
po sebi, i biti vođen relevantnim načelima i praksama antispecizma i ravnopravnosti. Ovaj 
okvir biocentrizma, ekonomije „krafne” i „jednog zdravlja” (One Health) autori su skraćeno 
nazvali ‘trio-model’.

Ključne riječi: ljudsko-životinjski odnosi, poljoprivredni uzgoj, intenzivan uzgoj, 
COVID-19, globalni ciljevi za održivi razvoj (SDGs), etika, jedno zdravlje (One Health), 
zoonoza, dobrobit, interesi, ekonomija „krafne”, biocentrizam.




