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Abstract 

The purpose of this study is to display and analyse the barriers of problems that makes it hard 

to implement the capabilities approach created by Amartya Sen and further developed by 

Martha C. Nussbaum. The latter is used in this essay. With the help from normative analysis 

the three barriers and the solutions will be discussed. The barriers are: Human resistance 

against equality, meat-masculinity and the paradox of eating meat. The solutions put forward 

to these barriers are: Animal citizenship and animal rights, in vitro meat production and 

categorization of meat. The barriers and solutions are discussed with the fact that violence and 

wars are declining in the world and reason and intelligence is increasing, but there are still 

problems for implementing the capabilities approach. The conclusions of the essay are that 

there are problems in our society which makes it harder for the capabilities approach to be 

implemented. There are also solutions to these problems, which are all long term 

consequences and changes. The conclusions highlights some of the problems in our society 

and tries to give a guide to how we can solve them.    

Keywords: Animal welfare, the capabilities approach, Nussbaum, meat, masculinity, in vitro 

meat production. 
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1. Introduction 

“If slaughterhouses had glass walls, the whole world would be vegetarian.” 

- Linda McCartney 

Never before has there been such a low amount of violence or war. Fewer people are being 

murdered and war is a rarity these days. Humankind is getting more intelligent by the day. In 

fact we are more intelligent than ever before. With more intelligent generations comes 

opposition against inequality such as racism and sexism. The opposition against inequality is 

a product of the ability to reason, and with reason comes peace. (Pinker, 2011 and 2013) 

Generations are getting more intelligent, but some obvious things still comes as a surprise to 

most of us. Would it not seem understandable that higher intelligence would lead to a 

willingness to improve welfare for all? In 2000, The High Court of Kerala in India settled a 

case concerning circus animals with the statement that if Indian law gave humans 

fundamental rights, providing them with a form of dignity, so too should the law provide 

animals with these rights (Nussbaum, 2006B). The laws that were designed for humans were 

then also entitled to animals. To apply laws to animals that are designed and created for 

humans is probably a chocking move for most people.  

So people are getting more intelligent and reason is increasing in a world with less violence 

and fewer wars, but basic dignifying rights for animals are not yet an obvious part of the 

world.  

The capabilities approach is one of the most prominent theories in the area of animal justice. 

It suggests that the rights of individuals, including animals, should be based on certain 

capabilities and that every creature has the right to these and the right to have them protected 

and represented.  

In a world where we actually have growing intelligence and decreasing amounts of conflicts 

compared to history, there are still some problems for this approach to be implemented. Even 

though this increased intelligence there are still barriers that are causing problems for the 

capabilities approach to be implemented. 

Why there still are problems with implementing this approach is the ground that this essay is 

built upon. These problems will be described as barriers due to the fact that they are problems 

in society and are complicating the usage of the capabilities approach. 
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We have barriers consisting of resistance against equality, we have meat and its correlation to 

masculinity and we have the paradox of eating meat and caring for animals.  

This essay will focus on these barriers. It will display how the capabilities approach works 

and its foundation. Then it will go through the three different barriers and explain how these 

causes problems. These barriers will then be faced with solutions or ideas for how we can get 

around them and make the implementation for the capabilities approach closer to reality.  
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2. Aims and purpose 

The purpose of this study is to examine the different barriers of problems the capabilities 

approach would face in case it was to be implemented.    

The aims of this essay are: 

 To examine some of the different barriers or problems the capabilities approach could 

face.  

 To examine possible solutions or ideas that can overcome these barriers. 

3. Limitations 

There are many problems that the capabilities approach could face in terms of 

implementation. This essay will focus on three barriers of problems, the human resistance 

against, meat masculinity and the paradox of eating meat. The solutions for these problems 

will be limited to citizenship and animal rights, in vitro meat production and categorization of 

meat.  

4. Disposition 

The following chapter of the study will explain the theory which is followed by the method. 

After this comes the core of the essay which is the part that will analyse the problems that the 

capabilities approach could be facing in terms of implementation. This part consists of three 

barriers, all containing different problems. These barriers will be followed by an analytic part 

discussing the possible solutions. As final points comes the discussion and the summary.  
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5. Theory 

In this part of the study the focus will be on the theory that will be used. The theory in 

question is created by Amartya Sen and further developed by Martha C. Nussbaum and is 

called the capabilities approach. It describes animals’ and nature’s part in the social contract.  

5.1 The capabilities approach 

The study will use Martha C. Nussbaum’s version of the capabilities approach. In this theory 

Nussbaum (2006, 70) focuses on human capabilities as the ground for a dignified life.  

She has created a list where all capabilities is a ground and self-explanatory right for a 

dignified life. The capabilities are used as a source for a liberal pluralistic society. In that way 

everyone is seen as important and no-one is seen as a means to an end for others (Nussbaum, 

2006, 70). 

The capabilities approach for humans uses ten capabilities, and these are:  

1. Life: The right to live a full life, or as long as it is a life worth living.  

2. Bodily health: To have the opportunity to have a good health, which includes 

reproductive health, being able to be nourished properly and to have shelter.  

3. Bodily integrity: The ability to move freely between places and be safe and protected 

from violence. 

4. Senses, imagination and thought: The ability to uses these in a way that is protected by 

the freedom of expression. Also to be able to have positive experiences and being able 

to avoid those that are not.  

5. Emotions: Being allowed to have relations with and feelings towards objects and 

individuals.  

6. Practical reason: To be able to form conceptions about things and reflect about one’s 

life’s plans and actions.  

7. Affiliation: 

o To be able to live with others, care of others and take part of social 

interactions. 

o To be treated with dignity and respect and not be discriminated by others. 

8. Other species: To live with and care about other animals, plants and nature. 

9. Play: To be able to play and laugh.  

10. Control over one’s environment: 
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o Political: To have the ability to participate politically. 

o Material: To be able to have property and rights to these in the same way as all 

the rest of humanity. 

(Nussbaum, 2006, 76) 

One can understand that, while reading these capabilities, they are created for humans and 

therefore does not mention injustice towards animals in the society. Doctrines discussing the 

social contract often use the questions: By who are the laws created? And to whom are they 

for? And very often the answer is by and for humans (Nussbaum, 2006, 349).  

In the capabilities approach Nussbaum (2006, 350) means that these questions does not need 

to be paired together. Instead it is important that the justice is built upon the importance of 

securing the dignity in life and that there does not have to be any differences between 

different species in the method.   

Different from other, similar, theories the capabilities approach sees and treats animals as 

subjects and agents rather than objects for compassion. No creatures should be used as tools 

or objects for others’ ends or needs. (Nussbaum, 2006, 351) 

To further develop the theory, in order to also apply to animals and nature, Nussbaum 

redesigns the capabilities to also suit an application for animals and nature.  

1. Life: Every creature has the right to live their full life. It is though okay to breed and 

eat animals, as long as all the process that contains cruel and painful killings are 

forbidden and that the meat is branded in such a way that the consumer knows how the 

animal was raised and kept.   

2. Bodily health: Laws that protect against cruel treatments and mishandling. Laws 

against bad or cruel treatments of animals in the meat and fur industry and working 

animals in circuses, zoos and aquariums. Laws should also make sure that animals get 

the right and enough nourishment and space.  

3. Bodily integrity: The capabilities approach stands for animals’ rights to not be 

tortured, used or be put in painful treatments, whether or not it causes them pain. 

4. Senses, imagination and thought: Animals have the right to a stimulating and suiting 

environment. Some animals, like dogs and horses have the right to be educated or 

trained, as it is in their nature and may lead to ill health otherwise. All domesticated 
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animals have the right to be toilet trained for the same reasons. Sports that include 

hunting and fishing should not be allowed.   

5. Emotions: All animals experience emotions. They have the right to form and have 

relations, something that today only applies to domesticated animals. 

6. Practical reason: The animals that possess this capability should have it supported and 

accepted. For an example it is important to give them plenty of space and opportunity 

to different activities. 

7. Affiliation:  

 To be able to form and have relations to others. 

 To live in a world that sees them as dignified creatures that have political 

rights, whether or not they are aware of this. 

8. Other species: To be able to live with and care for other species. 

9. Play: To have space, stimulation of the senses and to live with other members of their 

race is important.  

10. Control over one’s environment:  

 Political: To be part of the political in a way that respects and treats them 

fairly.  

 Material: To have access and rights to a territory, this applies to both 

domesticated and wild animals. Working animals should have dignified and 

respectful working conditions.  

                   (Nussbaum, 2006, 392-400) 

The capabilities described for humans are essential rights that every human wants and 

deserves. Whether or not this should be applied to animals is a question that supposedly few 

people think about.  

These capabilities that the approach puts forward for animals will be used to see what sorts of 

different barriers are preventing the approach to be implemented. It will be used to discuss the 

problem behind the fact that violence is declining and reason and intelligence is rising, but 

there are still problems for implementing the capabilities approach.  

The capabilities approach goes further than other similar theories that inspire animal rights 

theories. It is a form of contractarianism, but it goes further in the meaning that it has a 

wonder for living beings and wish them all to embellish in as many ways as possible. It also 
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goes further than utilitarianism in the way that it is not only interested in pain and pleasure, it 

sees life in many complex forms. (Nussbaum, 2004, 306) 

Humans are getting more intelligent, violence is falling and wars are rarer these days but the 

capabilities approach still seems far from being implemented. After the next chapter, 

discussing the method of the essay, the different barriers that could be the reason for this will 

be discussed and analysed.  
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6. Method 

6.1 Normative analysis 

The analysis of how things should be, or what is desirable, or perhaps what is good and evil in 

this world, is normative analysis. The art of problematizing and putting forward relevant 

arguments on issues of value, issues which during the last decades has become more and more 

popular in political science. (Badersten, 2006, 7-8).   

Most people do not see science as subjective, a place where your own opinions belong. 

Science should be objective and rest on empirical and scientific grounds. (Badersten, 2006, 8) 

Therefore the next section will explain how it is possible, with scientific methods, to answer 

questions about values. 

6.1.1 Values and the ‘should’ questions 

Values are for normative analysts what ‘the reality’ is for empiricists. More simplistically, 

values are what we observe as good or bad, better or worse. They can be of, for an example, 

political, moral or religious types. Values are often about human action, but can also treat 

issues of relations between or the state of things. Values then tell us what is desirable or what 

needs to change regarding these actions, relations or states. The role of normative analysis is 

to visualise, define and problematize these issues. (Badersten, 2006, 21-22) 

Values does not only exist in normative analysis, but also in empirical analysis. The 

difference though is that in normative analysis values serve as a guide to see what is good, 

bad or desirable. In empirical analysis the focus lies on to see what values that people actually 

have. Another difference is that normative analysis tries to answer how things should be, 

where empirical analysis tries to answer how it is. It is therefore not possible to ’answer a 

‘should’ question with an ‘is’ answer. (Badersten, 2006, 37-39) 

According to Badersten (2006, 42-47) there are at least three forms of normative analysis, 

normative conceptual analysis, “given-that” analysis and the one to be used in this study, 

normative analysis in its true sense. This form of analysis consists of specifying a well formed 

value ground, argue for or against a certain state or action. It is about arguing for an idea or 

for something that is good or bad or right or wrong. (Badersten, 2006, 47)  
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An important part of normative analysis is argumentation. The arguments put forward should 

be clearly put, factual and relevant for the case. Main and subordinate arguments should be 

put in a systematic way. It is also important to view, discuss and make room for counter 

arguments. These arguments should be used as pros and cons to the main arguments and one 

should then try to use the main argument as a way to put down these counter arguments. 

(Badersten, 2006, 93-94) 

A good argument can be described using three core points: 

 Comprehensibility: Using a language which is clear and unambiguous with well-

defined examples proving the point. Comprehensibility is also proven by the degree of 

reproducibility. It is therefore important not to hide any parts of the process or any part 

of the ideas, making it easier to follow, recreate and it increases the transparency of 

the study. (Badersten, 2006, 94-96)   

 Sustainability: This part is about the logical sustainability of the study. To argue with 

relevant and correct facts that support the thesis. The conclusion is the sum of the facts 

and arguments put forward. (Badersten, 2006, 97) 

 Internal relevance and factuality: Take your opponents seriously. It is not the person, 

or the cause that is important, but the argument and the reason behind it. The 

importance of arguing lies in convincing with relevant and good arguments rather than 

to persuade someone. Using common reason and keeping to the subject is important 

otherwise personal opinions and prejudices might come through. In normative analysis 

values are clear and problematized and therefore they are factual and relevant as 

arguments. (Badersten, 2006, 100) 

Below, in Figure 1, the core features in normative analysis are depicted. As can be seen there 

are four building blocks of creating validity in the analysis. Precision should be high with 

arguments and clearly defined, to make the arguments and analysis comprehensible. The 

second part is argumentation, which should be consistent, well thought through and should 

also be using counter arguments to strengthen the points. These counter arguments should 

then be shut down with the arguments backing up the study. The study should then be 

reproducible regarding arguments and conclusions. This point eliminates the use of arguments 

including what the writer thinks. Internal relevance and factuality means that the arguments 

should be factual and relevant. Bringing us back to the point about convincing, not persuading 

with the arguments. (Badersten, 2006, 103-104)   
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Figure 1. The different building blocks of internal validity. Source: Badersten, 2006, 103-104 

Apart from internal validity, a normative study benefits from having external validity. This 

means that normative analysts should declare why some values are more important than 

others and why the study is a contemporary issue of relevance. (Badersten, 2006, 133) 

Proving an issue’s relevance with references to contemporary issues or debates can make a 

normative analysis more interesting and convincing. It also gives the argument or analysis a 

stronger sensation that it is possible, and not just an idea or ideal. (Badersten, 2006, 170) 

6.1.2 ‘So what?’ 

‘So what’ can be described as the way the analyst should think or reflect about the 

conclusions made from the study. It is important in normative analysis to think about the 

relevance between the conclusions and issues in contemporary society. To understand how 

and why these are interesting and important and if it is possible to learn something from the 

analysis and conclusions and how will they will affect society. By giving these questions 

answers, the study might be able to be implemented and used. (Badersten, 2006, 183)       
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6.1.3 The role of normative analysis  

Normative analysis plays an important part in solving problems including morality and to help 

to understand it (McDermott, 2008, 13). Daniel McDermott (2008, 11) describes normative 

analysis with an example about data. He says that if you collect data about democracy and 

dictatorship and look at the differences between them, you would not know which one that 

ought to be used in government, if you do not use normative analysis.  

Normative questions is according to McDermott (2008, 11) questions regarding areas of what 

ought to be done, how things should be organized and what different organisations should be 

doing. McDermott (2008, 11) also means that though there are differences between empirical 

science and normative method, they should both be focusing and analysing in the same 

categories of science. 

The role of theories is to try to settle an argument or prove something. If this is the case then 

empirical and normative theories or methods do not do what they are supposed to. Judgement 

is what defines a theory’s success. It is defined by how other sees it, and its success is 

measured by how much better it is compared to its competitors. There will always be people 

that judge theories and methods differently, and that is what a theory must rest on. 

(McDermott, 2008, 22) 

6.1.4 Normative analysis in use 

Normative analysis has been used in many areas of social and political science. For an 

example it has been used in studies of multi-level governance, political economics, the 

European Union, ideologies, human rights and on environmental studies. So the areas that 

normative analysis can be used on are many. And the mentioned areas are all related to 

political and social science, so clearly it must be possible to use normative analysis on 

political subjects. It may not yet be the most common choice, but the usage of normative 

analysis is increasing.  

As will be seen in the next part there are some problems faced with normative analysis, but 

there are also other angles to look at these areas. 

 

   



15 

 

6.2 Problems facing normative analysis 

In the beginning of the study of modern political science, the norm was to use science that 

was more empirically focused. The usage of normative analysis was not common. Normative 

analysis was viewed as working with issues of value in politics, something that could not be 

analysed in a scientific way. To view things as bad or good, right or wrong, was to give your 

personal opinion, which had nothing to do with social science. Political scientists should focus 

on how things are, not how they should be. (Badersten and Gustavsson, 2010, 123) This 

criticism is probably still used today. To be normative and discuss values is something that is 

on the rise, but it is still just a narrow corner of political science. Therefore many see 

normative analysis as something this is not scientific. It uses opinions and is not based on 

empirical research. 

Another problem facing normative analysis is that empirical science has greater public 

agreement and that people trust empirical judgement more than moral judgement. Normative 

theories also tend to be more controversial due to the fact that they are about moral concerns 

or judgements. People tend to have different moral standings and that could lead to 

disagreement. (McDermott, 2008, 23-24) 

A defence for normative method and theory, could be that scientists of all sorts are only 

humans, and humans can make mistakes. Even if a theory seems to be true, it can be false due 

to things that cannot be considered today or a mistake in the theory. It can take years to 

discover these mistakes, and this is true for normative method and theory as well as others. 

(McDermott, 2008, 25) Therefore this problem is not only representative for normative 

analysis but for other methods as well.  

The belief of this study is that every angle is important to consider. Just because something is 

based on values, it does not mean that it is not correct or scientific. Without mapping out the 

values of this world, pointing out which ones are desirable and which ones are not, we would 

perhaps live in a world even more unjust. A world which would not ask questions and accept 

inequality of power, justice and freedom. 

6.3 Operationalization  

This normative method will be used with the capabilities approach to put forward arguments 

for how the approach is facing problems in implementation and what these problems are. The 

problems will be presented in barriers including resistance against equality, meat-masculinity 
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and the paradox of eating meat. These areas are chosen because they all create problems for 

some of the capabilities in the list presented by Nussbaum. They are areas that could very well 

be representative of lots of people. With the help of normative analysis using arguments, these 

areas will be described and discussed in a way that describes which capabilities they pose a 

problem for and how. The barriers will then be presented with possible solutions or ideas that 

could create a path around the problems. These areas will be animal citizenship and animal 

rights, in vitro meat and categorization of food. Both the barriers and the solutions are 

subjects chosen by the author and they represent contemporary issues that are popular topics 

in animal welfare. 

6.5 The material 

The theory chosen for this essay is the capabilities approach. This theory is chosen because it 

is a popular theory on the area. The theory also have few studies related to its implementation 

and the problems that it could face. The theory grasps a lot of the problems we have in society 

today in animal welfare and protection, but also stands for a more drastic change than other 

theories. This made the theory work well with the essay, because the purpose was not to 

provide a guide which would make small incremental changes, but more drastic ones that 

creates reflections of our society.  

The material for the barriers are based on scientific articles and books about the issue. The 

articles chosen are just a few out of many and so are the barriers. There are many problems 

that can be discussed regarding the implementation of the capabilities approach, but to limit 

the range of the study, the three barriers were chosen. These reflect problems in animal 

welfare and protection as well as problems concerning the capabilities approach. The same 

principle were used for the solutions put forward. There are many solutions available, but the 

essay needed three that worked well with the problems presented and work well with the 

theory behind the capabilities approach, so that is why they were chosen.    
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7. The decline of violence and the implementation of the 

capabilities approach 

The purpose of this chapter is to describe the change that is going on in humanity, the fact that 

violence is decreasing. This will be used as an introduction to why there still are problems to 

improve animal welfare and the situation that animals have in society. 

Humankind is ever changing. The change has forever been with us since we descended from 

apes. And perhaps with this change comes new behaviour. According to Steven Pinker (2011) 

violence has been and is decreasing to levels much improved compared to history. In the 20th 

century many groups supporting women, children, homosexual and animal rights became 

increasingly popular and improved the handling and status of these issues. It is an interesting 

question how humans has left, or at least diminished the barbaric and violent side of 

humankind. In the following parts a small analysis of what could be the reasons for this will 

be studied.  

Much of the research on this subject is focusing on empathy and morality. They say that the 

reason for the decline of violence is because of people traveling, reading and that people are 

more closely connected to each other. They think that these three variables are the reason for 

the decline. But this cannot be the whole story. Empathy is connected to objects, individuals 

and actions that are cute or friendly and this is easily overrun by competition or revenge. 

(Pinker, 2011) 

Another popular notion is that morality plays an important part in the decline of violence. But 

considering the violent approaches that people can do for morality, for an example defying an 

authority, morality cannot therefore be seen as purely nonviolent. (Pinker, 2011) 

With the complications facing the first two areas, reason could be another issue to discuss. 

Why reason is considered to correlate with nonviolence is twofold. Firstly, people thinking 

with reason, tend to want the best situation possible for themselves. They want a life free from 

pain and sickness. Secondly, humans are social language using individuals, therefore the self-

interest of individuals is combined with a society or community. In a community where 

everyone wants what is best for themselves, nonviolence is the ultimate goal. (Pinker, 2011) 
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There is also a correlation between reason and peace. People with more reason has a tendency 

to not do violent crimes, they are more open-minded, meaning that they are in opposition to 

sexism and racism. (Pinker, 2011)  

If reason is rising, and people are getting more intelligent and are not willing to tolerate 

inequality, then this could also be the answer to why animal welfare is rising, compared to 

historical figures. But it cannot answer why there are problems in terms of implementing the 

capabilities approach. As mentioned in the introduction, Pinker says that with increased 

reason there has been an increase in opposition against inequality. And as mentioned 

previously in this chapter, the 20th century saw a big increase in groups supporting women, 

children, homosexual and animal rights. So even though we are getting more intelligent and 

there are groups in society that wants change, how can it be that there still are problems to do 

so?  

This study is therefore based on three barriers causing problems for the capabilities approach 

in terms of implementation. The barriers are resistance, masculinity and the paradox of eating 

meat. 

Following these barriers, there will be a section containing solutions or ideas regarding the 

different topics. These solutions or ideas will serve as a way of pointing out that it is possible 

to implement the capabilities approach, even if there are many barriers of problems that stands 

against it.  

7. 1 Barrier 1: Resistance 

In this chapter the focus will be on the problems caused by the human resistance against 

equality. After the general discussion about the four types of resistances concerning equality, 

a section about the implications these poses for the capabilities approach will be discussed.  

7.1.1 The human resistance against equality 

As in most cases regarding equality and justice, the liberation of animals and the 

implementation of the capabilities approach may very well encounter resistance as others 

have, for an example areas concerning racism or gender inequality.  

Dale Jamieson (2002, 48) discusses four different sources of resistance, regarding the 

relationship between great apes and humans, that may be well suiting for the implementation 

of the capabilities approach. The four different sources are as follows. 
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Firstly, that the human race does not know what will happen regarding behaviour and social 

institutions. This was, for example, unclear when the slaves in America was given rights. It 

was hard to tell what their rights were after the social change. And this may be a cause of 

resistance. The uncertainty of what will happen. (Jamieson, 2002, 48-49) 

Secondly, there is a tendency that change often suits better in theory than reality. (Jamieson, 

2002, 49) Therefore it can be harder to accept something when implemented, rather than 

when it is just a theory.  

Thirdly, comes the absence of demands calling for change. Having the trouble that the victims 

do not have a voice and the fact that the victims are more often a more powerful voice than its 

defenders, causes problems. (Jamieson, 2002, 49-50) 

Fourthly, it would mean that distinguishing other species as members would increase the 

number of individuals sharing the resources. Hence there would be less benefits for the 

members. This can be seen through different classes, genders and ethnicities. (Jamieson, 

2002, 50) And there is the danger that this could be used against animals too.  

When connecting this barrier to the capabilities approach, it poses problems for number three, 

seven and ten on the list of capabilities.  

Capability number three discusses animal’s rights to their bodies. They should not suffer or be 

caused pain. This capability would rule out the use of animals in experiments and research. 

This is connected to the first resistance against equality, which says that equality for others is 

hard to accept because of not knowing what will be changed. The uncertainty of what could 

happen or be impaired. For an example, there could be an uncertainty of what will happen to 

research and its efficiency. 

Capability number seven handles the right for animals to live in a world that sees them as 

dignified creatures with political rights. Having political rights and being seen as dignified 

creatures could be seen as having benefits. Giving benefits to more creatures in this world, 

means less benefits for those who use them now. This is the fourth resistance. 

The last capability connected to resistance of equality is number ten concerning the right to 

territory and political rights. This capability is connected to the first and fourth resistance. No-

one knows what this form of change will bring, but it could mean less benefits. 

Though these are the capabilities that are most prominent, the whole capabilities approach is 

facing the second and third resistance. One problem with implementing animals into society 
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in such a way could be more suiting for most people in theory. Bringing it to life may not be 

as wanted as the theory. There is also the problem that those who are the victims, do not have 

a voice and therefore the message is not as strong as it perhaps could be if they had a voice.  

7.2 Barrier 2: Masculinity 

Barrier two focuses on the problems caused by masculinity and the status and norm of eating 

meat associated with it. This will be followed by a section discussing the capabilities that this 

norm will affect or cause problems for. 

7.2.1 Meat masculinity 

Meat is normally not discussed in terms of the animal it used to be but rather as a type of 

food, diminishing the fact that it used to be alive. It is also considered a tradition and an 

important part of masculinity. All of these add to the practice of our culture of meat 

consumption. (Heinz and Lee, 1998, 90, 92, 93) 

Studying the feasibility of implementing the capabilities approach, masculinity and meat is an 

interesting subject regarding the feasibility of the approach.  For so long meat has been a 

symbol for masculinity, power and a privilege for humankind. This symbolism of power and 

masculinity continues to make meat consumption the public norm. The problem of initiating 

the capabilities approach, is here that it makes other options dismissed or puts them in the 

background, making the choice for these alternative products more difficult. (Heinz and Lee, 

1998, 95) 

The discourse provided by meat producers and consumers then puts meat in a place where it 

is believed to be “…right, normal and sane…”, putting all other options as weird, wrong and 

foolish (Heinz and Lee, 1998, 95).  

In media, men’s diets are described as dangerous, leading to many diseases due to the high 

presence of red meat and beef. Diets apart from the masculine one are described in media as 

feminine, thereby unmasculine. Other feminine areas are cooking and grocery shopping. Due 

to the fact that men, as portrayed in articles, do not in the same extent as women participate in 

these activities, their knowledge and interest in healthy alternatives are weaker. (Gough, 

2007) Returning to the capabilities approach, this meat-masculinity poses for a few problems 

with the list of capabilities.  
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Starting with number one which gives all animals the right to their full life and forbids all 

forms of cruel and painful killings of animal for meat, sports and hunting. Meat-masculinity is 

a big norm for eating lots of meat but it could also portray the message of the importance of 

masculine activities such as hunting and killing for sports. 

The second and third capabilities are strongly related to the first. They give animals the right 

to not be treated with cruelty or mishandled. Therefore the meat consumption must change 

radically to suit these capabilities. It must let the animals have the right to their full life and 

their bodies and the cruel treatment on factory farms must change. 

The fourth capability, along with the ninth, treat animal’s rights to stimulate their senses, 

imagination and thoughts but also the right to sufficient space. This is something that is not 

commonly associated with the industry today.  

Lastly, meat production and masculinity today, does not account for animal’s rights to 

territories and political rights which is the tenth capability. This because of the keeping of 

animals that the norm keeps supporting through consumption and through hunting and sports 

including killing of animals.  

7.3 Barrier 3: The paradox of eating meat 

Barrier three holds the problem caused by the paradox of eating meat. It deals with the fact 

that meat consumption has a clear difference between animals and food. This distinction, 

between two things that are very similar, provides the paradox. 

7.3.1 The paradox and psychology of eating meat 

Dr. Melanie Joy has written a book that summarizes this next chapter well. Her book is called 

“Why We Love Dogs, Eat Pigs and Wear Cows: An Introduction to Carnism” (Farms 

Sanctuary, 2015). This title describes the meat paradox that this chapter will focus on.  

There is a paradox in our world where most humans love and care for animals and would 

never want to see them get hurt or tortured, yet a big majority of the world eats meat.   

According to Loughnan, Bastian and Haslam (2014) humans and meat coexist in a sort of 

paradox. They mean that humans do not want animals to be tortured and killed. This is 

something that happens and it goes against our beliefs, but at the same time this is not 

something that affects most people’s diets. The paradox is that it is okay to eat animals, but 

we do not want to know how they live or dies. 



22 

 

This psychology of meat eating poses for problems and complications for the capabilities 

approach’s application.  

It has been found that meat eaters tend to, perhaps obviously, concern less for animal welfare, 

they tend to see masculinity as important and accept degrees of social hierarchy and 

inequality to a greater extent. And lastly there is a tendency to see animals as something quite 

remotely related to humans. To prepare for and to feel calm after eating, it is common to 

diminish the capacities and capabilities of animals in order to “…making their passage from 

farm to fork less troubling.” (Loughnan, Bastian and Haslam, 2014)  

When talking about the need of change for animals, and the psychology of eating meat, one 

almost must mention the morality of eating meat. 

Michael B. Gill (2013) discusses an essay written by Loren Lomasky, called “Is it wrong to 

eat animals?” Lomasky writes about the values humans have for meat and the harm that it 

causes animals. He has five arguments for why humans should, and need to eat meat. These 

are: 

1. It is important for humans to eat good food. 

2. Meat is a big part of eating good food. 

3. This meaning that not eating meat is a value-loss. 

4. It is uncertain if stable consumption of meat causes any harm to animals, if that is the 

case, then it is not substantial importance. 

5.  The animals raised and slaughtered are better off that way, because otherwise they 

would never have been born.  

(Gill, 2013) 

Gill (2013) responds to these arguments with saying that, the animals raised in factories live a 

life full of pain and suffering with no benefits or moments of joy. It would have been better 

off for these animals to not have lived at all than to live their lives like this. The argument can 

be better understood, and to some extent accepted when talking about free-range animals.  

Regarding the arguments about the value-loss of human lives, if we are not allowed to eat 

meat, Gill (2013) means that in life there are so many areas that have much in common with 

food. For an example sports and music have in common with food that there are lots of 

different types and genres, creating lots of options. 
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7.3.2 Carnism 

10 percent of the population in Sweden are vegetarians (DN, 2014) and vegetarians seldom 

exceed 10 percent of any population in the world, meaning that most people eat meat 

(Loghnan, Bastian and Haslam, 2014). This stands for much of the trouble when 

implementing the capabilities approach. This problem is called carnism.  

Carnism can be described as the opposite to vegetarianism. It portrays the acceptance that 

humankind have when it comes to eating meat and wearing animals. It is an ideology invisible 

to certain people that do not think about why they eat animals, they do not see it as optional, 

just natural. (CAAN, 2012) The reason for bringing up carnism is that because it is a concept 

that fits lots of people. It describes the situation that most people are born into, which is that it 

is natural to eat meat and questioning it does not come naturally. It is also a though question 

whether or not it is better for the animals living in factory farms to live at all or to never have 

existed. If it were not for the factories these animals would probably never have existed. It is a 

hard question to answer, if life is worth living in these conditions, or perhaps if life in a 

factory farm is miserable and the joyous moments of life are so few that it would have been 

better to not been born at all. 

These are all difficult questions to answer, but in the next chapters the essay will focus on 

solutions or ideas that could make it possible to go around these problem and create a better 

ground on which the capabilities approach could be implemented. 

8. Barriers vs solution 

In this chapter possible solutions, or ideas that could be an alternative way to handle these 

barriers will be discussed. Each of the barriers will be put up against a counteracting area, or 

solution. The purpose is to show that there are ways to avoid these barriers. Most of these 

solutions or ideas are changes that will have long term consequences. Most of them are far 

from our reality today and will demand a certain amount of change. These solutions are just a 

few out of many possible.  
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8.1 Barrier 1: Resistance vs citizenship 

The human resistance against equality will be discussed with animal citizenship and animal 

rights. To overcome the resistance, we must change our views about animals, but also change 

their position in society. After the discussion about animal citizenship a section about 

extending the human rights will follow. Making animals citizens, puts us one step closer to 

extending the human rights to also contain animal rights.  

8.1.1 Animals as citizens 

Most of the consequences that would arise from the capabilities approach is probably going to 

be long term consequences. Since it is a massive change, the consequences that will have to 

be faced are going to be those far away from what we are accustomed to today. For starters, 

let us look at animal citizenship. 

Sue Donaldson and Will Kymlicka (2011, 55-56) view citizenship in three different forms. 

 Nationality: Having the right to belong to and return to a country you can call yours. 

 Popular sovereignty: The state belongs to the people and the power belongs to the 

people. Everyone has the right to have their interests protected and represented. 

 Democratic political agency: Having the right to be a part of the political process and 

the right to difference of opinion, political activity and free debate.  

                                                                                      (Donaldson and Kymlicka, 2011, 55-56) 

The problem here is that most people would associate the third form as citizenship, perhaps 

most of all in political theory. This causes problems, because it means that not only animals 

cannot be regarded as citizens, but it also poses a question if every human regards as a citizen.   

If one should follow the capabilities that the three forms of citizenship mentioned above 

requires, according to Donaldson and Kymlicka (2011, 103), a citizen must be able to: 

 Have a subjective good and communicate it. 

 Follow social norms and cooperate. 

 And participate in the cofounding of laws. 

   These capabilities, as was the problem with one of the form as well, rule out so many in our 

society. We would not count children, mentally disabled or people with dementia. But of 

course we do that anyway because they are citizens in the way mentioned before. They have 
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rights that must be represented and protected and they certainly belong to a country that they 

should be able to return to. This proves the problems to be faced when expressing the 

meaning and inclusion of citizenship on a cognitive level. (Donaldson and Kymlicka, 2011, 

104)  

For an example, children or people with mental disabilities would not count as citizens. The 

criteria that they fulfil is the right to live in their countries and to have their interests protected 

and represented. This states that it is hard to talk about citizenship without mentioning the 

first two forms and just focus on the third. After all, it is more a question of having the right to 

live and return to a particular territory and having interests protected and represented in the 

political. (Donaldson and Kymlicka, 57-58) Making animals citizens, brings the important 

question of not only the future of animal rights, but also the human rights. 

8.1.2 Extending the human rights 

The Human, moral rights, have according to Regan (2004, 38-39) two important objects. 

Firstly, it means that no-one is free to harm anyone, no-one is free to take another individual’s 

life or injure them. Secondly these moral rights prohibit individuals or groups to affect the 

free choice of others. According to Regan (2004, 39) this works as a “No Trespassing sign” 

that protects our holiest, being our bodies, lives and freedom.  

Regan (2004, 51-52) means that humans think that they have special rights because they are 

“subject-of-a-life” and that this makes these rights exclusive to humans. This implies for an 

example that we are the same because we are in and aware of the world, things that happen to 

us matters and we are morally the same and equal. This therefore explains why humans have 

rights and the rest of the planet cannot use them, because they are not “subject-to-a-life”.  

But this does should not really pose for a problem in reality. It is proven that birds can learn, 

they can teach each other, reason logically and adjust behaviour in situations and scientists 

have also proven that fish can feel pain. So the rights and the right to life should perhaps not 

be that restricted. (Regan, 2004, 60) 

Cavalieri and Woollard (2002) describes the human rights as negative rights. They mean that 

the human rights can no longer be judged by typically human features. Instead they should be 

using a cognitive-emotive level, so that more humans can fit into them. This would also mean 

that if the human rights were to be using a more cognitive side, they would suit animals as 

well. 
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To conclude, the problem of resistance against equality could be managed by animal 

citizenship and making animal rights a part of the human rights. It may very well be a 

resistance against making animal citizens and incorporating animal rights into the human 

rights, but the problem of excluding animals from certain rights could be fixed. It could also 

improve the position of animals in our society.  

8.2 Barrier 2: Meat-masculinity vs in vitro meat production 

Barrier number two discussed the problems caused by masculinity. Here we will look at an 

alternative to meat production, namely in vitro meat production. 

Men’s diets are, as discussed previously, a problem. Brendan Gough (2006) says that the 

typical diet for men today are a crisis leading to many health problems and very little is done 

to change this. Gough (2006) says that masculinity is to blame for this. This ongoing norm, 

that men should eat meat, is not only hurting animals around the world but also a big 

proportion of humankind. Therefore this barrier will be encountered by a future way of 

producing meat, with fewer health problems and fewer, close to none, techniques causing 

animals pain and suffering.  

8.2.1 In vitro meat production 

With the current situation being harmful to animals, humans and the environment, the human 

race should perhaps look elsewhere for meat-like nutrition. Scientists believe that the most 

humane and most acceptable way to solve this issue is either through vegetarianism or 

through in vitro meat (Pluhar, 2009). A quite likely consequence, or perhaps requirement, for 

being able to introduce the capabilities approach and make sure that the scenario will happen, 

is in vitro meat production.  

Every day our environment is destroyed a little bit more. Humans become ill and animals are 

tortured and killed, for the cause of meat production. Massive doses of antibiotics are given to 

animals, we feed animals with food and waste that most people would find hard to even 

imagine. And the meat industry and keeping of livestock exceeds the pollution made by 

transportation. (Pluhar, 2009) The environment, humans and animals all go through this for 

the cause of meat production. 

A more sustainable and morally correct way of providing meat could be needed. 
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In vitro meat is meat produced from stem cells taken from animals that are laboratory-

cultured and multiplied into billions of cells that then becomes meat. The result is meat that is 

not from a living animal, but from tissues taken from animals from one time. The minimum 

cost at these early stages are $1000 per pound, but scientists believe that when production is 

running, the cost will be about $1 per pound. (Pluhar, 2009) 

The benefits from in vitro meat is that it would reduce the negative protein given to live stock, 

because the meat is grown. There would be no exposure to antibiotics or hormones. The meat 

would be healthier than organically produced regular meat. (Pluhar, 2009) It is believed that 

this method of producing meat can reduce the environmental footprint by 60 percent (Ghosh, 

2012)  

A study has shown, as can be seen in Figure 3, that in vitro produced meat could lower the 

energy useage with 45 percent compared to the usual method. It could lower the greenhouse 

emissions with 96 percent and uses 99 percent less land than the method we are accustomed 

to.  

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2. Comparison between conventionally farmed beef and in vitro, or lab grown beef. Source: Environmental Science & 

Technology Journal 

As can be understood meat consumption is something that is not good for humans, the 

environment or animals. In vitro meat production could solve all three of these problems, 

given a little bit of time and investment. Growing meat in this way does not create a big 

change, as vegetarianism would. It could quite easily build its way into everybody’s everyday 

life and help to improve health, the environment and animal welfare. At this time, the 
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technology is quite new and the price is very high. But given a bit of time and investment, in 

vitro meat production could create a brighter future.   

8.3 Barrier 3: The paradox of eating meat vs categorization 

This is perhaps one of the more difficult areas to find a solution for. This paradox is so 

imprinted on humanity that it actually is portrayed as a natural part of human life. The chosen 

idea to handle this barrier is through categorization of food or meat.  

There are few people in the world who would want to cause animals or others pain. There are 

though many people in this world who do eat animals. This love for animals and love for meat 

creates a paradox. One way to make this paradox possible is the way of categorizing food. By 

categorizing meat as a type of food, the link between the animal and the meat is diminished. 

The less suffering a creature can experience, the less moral concern it will get. This is what is 

happening in the meat industry. To account for the actions people make, they come up with an 

argument that suits their behaviour. So if animals in the meat industry cannot feel pain or 

suffer, then the actions of eating meat can continue. (Bratanova, Loughnan and Bastian, 2011)  

One way this moral decrease is constructed, is by categorization of food as previously 

discussed. The categorization can move the focus from moral concern to flavour or texture. 

Just consider the categorization of a dog. In most parts of the world a dog is categorized as a 

pet, companion or family member. But there are parts of the world where a dog is categorized 

as food. (Bratanova, Loughnan and Bastian, 2011) So the power of categorization may very 

well be the bridge in the paradox between the love for animals and the love for meat.  

The first capability mentioned in the capabilities approach talks about the right to a full and 

dignified life. It means that every creature has the right to live their life to the fullest. It also 

says that animals in meat industries should not be killed in painful or cruel ways and that the 

meat should be labelled so that the consumer knows how it was raised and kept.  

Perhaps this is the solution. By labelling meat in a way so that the consumer knows more 

about the life, circumstances and killing of the animal. Removing the bridge that is supporting 

the paradox of meat, so that there no longer is a strong difference between meat and animals.  

In the introduction of this essay the words of Linda McCartney is quoted. The quote is based 

on the thought that if people could see what was going on in slaughterhouses, then no-one 

would want to eat the meat. The bridge supporting this paradox is based on denial of animals’ 

capabilities and denial on what is really going on. People do not want to know what the 
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animal has gone through to land on their plate or in their shopping cart. Imagining that there is 

no cruel treatments going, or that the animals are not capable of knowing their situation or 

destiny, could serve as a bridge between meat eating and animal caring. If Linda McCartney 

was right, that people would not want to eat meat if they really knew what was going on, then 

perhaps this is the way forward. Making sure that people really do know what is going on and 

in a sense creating glass walls on slaughterhouses so that consumers know the situation and 

the process that the meat they are buying has gone through. Maybe these “glass walls” could 

decrease meat consumption.  

It seems that the bridge is there for a reason. It is easier to change the perception of something 

rather than change the behaviour of our everyday life.  
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9. Discussion 

There we have it. Three of the barriers causing problems for the capabilities approach and 

possible solutions or ideas on how to get past them. It is important to understand that these are 

only a few examples on many problems and solutions. This is in no way the only way and 

other problems and solutions could look a lot differently. What this shows is that our society 

still have barriers for making it harder to change certain areas. We may very well be more and 

more intelligent by the day and we live in a society with less violence and fewer wars, but 

some areas are still hard to change. I believe that animal welfare and animal protection are 

parts of these areas and the reason for why it is hard to change could be because they are 

issues where people would like to think that the situation is a lot better than it is. By 

portraying the situation this way it makes it possible to only change the perception of 

something, for example diminishing the capabilities of animals, which makes it easier to eat 

meat with good consciousness. This is so much easier to do than to make a decision and 

change that will affect a big part of one’s life. 

The theory used in this essay has been the capabilities approach. By using these capabilities 

provided as rights this theory has showed how animals should be treated and the rights they 

should have. These capabilities served as a good guide to see what is wrong in our society and 

what needs to be fixed in order to make the implementation of the capabilities approach 

possible.  The capabilities approach is also a theory that is quite well known and well used in 

this context. By using this theory, the aims of the essay got a lot higher because the 

capabilities approach wants some drastic changes. The capabilities that the approach assigns 

to animals are not only showing what sorts of rights animals deserves. They also highlights 

some of the problems that we have in our society today. The fact that these capabilities are 

hard to implement, gave birth to the idea of this essay. With a little bit of help from Steven 

Pinker’s research about how violence and wars are declining and reason is increasing, the idea 

was born to look into how reason is increasing and the capabilities approach still faces 

problems. When looking at the problems facing the theory and in what areas these correspond 

to, three different barriers were selected which all related to the problems. The solutions 

selected for these barriers, were solutions that had to be representative of the theory. So the 

capabilities approach served as a guide when looking for solutions for these barriers.  
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The conclusions I draw from this study are that even though violence and wars are decreasing 

and people are getting more intelligent and uses reason to a greater extent, there are still 

barriers in our society that causes problems for the capabilities approach to be implemented. 

What I have found is that there are possible solutions to these problems, but they are all 

related to long term consequences and change. Some of the solutions depend on future 

research and technology, for example in vitro meat production which is in a very early stage 

and costs a lot to produce at the moment. One of the solutions demand that we must open up 

our society and give animals a new role and situation where they are treated with more respect 

and deserves more rights, that are included in the human rights. It may seem drastically to 

solve the problem of resistance against equality by making animals citizens and giving them 

improved rights, but I am afraid that the situation is not going to improve if we do not change 

things in a more drastic way.  

The study also focused on the problem of the paradox of eating meat. I really do believe that 

the problem here is attached to the way that we look at animals and the way we look at meat. 

Today there is a clear distinction between the two. Almost every human being loves animals 

and cares for them. Few people likes to see anyone getting hurt. But we also look at meat in 

ways of texture, flavour and other things that are not related to what it really is, an animal. We 

have created a difference between the animal and the product of meat. Categorization of meat 

leads the mind to other things than what it really is, making it easier to see it as something 

else. Perhaps we need to change this so that we can improve the situation for animals. We 

need to eliminate the bridge that is holding up the paradox of loving animals and meat. This 

essay has not been about collecting and analysing data. So the conclusions of this essay will 

not be results in the typical matter. What the conclusions of this essay does instead is tell a 

story of the problems our society have. They shine light on issues that are not that heavily 

discussed in everyday life.  Hopefully these issues will become more apparent and I hope that 

the conclusions made about the solutions will make them more possible in the future. 

I would say that the conclusions made in this essay are important for the subject of animal 

welfare because it highlights some of the problems our society has when it comes to the way 

we treat animals. It gives a perspective of what may need to change and gives a few 

guidelines of what can bring this change. Since the essay describing different problems and 

how it could be possible to fix these problems, it is important to understand that the 

conclusions tell a story of what is wrong and how it could be fixed. The conclusions 

highlights these problems and gives the m just a few of many possible solutions.  
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As with most studies, this contains weaknesses. Firstly, is the method. Normative method is 

not a commonly used method in political or social science. It is criticized by saying that it is 

hard to test the results and that the findings are based on values instead of empirical data. A 

problem with the capabilities approach is that there are few attempts of implementing it and 

there is criticism about the problems of implementing the approach. There is also a problem 

with determining if increased intelligence would lead to a willingness to improve animal 

welfare. The study does not contain the typical sort of empirical data, and this means that all 

the materials gathered for the essay are chosen by the author. This means that there perhaps 

are areas of importance that have been overlooked or simply has not fitted in with the subject 

of political studies and the capabilities approach. But hopefully the material do represent a 

few of the biggest problems and solutions that are connected to the capabilities approach.   

Researching on an area such as animal welfare or animal protection is tricky, mainly because 

it is a subject containing lots of moral dilemmas. But this is none the less an area in need of 

research.  For future research it could be important to look at a more direct way of 

implementing the capabilities approach. Perhaps through policy reform or animal 

representation. This essay is not focusing on the implementation process of the capabilities 

approach, but the problems it could face in implementation. So perhaps other research could 

turn the focus on how to, in a more direct and concrete form, implement the approach. Future 

research could also study the effect the capabilities approach would create if it were to be 

implemented. I have stated this previously, but it is important to understand that this essay is 

only focusing on a few key problems and solutions. Other research on the same topic could be 

possible by using different problems or solutions and thereby highlighting other problems and 

other ways to fix these. I would like to state that, even though this is a topic that is hard to 

perform research on, it is still incredibly important to do so. There are still much to do in the 

topic of animal welfare and this contribution is far from the only thing this is needed or 

possible. Perhaps this study has highlighted a few problems that we are facing in our reality 

and whether or not we all see them as problems is another thing. But I do believe that these 

are problems and I think we have solutions ready to launch when more people realise that 

they are problems. Hopefully this study could make more people interested in these issues and 

expand the area of animal welfare. And I would say that all political research on improving 

animal rights and animal welfare, can contribute to something good. Even in the darkest of 

places, it is possible to create light.  
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This is not the most typical bachelor thesis in subject or form, maybe that is important maybe 

it is not. But what is important is that by trying, perhaps this has made or can make a change. 

Perhaps if more scientists would write about and focus on animal rights and welfare, this 

subject could make it out of its corner and be a big part of scientific research in many areas.   
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10. Summary 

The purpose of this study was to examine the different barriers of problems the capabilities 

approach could face in implementation. This was then limited by the aims of the study which 

was: 

- To examine the different barriers of problems the capabilities approach could face. 

-  To examine the possible solutions or ideas that can overcome these barriers. 

The theory used for this study was the capabilities approach which is created by Amartya Sen 

and further developed by Martha C. Nussbaum. It is the version developed by Nussbaum that 

has been used in this essay. The theory consist of ten capabilities for humans and ten 

capabilities for animals. These capabilities are what every individual have the rights to and if 

one possesses these capabilities, one should have these rights defended and represented.  

The method that this essay used was normative analysis. It is an analysis that uses values and 

supports these values with arguments both for and against the thesis. Normative analysis 

focuses on areas of how things should be, how thing should be organized or what 

organisations should be doing. This method was then used to find and put forward arguments 

that supported the capabilities approach but also to find out which problems it could face in 

implementation. 

To display the problems that the capabilities approach could be facing in implementation, 

three barriers was chosen to represent three of many possible problems. These barriers of 

problems were: human resistance against equality, meat-masculinity and the paradox of eating 

meat. These barriers were described and then a discussion followed about the problems they 

could be causing for the capabilities approach to be implemented. 

The barriers were then counteracted with possible solutions or ideas. These solutions were 

selected to fit the concept of the capabilities approach and to serve as possible ideas for how 

the barriers could be dismantled, or how the approach could find a way past these barriers.   

The conclusions made in this essay were that even though violence and wars are declining in 

our society and people are getting more intelligent and are using reason to a greater extent 

than ever before, animal welfare and protection still faces problems when it comes to change. 

Yes, we have come a long way in animal welfare if you compare to how it used to be, but 

there still seems to be some way of blocking a more drastic change. The study has also 
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pointed out that there are solutions for this problem, but they are all drastic and demand 

changing things that perhaps many people see as natural.  

The place where we are now is not good for humans, the environment or animals. Change 

must come and I believe that this essay shows that it can be done and how important it is. 

In the spirit of this essay I would like to conclude with a quote by Dalai Lama XIV, which 

suits the purpose of this essay and the area of animal welfare. 

“If you think you are too small to make a difference, try sleeping with a mosquito.” 

- Dalai Lama XIV  
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