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THE SLAUGHTER YOU CHOOSE NOT TO SEE

Visible ritual slaughter sparks outrage while industrial animal suffering

remains systematically ignored every single day.

AACHARYA PRASHANT

The knife is not concealed;
the act is acknowledged.
Now consider the glass of
milk on the breakfast table.
The glass is white, clean,
and carrying the cultural as-
sociation of nourishment, of
something unambiguously
good. And the ego, which
has perfected the art of not

o name a killing is
‘to make it arguable.
The moment an act

of slaughter is declared,
given a date, a theology, a
visible place in the calen-
dar, it becomes available to
scrutiny, to protest, to the
seasonal cycle of debate. The
egois comfortable with this.
‘What it cannot examine, it
cannot threaten; and what
it has named, it can exam-
ine indefinitely, returning
each year to the same argu-
ment, feeling the motion of
‘moral engagement without
disturbing anything it has
arranged never to look at.
Every year, as Eid al-Adha
approaches, the debate re-
appears: should the prac-
tice be restricted, is public
sacrifice acceptable, are
there hygiene concerns?
The protests and defences
line up on cue, and when
the festival passes, the argu-
‘ment goes quiet for another
twelve months. The animal
that was slaughtered is
forgotten; the position that
was held is remembered.
The Eid sacrifice is, in a
crucial sense, honest: it is
named, it is visible, and its
theology is stated openly as
an act of surrender and de-
votion. One may dispute the
logic; one cannot dispute the
candour. The animal is not
delivered in cellophane with
the word “mutton” where
the word “goat” should be.

following threads to their
conclusion, does not ask
what the glass required.
Here is what it required.
A cow produces milk be-
cause she has given birth
to a calf. Lactation is not a
default biological state; it is
aresponse to maternity. The
dairy industry requires the
cow to be pregnant repeat-
edly, because the alternative
to pregnancy is nomilk, and
no milk is commercially un-
acceptable. When the calfis
born, it is separated from
the mother, typically with-
in hours to a few days. The
mother calls for the calf, the
calf calls back, and this con-
tinuesfor days. Anyone who
has heard this sound and
refused to name it for what
it is has performed a sig-
nificant feat of not-hearing.
But here is the part that
most people truly do not
know, not because the in-
formation is hidden, but be-
cause the ego has arranged
not to look for it. When the
calf born to a dairy cow is
male, he cannot produce
milk and has no value in
the dairy system. He can-
not be returned to the herd,
because the economics of
maintaining a bull are pro-
hibitive at industrial scale.
He is therefore killed, typi-
cally within days of birth,
or raised minimally and
slaughtered for flesh within
weeks or months. Glob-
ally, an estimated 21 mil-

lion dairy calves are sent to
slaughter every year by this
mechanism alone. The milk
in the glass and the meat on
the plate are not separate
industries with separate
moralledgers. They are one
industry, sharing the same
biology, the same cow, the
same annual cycle of forced
pregnancy and calfremoval,
and the dairy industry does
not merely coexist with the
slaughter industry: it con-
tinuously supplies it, every
time a male calf is born,
‘which is to say every other
birth, which is to say always.
The person who says “I
am not a meat-eater” while
drinking milk is engaged
in an arithmetic that does

%

industry with a regular-
ity and a volume that the
Ianguage of “food choices”
has been carefully engi-
neered to obscure: “Dairy”
in place of “repeated forced
pregnancy,” “Veal” in place
of “the male calf removed
from his mother this morn-
ing,” “Beef” in place of “the
animal the glass of milk
required.” The vocabulary
does not describe the sup-
ply chain; it replaces it.
This is why the annual con-
troversy over visible ritual
slaughter is, in a precise
sense, a distraction. Not be-
cause the question of what
occurs in the courtyard is
unimportant, but because
the outrage it generates

not add up. The separation  among people who fund the
they believe exists between same outcome through daily

and { ionisaformof se-
is a product of the packag-  lective attention the ego has
ing, not of the supply chain.  quietly arranged for itself.
There is a body on the floor  More than eighty billion

every time there is milk
in the glass, and the two
are not morally separable;
they are not even economi-
cally separable. The dairy
industry feeds the meat

land animals are slaugh-
tered for food every year
worldwide. The Eid sac-
rifice, across all countries
where it is observed, ac-
counts for an estimated 50

million animals annually:
significant, and less than
one-tenth of one percent of
the total. The ego cannot feel
eighty billion of anything; it
can feel one goat dragged
across a courtyard, because
that is visible and arguable.
The eighty billion are invis-
ible, and the invisibility is
not an accident of logistics:
itis the ego's preference, in-
dustrialised.

Now consider what ev-
ery religious tradition that
speaks of sacrifice actually
instructs. The scriptures,
when they speak of offer-
ing, of qurbani, of bali, are
not speaking of the animal's
body but of the self’s attach-
ment. What is to be placed
on the altar is not the goat
but the clinging, the ego
that mistakes its borrowed
structures for its funda-
mental nature, the posses-
siveness with which the self
grips what it calls “mine.”
The animal was a symbol,
and the symbol required
a mind capable of hold-
ing two things simultane-
ously: the outer act and its

inner referent. When that
double vision is lost, what
remains is the literal act
and the theological frame,
butnolonger the intent that
made the act mean any-
thing. The ego has found a
way to perform surrender
without surrendering, of-
fering the goat and continu-
ing unchanged, its identity
confirmed rather than dis-
turbed by the performance
of devotion.

‘What the texts actually
called for, across traditions,
in language that varies but
in instruction that does not,
'was the slaughter of the in-
ner animal: the “I-I” that
runs continuously beneath
every act of devotion, the
self-referential circuit that
converts even sacrifice into
an occasion for identity
‘maintenance, the clinging
that persists through the
performance of release.
That is what was to be
placed on the altar, and no
knife reaches it.

‘What does reach it is not
argument but proximity: the
instruction is not to argue
about the animal’s suffering
from a distance but to close
it. Before the knife is drawn,
look into the animal's eyes:
not glanceat them, but look,
and stay with what looks
back. If you are awake in
that moment, what you
encounter is not a stranger.
The innocence looking back
at you is the same innocence
that was yours before the
scaffolding was installed,
before the social condition-
ing layered itself over what-
ever you originally were,
before the ego borrowed a
name, arole,atradition, and
began calling the borrowing
its self. The animal has bor-
rowed nothing; it remains

exactly what it was.

To look into those eyes
honestly is to find that you
are looking into a mirror.
And having seen yourself
in the mirror, to proceed
with the knife is something
the ego can manage only by
looking away, which it will.
Butthe lookingaway, in that
moment, is itself visible if
you choose to see it, and the
visibility of your own avoid-
ance is something the ego
cannot easily unfeel.

‘What has just been de-
seribed is not a spiritual
experience but a mechani-
cal one. The ego that kills
without seeing is the same
ego that avoids itself in ev-
ery other domain, and the
avoidance practised at the
most intimate and daily
point of life, the plate, the
glass, the courtyard, the fes-
tival meal, is the avoidance
that carries forward. Every

the honesty you claim to val-
ue. The glass of milk on the
brealfast table is waiting for
the same question.

The ego is sovereign and
cannot be forced to see
‘what it does not wish to see;
it has its foreclosure moves:
one person’s choices make
no difference, the problem
is structural, nothing will
change anyway. Every one
of these is the ego protect-
ing ts position. The animal’s
suffering does notappear in
any of them, and the suffer-
ing has been made invisible
by the same mechanism that
makes the ego’s own opera-
tions invisible: the refusal
tolook.

Some will read this and
change nothing. Others will
find that a thread they had
not followed before has been
followed to its end, and that
the following makes certain
things harder to do with the

act of not-seeing at the table
is practice for not-seeing ev-
erywhere else.

The goat needed the per-
son holding the rope to ask
one question before the
knife was drawn: is this
necessary? Not “is it tradi-
tional” or “is it prescribed,”
because these are the ego’s
foreclosure moves, designed
to prevent the actual ques-
tion from being reached.
The tradition protects,
among other things, this:
‘meatand dairy together oc-
cupy eighty-three percent
of the world’s agricultural
land while producing eigh-
teen percent of its calories.
Is this necessary, given what
'younow know, given that al-
ternatives exist, given what
you have just seen in those
eyes?

If the answer is no, what
follows is between you and

iousness. The
hand still reaches, but the
reach now carries some-
thingit did not carry before,
something that, even where
it changes nothing, has qui-
etly made the not-seeing
slightly less automatic.
That is the only interven-
tion this framework offers:
not a verdict, not a pro-
gramme, just the thread fol-
lowed to wherever it leads.
The knife is visible on Eid;
the supply chainis not. Both
require the same body on
the floor. The question is not
which one to argue about
but which one you have ar-
ranged, very carefully, never
tolook at.
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