Ethical Meat Only

Motion 4 – LUU Referendum, November 2008

Council members, Ladies and Gentlemen,

I stand here to urge this council to put this motion forward to the general student population to be voted on. This motion calls for an end to the provision and sale of all Halal (and Kosher) slaughtered meat and meat products. This is necessary in furthering the Union’s stance on allowing only the sale of ethical products and is a natural progression from motions banning the sale and advertisement of Nestle products and the use of plastic bags in Union shops.

The ethical treatment of animals is a matter close to my heart and the hearts of every student, and indeed person, that I have spoken to and I have spoken to a great many people regarding this motion. This is not a motion I have submitted lightly, but a motion that I have submitted as a result of the growth of the unethically slaughtered meat market, particularly the Halal industry. It is predicted that by 2010 this industry will be worth over £500 billion, with the support of such ethical figureheads Tesco and Walmart. The Union itself has recently increased the quantity of Halal slaughtered meat products on sale in its outlets. This is something that many students at Leeds feel we must do something about.

There are three things I would like to bring to the council’s attention when considering the merits of this motion.

1. This motion is not intended as a weapon with which to beat the Union’s religious members. I realise that the Union has a role to play in ensuring that no groups are excluded from the Union and that their needs are adequately met, where appropriate. This motion argues that the needs of those religious members whose religion requires them to eat unethically slaughtered meat can be met without resorting to providing these products. Neither the Qu’ran nor Torah dictate that meat must be consumed, highlighting the fact that standard vegetarian alternatives would mean that viable choices were available to Muslims and Jews. It is not discriminatory to remove unethically slaughtered meat from our shelves. 

2. This motion, as mentioned, falls within the Union’s existing policy of removing unethical products and services from sale or advertisement from the Union’s commercial and social outlets. This motion is no more or less controversial in nature than the ban on Nestle products or the use of plastic carrier bags. In fact, when conducting my research for this motion I discovered that the majority of students I asked said that this motion was more important to them than the two I just mentioned. There exists a divide in the general student membership, showing the need for this to be openly debated and voted upon.

3. This motion is of real importance to students. Every person I have spoken to about this motion has told me that they would like to see it on the referendum. Not only do they want to see if on the referendum, they want to listen to the public debate that would result. Animal welfare is something that is close to every student’s heart and the need for meat to be slaughtered as ethically as is humanly possible is at the forefront of many of these people’s minds. There will be arguments about the racial and religious nature of this motion, but I remind the council that the purpose of this motion is neither racially nor religiously motivated. I agree that there are racial and religious matters to be discussed, but these are discussions that deserve to be held in the public eye, with an important outcome at stake.

This motion is relevant, important and divisive, the three criteria that a motion must fulfil in order to be put forward to referenda. 

It is not the Council’s place to judge the content of the motion but to determine its worth to be discussed, debated and ultimately decided by popular vote. 

I urge the council to see the value of including this motion on the final ballot paper and to vote accordingly.

Thank you

