Comment to reviewer’s comments:

On p. 1 the author says that the two arguments for longevity in humans - health and happiness - may also apply to some extent to wild animals, or at least more so to wild animals than to farmed animals. What constitutes happiness for animals in nature is such a difficult concept to agree upon and apply (a particular herbivore may live longer than others, but still her life may have no net value because of the constant fear of predation) that I recommend avoiding entering into such a complex subject.

Thank you for making me aware of this difficulty. The controversial sentence has been skipped.

On p. 5 the author states that "Animal rights activists would find this question irrelevant, while utilitarians would likely defend every extra day that an animal has to live under appropriate conditions. It is therefore worthwhile looking at which side popular opinion leans to". This suggests that animal activists are not utilitarians, but the truth is that animal activists also have different approaches, some of which are utilitarian.

This is totally true and a mistake due to sloppiness. We replaced “animal rights activists” by “deontologists”.

p. 5: "This reality confirms the core point that right-based schoalrs would probably make concerning issue of longetivity". I think "make concerning issue of longetivity" needs some stylistic refinement to make sense.

Thank you for making us aware of the lingual mistake which now has been corrected.

p. 5: “On the question of whether farm animals should live a longer percentage of their biological lives, however, this is apparently not the case if this share is not 100 per cent”. It seems a subject is missing or at least the subject is not clear. Is it not the case for who? Or is it not the case in reality?

The sentence has now been divided to make its meaning clear. 

p.6. "Dual-purpose chickens are mainly prevalent in developing countries (Badi et al. 2019)". The reader may not directly understand what "dual-purpose chickens" means, even if it can be inferred, I would clarify what this is.

The explanation has been inserted.

p. 7: "…, the subject remained on the party's agenda and may have contributed to election results that averaged between one and two percent and brought the party into the European Parliament and some local German parliaments". The author means to "an increase of election results that…"? 

Yes, we have added this clarification.

p. 9: The sentence "When day-old chicks are killed, the cognitive dissonance does not work anymore, as no visible amenities relate to this death" is not congruent in my opinion, or at least I can't understand it. A cognitive dissonance is not something that "works", it is something that simply arises, a cognitive contradiction that arises. I see that this is an addition by the author at the request of a reviewer, it can certainly make sense to comment on whether the cognitive dissonance increases or decreases when one-day male chicks are killed, but as the sentence is now it is confusing. I have reviewed the reviewer's comment that prompted this addition. It is a good comment. However, I do not know what to suggest here because I do not understand the author's point. Perhaps it is my limitation.. I recommend rewriting this sentence. If you are referring all the time to what Carruthers would think, maybe it is just a matter of making this clear.

We agree to your notion that cognitive dissonance does not work. We have reformulated the term and added an explanation.

Also:
p. 8: There is a "chicklet" still in the title.

…and has been eliminated. Thank you.

p. 9: the first time the word "Kindchenschema" is used, it should be defined.

A brief explanation has been added.

I would also suggest to use non-speciesist language: Farm animals assumes that animals belong to farms, "farmed animals" reflects the reality more accurately

Great idea, thank you for the suggestion! Replacements have been carried out.

