
AN ARGUMENT AGAINST RAISING ANIMALS FOR FOOD AND THE

CONSIDERATION OF THE INTERESTS AND RIGHTS OF NO

For example: if animals have a right not to be bred and killed for food then animals No breeding and killing animals for
food or clothes or medicine; No use of A number of arguments are put forward against the idea that animals have rights.
that was entitled to have any rights - or indeed any moral consideration at all.

The danger in [an] attempt to eliminate partial affections is that it may remove the source of all affections.
There would still be an error of reasoning in the assumption that because this process is natural it is right. It
would be nonsense to say that it was not in the interests of a stone to be kicked along the road by a schoolboy.
In this case we should still apply the principle of equal consideration of interests but the result of so doing is,
of course, to give priority to relieving the greater suffering. However, in order for this line of argumentation to
justify killing animals, the animals must not only be non-self-conscious, but they must also live lives that are
worth living, and their deaths must be painless. A consensus is emerging within the scientific community that
the use of primates should be restricted to those experiments for which there is, at this time, no known
alternative [ 15 , 16 ]. The behavioural indices of pain are also very species-specific. We cannot insist that
beings be treated as individuals in the one case, and as members of a group in the other. Practical Implications
In order to implement the Principle of Equal Consideration of Interests in the practical sphere, we must be able
to determine the interests of the beings that will be affected by our actions, and we must give similar interests
similar weight. But all animals, infants and adults, are not legal persons, but rather, under the law they are
considered property. Academic Tools. When we are reasoning about ethics we are using concepts that, as we
saw in the first chapter of this book, take us beyond our own personal interest, or even the interest of some
sectional group. The argument goes like this: Higher non-human animals have rights The most basic right is
the right to be treated as an end in oneself, not as a means to someone else's ends Raising and killing animals
for food uses them as a means to human gratification, it does not treat them respectfully as ends in themselves
Eating animals is therefore wrong There is no important human need to be considered in this case
Philosophers who respect rights and accept that animals have rights should be vegetarians Problem: Surely
one person not eating animals will have no effect on whether animals are raised and killed for food - so there's
no point in being a vegetarian Yet even amongst those who do view animals as within the sphere of moral
concern, there is disagreement about the nature and usefulness of the arguments presented on behalf of the
moral status of animals. Animal nature has analogies to human nature, and by doing our duties to animals in
respect of manifestations of human nature, we indirectly do our duty to humanityâ€¦. Hart, London: Methuen,
Athlone Press  Pain and suffering are bad and should be prevented or minimized, irrespective of the race, sex,
or species of the being that suffers. While both animals and human beings have desires that can compel them
to action, only human beings are capable of standing back from their desires and choosing which course of
action to take. Nevertheless we are entitled to ask why self-conscious beings should be considered more
valuable and in particular why the alleged greater value of a self-conscious being should result in preferring
the lesser interests of a self-conscious being to the greater interests of a merely sentient being, even where the
self-consciousness of the former being is not itself at stake. If we are to apply the Principle of Equal
Consideration of Interests, we will be forced to cease raising animals in factory farms for food. Singer also
condemns most experimentation in which animals are used. Animal Liberation. But utilitarians are not making
unreasonable predictions when they argue that on balance the suffering and interest frustration that animals
experience in modern day meat production is greater than the suffering that humans would endure if they had
to alter their current practices. However, the problem is being addressed by new science. These include:
Comparison of harms, both physical and emotional, associated with direct interference with the animals in the
course of scientific procedures: e. He, with rather considerable convenience for one who is thundering hard
accusations at others, slides by the case of insects and spiders and bacteria, they pace Montaigne, apparently
and rather conveniently do not feel pain. Other philosophers disagree, and say: Someone who eats meat is
approving of and collaborating in the wrongful acts of the agriculture business, and it is morally wrong to
approve of and collaborate in wrongful acts, even indirectly. A contextual or relational view. Before exploring
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what a utilitarian might condone in the way of animal experimentation, let us first quickly consider what
would be morally prohibited. Animals, by and large, are in this category. Rules of fasting also vary. Animal
Welfare: Science and Value. To what extent may different classes of sentient animal e. This, at any rate, is the
answer a utilitarian must give. Feinberg, Joel. The basis of my belief that animals can feel pain is similar to the
basis of my belief that my daughter can feel pain. In the case of wild animals, we should not kill, confine, or
otherwise interfere in their lives. Singer suggests that the first option is too counter-intuitive to be acceptable;
so we are forced to conclude that all animals are equal, human or otherwise. Other feminist philosophers have
taken issue with the supposedly morally neutral methods of argumentation used to establish the moral status of
animals. No matter how humanely an animal is treated in the process, raising and killing it for food remains
morally wrong. For we are capable of reasoning, and reason is not subordinate to self-interest. Matheny says
that, when the numbers are adjusted, Davis' argument shows veganism as perpetrating the least harm.


