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Considerate Hierarchical Ordering

This essay will seek to provide a counter argument to the claims made by Peter Singer in

his piece titled A Vegetarian Philosophy. His primary claim is grounded in a consequentialist

framework and seeks to include animals in the consequentialist calculation for maximizing

pleasure and minimizing harm. Singer outlines his argument in the following way, “The case for

vegetarianism is at its strongest when we see it as a moral protest against our use of animals as

mere things, to be exploited for our convenience in whatever way makes them most cheaply

available to us” (Singer “A Vegetarian…). This claim is indicative of his core belief that animal

suffering is wrong. In other words, he claims that animals are morally significant and makes the

case that society ought to become vegan on the grounds that factory farming causes harm to

animals and removing meat from the modern diet would eliminate this harm that occurs on a

grand scale.

This paper will object to Peter Singer’s claim that factory farming animals for meat is

morally impermissible within the context of utilitarianism. This objection will be based on the

grounds that the dynamic relationship between humans and animals is one that has evolved to

become a mutually beneficial relationship of predator and prey. Consequently, this mutually

beneficial relationship is one that must be based on respect and requires a gracious attitude

towards animals that must be emphasized in order to justify the killing of animals for meat. A

counterpoint to this objection would be that it is highly impractical and unfeasible to farm

animals in a manner that respects them enough to make it morally permissible to use animals as a

source of meat. Another counterpoint would be that any animal suffering is unjustifiable because

humans could help animals’ lives without eating them. This objection will be addressed by

providing a specific context in which the killing of animals on a farm is justifiable depending on,
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the methods in which it is done, the context in which it is done, the specific animals which it is

done to, and the frequency and scale to which it is done.

Singer believes that any suffering regardless of the medium in which it occurs should be

taken into consideration. Putting this into the context of factory farming, Singer believes that

those who permit factory farming are practicing a form of discrimination called speciesism. In

this sense speciesism is immoral and violates utilitarian principles because of its failure to

consider the suffering of all animals (Singer). This failure to consider animal suffering creates a

net increase in the overall amount of suffering in the world, which is immoral in utilitarianism.

Singer believes factory farming is speciesist because it treats animals differently based on

arbitrary considerations. For example, pigs are factory farmed on a massive scale, yet they are

just as intelligent as the average dog, which is pampered as a pet. This viewpoint has moral

implications for the purchase and consumption of meat because buying meat means supporting

an industry that currently causes an enormous amount of unjustified animal suffering. Essentially

eating and buying meat contributes to animal suffering by perpetuating the ideals of speciesism,

which considers animal suffering as an invalid form of suffering.

Singer’s argument fails to account for the evolutionary history of domesticated farm

animals and humans. Humans and animals throughout history came to rely on each other equally

in a manner that increased the overall quality of life for both species. In early domestication

humans provided animals with protection from predators and food, while animals provided

humans with food such as milk and eggs, and also of course meat. This relationship helped

prevent animals from facing their inevitably brutal deaths, that would have occurred in the

wilderness. Many early humans displayed great respect for any animals that they used for meat

and highly respected the role animals played in helping humans survive as a species. These
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humans understood the fact that without using animals as a source of food the human species

would have failed to exist. Animals serve as the foundation for which the human experience can

be built upon. Essentially any overall benefits experienced by or created by humans would not be

possible without humanities use of meat as a source of protein. When humans use their power

over animals to provide them with safety and an adequate life, there is less suffering in the world

because animals will face more respect and a better life in the presence of humans, than in the

presence of other predators. In this sense humans cultivating animals as a source of protein is

permissible under utilitarianism, when done in a manner that limits suffering and treats animals

with respect, because it produces the most amount of good in the world and the least amount of

suffering.

Factory farming, as Singer points out, is an immoral act that produces an unnecessary

amount of suffering, however; farming animals for meat on a smaller scale in a different

environment can be beneficial for both humans and animals. Animal welfare should be taken

into moral consideration under utilitarianism because it is speciesist to only consider the welfare

of humans. If animal welfare is to be considered, it is important to understand the implications of

nature and realize that animals in the wild will inevitably live a worse life and die a cruel death at

the hands of a savage predator. Humans should serve stewards to animals by recognizing their

pivotal role in the foundations of life on earth. It is humanity’s duty to treat animals with respect

because they have enabled our lives to be what they are today. This duty also bears the notion

that in nature animals have been used for food since their inception. The benefit from eating an

animal that has been treated well outweighs any suffering it may have faced while being killed

for consumption. Knowing that in the natural order of things there can never be zero suffering it

is important to think about minimizing suffering rather than attempting to create no suffering.
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Farming animals in a humane way and scaling down the amount of times humans consume meat

is a great way to minimize suffering in the world. Humanity not eating meat at all would be a

disservice to the evolutionary chain that has led us to our place today. Animals and humans have

relied on each other in a symbiotic manner, and in the context of respect it is merely a cycle used

in which both parties benefit more than they suffer.
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