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PHIL140 Sec. 0105

Morality of Killing Animals for Food


I just need to start typing and see what comes out. I'm trying to think of where to start. I don't know.

This paper is in response to Peter Singer's article "All Animals Are Equal." I will attempt to prove that while Peter Singer's statements on equality hold true, his application of the idea towards animals is false. 


Peter Singer first describes his idea of equality based not on the actual equality of the races, sexes, etc. but that "equality is a moral ideal" (L&D, 403). He offers Bentham's idea that equality is not based on physical traits or mental abilities or even it's ability to reason but the fact that we can suffer. The ability to suffer means they have interests that must be taken into account (L&D 404). 


Singer attempts to apply this theory towards animals stating boldly "we eat them. In doing so we treat them purely as a means to our ends" (404). Does this mean that we should strive to protect all species from both human and other predators? Should we stop one animal from eating another? This will surely collapse the circle of life, for we cannot feed an entire world of animals with grains, fruits and vegetables. We can't begin to fathom the intricate system of prey and predator down to the smallest sentient organism. If speciesism is analogous to racism and sexism, it is accepted that everyone must fight for their equality regardless of who is being affected. Men must fight for the equality of women, but how can we fight for every sentient being on this earth from being eaten by another? These questions go unanswered by Singer and show a large gap in philosophical thought. 


Animals are continually eaten by other animals. We do not discuss the ethics of the circle of life and the predator, prey relationship. Since humans are just another animal, one who has become more predator than prey, why is it wrong for humans to kill animals for food. Morality is often the preservation of life. To destroy one animal is to lose one life, but to destroy the circle of life is to destroy all life. 


SIDE ISSUE, INDIRECT Eating animals is part of the natural order. Evolutionary biologists will state that there are three categories of mammals: carnivores, omnivores, herbivores, frugivores and insectivores. By definition, some animals eat only meat Homo sapiens sapiens have evolved as omnivores, designed to eat both meat and vegetables. Our teeth and digestive system prove this fact. We have both cutting teeth for tearing meat and flat molars for grinding vegetables. Our digestive system has the ability to break down the protein in meat products and partly digest the vegetable products. Not only can we eat meat, but we should WHY IS NATURE OR ABILITY IMPORTANT MORALLY?

CRITIC Observant critics might point out that in some species, such as the preying mantis, have peculiar “natural” tendencies. In the case of the preying mantis, the female will kill and eat the male after procreation. If a human were to act in this way, we would definitely lock her up for murder. There 


In the end, it is the individual human’s choice whether or not to eat meat. As an omnivore, humans can survive by eating only vegetables, only meat or both in any number of combinations. 


