
 116 

CHAPTER-4 
VEGETARIANISM AND L IVING WELL  

 
4.1 Introduction: 

Vegetarianism represents a philosophy and way of living which seeks 

to exclude - as far as possible and practicable - all forms of exploitation of, 

and cruelty to, other animals for food, clothing or any other purpose; and 

promotes the development and use of animal-free alternatives for the benefit 

of humans, other animals and the environment. In dietary terms, veganism 

means doing away with all products derived wholly or partly from other 

animals. It also means not wearing animal skins and fur (leather, feather, fur, 

wool and silk), or using products that have been tested on animals. 

Unfortunately, all medicines have been tested on other animals due to 

regulatory requirements, and it may be hard to avoid them at times or to find 

alternatives for some medical treatments. 

The term vegetarianism is used to describe a diet that excludes the 

flesh of animals, has a long, complex and often tumultuous history. Many of 

the world's religions and philosophies have praised it as the ideal diet, but 

vegetarians  have also been condemned and killed for their refusal to eat 

meat. The choice to eat or not eat flesh foods has typically reflected deeply 

ingrained philosophical and religious beliefs. Foremost among these has 

been the idea of human kinship with the nonhuman world. While the 

underlying motives for vegetarianism differ widely throughout different 

cultures and historical periods, certain themes predominate. These include: 

the idea of transmigration of souls, compassion for nonhuman animals, 

asceticism, purification of the body and soul, health benefits, the 

dehumanizing effects of meat-eating, environmental considerations, and the 

unnaturalness of eating flesh foods. Some of the additional underlying 

themes include the association of meat with class, caste, and gender, which 

will be discussed in this chapter.  
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In a narrow sense, vegetarianism is interpreted as the practice of 

abstaining from the consumption of meat, it may also include abstain from 

by-products of animal slaughter. Vegetarianism can be adopted for many 

reasons. The term vegetarianism was coined in 1847 by the founders of the 

vegetarian society of Great Britain. Doctors who are experts in nutrition 

suggested people that vegetarian diet significantly decreases the risk of 

cancer and diabetes. Thus vegetarianism involves a question about the 

quality of human life and about the way in which humans should treat non-

human animal. 

4.2Definition: 
 

Most of the world's populations have usually eaten a predominantly 

plant-based diet. The word “vegetarian” however, is generally reserved for 

the self-conscious decision to abstain from flesh foods, based upon 

philosophical, ethical, metaphysical, scientific, or nutritional beliefs. The 

term first appeared in the 1840s and was derived from the root word vegetus, 

signifying the idea of "whole and vital." Although the word refers to those 

who abstain from eating flesh, there is disagreement about what constitutes 

flesh, and some people who call themselves vegetarian consume chicken and 

fish. Most vegetarians, however, believe that the term should be retained for 

those who avoid all forms of animal flesh. The most common types of 

vegetarian are: lacto-ovo vegetarians, who include eggs and dairy products 

in their diet; lacto vegetarians, who include milk; ovo-vegetarians, who 

include eggs; vegans, who exclude all animal products; natural hygienists, 

who eat a non-processed, plant-based diet; raw fooders, who eat only raw 

foods; and fruitarians, who eat only fruit. We will discuss about these 

varieties in detail in this chapter. 
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4.3 Origins of vegetarian thought- 
 

In India, millions of Hindus are vegetarian because of their religious 

beliefs. The Yoga system of living and health is vegetarian because its 

dietary practices are based on the belief that healthy food contains prāṇa. 

Prāṇa is the universal life energy which Yoga experts believe is abundant in 

fresh fruits, grains, nuts and vegetables, but absent in meat because meat is 

produced by killing. The way in which we should live falls in the realm of 

ethics .vegetarianism is a moral issue because ethics involves a nature of 

happiness and that’s why health issue is related to one’s happiness as well. 

Medical doctors who are experts in nutrition suggested us that vegetarian 

diet significantly decreases the risk of cancer and diabetes, among other 

diseases and negative health condition. Vegetarianism also involves a 

question about the way in which we should treat non - human animals.  

Vegetarianism has two major philosophical roots in the ancient 

world, Jainism in the East and Pythagoreanism in the West. Both schools of 

thought arose in the sixth century BCE at approximately the same time, and 

scholars continue to speculate on the cross-fertilization of ideas between the 

East and West. The Jains' notion of ahiṁsā refers to the desire not to cause 

injury to other living beings and the concomitant idea of compassion for all 

living beings. Jains argue that all life goes through a series of incarnations, 

with the highest incarnation belonging to humans who have attained 

enlightenment or nirvāṇa. By eating flesh foods humans attract negative 

karma to their soul (jiva), and impede their chances of attaining 

enlightenment. They also risk dining on their next of kin from a previous 

life. Jains believe that one can only contact the god within by conquering the 

"animal passions" that lead one to acts of violence and self-indulgence, 

including the eating of flesh foods. Vegetarianism dammed the practice of 

animal sacrifice, intimately connected to meat-eating in the ancient world. 

Buddhism also contains the ideas of ahiṁsā, transmigration of souls and 
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compassion for animals. Buddhism helped to spread vegetarianism 

throughout Asia, and influenced the development of a strong vegetarian 

tradition in Hinduism.  

4.3.1 Origins in the West  
 

Pythagoras is regarded as the greatest influence on vegetarian thought 

in the Western world. The Pythagorean sect was founded at the end of the 

sixth century BCE in Croton, Italy, in Magna Grecia. The basic precepts of 

Pythagoras's school included a refusal to eat meat or to offer blood sacrifice. 

Pythagoras believed that the human soul could transmigrate to humans or 

other animals after death but the ultimate goal was to free the soul from the 

earthly rounds of existence to reunite with its divine origins. This was 

accomplished through a series of strict, ascetic rules for purifying the body. 

Most of the modern arguments against meat eating can be found among 

Ancient Greek as well as Roman philosophers. Plutarch (c. 350-433 BCE) 

believed that this "barbaric vice" was unnatural for humans and engendered 

violence. Other ancient philosophers who advocated vegetarianism include 

Theophrastus (360-287 BCE), Empedocles (c. 495-c. 435 BCE), and 

Porphyry, who made one of the first ecological defenses of vegetarianism. 

According to Porphyry it was not necessary to kill animals to curb the 

problem of animal overpopulation, since nature would find a balance by 

itself.  

4.3.2 Early Jewish and Christian: 
  There were several early Jewish Christian sects that are believed to 

have adhered to a strict vegetarian diet. Among these were the Essences, the 

Ebionites, and the Azoreans, considered by many to be the first Christians. 

The early ascetic Jewish Christian sects were a minority tradition in the first 

century ancient world. Nonetheless, scholars have argued that Jesus counted 

among their numbers and was himself a vegetarian. The early Church fathers 

believed that meat was a powerful sexual stimulant, so it was appropriate for 
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those in holy orders to refrain from eating it in order to curb their sexual 

desires. However, abstaining from meat was acceptable only as part of a 

practical exercise in subduing the "animal passions." From the third to the 

thirteenth century the Church engaged in a vigorous campaign against a 

number of heretical Gnostic sects. Ranging from the Balkans in the 

Byzantine Empire to Southern France, they included the Manicheans, 

Cathars, Paulicians, Montanists, Masslians, Apostolics, and Bogomils. The 

refusal to eat meat was viewed by Church authorities as evidence of heresy.  

4.3.3 Middle  Ages to Renaissance: 
 

Support for vegetarianism went into a long dormancy during the 

middle Ages. In the early Renaissance, due to late thirteenth century food 

shortages, the vast majority of the population, particularly the poor, ate 

primarily vegetarian food. It was at this time that the emphasis on meat-

eating as desirable and necessary for one's health became an article of faith, 

particularly for men. A small number of dissidents protested against cruelty 

to animals and meat-eating, including Sir Thomas More who blended 

concern over animal suffering with the first environmental critique of the 

large amounts of land used to produce meat. Other dissidents included 

Erasmus (1467-1536), Montaigne (1533-1592), and Leonardo Da Vinci 

(1452-1519), although Da Vinci was the only one of the three to become 

vegetarian.  

4.3.4 Seventeenth Century: Cartesian Thought  
 

In the seventeenth century, Rene Descartes developed the Christian 

belief that animals lacked souls or spirit with devastating consequences for 

nonhuman animals. He contended that since animals lacked spirit, and hence 

the capacity to understand, they could not feel pain. Their anguished cries 

were in all probability merely mechanical responses. Cartesian philosophy 

sanctioned the widespread practice of vivisection in the seventeenth century 
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as well as the confinement of animals on factory farms. Despite this setback 

to the status of nonhuman animals, the seventeenth century simultaneously 

witnessed the growth of a greater sensitivity to nonhuman animals. 

Ironically, this was due in part to animal studies, which showed the 

structural similarities of their nervous systems to those of humans, 

suggesting the commonality in their experience of pain. In addition, as the 

threat from nature receded, people began to have greater empathy for 

nonhuman animals. Most advocates for vegetarianism, one of the foremost 

advocates for vegetarianism of his age, still framed their calls for 

compassion in religious terms. Other proponents of vegetarianism during the 

seventeenth century include John Ray, John Evelyn, and Margaret 

Cavendish, duchess of Newcastle.  

4.3.5 Eighteenth to Nineteenth Century  
 

The eighteenth century gave rise to humanist philosophy and to the 

notion of natural rights, based on the belief in the inherent dignity of 

humans. Due in part to Evangelical religion's emphasis on concern for the 

oppressed, and the Lockean idea of human beings' innate capacity for 

benevolence, there was an increasing sensitivity to animal suffering. As the 

century progressed, public attention began to focus upon a wide range of 

social issues, including prison reform, child welfare, care for the poor, sick, 

and elderly as well as opposition to slavery. A growing number of people 

viewed concern for nonhuman animals as a logical extension of these social 

movements. While compassion for nonhuman animals was the foremost 

concern of these animal advocates, they also pointed to the harmful effects 

of meat-eating on human moral character. Joseph Ritson (1752-1803), John 

Oswald (1730-1793), Percy Bysshe Shelley (1792-1822), and JeanJacques 

Rousseau (1712-1778) all linked meat-eating with inter-human violence, 

including war. The emphasis on the harmful effects of meat-eating on 

human moral and spiritual character continued into the nineteenth century. 



 122 

There was an increased focus, however, on the wrongfulness of animal 

suffering in and of itself. Acknowledging the moral significance of animal 

suffering was an integral part of Jeremy Bentham's (1748-1832) utilitarian 

theory. According to Bentham, "the question is not, can they reason?, Nor 

can they talk? But, can they suffer?". Arguments for vegetarianism were also 

increasingly being linked to land use practices. As a result of the enclosures, 

the common land was being seized by rich land owners who were using it to 

grow fodder crops to feed their cattle. The philosopher and priest, William 

Paley (1743- 1805), Shelley, and Dr. William Alcott (1798-1859) all 

inveighed against the inefficiency of feeding fodder to animals instead of 

directly to human beings. Food Reform Movement The food reform 

movement began in Germany in the 1820s and 1830s as a reaction to the 

growing ties between the food industry and science and technology. In the 

1830s, vegetarians became a vocal minority Vegetarianism within the 

radical wing of the food reform movement. Many of the food reformers, 

including Sylvester Graham (1794- 1851), Bircher-Benner (1867-1939), and 

John Harvey Kellogg (1852-1943), combined health and ethical arguments, 

focusing on the purifying effect, both spiritual and physical, of a vegetarian 

diet. Meat-eating was typically condemned for its over-stimulating effect. 

Indeed for Graham, stimulation was the root of all disease. Meat-eating was 

also linked to overindulgence in sex. Kellogg maintained that meat-eating 

caused undue pressure on the male organ and that vegetarianism was the 

cure. The success of the food reform movement and the vegetarian cause is 

largely attributable to the support of women. Some of these women included 

Catherine Harriet Beecher Stowe (1800-1878) and Harriet Beecher Stowe 

(1811-1896) in the U.S., and Luise Otto-Peters (1819-1895) and Lina 

Morgenstern (1830-1909) in Germany. A number of feminists promoted 

vegetarianism, often connecting it with the themes of peace and non-

violence. The contemporary author Carol Adams sees in their writings the 
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beginning of a feminist, vegetarian, pacifist tradition. Some of these women 

include Charlotte Despard (1844-1939), Charlotte Perkins Gilman (1860-

1935) and Agnes Ryan (1878-1954), and Susan B. Anthony (1820-1906) as 

well as the theosophists Annie Besant (1847-1933) and Anna Kingsford 

(1846-1888).  

4.3.6 The Social Movement for Vegetarianism  

In the middle of the nineteenth century, in Germany, the Netherlands, 

England and the U.S., the vegetarian cause began to coalesce as a social 

movement. The first secular vegetarian society in England was formed in 

1847 at Ramsgate. At that time the term vegetarian replaced the more 

common Pythagorean as the official word for someone who abstained from 

flesh foods. In 1850, William Metcalfe founded a similar organization in 

New York, The American Vegetarian. Support for vegetarianism in the mid-

nineteenth century was fueled, in part, by the findings of evolutionary 

science, which had begun to demonstrate the similarities between human 

and nonhuman animals. With the publication of Charles Darwin's (1809-

1882) Descent of Man in 1871, the privileged position of humans was 

further eroded. The humane movement developed from the belief that if 

human beings were, in fact, superior it behoved them to act civilized by 

controlling their "animal passions" and practicing benevolence to animals. 

Although most members of the humane movement were not vegetarian, 

some of the most vocal activists were, including Bernard Shaw (1856-1950), 

the philanthropist Lewis Gompertz, Anna Kingsford and the author and 

social reformer Henry S. Salt (1851-1939). Salt's writings had a wide-

ranging impact, including on Mahatma Gandhi. Gandhi was inspired by the 

connections Salt made between animal rights and social justice, to move 

beyond his previous traditional Hindu vegetarianism which sees 

vegetarianism as a movement for the moral and spiritual progress of the 

human race. Gandhi's conversion to ethical vegetarianism illustrates the 
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cross-fertilization of ideas between East and West that characterizes much of 

the modern vegetarian movement. Gandhji; went on to influence millions of 

Hindus to adopt vegetarianism. Eastern thought, in turn, has had a profound 

influence on vegetarianism in the West. The influence of Hinduism and 

Buddhism on theosophy was an important factor in theosophy's endorsement 

of vegetarianism. The influx of eastern ideas that began in the 1960s also 

had a large influence on the adoption of vegetarianism. The Bhakti 

movement in Hinduism, in particular, had a profound impact in the west 

through their dispensing of free vegetarian food. 

4.3.7 The Modern Vegetarian Movement: 

Vegetarianism was largely eclipsed by the two world wars. A number 

of factors contributed to its increased acceptance in the post-war years. 

Beginning in the 1920s, there had been a growing appreciation for the 

benefits of vegetables and fruits due to the discovery of vitamins. Additional 

studies in the 1950s, including research on the Seventh Day Adventists, 

confirmed the health benefits of a vegetarian diet. In the 1970s, many people 

also became concerned over the purity of food, and in particular meat. 

Concerns focused on the effects of pesticides, chemicals, and bacterial 

contamination, all of which are found in greater concentrations in meat. 

People became additionally worried about the purity of meat as a result of 

the outbreak of BSE (mad cow disease) and foot-and mouth disease in 

England and Europe.  

The publicity and popularity surrounding these outbreaks served to 

educate people about the contents of the food fed to farm animals, including 

sludge, carcasses, and the excrement of other animals, thereby providing 

people with additional incentive to adopt a vegetarian diet. A number of 

health studies in the 1980s and 1990s also helped to fuel interest in 

vegetarianism, including the China Health Project directed by Cornell 

professor of nutrition namely, Colin Campbell. Campbell's cross-cultural 
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research involves 10,000 people in the U.S. and China concluded that human 

beings are not anatomically designed to eat meat, and that there is an inverse 

correlation between the amounts of animal products that one eats and the 

benefits that accrue to one's health.  

 Dean Ornish, a physician first published his research in 1983 in 

Stress, Diet and Heart, also demonstrated that arterial sclerosis could be 

reversed through a vegetarian diet. The growth of the animal advocacy 

movement in the U.S. and England in the 1970s also helped to advance the 

vegetarian cause. In the previous centuries, vegetarians tended to focus on 

the cruelty inherent in the slaughter of innocent beings. The modern animal 

advocacy movement, in addition, has called attention to the conditions in 

which animals live throughout their lives, promoting vegetarianism as a 

means of protesting this treatment. Significant influences on the 

development of vegetarianism in the animal advocacy movement include 

Peter Singer's utilitarian arguments for the equal consideration of the 

interests of both humans and nonhumans, Tom Regan's case for the 

"inherent worth" of animals, and the writings of Carol Adams as well as the 

literature of Feminists for Animal Rights, which underline the 

commonalities in meat dominance and male dominance. Veganism also 

developed increasing support in the 1980s and 1990s. Rejection of dairy 

products had begun in the nineteenth century, but it was not until 1944 that 

the first Vegan Society was formed in Leicester, England.  

4.4 Vegetarianism and the Environment: 
 

 In the beginning of 1970s, ecological arguments also became an 

important motive for many people to adopt a vegetarian diet. In Diet for a 

Small Planet, published in 1971, Frances Moore Lappe96 criticized the 

inefficiency of a meat-based diet, arguing that only a small proportion of the 

                                                           
96 Frances Moore Lappe, Diet for a Small Planet, first edition, 1971, Tenth Anniversary Edition, 
New York ; Ballantine Books,1982, . 
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nutrients that are fed to nonhuman animals return to humans as nutrients. 

Moore contended that in 1968 the amount of edible protein that was wasted 

by America's animal based diet was equivalent to the world protein shortage. 

Diet for a Small Planet provided a major impetus for people to either cut 

back on or eliminate meat from their diets.  

In the following two decades, numerous articles and books advanced 

similar environmental critiques of a meat-based diet, including Jeremy 

Rifkin's Beyond Beef, Howard Lyman's Mad Cowboy, and John Robins's 

Diet for a New America and the Food Revolution. These authors highlighted 

the link between animal agriculture and a host of environmental problems: 

soil and water depletion, desertification, air and water pollution, global 

warming, the waste of valuable grain resources, and the destruction of the 

tropical rain forests. Current estimates are that ninety percent of all 

agricultural land, more than one half the total land area of the U.S., is 

devoted to the production of animal products. Cattle now occupy seventy 

percent of range land in the American west and are a major contributor to 

both agricultural runoff and desertification. Beef production is also a major 

factor in the destruction of half the tropical rain forest of southern Mexico 

and Central America. Animal agriculture has also been blamed as a major 

contributor to global warming. Greenhouse gases are produced from grain 

fertilizers and from the methane released from animals. American 

waterways are equally threatened.  

According to the Environmental Protection Agency, animal waste 

poses a greater threat to American waterways than all other industrial 

sources combined. In a 1999 report by the Union of Concerned Scientists, 

meat eating is cited, along with driving automobiles, as one of the two most 

damaging lifestyle factors contributing to environmental destruction. Not all 

environmentalists believe that meat-eating and animal agriculture are 

inherently harmful to the environment. Advocates for mixed farming and 
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biodynamic farming argue that some use of animals on small-scale farms is 

necessary, due to the usefulness of their manure for fertilizing the soil. A 

number of environmentalists also support meat-eating as long as the meat is 

"organic" and the animals are raised "humanely." While studies show that 

the number of people adopting vegetarianism has been slowly increasing 

throughout most of the Western world, vegetarianism has not followed a 

steadily uphill course. Meat-eating has actually increased throughout the 

world. Consumption of chicken has also sharply risen, in part because of 

concerns over the purity of beef.  

In the West, the rise in meat consumption has been attributed to the 

proliferation of fast food restaurants, and in the East and developing world 

to the desire to imitate Western society's affluent lifestyle, symbolized by 

meat. Studies vary around the world as to the number of Vegetarianism 

people who are currently vegetarian, ranging from a low of 0.2 percent in 

Poland to a high of 4.4 percent in the Netherlands. In the U.S. estimates 

range from a low of 0.3 percent to a high of 7 percent of the population. The 

higher numbers generally represent people who claim to be vegetarian but 

who sometimes eat meat, including fish. Most studies suggest that women 

have been, cross-culturally and throughout history, about seventy percent of 

vegetarians. In  Meat: A Natural Symbol Nicke Fiddes suggests that meat 

has functioned throughout history as a means of asserting human dominance 

over the natural world. By eating nonhuman animals, humans show their 

superiority over the "lower" animals. Both religious vegetarians as well as 

those motivated by health have at times demonstrated the reverse side of this 

phenomenon. Rather than dominating the external environment, some 

vegetarians (and perhaps mostly men) have sought to tame the "beast 

within" as a means of attaining a physical or spiritual purity. The modern 

vegetarian movement is part of a long continuous history. Although 

compassion for nonhuman animals and environmental concerns are parts of 
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this history, they have moved to the fore in recent years. The modern 

vegetarian movement deviates from the past, however, in focusing less on 

self-denial and ritual purity and more on the idea of embracing 

vegetarianism as a positive ethical choice. 

Thus Peter Singer observed that “there would be environmental 

benefits from ending factory farming, which is energy intensive and leads to 

problems in disposing of the huge quantities of animal wastes which it 

concentrate on one site”.97  He is actually concerned about the 

environmental harm that resulting from factory-farming animals on land 

which could be put to other agriculture uses for humans. As for him “if a 

calf, say, grazes on rough pasture land that grows only grass and could not 

be planted with corn or any other crop that provides food edible by human 

beings, the result will be a net gain of protein for human beings, the result 

will be a net gain of protein for human beings, since the grown calf provides 

us with protein that we cannot yet- extract economically from grass.”98 In 

fact, Frances Moore Lappe, in her book Diet for a Small Planet, suggested 

that, going without meat is to going to help the starving people in the world.  

From environmental perspective, we can see that livestock are one of 

the most serious causes of environmental harm, and livestock production 

and meat eating are at odd with sustainable development. On the contrary, 

plant agriculture and vegetarian diets are sustainable, environmentally 

pleasant practices. That is why it is ecologically beneficial to boycott 

livestock by adopting a vegetarian diet. 

4.5 Vegetarianism and Feminism: 
 

There is an intimate connection between vegetarianism and feminism 

and between male dominance and meat eating. According to Carol J Adams, 

“to talk about eliminating meat is to talk about displacing one aspect of male 
                                                           
97 Peter Singer, “Utilitarianism and Vegetarianism, “Philosophy & Public Affairs, Vol.9, No.4 
(1980) p.334. 
98 Peter Singer, Animal Liberation (New York; Avon Books, revised 1990 edition ), p.164 
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control and demonstrates the way in which animals oppression and women’s 

oppression are linked together”.99  Adams claims that it is overtly 

acknowledged when we hear those men and specially soldiers, athletes, and 

other “working men” need meat to be stronger and when wives report that 

they could give up meat, but prepare it for their husbands who insist on it. 

According to the ancient Greek myths, Zesus, the patriarch of patriarchs, 

desires Métis, chases her, coaxes her to a couch with “honeyed words”, 

subdues her, rapes her, and then swallows her, but he claims that he receives 

her counsel from his belly, where she remains. This myth collapses together 

sexual violence against women and meat-eating and exhibits the masculine 

consumption of female language.100    

In societies with animal-based economics, men hunt and control meat 

distribution, thus promoting economic and social power typically used to 

dominate woman. Whereas societies with plant- based economics in which 

women gather vegetables tend to be egalitarian since woman gain an 

essential economic and social role without abusing it.101   Hegel wrote the 

difference between men and women is like that between animals and plants. 

Men correspond to animals, while women correspond to plants because their 

development is more placid102. That is why we think that vegetarianism acts 

as a sign of autonomous “female being” and signals a rejection of male 

control and violence. Originally men were a generic term for all humans, and 

meat was a generic term for all solid foods. But meat no longer means all 

food, and men no longer includes woman. Today, meat represents the 

essence or principal part of something, whereas vegetable represents 

passivity and monotonous existence. Colloquially, vegetable is a synonym 

                                                           
99 Carol J Adamas ,The Sexual Politics of Meat: A feminist Vegetarian Critical Theory New York 
Continum ,1990 
100 Carol J Adamas ,The Sexual Politics of Meat: A feminist Vegetarian Critical Theory New York 
Continum ,1990 P.15 
101Ibid, p.35 

102 Ibid, p.37 
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for a person severely brain-damaged or comatose. “To vegetate is to lead a 

passive existence, just as to be feminine is to lead a passive existence.103 

Advocates for vegetarianism have sought to reform meat eaters through 

rational arguments. Behind this attempt lies a faith in the ability of reason to 

enforce a moral obligation to be vegetarian. However, the arguments for 

why someone should be vegetarian may have little to do with the actual 

factors that influence people to adopt vegetarianism.  

Feminism and vegetarianism have been intimately intertwined both as 

movements and as philosophies for many years. Feminists typically have 

condemned all forms of domination and have expressed compassion for the 

downtrodden. Nonhuman animals, including the animals living on farms, 

have often been on the receiving end of this compassion. In spite of the 

support for vegetarianism among many feminists, there has also been a 

countervailing trend. Feminism was an outgrowth of the European 

Enlightenment, which subscribed to the idea of a dualism between humans 

and the rest of nature. In the Enlightenment worldview, human beings alone 

are made in the image of God and endowed with reason, setting them apart 

from the rest of the natural world. Progress, thus, is predicated upon 

severing one’s ties to the nonhuman world. The demand not to be treated 

like animals was a common rallying cry among early feminists. Underlying 

this idea is the notion that the exploitation of rational beings (namely 

humans) is morally wrong whereas the exploitation of nonhuman animals is 

not. 

Thus, we may say that the basic gist of Adam’s feminist argument 

from Sexual Politics is that since meat is a symbol of patriarchal oppression, 

domination, and violence perpetrated against both nonhuman animals and 

                                                           
103 Adams mistakenly says the word is venetus, which actually means sea-blue (as the color of one 
of the circus factions), instead of venetus, meaning a hunt or animals caught in hunting, i.e. game. 
The Oxford Latin Dictionary, edited by P.G.W. Glare, Fascicle V (Oxford; Clarendon Press, 1976). 
P.36 
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women, vegetarianism represents an explicit rejection of our “Meat is 

King” 104 which is a patriarchal culture. Adams opines: 

“Meat is King” this noun describing meat is a noun denoting male power. 
Vegetables a generic term meat eaters use for all food that are not meat, 
have become as associated with woman as meat is with men, recalling on a 
subconscious level the days of woman the Gatherer. Since women have 
been made subsidiary in a male-dominated, meat-eating world, so has our 
food. The foods associated with second-class protein. Just as it is thought a 
woman cannot make it on her own, so we think that vegetables cannot 
make a meal on their own, despite the fact that meat is only secondhand 
vegetables and vegetables provide, on the average, more than twice the 
vitamins and minerals of meat. Meat is upheld as a powerful, 
irreplacesable, item of food. The message is clear; the vassal vegetable 
should content itself with its assigned place and not attempt to dethrone 
king meat. After all how can one enthrone women’s foods when women 
cannot be king? (Carol J. Adams, The Sexual Politics of Meat: A Feminist-
Vegetarian Critical Theory )  

Therefore, meat’s recognizable message is closely associated with the 

male role in our patriarchal, meat-advocating cultural discourse, and so the 

oppression of women and the other animals is interdependent.105 So, the 

advocates for vegetarianism have sought to reform meat eaters through 

rational arguments. Behind this attempt lies a faith in the ability of reason to 

enforce a moral obligation to be vegetarian. However, the arguments for 

why someone should be vegetarian may have little to do with the actual 

factors that influence people to adopt vegetarianism. 

For the feminists non-human animals are living beings seeking life 

and freedom, and avoiding harm and danger. In every ‘livestock system’, no 

matter how high the welfare standards are supposed to be, non-human 

animals will suffer. The Five Freedoms, frequently used to measure welfare, 

will never be met completely. They include the freedom:  

• from hunger, thirst and malnutrition;  

• from pain, injury and disease;  

                                                           
104 Carol J. Adams, The Sexual Politics of Meat: A Feminist-Vegetarian Critical Theory New York: 
Continuum, 1990, p.16 

105 Ibid p.16 



 132 

• from discomfort;  

• from fear and distress;  

• To express natural behavior.  

However, some of Adam’s ideas such as “the end justifies the 

means”, “objection of other beings is a necessary part of life” and “violence 

can and should be masked”, as “patriarchal attitudes” are highly suspicious. 

For example, Gandhi and Martin Luther King both were pacifists, but that 

would not make pacifism a “patriarchal attitude”. Therefore, it can be said 

that, if the Feminist argument from Sexual Politics were the only argument 

for vegetarianism, it might not sway the hardened skeptic who could object 

that there is no logically necessary connection between meat eating and 

patriarchy. Yet, we can say that Adam’s argument retain in interesting 

degree of plausibility in its own right, and it adds another rhetorical 

dimension to accumulate the ways of vegetarianism. 

4.6 Why is Vegetarianism a Moral Issue? 
 

What exactly is moral status? At its most general level, to have status, 

standing, or to be a subject is to have membership within a community. Let 

us consider the concepts of educational status and religious status. One’s 

status in each of these areas is dependent upon the nature of the relevant 

institution. Given the nature of educational institutions, someone who is 

enrolled in a school may be said to have standing as a student, while 

someone who is not enrolled may lack standing altogether or possess a 

different kind of standing. Similarly, an atheist, under certain conceptions of 

what it means to be religious, will not have standing in religious bodies 

because he does not share a belief in the divine. Those within a community 

will often be subject to and enjoy certain rights, rules, and regulations that 

are relevant to the goals of that community. For instance, students in a 

school have the right to learn in a safe and distraction-free environment. At 

the same time, they are subject to rules regarding dress code, attendance, and 
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homework. Depending on the community, not all members of the 

community may share the same amount of standing (teachers and religious 

figureheads, for example, will have higher standing than students and 

laypersons). Hence, status within a community may come in degrees of 

significance. 

Some philosophers think that the aim of moral theory is to 

systematize our common moral intuitions. Like the scientific theories the 

scientist matches the observed data, so like the ethical theories the moral 

philosophers match the data of moral convictions .When we apply 

utilitarianism to the issue of how should we treat animals, one vital point 

comes out immediately .Utilitarianism in its classical form aims at 

minimizing pain and maximizing pleasure. Many non-human animals 

experience pain and pleasure; therefore they are morally significant entities. 

They have moral standing. In this respect, they are like humans and unlike 

rocks. The principle of utility in utilitarianism gives animals’ moral standing 

and gives their interest equal weight with the like interest of humans. This 

principle of utility also lies in the consequences of denying animal’s equal 

moral standing. 

Humans do not need meat for a healthy diet, sentient beings have a 

serious interest for not to be suffered. Thus humans have only a trivial 

interest in meat. Therefore, we ought neither to participate in morally wrong 

practices.  Historically many moral philosophers have either denied animals 

moral standing altogether or discounts their interests because they are not 

human. For example –Moore, and recently, John Rawls has denied animals a 

place in history of justice, arguing that we owe justice only to those who 

have the concept of justice except that we owe it to infant humans.106. If 

someone abstains from eating meat because of test or financial status, then 

                                                           
106 Animal Liberation, chap.5. Rawls discussion is in Section 77 of A Theory of Justice 
(Cambridge,MA ; Harvard University Press, 1971) 
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there is no moral or philosophical question to be raised but when a 

vegetarian attempts to persuade others that they should adopt vegetarian diet 

then it requires philosophical attention. A vegetarian might argue a number 

of ways morally to the rearing and killing of animals for the human table. 

The vegetarian in this sense does not merely require us to change or justify 

our eating habits, but to consider our attitude and behaviors towards 

members of other species.  

 There are two approaches a vegetarian might take in arguing that 

rearing and killing animals for food is morally offensive. He might argue 

that eating animals is morally bad, because of the pain inflicted on animals 

in killing them to be eaten, or he could object to the killing itself. Thus 

vegetarians need to be tolerant if they want to convert others into 

vegetarians. We need to preserve them either as respected fellow-workers or 

simply as companions in the joy of life and friendship. In many societies 

controversy and debate were raised over the ethics of eating animals. Robert 

Nozick107 and Peter Singer108 have recently advocated not eating meat on 

moral grounds.. Eating animal flesh may arise different types of moral 

questions. If we accept that animals have rights then killing animals for food 

is morally wrong. An animal is raised for food is being used by others rather 

than being respected for itself. In philosophical term, it is being treated as a 

means to human ends not as an end-in-itself. 

When we ask “what is morality” the answer is that moral behavior 

means acting in a way which is fair to all. This means we need to extend the 

same rules to all. Also, we need not harm others simply because of our own 

gain. We can see that some peoples who are omnivorous don’t usually claim 

that animals aren’t morally important. In fact, they focus on our relationship 

                                                           
107 Robert Nozick, Anarchy , State and Utopia (New York, basic books 1947) p. 35-42, Singer, P. 
Animal Liberation New York Review Books, April-5, 1973, P.24, Animal Liberation (New York 
Review Books, 1975). 
108 Singer P. “Animal Liberation “ New York Review Books, April-5 1973, P.24,  
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with those animals which are usually consumed for food. They argue that 

right kind of relationship with animals is necessary for, or at least 

contributes to a meaningful life. The relationship involves caring for the 

animals, seeing they are well-treated during their lives. 

4.7 Why be a Vegetarian?  
One may ask, why be a vegetarian? To respond, one may say that a 

vegetarian would not be willing to kill an animal for his gain, but this does 

not really explain the reason for becoming a vegetarian. Morality is 

something to be aspired to, rather than as a fundamentally selfish tool that 

keep society functioning. Justification for eating meat means to disregard 

morality or moral behavior towards animals. From moral perspective, 

vegetarianism may be understood as the view that due to some moral 

principles, one ought not to eat certain edible animals and animal products. 

Say for example- suppose someone marooned on a desert island inhabited 

by edible birds, and suppose there is no edible plant life on the island and 

that person have a gun. In this situation, for the non-vegetarian the choice is 

easy, but what about the vegetarians? They can choose the path of non-

vegetarians because, a bird’s life is less valuable than one’s own. But 

suppose that instead of birds the island is inhabited by some humans. Then 

in this situation is it morally permissible to kill some people and eat them? 

Naturally, it would be wrong to kill a human being and those who accept 

vegetarianism on moral grounds, it would also be wrong to kill and eat a 

bird for them. From utilitarian perspective, both Singer and Regan appealed 

for the moral consideration for animals. Singer tried to reduce the pain and 

suffering of animals109 and Tom Regan suggested respecting animals as 

being with inherent value is equal to our own.110 

                                                           
109 Singer P. Animal Liberation (New York ; Avon Books, revised edition 1990) and Practical 
Ethics (Cambridge University Press, 2nd edition 1993) 
110  Tom Regan.” The Moral Basis of Vegetarianism”,  Canadian Journal of Philosophy, Vol.5, 
No.2 (October 1975) 181-214 and The Case for Animal Rights (Berkeley ; University of California  
Press, 1983) 
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4.7.1 Peter Singer’s Argument 

             Singer argues that the interest of every sentient being that is affected 

by an action ought to be taken into account and give the same weight as like 

interests of any other sentient being. He thought that sentient beings have a 

serious interest is not being made to suffer. So for him, practices which 

inflict suffering on sentient beings without good reason are morally wrong. 

Therefore, we ought neither to participate in, nor perpetuate morally wrong 

practices. Actually, Singer’s utilitarian contention is that through 

vegetarianism, decrease in the demand for factory farmed meat will reduce 

animal suffering.  

4.7.2 Tom Regan’s Argument 

                Regan thought that all beings with inherent value have equal 

inherent value, and a right to be treated respectfully. All moral agents have a 

duty to respect the rights of all such beings. Regan granted that, 

utilitarianism pre-supposes the principle of “equality of interests”. The 

principle of equality of interests merely makes it explicit that because the 

principle of utility is the sole basis of morality, no other principle will limit 

the application of the principle of utility, or affect the way in which it 

operates. Regan claims that utilitarianism does not provide adequate grounds 

for the obligation to be a vegetarian. Actually he thought that the 

commitment to vegetarianism is so strong that he will prepare to abandon 

any ethical theory which is unable to produce the judgment that it is wrong 

to eat animals.  

One could reply to Singer and Regan that their arguments would not 

prohibit eating nonhuman animals that have been accidentally killed by 

automobiles on the highway or that have died “natural” deaths from old age. 

Hud Hudson wrote that, “even if we accept Regan’s argument, we have no 

moral reason to regard the eating of some portion of  a factory-farmed 

animal, which has fallen off a carelessly driven delivery truck and into our 
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hands, never to be paid for and never to be missed during inventory, as 

morally impermissible.”111  

Thus, a common criticism of the utilitarian argument for 

vegetarianism is that so long as farm animals experience a greater balance of 

pleasure over pain while they exist, then breeding them into existence, 

treating them on balance decently, and then killing and eating them to 

increase the gustatory utility of meat eaters, yields greater net utility than a 

vegetarian world devoid of all farm animals.112One could also object that 

this argument fails to include the loss of utility that would have accrued 

from the balance of the farm animals lives had they not been slaughtered. 

Yet this objection can be countered by the “replaceability argument” 

discussed by Singer. If one is sympathetic to Regan’s view that animals have 

inherent value, then one can reject the very idea that animal lives are 

“replaceable” at all.  

        We can find that Regan’s position is more appealing that Singer. It is 

wrong that animals as our recourses to create, manipulate, slaughter, 

consume and replace in the name of maximizing the utility of the class of 

sentient beings. The fact is that, today farm animals are the product of 

dozens of years of selective breeding by humans; these animals are sentient 

artifacts that humans have manufactured for illegitimate purpose. That is 

why battery chickens and grain-fed steers have less inherent value than bald 

eagles and grizzly bears. 113  Beside this another criticism of the 

utilitarianism argument is that a compassionate person can be more effective 

                                                           
111 Hud Hudson, Collective Responsibility and Moral Vegetarianism,” p. 92 
112 Federick Ferre, in “ Moderation, Morals, and Meat”, writes that “if conditions for farm animals 
are good, so that the net balance of the life experience of the typical animal being raised is positive, 
then it is morally licit to support such practices, even if they lead to the ‘premature’ deaths….of the 
animals in question. Having respect for inherent value means, among other things, taking a 
benevolent attitude toward  the bringing into existence of as many bearers of inherent value would 
be in the world. Therefore, under ideal farming conditions, the eating of meat makes possible a 
larger net good than its opposite”( P.399) 
113 S.F. Sapontzis, “Animal Liberation and Vegetarianism,” Journal of Agriculture Ethics, Vol.1, 
No.2 (1988). P.139-153 
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adopting any number of other tactics to reduce the suffering of factory 

farmed animals without becoming a vegetarian?114 

Hudson respond, that certain individuals by virtue of their 

membership in a loosely structural group, are at least partially morally 

responsible for not collectively preventing certain humans by committing 

themselves to modified, moral vegetarianism along with other members of 

that group, even though none of the individuals could have prevented harm 

by acting independently.115 

Thus from the above it can be said that we are collectively 

responsible for the suffering of factory-farmed animals, and also collectively 

responsible for world-hunger, ecological diversity and preservation, and 

hierarchical, oppressive institutions of all kinds. Long time ago Hume 

observe that compassion and sympathy can move people to act much more 

than carefully constructed pieces of philosophical reasoning. The anguish 

cry of animals, terrified struggles, and spurting blood of the farm animals 

would definitely deter many people from cutting off the animal’s heads. 

  4.8 Philosophical defense in Vegetarianism: 

Let us discuss the philosophical defense in any form of 

vegetarianism. We have already mentioned in chapter -2 about the view of 

Descartes who claims, that animals are like automata’s, or machines, 

without mind, they are unable to think, they are not consciousness. What 

Descartes thought about nonhuman animals is that “does not prove that they 

are endowed with mind…it is nature which acts in them according to the 

disposition of their organs, just as a clock, which is only composed of 

wheels and weights is able to tell hours and measure time more correctly 

                                                           
114 Hud Hudson, “Collective Responsibility and Moral Vegetarianism, p.93-94, Hud Hudson 
attributes this view to R.G. Frey. 
115 Hud Hudson, “Collective Responsibility and Moral Vegetarianism, P.97 
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than we can do with our wisdom.”116From this view of Descartes what is not 

known is that Descartes was well aware of the practical implications of his 

view. On the matter of killing and eating animals Descartes in a letter to 

More, observes that “my opinion is not so much cruel to those who are not 

indulgent to men- at least to those who are not given over to the 

“superstitions of Pythagoras (a vegetarian) - since it absolves them from any 

“suspicion of crime” when they eat or kill animals.117 Secondly, the view 

that animals do not feel pain might be expected to erase any moral questions, 

any “suspicion of crime”. We might have used animals as subjects in 

scientific research and Descartes himself was an active participant in such 

research, as may be inferred from his discussion of the circulation of the 

blood in the Discourse on Method and also it is significantly that the first 

champions of his view on the nature of animals, as Lenora Rosenfield has 

noted.118  

We may assert that Descartes was familiar with the practical 

implications of his view on the nature of animals and through his essay, he 

was confined his attention of defending the “superstitions” of Pythagoras 

and other vegetarians. Perhaps, Descartes would agree that animals119 

sometimes appear to be in pain. Descartes, principle argument in this regard 

fails to present a compelling case for his view. Since animals cannot speak 

or use language, they do not think. Since, they do not think, they have no 

mind. Therefore, they have no consciousness. Thus since a necessary 

                                                           
116 The Discourse on Method in The Philosophical Works of Descartes. Rendered into English by 
Elizabeth S. Haldane and G.R.T. Ross. Volume 1. New York ; Dover Publication, Incorporated, 
1955, p.115 
117 Descartes;Philosophical Letters. trans. and edit. Anthony Kenny. Oxford; The Clarendon 
Press,1970,p.245 
118 Animal Machine to Beast Machine. by Leonora Rosenfield. New York; Octagon Books, 
Incorporated, 1968, p.27 ff. 
119 We use the word ‘animal” to refer to animals other than human beings, despite the fact that 
humans are animals, suggests that this is a fact that we are likely to forget. It may also help to 
account for our willingness to treat animals in certain ways that we would not countenance in the 
case of humans. “The Concept of Beastliness”, by Mary Midgley, Philosophy (1973) and Arthur 
Schopenhauer’s The Basis of Morality, trans. with introduction and notes by Arthur Broderick 
Bullock. London; George Allen and Unwin, Ltd. 1915, p.219-221.  
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condition of a creature being able to experience pain is that it be a conscious 

being, it follows from Descartes that animals do not experience pain.120  This 

argument can be challenged in two ways. First, one may discard Descartes 

claim that no animals can speak or use language; second one might discard 

the view that being able to use a language is a necessary condition of being a 

conscious being. From these two arguments the second challenge seems to 

be a stronger one. 

        We rationally believe that animals can and experience both pleasure 

and pain and we are rationally obliged to believe that animals are that type 

of being who count for something. Bentham observed this clearly when he 

raised the morally relevant questions about animals: the question is not, Can 

they reason? Or can they talk? But can they suffer?121 Bentham points to the 

capacity for suffering as the vital characteristic that entitles a being foe equal 

consideration. Thus, from the above it is clear that animals can and do 

experience and pain is an intrinsic evil. Joel Feinberg once wrote122 that “if it 

is the essential character of pain and suffering themselves that make them 

evil and evil not for their consequences but in their own intrinsic nature, then 

it follows that given magnitudes of pain and suffering are equally evil in 

themselves whenever and wherever they occur. An intense toothache is an 

evil in a young man, an old man, a man or a woman, a Negro, a human 

being or a lion. Although a skeptic might deny that a toothache hurts a lion 

as much as it does a human being, but one may conclude that lion’s pain and 

human’s pain are equally pain- pain in the same sense and the same degree-

then there can be no reason for denying that they are equally evil in 

themselves. All this shows that pain is as much as an intrinsic evil. 

                                                           
120 Descartes Discourse, p.116-117.  
121 Jeremy Bentham, An Introduction to the Principles of Morals and Legislation, New York; 
Hafner Press, 1948, p.310-31 and Singer P. Animal Liberation 2nd edition, New York; Avon Books, 
1990, p.7-9. 
122 “Human Duties and Animal Rights”, an unpublished essay under copyright by the Humane 
Society of America. 
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One of the most essential parts of any enlightened morality is the 

principle of non-injury. This principle declares that we are not to inflict pain 

or contribute pain to any being capable of experiencing it. This principle is 

derived from the principle of maleficience which declares that we are not to 

do or cause evil and it is always wrong to cause pain. The parent who causes 

pain to the child in the course of forcing him to take some essential medicine 

does cause pain, but does not be wrong, as the pain caused in this case is 

necessary if greater pain is to be avoided. Thus we may say that causing pain 

is always prima facie wrong - that is wrong, in the absence of any other 

overriding moral consideration. This view opens the possibility that a person 

can be morally justified in causing pain, but to do is always morally wrong. 

Thus one may say that as a consequence of our actions, if other creatures are 

in pain, then we are rationally obliged to show our failure to observe the 

principle of non-injury. For an utilitarian, pleasure is intrinsically good and 

pain is an intrinsic evil. From this principle it is clear that the cases in which 

the pain or suffering caused to animals is not compensated by the good 

pleasure caused to humans. All the classical utilitarian’s are aware of this 

view except Mill. He wrote123 

We (the utilitarian’s) are perfectly willing to stake the whole question on this one 
issue. Granted that only practice causes more pain to animals than it gives pleasure to 
man, is that practice moral or immoral. And if, exactly in proportions as human being 
raise their heads out of the slough of selfishness, they do not with one voice answer 
“immoral”, the morality of the principle of utility be forever condemned. 

Mill shows that he is opposed to some diverse writers like Thomas 

Aquinas and Kant who thought that we have no direct duties to animals.124 

He thought that it is always wrong as does Aquinas, to be cruel to animals. 

And Kant formulates the categorical imperative in such a way that we treat 

humanity both in our own person and in the person of every other always as 

an end, never as a means merely.  Therefore, Kant who rejected the 

                                                           
123 “Whewell on Moral Philosophy”, from Mill‘s Collected Works, Volume- X, p.187 
124 Kant’s “Duties Toward Animals and Spirits’” in his Lectures on Etthics For Aquinas’s views, 
Summa Theologica, Part-2, Question-25, Third Article and Question no. 64, First and Second 
Articles. 
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Cartesian idea that animals lack the capacity even to fail pain, did not regard 

the matter of man’s treatment of animals as one of moral indifference. These 

thinkers actually thought that cruelty to animals leads to cruelty to humans, 

and it is a fact that the former leads to the later that makes the former wrong. 

According to these thinkers, it is true that animal suffers pain, but what 

makes wrong is that such treatment of animals tends to lead it perpetrators to 

treat human being in a similar way. 

From Mill’s argument, it is clear that he is sensitive to the 

implications of the view that pain has an intrinsic value. According to him, 

there may be a practice which causes more pain to animals than it gives 

pleasure to man, then the practice is wrong, not just because there be a raise 

in nastiness of some men towards their fellows, it is wrong because of the 

unjustified pain felt by the animals. Thus, whenever we say that cruelty to 

animals does lead to cruelty to humans - then this assumption need have a 

solid factual backing -  if this is true - but this cannot be the only way that 

makes cruelty to animals wrong. 

Let us assume that the pain suffered by animals is comparable to the 

pain affected by the humans. Say for example, some mentally retarded 

among us are routinely sent to human farms, where they are to live in 

incredibly crowded, unsanitary and confining conditions. They are kept in 

stalls or cages where they are fed by automated devices. Many of them are 

kept permanently indoors, and among those who are permitted outside, most 

of them are deprived of the ordinary means they might employ to secure 

enjoyment. Let us imagine, that the purpose of all this is to raise these 

human beings as a source of food for other human beings, just as we treat 

animals. After each has attained a certain weight, they are sold at public 

auction to the highest bidder and summarily carted off in loathsome vehicles 

to be humanely slaughtered. In this situation is it consistently be said that the 

intrinsic evil of an animal pain count less than the intrinsic evil of a human 
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pain, and that is why the practice involving the treatment of animals can be 

morally right and while the practice involving humans is not. Thus, we may 

say that the pain of animals’ fells is just as much an intrinsic evil, as 

comparable to the pain felt by a human being. Thus, there is a conflict 

between two practices, when we looked it from some other direction. This 

direction goes with the rights of “humans”. Human being has certain natural 

rights which animal’s lack, and that makes two practices differ in a morally 

significant way. 

Moreover, one can still be arguing that, all and only human beings 

can use language and that is why they can have rights while animals cannot. 

But one may say that, there is neither any connection between being able to 

use language in one hand, and being able to experiencing deserved pain on 

the other. Furthermore, whenever, we say that having an equal natural right 

spared undeserved pain to all human beings, is there any justification for 

saying this? Normally when all humans can reason, speak, or make choices 

we can say that they have equal natural rights to be spared undeserved pain. 

But there are also some human beings who don’t have reason, or speak or 

make free choices. 

There are arguments that claim that humans can have natural rights 

because humans do have interests. The word “interest” is used to refer some 

items such as liking, disliking, 

loving,hating,hoping,fearing,desiring,avoiding, and also we do experiences 

desires and needs. That is why we are the kind of beings who have rights 

and to cause any human being undeserved pain is to treat human being 

unjustly. Finally, we can say that if we treat a person unjustly we violate his 

rights. From the above points we can infer that to cause a human being 

undeserved pain is to violate his natural right to be spared undeserved pain. 

Similarly, animals too are the kind of entities who have interests. Thus, we 

have lot of reasons to believe that animals can experience the desires to 
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fulfill. From this point of view, it must also be unjust to cause an innocent 

animal undeserved pain. 

4.9 Arguments for and against vegetarianism:  
 

There are different arguments in favor and against vegetarianism. 

One may ask, if an individual stops eating meat, does it reduce the number 

of animals killed by other means at all. In many societies controversy and 

debate have raised over the ethics of eating animals.  

A vegetarian might ask, what is the moral difference between killing 

a microorganism and an animal. Some vegetarians might argue that of 

course there is a difference between the two. We must avoid in killing an 

animal because without taking meat one may alive. And if some 

microorganisms killed in the same process, this is unfortunate but necessary 

for human life. Vegetarians who eat only vegetables, fruits, and nuts do not 

completely remove all micro-organisms from their food even with repeated 

cleaning. Vegetarians may attempt to justify the eating of microorganisms in 

a different way. They may think that since micro-organisms can’t feel pain, 

they can eat them without scruples. They also think that we do not need 

meat in order to live but in order to digestive working of the body killing 

and eating micro-organism is necessary for human life. 

     A vegetarian might ask, how would someone feel if he is slaughtered 

and eaten? Lot of animals are killed for food, then why shouldn’t we?  

According to Gandhi, a selfish basis would not serve the purpose of taking a 

man higher and higher along the paths of evolution. What is required, is an 

altruistic purpose of life .According to him, man is more than meat125 .It is 

the spirit in man for which we are concerned. Therefore, vegetarians should 

have the moral basis that a man was not born as a carnivorous animal, but 

born to live on the fruits and herbs that the earth grows .According to 

                                                           
125 The Moral Basis of Vegetarianism by Gandhi Speech delivered at a Social Meeting organised by 
the London Vegetarian Society, 20 November, 1931 
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Gandhi, the basic reason for vegetarianism is not physical, but moral .Also 

for him, if anybody claims that he will die if he didn’t take beef, or mutton 

even on medical advice, then he would prefer death .That is the basis of 

Gandhi’s vegetarianism.  Even sometimes meat eaters shows a selfish 

refusal to share with starving human beings food that could have been made  

available to them ,and thereby shows disregard  to the principle of 

distributive justice. 

Suppose that tomorrow a group of beings from another planet were to 

land on earth, beings who considered themselves as superior from us as we 

feel ourselves to other animals. In this situation, would they have the right to 

treat ourselves as we treat animals for breed, keep and food?126 We may 

think that it is morally permissible for us to eat non-human animals but 

wrong for superior aliens to eat us. One may think that  aliens are persons 

but animals are probably non- persons. And if personhood is the ground for 

the right to life then it is morally permissible for us to kill and eat animals. 

But it is wrong for the aliens to kill and eat us, even though they kill us 

painlessly. 

Another argument may be cited from the question of speciecism. If 

we ask that what is the justification for eating plants but not animal 

vegetarians may reply that animals are sentient creatures, they feel pain and 

have other feelings but no plant is sentient, no plant can see, hear or feel.127 

But is it true that really plants doesn’t feel pain? Some recent discoveries on 

plants give us some pause on this. Thus, if we know that plants also feel pain 

then our killing them would not be justified at all. Some may argue that 

human beings are more valuable because of their intelligence but why does 

higher intelligence mean that one species is more valuable than other 

                                                           
126 Harris,  p.110 John Harris,” Killing for Food” in Animals, Men, and Morals, edit Stanley 
Godlovitch, Roslind Godlovitch, & John Harris (New York: Taplinger press, 1971) p.110 
 
127 Ibid, P.108 
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species? There are other species besides us that have more intelligence that 

is chimpanzees and dolphins. Then why should our moral attitude be 

towards eating members of these species? This question becomes very 

crucial for consideration. 

Suppose there is a man who wishes to end his life but regrets that 

never having given his poor and hungry family any pleasure. He then 

requests that after his death his wife prepare a lavish dinner with him as the 

main course. And the members of his family have no objection with his 

voluntary cannibalism. One may argue that the situation is very different 

with animals because we cannot communicate with them in any meaningful 

way. But from their behavior it is clear that they never want to die. And 

recent experiments with chimpanzees suggested us that the day may come 

soon when we can ask trained chimpanzees that whether they want to be 

killed for food.  

Moreover, it is also argued that the killing and eating meat indirectly 

tends to brutalize people.  One may say that, eating meat influences people 

to be less kind and more violent to other people. On the contrary, not eating 

meat tends to make people kinder and less violent. But it may be argued that 

there is no logical connection between being a non-vegetarian and the cruel 

treatment of animals, also make the cruel treatment to human beings. For 

example, the most well known person Hitler was a vegetarian. The 

Vegetarian News Digest argued that, “there is no information that indicates 

Hitler eliminated flesh food for humanitarian reasons”128. 

Thus a necessary condition for being a person is having the capacity 

of self-concept, we can say that some animals are very intelligent such as 

dolphins and chimpanzees as have such concept and also it is a fact that 

some adult human beings do not have. In this sense, some animals and 

human beings may not have the right to life although most human beings 
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and animals do have such a right. So from the view of rights, it can be said 

that many animals probably have no right to life, but all of them have a right 

for not to have pain inflicted on them. People often point to some food item 

and ask, can you eat this? Our answer always will be “sure, we can eat what 

we want”. So, whenever we decide what kind of vegetarian we want to be, 

we need to think about what we want to include or avoid in the table.  

4.10 Varieties of Vegetarianism: 
 

A vegetarian eating style is defined broadly and consists of a range of 

eating patterns. The various patterns are distinguished by the foods excluded 

from the diet. The most basic types of vegetarian diets include semi- or 

partial-vegetarian, lacto-ovo (LOV), vegan, and macrobiotic. The following 

list summarizes each of these patterns, highlighting foods excluded: 

 
Type of Vegetarian Diet               Food Excluded 
 
Semi- or partial-vegetarian:                Red meat  
Lacto-ovo-vegetarian:                         Red meat, poultry, fish. Seafood  
Lacto-vegetarian:                                 Red meat, poultry, fish. Seafood, eggs  
Vegan (total vegetarian):          Red meat, poultry, eggs, dairy       
                                                              Products (may exclude honey) 
Macrobiotic:                                        Meat, poultry, eggs, dairy, seafood, 
                                                             processed foods  
 

Vegans generally do not eat meat of any kind and also do not eat 

eggs, dairy products many vegans also refrain from eating foods that are 

made using animal products. Vegan refers to either a person who follows 

this way of eating or to the diet itself. Veganism is a type of vegetarian diet 

that excludes meat, eggs, dairy products and all other animal-derived 

ingredients. Vegans also eat many of the same common and familiar 

everyday foods such as a green-salad, spaghetti, and chips and which just 

about everyone eats. So vegans of course do not consume red or white meat, 
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fish and also do not use honey or bees-wax, gelatin and any other animal by-

products ingredients or products. 

• Lacto vegetarian - lacto vegetarian is something used to describe a 

vegetarian who does not eat eggs, but does eat dairy products. Many 

Hindu vegetarians are lacto-vegetarians who avoid eggs for religious 

reason while continuing to eat dairy. Lacto-vegetarian diets are 

popular with many followers of the eastern religious traditions such 

as Hinduism, Jainism, Buddhism and Sikhism. Thus the cores of their 

beliefs behind a lacto-vegetarian diet are the law of ahimsa or non-

violence. 

• Ovo vegetarian - The prefix ovo comes from the Latin word for eggs. 

Ovo vegetarians refers those people who do not eat meat or dairy 

products but do eat eggs, however they do not eat red or white meat, 

fish or dairy products. 

• Lacto-ovo vegetarians - The word lacto comes from the Latin which 

stands for milk and ovum stands for eggs. Thus the definition of 

lacto-ovo diet containing milk and eggs. When most people think of 

vegetarians they think of lacto-ovo-vegetarians. People who do not 

eat beef, pork, poultry, fish, shellfish or animal flesh of any kind, but 

do eat eggs and dairy products are lacto-ovo-vegetarians. 

• Pollotarian and Pescatarian- While pollotarian is not a type of 

vegetarian; these individuals do restrict their meat consumption to 

fish and sea -food only. The word “pescatarian” is occasionally used 

to describe those who abstain from eating all meat and animal flesh 

with the exception of fish. In other words, a pescatarian maintains a 

vegetarian diet with the addiction of fish and other sea-foods. A 

pescatarian is a person who eats fish, but doesn’t eat steak, chicken, 

pork or any other kind of meat. Although, pescatarian is not 
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technically a vegetarian diet, more and more people are adopting this 

kind of diet, usually for health reasons. 

• Macrobiotic Diet- people who choose a macrobiotic diet avoid meat, 

chicken, sometimes fish, dairy products, eggs, vegetables of the 

nightshade family (potatoes, tomatoes, green capsicum, eggplant) 

tropical fruits, and processed sweeteners. A macrobiotic diet 

generally promotes the use of whole foods and also incorporates 

Asian sea vegetables. 

• Fruitarian Diet- fruitarian diets include fruits as well as vegetables 

that are botanically classed as fruits such as tomatoes, eggplant, nuts 

and seeds. 

4.11. The Advantages of Vegetarian and Vegan Diets: 
Vegetables, grains, fruits, legumes, and nuts are the optimal foods for 

children. Rich in complex carbohydrates, protein, fiber, vitamins, and 

minerals, they form the foundation for dietary habits that support a lifetime 

of health. Research indicates that adults who consume fruits and vegetables 

are those who consumed these foods during childhood. As singer states that 

we could use the grain that we are using to produce beef or pork to feed 

people who are starving, so this issue is connected in an important way to 

the world hunger issue. And also if we all converted to vegetarianism, we 

would significantly decrease deforestation and co2 emissions, thus we are 

able to reducing global warming and or climate change effects. So this issue 

involves the environmental issue also. Actually animal cruelty is a terrible 

thing. Millions of animals are being abused. If we have health, religious, 

spiritual or simple dietary preference concerns, then we should consider the 

moral implications of what happens to our livestock. Here are some of the 

long-term advantages of plant-based diets:  

• The prevalence of hypertension among vegetarians is about one-third 

to one-half that of non-vegetarians. A study of Caucasian Seventh-
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day Adventists found hypertension in 22 percent of omnivores, but 

only 7 percent of vegetarians. Among African Americans, the 

prevalence was 44 percent of omnivores and 18 percent of 

vegetarians. Adopting a vegetarian diet significantly lowers blood 

pressure in both normal and hypertensive individuals.  

• Cholesterol levels are much lower in vegetarians. Vegetarian diets 

reduce serum cholesterol levels to a much greater degree than is 

achieved with the National Cholesterol Education Program Step Two 

diet. In one study published in The Lancet total cholesterol in those 

following a vegetarian diet for 12 months decreased by 24.3 percent.  

• Cancer rates for vegetarians are 25 to 50 percent below population 

averages, even after controlling for smoking, body mass index, and 

socioeconomic status. One study found that people who include 

generous amounts of fruits and vegetables in their daily diets have 

lower rates of cancers of the lung, breast, colon, bladder, stomach, 

mouth, larynx, esophagus, pancreas, and cervix compared to people 

who avoid such foods.  

• Obesity is a major contributor to many serious illnesses, and is much 

less common among vegetarians, compared to the general population. 

Vegetarians are, on average, about 10 percent leaner then omnivores.  

• Plant-based diets may encourage a later menarche, which has been 

shown to be associated with reduced risk of breast cancer in 

epidemiologic studies.  

• Fruits and vegetables contain antioxidant substances, such as vitamin 

C, vitamin E, which protect cells against oxidative damage, which is 

related to cancer risk and other health problems. The multitude of 

photochemical found in various fruits, vegetables, grains, legumes, 

and nuts are thought to protect against heart disease and cancer. 
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Many people considers the environmental aspects of food production 

and choose a plant-based diet for more favorable environmental effects, such 

as increased sustainability from the production of plant based foods.  Animal 

welfare group also created another group of vegetarians, some of whom 

accept dairy and eggs because an animal has not been slaughtered in their 

production while others totally exclude animal products in the name of 

preventing cruelty to animals and as an objection to inhumane farming 

practices.  

As we have already discussed that from utilitarian perspective, both 

Singer and Regan appealed to the moral consideration for animal. Cora 

Diamond once wrote that “one curious feature of the Peter Singer sort of 

argument...is that your Peter Singer vegetarian should be perfectly happy to 

eat the unfortunate lamb that has just been hit by a car.”129.Question may be 

raised that why this is curious? It is only curious because vegetarians must 

think that it is wrong to eat meat. Thus vegetarians are moral absolutists just 

like absolute pacifists and absolute truth-tellers who would never tell a lie. 

Furthermore, there are three ways in which a utilitarian condemnation of the 

treatment of farm animals might fall short of entailing that we should switch 

to a vegetarian diet. At first, if the objection is not to all raising and killing 

of animals for food, but only to particular methods of raising and killing 

them, it would seem that we can avoid the necessity of vegetarianism by 

restricting our diet to the flesh of animals not regard or killed by methods 

involving suffering. Secondly, one may argue that, how bad as factory 

farming is, the consequences of abolishing it are not clearly better than the 

consequences of continuing it. Lat and finally, those people who admit that 

it would be better if factory farming were abolished may deny that there is 

any utilitarian connection between this conclusion and the obligation to 

avoid consuming the products of factory farms.  

                                                           
129 “Eating Meat and Eating People”, Philosophy, 53, no.206 (October 1978); 471-472 
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These three attempts deny the moral necessity of vegetarianism; the 

argument shows us that it is not wrong to eat animas. Question rose about 

the value of life and the legitimacy of regarding a new generation of happy 

animals as replacements for those that were eaten. So, it can be said that 

there is no direct utilitarian objection to the use of some animals in particular 

circumstances; moreover even in the absence of direct utilitarian objections 

to eating animals, there is an indirect objection. Utilitarian indirect objection 

may put the following way. 

If we are prepared to take the life of another being merely in order to 

satisfy our taste for a particular type of food, then that being is no more than 

a means to our end. 

 Furthermore, according to Regan, utilitarianism does not lead to 

vegetarianism. He said that an enormously complicated question whether the 

undoubted suffering caused animals by the present system is enough to 

outweigh both the pleasures people get from eating animals and the 

disruption that abolishing factory farming would cause to the lives of those 

dependent on raising animals for food. Philip Devine was right to guess that 

“perhaps the recipes and so on which Singer appends to his book are not 

merely helps to virtuous and happy living, but essential parts of his 

argument.”130  Thus the utilitarian vegetarian is on strong ground in arguing 

that factory farming and the other cruelties involved in large-scale 

commercial animal production should end. Thus our final problem is to 

establish the link between this goal and the obligation to become a 

vegetarian. 

Apart from this another argument may be raised that a vegetarian diet 

does not involve great sacrifices, neither in our health, nor in our capacity to 

feed the growing world population. The Preventive Medicine Research 

                                                           
130 “ The Moral Basis of Vegetarianism”, Canadian Journal of Philosophy, Vol. 5, No. 2 (October 
1975) p.491 
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Institute suggested us that “plant-based diet provide a good balance of 

nutrients to support a healthy pregnancy and are superior to diets continuing 

milk or other animal’s products.131 According to Barnard, “A vegan menu is 

preferred for nursing woman too. In fact, a plant based diet reduces the level 

of environmental contaminations in breast milk, compared to that of meat-

eaters.132 Moreover, vegan diet reduces human suffering from heart disease 

and cancer of the stomach and colon for which a human lives a long and 

healthy life.  

            In addition, vegetarians are primary consumers. They need less 

energy to create their food. But whenever humans become secondary 

consumers- they require both plant food and animal food. Actually energy is 

lost in two ways such as the tropic level reduction of energy available in 

food and through the energy required to produce the food that secondary 

consumer eat. Conversely, non-vegetarians or secondary consumers demand 

more and more plant world than vegetarians do. So in this situation non-

vegetarians may ask to vegetarians that, Isn’t the plant suffer too? As we 

know that plants are autotrophs, producing their own food, whereas, we are 

the heterotrophs, depends on other organisms to get our energy. In ecology, 

the word tropic is used to mean food relationship of different organisms in a 

food chain. As a secondary consumer we rely on plant for our food. Non-

vegetarians may forget that non-vegetarians diet requires multiple numbers 

of plants. In fact, non-vegetarians are increased the numbers of plants used 

indirectly, through the feeding of animals who will be eaten by human 

being. Therefore, whenever, we destroy trees through the way of feeding 

animals that will be eaten by humans; we actually decrease the ability of the 

planet to handle the carbon dioxide released into air. 

                                                           
131 Neal Barnard, M.D., in Food for Life; How the New Four Food Groups Can Save Your Life 
(New York ; Harmony Books, 1993). P.158 
132 Ibid, P.158 
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There is no doubt that the actual treatment of animals used for food is 

immoral and should be changed. So, if someone wants to change the present 

practice of treating animals used for food, the best means is to stop eating 

meat. This seems to be one of Singer’s basic arguments. Becoming a 

vegetarian is not merely a symbolic gesture rather becoming a vegetarian is 

the most practical and effective steps one can take towards ending both the 

killing of non-human animals and the infliction of suffering upon them.”133 

In a way of conclusion, we can say that what motivates the objections 

to adopting a vegetarian diet?  What inclines consumers of affluent, industrial 

nations to continue to eat meat despite familiarity with criticisms of it?  The 

inertia of habit, the custom of food choices and learned preferences passed 

down by our parents from their parents, ubiquitous cultural conditioning, and 

nutritional ignorance are all formidable forces that resist philosophical 

argument.  As Cato said, “It is a difficult task, O citizens, to make speeches to 

the belly which has no ears.”30  But even if we do slowly modify our eating 

habits over time, gradually eating less and less meat, where do we stop after 

giving up meat?  We leave that question open for future discussion. We 

conclude by suggesting that given the various virtues of vegetarianism we have 

discussed, working towards a meatless diet is a worthy endeavour for a person 

who values compassion, humility, and integrity.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
                                                           
133 Singer, Animal Liberation p.173 
30 Carol J. Adams, The Sexual Politics of Meat, p. 13 


