

1

Devin Koehne
Philosophy 308 H 11 AM
“The Way We Treat Them”
In this paper, I will show why the difference in the way we treat companion animals versus the way we treat consumption animals is morally wrong. We treat animals with respect, love and care if they are our companions, but ultimately do not care how the animals we consume are being treated. A clear majority of the animals used for our consumption are treated inhumanely and are tortured for much of their lives leading up to slaughter. The animals we see as those used for consumption are ones such as pigs, cows, chickens, and turkeys. When we think of animals such as cats, dogs, and even rabbits and birds, we think first of these animals as companions. We give them the best care possible because we have formed a relationship with these animals and we care for them. With animals used for consumption, there is little to no relationship between us and them, and we only feel that we must give them as much care as is necessary for us to consume them.  This way of thinking is morally wrong because ultimately, there are only minor real differences between the animals we see as “companions” and the animals we intend to consume. These differences are not just in our relationship, but also in the way that these animals are very similar in how they act, think, and feel. The only difference we, as consumers, see, is that we do not have a connection to the animals we consume but we do have a connection to our companion animals, which is what makes it alright to treat consumption animals worse than the animals we have as companions. The goal of my paper is to show you why this train of thought is morally wrong. 
First, I will explain how there is no reason for us to treat companion animals better than animals for consumption because there are no glaring biological differences between the two. Next, I will prove my argument by stating why our way of thinking is wrong with the ethic of justice and ethic of care arguments against the different treatment of animals. I will then end my paper with some objections to my points and will give reasons as to why these objections are either of no relevance to what I am talking about, or prove why these objections are wrong.
In many cases, we treat animals we see as our companions as “one of the family.” We keep companion animals for long periods, and we become fond of them. We feel a sense of responsibility even to these animals in our lives. Pets, or animals we see as companions, such as dogs, cats, birds, rabbits, and many other animals, are treated better than animals we see as “food.” Animals we see as food, meaning cows, chickens, pigs, and turkeys, all are treated horrifically in the grand scheme of factory food production. Ultimately, we as people believe that since these animals are not in any way important to us besides for eating purposes, they do not need to be treated with the same care, or even half as much care, as our so-loved companions. There is one primary flaw in our way of thinking regarding animals used for consumption versus animals we consider “companions.” This flaw is that there really are no significant differences between companion animals and the animals we eat. Animals are relatively similar in terms of biology, and there really is no logical reason behind why we treat pets and companion animals so much better than the animals we eat. One argument against this point is that we have a responsibility to the animals we see as companions. While yes, we do have a responsibility to our companion animals, there is no rule or law that says we must have this responsibility, it is strictly self-imposed. The only reason we do not feel this same responsibility to treat animals for consumption well is because we do not impose it upon ourselves. There is absolutely no legal backing to the reason why we feel a responsibility towards one and not the other. Ultimately, we should see the same responsibility towards consumption animals as we do companion animals, because the only difference between them, to us, would be that we feel a moral obligation towards one and no moral obligation towards the other.  The next arguments I will present are the Justice-based argument against the different treatment of these animals, and the care-based argument, which I will dispute. The Justice-based argument against the different treatment is that ultimately, if you take a puppy and a pig and compare them in morally relevant ways, they are quite similar and lack any major differences besides that one is considered an animal we eat and do not have to care about, and one is a companion that we are wholly responsible for the care and love they deserve. Essentially, as Grace Clements puts it in her article “Pets or Meat,” “our beloved companion dogs are due no more than anonymous pigs in a factory farm, and anonymous pigs are due no less than companion dogs” This would mean that essentially, anonymous pigs on a factory farm deserve the same treatment as any companion dog and vice-versa. The care-based argument that Clements suggests in her article “Pets or Meat,” is that the ethic of care defines “…morality very differently. On this view, our sympathetic responsiveness to animals is morally significant, and caring personal relationships are the paradigmatic moral relations. Thus, when care theorists address questions of animal ethics, they often begin with and focus on relationships between humans and their companion animals.” The care ethic is essentially stating that “One-on-one relationships are of special moral significance” (Clements, 49). The problem with this perspective of care, however, is that it does not give an answer to whether human-animal relationships count as caring relationships. Though some have written about it, there is no definitive answer as to whether these relationships count. Ultimately, this argument oversimplifies the matter at hand significantly. The ethic of care also does not give us an answer to whether we should treat companion animals like consumption animals, or if we should treat them the opposite way? This is a direct result of another issue with the ethic of care. The ethic of care says that ethics begins with relationships, but it does not give us any answer to when we don’t have relationships we should have. It’s like with starving children in Africa, I do not have a caring relationship with starving children in Africa, so under the ethic of care there is no moral obligation for me to help them. This is the same in the case of animals we use for consumption. Though we have no specific one-on-one relationship, we should still feel some obligation to treat them as well as their companion counterparts. The ethic of care leaves out that you still have to care for animals and people that you may not have a specific and personal relationship with. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]In the next section of my paper, I will give five objections to my argument and premises and attempt to respond to them as I believe Grace Clements would respond to them. The first objection I would like to present is as follows: As “we impose ourselves”, this sounds as if it is limited to those who directly affect the animals; therefore, those who indirectly treat them differently are not at fault. To this objection, my answer is pretty simple. I think that the way Clements would respond to this would be by pointing out that really the difference in treatment she is talking about is harming consumption animals but never harming companion animals, so she would say that this objection does not have any particular weight in what her point is in the paper. The next objection starts with an example of how we treat them differently: What about in the case that consumption animals need more food in order to "grow" and be the size for consumers? We do not look at our companion animals and try to make them fatter- veterinarians would say no. According to my first objection, it is not the owner himself who imposes differences between animals, but their biology as well as the consumer’s unconscious desires. My best response to this objection would be that there is no difference between these two scenarios, just because we need consumption animals to be bigger for our needs does not mean it’s right, it’s just simply a fact. It would still be morally wrong to grow these animals larger than their normal size because ultimately, it would be harming them and treating them differently because of our own selfish needs. The question at hand is why would we do it to one when we would never even think to do it to the other? Because we have imposed the idea that we should not harm our companion animals but it is A-Ok to harm and hurt and treat consumption animals differently, solely for the sake of our pleasure. The next objection is that we provide close-proximity care for companions, but we do not for consumption animals, even in the best, most animal-friendly farming systems. If we did treat animals with one-on-one care, the price of the meat would greatly increase because we would have to pay for the workers, extra hours, and extra materialistic care (i.e. food, land). Think of Kobe beef from Japan. Therefore, there seems to more value in allowing for the difference between companion and consumption animals. My best response to this objection is that one point Clements states in her paper is that “our beloved companion dogs are due no more than anonymous pigs in a factory farm, and anonymous pigs are due no less than companion dogs” So to this objection, I believe she would bring up this point that really, her argument is for the idea that we shouldn’t be treating them differently in any way. While yes, she would say it’s not okay harm consumption animals or make them live a life of misery, ultimately consumption animals and companion animals should just be more equally respected, not given a larger amount of extra care. The fourth objection that was made is that we already treat companion animals like consumption animals in some regards, but they are not morally right. For example, puppy mills. In both instances, the animals are mass-produced to provide for the consumers. While we impose these cases of mass-production, why is it that one will be more horrified of a puppy mill than factory farming? I believe Clements would respond to this by pointing out that no matter what, either scenario is wrong. There really is no reason for why we as humans feel more horrified by a puppy mill than a factory farm, though we really should be horrified at both because the treatment of animals in both of these instances is so incredibly wrong. Ultimately, we have imposed the idea that puppies are worthier of being loved and cared for and that consumption animals like cows do not need as much care for so long that this imposition on ourselves has caused us to be widely desensitized when it comes to the meat we are eating and the fact that the animals used to make that meat are treated horrifically. Either way it is not right that we are horrified by one and not by the other. The fifth and final objection to my argument is as follows: Is it morally right to take advantage of animals by keeping them as property? If we treat them as the same, meaning owning both, are we denying them rights? Obviously, we deny animals' their right to justice and self-improvement. I believe Clements would say that it is morally right to own animals as property because ultimately, we are not hurting them and as long as we treat them in the same manner as any other animal, it is morally permissible to still keep animals as pets. 
1. P1 There are no major differences between companion animals and consumption animals besides those that we impose ourselves
2. P2 If there are no major differences between companion animals and consumption animals besides those that we impose ourselves, then it is morally wrong to treat companion animals and consumption animals differently. 
3. Conclusion: Therefore, it is wrong to treat companion animals and consumption animals differently. 
In my extracto, I have used the phrase companion animals, as in the rest of the essay, to describe animals that we keep as pets such as dogs, cats, birds, lizards, and even rabbits and snakes. I have used the phrase consumption animals to describe those animals that we eat, such as cows, chickens, pigs, and turkeys. 
	In this paper, I have shown ample reason why we, as loving, caring individuals should treat consumption animals similarly to our beloved companion animals. There are no biological differences as to why these differences in treatment exist, and there are no logical arguments as to why consumption animals are treated worse than our so loved companion animals. 
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