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Abstract: 
The idea of the human as a rational man is deeply engrained into the thinking and the construction of the human 
culture within industrialized societies. It enables the domination and commodification of nonhuman species 
and the natural world (the Other). This has led to the creation of a highly technologized, industrialized and 
environmentally destructive food system. Such system centers around the production and consumption of meat 
whereas meat symbolizes the dominant culture. It stands for hegemonic masculinity, rationalism and the 
subordination of the Other. 
In the 1970s, the ethical vegetarian movement arose, tackling the environmental destruction from a  
non-anthropocentric angle. Although the movement has not achieved the value shift it asks for, it identified the 
commodification of the Other as majorly problematic. 
Today, human induced climate change puts increasing pressure on humanity. Without inherent social change 
and restructuring, global warming may cause the extinction of the human and many other species. 
That is why, a new generation of activists has arisen. They use the environmental vegetarian argument to 
abolish commodification. It is an anthropocentric argumentation that aims to replace the exploitative, violent 
rationalist and industrialized society with the creation of a compassionate society that lives temperate lives. 
Environmental vegetarianism becomes powerful because it threatens the dominant culture daily. It challenges 
hegemonic masculinity because it embraces feminine virtues which build the basis for an ethics of care that 
centers around compassion. The argument’s power is reinforced by the natural scientific argument the confirms 
the reduction of meat consumption as important for the counteraction of climate change.  
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Summary: 

Since the industrialization, societies have invested energy into the idea that the human is a rational man and 
therefore capable of dominating and commodifying the natural world (the Other). It has led to the creation of 
a food production system that is highly technologized, industrialized and meat centered. Meat is a symbol for 
the dominant culture. It stands for hegemonic masculinity, rationality and the subordination of the Other. 
The present food system causes the degradation of ecosystems on a global level. Additionally, global meat 
production contributes majorly to greenhouse gas emissions and enhances climate change. Human induced 
climate change puts tremendous pressure on humanity. If the extinction of the human and other species is to be 
avoided, social change is needed. In order to achieve such change, a new generation of activists has arisen. 
They use the environmental vegetarian argument to abolish the commodification of nonhuman species and 
ecosystems. Their goal is to create a compassionate society that lives temperate lives. The environmental 
vegetarian argumentation becomes powerful as it threatens the dominant culture on an everyday level. 
Vegetarianism challenges hegemonic masculinity because it embodies the feminine by rejecting meat 
centrality. The feminine builds the basis for the compassionate society. The argument’s power is enhanced by 
an increasing pressure from environmental forces on to humanity and other victimized species. Those who use 
the tool have understood that it is not nature fighting back but humanity that is hit by its own irrationality. 
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1. Food Matters 
“There is nothing more intimate than eating, more symbolic of the connectedness of life, and 

more mysterious. What we eat and how we eat is by no means an insignificant ethical 
concern.” - J. Baird Callicott 

 
We need to eat, to survive. Food leads us through the day and through life. It is of remarkable importance 
for our existence and still so often underestimated. It is a crucial part of our identity, our inner self and 
the norms and values we have grown up with – or have adapted over time. Eating is intimate. It 
influences our social structure and connects us to others. Taste is one of the most influential indicators 
for our individuality and still it is so deeply influenced by others. Eating is complex, mysterious and 
obscure. It reaches far into our personal and social life. 
Today, our way of living and consuming needs change. Climate change not only increases the global 
average temperature by making winters milder or weather events stronger. It has become an existential 
crisis that can only be overcome by global, communal action, a degrowing economy and inherent social 
change. Food matters because it reflects who we are and in what way we connect to our society and its 
structure, the environment and to nonhuman species. Today, it matters because it has influence on the 
climate. What and how we eat has never been of such ethical concern. If we want our species to survive 
this crisis, we have to start by eating plant based. 

1.1 The dominant Food System in the Anthropocene 
In 2000, geochemist Paul Crutzen declared that the human pressure on to the planet had marked a new 
geologic period: the Anthropocene. He concluded that the anthropogenic influences of industrialization, 
extensive deforestation, urbanization, fossil-fuel consumption, that results in rising greenhouse gas 
emissions, had led to the transition from Holocene to Anthropocene (Heuretebise, 2017). “Human 
beings have become the most important driving force in shaping the environment” (ibid, p.17). Whereas 
the Holocene marks a geologic period of comfort for humanity, the Anthropocene challenges human 
and nonhuman species well-being globally (Mclaren, 2018; Steffen et al., 2011). Climate change has 
been caused by the extreme increase of greenhouse gas emissions in the atmosphere. It is human induced 
and responsible for rising temperatures and an increase in extreme weather events worldwide. It further 
leads to melting ice caps which makes the sea levels rise. It has become the “defining issue of our time” 
(UN, 2020). Mclaren (2018, p.137) argues “that the climate system becomes symbolic of a broken world 
(Jackson, 2014): seriously disrupted, certainly vulnerable to further drastic change, maybe on the brink 
of a devastating collapse, and moreover, apparently impossible to perfectly restore”. 
 
Historically, the industrial revolution builds a turning point within the human development. Next to an 
emerging globalized economy, it has also led to the industrialization of food (Carolan, 2011). The use 
of technology enabled the possibility for farming on a bigger scale. With the beginning of the 20th 
century, food manufacturing firms and chain grocery stores appeared (Thompson, 2015). Over time, a 
complex food system arose that alienates the consumer from the food production. Food production in 
affluent societies is a highly technologized and industrialized system. Whereas one would assume that 
the overarching goal should be to nourish the population, the food industry works towards making 
economic profit. Hence, the aim is to produce as much cheap food as possible (Carolan, 2011; Foer, 
2009). In this food system, meat production is of major importance. With growing wealth, the demand 
for animal products rises in all global societies (Carolan, 2011). This is because meat traditionally 
portrays material wealth, dominance and power (Adams, 1990; Bohm et al., 2015; Connell, 2005; 
Fiddes, 1991). Hence, it reinforces hegemonic masculinity and is a powerful symbol of the industrialized 
world (Connell, 2005). Additionally, urbanization as well as women entering the workforce has shifted 
the food intake away from home. As those convenience products are more likely to contain meat, the 
overall consumption rises (Milford et al., 2019). The increasing use of technology in the food industry 
enables to deliver animal products at low prices. What used to be a luxury product, today is accessible 
for everyone in affluent societies. 
The industrialization of food, however, faces tremendous obstacles. In order to produce cheap food, 
ecosystems are altered and turned into monocultured landscapes. This enhances large-scale 
deforestation, soil depletion and biodiversity loss (Carolan, 2011). To ensure plant growth in those 
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landscapes, great amounts of fertilizers are needed. Their erosion causes water eutrophication (Carolan, 
2011; Steffen et al., 2015). Besides, contemporary food production requires the use of large amounts of 
fresh water and fossil fuels. What is most problematic, however, is the system’s energy inefficiency. 
Most of what is grown in plant production is used as feed for livestock (Bohm et al., 2015; Carolan, 
2011;). Hence, a lot of energy is lost in the process that transforms plants into meat. Furthermore, the 
greenhouse gases that animals emit while growing have become a major contributor to climate change 
(Carolan, 2011; EAT, 2019; Röös et al., 2015). The animals that are raised, are mostly kept in confined 
places. The goal is to raise as many, as fast as possible. Therefore, their bodies are bred so that 
productivity is maximized. Their feed serves them to gain weight, although this may mean that it does 
not suit their digestive systems. Overall, the animals require a lot of human care and often also medical 
treatment (Foer, 2009; Novek, 2005; Pascalev, 2006). 
Once the cheap food has reached the consumer, other issues occur. Big parts of the global population 
suffer from hunger, while the cheapness of food products in industrialized societies enhances 
overconsumption. This fosters overweight, the development of heart diseases and increases food waste 
(Bohm et al., 2015; Röös et al., 2015). Generally, the alienation of consumer from production has led to 
a lack of understanding of the industrialized food system. Only in the 1960s, people began reflecting on 
its sustainability, especially due to its large environmental impact (Thompson, 2015). Instead of pushing 
for an inherent change back then, the dominant food system in the Anthropocene is as meat centered as 
before. It is still environmentally destructive and fosters social inequality. Dauntingly, non-affluent 
nations currently aim towards similar consumption habits as affluent nations. Scientists, however, 
concluded that the planet cannot supply a growing world population with industrialized diets (EAT-
Lancet, 2019; Steffen et al., 2015). 

1.2 The Solution: Eating Plant-Based 
The goal for the future is to create a “safe-operating space to maintain a Holocene-like state” (Steffen 
et al., 2015). In order to be able to achieve that, global warming has to be counteracted and 
environmental destruction to be eradicated (ibid). The present food system contributes to both – 
greenhouse gas emissions as well as environmental degradation. Hence, it needs to be subject of “radical 
transformation” (EAT, 2019). The EAT-Lancet Commission (2019) has published a report that presents 
a sustainable diet plan. The diet is based on the development of sustainable, less-environmentally 
destructive farming practices. It suggests a mainly plant-based eating that is accompanied by animal 
products for nutritional reasons. It moves away from the meat centered diets of industrialized societies. 
This is for both planetary as well as health aspects. Thereby, the wasteful and destructive food system 
shall become suitable for a future human society. Röös et al. (2015) underline the EAT-Lancet 
Commission’s conclusion. The abolition of an animal-product centered diet enables the reduction of 
around 50% of greenhouse gas emissions. The researchers included the use of food-industry by-products 
as feed so that less land is required, and the energy efficiency can be increased. 

1.3 The Environmental Vegetarian Movement 
The publication of Rachel Carson’s Silent Spring in 1962 marked the beginning of an environmental 
movement that protested among other against the destructive industrialized food system. Frances Moore 
Lappé supported the movement writing Diet for a Small Planet in 1971. For the first time, the author 
thematized the environmental destruction and social inequality an industrially focused food system leads 
to. Consumers then, attempted distancing themselves from supporting factory farming by investing in 
alternative, more regional and natural food production (Thompson, 2015). 
During that time, the ethical vegetarian movement began to grow (Hourdequin, 2015). Peter Singer 
started the Animal Liberation movement (Singer, 1975). Shortly after, Tom Regan proposed animals to 
be subject of a life and therefore eligible of rights (Regan, 2003). As moral necessity for humanity, 
ethical vegetarians strongly emphasize the abolition of animal products and factory farming. The goal 
was to achieve moral standing for animals and nature (Callicott, 1989; Regan, 2003; Singer, 1975). 
Although, the movement remains one of the strongest reasons to convert to vegetarianism, it has never 
been convincing on a broad societal level. Today, the percentage of vegetarians in most industrialized 
countries ranks around 4 to 8% (Ruby, 2011). 
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Those numbers already include all those, who turn towards plant-based diets for health reasons (ibid). 
Recently, however, something changed. The growing concern about climate change and environmental 
destruction in regard to the future of humanity on this planet gave rise to a new movement: The 
environmental vegetarian movement. A plant-based diet is the logical consequence to lower greenhouse 
gas emissions on an individual level (EAT, 2019). It is supported by the prominent scientific conclusions 
discussed above. The activists that are part of the movement, however, do not just aim to lower 
greenhouse gas emissions. They push for inherent social change. Two of the most prominent examples 
that have emerged within the past two years are Fridays for Future and Extinction Rebellion. In the 
autumn of 2018, the Swedish Greta Thunberg began a school strike for the climate. She demonstrated 
every Friday in front of the Swedish Parliament in Stockholm (Will, 2019). Her main goal is to push 
decision makers globally to move away from focusing on economic growth. Instead, they should 
counteract climate change and global inequality so that future generations are not left behind with hostile 
living environments. What started as individual activism has become a global movement called Fridays 
for Future that makes millions of young people demonstrate regularly (Will, 2019). Thunberg herself is 
a convinced environmental vegan. 
Extinction Rebellion was also launched in 2018. It seeks to “halt mass extinction and minimize the risk 
of social collapse” (ER, 2020) through “non-violent civil disobedience” (ibid). Their vision says further: 

“We rise in the name of truth and withdraw our consent for ecocide, oppression and patriarchy. 
We rise up for a world where power is shared for regeneration, repair and reconciliation. We 
rise for love in its ultimate wisdom. Our vision stretches beyond our own lifespan, to a horizon 
dedicated to future generations and the restoration of our planet’s integrity.” (ER, 2020) 

Although, the adaption of an environmental vegetarian diet is no requirement to join the movement, it 
highly recommended to eat plant-based (ER, 2020). 
In both movements, vegetarianism – or even veganism – is part of the individual political activism that 
pushes for the counteraction of climate change and inherent social change. It means more than living 
scientifically correct. It has become an important part of the new environmental activist identity. 

2. This Essay’s Aim 
This essay aims to give an understanding what the environmental vegetarian argument is based on and 
how it is a crucial to strengthen contemporary environmental activism. 
First, ethical vegetarian theories will be analyzed in order to place the environmental vegetarian 
argumentation in historical context. By comparing the theories of Peter Singer (1975; 2009), Tom Regan 
(2003), Aldo Leopold (1992) and J. Baird Callicott (1989; 2018), a possible explanation will be given 
why the ethical vegetarian movement that those researchers initiated did not succeed. This serves as 
basis to grasp what makes the environmental vegetarian movement as convincible and popular, today. 
The argumentation is mainly underlined by the work of the ecofeminist scholars Val Plumwood (1993; 
2002) and Carol J. Adams (1990; 2010). 
  



 4 

3. Theoretical Roots 
The idea to write this essay stems from personal interest. Hence, it is influenced by the author’s personal 
experience and social surrounding. The argumentation arose while studying and reflecting on meat 
consumption and vegetarianism for a while. It has been underlined through an extensive, explorative 
literature research. Suitable literature about meat consumption, production and vegetarianism was 
searched for either in Uppsala University’s library or on the database Philosopher’s Index. 
This chapter gives a brief overview of the theoretical work of Peter Singer, Tom Regan, Aldo Leopold 
and J. Baird Callicott. The theories within the fields of animal and environmental ethics build the basis 
for the analysis of ethical vegetarianism. All authors build their theories on a non-anthropocentric 
worldview. While anthropocentrism sees only the human of moral concern, non-anthropocentric ethics 
acknowledges the moral relevance of other organisms next to the human (Gjerris et al., 2013). 
Ecofeminism– especially the work of Carol J. Adams and Val Plumwood –, masculinity studies, 
environmental virtue ethics and economics build the theoretical extension for conceptualizing the power 
of environmental vegetarianism. 

3.1 Ethical Vegetarianism 
3.1.1 Animals as Center of Moral Concern 
Peter Singer and the Animal Liberation Movement 
In 1975 Peter Singer’s book Animal Liberation was published. As part of a wider movement, he writes 
about his love to animals and the goal to end their oppression and exploitation. The human dominion 
over other species in industrialized societies has been subject of discussion for a very long time. Whereas 
it is deeply engrained into Christianity and has been supported by famous Greek philosophers such as 
Aristotle or Plato, it has also been questioned mainly by philosophers throughout the Roman empire. In 
Singer’s view however, humanity has only fairly recently developed schools of thought that led to the 
recognition of nonhuman species in general. One important thinker in that context is Jeremy Bentham 
who saw the animal treatment as tyranny rather than legitimate treatment. 
When translating the historical ideologies just mentioned to the present, Peter Singer tries to move away 
from an anthropocentric view of animals that creates a hierarchy between those that have been chosen 
as companions and those who are domesticated. He sees his work as appeal to basic moral principles 
which see humans as superior. Often, animal exploitation is justified by judging them to be of lower 
rationality and a means to a human end. As humans also show various levels of different mental 
capacities, intelligence only plays a very secondary role due to humans not being entitled to mistreating 
others based on their cleverness. Therefore, animals should not be exploited either. Much more 
important than their capabilities to reason rationally, is nonhuman species’ sentience and their ability to 
feel pain and suffer. Thereby, Peter Singer refers to a quote from Jeremy Bentham: “The question is not, 
Can they reason? Nor Can they talk? But Can they suffer?” (Singer, 1975, p.222). Arguing that most 
animals in human surrounding suffer because of their captivity or treatment, the acknowledgment of the 
sentience of nonhuman animals remains the main theme of Singer’s theory. Although, this will require 
large levels of altruism it is also humanities chance to overcome the global human tyranny. Closing his 
book, he states: “Human beings have the power to continue to oppress other species forever, or until we 
make this planet unsuitable for living beings. Will our tyranny continue […]?” (Singer, 1975, p.273). 

Tom Regan and the Animal Rights Advocates 
Tom Regan published The Case for Animal Rights in 1983. His work has been inspired by Gandhi’s 
ideas on how human violence on animals – such as killing and eating them – reflects on our treatment 
of other human beings. Regan describes that Gandhi’s words not only inspired him but changed his 
mindset completely. When being enlightened, he was demonstrating against the Vietnam War and the 
human rights violation connected to it. This is why his theory relates to the idea of human rights. If all 
humans, no matter what mental capacities or cultural background they have, are ought to be granted the 
right to protect their most valuable goods such as their lives, bodies and liberty by morally limiting the 
freedom of others, then animals are to have the same (Regan, 2003). He justifies his idea of granting 
rights to animals by seeing them as subjects-of-a-life. Human beings “cannot be understood apart from 
the other forms of life from which we have evolved” (Regan, 2003, p.56). 
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When put into practice, Regan sees his ideas to have far-reaching consequences on human livelihoods. 
Merely improving animal welfare is no option for him. In order to show real respect for nonhuman 
species, the goal is to free all animals from human capture. This means that humans are “to stop raising 
them for their flesh, […] killing them for their fur, […] training them to entertain us, [and] […] using 
them in scientific research” (Regan, 2003, p.10). 

3.1.2 Ecocentrism or Environments as Center of Moral Concern 
Aldo Leopold and his Land Ethic 
Aldo Leopold is considered one of the first theorists to have written about the intrinsic value of land. He 
is therefore seen as ecocentric contributor within holistic environmental ethics (Gardiner, 2017). In A 
Sand County Almanac, Leopold wrote down his experiences living on a farm in Wisconsin. The poetic 
language not only guides the reader through the beauty of nature and wilderness but at the same time 
creates awareness of the intrinsic value of both. Thereby, he criticizes how humanity has moved away 
from the ability to perceive such value. He sees the reason for that in human superiority over others and 
the focus on economic development. 
According to his Land Ethic, a holistic land community does not function through individualistic moral 
agents standing alone. It is more of an interconnected and interdependent community where every part 
pursuits its role aligned with the others. The boundaries of such community are to be stretched to also 
“include soils, waters, plants, and animals or collectively: the land” (Leopold, 1992, p.204). Humans 
are then no longer conquerors but plain members and citizens with the goal to conserve the land 
(Leopold, 1992). Conservation means “harmony between man and land” (Leopold, 1992, p.207) and 
thereby actively disagrees with the notion to value objects barely for their instrumental value. To guide 
the decision what is considered right or wrong, Leopold (1992, p.224) famously wrote: “A thing is right 
when it tends to preserve the integrity, stability and beauty of the biotic community. It is wrong when it 
tends otherwise”. Although, he acknowledges the role of the economic feasibility in relation to land-
use, he asks humanity to understand that land-use cannot only be influenced by economic determinants 
(Leopold, 1992). 

J. Baird Callicott and the Leopoldian Land Ethic 
J. Baird Callicott is seen as one of the most influential contemporary advocates of Aldo Leopold’s Land 
Ethic and holistic environmental ethicist. Other than in the animal liberation movement, more than just 
certain chosen individual animals are to be included into conservation ethics (Callicott, 1989). The 
human global community is then to be extended on to a land community. By developing Leopold’s Land 
Ethic further, Callicott creates three scientific cornerstones: Evolutionary biology builds the conceptual 
link between human and nonhuman species. Ecological theory – ecology as the economics of nature – 
is the social integration of humans into nature and thereby implies overarching interconnectedness. The 
Copernican theory describes the earth as small and livable place that can, as of now, not be extended to 
somewhere else which implies its need for preservation (Callicott, 1989). 
Within such conserved land community, energy is the global currency. By eating others along the food 
chain, every member of the biotic community maintains the energy flow by eventually dying for one 
another. 
Every land community member is part of a circle of life and death – no matter if nonhuman or human. 
By including everything, Callicott criticizes anthropocentric ethical theories. Humans should 
acknowledge another species’ integrity intuitively. As the biota functions as a whole over a long period 
of time, humanity must act as a conservator rather than a master (ibid). Humanity can benefit from this 
as “unhealthy ecosystems, in short, will soon engender unhealthy economic systems” (Callicott, 1995, 
p.351). Therefore, he advices to create large reserves that exclude human economic activities and 
livelihoods in general to maintain the integrity of biotic communities. In order “to foster a sustainable 
livelihood for ourselves and for future generations” (Callicott, 1995, p.358), however, he proposes to 
“inhabit and exploit those ecosystems lying outside nature reserves in ways that do not compromise 
their health” (ibid, p.358). 
In the recent past Callicott acknowledged that the non-human-centered environmental ethics that he and 
others supported in the past, had little success in conserving the land from environmental destruction – 
especially biodiversity loss (Callicott, 2018). By now, humans have cultured almost the entire planet. 
Hence, humans and nature are blurring together which makes the idea of wilderness – as humanly 
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untouched land – obsolete. Furthermore, he writes how a world that is unsuitable for humans is equally 
as unsuitable for all other species. The planet itself, however, has lived through much more intense 
times, experiencing more environmental shifts that humanity can oppose on it. Therefore, not the planet 
is at stake, but humanity’s survival is. To counteract such continuing destructive development globally, 
Callicott advices each individual to pursue individual political action. Everyone “should conceive and 
experience oneself to be a node or nexus in a skein of internal socio-environmental relationships” 
(Callicott, 2018). On an institutional level, he advices the creation of a global government running on 
the Humean theory of moral sentiments as international currency of ethical theory. Most important is 
then sympathy, beneficence, patriotism, loyalty and love (ibid). 

3.2 Environmental Vegetarianism 
3.2.1 Ecofeminism 
Val Plumwood’s Subject/Object Dualism 
Val Plumwood got famous for her critical reflection on anthropocentrism. In one of her most famous 
works Feminism and the Mastery of Nature (1993), she discusses how “the western culture has treated 
the human/nature relation as a dualism and that this explains many of the problematic features of the 
west’s treatment of nature which underlie the environmental crisis, especially the construction of human 
identity as ‘outside’ nature” (ibid, p.3). Her writing is a critique of reason and the rationalist philosophy. 
Firstly, she notices the masculine dominance within environmental philosophy to be problematic 
“retain[ing] a dualistic dynamic” (ibid, p.2). Secondly, she emphasizes how male dominance has led to 
the mastery of nature: 

“To be defined as ‘nature’ in this context is to be defined as passive, as non-agent and non-
subject, as the ‘environment’ or invisible background conditions against which the ‘foreground’ 
achievements of reason of culture (provided typically by the white, western, male expert or 
entrepreneur) take place” (ibid, p.4). 

The goal is to overcome the dualistic system by realizing “both continuity and difference; this means 
acknowledging the other neither as alien to and discontinuous from self nor assimilated to or an 
extension of self” (ibidy, p.6). The human is embedded into nature and deeply dependent upon it. 
Therefore, Plumwood aims to create a democratic and ecological culture. 

Carol J. Adam’s Absent Referent and Feminist Vegetarianism 
Carol J. Adams is an ecofeminist activist who writes about intersectional oppression and feminist 
vegetarianism. In The Sexual Politics of Meat (1990) she discusses the connections between male 
dominance and meat eating. In that context she emphasizes the important bond between feminism and 
vegetarianism. In what she calls the dominant culture – the patriarchy of the white, industrialized, male 
–, animals are equally as objectified and subordinated as women. The meat-eating society turns animals 
into absent referents. The alienation between consumer and animal in industrialized meat production 
removes the living animals from the idea of meat. This is why they become absent. The violence, cruelty 
and domination in those systems stays hidden. When the eater is not exposed to the processing of the 
animal, racism and inequality are mirrored. 
Adams highlights how meat reinforces and symbolizes hegemonic masculinity. It is deeply engrained 
into culture and language. Vegetarianism challenges the patriarchal society due to the active abolition 
of a meat-eating culture. It is “the revelation of the nothingness of meat, naming the relationships one 
sees with animals, and finally, rebuking a meat eating and patriarchal world” (ibid, p.18). 

3.2.2 Masculinity Studies 
Raewyn Connell’s Hegemonic Masculinity 
Raewyn Connell is seen as one of the most important contributors to masculinity studies. In 
Masculinities (2005) she discusses the concept of masculinity within cultural and historical context. 
Masculinity and femininity are seen as gender projects that only vaguely relate to the biological sex of 
male and female. They are much more connected to societal structures. Gender relations are “the 
relations among people and groups organized through the reproductive arena, form one of the major 
structures of all documented societies” (ibid, p.72). Ultimately, the concept of hegemonic masculinity 



 7 

is not the same among all cultures. In the industrialized world, however, it “can be defined as the 
configuration of gender practice which embodies the currently accepted answer to the problem of the 
legitimacy of patriarchy which guarantees (or is taken to guarantee) the dominant position of men and 
the subordination of women” (ibid, p.77). 

3.2.3 Environmental Virtue Ethics 
Carlo Alvaro’s Virtuous Ethical Vegetarianism 
In his book Ethical Veganism, Virtue Ethics and the Great Soul (2019) Carlo Alvaro points out industrial 
animal production as one of the most important ethical questions of the present. Using animals as food 
is explained because humanity lacks the virtues compassion, temperance, fairness and magnanimity. He 
sees the chance to tackle ethical veganism by using both virtue ethics and feminist ethics approaches. 
For Alvaro, the human individual that seeks to have a virtuous character uses ethical veganism as natural 
expression of its great soul. Hence, the human itself has the incentive to protect animals. In contrast to 
Regan, Singer, Callicott and Leopold he uses a more anthropocentric approach to argue why ethical 
veganism should be the right diet for humanity. Essentially, only “virtue ethics is the right approach to 
morality” (ibid, p.52). 

3.2.4 Economics 
Kate Raworth’s “Donut Economics” 
Kate Raworth is an economist. In her publications, she criticizes the contemporary, neoliberal, economic 
system. Donut Economics (2017) sets the social goal for the 21st century. Whereas today many people 
globally cannot fulfill existential needs, others’ luxury lifestyles have caused the overshooting of the 
planetary boundaries. Hence, the aim is to move into the sweet spot of her donut. This means that the 
needs of all are met within the means of the planet (ibid, 2017). In order to achieve that, the economic 
system needs to change, so that it is in service of life and not benefitting only a few. It needs to “nurture 
human nature” (ibid, p.94). The economy must reflect the complexity of life “with its spiraling feedback, 
emerging trends and surprise tipping points” (Raworth, 2017a). The dominant assumption today is that 
economic growth will eventually enable all to be wealthy – some maybe more others less. Raworth 
criticizes such trickle-down effect because it widens the gap between rich and poor (ibid). Therefore, an 
economic system is needed that distributes wealth equally and is regenerative by design. The economic 
growth paradigm is to be eradicated (Raworth, 2017). 
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4. Ethical Vegetarianism 
In this chapter the theories that build the basis of ethical vegetarianism are analyzed. Whereas Peter 
Singer (1975; 2009) and Tom Regan (2003) have written a lot about vegetarianism as logical 
consequence for the welfare of animals, the initial theories of Aldo Leopold (1992) and J. Baird Callicott 
(1989), only thematize it vaguely. Especially, the ideas of Aldo Leopold are rather subject of 
interpretation in the vegetarian context. However, the ideologies are still relevant in regard to the 
interaction of humanity with ecosystems. 
By investigating the animal-centered ideologies of Singer and Regan as well as the ecocentric ideologies 
of Leopold and Callicott the main theme of ethical vegetarianism as well as its obstacles are revealed: 
The goal is the abolition of commodification. Commodification means the materialization, 
instrumentalization and objectification of the Other by humanity (Plumwood, 1993). The Other is 
thereby a collective term that summarizes nonhuman species and ecosystems. Commodification leads 
to using the Other as resources to human advantage and is based on human-centeredness. Human-
centeredness is what Peter Singer (1975) calls speciesism or what other scholars may define as 
anthropocentrism. It means that humans perceive themselves as the only subjects of moral concern. 
They are then superior to the Other at all times (Gjerris et al., 2013). 

4.1 Animal-centered Vegetarianism or the Animal Liberation 
Movement and the Animal Rights Advocates 
In accordance with Singer’s (1975; 2009) and Regan’s (2003) theories, commodification – as defined 
above – is a major threat to farm animals’ welfare, agency and rights. The romanticized picture of 
farming in the broader public’s minds, makes people believe that animals are treated in alliance with 
their usual behavioral preferences. While the bigger parts of society consider animals, to live thriving 
lives before eventually getting slaughtered and eaten, contemporary farm animals experience a 
materialized reality. Animals suffer due to living in confined places with little or no daylight. Their fast 
growing and bred bodies are fed with high energy foods, often not suitable for their digestive systems. 
Producers have altered their diets to maximize physical growth. Additionally, their bodies disable them 
to behave according to their usual, such as to reproduce independently. All of this happens to maximize 
the production and make it more profitable (Foer, 2009; Regan, 2003; Singer, 2009; Winders and Nibert, 
2004). Some claim this treatment of animals to be acceptable due to nonhuman species’ inferiority to 
humans. The basic argumentation is the other species’ inability to reason or to talk (Bruers, 2015). 
Contrary to this notion, animal liberationists identify such treatment as not only exploitative but further 
as cruel and violent (Deckers, 2009; Novek, 2005; Regan, 2003). This is due to an inexistent significant 
moral difference between humans and others. Humans as well as nonhumans are perceived to be both 
sentient as well as having right to a life (Regan, 2003; Singer, 1975). The desire for meat is then so big, 
that society is willing to give in on such performed cruelty although knowing of the animal’s life 
conditions (Novek, 2005). 
Animal liberationists and right activists see human speciesism as underlying problem to 
commodification. Speciesism means thereby to be putting the interests of other members of one’s 
species first, at all times. It connects to the perception that humans see only themselves as subject of 
moral concern. It enables the subordination of the Other. This understanding can be traced back to the 
past due to its deep anchoring into Christian values (Singer, 1975). Domesticating animals not only 
implies imposing human interests onto them but also to gain control over their space and their body. 
Hence, nonhuman animals become workers that never leave their workplace (Stuart et al., 2013). This 
not only causes the worst scenarios of exploitation. When breeding their bodies, society turns them into 
meat producing machines that are highly dependent on human caretaking (Pascalev, 2006). In the 
present, the demands for human care have been overcome through increased automation of feeding and 
slaughtering (ibid). While working processes could be simplified through such technologies, the 
individual animals suffers from neglect due to human alienation. Besides, the production of meat 
happens distant from those who the animals are killed for. The closest connection human consumers 
then form with the initial animal is through the meat that eventually is placed on a plate ready to be 
eaten. The connection to the sentient living being has gone lost in the value chain. “When organisms are 
treated as if they are machines, an ethical shift takes place, life is seen as having an instrumental rather 
than intrinsic value” (Shiva, 1997). In order to recreate the awareness for such intrinsic value of the 
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individual animal, a value shift, which places other than solely human projects into center, needs to take 
place (Auxter, 1999). This means to place value on both human but also nonhuman life and to “act 
towards others as you would act toward a part of your own self” (Howard Moore, 1999, p.128). “Eating 
meat [then] disrupts the natural telos of a diversified environment” (Auxter, 1999, p. 184) and the idea 
of such a humane and caring treatment towards others. It is seen as cruel, violent and inhumane. 
The overarching goal is to treat animals with respect, without having to suffer. This can only be achieved 
if they have moral standing (Deckers, 2009). The logical consequence is then to abolish meat 
consumption throughout society (Regan, 2003; Schweitzer, 1999; Singer, 1975). 
Although Singer (1975, 2009) and Regan (2003), have similar ideas on present animal mistreatment, 
they have different goals in regard to domestication. Regan (2003) only sees a chance to achieve respect 
if the situation changes with far-reaching impact: 

“We will have to stop raising them for their flesh. We will have to stop killing them for their 
fur. We will have to stop training them to entertain us. We will have to stop using them in 
scientific research.” (Regan, 2003, p.10) 

This means turning human omnivorous diets into vegan diets as only the abolition of animal confinement 
can overcome the violence that is imposed on nonhuman animals today. 
Singer (1975, 2009) takes on a less radical approach. For him, domestication can continue in the future 
but only if society manages to move towards an altruistic system of animal treatment in production. This 
implies a vegetarian diet when affordable and raising animals not only to generate profits but for the 
individuals they are. In more recent works, he further acknowledges that there has been improvement 
on animal welfare measures since he first published Animal Liberation in 1975, especially within the 
European Union (Singer, 2009). 

4.2 Ecocentric Vegetarianism or Holistic Environmental Ethics’ 
Understanding of Food 
According to the Leopoldian land ethic, domesticated animals cannot be a subject of emancipation due 
to them being living artifacts. Agricultural industrialization has led to breeding that makes them docile, 
tractable, stupid and dependent on human care (Callicott, 1989). The only chance to liberate those 
animals is therefore, by stopping to raise livestock and decrease the domestic sphere. The most important 
goal needs to be the abolition of factory farming on all levels – for animals as well as plants. The use of 
chemicals, machinery and fertilizers violates the organic integrity. It causes biodiversity loss on a large 
scale, prevents ecosystems from restoring themselves and can therefore not be accepted (Wenz, 1999).  
Callicott (1989) asks for a shift to a more organic way of living that maintains the idea of respect for 
other than the human species. 
In his earlier work, he does not see vegetarianism as solution to create respect for nonhuman animals. 
Firstly, it would require a large shift of diets “from omnivore with carnivorous preferences to herbivore” 
(Callicott, 1989, p.34). The strong meat-eating culture in industrialized societies forbids for such a shift 
to be realized. Although, it being “energetically more efficient” (ibid), it would secondly lead to an 
increase of the human population which in return would also increase human demand and therefore 
consumption on other levels than nutrition. 
In alliance with his form of land ethic, however, every form of commodification and materialization is 
to be avoided. Although the land ethic’s founding father, Aldo Leopold, never wrote about different 
forms of diet, his support of a wilderness paradigm and traditional way of living leads to the conclusion 
that he – aligned with Callicott – would have disagreed with a herbivorous human diet that is based on 
factory farming practices (Leopold, 1992). 
Callicott (1989) disagreed with the adaptation of a plant-based diet. Leopold (1992) would have 
probably also disagreed. Peter Wenz (1999), however, sees such as only chance to maintain the integrity 
and health of ecosystems. A vegetarian population would thereby avoid an environmental overuse but 
would maintain a wilderness state instead. Most important is to not disrupt the ecosystem’s ability to 
regenerate and maintain itself. Nature must obtain an intrinsic value that stays independent from the 
interests of other species, including humanity (ibid). 
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4.3 Animal-centered and Ecocentric Vegetarianism in 
Comparison 
This comparison will reveal that all theories, although concerning ethical vegetarianism and the 
treatment of the Other in different contexts, are similar in their identification of the same threats to 
nonhuman species as well as environments. It is the commodification of anything that is not human (the 
Other). The goal of all theories is to eradicate such commodification paradigm through a value shift. 
This value shift will lead to acknowledging the intrinsic value of the Other. Intrinsic value means valuing 
an entity for its own sake without connecting it to a potential human use (Gjerris et al., 2013). 
The main contrast is the theories’ different starting points and focuses. Animal-centered vegetarians see 
the human relation and interaction with the individual animal as their center of interest. Its suffering is 
to be avoided at all times. Both wild as well as farmed animals become subject-of-a-life. Due to the 
extended responsibility of humans towards domesticated animals their need for recognition is 
emphasized (Regan, 2003). They deserve human respect and well-treatment. Ecocentric vegetarians 
extend morality on to ecosystems as a whole. Each individual, including the human, is only part of the 
biotic community (Callicott, 1989; Leopold, 1992). 
Furthermore, both approaches have very different ideas regarding the feasibility and strictness of a plant-
based diet. In animal-centered vegetarianism a vegetarian or even vegan diet is the logical conclusion 
to the realization that animals suffer from exploitation and cruelty in human care. In ecocentric 
vegetarianism there is no final conclusion to be found. Vegetarianism would be logical, especially 
because of its energy efficiency. A growing human population and its demands prevent Callicott (1989), 
however, from concluding vegetarianism to be of positive impact for the planet. He only changes his 
opinion later on (Callicott, 2018). Wenz (1999) disagrees, arguing that a plant-based diet would be the 
only way of preserving the integrity of ecosystems. A major contrast to animal-centered vegetarianism, 
however, is that farm animals are not perceived as subject of liberation due to their existence as living 
artifacts. This then implies that their existence does not count as reason for a conversion to 
vegetarianism. 
Although the worldviews have opposing starting points, focuses and ideas regarding an eventually 
suitable human diet, they show very important common themes. 
Animal-centered and ecocentric vegetarianism criticize human superiority over others, either individual 
farm animals or ecosystems. From an animal liberationist perspective, the main concern is human 
speciesism which is based on the idea that only humans can both reason and talk (Singer, 1975; Regan, 
2003). Even though, the holistic environmental understanding never argues in the same terms, there is 
a lot of criticisms phrased towards anthropocentrism which – just like speciesism – places humans in 
the center of moral concern (Callicott, 1989; Wenz, 1999). 
In both approaches such human superiority causes the most daunting and destructive issues in relation 
to the Other: It has led to the instrumentalization of nonhuman life whereby the intrinsic value has been 
lost (Shiva, 1997). Further on, a food production system has been created that is based on the 
commodification of nonhuman animals as well as ecosystems. It runs behind society’s back due to its 
physical alienation from humanity. For nonhuman animals this means physical exploitation, living in 
confined places and a neglect of care due to growing automatization (Deckers, 2009; Novek, 2005; 
Pascalev, 2006; Stuart et al., 2013). For ecosystems, it implies a violation of their telos, monocultured 
food production, desertification, biodiversity loss, deforestation and the creation of a domestic sphere 
that hosts living artifacts (Carolan, 2011; Callicott, 1989; Foer, 2009; Wenz, 1999). The changes 
represent the disappearing of what can be called wilderness. It is replaced by a cultural landscape created 
and shaped by humanity. 
Due to the issues such industrialized food production causes, animal-centered as well as ecocentric 
vegetarianism aim for the abolition of factory farming. Hence, animal liberationists want to build 
vegetarian societies in order to ban the suffering connected to eating meat. Further, the goal is to 
reconnect with the animal and create a society that is based on altruism. Such altruist society recognizes 
the intrinsic value of the Other without the need of being of use for humanity. 
Holistic environmentalists demand the eradication of industrialized farming as a whole, not only on the 
level of animal production. The goal is to achieve a more organic lifestyle (Callicott, 1989) where, 
similar to an altruistic society, there exists respect for more than just for the human species. 
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4.4 Why Ethical Vegetarianism did not succeed 
Ethical vegetarianism not only has a rich history. It is also a very established ideology. It is still 
considered one of the two main reasons to convert to vegetarianism today (Ruby, 2011). However, the 
low proportion of vegetarians in industrialized societies as well as the growing demand for meat 
products globally, reveals that its ideas have never started a movement big enough to create the social 
change its proponents asked for (Bohm et al., 2015; Carolan, 2011; Ruby, 2011). Its societal influence 
can be considered neglectable and its theories are only accessible for a small academic elite. Why did 
its success never occur even though it raises such important concerns about our way of treating 
nonhuman animals and the environment? Whereas other factors have also been involved, the following 
section will give one possible explanation for the insufficient influence of the movement. 
The theories’ analysis has shown that ethical vegetarianism aims towards the eradication of the 
commodification of nonhuman entities. The argumentation is built from a nonanthropocentric angle so 
that the Other is in the center of moral concern. The Other is a subjective interpretation of the analysis. 
It includes nonhuman species and nature. This centering around the Other is an extraordinary and 
powerful way of arguing as it opens the reader the window to a reflection from a new viewpoint. 
However, it is also where the ideologies’ biggest disadvantage lies. The commodification of nonhuman 
entities stems from humanity and from human culture. Humans by now cultivated most places on this 
earth (Hourdequin, 2015). In the future to come, the expected population growth will increase the 
pressure on to the environment. The human influence on the nonhuman world can therefore not be 
neglected. Hence, a discussion on the meat-eating culture among humans that supports the exploitation 
of the Other is inevitable. Carol J. Adams (1990, p.15) underlines this stating: 

”While they [earnest vegetarians] think that all that is necessary to make converts to 
vegetarianism is to point out the numerous problems meat eating causes – ill health, death of 
animals, ecological spoilage – they do not perceive that in a meat-eating culture none of this 
really matters.“ 

Meat is a symbol for hegemonic, industrial masculinity. It portrays human dominance, violence and 
enables the exploitation of the Other. What matters, therefore, is the gendering of meat (Adams, 1990; 
Connell, 2005; Hultman; 2017; Plumwood, 1993). In the ethical vegetarian ideology, the human 
centeredness has been left out intentionally. By actively not reflecting on the cultural roots of the meat-
eating culture, the theories lack a decisive anthropocentric input. This does not mean that the goal should 
be an anthropocentric ideology, but the role, the interaction and the dependence of the human in regard 
to the environment has to be subject of discussion. After all, global environments build the basis for 
human existence and is source of what makes humanity – just like any other organism on earth – survive 
and flourish. The interconnectedness between nonhuman and human world has therefore to be of ethical 
concern. This becomes even more important if the goal is to overcome the destructive features of human 
treatment, the nonhuman world suffers from. 
By not including the human culture in the equation, ethical vegetarianism, is incapable of breaking what 
Val Plumwood (1993) calls the ‘subject/object dualism’. Nonhuman entities can only become subjects 
– and thereby of moral concern – if an ethics is created that promotes the active reflection of such 
dominant, industrialized meat-eating culture among humans (Adams, 1990). 
Instead of proposing such reflection which would increase the complexity of the vegetarian discourse, 
ethical vegetarian scholars see the solution to the dominant objectification paradigm in the mere 
recognition of intrinsic value of the nonhuman entities at stake (Singer, 1975; Regan, 2003; Callicott, 
1989; Leopold, 1949). Intrinsic value thereby means the acknowledgement of value for the subjects’ 
own sake regardless of its use for humans or human interests. This is a valuable conclusion. However, 
in the ethics theories only few have made convincing arguments for the recognition of such intrinsic 
values. Without giving advice on how to overcome the ‘subject/object dualism’ (Plumwood, 1993) 
practically, an important piece in the puzzle is missing. Hourdequin (2015) argues that the only way to 
connect with the Other requires the ability to build an emotional connection to that individual or entity. 
Val Plumwood (2002) further proposes that anthropomorphism can be a way for humans to connect to 
the nonhuman world. Anthropomorphism means translating human character traits onto nonhuman 
animals. Nonetheless, neither anthropomorphism nor emotionality play a role in the ethical vegetarian 
ideology. If both concepts would be discussed, the theories would lose their nonanthropocentric touch 
as the concepts are inherently anthropocentric. Such practical advice would further lead to a debate 
about the kind of human culture that should be proposed in the future. The lack of a cultural aspect 
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makes the ethic weak since it argues for a value shift that the dominant culture, which is deeply 
engrained in every human individual, cannot perform. Carol J. Adams (1990) claims this dominant 
culture to be white and male focused. Val Plumwood (2002) further sees hegemonic masculinity to be 
inherently linked to rationalism. While the importance of those connections will be discussed more 
thoroughly later on, one meaningful conclusion can be drawn in connection to ethical vegetarianism: 
The ideology has been written without reflecting on hegemonic masculinity. An ethic that is constructed 
without questioning the male-centered rational human culture which builds the basis for the 
commodification of the Other, can never be strong enough to create substantial social change or a value 
shift. In order to achieve such, the roots of commodification need to be analyzed. For now, ethical 
vegetarianism is mostly lived by those who are seen to be ‘naturally’ closer connected to nature and 
emotionality: women (Adams, 1990; 2010). Research shows, most vegetarians in industrialized societies 
are female (Ruby, 2011). The subject of vegetarianism as something female-centered will be discussed 
in the next chapter. 

4.5 Why Ethical Vegetarianism is still valuable 
The section above makes ethical vegetarianism and its movement seem neglectable and worthless. This 
is not the case. At the time it was formed, the ethical vegetarian movement almost revolutionary warned 
humanity against the tremendous environmental destruction that are faced today (Hourdequin, 2015; 
Adams, 2019). 
The theories also revealed the evil: commodification of the Other. Setting the starting point to a 
nonanthropocentric perspective put a different light on the problematic and gave voice to those entities 
that are silenced. It has also to be acknowledged that the movement had impact, just not as big as hoped 
for. Overall, the ideology can be used as a mirror for humanity. Analyzing the actions on to the Other 
reveals a human carelessness and a male-centered rational human culture that needs to become subject 
of restructuring (Adams, 1990, 2010; Plumwood, 2002). 
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5. The Power of Environmental Vegetarianism 
The previous chapters have argued that ethical vegetarianism in its original form is insufficient to reply 
to today’s challenges. The urgency to act against the destruction of global environments, domestic 
animal exploitation and climate change has become high (Adams, 2010; Plumwood, 2002; Carolan, 
2011; EAT, 2019; Foer, 2009). In order to eradicate the commodification of the Other, a different, more 
activist approach is needed. This chapter’s goal is to reveal the power of the new movement of 
environmental vegetarianism. It is built on the ethical vegetarian goal to create a society that is capable 
of valuing Others intrinsically. Other than ethical vegetarianism, however, it breaks the subject/object 
dualism by mainly incorporating the ecofeminist theories of Carol J. Adams (1990, 2010) and Val 
Plumwood (1993, 2002). The chapter includes the construction of an ideal future. It sketches a 
compassionate humanity that does not build its wealth and happiness on the oppression of the Other. 
In the way animals are treated today, the social order reveals itself and engrained virtues can be 
questioned and changed. While eating meat symbolizes the masculine, patriarchal and rational human, 
vegetarianism becomes the activist tool that is capable of disagreeing with the dominant culture (Adams, 
1990, 2010; Wright, 2015). Eating plant-based diets not only challenges hegemonic masculinity. As the 
pressure of climate change on humanity increases, it has become one of the most effective ways of 
reducing individual greenhouse gas emissions and thereby contributes to humanities’ continuing 
existence (EAT, 2019; Röös et al., 2015). Those two aspects make it a powerful mean to individually 
challenge the industrialized way of thinking and living on an everyday basis. 

5.1 The Societal Roots of Commodification 
The ethical vegetarian ideology lacks an understanding on the cultural roots of the commodification it 
criticizes. Therefore, this section aims at explaining how such is incorporated into the social construction 
of contemporary industrialized societies. What kind of human benefits from the dominant culture it 
produces and why is this culture as resilient to change? 
The commodification of the Other – nonhuman but also human – roots in the idea of rationalism, a 
theme that is central to modern cultural history (Connell, 2005). In rationalism, reason creates the origin 
of knowledge. Reality has a logical structure. The body is understood to be separate from the mind. This 
particular idea of rationalism was formed in the 17th century. Since the Enlightenment, it has influenced 
western philosophy and culture tremendously – especially, the structure of politics, science and economy 
(Connell 2005; Plumwood, 2002; Raworth, 2017). 
Economically, it led Adam Smith to the creation of the Rational Economic Man – his famous Homo 
Oeconomicus. He is “the human character at the heart of mainstream economic theory” (Raworth, 2017, 
p.96) – a male figure that is “standing alone, money in hand, calculator in head, and ego in heart” (ibid). 
That describes a self-centered, individualist man who makes decisions based solely on calculations. The 
aim is to maximize his own benefit. His conclusions are at no time influenced by emotions. In an 
economic system that is built on rational humans, commodification becomes a mean to rationalize and 
thereby simplify the decision-making process. The exploitation that results from this is then socially 
tolerated because the individual is at no time expected to incorporate emotionality and care for others 
into his thinking (Connell, 2005). 
The rationalism paradigm in the industrialized world has also created an influential gender role: 
Rationality is something inherently male while emotionality is connected to the female. Historically, the 
development of the capitalist society and hegemonic masculinity go in hand. Before the 18th century, 
women were regarded as inferior to men but of similar character. Only after, the concept of masculinity 
arose. It’s “conception presupposes a belief in individual difference and personal agency” (Connell, 
2005, p.67). Since then, women are seen as “bearers of qualitatively different characters” (ibid, p.67). 
Raewyn Connell (2005) defines hegemonic masculinity as: 

“Hegemonic masculinity can be defined as the configuration of gender practice which embodies 
the currently accepted answer to the problem of the legitimacy of patriarchy which guarantees 
(or is taken to guarantee) the dominant position of men and the subordination of women” (p.77). 

The concept at all times is to be set in relation to femininity. Although, “not many men meet [the] 
normative standards” (ibid, p.81) of the hegemony, they gain from the systematic patriarchy as a whole. 
Partly, the concept establishes its hegemony “by its claim to embody the power of reason and thus 
represent the interests of the whole society” (ibid, p.164). 
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When masculinity and rationality are combined, capitalism is advanced and a culture grows that is based 
on “disembodied reason” (ibid, p.164) stemming from a socially constructed mind and body split (ibid). 
It has its focus “on efficiency about means rather than ultimate ends” (ibid, p.164). 
While Raewyn Connell’s (2005) theory centers around the gender relations among humans, Val 
Plumwood (1993) extends the definition of hegemonic masculinity on to the nonhuman world. She 
grounds her argument, concluding that the forces that destruct nature stem “from an unaccountable, 
mainly white, mainly male elite” (ibid, p.12). Hegemonic masculinity then no longer only includes the 
subordination of women and other races: 

“Reason in the western tradition has been constructed as the privileged domain of the master, 
who has conceived nature as a wife or subordinate other encompassing and representing the 
sphere of materiality, subsistence and the feminine which the master has split off and 
constructed beneath him” (ibid, p.3). 

The split between mind and body, which Connell (2005) describes as well, results in centering 
rationalism and marks human superiority. It led to the “human/ nature relation as a dualism” (ibid, p.2). 
For Plumwood (1993) 

“this explains many of the problematic features of the west’s treatment of nature which underlie 
the environmental crisis, especially the western construction of human ‘identity’ as outside 
nature” (p.2). 

Next to extending the definition of hegemonic masculinity, she further emphasizes that the concept 
cannot be entirely linked to the biological sex. This is important because women are often constructed 
as feminine and therefore closer to nature. They are associated with feminine virtues such as “empathy, 
nurturance, cooperativeness and connectedness to others and to nature” (ibid, p.9). Therefore, the 
conclusion that they are ecologically more conscious at all times, is tempting. Although, acknowledging 
that they participate in environmental movements, she notes, that women just like men engage in modern 
consumer culture (ibid). Judith Halberstam (1998) claims that such ‘dominant masculinity’ even only 
“becomes legible as masculinity where and when it leaves the white male middle-class body” (p.2). In 
her eyes, the concept reveals itself in female masculinity. 
The economic rationalism, that – as described above – is linked to hegemonic masculinity, has 
established a growth-focused economy, that is built on the self-centered individual. The pressure it has 
put on to the planet are immense: It has caused large-scale environmental destruction. Science supports 
the dominant structure by delivering technological solutions to the problems, the economy causes 
(Connell, 2005; Plumwood, 1993; 2002). Only a small elite gains from the damages that are done. Those 
who embody the hegemonic masculine want to preserve the system as it is (Connell, 2005; Pulé and 
Hultman, 2018). Today, however, earth has become an unsafe and unjust place for both humans and 
nonhumans (Raworth, 2017). Therefore, “the dominance of ‘rational’ man threatens ultimately to 
produce the most irrational results, the extinction of our species along with many others” (Plumwood, 
1993, p.7). 

5.2 The Role of Meat in the Dominant Culture 
The introduction of the essay reveals the great focus on meat in industrialized societies’ food 
consumption. It has led to immense environmental destruction – such as deforestation, biodiversity loss, 
or water eutrophication (Carolan, 2011; EAT, 2019; Röös et al., 2015). This section will show how meat 
can be interpreted as symbol and simultaneously as influential reinforcement of hegemonic masculinity. 
It explains why the diet in industrialized societies centers around eating meat. 
Evolutionary, the human can be claimed to have grown on meat. Hunting allowed the consumption of 
the valuable flesh of animals. It used to be a healthy, protein rich source of food (Fiddes, 1991). Meat 
as a part of the initial human nature may have eventually led to the domestication of animals. What is 
consumed today, however, relates barely to what meat was for human ancestors. 
In her theory, Val Plumwood (1993) extended hegemonic masculinity and its definition as domination 
of the white male patriarch on to nature. The separation between humanity and the nonhuman world has 
“resulted in dangerous forms of ecological denial” (Plumwood, 2002, p.i). In an industrialized culture 
that has alienated itself purposefully from the Other, meat consumption builds one of the closest 
connection humans sustain with their own animality, nature and nonhuman species (Adams, 1990; 
Plumwood, 1993). Although, it may seem at first as if eating animals would enable the human bond to 
its own animality, the meaning of meat is majorly influenced by the construction of industrialized 
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societies (Adams, 1990): “Meat eating is a construct, a force, an economic reality and also a very 
personal issue” (ibid, p.18). It is “not separate from other pressing issues of our time” (ibid, p.18). Over 
time, meat has become “a symbol of male dominance” (ibid, p.33). Due to the strong bond between the 
male sex and masculinity, men are supposed to act according to societal expectations. Hence, Carol J. 
Adams (1990) notes: 

“It has traditionally been felt that the working men needs meat for his strength. A superstition 
analogous to homeopathic principles operates in this belief: in eating the muscle of strong 
animals, we will become strong. According to the mythology of the patriarchal culture, meat 
promotes strength; the attributes of masculinity are achieved through eating these masculine 
foods “(p. 33). 

Its connection to the patriarchal attitudes of male dominance enables the production of meat in 
industrialized and rationalized production systems. These cover the violence that is opposed on the 
subject for the broad mass. Once turned into meat, the animal only remains as what Adams (1990) calls 
the absent referent: Its role as a conscious subject has been eradicated. What is left is the material that 
is eaten – its meat. “Meat eating is [therefore] the most oppressive and extensive institutionalized 
violence against animals” (ibid, p.70). 
Although, it may seem as if the oppression is intentional, the “participation evolves as part of our general 
socialization to cultural patterns and viewpoints” (ibid, p.43). It is the general social structure that 
enables both men and women to objectify and exploit the Other. 
Connell (2005) wrote that masculinity always only appears in relation to femininity. When meat 
becomes the powerful symbol of the hegemonic masculine, it marks the oppression of the feminine at 
the same time. This has two important implications: Women are perceived as feminine and hence are 
linked to lower, vegetarian foods (Adams, 1990; Plumwood, 1993). Further, it implies that the feminine 
virtues “empathy, nurturance, cooperativeness and connectedness to others and to nature” (Plumwood, 
1993, p.9) are suppressed by the dominant culture, both men and women participate in. 
Besides, the instrumentalization of the animal as food product, the objectification of the Other is deeply 
engrained into the language of the dominant culture. It is male-centered and human-centered. Animals 
are both feminized and neutralized. Thereby, the language reinforces the subject/object dualism and 
“distances us from the reality of meat eating” (Adams, 1990, p.70). 
 “Eating animals acts as a mirror and representation of patriarchal values.” (ibid, p.187). This is why, 
“the meaning of meat is reproduced each time it is served and eaten“ (ibid, p.91). 
Meat reinforces and symbolizes hegemonic masculinity and thereby Western economic rationalism 
(Adams, 1990; Connell, 2005; Plumwood, 1993). Its consumption undermines not only the animals 
whose bodies are eaten. The violence and cruelty it symbolizes socially, supports inequality on a global 
level. All those that do not embody the industrial masculine are left behind (Hultman, 2017; Adams, 
1990). It is then no surprise that meat consumption is rising extensively on a global scale (Carolan, 
2011). Meat portrays luxury, pleasure and material wealth. The economic rationalism of the 
industrialized world has promoted those as means to happiness, successfully for a long time. In what 
ways material wealth fosters human happiness cannot be discussed within the scope of this essay. The 
ideal of a compassionate society, however, will claim that the human character needs more for being in 
comfort. The social interaction and interconnection with others are thereby crucial. In addition, scientists 
have concluded that the planet has no capacity to sustain the future world population with industrialized 
societies’ diets and consumption patterns (EAT, 2019; Röös et al., 2015). 
Meat is often believed to be a natural food. It is portrayed as the one and only food humanity has grown 
on evolutionary. Human ancestors survived on a food system that implied hunting, killing, cutting up 
and eating. In the industrialized world, this system does only still exist as a fun, sportive activity. It is 
not what supplies the broad societal mass with animal flesh. What is eaten today, is a different, a new 
product. It is produced geographically distant from human eyes. Great numbers of animals are kept in 
confined places. Their bodies have been altered in a way to make them gain weight as efficient and 
quick as possible. Their diet supports their weight gain. The interest is low to adjust their food in 
accordance with their digestive systems and physical needs. Domesticated animals have been turned 
into organic but industrialized production machines. Eventually, they are turned into a product that can 
be bought in supermarkets – clean and sealed in plastic. The package only vaguely reminds its consumer 
that what is eaten has once lived and breathed. The process’ inherent cruelty, violence and disrespect 
make it subject for change. The theories analyzed in this essay clarify this in various ways (Carolan, 
2011; Foer, 2009; Pascalev, 2006; Regan, 2003; Singer, 1975; Stuart et al., 2013). However, the mere 
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exploitation of the nonhuman is not the only reason the animal production complex requires abolition. 
The way animals are bred, kept and fed, mirrors the industrial societal development. It portrays the 
inequality and carelessness that economic rationalism entails (Adams, 2010; Plumwood, 1993; 2002). 
Whereas dominant economic theory emphasizes the importance of the individual, the individual and its 
requirements are no longer subject of concern. Most parts of the industrialized society are obliged to 
ensure the spinning of the wheel for economic growth. That happens based on the assumption that 
eventually everyone will have earned their share of wealth. In order to not fall back, people move to the 
city (Milford et al., 2019; Raworth, 2017). 
Their living situation then resembles the small and confined space, domesticated animals inhabit. 
Working to sustain oneself as well as the economy is the main interest. Whatever makes the human 
thrive falls short. This is reflected in the food consumption patterns. The interest in convenience products 
has grown massively and fast food chains have gained influence (Carolan, 2011; Milford et al., 2019). 
Eating has become something distant. Whereas it used to be the essence of life, it has been set into the 
background. The interest in the origin of the products stacked in supermarkets is low. People have lost 
the connection to what they eat and how they eat. This has resulted in daunting health issues that can be 
traced back to food consumption (Bohm et al., 2015). In a time where eating has become a necessity, it 
is not only the Other that is commodified. The human has become victim of its own creation. The 
dominant rationalist culture has turned it into a commodity. 
What meat is today, is a problem on many levels. It stands for a cultural construct that is of existential 
danger for essentially all living entities. 

5.3 The Ideal: A Compassionate Humanity 
The previous section in this chapter conceptualized the roots of commodification and how it leads to the 
exploitation of the human and the Other. As of today, there has no solution been found to solve the 
problems, economic rationalism entails. Therefore, this chapter takes on the approach of designing a 
humanity that is compassionate instead of rational. The question at stake is: What kind of human is a 
society like this built on and what is the new human live goal? 
Humanity has used its naturally given capability of empathy to create a compassionate society. When 
empathy is the “fundamental way in which we relate to other beings in the moral sphere of lives” (Curtin, 
2014, p.41), “compassion is a cultivated feeling about emotion” (ibid, p.46). It marks where feeling, 
thinking and acting come together (ibid). Compassion then builds the basis for an ethics of care that 
majorly concerns a reflection about the other’s pain (Alvaro, 2019). As the goal is to avoid hurting 
others, a compassionate humanity lives temperate lives that fulfill only their basic needs. 
A compassionate humanity lives in the sweet spot of Kate Raworth’s (2017) donut. That means a way 
of living so that the needs of all are satisfied without transgressing the planetary capacities. The 
economic growth paradigm has been abolished. The claim that the accumulation of wealth would 
eventually trickle down on to the poor and solve environmental issues simultaneously, is only talked 
about as a myth from the past. An economic system is in place that is built on human and global 
complexity (ibid). It is centering around the planet’s living entities, their intrinsic values and needs. The 
exploitation of the Other and the inequality among humanity is overcome. Instead, global equality 
enables all living entities to thrive. 
Just in time, Western thinking has understood that the human character cannot be reduced to the ‘rational 
man’. Instead of further encouraging the industrial masculine and its abusive relationship to the Other, 
the new hegemony has become ecological masculinity (Hultman, 2017). It centers around being 
compassionate but also caring, humble and sharing (Alvaro, 2019; Curtin, 2014; Hultman, 2017). “ As 
change agents, ecological masculine subjects do not shut themselves off from society, but create 
alternative projects amidst the dominant model” (Hultman, 2017, p. 247). What used to be considered 
feminine and female only, is now also part of the ecological masculine. The virtues “empathy, 
nurturance, cooperativeness and connectedness to others and to nature” (Plumwood, 1993, p.9) are no 
longer suppressed by the dominant culture but have been embraced instead. Hence, the new socialization 
encourages both men and women to adapt to such virtues of care as cultural patterns. This has minimized 
the gender gap. 
Happiness is no longer sought, through material wealth but through compassionate and caring actions 
towards other members of the biotic community. The role of the community – global and local, human 
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and nonhuman – has been emphasized. A compassionate human has understood that the satisfaction and 
material wealth maximization of the individual is anything but sustainable. 
Such a virtuous way of living constitutes the new harmony between the human and its surrounding 
environment. It has been realized that humanity is deeply embedded into nature. Its existence is highly 
dependent upon it. Therefore, industrial farming practices are no longer present. Instead of reproducing 
industrial masculinity in an industrialized meat production and consumption culture, the human diet is 
no longer violent or cruel. Ecological masculinity promotes an eating culture that reflects on the 
compassion paradigm outlined above. Overconsumption has been eradicated. When animals are to be 
consumed, their pain is of tremendous concern. Instead of being an absent referent, they have become a 
present referent. They have moved from object to subject – a subject that is as sentient and subject of a 
life as any human. 

5.4 The Power of Environmental Vegetarianism 
The previous section described the compassionate humanity as ultimate goal for the future to come. 
Designing such an ideal served demonstrating the contrast between the contemporary and the ultimate. 
Whereas the latter is from current point of view very unrealistic, it helps to conceptualize where the end 
goal, the ‘sweet spot’ should be placed (Raworth, 2017). Currently, it is humanity that is hit by its own 
irrationality. Persisting ignorance will eventually guide the human species and those who are victims to 
it into extinction (Callicott, 2018; Plumwood, 1993). If humanity wants to sustain itself, it is time for 
inherent social change. How does this relate to the power of environmental vegetarianism? 
This essay started with a quote from J.Baird Callicott (1989, p.34): 

“There is nothing more intimate than eating, more symbolic of the connectedness of life, and 
more mysterious. What we eat and how we eat is by no means of insignificant ethical concern.” 

Eating is “intimate” because it serves the very personal needs, taste and shapes the identity. It is 
“symbolic of the connectedness of life” because it has at all times an interconnection to another entity. 
Not only is this a dependence on those that give us the energy to survive. It also shapes the social 
structures to live in and creates bonds with others. It is “mysterious”: Although, it is fairly obvious that 
there is a need to eat, it is its complexity that makes it more than just the energy that the body needs. 
What is even more important, is the power of eating. It is powerful because of the dependence it creates 
among others. It is powerful because it shapes and influences a life on a daily basis. 
Meat has gained influence due its role as a symbol for hegemonic masculinity and economic rationalism 
(Adams, 1990; Connell, 2005; Plumwood, 1993). The culture it portrays is problematic because it leads 
to the commodification of all, no matter if human or nonhuman. Some may be materially better off, 
some worse. Notwithstanding, it makes no one a clear winner because it hinders all living species from 
thriving in a virtuous way. It does not guide towards compassion. 
That is why, the goal must be to overcome the presently dominant culture and move towards a 
compassionate society where hegemonic masculinity will be defined as an ecological masculinity 
(Adams, 1990; Curtin, 2014; Hultman, 2017). The adaptation of a plant-based diet is crucial to achieve 
this goal because “vegetarianism covertly challenges a patriarchal society” (Adams, 1990, p.17). This 
is because “holding a minority opinion in a dominant culture is very illuminating” (ibid, p.18). This is 
how it can support the shift from an industrial to an ecological masculinity (Hultman, 2017). 
Woman have historically been identified with plant-based diets. Whereas meat is associated with 
physical strength, vegetarianism mirrors emotionality and vulnerability, in short femininity. Femininity 
is further associated with care and empathy, the fundaments for creating an ethics built on compassion. 
The problem is that femininity mainly refers to the female body. This is because women have been 
object of male suppression for a long time (Adams, 1990; Connell, 2005; Curtin, 2014). Today, the 
biological sex can only indicate a person’s gender roles, although, there is still emphasis on men being 
male and women female (Plumwood, 1993). It can be claimed, however, that the industrialized human 
embodies both femininity and industrial masculinity at the same time (Hultman, 2017; Plumwood, 
1993). Notwithstanding, femininity has been of lower value, ever since the gender roles have been 
defined. Hence, embodying femininity is still perceived as weakness. 
Set in relation to the meat-eating centrality in the industrialized world, vegetarianism is the opponent 
that “threatens the larger patriarchal culture” (Adams, 1990, p. 37) by embracing the feminine. 
Especially men, who turn towards a plant-based diet are considered as intimidating. They openly reveal 
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their disagreement with a crucial part of their industrial masculinity by actively embodying femininity 
(ibid). 
From an ecofeminist perspective vegetarianism is meant “to stop the story of meat” (ibid, p.94). 
However, until now it has faced a powerful obstacle. Meat eating dominates the social structure. A big 
part of such structure is the language that is used. This is where vegetarianism has been struggling 
although being an influential tool: “Vegetarians face the problem of making their meanings understood 
within a dominant culture that accepts the legitimacy of meat eating” (ibid, p. 76). The ability to speak 
has always been used as argument to justify the inferiority of nonhuman species (Singer, 1975; 2009). 
Hence, language is perceived as very important mean for the human character to connect with others. 
When the words that are spoken revolve around meat, then vegetarianism has no voice to make its 
argument heard: 

“When vegetarians attempt to disarm the dominant control of language, they are seen as picky, 
particular, embittered, self-righteous, confrontative, and especially sentimental, rather than 
political liberators like Washington and Lincoln” (Adams, p.77). 

This means that their voices have been silenced based on the femininity a plant-based diet symbolizes. 
Adams (1990) concludes that in a society where meat is dominant, having vegetarianism written down, 
is the only way of giving the vegetarian argument a voice. Here, environmental vegetarianism starts 
playing its powerful role. Recently, the vegetarian argument has received influential support from the 
natural sciences. Ever since geochemist Paul Crutzen officially declared the Anthropocene in 2000, 
climate change has “become the defining issue of our time” (UN, 2020; Heuretebise, 2017). It is the 
symbol of a broken world that suffers from the consequences of global warming and other humanly 
induced environmental destructions. The damages of the industrial development are potentially not 
restorable (Mclaren, 2018; Steffen et al., 2015). 
It has become a scientific consensus that meat cannot be the most valued source of food for the future 
global population. Its impact on the environment is known to be too destructive. Creating food by 
transforming vegetable biomass into muscle mass of animals is energetically inefficient. This 
transformation process makes meat production a major contributor to global greenhouse gas emissions. 
The production processes further need tremendous amounts of fresh water, a resource that is known to 
be scarce in the future. Besides, the hunger for meat causes deforestation, water eutrophication and 
biodiversity loss (Carolan, 2011; Bohm et al., 2015; EAT, 2019; Röös et al., 2015). Based on the given 
arguments and the current urgency to counteract climate change, meat centrality has become target of 
the well-accepted language of science. That is why the EAT-Lancet commission (2019) calculated a 
planetary diet plan. The goal is to adapt sustainable farming practices and reduce the consumption of 
animal products drastically. 
Ever since science has taken on the task of warning for the consequences of climate change for humanity, 
environmental sustainability has started to become more famous than ever before. It could be criticized, 
that science has always been a strong reinforcement of rationalism (Plumwood, 1993). Thereby, it 
supports hegemonic masculinity. Notwithstanding, the beginning of inherent social change can only 
happen if humanity understands the severity of the current situation. By using a language everyone 
understands, the human ability to reason can be used to overcome its own rationality. For now, the 
vegetarian argument has only benefited from the scientific conclusion. No longer, the dominant culture 
is able to reduce the argumentation to sentimentality or emotionality (Adams, 1990). On a broader scale 
people start understanding, that the human existence is at stake. It is not the planet that fights back. It 
does not punish humanity with climate change. The human existence has only been a blink of the eye 
in earth’s history. Essentially, the planet does not care whether humanity survives or not. Even though 
the traces the species would leave, would be big, they would be overcome (Callicott, 2018). 
Hence, those who have understood the situation’s seriousness, have joined the environmental vegetarian 
movement. It is a lot of young people who criticize decision makers insufficient action against global 
warming and environmental degradation (FFF, 2020). They demonstrate against “ecocide, oppression 
and patriarchy” and “the risk of social collapse” (ER, 2020). Instead of fostering economic growth and 
the wealth of a small elite, they want global leaders to tackle the growing inequality and the planet’s 
integrity so that future generations are not left with a broken world (ER, 2020; FFF, 2020; Mclaren, 
2018; Will, 2019). In summary, they want the dominant industrial culture to be eradicated. 
In the fight against this culture, the vegetarian argument has never been as strong. Environmental 
vegetarianism is a boycott. It threatens the patriarchy. Today, it is supported by the influential language 
of science which makes the communication easier. It criticizes the dominant culture individually on an 
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everyday basis (Adams, 2010; EAT, 2019). It reaches society on a personal level because it challenges 
the identity of everyone. Every time, meals are served, justification is demanded of those who have not 
followed the movement yet, those who have not understood yet. Some are offended, some argue, 
technology will solve the issues that are faced today, but some also understand. Unlike the ethical 
vegetarian movement 45 years ago, the new movement grows rapidly. The activist’s realization does 
not mean that they have reached the ideal. It does not ultimately make them compassionate humans. 
They still live within the dominant culture. In the way it overarches the entire human identity, it cannot 
be escaped from (Adams, 1990). Notwithstanding, they believe that humanity is capable of being more 
than a commodifying unit of global destruction. They believe that there is a chance to reach the sweet 
spot of the donut (Raworth, 2017). They essentially believe that the creation of a compassionate 
humanity is possible. 

6. Conclusion 
Ever since the Enlightenment period and the industrialization, societies have invested energy into the 
idea that the human is a rational, individualist man and therefore capable of controlling the natural world 
(Plumwood, 1993; 2002; Raworth, 2017). Over time, this has caused the degradation of ecosystems on 
a global scale. Today, human induced climate change puts tremendous pressure on the industrialized 
world and even worse pressure on the non-affluent world. If the extinction of the human and other 
entities is to be avoided, cultural change is needed now (Raworth, 2017; Steffen et al., 2015). Humanity 
must understand that instead of rational, industrial masculine, humans are a feeling and vulnerable 
species that is deeply interconnected with others and dependent on this planet (Curtin, 2014; Hultman, 
2017; Plumwood, 2002). Hence, the goal must be to overcome hegemonic masculinity and embrace 
ecological masculinity which is built on compassion. Empathy towards others, no matter if human or 
nonhuman, will lead to the creation of an ethics of care which builds the basis for a compassionate 
humanity. 
For centuries, meat consumption stood for wealth and power. It is the symbol of hegemonic masculinity 
because it promotes the human dominance over others (Adams, 1990; Plumwood, 1993; 2002). The 
dominant food system in the Anthropocene centers around the large-scale production of animal 
products. This has caused immense environmental degradation and greenhouse gas emissions contribute 
massively to climate change (Carolan, 2011; EAT, 2019; Röös et al., 2015). Instead of wealth and 
power, the food system symbolizes a broken world that is probably not repairable (Mclaren, 2018). 
Vegetarianism challenges hegemonic masculinity because it embodies the feminine by rejecting meat 
centrality (Adams, 1990). Whereas it has been deemed emotional and sentimental for a long time, it 
recently earned new justification from the natural science. The conclusion that the dominant food system 
is inherently unsustainable, has made the vegetarian argument stronger than ever (ibid; EAT, 2019). The 
growing concern about climate change and environmental destruction with regard to the future of 
humanity gave rise to the environmental vegetarian movement. It guides to the ideal of a compassionate 
humanity. It is a powerful activist tool that questions the contemporary order. It opposes hegemonic 
masculinity and its inherent social structure on an everyday basis. Its power is enhanced by an increasing 
pressure from environmental forces on to humanity and other victimized species. Those who use the 
tool have understood that it is not nature fighting back but humanity that is hit by its own irrationality 
(Callicott, 2018; Plumwood, 1993). 

6.1 Personal Reflections and Limitations 
As shortly stated in the beginning of the essay, I have written about this topic because I am personally 
interested in it. I see myself as part of the movement and the analysis of the issue has led me to a clear 
conclusion. The situation as it is today, is frustrating. This is why, I intentionally used a language that 
gives a clear understanding of my, an activist, standpoint. It was to clarify the urgency to act against 
climate change. 
Analyzing the topic of meat consumption in regard to environmental vegetarianism for a while, I 
realized how complex and politicized the topic is. Grasping the issue within the scope of this thesis, has 
therefore led to limitations. The following are some important examples: It is unrealistic that a future 
society will abstain from meat consumption entirely. After all, it is of immense cultural and traditional 
value (Bohm et al., 2015). In what way meat can play a role in the compassionate humanity is surely of 
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interest. Besides, it was not possible to distinct between vegetarianism and veganism. Hence, the 
discussion of the role of other animal products than meat fell short. Adams (1990) for example sees the 
consumption of eggs and milk products as exploitation of the female body. Milk products also have 
tremendous environmental impacts (Röös et al., 2015). Therefore, investigating the distinction between 
veganism and vegetarianism in the given context could be of importance in further research. 
Furthermore, it would have been interesting to deepen the analysis of male and female in the context of 
the topic. Although, I tried incorporating it in some way, I would have loved to write more. However, 
the limited time scope did not allow a deeper reflection.  



 21 

7. Acknowledgements 
I want to thank my supervisor Per Sandin, senior lecturer in bioethics and environmental ethics at SLU, 
for his extraordinary support throughout those past few months. His input and patience in guiding me 
through the writing process have proven to be very valuable and helpful. Without him, this essay would 
have never become what it is today! 
I further want to thank my subject reviewer Patrik Baard, postdoc for global political studies at Malmö 
University, for his thorough feedback and thematic input during the writing process. 
A heart-felt thank you also to all those environmental vegetarian friends who have inspired and helped 
me to write this essay. Especially without the support and input of Amélie, Anna and Celina, I would 
have not been able to put those words down. 
  



 22 

References 
Adams, C.J. (1990) The Sexual Politics of Meat, A Feminist Vegetarian Critical Theory. New York, 
London: Continuum 
 
Adams, C.J. (2010) ‘Why feminist vegan now?’, Feminism & Psychology, 20(3) [online]. DOI: 
10.1177/0959353510368038 
 
Alvaro, C. (2019) Ethical Veganism, Virtue Ethics, and the Great Soul. Lexington Books 
 
Auxter, T (1999) ‘The right not to be eaten’ in Walter, KS., Portmess, L. (ed) Ethical vegetarianism 
New York: State Univers. of New York Press, pp.177-189 
 
Bohm, I., Lindblom, C., Åbacka, G., Bengs, C., & Hörnell, A. (2015), ‘ “He just has to like ham” The 
centrality of meat in home and consumer studies’, Appetite, 95 [online]. DOI: 
10.1016/j.appet.2015.06.015 
 
Bruers, S. (2015) ’In Defense of Eating Vegan‘, Journal of Agricultural and Environmental Ethics. 28(4) 
[online]. DOI: 10.1007/s10806-015-9555-x 
 
Carolan, M. (2011). The Real Cost of Cheap Food. New York: Earthscan 
 
Callicott, J.B. (1989) In defense of the land ethic: essays in environmental philosophy. New York: 
Oxford University Press 
 
Callicott, J.B. (1995) ‘The Value of Ecosystem Health’, Environmental Values, 4(4) [online]. Available 
at: https://www.jstor.org/stable/30301570 (06/05/2020) 
 
Callicott, J.B. (2018) ‘Environmental Ethics in the Anthropocene’, Transtext(e)s Transcultures, 13 
[online]. Available at: 10.4000/transtexts.1064 (06/05/20) 
 
Connell, R. (2005) Masculinities, Second Edition. Los Angeles, Berkley: University of California Press 
 
Curtin, D. (2014) “Compassion and Being Human” in Adams, C.J., Gruen, L. Ecofeminism, feminist 
intersections with other animals & the earth. New York: Bloomsbury 
 
Deckers, J. (2009) ‘Vegetarianism, Sentimental or Ethical?’, Journal of Agricultural and Environmental 
Ethics, 22(6), [online]. DOI: 10.1007/s10806-009-9176-3 
 
EAT-Lancet Commission (EAT) (2019). ‘Healthy Diets from Sustainable Food Systems - Food Planet 
Health’, [online]. Available at: https://eatforum.org/content/uploads/2019/01/EAT-
Lancet_Commission_Summary_Report.pdf (08/06/20) 
 
Extinction Rebellion (ER) (2020) Extinction Rebellion [online[. Available at: https://rebellion.earth 
(08/06/20) 
 
Fiddes, N. (1991) Meat a natural symbol. 1. Edition London: Routledge 
 
Foer, J. (2009) Eating Animals. 1. Edition. New York: Back Bay Books 
 
Fridays for Future (FFF) (2020) Fridays for Future [online[. Available at: https://fridaysforfuture.se 
(10/06/20) 
 
Gardiner, S.M. (2017) The Oxford handbook of environmental ethics. Oxford Handbooks Online. 
Available at: 10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199941339.001.0001 (06/05/20) 
 



 23 

Gjerris, M., Ebbe Juul Nielsen, M., Sandoe, P. (2013). The Good the Right and the Fair: An introduction 
to ethics. Milton Keynes: Lightning Source 
 
Halberstam, J. (1998) Female Masculinity. London: Duke University Press  
 
Heuretebise, J. (2017) ‘Sustainability and Ecological Civilization in the Age of Anthropocene: An 
Epistemological Analysis of the Psychosocial and “Culturalist” Interpretations of Global Environmental 
Risks’, Sustainability, 9 [online]. Available at: 10.3390/su908133	
 
Hourdequin, M. (2015) Environmental ethics: from theory to practice. London: Bloomsbury Academic. 
 
Hultman, M. (2017) “Exploring industrial, ecomodern and ecological masculinities” in Sherilyn 
MacGregor (ed) Routledge Handbook of Gender and Environment. Abington: Routledge 
 
‘Interview mit Greta Thunberg: “Ich bin Realistin. Ich sehe Fakten“ ‘ (2019) Anne Will, Das Erste, 
31/03/2019 
 
Jackson, SJ. (2014) “Rethinking repair” in Gillespie T, Boczkowski PJ., Foot KA. (ed) Media 
Technologies: Essays on Communication, Materiality, and Society. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press 
 
Leopold, Al. (1992) A Sand County Almanac. New York: Oxford University Press 
 
Mclaren, D. (2018) ‘In a broken world: Towards an ethics of repair in the Anthropocene‘, The 
Anthropocene Review, 5(2) [online]. DOI: 10.1177/2053019618767211 
 
Milford, A.B., Le Mouël, C., Bodirsky, B.L., Rolinski, S. (2019). ‘Drivers of Meat Consumption’ 
Appetite, 141, [online] DOI: 10.1016/j.appet.2019.06.005  
 
Moore, J.H. (1999) ‘Universal Kinship’ in Walter, KS., Portmess, L. (ed) Ethical vegetarianism New 
York: State Univers. of New York Press, pp.127-135 
 
Moore Lappé, F. (1990) Diet for a Small Planet. New York: The Random House Publishing Group 
 
Novek, J. (2005) “Pigs and People: Sociological Perspectives on the Discipline of Nonhuman Animals 
in Intensive Confinement” Society and Animals, 13/3, pp.221-242 
 
Pascalev, A.K. (2006), “We and they: Animal welfare in the era of advanced agricultural biotechnology” 
Livestock Science, 103/3, [online] DOI: 10.1016/j.livsci.2006.05.007  
 
Plumwood (1993) Feminism and the Mastery of Nature. London; New York: Routledge 
 
Plumwood (2002) Environmental Culture, The Ecological Crisis of Reason. London: Routledge  
 
Pulé, P., Hultman, M. (2018) “Industrial/breadwinner masculinities” in Hultman, M, Pulé, P. (ed.) 
Ecological Masculinities: Theoretical Foundations and Practical Guidance. Milton: Taylor & Francis 
Group 
 
Raworth, K. (2017). Doughnut Economics. London: Random House Business Books 
 
Raworth, K. (2017a) ‘Get savvy with systems’, Donut Economics Action Lab, YouTube, 27/02/2017 
 
Regan, T. (2003) Animal rights, human wrongs: an introduction to moral philosophy. Lanham: Rowman 
& Littlefield Publishers 
 



 24 

Röös, E., Patel, M., Spångberg, J., Carlsson, G., Rydhmer, L. (2015) ‚Limiting livestock production to 
pasture and by-products in a search for sustainable diets’, Food Policy, 58 [online] Available at: 
10.1016/j.foodpol.2015.10.008 
 
Ruby, M., (2011)’Vegetarianism. A blossoming field of study’, Appetite, 58, [online]. Available atDOI: 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2011.09.019 (06/05/20) 
 
Shiva, V. (1997). Biopiracy. Toronto: Between the Lines. 
 
Singer, P. (1975) Animal liberation: a new ethics for our treatment of animals. New York: Random 
House 
 
Singer, P. (2009) Animal liberation: The definitive classic of the animal liberation movement. New 
York: Open Road Integrated Media 
 
Steffen W, Persson Å, Deutsch L et al. (2011) ’The Anthropocene: From global change to planetary 
stewardship’, AMBIO, 40 [online]. DOI: 10.1007/s13280-011-0185-x 
 
Steffen, W., Richardson K., Rockström J., Cornell, S.E., Fetzer, I., Bennett, E.M., Biggs, R., Carpenter, 
S.R., de Vries, W., de Wit , C.A., Folke, C., Gerten, D., Heinke, J., Mace, G.M., Persson, L.M., 
Ramanathan, V., Reyers, B., Sörlin, S. (2015). “Planetary Boundaries: Guiding human Development on 
a changing Planet“, Science, 347, [online]. DOI: 10.1126/science.1259855  
 
 
Stuart, D., Schewe, R.L., Gunderson, R., (2013) ”Extending Social Theory to Farm Animals: Addressing 
Alienation in the Dairy Sector” Sociologia Ruralis, 53/2, pp.201-222, DOI: 10.1111/soru.12005 
 
Thompson, P. (2015). From Field to Fork. Oxford Scholarship Online. Available at: https://www- 
oxfordscholarship-com.ezproxy.its.uu.se/view/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199391684.001.0001/acprof- 
9780199391684-chapter-2 (07/06/20) 
 
United Nations (UN) (2020), United Nations, Climate Change [online[. Available at: 
https://www.un.org/en/sections/issues-depth/climate-change/ (08/06/20) 
 
Wenz, P.S. (1999) “An ecological argument for vegetarianism“ in Walter, KS., Portmess, L. (ed) Ethical 
vegetarianism New York: State Univers. of New York Press, pp. 189-203 
 
Winders, B., Nibert, D. (2004) ‘Consuming the surplus: expanding “meat” consumption and animal 
oppression’ International Journal of Sociology and Social Policy, 24, [online] Available at: DOI: 
10.1108/01443330410790786 (06/05/20) 
 
Wright, L. (2015) The vegan studies project: food, animals, and gender in the age of terror. Athens: 
The University of Georgia Press 
 





 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


