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Dog as food - dog as moral object: Rhetoric and politic of food taboos

Author ARJIN THONGYUUKONG

Abstract

Food taboos hardly emerge without cultural meanings. Notably, human’s edible or
inedible often is determined by categorization of things into some categories. Subsequently,
eating or not eating each kind of meats conveys human’s relationship with those animals.

This research paper aims to study “rhetoric” of foreigner’s complaints concerning
eating dog meat in Thailand between 1996 and 2000 and Thailand government’s responses
to the event. All of these resources are gathered from official letters and related documents.
It intends to differentiate mentality of those who live in “eating dog meat” culture from
those who are “dog lovers”. By possessing different viewpoints of “nature” of dog, it
renders different categorization on human-dog relationship between each group of people,
therefore constructing different food taboos. Additionally, this paper will reveal a process of
power relations so called “politics of food taboo” demonstrating the usage of taboos, which
are rather selective based on ideas of dominating groups of people in the society.

Thus, these cultural differences are not based on edible or inedible, rather, it is
determined on different human-animal relationships. Regarding awareness of multi-eating
habit, not only does awareness of eating behaviors count, but also awareness on differences

of human-environment relationship.

Keywords: food, food taboos, meat, rhetoric



