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CHAPTER-2
MORAL STATUS OF ANIMALS : TRADITIONAL AND RECENT DEBATES

Sympathy beyond the confines of man, that is, hityan the lower animals,
seems to be one of the latest moral acquisitidnis.dpparently unfelt by savages,
except towards their pets... - Charles Darwihe Descent of Man

The term ‘animal’ includes all independent lives mibers of
vertebrates. The term “animal’ also means thosegseithat lack the
distinguishing features in the moral agents such rasonality, self-
consciousness, personality and so on. Mary Midglege stressed that the
concept of an animal has both an inclusive meamng an exclusive
meaning. She is one of many to cite Donald Griffimd the arguments for
giving a place to animal thinking. She mocks whhe <alls 'species
solipsism' - attributing consciousness only to hmsna citing as if as
evidence the belief by elephant trainers that thelrarges show
extraordinarily human intelligence. Yet counter wargents can be put,
including the belief by trainers of dolphins, thofevorite ‘intelligent’
creatures that their charges learn only by conditip. Thus the definition
of animal suggests us to claim that: an animaldsrgre of immanent, self-
generating or creative power, organized in terms oélational order that
results in a periodic pattern of transformation lif@-cycle) involving
historical and actual components (genes and enwieot) and biological
universals (the order of the living state).

Human ethical practices and attitudes with resgectthe other
animals exhibit a curious instability. On the orenti, most people believe
that it is wrong to inflict torment or death on anshuman animal for a
trivial reason. Skinning a cat or setting it oreflsy way of entertainment is
one of the standard examples of obvious wrongdainthe philosophical
literature. Like torturing infants, it is the kiraf example that philosophers

use when they are looking for something ethicaligantroversial, so that
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disputes about the example won'’t get in the wathefpoint we are trying to
make.

On the other hand, human beings have traditionadiynted nearly
any reason we might have for hurting or killingraals, short of malicious
enjoyment, as non-trivial and sufficient. We kibmhuman animals, and
sometimes inflict pain on them, because we wardgabthem, because we
can make useful products out of them, because we learn from
experimenting on them, and because they interfeith agriculture or
gardening or in other ways are pests. We alsothkéin, and sometimes
inflict pain on them, for sport — in hunting, fislg, cockfighting, dog
fighting, bullfighting, and so on. We even kill thebecause, having done
some sort of useful work for us, they have outlivieeir usefulness and are
now costing us money. Uneasily balanced betweesethe/o apparent
extremes of attitude is the conviction, commondaerany people, that when
we use animals for our own purposes, we should thean as humanely “as
possible.” The eating needs to go on, but the dsirsaould be kept in
pleasant conditions and killed humanely; the expents should go on, but
the pain should be palliated as much as conditdiosy; the hunting should
go on, but the scrupulous hunter should aim forsthédt kill that involves
no extended terror or suffering. The shape of ooratnconcern for the other
animals, if put it that way, is rather like that ofir moral concern for
prisoners of war. Just as we strike an uneasy baldretween treating
prisoners of war as enemies and treating themwmay that acknowledges
our common humanity, so we strike an uneasy balbet&een treating the
other animals as a usable resource — as Kant fpuds mere means - and
treating them in a way that acknowledges our commetnre as conscious

and sensate beings.
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If we go through the term “moral status”, we fitltht entities have
moral status if and only if their interest is méyahatter to some degree for
the entity’s own sake. For example- human beingsvasral beings because
they are able to respect the rights of others,bsmause they are reason
guided in this direction, but because they areatameature. We basically
believe that non-human beings lack the above geslibut what is the
reason for the belief that only human beings areaityovaluable? It is not
possible for us to give the answer to this questicensentence. A number of
people believe that the ability to use tools, pss®s of mind, having a
sense of humor and cognitive skills are the charestic of a normal adult
human being, and they believe that the absencheaset abilities of non-
human species make them far more behind to comeruhd purview of
morality .Human beings are the kind of beings cawetbp family ties,
solving social problems, expressing emotions, lagex for pleasure, using
language or thinking abstractly. But many of popuéeent works on animal
behavior proved that animals can also develop thgses of activities. For
example,- many non-human species such as baboohsgsyand elephants
maintain family units, built complex individual e¢lonship for long period
of time. All animals living in socially complex gups must solve various
problems that inevitably arise in such groups. Tthes view that animals
moral claim is equivalent to a moral right, and atyion that fails to treat
animals as beings with inherent worth would vielagnimal rights and
thus, morally objectionable. We use the term mastltus or moral
importance to refer to the circumstances that agbe a member of moral
community. Members of a moral community include ahocagents and
moral subjects. It is assumed that there are cef&stures which qualify
them as moral subjects. These are sentience, higlgaitive capacities, the
capacity to flourish, sociability, and the possessof a life. Let us briefly

discuss these features which make animals to betteas moral subjects.
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2.1 Sentience:

The term “sentience” is most commordgsociated with the
utilitarian philosopher Jeremy Bentham. Utilitarnsuch as Jeremy
Bentham and Peter Singer focus on sentience, iligy ab feel and suffer,
as the morally relevant criterion by which morahrsting ought to be
established. Other creatures react to pain in vgaydar to human beings,
they share neurological and mental faculties aagetiwith pain in human
beings. Singer concludes “there is no good reasscientific or
philosophical, for denying that animals feel pairlf.we do not doubt that
other humans feel pain, we should not doubt tha¢roanimals do so tod.”
It is uncontested that many animals are capablealing pain. However,
some argue that the human experience of pain some relevant sense
different from that of animals. That is why it mighe more justifiable to use
animals rather than non-consenting humans in harreearch. Another
argument may suggest that humans are far moret@lole@pe with pain and
suffering, especially when they understand the dyitlg reasons or
purpose. This could suggest that beings with les®ldped rational
capacities are not necessarily suffering lesspimre, since they are notin a
position to conceptualize pain or suffering as nsearends.

2.1.1 Higher Cognitive Capacities:

Beside the ability to feel pain, many animals also aapable of
higher cognitive capacities, like, knowledge of doand evil (Plato),
possession of self-consciousness (Rene Descartes$session of
freedom,(Jean Jacques Rousseau), and possessratioofl will, in the
sense of being able to act according to self-deso achieve certain ends,
including acting in a moral manner(Kant).Some higb@gnitive capacities

such as the use of language or the ability to ecoraling to plans, can be

! Singer, Peter. “All Animals Are Equal&nimal Rights and Human Obligatiansdit,. Tom Regan
and Peter Singer. Englewood Cliffs ; Prentice —-HI76. P.148-62
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understood as signs of intelligence. But the qaeséibout whether or not
animals possess such characteristics is contraeddowever, research
combining philosophical and biological expertise sagnificantly increased

knowledge about the cognitive capacities of theagrapes, and other
animals including dogs, rodent, birds and fish. 8aamimals are able to
learn complicated tasks, such as making and usiots.t There are also
evidences that they engage in non-trivial formga@hmunications and are
able to coordinate social behavioAnimals like monkeys, chimpanzees,
and bats, the rules of social interactions have lee@lored on them in more
detail and have been described as primitive moyatems® Thus, some

kinds of animal research have undermined claimghef uniqueness of
humans and have instead demonstrated that humahsaramals share

certain morally relevant properties and capacities.

2.1.2 Capacity to flourish:

Another basis of moral concern, associated witlstéile, is the idea
of animal having a “telos”, a purpose, a good derahtively having
interests of species-specific needs. If animalsahte to satisfy these needs,
they have the ability to flourish. This concept lelea us to say that things
may go well or badly for an animal depending on hapecific
environmental conditions relate to its usual spesigecific developmerfit.
2.1.3 Sociability:

Another philosophical thinking influenced by Karlakk, Ludwig
Wittgenstein and Martin Heidegger sees sociabdisycreating a level of

moral concern. According to this tradition, beinghamber of some form of

% Riede T, Bronson E, Hatzikirou H and Klaus Zul#ler (2005) Vocal Production Mechanisms
in a Non-Human Primate: Morphological Data and ad#6J Hum E)vol 48:85-96.

? patterson F and Gordon W (1993) The case for #isophood of gorillas, iThe Great Ape
Project Equality beyond humanitfavalieri P and Singer P (Editors)(London:Folirtitate) pp58-
9. However there is also some scepticism about slaéims , see for example Wynne CDL (2004)
Do Animals Think?(Princeton and Oxford; Princetomivérsity Press)

4 By species —specific development we mean behawviand dispositions that the animal has
developed during evolution in order to be able ¢spond to the range of situations typically
encountered in its natural habitat.
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complex community creates moral relations of riggntsl duties. The basis
of such a community might be language or a sulkatadépendence on
others for extensive social, economic, or othessaa. But if, this tradition
IS not to be considered equivalent to the viewighér cognitive capacities
as discussed above, simply with the additional ofad®n that these
capacities develop through complex social inteoacsuch as language use,
then it must be sociability itself, rather than iallg developed attributes,
that generates moral concern.

2.1.4 Possession of a life:

Apart from this, a more difficult morally relevardriterion is
possession of a life. It may seem that if we thimkt killing is wrong, then
we must be committed to the view that life itsslfvialuable. Most humans
and perhaps some other animals, exhibit self-consoiess and an ability to
anticipate, reflect upon and fear about their owatd. Hence, the prospect
of death usually has a significant secondary eftecthe quality of lived
experience. Beside this, humans and perhaps sdme antimals care about
each other in the sense that the death of othef$eis considered a tragedy.
Thus, death has special significance for highlyiaddoeings. Moreover, it
can be said that the higher cognitive capacity ggas a right to life; most
humans and those animals that closely share sifeiddures in this respect
have such a right.

So there is no definite set of morally relevanteria, yet this concept
remains critical to determining moral standing &mel concurrent duties of
moral agents. “It is this notion of morally relevadgifferences between
humans and animals that serves as the most powéshll in the
investigation of the moral status of animals. If w&n find no morally
relevant differences between humans and animadsifare accept the idea

that moral notions apply to human, it follows that must rationally extend
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the scope of moral concern to animaBeside this, another sign of moral
agency or under moral consideration is the possessi personhood. John

Locke once wrote that;

“The word personis a forensic term, appropriating actions andrthaérit;
and so belongs only to intelligent agents, capabla law, and happiness
and misery. This personality extends itself beyprakent existence to what

is past, only by consciousness, -whereby it becomascerned and

accountable....®.

Therefore, it can be said that if the possessigmeoc$onhood is a sign
of moral agency, then animals are not far behindhfmoral consideration.
But there are still many who rejected the moral stderability of non-
humans and the significance of their interests.ass§ltal philosophers
notably, Plato and Aristotle described human beagysational animals and
identified reason as a distinguishing mark and ietbthat our mental life
exists at an altogether higher level in comparigomther animals. Moral
beings respect the rights of others not becauseateeguided by reason but
because they are social creatures.

2.2: Arguments Against Animals moral Status:

Two thousand years ago, Greek philosophers wetbeolview that
kindness and benevolence ought to be extendedetaréatures of every
species. Plutarch a Greek historian and biographer as age# philosopher
and spiritual guide, was one of the first Greekotamhto write about the
moral interests of animals independent from anyebat transmigration of
souls (Self-interest). It was the unnecessary saffeand death that caught
Plutarch moral attention in “On the Eating FlesRarphyry slightly later
than Plutarch may have been the first to build myument based on pain

and terror in his argument that animals ought tbdedled “differently from

® Rollin, Bernard EAnimal Rights and Human Moralibhmherst : Promethus, 1981, p.7

® In addition to the normative component , theral$® a descriptive component of the concept of
person. A person, as Locke says,is a thinkinglig&it being, that has reason and reflection and
can consider itself. As itself, the same thinkihipg), in different times and places.....” Besidel-s
awareness and intelligence (including the capattityeason), autonomy to some extent can be
considered as another essential part of personhdotin Locke An Essay Concerning Human
Understnadingedit. A.C. Fraser, New York : Dover Publicatio®59, p.467)

" Marshall, PetefNature’s Web: Rethinking our Place on Eartiondon : Cassell, 1992. P.78
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plants”® He recognized that reason powers between humarmgdeind

animals were a matter of degree, a difference tnatssence, but in the
more and the less”. Thus Diogenes and Plutarch insisted that animete
superior to humans. In a work titled “Beasts ard¢idgal” Plutarch gives
voice to a pig who argues that it is better to lsvane than a human being.
The pig is ultimately unwilling to exchange placegh man, “the most
unfortunate of all creatures®. According to Plutarch if pigs were asked to
return to human form, they may reply: “we animat anuch happier and
better than you men and you are a fool........ to astowsail away with you,
instead of becoming a pig like uSBut the tendency to credit only human
beings with various qualities that humans valuehsas reason began
centuries ago. Both the Hebrew and Greek traditmade human beings the
creature of moral universe- not merely the ceritg, entirely the morally
significant features of this world. There are soBreek philosophers who
think that only human beings have reastogdsg, reasoning l0gismos3,
thought @lianoia), intellect foug and belief doxg.*?The stoics denied
justice to animals on the ground that they standide human community,
and because rationality was considered a prerégufer joining the
community. Animals were not credit with rationalignd justice could only
be exacted within the communitiTo be a member of moral community
intelligence rationality to make a decision betwegmod and bad are

required, and animals lack of these fundamentalittgga Let us discuss the

8 Sorabiji, RichardAnimal Minds and Human Morals: The Origins of thesférn Debatel ondon :
Duckworth, 1993, p.184

° Porphyry “On Abstinence from Killing Animals.” Tna Thomas Tylor.Selected Works of
Porphyry.London: Thomas Rodd, 1823, p.101

19 plutarch. “Beast are RationaPlutarchs Moralia Edt. Harold Cherniss and William C.
Helmbold. Cambridge; Harvard, 1968,. 493-533

™ Sorabiji, Richard Animal Minds and Human Morals; The Origins of tiéestern Debate
London; Duckworth, 1993, P.161

12 Sorabiji, Richard Animal Minds and Human Morals: The Origins of thesférn Debatel.ondon
Duckworth, 1993, p.14

2 Ibid P.124
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basic philosophical arguments denying the moralustaf animals from

Western perspective.

For the Greeks, there is a faith that aténdo not speak as humans do,
and this fact was later taken as justification bgnsn philosophers that non-
human species have no capacity for language oonadtithought. The
Greeks are generally believed that the capacityuBng language is the
nature of human, which makes them human. This igtigudifferentiation is
literal in case of animals that they cannot talld are do. Control of speech
is central to all Greeks thought. Also the primao¥ reason is a
distinguishing criterion for coming under the pe@wiof morality.

Aristotle believes that non-human species are auillyject of our
exploitation. For him, tame animals have a betegure than wild and all
tame animals are better off when they are rulednbay. From the above, it
is clear that for Aristotle human beings have dtritp rule over the non-
human species. For him, the less perfect existgshermore perfect and
reason makes one more perfédiature is a hierarchy where creatures with
less reasoning ability exist for the sake of thusth more reasorAs a
result he believed that those incapable of mordibeation had less
responsibility and fewer privilege$.

For Aristotle the male by nature is superior, dnglfemale is inferior,
and the one rules, and the other is ruled, thiscpoie of necessity extends to
all mankind. Where there is such a difference asliketween soul and body,
or between men and animals, the lower sorts anealiyre slaves, and it is
better for them as for all inferiors that they sldobe under the rule of a
master. For him who can be, and therefore is anstrend he who

participates in rational principle enough to appreh but not to have, such

14 Kemmerer Lisdn Search of Consistency Ethics and Aniniaiglen Boston 2006, p.222
15 Aristotle ,Nicomachean EthicSrans. R. W. Browne. London: George Bell,18893:12
18 Clark, Stephen R.L. “The Rights of Wild Thiridaquiry 22(1979):171-88
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a principle , is a slave by nature. Whereas thestoanimals cannot even
apprehend a principle, they obey their instinctsd Andeed the use made of
slaves and of tame animals is not very differemt,ioth, with their bodies’
minister to the needs of life. He thought that efiéint beings should not be
treated equally, as their innate nature is notdhme. Humans, animals,
plants all are capable of nutrition and growth. ldger, plants as lower
beings, should serve humans and animals, and tiee &oould serve
humans, as they cannot use reason to direct takavior and are driven by
instinct. By denying animals the capacity for raab thinking, Aristotle
radically separated them from humans. As for hihe most important

faculty is the power of reasoning and only humaarsreason. He said that:

Plant exists for the sake of animals, and some @sigxist for the benefit
of others. Those which are domesticated, serve humings for use as
well as for food, wild animals, too, in most caskesot in all, serve to
furnish us not only with food, but also with otheénds of assistance, such
as the provision of clothing and similar aids fe.liAccordingly, if nature
makes nothing purposeless or in vain, all animalstrhave been made by
nature for the sake of méh.

Thomas Aquinas:

Greek thinking has been very important to §tanity through early
Christian scholars are critical to the formationrcohtemporary Christianity.
Augustine once wrote that animals are irrational #@ns by just ordinance
of God that the lives and deaths of animals areslibated to human use.
When we say, “Thou salt not kill’, he notes “we ot understand this of
the irrational animals that fly, swim, walk or cpgesince they are
dissociated from us by their want of reason, amdtherefore by the just
appointment of the Creator subjected to us todkilkeep alive for our own
uses® Like Augustine Aquinas has maintained tremendoflsence over
Christianity upto the present and, most contempom@urch doctrines

contain his teachings. In thirteenth century, Then#quinas revisited

7 Aristotle . Politics. Trans Ernest Barker. Oxford; Oxford, 1995 1.8&6l215.
'8 Augustine City of God Trans. Marcus Dods. New York: Random House, 1998
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Augustine’s point concerning animals, inserting iant Greek philosophy
into Christian theology. In their opinion animal® &reatures deprived of a
rational soul and therefore cannot belong to thespof morality"®

Aquinas thought that animals have no moral state@ human
interest- as human propef8According to him, that “Hereby is refuted the
error of those who said it is sinful for a man i &umb animals, for by
divine providence they are intended for man’s usehie natural order.
Hence it is no wrong for man to make use of thatheeby killing or in any
other whatevef'Aquinas also wrote that “He that kills another sis not
through Kkilling the ox, but through injuring anotheman in his property.
Wherefore this is not a species of the sin of mubde of the sin of theft or
robbery?? Aquinas revisited Augustine’s point concerningraals. It is
said in theGenesighat —

“let us make man in our own image in the likenessurselves and let
them be the master of the fish, of the sea, thésbaf the heaven, the
cattle, all the wild beasts and the earth.”God texdanan in the image of
himself, in the image of God He created them. Gedded them saying to
them “Be fruitful, multiply, fill the earth and comer it. Be master of the
sea, the birds of the heaven and all living anirofithe eart/?

Aquinas also thought that animals are “naturalhslaved and
accommodated to the uses of others”. For him, thssof animals are not
immortal; human beings alone possess immortal sdulsfavoring the
arguments of Aristotle, Aquinas asserted that nomdmn species are mere
object property of other rational creatures. Ageindes Aristotle and views
that humans have both a spiritual and corporeatef¢® He concluded that

the souls of animals are not immortal, and only &aonbeings have

19 Saint Thomas Aquinas , 198limma theologiae, Lond@65-174

2 |inzey Andrew ‘Animals Theology”Chicago : U of IL P, 1995, p.13

2l Regan Tom, and Singer Rnimal Rights and Human Obligations Englewoodf€liPrentice
Hall-1976

22 Aquinas, ThomaSumma TheologicaTrans. Fathers of the English Dominican Proviriceols.
Westminister : Christian Classics,1948. Part-11sflar 64, Article 1.

% Genesisl-3 26, 27-28

2 pquinas, ThomaSumma Theologica. Trans. Fathers of the English Dominican Proeins
vols. Westminister : Christian Classics, 1948. Rauestion 75, Article-3



50

immortal souls. Aquinas asserted that God is tse éad of this universe
whom the rational creature alone obtain in thenesghand other creatures
are ruled as being directed to rational creatibazine providence provides
for the intellectual nature for its own sake, aaddll others for its sake.

Lynn white in “The Historical Roots of our Ecologi Crisis”,
blamed Christianity for the growing environmentalsis. White opines
“Christianity is the most anthropocentric religitihre world has seen.”As we
know that most of the Christians in the West asstima¢ they have been
given “dominion” by God, over the rest of creat@md that we are therefore
free to continue breeding dogs and eating flesidré&w Linzey rejects the
traditional Christian view, which holds that Godagted people the right to
use nature and animals for their own ends. Linzggserosity paradigm
requires Christians to exhibit self-sacrificing\see towards all of creation
and asserts that explanation of animals violated'$5will, as expressed in
the Bible Although there has always been a small and quit@onity
protectionist voice among Christians., but thedaogi such as Andrew
Linzey, and some Christian protectionists perhaies stronger and more
visible than ever. Some notable Christians dematestta reversal of the
relationship of fear and enmity between humansaamnhals that appertains
after the fall and the Flood®. They demonstrate a firm belief that Descartes
was wrong in €ogito ergo sum®l think therefore | am” RatheAmo ergo
sum “I love, therefore | ami®Thus, a brief history of Western philosophy
and theology provides a context for contemporaryisiian attitudes
towards animals, and for Linzey’s work.

Linzey asserts that all creatures are of God, ttiedeity’s covenant

includes all creatures, all beings share in théesnfy of life on earth, all

% Linzey, Andrew ,and Dan Cohn-Sherb@\ter Noah: Animals and the Liberation of Theology.
London:Mowbray,1997 p.101

% Coffin Sloane. “The Politics of Compassion: TheaHss a Little to the Left.’Harvard Divinity
Bulletin. 28.2-3 (1999):11-12.
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entities share unity in Christ, and redemptionhiared by all creatures. He
examines Biblical challenges to his thesis, inalgdihe practices of animal
sacrifice and eating flesh, and the Biblical cortad@pdominion. Finally, he
examines théNew Testamenfocusing on the life of Christ as a model of
exemplary Christian behavior, the fall and salvatiand the support of
hierarchy.

The first chapter oGGenesigeports that the element of creation was
made first, then plants and finally animals inchgliman and woman.
Linzey encourages Christians to see the “creatotsrest in the rest of
creation, the intrinsic value of each creatures God’'s sight,” and
acknowledge “the justice and mercy of God whicheegs to all work of
creation®’ Therefore, Christians ought to remember that imeas not ours,
but God’s,” we must not destroy without serioustification and without
acknowledging that all life belongs not to us uEGod*®

Rene Descartes:
In the history of Western philosophy, we find th2¢scartes treats

non- human species as machines. Descartes extremgiports the
Aristotelian position and denied morality, reasomthought, and
consciousness to animals. Animals for Descartesnathing more than
sophisticated biological machines. It may be shat the chief problem in
Descartes’ position has always been to explain ahnimehaviour without
attributing mentality. He concluded that animall$eeo pain because they
are not conscious; they have no immortal soul,vadeaced by their lack of
language. Descartes perspectives towards non-huspagcies are that
animals are irrational, lack of souls, mere aut@natachines of God that
could feel nothing. He denied speech to animalgting to the fact that

they never “use words or put together for signsyaslo in order to declare

%7 Linzey, Andrew and Dan Cohn-Sherba@¥ter Noah: Animals and the Liberation of Theology
London: Mowbray, 1997. P.120
*8 |bid ,P.105.
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our thoughts to others”. The absence of speech¢ddies reasoned could
only be explained in terms of animals lacking wispieech expressed
thought. From the above view he concluded that alsiacked all forms of
consciousness.

If we go through this view of Descartes we can fihdt he has
clearly shown the differences that exist between aned brutes, as we can
see that exists between men and brutes. We cdnttiet magpies and
parrots are able to utter words just like us, aedtlyey cannot speak as we
do. On the other hand, men who being born as deéfdamb, are in the
same degree, or even more than the brutes, laakgains which serve
others of talking are in the habit of themselvegeiting certain signs by
which they make themselves understood by those wieing usually in
their company, have leisure to learn their languddss does not merely to
show that the brutes have less reason than hurnahthat they have none
at all. Since it is clear that very little is recpd in order to be able to talk.
For him, the fact is that animals do better thandee does not prove that
they are endowed with mind, although in this cdssy twould have more
reason than any of us, and would surpass us iotladir things. It rather
shows that they have no reason at all, and theni&ture which acts in them
according to the disposition of their organs, jasta clock which is only
composed of wheels and weights is able to tellnbers and measure the
time more correctly than we can do with all ourduis. In fact, Descartes
observed that animals are capable of surpassing ti®se of our actions
which are not guided by thoughts. He also addedwhan we say words or
using signs, these must be relevant to excludsphech of parrots. Because
these words or signs do not express any passioale@ut not only cries of
joy or sadness and the like, but whatever can bghtaby training to
animals. Similarly, animals like dogs, horses, amonkeys are taught to

perform, only express their fear, hope, joy andseguently they perform
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without any thought. For Descartes, although arsndal many things better
than we do, it can even be used to prove that teynaturally and

mechanically just like a clock which tells the tirnetter than our judgment
does.

From a critical point of view Descartes dualisngiste unsatisfactory
because, rationality is generally not considereshaally relevant reason
with regard to the respect for life.

While analyzing Descartes view Locke claims thedbghat animals
have a mental life and allows that they can reasothout the ability to
abstract. After affirming perception indubitablyail animals, and thus they
have ideas, he assert that if any ideas at all,aa@dhot bare machines, we

cannot deny them to have some re&Sd¥s for him:

It seems as evident to me, that they do some of thecertain instances
reason, as that they have sense; but it is onjyanticular ideas, just as
they received them from their senses. They arebést of them tied up
within those narrow bounds, and have not (as kjhime faculty to enlarge
them by any kind of abstractidf.

In another passage, he criticized those who wosséra “that dogs or
elephants do not think when they give all the destration of it imaginable,
except only telling us that they do st”.

When we asses Descartes philosophy we find thatiévg is based
on the judgment “I think therefore | am”, but itekonot find the entrance to
the ethical realm, and remains held fast in a dees of the world and of
life. True philosophy must commence with the mostmiediate and
comprehensive facts of consciousness.

Wittgenstein:

The most anti-cartesian philosopher tty®nstein shares the
Cartesian bias against animal mentation, by virtiethe absence of

language in animals. For him, thought is constdutey the social

2 John LockeAn Essay Concerning Human Understandiew York: Dutton, 1871, p.117
30 [i

Ibid, p.127
31 John LockeAn Essay Concerning Human Understanditeyv York: Duton,1871. P.87
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conventional signs, one is brought up in, withouths a system neither
thought nor concepts, there can be no “privatedagg” for there are no
publicly checkable criteria and rules for correatlancorrect application of
concepts in a private language, and if there igrap to be incorrect, there is
also no way to be corrett.Also for Wittgenstein language is a “form of

life” which express and shapes one’s own natur@idriamous passage,

Wittgenstein tells us that if a lion could speakawaldn’t understand him,
in another he thought that it is conceptually ingdole for animal to smile,
and also for him a dog cannot stimulate pain of feenorse, that an
animal cannot hope or consciously imitate, and thalbg cannot mean
something by wagging its tail and a crocodile carhink

Wittgenstein’s thought about the lion gests us that since animals
have such a radically different forms of life, wautd not become privy to it
and even if they did have a rule- governed langdagel these above
argument represent the fact that non-human speeaies virtually
unchallenged attests to the power of ideology iflopbphy as well as in
science.

While assessing the view of Wittgenstein we may thay according
to Wittgenstein animals can’'t hope or stimulatenpaihese are truly
perplexing. For example, when the master is eatimhis pet dog is sitting
in front, with the hope that his master will givarha bite. Wittgenstein
shows us an example in which he mentions that anadrcan’t believe. As
for him, a dog believes his master is at the dBaoit. does the dog believe
that his master will come on the day after tomof?dWittgenstein believed
that dogs and some other animals have some intahtgiatus and some
conscious ones, but he claims that animals can pesg&ent or short term

cognitive states, whereas long term intentionatestaequire languag®.

%2 Regan Tom, Singer,PAnimal rights and Human Obligations Prentice HalNew Jersey
1889,1976, p.44.

3 wittgenstein, LPhilosophical Investigation®xford: Blackwell, 1958,p.90,153 166,174,224..
¥ Rollin, Bernard EThought Without Language :The Unheeded ©#P: 1989.

% Clark, Stephen R.[Che Moral Sstatus of Animals “ Oxford UniversityeBs 1984.
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According to him, since animals lack a system afvemtional signs, they
lack fundamental tools for a mental life. So, tbaaept about the lion in the
above suggests that since animals have such aalgditifferent form of
life, we could not become privy to it even if thdyg have a rule-governed
language.

A critical assessment of the view given by Wittgeirs be made
here. Any argument which equates thought and laggyaad which denies
any sort of significant thought in the absencearniguage, be the argument
Cartesian or Wittgenstein, must be hard pressedin how humans ever
acquire language in the first plat¥eThe acquisition of language entails that
experiences and thoughts be processed at some sidgmit language.
Even if one believes with Chomsky that the esskski@leton of language is
innate, so that linguistic competence is nativleathan acquired, it must
still be triggered and fleshed out by non-linguisexperiences, which
determine the particular version of universal laaggithat the child learns.
Furthermore, Thomas Reid thought that understandihgeference and
meaning requires some non-linguistic comprehensidhe linkage between
sign and what is signified prior to the acquisitmianguage; otherwise the
entire process would never get off the grothtlVittgenstein’s point that
mental images cannot serve as markers for concgptg there is no public
check for correction of application. There mustvieys in which one can
conceivably misapply the concept and be detected camrected. This is
possible only when the vehicles of the conceptpantdic and accessible to
others, who can see how one is using a conceptwdra can correct
deviations from proper us&.Question may be raised that whether there is

any difference between the two situations? Accadio the private-

% B. Rollin, Natural and Conventional Meaning : An Examinatiaf the Distinction(The Hague:
Mouton 1976).

37 T. Reid ,Inquiry into the Human Mind on the Principles ofrf@mon SenseChapter 5. Many
editions

3 H.H Price,Thinking and ExperiencgCambridge Mass ; Harvard University Press, 1953)
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language argument the animal must rely on memadytlams has no way of
being shown to be wrong. An animal may see shinmgeon asphalt and
believe it to mean water, but he is “publicly” cected when he reaches the
road and finds no water there. In other words wg sazgy that the animal is
an active agent that can serve as a basis foratmme This example has
shown that memory without language is possible,amidhal can remember
without language.

Wittgenstein points out that since language sepsrauman from
animals and since language is a “form of life” whiooth shapes and is
shaped by onesmwelt, we could not understand a lion if it speaks, seems
implausible. We may say that our forms of life aa all that dissimilar;
both the lion and we have interests in eating, psigg sex, avoiding
encroachment on our environments and so forth, tatunich we could
doubtless make small talk.

Wittgenstein's claim that an animal can not hopestomulate pain,
these are truly perplexing. What else can one $ay a@og when it sits at
attention while we are eating but that it is hopimg will give it a scrap?
And the case about stimulating pain, any pet-ovamer any veterinarian can
relate cases in which animals stimulated pain @deoto get attention, avoid
punishment, and so on. We can say that the mosenbawreason for
believing in animal mental states is that they tame the best way of
explaining what animals do, how they behave, and tiey survive, both
philosophically and scientifically. The fact is thae cannot experience
these states directly is of little consequenceafittle consequence as the
fact that we cannot directly experience the pasiadf microphysics or the
past is to the explanatory value of postulatingiplas and a past.

Hume:
According to Hume, animals can un-doulytéeel, think, love, hate,

will and even reason as we do, but as for Humeetlaee two important



57

differences between humans and animals. The frsbuir superiority in
knowledge and understanding and then our supsriamitreasoning. In
contrast to the Cartesian views humans possessqaeunbility to reason
that animal lack. Hume suggests that there are sliffieeences of reasoning
abilities between humans and non-human species. 0de difference is
that animals but not humans possess particularitbagnnstinct, which
helps them to survive and reproduce, and anothénat animals do not
engage in demonstrative reason, and finally we ssgythat only humans
are capable of improving their reasoning abilityhielh animals do not.
Hume suggest that animals cannot be regarded ad agents, and the way
in which the moral sense operates- that is virthelwis a certain quality of
human character. As for him, good reasoning israueiin humans. But at
first we need to have a clear idea of what Humetadio mean by the term
“reasoning”. By this term, he means the abilityrt@agine ability to link and
relates idea in various ways that produce eithdietber knowledge. In
Treatise of Human NaturéHume opines that reason is nothing but a
wonderful and unintelligible instinct in our soulshich carries us along a
certain train of ideas and endows them with paldicgualities, according to
their particular situation and relations. In thestfi“Enquiry Concerning
Human Understanding Hume divides reasoning into two “demonstrative
reasoning” and “moral reasoning” .Reasoning on lihsis of the second
group of relations, contiguity, distance, identtiyd causation - Hume calls
moral reasoning. Our judgment of beauty or ugliredse reflects the ability
of our moral sense.

According to Hume, humans are distinct from aninmajsvirtue of
their status as moral agents. In this point, Huhmaes a similar view with
Locke. The action of persons is associated vighniotion of responsibility.
Although animals shares many of our mental capesgithut they lack those

features which we associated with the possessesnarfl character.
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According to him, the meaning of character is thhich possess the mental
capacity-like virtue and vices which in turn is bouwp with the capacity for
moral distinctions. The reason why animals failspwssess the kind of
passions, and hence the moral sentiment, is phetiss they lack a kind of
understanding of knowledge required for the distuec point of view
associated with morality’

R.G. Frey:
According to Roger Frey, we all know tmaiman beings have some

want, belief, and desire, but the question is thagther these qualities are
present in the non-human species or not? Havingtenest on something
means to have a consciousness to that thing addsice it. Question may
be raised that can animals have desire or wantanbBwer Frey cites an
example by saying that as a tractor needs oil @geroto function normally,
similarly a dog needs water in order to functiommally. For him, water is
just a need for both of them and need does noirethe presence of either
consciousness or knowledge. He raises anothetiguélsat do non-human
species possess some belief? According to Freyn Whave a desire to owe
something then my desire proofs that | have a bal®ut the absence of
that particular thing. If animals or living creagsrhave a concept of belief a
creature must be possessed with the differenceeeetiwue and false belief
and if creature have this concept then they musaware of their true
sentence, but it is not the case. We could notatsor living creatures with
such awareness. Moreover, cats, or living creataresnot possessed with
language and also he thought that animals cansettaanything and a lack
of assertion suggests that they could not possegsdtic ability*
Historically, it is rooted in Descartes ‘claim thanly language, a

“universal instrument” as he called it, can evidemuind and go beyond

%9 Boyle DeborahHume on Animal Reasofjume Studies, Vol-xxvi ,no.1 (April 2003)p. 3-28.
www.humesaocietyorg/..../boyle...v2

‘0 R.G. Frey, Rights, Interests, Desires, and Beliefsnerican Philosophical Quartery, Vol.16,.
July 1979,.pp.233-39
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immediate particularity. The equation of thoughithwthe ability to
universalize and generalize and go beyond thegodatis given in sensation
was made explicit by Kant, who made thought predfmosl and rooted
thinking in the organization of sensory data byaapis*'This tradition has
assumed that since animals lack language, they latlstconcepts, and are
therefore trapped forever in the momentary. Onliinguistic being has
concept and only concepts enable a being to uraliees generalize, refer to
what is absent, counter factual, non-existent,, pagire and so forth. Since
animals lack language, they must lack concepts sinde they lack
concepts, they can live at best only in a worldisulated, fragmented,
momentary, particulars. The philosopher physioloBisytendijk shows that
an octopus could distinguish between actively touglsomething and being
passively touched and concluded from this that exaopus have a mental
image, betokening a concept, of self and ofher.

Kant:
If we go through Kant, morally permissibhctions are those that

could be willed by all rational individuals. For #a the meaning of
rationality is not the same as the meaning of ligeshce. To define rational
beings he uses to mean a being that is able tosehtbhe way of good life.
The nature of rational beings which he called @essend-in-ourselves .For
him rationality or autonomy is a property that madind of intrinsic value
of dignity on the beings who have it, and therefdiney are to be respected
in a different way and lacking this property in @tlanimals lack the dignity
or value. We may say that Kant's have a specialcem for rational
autonomous being humans are the member of the amgdf ends, end-in-
themselves. It is a presupposition of rational céoiTo wrote Kant our

maxim must conform to the categorical imperativeergwe must be able to

“l | Kant, Critique of Pure Reasortrans. Norman Kemp Smith, McMillan, St, Martin’seBs,
1929.
2 F J.j.Buytendijk, “Toucher et etre touch&tch. Neerl.Zool10,suppl.2 (1953)
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will it as a universal law. Also for Kant, only ham beings have the
capacity for moral choice that treating a persoa asere means violates the
dignity of every human being. From the above dismrswe may say that
Kant's perspective is totally anthropocenfidVe may find Kant's attitude
in his categorical imperative where he formulatke tignity of human
being. In his theory of “kingdom of ends” the autary of every person is
respected. But what about non-rational being? Ay tmere object or
machines for us? How should we treat them? On Katodnception the
intelligence animals are those that is charactdidmeits ability to learn from
its experiences. He also thought that we are thg mioral animal, in the
sense that we are the only moral animal, in theseéhat we are the only
animals whose conduct is subject to moral guidara moral evaluation.
We are not traced this type of moral qualities on-human species because
they are not conscious of their principles. Hedyadd that human beings can
have duties only to human beings; actually he meassmeone who is in a
position to act morally and obligates us becausey tdo not possess
legislative wills. In fact, Kant tried to show ubat we have no moral
obligation towards non-human species. As for hime, world of non-human
being is different from us because our world isaldof self- conscious in
which duties , moral obligations and many otherlitiga belong, in which
event are divided into free and un-free , thosectiiave reason and those
who are merely caused. Like Kant, Hegel also shgt @animals “have no
right to their life, because they do not will‘ft” He too denies that animals
are ends in themselves, and calls them thingsoAkim-

The thing, as externally, has no end in itselisinot infinite

self-relation but something external to itself.iirlg thing too

3 Edited by Margot Michel, Daniela Kuhne, Julia HanAnimal Law- Tier and Recht,
Developments and Perspectives in thé' Zentury , Entwicklungen and Perspektiven im 21.
Jahrhundert st. Gallen 2012 p.no-7-15

4 Hegel, G.W.FPhilosophy of RightOxford; Oxford University Press, 1952) p.237
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(an animal) is external to itself in this way andsp far itself a

thing *

So an animal lacks rationality, self-consciousnaséinite self-
relation, it “lacks subjectivity” and so “is extainnot merely to the subject
but to itself” as well. To say an animal as a thim¢o say that it lacks some
sort of mental complexity, some sort of reflexivibat persons have. Let us
critically analyze Kant's view.

Kant's own attitude about the moral statisnon-human animals
seems puzzling. Kant does think we have the righilt the other animals,
but it must be quickly and without pain, and canpetfor the sake of mere
sport. He tells us that, “Any action whereby we nb@aynent animals, or let
them suffer distress, or otherwise treat them witHove, is demeaning to
ourselved?® In his lectures Kant said our duties towards afsrase merely
indirect duties towards humanity. “Animal natureshanalogous to human
nature, and by doing our duties to animals in relspé manifestations of
human nature, we indirectly do our duty to humanity.We can judge the
heart of a man by his treatment of anim&ls.In his lectures, Kant told a
story about Leibniz. Leibniz once carefully retungpia worm he had been
studying to its leaf when he has ddfieAnd both on his lectures and in the
Metaphysics of MoraJsKant has hard words for people who shoot their
horses or dogs when they are no longer ug&filBut the question may be
raised here that why don’t we owe these dutiectlyréo the other animals?
In the Metaphysics of MoralsKant argues that human beings can have
duties only to human beings. He thinks that we bawe duties only to

someone who is in a position to morally constrairobligate by his will,

* |bid,p.236

“® KantLectures on Ethicd.. Infield (trans). New York; Harper Torchbook€963. 27; 710, P.434.
“"lbid, p.239-240

4848 Kant, Lectures on Ethig27:459,pp.212-213

9 Kant, The Metaphysics of MoralsTrans. Gregor Mary, in; Gregor Mary edit, Cardgg Texts
in the History of Philosophy Series, Cambridge 1996
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and that someone with a legislative will can dd.tii&de non-human animals
cannot obligate us because they do not have lageslwills. Kant did not
mean to say that a human being as an end-in-issg@ifecious commaodity,
while a non-human animal is an expendable commadi#litya grocery-store
wine glass. In a sense it is not an argument flemvalue of rational beings,
or of the lives of rational beings, to our obligais to rational beings at all
instead it is an argument from the capacity togaté, or the lack of that
capacity, to the assignment of a certain kind diieaMore precisely we
may say that it is an argument that identifiesréage kind of value, being an
end-in-oneself-with the capacity to obligate. SmKen’t arguing that we
have no obligation to non-human animals because dheheir lives lack a
certain kind of value. Rather he is arguing thatytlack this value because
they cannot place us under obligations. So thetmgures that whether Kant
IS right?

We do not take our interests and concerns to maiigrbecause they
are the interests and concerns of an autonomoienahtbeing®® If the
citizens of a state can vote certain protectionsalb human beings, why
couldn’t citizens of the human moral community, tRimgdom of Ends,
vote certain protection for all animal beirmy8For instance, one might
suggest, we demand that we not be tortured, injuradted, or eaten, not
just because of the assault on our autonomousejabut because of the
assault on our animal nature, therefore we showld treat our fellow
animals in those ways. According to Kant human ¢®inare not
distinguished from the other animals by being inr@xction with some sort
of transcendental, rational order beyond naturé witich the other animals

have nothing to do. Instead we are distinguisheduryability to construct a

0 The Source of NormativityCambridge; Cambridge University Press,1996) dapec3.3.1-
3.10,pp, 113-125
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devoted to “A human beings duty to himself as amahbeing” (MM 6 ;421-428)
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transcendental, rational order out of the esselaiad of life and the goods
of life that we share with the other animals. Saaking ourselves to be
ends-in-ourselves we legislate that the naturatlgiia creature that matters
to itself is the source of normative claims. Animakure is an end-in-itself,
because our own legislation makes it so. And thathy we have duties to
the other animals.

From the above discussion, we may claim that nandruspecies are
far more behind to come under the purview of moralfhus dominant
western ethics with regard to the moral standingamimals are not only
unacceptable because they are inconsistent, butelsause they disregard
our biological affiliation with animals. it exempies a lack of appreciation
for the majesty, complexity, and wonder of life amelveal a lack of
understanding for the fleeting nature of our peasghysical existence. .
But our attitude towards animals has changed toddyman’s capacity to
speak makes them distinct from animals; we cantbat animals have
comprehended language. Question may be raised thate is only
alphabetical language called actual language? Ong say that sign
language is also a kind of language which is usgdnlany non-human
species and human beings too. As for example- wesea in our daily life
that a traffic police also uses sign languages wadcan understand that
what he means to indicate. In this way differeiiety of questions arise here
against those who directly deny the moral statuaromals. Now we may
discuss those philosophers opinion who agree tbathmman species are
not only automata, they have also rationality, -selisciousness and
moreover dignity like normal human being. At firste may discuss
Darwin’s View on animals.

2.3 Arguments for Animals Moral Status:
Charles Darwin:
In The Decent of ManDarwin shows us that “there is no

fundamental difference between man and higher mdsnmaheir mental
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faculties”, and that “the lower animals, like maamiiestly feel pleasure and
pain, happiness, and mise®’In the ‘Decentof Man’ Darwin claims that a
moral sense, a conscience is present to some degmeny other animafs.
Darwin argues “natural selection cannot possibdpce any modification
in a species exclusively for the good of anothexcgs. Darwin mentioned
that;

Man is a part of nature and one of the producthefevolutionary process.
That man is an ecological species but this spduissevolved with such
unique and unprecedented properties on the anienal kthat in man the
biological evolution has transcended itS&lf.

Moreover, Darwin in The Decentof Man’ cited various examples
which prove that non-human species are also somakures or social being
like human being. Everyone noticed that how miderdiorses, dogs, are
when they separated from their companion, and hewhnstrong love and
affection they show when they meet together. Adistinexamples tell us that
non-human species also lead their social life like Moreover, we can see
that social animals perform many little services éach other, they also
show pampers to his companion or children. In va@rglay life we can see
that by licking each other cows expresses theie land affection. Even
many animals certainly sympathize each one’s dista danger. Captain
Stanberry saw on a lake, an old and completelydbtialican which was
very fat, must have been well feed for a long tlmgenis companion. . Blyth
also informed to Charles Darwin that he saw ananaiows feeding two or
three of their companions which were blind. Ondkeer hand we can see in

our home, that our pet dog possesses some povgeifafommand. We can

°2 Charles Darwin The Descent of Man and Selection in Relation to [$ew York; Modern
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find in one incident in Darwin who mentioned tratdog refrains from
stealing food in the absence of their master.

Tom Regan:
Perhaps, Gandhi’'s voice comageRegan to ask, “Why would

only human beings have rights?” Regan not only developed a moral
grounding in human rights, but soon introduced fint comprehensive
philosophical theory of animal rights. Tie Case for Animal RightRegan
explained the “right view “in which certain animdigve basic rights and
ought to be taken to consideration. Animals, humaotherwise that qualify
as subject of a life have equal inherent value egdd’s theory. In one
sentence we may say that Regan formulated his ytheorthe basis of
inherent value of specified individuals. For hilmete can be no entity that is
more or less inherently valuable than another. ®atwve call inherent
value?? To say we have such value is to say thaareesomething more
than, something different from, mere receptaclesatTmeans the value
which is independent of our usefulness to others. Mver treat other in
ways that fail to show respect for the other's peledent value is to act
immorally, to violate the individual's rights. Smherent value belongs
equally to those who are the experiencing subjeiceslife. Regan believed
that animals with a welfare (which includes humaresje a “psychophysical
identity”. By this he means that normal, mammaledagne year or older
have desires, beliefs, and the ability to act, thaye preference autonomy.
Preference autonomy entails want, desire, and i@reées that an individual
strives to fulfill. For example, a dog will choobetween various activities,
and also selecting the option that can be bestfisastiner wants or desires.
In Regan’s right view the prima facie right not e harmed, carries a

concurrent duty for human moral agents. Regantst ngew, we believe, is

% Darwin “The Decent of Mafchap-4“ Comparison of the Mental Power of Man
% Regan, TomAnimal Rights, Human Wrongs :An Introduction to KldPhilosophy New York :
Rowman & Littlefield, 2004. P.3-5.
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rationally the most satisfactory moral theory. Fharm principle” demands
that a subject of a life never be treated merelg agans to an end, they are
to be treated in ways that shows respect for timdierent value. Moral
agents have a duty to assist subjects-of-a-lifethers fail to respect their
inherent valug’

Jeremy Bentham:
Most of the utilitarian philosophersidhdhe view that the basic

nature of a creature is to seek pleasure and tal gpain.. For example,
Bentham points to the capacity to suffer as thal wiharacteristic that
entitles a being for equal consideration. Benthawtey “The question is not
can they reason? Nor can they talk? But can théfgrstf The capacity for
suffering or enjoyment or happiness- is not just aoeother characteristic
like the capacity for language or for higher mathgos. He argued that
animals have capacity to feel pain and for thissoeathey ought to be
morally considerable. According to him, “Each taunbfor one and none for
more than one”. In other words, the interests @rg\being affected by an
action are to be account and given the same waigtthe like interests of
any other being. Bentham is not saying that thelse try to make “the-
insuperable line” that determines whether the ests of a being should be
considered happen to have selected the wrong dbastic. The capacity
for suffering and enjoying things is a pre-reqeid$dr having interest at all, a
condition that must be satisfied before we can lsp#ainterests in any
meaningful way. If a being suffers there can bemmwral justification for
refusing to take that suffering into consideratidnstone does not have
interests because it cannot suffer, but a moushewther hand, does have
an interest in not being tormented, because itswilfer if it is.Also for him,

other creatures react to pain in ways similar ton&m beings, they share

>’ Regan, TomThe Case for Animal RightSlew York ; Routledge, 1984 P.249

%8 Jeremy BenthanAn Introduction to the Principles of Morals and lisigtion, New York ;Hafner
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1990,p.7-9
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neurological and mental faculties associated wétim fn human being. If

a being is not capable of suffering, or of expesieg enjoyment or
happiness, there is nothing to be taken into adcdumat is why the limit of
sentience is the only defensible boundary of cander the interests of
others. It is worth mentioned that J.S. Mill digtimshed between two kinds
of pleasures, higher and lower and human beingsyehjgher kind of
pleasure and lower kind of pleasure is enjoyedrbgnals. But for Bentham
there is no distinction between higher and loweadlof pleasures.

Peter singer:
In Animal Liberation, Peter Singer remarks that tgénstein have

mentioned that we cannot meaningfully attribute scoous states to the

creatures without language. Wittgenstein believest inimals are utterly

mindless. In his famous bodlogical Investigatiorne denies that we could
not understand a lion even if it could speak. Timsans that our life is

different in kind from lion and other animals. Theason is that we could

not understand what a lion speaks is that we aryg wa are capable of

using language. IRrivate LanguageWittgenstein wanted to show that the
ability to apply concepts meaningfully requires lwloriteria, and the most

impressive public criteria can be provided onlylénsyguage. From the above
we may say that animals according to Wittgensteindmequire concepts

and that require public evidence of language.

For Singer, a liberation movement demands an expansf our
moral horizons and an extension or reinterpretattbrnthe basic moral
principle of equality. Practices that were previguggarded as natural and
inevitable come to be seen as the result of anstiigble prejudice. No one
can say that all his or her attitudes and practazesbeyond criticism, and
this way we may come to see that there is a case foew liberation

movement. If we look into the past then we can tbe¢ the idea of “The

* Regan Tom, Singer,pAnimal Rights and Human Obligation Prentice Halew Jersey
1889,1976, p.no-25
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Rights of Animals” really has been used in timehwitie case for “Women’s
Rights”. We may say that the case for equality leetwmen and women
cannot validly be extended to nonhuman animals. Bfommave a right to
vote for instance because they are just as capafblmaking rational
decisions as men are, animals on the other hansl, iravapable of
understanding the significance of voting, they adrrave the right to vote.
So it might be said that men and women are sirbgangs and should have
equal rights, while humans and non humans arerdiifeand should not
have equal rights.

The utilitarian position on animals, most commoislyassociated with
Peter Singer. Singer’'s philosophy lies on the lbé¢kat there is no room to
disregard interests on the grounds of race, seciap, or intellect. Singer
realized the implications of utilitarian theory fa@mimals- philosophical
consistency required him to include animals in hbiditarian theory.
Singer’s theory does not demand equal treatmenalfgentient creatures,
but it does require equal consideration of intereBual consideration of
interests requires us to move beyond personal aiosal point of view to
take into account the interests of all those whib ba affected. He insists
that each individual carry no more weight than atiyer, each individual
counts for one and nobody counts for more than Basically we may say
that singer’s theory does not demand equal tredtnh@n all sentient
creatures, but it does require equal considerationterests. He thought that
the interests of any one individual are no mordess important than the
interests of any other. Singer suggested that maividual and each species
is different, but they all have interests and edqui@rests ought to be treated
equally.

If we look into the utilitarian’s then we can sémat an utilitarian
accepts two moral principles. The first is thakqgtiality, everyone’s interest

counts, and similar interests must be counted asdasimilar weight or
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importance. Whether it may be white or black, hurmaanimal- everyone’s

pain or frustration matters, and matters just ashnas the equivalent pain or
frustration of anyone else. And the second primgciplthat of utility, do the

act that will bring about the best balance betwssisfaction and frustration
for everyone affected by the outcome.

But the utilitarian argument for the moral signdice of animal
suffering in meat production is not argument fogerianism. If an animal
lived a happy life and was painlessly killed andrntheaten by people who
would otherwise suffer hunger or malnutrition byt pating the animal, then
painlessly killing and eating the animal would he tnorally justified thing
to do. Moreover, in many parts of the world wheoeremic, cultural, or
climate conditions make it virtually impossible fqreople to sustain
themselves on plant based diets, killing and eatimgmals who are
painlessly killed would not be morally objectionablSo, if violating the
rights of an animal can be morally tolerated, eidgca right to life, then
similar rights violations can be morally toleratéal failing to recognize the
inviolability of the moral claims of all morally osiderable beings,
utilitarianism cannot accommodate one of our moasid prima facie
principles namely that killing a morally considel@being is wrong.

Paul Taylor:
INRespect for Natur@aylor represents a moral theory which is

intended to protect the interests of wildness,udilg plants and animals
that dwell there in. As an environmental ethicistylbr wants to protect
every species from being exploited by human beifgylor writes about

wild animals and claims that “to harm several sbeing is not merely to
bring about a certain amount of intrinsic disvalnethe world....it is to

commit a number of violations of duty, correspomdito the number of
creatures harmed.” For him, if an entity has inhemeorth, then that being

is worthy of moral consideration by moral agents. tHought that “inherent
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worth indicates that moral agents have a primaefaltity to promote or
preserve that entity’s good as an end- in- itsmliftie sake of that entity. He
asserts that because an organism grows, resporstsnialus, reproduces,
resists, dying assimilates and use materials film#r environment in order
to survive, we ought to respect their efforts dmalrtlives. Moreover, Taylor
introduces and discusses various types of rightssriheory of Respect for
Nature. Taylor’s definition of a moral agent inchsdthe ability to engage in
moral deliberation, that is to consider and weigbrah reasons for and
against various courses of conduct open to chdloe,ability to make
decision on the basis of those reasons, the abiligxercise will power, to
carry out those decisions and the capacity to looldself answerable to
others for failing to carry out thefl Taylor's moral theory actually protects
“any wild creature just in virtue of its being a miger of a biotic community
of a natural ecosystem”.

Albert Schweitzer:
Descartes philosophy is based on the jeagnil think therefore |

am”. However, it does not find the entrance todttecal realm, and remains
a dead view of the world and of life. True philoegpmust commence with
the most immediate and comprehensive fact of conosoess. And this may
be formulated as “I am life which wills to live ahexist in the midst of life

®1 Albert Schweitzer was a renowned philosopher who

which wills to live
thought that mere sympathy is too narrow a condepserve as the
intellectual experience of an ethical elementehates, only a sharing of the
suffering of the will-to-live. But to be ethical i&o share the whole
experience of all the circumstances and aspiratdtise will-to-live, to live
with it in its pleasures, in it's struggle towargerfection. For him, “it is

good to maintain and cherish life, and it is ewildestroy life. According to

® Taylor, Paul WRespect for Nature: A Theory of Environment EthRsnceton ;Princeton U,
1986.p.14

®1 Albert SchweitzerCivilization and Ethics (part 2 of the philosophfy @ivilization) trans John
Naish, Reprinted by permission of A & C Black LtaddaMacmillan publishing Co, Inc.
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Schweitzer, the fundamental principle of moralithiegh we seek as a
necessity for thought is not, however, a matteryoaf arguing and
deepening current views of good and bad, but alsexpanding and
extending these. He thought that a man is reallic&t only when he obeys
the constraint laid upon him to help all lives whiee is able to succour, and
when he goes out of his way to avoid injuring amgHhiving. He does not
ask how far this or that life deserves sympathyasable in itself, or how
far it is capable of feeling.

So what does Reverence for Life teaches us regaitii@ relation
between man and the non-human animals?? Accordingchweitzer,
whenever he injures life of any kind he must bdeyaiear as to whether this
IS necessary or not. Also for him, those who tgstrations or drugs on
animals, or who inoculate them with disease so they must be able to
help human beings by means of the result thus mddaiought never to rest
satisfied with the general idea that their dreadfoings are preformed in
pursuit of a worthy aim. That is why Schweitzerugbt that whenever any
animal is forced into the service of man, the suifgwhich it has to bear on
that account are the concern of every one &f us. fact, he tried to suggest
that when there is so much maltreatment of animalsgn the cries of
thirsting creatures go up unnoticed from the rajiwracks, when there is so
much roughness in our slaughter house, when inkdahens so many
animals suffer horrible deaths from unskillful hanavhen animals endure
unheard of agonies from heartless men, or areatelivto the dreadful play
of children, then we are all guilty and must béer blamé

Schweitzer's views are criticized for including eméient and
inanimate matter, such as snowflakes, under hiegtive ethical umbrella.

But it seems that he was correct that if we arpradect the musk ox, then

%2 Albert SchweitzeAffirmations of Reverence for life by prof- Marditeyer , Chapman university
press,p.2, 13
*%bid, P.13
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we must protect the muskeg, and if we are to ptdtex muskeg, then we
must protect air and water, even the snowflake. €wth’s system of water
is interconnected. Never has this interconnectieanbclearer than it is at
present, under the threat of global warming anddieg from the earth’s
melting glaciers and ice fields. Thus his ethicbased on a radical view of
interconnections. Water reserves, waterways, snosviee are part of a
connected system of moisture on which all eartllidgpend.
2.3.1 Concluding Remarks:

In this chapter, we have discussed different pbpber's arguments
(both in favor and against) in relation to animeiserving or worthy of
mental status. We have also critically discussadesphilosophers, what
they have argued, against animal's moral statusvelfgo through James
Rachel, we can find that some environmentalistsehargued that trees
should have moral standing. This is not quite dg ab it sounds. It just
means that the welfare of trees (and other elenwrtge ecosystem) should
be taken into account when we decide what to doadrat policies to adopt.
And this should be done independently of whethérelps or hurts human
beings - we should be concerned to protect the fietheir own sakes. If
we say that animals have moral standing, it wouihmthat their interests
would count, from a moral point of view. And tha&iterests would count for
their own sakes. This is contrary to the domirteadition, which says that
we should avoid cruelty to animals only becausejafdo not, there may be
bad consequences for people e.g. Aquinas and K&d, the question
remains: do animals have moral standing? Let uscalty discuss the
criteria’s for moral standing as we have discussatler.

To respond the above question, that is do animale Imoral standing

we can find there are two most commonly defendedvsi One is only
given by Kant who says that only rational, autonaosiagents have moral

standing. This view holds that animals do not h&aue moral standing,
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although they might concede that animals have ssoneof lesser moral
status. The real motivation for this view is thepicks out an especially
noble human characteristics - a characteristic tmakes us sort of
wonderful, not just “mere animals” - and says tisaihe basis of our moral
standing. That's why we human beings matter ang sehntient beings
(capable of feeling pain) have moral standing.

Philosophers who say this as we have discusserrebélieve that
animals have full moral status. And the argumemivben these two views
are is at least in part, an argument about whethenals have rights. What
is suggested here is that there is something wvatig the way the issues
are being framed? We are interested in undersignubw people may be
treated. But there is no one characteristic - wdretih is rationality,
sentience, or anything else - that is relevanhtowhole range of ways in
which people may be treated. Let us explain why thiimportant, as there
is a relationship between rationality and autonomy.

2.3.2 Rationality and Autonomy

Humans, as it is said earlier in this chapter, hengal standing
because they are rational, autonomous agents. Hugsanguide their own
conduct according to their own conceptions of waaght to be done. Does
the fact that someone is a rational autonomoustageke a difference in
how he/she should be treated? One may say thayit For such a being,
the self-direction of his/her owns life is a grgabd, valued not only for its
instrumental worth but for its own sake. Thus padéstic interference may
be seen as an evil so far as Rachel is concerned.

Rachel cited a simple example, which goes like shjgpose a woman
might have a certain conception of how she wantéve her life. This
conception might involve taking risks that we thiaie foolish. We might
therefore try to change her mind; we might calemtibn to the risks and

argue that they are not worthy of it. But suppoke will not heed our
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warnings: are we then justified in forcibly previegther from living her life
as she chooses? It may be argued that we are sitteg, for she is, after
all, a rational, autonomous agent. It is differéart someone who is not a
fully a rational being - a small child, for examplehen we feel justified in
interfering with his conduct, to prevent him frorariming himself. The fact
that the child is not anyway fully a rational aggmtifies us in treating him
differently than we would treat someone who islb/fa rational agent.

But once we understand why being a rational ageakes a
difference in how one may be treated, in thosesashich it does make a
difference, it becomes clear that possession & guiality is not always
relevant. Whether a difference is relevant depamdthe kind of treatment
that is in question. When the issue is paternalisterference, it is relevant
to note whether the individual whose behaviour migk coerced is a
rational agent. Suppose, however, that what isigstion is not paternalistic
interference, but something else. Suppose, fompla the question is
whether to admit someone to a University. Jone®isadmitted because he
can't read. Now, the fact that Jones is or is moaatonomous agent has
nothing to do with his decision. What is importasthe fact that he can'’t
read. Or suppose the question is whether to pbespenicillin. Now, what
is important is whether the person has an infeationot. Suppose we say
“only those who can read have moral standing” arlydhose susceptible to
infection have moral standing.” That would maket jas much sense. The
fact is that different capacities figure into expéions of how people may
be treated, depending on what sort of treatmeat issue. What does all
this imply about nonhuman animals? The followingnpanay be relevant
here.

» It's all right to coerce an animal, for its own glhdoecause it is not an

autonomous being.
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* It's all right to exclude chimps from universityasises, because they
can't read.

» Appropriate veterinary medical treatment may besgivo animals,
because they are vulnerable to diseases (and tleeyhat being
autonomous, and not being able to read, has nothidg with it).

2.3.3 Pain

Animals may not be autonomous, and they may nalbe to read, but
they may seek pleasure and suffer pain. And tliatparse, is what worries
us about many uses of animals in research. Doesfatt that doing
something would cause pain to an animal constauteason against doing
it? The answer may be given yes. This brings aranmell within the
boundaries of “the moral community.” Does it maksy difference to this if
an animal isn't an “autonomous being”? Philosophidascussions on
animals have frequently made this point, and ineptd circumscribe the
boundaries of the “moral community,” they have egsed a variety of
opinions about how far sensitivity to pain extends.

* Some says: down to the level of shrimps

* Some says: probably insects can’t feel pain
What we need, however, is more empirical informati®@efore

Darwin, animals were regarded as mere “animated hinas,” on
philosophico-religious grounds. Now the penduluns lsavung the other
way, often on ideological grounds. We need to amsWwe question that is
the experience of pain something that is well-nigiversal among complex
species, or is it something that occurs in only sepecies.

It seems that a snake does not have a centralsesyegion of a
mouse but relies solely on transuded informatidme $nake exploits three
different sensory systems in relation to prey, l&kenouse. To strike the
mouse, the snake uses its visual system. Whenkstitue mouse normally

does not die immediately, but runs away for sonstadce. To locate the
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mouse, once the prey has been struck, the snaketsisense amell.The
search behavior is exclusively wired to this magalEven if the mouse
happens to die right in front of the eyes of thaken it will still follow the
smell trace of the mouse in order to find it. Taremodality is particularly
evident in snakes like pythons, where the preynoiéeheld fast in the coils
of the snake’s body, when it hangs from a branasdile the fact that the
shake must have ample pro-prioceptory informatiooud the location of the
prey it holds, it searches stochastically for it,aaound, only with the help
of the olfactory sense organs.

Finally, after the mouse has been located, theesnaist find its head
in order to swallow it. This could obviously be @owith the aid of smell or
sight, but in snakes this process uses tadfile information. Thus the snake
uses three separate modalities to catch and eatusenSo snakes can't
think of mice. Can they feel pain? Is there an pnizged snakey “self” there
that feels pain and minds it? Anyway, snakes areono close kin. The
closer a species is to us, the more confidenceandarl. Mammals can feel
pain.

Darwin was anxious to oppose the idea that aninaaés mere
“animated machines,” and in making the point wadling to attribute a
broad range of psychological capacities to animéley experience not
only pleasure and pain, but terror, suspicion, f@&ad. They sulk. They love
their children. They can be kind, jealous, self-ptanent, and proud. They
are curious. “There is no fundamental differendg”said, “between man
and the higher mammals in their mental facultie§tiat is why the thought
of vivisection bothered him so much. He realizedttho the extent that
nonhumans are similar to humans, they should la¢etesimilarly.

The views that have sketched are, Darwinian. Itsdoet elevate
some human characteristic to a place of supremertanpce in determining

moral status. Instead, it sees a complex pattesmufarities and differences
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between species and treatments appropriate to tlsowéarities and
differences. Our treatment of humans and other alsirshould be sensitive
to the pattern of similarities and differences tlesist between them. When
there is a difference that justifies treating thdifferently, we may; but
when there is no such difference, we may not.

On this view, moral rules are not indexed to speeithere is not one
set of rules for humans, one for nonhumans. Tleeagainst causing pain is
not a rule against causing pain to humans. Threstmuns are raised in this
regard which are as follows ;

* Does this mean we must treat animals in the same wea treat
humans? No, not even all people should be treditesl a

* Do animals have moral standing? Yes, but this simpeans that it
is objectionable to treat them in certain ways, @nad the explanation
of why it is objectionable has to do with their owelfare.

* Finally, there is the perennial question, “But whelo you draw the
line? Must we avoid killing cockroaches?” Theren@sone line to be
drawn, unless we wish to be arbitrary.

Emotions used to be an uncontroversial part of @escription of
animal behavior, as uncontroversial as the inginath which they were
compared and equated. William James - whose farites‘What is an
Emotion?” inspired the one above - rightly regdrdee emotions as an
unlearned response system, which is precisely Wwlyext century saw the
study of emotions go out of fashion. American betrdsm tried to explain
all behavior based on operant conditioning and @emad no room for
unlearned predispositions. Skinner dismissed thetiems as “excellent
examples of the fictional causes to which we comignatiribute behavior.”

Until late into the last century, American reséars could scarcely
obtain funding for work on the emotions unless thephrased their

guestions in terms of learning and memory. The s@anajor behavioral
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school - European Ethology - similarly abandoneytl@ng considered as
sentimental and imprecise as the emotions in atio®a@gainst the
subjective “animal psychology” of the time. Eventtos day, theOxford
Companion to Animal Behaviourges ethologists to avoid references to the
emotions, because “It does nothing to promote omndetstanding of
behavior to attribute it to an emotion if our omyidence of the emotion is
the very behavior the emotion is supposed to emgléince the 1970s,
ethology and its offshoots developed a strictlyctionalist approach in
which behavioral motivations barely counted, thddiag to the irrelevancy
of the emotions. This functionalism went so far ttidarwin’'s own
pioneering comparisons between the emotional egyes of humans and
other animals came to be regarded as un-Darwinian.

Despite the frequent assertion that animal emotiwaslly matter,
outright denial of their existence is rare. Thiaves us with the curious
situation that a widely recognized aspect of anib@lavior is deliberately
ignored or minimized. Emotions are often presen&sdtoo simple for
attention. Thedxford Companion to Animal Behavicassserts that “animals
are restricted to just a few basic emotions,” dredrhain difference between
human and animal emotions has been proclaimed tbdi€'animals don’t
have mixed emotions.” Whether animal emotions amee pand simple,
however, cannot be ascertained without a sciemifagram to study them.
One only need to see an aroused chimpanzee, Wiils &lair on end, pick
up a stick to safely poke at a snake that it hgwageched with great
hesitation, to understand that mixed inclinatiosisgh as between fear and
curiosity, are entirely possible. In fact, when Mehtested chimpanzees
with toy snakes, he found that once one chimpakreew about the location
of a snake, others who had never seen it would tatth@psame cautious,

ambivalent posture just from watching the firstnshanzee that had, thus
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showing the effectiveness and potential survivalugaof emotional
communication.

Survival value is obvious to anyone who watcheshpte behavior,
yet we seem unable to talk about emotions withauting them between
skeptical quotation marks. We describe animalsascangry but as “angry”
or aggressive, and not as loving, but as “loving“affiliated and bonded.
Greetings between animals may be called loud, eddoor intense, but
rarely emotional. Apart from descriptive labels,ndtional labels are
preferred provided they are devoid of intentiowyalithus, animals may be
called “altruistic,” but only in the functional semin that they benefit others
at a cost to themselves.

The term is never used in its motivational sensthéoperplexity of
scholars outside behavioral biology, where altruismariably implies
benign feelings and intent. | experienced similabobs when first
describing how chimpanzees kiss and embrace tlhiersaries during
reconciliations after a fight. | was urged to sp@adtead of “post conflict
reunions with mouth-to-mouth contact.” That therteeconciliationis now
widely accepted in primatology is the product ofreth decades of
systematically countering “simpler” explanations, that the only one left
standing is that primates monitor the state ofrteecial relationships and
undertake reparatory actions following conflict.

In Can Animal be Mor& Mark Rowland’s, suggests us that social
mammals such as rats, dogs and chimpanzees casectmbe good or bad,
and because they have morality we have moral digigao them. That is
why Locke once wrote that, if an entity has selfi®@ousness, then it is a
person whether it is in the form of a man, parmt @r whatevef* There

have been many examples which show us animals’ theia behavior

®John Locke An Essay Concerning Human Understandir@h.-xxvii, vol-1 (New York, Dover,
1959), P.448-49
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towards other animals including humans. As for gxamone hungry rhesus
monkey refused to electrically shock their fellowomkey, even when it

meant getting food for them. Actually whenever amymal is faced into

service of man, the suffering which it has to bearthat account is the
concern of every one of us. Beside this sociabiigyalso one of the

important criteria of morality. In our everydaydifve can noticed that when
any non-human species lose his loved ones, thesaapp feel grief.

Darwin’s theory says that we are all related, rwttwe are all
identical but every species has its unique adapistiHis theory also says
that no divine intervention separates us humamns fbh the other creatures.
As for him we all are machines, sea anemones, dslphins, horses, golden
retrievers, and bank managers. We are all machdesggned by natural
selection to solve the problems we confront in aaity lives to such degree
that we find the time to raise healthy, viable pfisg who are likely to have
healthy children of their own. Human can also buildaningful relationship
not only with humans but also with animals. Thatvlsy if it is unexpected
for human beings to dying in painful way or killifgr human purposes,
then it is not justifiable for humans creating s@hunnecessary death on
animals.

In this chapter we begin by discussing how the inetatus of
animals has been understood by the thinkers whg thext animals do not
have moral status. We have made some argumendvaniif and against of
the views given by different philosophers regardihg moral status of
animals. As Kant suggests that we have no dirdaesltowards animals that
we owe nothing to them. But we must recognize tirathave some direct
duties towards the animals, just as we have somiesddirectly to each
human. Although we do not believe that we havetg ttusave wild animals
from predators, but we can think that we have sdotees to the animals,

both wild and domesticated. For example, if it ishim our control to save
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animals from drowning or other natural accidentgheut great risk to
ourselves, then we ought to do so. Similarly, wghtuo try to save animals
from human-caused accidents, such as when animealshder our cars. We
also have a duty to protect animals from intentidkiling or harm by
human beings.

It can be said that if animals have right to liteen we have a duty to
save animals from being killed by predators in th&l. However, it is
absurd to think that we have a duty to stop predaton killing their prey,
and therefore, it is absurd to think that animadsena right to life. In
response, it can be argued that though we haveitya@a save wild animals
from their predators but it does not follow thatnaals do not have a right to
life that is a right for not to be killed. This ecause whether we have a
duty to save another beings life in a given sitbratiepends on a number of
factors other than whether that being has a riglitd. In fact there may be
some cases in which we have to allow some humadgteven when it is
within our purview to save them, but this does maan that those humans
do not still have a right for not to be killed. Slanly, it can be said that in
the case of predators we must allow wild animalsedilled because saving
them on any large scale would have disastrous gmalbconsequences, but
this does not mean that animals do not still havigte for not to be killed.
We do have a number of duties to preserve both sticated and wild
animals lives, just not when doing so would resuit ecological
catastroph&

Even if we think that animals do not have rightd éimerefore, there
may be nothing wrong in treating animals in whitlwould be wrong to
treat humans, the fact remains that animals aretreated and this

mistreatment of animals raises questions thatdisiduals, what we should

% Simons, A. ‘Animals, Predators, the Right to Lifeyd the Duty to Save Lives Ethics & the
Environment, 14(1), 2009, p.26.
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do. So to understand the relation between spenigsnerality here we may
show one example. The old science- fiction storlgéTreacher from Mars”
by Eando Bindef® The main character is a Martian who has come tih ea
to teach in a school for boys. Because, he isethtfiit’- seven feet tall, thin,
with tentacles and leathery skin- he is taunted amased by the students
until he is almost driven out. After that howevan act of heroism makes
the boys realize they have been doing wrong, ardsthry ends happily
with the ring leader of the bullies vowing to mehid ways. The teacher
from Mars is portrayed as being, psychologicallgatdy like a human, he is
equally as intelligent and equally as sensitivahwust the same cares and
interests as anyone else. The only differenceaisht has a different kind of
body. And obviously, that does not justify treatingm with less respect.
This example expected to draw the conclusion thtioagh there are
physical differences but that should make no maiféérence either.

It has been suggested by some philosophers thatespalone can
make a difference in our moral duties towards adpeWhile reviewing
Tom Regan’sThe Case for AnimaRight$’, Robert Nozick opines that
perhaps it will turn out that the bare species att@ristic of simply being
human...will command special respect only from othemans - this is an
instance of the general principle that the memhsrany species may
legitimately give their fellows more weight than migers of other species.
Lions, too, if they were moral agents, could natrtlbe criticized for putting
other lions first®

Regan, Singer, and Taylor soundly demonstrategpaties is not a

morally relevant criterion; any moral theory thatws distinctions based

% The story is included iMy Best Science Fiction Storgdited by Leo Marguiles and Oscar J.
Friend (New York ; Pocket Books, 1954)

®”Tom ReganThe Case for Animal RighBerkeley; University of California Press, 1983.

% Robert Nozick, “About Mammals and Peopl&he New York Times Book RevieWovember
27, 1983, p.29. For a fuller discussion of Nozickgguments, please sedhe End of Life;
Euthanasia and MoralityOxford; Oxford University Press, 1986). Ch.4,
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purely on species is untenable. We have alreadyr@ssed beyond the days
of Descartes, those who are “rational and honestblliged to consider the
effects of actions on other species, just as weohbtiged to consider the
effects we have towards one anotti&¢fMoral rules are species-neutral; the
same rules that govern our treatment of humansidhalso govern our
treatment of non-humang®.

As a society we hold the moral ideal that all hurbhamgs are equally
and morally considerable, regardless of wealth,, agaployment, and
appearance. So there is no generally acceptedr¢hgréor protecting and
preserving human life in contemporary Western sthikue to the absence
of any morally relevant distinction between humaarsd animals, the
rejection of a hierarchy of moral standing amongnhns ought to be
extended to other species. If infants and thenbxgad are morally
considerable , if their lives are to be protectettli goreserved, then
consistency and impartiality require that the lieé®ach living entity that is
not different in morally relevant ways also be puoted all life forms. Pain
and suffering are morally relevant. Causing paid anffering to others is
morally reprehensible when such suffering is notheir interest and when

such suffering is avoidable.

% Sprigge, T. L. S. “Metaphysics, Physicalism, aminfal Rights.” Inquiry 22 (1979); 101-43.
% Rachels, Jame€reated from Animals; The Moral Implications ofinism Oxford ; Oxford
University, 1990. P.208



