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Research on Animal Ethics raises a number of phplbgal
guestions about how we should understand morahty lsow we should
understand animals. By philosophical, | mean sintpé/ quest for a deeper
understanding of debatable questions about theenafureality and proper
conduct of life. We need to emphasize the evolatiprtontinuity and argue
that humans share with other mammals the same Isagie of moral
behaviors, namely fairness, cooperation and empafthy also need to
suggest that morality may exist along a continuénorn simpler to more
complex patterns of behavior. How different arenlns from animals?
Traditionalist claims that animals are inferior tmumans in power,
intelligence and evolutionary status. They are hegitmoral agent, nor
rational, neither possessed with free will, nor ey capable of linguistic
expressions thus, they are not bounded by socrdta to humans and so
on. Philosophers from Plato to Rawls have showrr theeferences for
human chauvinism, which make human and only humahet worthy of
moral consideration.

Thus animal ethics examines the beliefs that al@ &bout the moral
status of animals. Animal ethics does not presumé dny particular point
of view is good and right. It accommodates a numifeapproaches for
trying to resolve animal-human moral issues. Thestjan remains: what is
moral status? An individual has moral status forifugie believe that it
makes a difference, morally, how that individuakrsated, apart from the
effects it has on others. That is, an individuad haoral standing for us if,
when making moral decisions, we feel we ought te tthat individual's
welfare into account for the individual’'s own saded not merely for our

benefit or someone else’s benefit. We use the t@omal status or moral



importance to refer to the circumstances that adbes a member of moral
community. Members of a moral community include ahocagents and
moral subjects. It is assumed that there are cefedtures which qualify
them as moral subjects, such as sentience, higiggitive capacities, the
capacity to flourish, sociability, and the possessf a life.

Western philosophy is remarkably inconsistent iplgpg morality
exclusively to the lives of human beings rathentt@the lives of all living
entities. Most of the philosophers in past centuri@ve largely given
negative view about the moral status of animalso Tmousand years ago,
Greek philosophers were of the view that kindneskk@enevolence ought to
be extended to the creatures of every speciesekGubkilosopher Plutarch
wrote about the moral interests of animal’s indejggr from any belief in
transmigration of souls. However, the Greeks aregdly believed that the
capacity for using language is the nature of hunvalmich makes them
human. This linguistic differentiation is literal icase of animals that they
cannot talk and we do. Control of speech is cerntall Greeks thought.
Also the primacy of reason is a distinguishingesidan for coming under the
purview of morality. Aristotle believes that nonfhan species are only
subject of our exploitation. Aquinas thought thainaals were put on earth
by God for human purpose. Thus in the history ostemn philosophy, we
find that Descartes claimed that animals are ngtloat the sophisticated
biological machine. Beside this, Wittgenstein claithat since animals lack
a system of conventional signs, they lack fundaalgabls for a mental life.
Hume suggests that there are some differencesasbmning ability between
humans and non-human species. One such differsribatianimals but not
humans possess particular cognitive instinct, whielps them to survive
and reproduce, and another is that animals do mgage in demonstrative
reason, and finally we may say that only humanscapmable of improving

their reasoning ability, which animals do not.



For Kant, rational being means a being that is &blghoose the way
of good life. In fact he tried to show us that wevé no moral obligation
towards non-human species. On the contrary, thexres@ame philosophers
also who thought that non-human species are ngtawtbmata, they have
also rationality, self-consciousness, and moredigmity likes other normal
human being. As for example- ifhe Decentof Man Darwin claims that
“there is no fundamental difference between man lEgler mammals in
their mental faculties. His theory says that wealreelated, not that we are
all identical but every species has its unique adapRegan explained the
“right view” in which certain animals have basights and ought to be
taken into consideration. In one sentence, we ragysat Regan formulated
his theory on the basis of inherent value of spegtiindividuals. Utilitarian
philosopher Bentham wrote that, “The question isgam they reason? Nor
can they talk? But can they suffer? Peter singehosophy lies on the
belief that there is no room to disregard interestshe grounds of race, sex,
species or intellect. He realized that the impiarad of utilitarian theory for
animals-philosophical consistency required him rolude animals in his
utilitarian theory. What we have analyzed in thisgter is that moral rules
are species-neutral: the same rules that governtreatment of humans
should also govern our treatment of non-humanghis chapter we have
made some arguments in favor and against of the gigen by different
philosophers regarding the moral status of aninédsmt suggested that we
have indirect duties towards animals and we oughsave animals from
human-caused accidents like, when animals comer wags.

In chapter three entitlednimalsin Researcrand AnimalWelfaré we
have discussed the debate about animal researclen Vdar human
population show explosive growth, it is other ansntoat suffer, demand
for animal products, medical needs, and food reqguents is rising rapidly.

In modern times, we can see that every scientisgeagith the views that



animals have contributed to the development ofddeences and medicines
over the past few years. In fact, scientists thin&t studies on animals
provide a better idea of what benefits and compboa are likely to see in
human beings. The basic assumption of using aninmalé&aboratories
experiment is to stop some disease in humans. Qoasay be raised that
as a rational human being is it morally justifiedoermissible to use animals
as tools for any type of painful research? As wevkrihat approximately
forty million animals are killed per year in orderproduce far products. We
may say that it is a barbaric way of research. rAdteduring these terrifying,
painful procedures animals are then usually dumpadk into a cage
without painkillers. In the contemporary moderncisty, humans are
engaged in a serious debate about the rights amgwrof animal use. So, to
limit the human harm on animals in laboratory expents researchers’
advocate three RS of human animal experimentafiba.use of alternatives
to animals is a legal requirement in the UK, arat #iternatives are always
used whenever they are available.

In chapter four entitled Vegetarianismand Living Well" we will
discuss that if a vegetarian attempts to persudder® that they should
adopt vegetarian diet then it requires philosoghattention. Eating animal
flesh may raise different types of moral questionghilosophical term, it is
being treated as a means to human ends not aglan-gself. According to
Carol J Adams, “to talk about eliminating meatastalk about displacing
one aspect of male control and demonstrates the iwayhich animals
oppression and women’s oppression are linked tegétiihe demand not to
be treated like animals was a common rallying anoag early feminists.
Underlying this idea is the notion that the ex@bdn of rational beings(like
humans) is morally wrong whereas the exploitatibnanhuman animals is
not. We can see that peoples who are omnivoron% dsually claim that

animals aren’t morally important. One may ask, Wleya vegetarian? From



moral perspective, vegetarianism may be undersagatie view that due to
some moral principles, one ought not to eat certdible animals and
animal products. Thus, vegetarians need to beaiolerf they want to
convert others into vegetarians. If we accept #ramals have rights then
killing animals for food is morally wrong. Petern8er opines, “I am a
utilitarian. | am also a vegetarian. | am a vedatarbecause | am a
utilitarian. | believe that applying the principlef utility to our present
situation - especially the methods now used to aeanals for food and the
variety of food available to us - leads to the dosion that we ought to be
vegetarian”. Regan claims that utilitarianism doed provide adequate
grounds for the obligation to be a vegetarian. Altyjuhe thought that the
commitment to vegetarianism is so strong that hHé prepare to abandon
any ethical theory which is unable to produce tidgment that it is wrong
to eat animals. Non-vegetarians may ask to vegeisihat, isn’'t the plant
suffer too? We all know that plants are autotrogh®ducing their own
food, and we are heterotrophs, depends on otheanmms to get our
energy. Actually Vegetarians are primary consuinesy need less energy
to create their own food, but whenever humans becmracondary
consumers- they require both plant food and anfo@d. Non- vegetarians
are increased the number of plants used indirettinpugh the feeding of
animals who will be eaten by them. So, wheneverdesroy trees through
the way of feeding animals that will be eaten bynhus, we actually
decrease the ability of the planet to handle thbaradioxide released into
the air.

In chapter five entitled:Animal Ethicsand Religion Debateve will
discuss the importance of animals in the field efigion. Religious
traditions have often been the primary movers ofcampassionate
engagement with other lives. Thus, religion as aolehhas an

extraordinarily distinguished record of fosterifg tethical abilities that are
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the means by which humans can and often does bang ather animals.
The first of the central inquiries in the religiamd animals field is, thus,
about matters we generally call “ethical” or “mdrebo we will begin by
considering what various religions have claimeduabather animals. In
Hindu theology, it is said that the animals, biesh&l different living entities
are treated with respect and obligation, becausd, @@ Supreme Being
Himself was incarnated in the form of various spsciThus, the ancient
religions such as Hinduism, Buddhism, and Jainisraveh never
differentiated between the soul of a human beirgytae soul of an animal.
Additionally, the sacred literature in Hinduism pides a wealth of animal
characters that bring many species to the forefrofit spiritual
consciousness-often as equals. Some of those &otoags.

* The Narasimha Pu@na describes that the first incarnation of Lord
Vishnuis a fish. The second is a tortoise, then a bban Bali - the
king of the monkeys and so on.

* The cycle of birth in Hindu theological scriptures describes that a
person may come back as an animal or a bird acaptdithe type of
merits and demerits one acquires through actiongaglhis life span.
This provides respect and noble sentiments towthetse species.

* The Yajfiavalkya Smriti goes in favor of not eating meat and the
practice of giving up meat eating that support vaganism. The
wicked persons who killed the animals , which aretgxrted and
domesticated , has to live in hell-firghpora-nark@) for the days equal
to the number of hairs of the body of that aninManusmrti, the
basic law book of Hinduism considered animal kidsra murderer.

« In theSantiparva of Mahabharata it is said that the life of a man and
an animal is of equal value and impose the samesiponent for the

destruction of either of the forms of life.
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Thus, religious traditions include an extraordineayiety of stories in
which nonhuman animals are mentioned in some way tlaese have great
differences in tenor and purpose. Like Hinduismdéhism also holds that
other species “are subject to the same processhtiraan being experience
and living with the effects of karma from one bitthnext. Buddhism also
teachesahimsa, they expressed the universal moral idea suchmeta
(loving-kindness), an&aruna(compassion). The Buddhist thought does not
only remain among social beings, rather it remains mental and
environmental world. Though we can see that mamgeroporary Buddhist
eat meat today, but one thing is clear from thedbBigt teachings that the
meaning of moral ideals is to reduce suffering thdtesh eating as well as
drinking the nursing milk of factory-farmed animalghich are fosters
massive amounts of misery among millions of anim&s, those who
believe in the teaching of Lord Buddha will be atwecontrol their desires
and live in harmony with nature keeping the enuinent in healthy
condition. Apart from this every Muslims also agrdbat tendingAllah’s
creation out of moral obligation tllah is an act of religious devotion and
earthy self-sacrifice that bears sweet fruits. Quean teaches us that earth,
and all that exist therein is not merely for humaurposes, but for the
benefit of all, and each created entity was puruilyedesigned and brought
to life by Allah. Therefore, people who generally support an eiaraty
view have tended to exclude animals from the mdeahain. This narrow-
minded assumption obviously needs to be reconsidered we will argue
that animal morality is different in degree, nokind, from human morality.

As a conclusive remark, we will reframe the viewsmioned in all
the chapters. What we have found that animal etisica field of study
within environmental philosophy. Animals often halleen classified as
beings of nature, and in contemporary terminoldggytform an integral part

of concepts central to environmental philosophychsuas ecosystems,
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biodiversity, species, and environments. Howeuss, link between animal
ethics and environmental philosophy is complex:maii ethics concentrates
on individual animals and their value, whereas mmmental philosophy
traditionally has had more comprehensive (soilgevga and plants as well
as animals) and holistic (species, not specimenmgticbcommunities;
ecosystems) concerns. Many animal ethicists, byrasiy maintain that
animals should not be valued only as members afisp@r communities.

Moral standing indicates those individuals that ahaxgents must
respect in certain separately determined ways. lAliman beings are
assumed to have moral standing. Moral standingndisishes entities that
moral agents must treat with “minimum standards@feptable behavior”.
Entities who hold moral standing gain a certain ahstatus - their interests
must be taken into consideration and this moratustacarries ethical
obligations. Moral agents, those of us capable abihg either morally or
immorally, must respect those who have moral standiecause entities
with moral standing warrant, deserve, or merit rhoansideration. Moral
standing does not determine how an individual oughibe handled, only
that there are guidelines that must be followedcokding to Goodpaster
moral status may be analyzed in the following ways.

Kenneth Goodpaster introduced the notion of momhsierability
(which commonly referred to as “moral standing”his 1978 article “On
Being Morally Considerable.” he did not discuss ahdbehaviour but
focused on the requirements with regard to a pdaticentity that afford that
entity moral standing, or moral considerability.

» First, moral considerability is not dependent amj @oes not imply,

moral rights. Moral rights are separate, narroveed ancillary. In

short, one cannot havany moral rights unless assessed as morally

considerable. In order to be granted the righifeg for instance, an

individual must first be deemed morally considegabl
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* Second, the issue of moral considerability does inablve moral
significance or the weight of that moral standing. Adjudicating
competing moral claims is separate and ancillary.ora¥
considerability is all or none and determines buae dhing: the
presence of a privileged moral status—that of bemgrally
considerable.

» Goodpaster distinguishes between what we are axuest to
(normative ethics) and what we are able to accahp(practical
ethics), as opposed to what we can ideally conediptu He defines
“regulative” moral considerability as a situationwhich an entitys
morally considerable, but where that entity’'s morgthtus is
overlooked, or overridden, for practical reasons.

As we will see that philosophical discussion of alostatus of
animals has a long history. Many ancient Greelkdueing Pythagoras and
Plutarch, were vegetarians on primarily ethicalugets, and many later
philosophers, such as Michel de Montaigne, Jeaquésc Rousseau, and
John Stuart Mill, contemplated the normative dimems of the human-
animal relationship. In the nineteenth century, ie®alt published a thesis
on that topic in which he defended moral vegetaianin addition, serious
discussion of moral status of animals and the ntvealements of the
human-animal relationship long existed on the nmsrgif philosophy.

Morality requires that our sentiments be balancét velevant facts
and reason. Philosophy is a “human product”; eadividual philosophizes
with more than just reason - we use our will, fegdi, “flesh and blood,” our
“whole soul and . . . whole body”. We might wish mralophilosophy to be a
clean and neat process, predictable and dependatilegbsolute answers to
complex moral dilemmas, but nothing could be farth@m the truth.

This is not to say that people do not have answénswers are

provided by almost anyone confronted with delicapeestions about
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complicated moral matters. From abortion and aduictto capital
punishment and war, people often believe they kmwawat is right for
themselves and for those around them. Howeveheretersonal preference
nor majority opinion makes soundmoral decision, though these definitely
can and do determinedmminant(popular or common) morality. In fact, the
definition of morals conflicts with the idea thahat the majority approves
Is “right” and what the majority disapproves is tmg.” While we are all
familiar with the dominant morality of our time amdace, the majority is
much less aware of whether or not their common hupmions are rooted
in reason and empirical evidence.

Collectively, we participate in an outrageous mamabnsistency. We
accept without question the discrepancy between maral regard for
human beings and our lack of moral regard for @depliving entities. Lisa
Kemmerer inn Search of Consistency: Ethics and Anin@ilss an example
which may be significant to mention here. “Wherureing by car from my
parent's home some years back, | came upon a meadi@and a police car.
A man was sitting on the bumper of one of the medics, with skinned
knees. Two medics were attending him. He had gooend a corner too
fast and had tipped his motorcycle in the streétolve on, and within half
an hour | watched a truck slam into the hind endaofloe. She was
bounding, and as if in slow motion she flew frora fhont of the truck, spun
in the air, and landed in a crumpled heap in thehdiThe truck kept going.
The three cars behind the truck kept going. | viresfourth car behind the
truck. | watched her try to stand up, her hind dedtroyed. There were no
medics, no police, not even a pause in the rushiirmgrs, though she was in
shock and terribly wounded. How could a young math wkinned knees
receive so much attention, while a doe who had oy a truck received
no more than the passing glance as the people athiaumn over her rushed

on their way? How many deer were hit that sametpigbw many of them
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died slowly in ditches? And what of snakes, opossurabins, raccoons,
swallows, salamanders, and domestic cats and dogs?uch a morality,
where only human life is held to be worthy of preséion and protection,
possibly be defensible?



