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Title of the Dissertation:
Moral Status of Animals: Debates and Dimensions
ABSTRACT

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?



16

Preface

Preparing this thesis entitlddoral status of Animals: Debates and Dimensions
has made me realized that how far the discussi@thaal issues related to non-
human species, and examines the discrepancy inedppthics and between
treatment of human life and treatment of all otliferforms. In the process, this
thesis offers both explanations and critical gses of basic moral theories such
as utilitarianism and rights-based ethics.

Long back, philosophers simply did not discuss t¢rératment on animals.
Actually, it was not considered to be a topic oy@me’s interest at all. But the
time has change today. Our earlier thinkers haad lveell aware of the need to
justify our use of animals. We have gone Genesissaime well known thinkers
like Aristotle, Aquinas, peter singer etc, actudlhere are strong philosophical
debates among many western philosophers aboutdhed status of animals. Tom
Regan proposes a theory in support of animal righdger singer offers a utilitarian
theory designed to maximize the satisfaction ofgyezces, aiming for an outcome
that maximizes the preferences of individuals affléc Paul Taylor defends a
theory of environmental ethics designed to proteitd organisms, based on the
inherent worth of teleological entities.

In chapter there an attempt will be made to dis¢his use and abuse of animals in
research. This chapter investigate the use of 8Rsucial to continuously reduce
the number and suffering of animals in researchthiéamore, a good regulatory
regime- as found in some countries-cn help to rediwcther the number of
animals used. Therefore, we support a healthy antinruied debate on the use of
animals in research.

In chapter four we explores an idea that if we pttieat animals have rights then
killing an animal’s for food is morally wrong. lihé nineteenth century, Henry Salt
published a thesis on that in which he defendedameegetarianism.. Thus,
vegetarianism on moral grounds may be understodtieasiew that because of
some moral principles one ought not to eat certlible animals and animal

product.
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In chapter five we explore protectionist ethicsnfra range of spiritual sources.
This chapter investigates “animal friendly” teadsnwith some protectionist
tendencies from indigenous, Hindu, Buddhist, Istanreligious traditions
throughout history. This chapter does not exploratimgs that contradict
protectionist theology, rather reveals the strores@nce of protectionism in major
religious traditions.

The final chapter returns to the ethical dilemmed #re concept of moral standing
which is central to the debate surrounding ethickanimals. As we have seen that
philosophical discussion of moral status of animas a long history. So, the
discussion of moral status of animals and the ntvmalements of the human-
animal relationship long existed on the margingobiiosophy. Thus our moral
responsibility towards non human nature is of uogdented significance and
urgency, and it is a responsibility that we caresmtap4e.

A society for the study of ethics and Animals heeen founded which holds
regular meeting in conjunction with the meetingstttd American Philosophical
Association. So in preparing this thesis | alwagptkin mind that we should make
radical changes in our treatment of animals and g@seserving the nature
including non-human species for our own purpose.

Therefore, this thesis exposes the ongoing negdssiphilosophical work in the
field of ethics with regard to the treatment oirliy beings and the urgent need for

an ethic that is less partial and more consistanbdth human and nonhumans.
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Chapter-1
Introduction

The word ‘Ethics’ is derived from the Greek wordhes’ which
means norms or character. Ethics may be brieflinddfas ‘the science of
morality’ or as ‘the study of right conduct or dutit explains the facts of
moral life and indicates the course in which hunaativities should be
directed. Essentially, it is a philosophical inwgation into the notions of
good and bad, right and wrong, and the connectedmof duty, as applied

to conduct or voluntary action.

Ethics may also be defined as ‘teerece of moral character
expressing itself in right or wrong conduct or awtj or as “the science that
deals with the goodness and badness of human leehamd seeks to
determine the ideally perfect type of characterchhi is the duty of all men
to strive to realize within themselves”. Thusmay be said that Ethics is
the study which deals with the moral ideal or staddthe supreme good or
chief end of human activity and with those lawgegulative principles by
conformity to which the supreme good is attainele Tield of ethics deals
with systematizing, defending, and recommendingcepts of right and
behavior. Philosophers today, usually divide ethideories into three
general subjects such as Normative Ethics, Metiasetind Applied Ethics.

Let us discuss in brief.

1.1 Normative Ethics:
Normative ethics is a branch of philosophical @hivhich takes on a

more practical task, i.e. which moral standardsuletg right and wrong
conduct. This may involve articulating the good itelihat we should
acquire, the duties that we should follow, or thensequences of our
behaviour on other. It investigates a set of qoastthat arise when we think
about the question “how ought one to act morallN@rmative ethics is

distinct from Meta-ethics because it examines stedslfor the rightness and
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wrongness of actions, while Meta-ethics studies meaning of moral

language and metaphysics of moral facts.

One branch of normative ethics is the theory ofdewt; this is the
study of right and wrong, of obligation and pernass, of duty, of what is
above and beyond duty, and of what is so wrong dsetevil. Theories of
conduct propose standards of morality, or moralesodr rules. The rules
that a theory of conduct are as follows: “Do untbeos as you would have
them do unto you”, “The right action is the actitiat produces the greatest
happiness for the greatest number”. Theories ofamoonduct can be
distinguished from etiquette by their concern wiihding guidelines for
action that are not dependent entirely on socialvention. For example, it
may not be a breach of etiquette to fail to giveneyto help those in

poverty, but it could still be a failure to act oorality.

Another branch of normative ethics is the thedryalue; this looks
at what things or which are deemed to be valuaBlgppose we have
decided that certain things are intrinsically goodare more valuable than
other things that are also intrinsically good. @Givhis, the next question is
what would this imply about how we should live diwes? The theory of
value also asks: What sorts of things are good?t\&fbrés of situations are
good? Is pleasure always good? Is it good for petipbe equally well off?
Is it intrinsically good for beautiful objects txist? Or what does “good”
mean? It may literally define “good” and “bad” farcommunity or society.
Let us discuss some of the normative ethical tlesorin the following
paragraphs.

A) Consequentialism (Teleology) argues that moralityan action is
contingent on the action’s outcome or result. Samesequentialist

theories include:
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B) Deontology: Deontology argues that decisions should be made
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Utilitarianism, which holds that an action is rigiftit leads to the
most value for the greatest number of people (M&aemvalue for all
people).

Egoism, believes that the moral person is the-saiterested person
and holds that an action is right if it maximizexd for the self.
Situation Ethics, which holds that the correct@ctio take is the one
which creates the most loving result, and that Isveuld always be

our goal.

considering the factors of one’'s duties and otherights.

Deontological theories include:

* Immanuel Kant's Categorical Imperatiwehich roots morality in
humanity’s rational capacity and averts certaindlable moral
laws.

* The Contractarianism of John Rawls and Thomas Hybt@ch
holds that the moral acts, are those that we wallldgree to if
we were unbiased.

* Natural rights theories, of Thomas Aquinas or Jobcke, which
holds that, human beings have absolute, naturastig

Virtue Ethics, which has been advocated by Aristdibcuses on the

inherent character of a person rather than ongkeifsc actions that

he or she performs. There has been a significanvaleof virtue
ethics in the past half century, through the wadrlplulosophers like

G.E.Moore, E. Anscombe, Phillipa Foot, A. Macintydane Austen,

and Benjamin Franklin. But Anscombe’s modern plafdsy

contributes a lot for the development of virtueieth
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1.2Meta-Ethics:
Meta-ethics is the investigation of the natureettiical statements. It

involves questions like “are ethical claims true®’, capable of being true
or false, or “are they, expressions of emotionzh#y are true, are they true
forever? If they are ever true, what is the natofethe facts that they
express? And are they ever true absolutely or aveay relative to some
individual, society, or culture? Meta-ethics stgdine nature of ethical
sentences and attitudes. This includes such guestie what does “good”
and “right” mean?, whether and how we know whatight and good?,

whether moral values are objective?, and how dthitiéudes motivate us?
Often this is derived from some lists of moral dbses, e.g. a religious
moral code, whether explicit or not, some wouldwigesthetics as itself a
form of Meta ethics. Meta ethics also investigatesere our ethical

principles come from, and what they mean. Are thagrely social

inventions? Do they involve more expressions of iodividual emotions?

Meta ethical answers to these questions focus enissues of universal
truths, the will of God, the role of reason in e#ii judgments, and the

meaning of ethical terms themselves.

1.3Applied Ethics:
Applied ethics is a branch of ethics that considérs practical

application of ethical principles to specific issuef social or personal
concern, including medical ethics, professionaliosthand environmental
ethics. Applied ethics is the philosophical exartiora from a moral

standpoint, of particular issues in private andliguife that are matters of
moral judgment. It is thus, a term used to descrteempts to use
philosophical methods to identify the morally catreourse of action in
various fields of human life. Thus, applied ethiies to provide guidance
on specific issues within the context of a consist®tion of the elements of

a good life. It is a discipline of philosophy thaitempts to apply ethical
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theory to real life situations. But it is not sim@ matter of the application
of ethical norms. Applied ethics also gives a splegitention to humanity’s
specificity and the urgency of the situation in @the ethical issues arise.
The distinctiveness of applied ethics lies in istigular and direct attention
to those features. In fact, ethics as it has bemtenstood traditionally,
integrates both theoretical and the practical atfdgoncerns.

1.4 Environmental Ethics:
Environmental Ethics is a branch of Applied Ethigscording to the

penguin Dictionary of Biology, the word “environntémaybe defined as
the ‘collective term for the conditions in which @mganism lives, both
biotic and abiotic’. Environmental ethics is emeatges a new sub discipline
of philosophy in the early 1970. It is a disciplitleat studies the moral
relationship of human beings, and also the valud moral status of the
environment and its nonhuman contents. Environnhethacs has given a
new dimension to the conversation of natural resesir In wider sense
‘environment’ signifies the surroundings, whichlie the social, cultural
and moral sphere. In its narrow sense, it incluthes non human nature
including plants and animals. Human and nature tt@geconstitute the
environment. Thus, environment includes both hunaswal nature and
environment of human comprises of the relation betwhuman and human
and the relation between the human and nature. irdmaental ethics
believes in the ethical relationship between hunb@mgs and natural
environment. Human beings are a part of societysandre the other living
beings. When we talk about the philosophical pplecthat guides our life,
we often ignore the fact that even plants and alsirige a part of our lives.
They are an integral part of the environment angcbehave a right to be
considered part of human life. It is clear thaytimeed to be associated with

our guiding principles as well as our moral andicathvalues. There are
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some basic premises in environmental ethics the¢rgohuman-nonhuman

relationship as follows:

* Human being is a part of nature.

* Our knowledge and understanding of the complexilyersity, and
interrelationship of life and living system remaudimentary.

* The sustainability of our life support system isdmpatible with current
consumptive growth patterns and the rate of hunegulation growth.

* Humans have altered the natural system of the Earduch an extent
that much extinction have already taken place drel @xistence of
countless species, including our own, is in jeopard

* Human beings need to have a profound respect fonuroans in all its
diverse manifestation.

» All species are unique and have value regardlesmpfvalue that they
may have for humans.

1.5 Animal Ethics:

Our attitude towards animals has changed over #rmudes. In
ancient period, people believed in mythical relasinips between humans
and animals. Greek mythology abounded in half hymiaaf-animal
creatures. Animals were worshipped and deified,leytat the same time
being cruelly treated. This ambivalent approach @as to the fact that
animals were people’s daily food, often obtainedhaut consideration of
pain. Animals were forced to participate in crusiiis of entertainment, and
with the development of science they have also mecsubjects of
experiments and vivisection tests.

At the same time, philosophical attempts were atsmle to define
‘humanity’. The differences between humans and atsrwere attributed to
the lack of a soul in animals, which was considdeg@revent them from
having a consciousness or mind. This excluded dgifnam the sphere of

morality, as they were denied the possibility ofvihg any form of
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consciousness, any ability to feel or think, andreef having an embryonic
form of mental life.

This was the dominant approach in most philosophechools and
the exceptions were very rare. However, the Pyttesgs believed in the
transmigration of souls, i.e. metempsychosis. Agdicqy to this view, the
souls of the dead not only enter humans, but asmal bodies. For this
reason, Pythagoras and his disciples declareckihay and eating animals
was as outrageous as cannibalism. Empedocles4i®5e435 B.C., declared
that eating meat and making blood offerings weesgfeatest of sins. Later
on, Diogenes, Plotinus, Ovid, Seneca and Porphpyessed similar views.
Plutarch even suggested that animals were morkiget& than humans and
could demonstrate moral virtues. Also, from thdiesir of times, the idea of
the unity and sanctity of all life was acceptedha East, as was the belief in
reincarnation, which claimed that a soul could ebt#h human and animal
bodies alike. In the 3rd century B.C., inspiredtly ideas of Buddhism, the
Indian king Ashoka issued edicts enforcing resgectthe lives of all
creatures. The edicts involved banning blood afifgsj introducing medical
care for animals, limiting the killing of animals thunting, fishing and
animal farming, and forbidding the killing of premgm animals. The detail
discussion is made in chapter-5.

In Christianity, Saint Francis of Assisi (1181-1226nd Saint
Anthony of Padua (1195-1231) declared the idea mithlerhood with
animals, which is called as ‘minor brothers’. Howevthe main Christian
trend rejected this idea that never became populathe Church. A
completely different standpoint was accepted bystbdtle, who is well
known for his statement about the natural hierarohyliving creatures.
Different beings should not be treated equallythesr innate nature is not
the same. Humans, animals and plants are all pdbnutrition and

growth. However, plants, as lower beings, shoufdesaumans and animals,
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and the latter should serve humans, as they carsgoteason to direct their
behavior and are driven by instinct. By denyingnaads the capacity for
rational thinking, Aristotle radically separatecth from humans, which is
discussed in chapter-2

Similar views were declared by Saint Augustine (330) and Saint
Thomas Aquinas (1225- 1274). In their opinion, amBnare creatures
deprived of a rational soul and therefore canndorge to the sphere of
morality. By nature, animals should serve and hgeddent on man. These
opinions were shared by Albertus Magnus (c. 1193280)] and Saint
Bonaventure (c. 1217-1274).

Several centuries later, a comparable point of weag accepted by
Immanuel Kant (1724-1804), who excluded animals mfroethical
consideration, as they were believed to be incapabtational thinking and
deprived of free will. We can only have moral dstiwards rational
creatures (humans). Sympathy towards animals sesattfrom concern for
their well-being but from concern for human edumatias humans could
become insensitive to the suffering of other huminhey are cruel to
animals.

In order to exclude animals from the ethical undeerthey were
denied not only the capacity for rational thinkibgt also the capacity for
consciousness. According to René Descartes, ananalautomatic devices
which do not feel pain. He admitted that their betlaresembles that of
humans, but they differ in that they do not haveoascious, rational God
given soul. A similar way of thinking was represahtby Nicolas
Malebranche (1638-1715). Although the philosopharush de Spinoza
(1632-1677) admitted that animals are able to fezklid not consider that a
reason to stop using them for our own convenieftench philosophers
condemning the inhumane treatment of animals ircdudichel Montaigne,

Voltaire (Francois-Marie Arouet) and Jean- Jacgdesisseau. Montaigne
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criticized human prejudices against animals, Sjatitat we are subject to
the same natural order of things as animals and hawh in common with
them.

Two centuries later, Jean-Jacques Rousseau (1778)-Yfotested
against the misery and maltreatment of animalgbating their moral status
not to reason but to an ability to feel pain anffesing. Voltaire (1694-
1778) was also strongly opposed to the dehumaaizatf animals and
vivisection. For the detail discussion we neeceferto chapter-2.

However, the ethical viewpoints mentioned aboveewsased largely
upon exclusionist assumptions which placed manideftsbove nature in a
privileged position in relation to animals. Thisnéormed to a vision of
hierarchical world order known as the ‘Ladder ofr§s’ which was created
by God and crowned man as master of all other arest Any form of
mental life was ruled out as far as animals wereemed, and according to
numerous thinkers, mental life was a necessaryitondor moral status. In
this view, animals were nothing more than livingngs, sources of raw
material, medicine, food resources and cheap labte objects of hunting
or bloody entertainment, regardless of the amobipiao or suffering they
experienced. The publication of Darwin’s theory @folution in 1859
gradually led to the ‘Ladder of Beings’ theory lkgimeplaced by the
evolutionary metaphor of the Tree of Life. Fromewmlutionary viewpoint,
there are no greater or lesser forms of life ahtifalforms deserve respect.
Human beings should not be considered exceptional.

If we go through the history of Animal Philosophlyen we find that
generally, animal ethics is divided into three gatées: the analytical
school, the postmodern school, and the pragmatioatc Members of the
analytical school investigate the relevant issueselfierence to the familiar
ethical theories and methods of modern Westermgbghy. Standard moral

theories such as utilitarianism, deontology (rigtitsory), social-contract
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ethics, and virtue ethics have been applied taathmal issue to see if they
could be extended to include nonhuman animals.faimdiar commitments
of modern Western moral philosophy to neutralityjivarsality, and
consistency have given due care. Neutrality requsaspending a bias
favoring fellow humans, universality requires thadrality remain the same
in all contexts, and consistency requires givingiagconsideration to
similar interests. The most common approach iske ta moral theory and
apply it to other animals, often simultaneously adirg the theory to make
it more comprehensive. Tom Regan, for example, dednimmanuel
Kant’'s deontology, substituting a robust subjectore conscious life for
Kant’s rationality criterion for moral rights. Juas theoretical backgrounds
in the analytical school differ greatly, so do was theories in animal ethics.
Perhaps the most common example is the conflictvdert orthodox
utilitarianism, championed by Peter Singer, and iffedi Kantian
deontology, championed by Tom Regan, as forms iofiarethics.

The majority of philosophical approaches which Wil discussed in
the subsequent chapters to animal ethics are ofattaytical school.
Philosophers who have used this approach incluter Benger, Tom Regan,
Mark Rowlands, Dale Jamieson, Bernard Rollin, S¢epiClark, James
Rachels, and David DeGrazia. The postmodern scapptoaches animal
ethics by reference to Continental and post-strattphilosophy. In many
ways this school is the opposite of the analytisahool in that its
proponents view neutrality, universality, and cetesicy with suspicion.
The divide is meta-ethical in nature and can beettaback to the general
divide that emerged in twentieth-century philosophgtween Anglo-
American philosophy and Continental philosophy.

Postmodernists think that neutrality and objectidte impossible to
achieve because humans are inextricably embeddedham specific

epistemologies and perspectives. It is also maiathithat values are not
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universal but socially constructed. In practicestimmeans that emphasis
should be placed on explorations of various humarsgectives; those
explorations include how gender, ethnic identitiggplogies, bodily-
situatedness, and contexts affect values and uadeisgs of animals. For
instance, attention has been focused on reevatulatiman identity from the
animal perspective. Instead of concentrating on hawans view animals,
emphasis is placed on how animals may view humaasthe possible
normative implications of such interspecific pointd view. Also,
postmodernists maintain that instead of reasonlagid, emphasis should
be placed on emotions such as awe, care, feelingsimg bound, and other
affective and intuitive responses.

The postmodern school is highly diverse, and nbitalproponents
share all of these characteristics. Philosophers hdve used this approach
include Gilles Deleuze and Jacques Derrida. Moeeifip to animal ethics,
philosophers who use the postmodern and continemjatoaches include
Cary Wolfe, David Wood, Matthew Calarco, Giorgio akgben, and Ralph
R. Acampora. Some ecofeminist approaches to arethéds are similar in
eschewing rationality, neutrality, universality, danconsistency and
embracing emotion, difference, context, and patyialThe most notable
postmodern ecofeminists who have contributed tmmahgethics include Val
Plumwood, Carol Adams, Marti Kheel, Josephine D@mvand Geeta
Gaard; Vandana Shiva and Karen Warren also hawhéouon the animal
iIssue. Many philosophers who have contributed tmahethics deploy the
insights and methods of both the analytical andtrpodern schools by
taking part in both, combining the two e.g., takarganalytical approach to
postmodern works, or developing entirely new apghea. Those
philosophers include Mary Midgley, Clare Palmerg &teve Best.

Although Montaigne, Voltaire and Rousseau - as maeat above -

had already criticized the dehumanization of angn#te most important



32

attempts to win ethical treatment of animals weeslenby the founder of the
ethical doctrine of utilitarianism, Jeremy Benthairhe assumptions of

utilitarian ethics have given rise to a significannclusion. Inclusion in the

sphere of morality depends on the ability to e>g®e pleasure or pain, an
ability which is referred to as ‘sentience’. To gu@entham, ‘the question
is not, Can theyeasor? Can theyalk? But, Can theguffer?

The 1970s witnessed a great breakthrough in thsidgeration of the
moral treatment of animals and a milestone was ethlly the publication
of the book Animal Liberation by Peter Singer. Singer's book, which
became the animal liberation movement's ‘Bible§ bance been a source of
inspiration for defenders of animal welfare. Acaogd to Singer, if we
object to sexual and racial discrimination, we adredhere to speciesism.
Speciesism means discrimination based on membetshi@ species. A
detail discussion is made in chapter-2.

Singer maintains that the ability to feel in somainals is
comparable to the same ability in people. This iegpkhat animals have
‘interests’ and therefore should be included ingpbere of morality. Singer
argues that humans have different levels of igfetice, talents and aesthetic
and moral sensitivity, especially when we consjEople who are deprived
of those capabilities, such as young children omtalyy handicapped
persons. Such people are nevertheless protectdtelprinciple of equality.
So far as animals are concerned, we commit therampiact of excluding
them from the ‘moral community’. Singer criticizéss attitude and labels it
as speciesism. According to Singer, to a greattrsser degree, a six-month
old human baby does not have any characteristas ah adult mammal
does not have. His aim is to weigh up total pleasagainst suffering for
moral assessment purposes, regardless of whethgil@éhsure or suffering
Is experienced by animals or people. Indeed, timelirfgs of modern

ecology, ethology and animal psychology as wellsasiobiology have
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shown that certain animals have a mental life andlality to communicate,
consciously use tools, cooperate and help one anotihis even possible
that they have a sense of humor.

In the second chapter entitleldloral Status of Animals: Traditional
and Recent Debatese have discussed the philosophical debates among
Western philosophers on the moral status of anim&8tme classical
philosophers such as Plato and Aristotle descriagdan beings as rational
animals and identified reason as a distinguishiagknand implied that our
mental life exists at an altogether higher levelcomparison to other
animals. According to Hume, we are distinct fronmaads by virtue of our
status as moral agents, reflects an important featihis concept of person
or self. Even, Wittgenstein also thought that dmlynan beings are capable
of using language, and even if a lion could speakcauld not understand
him. On the contrary, there are some philosophs who thought that
species are not only mere automata; they have addBbconscious,
rationality and so on. Say for example, Peter Singdo suggested that
each individual and each species is different bay tall have interests and
equal interests ought to be treated equally. Re§anger, and Taylor
soundly demonstrate that species is not a moralgvant criterion; any
moral theory that draws distinctions based purelyspecies is untenable.
What we have analyzed in this chapter is that moudds are species-
neutral; the same rules that govern our treatméntumans should also
govern our treatment of non-humans. Due to the redes@f any morally
relevant distinction between humans and animalg, ihjection of a
hierarchy of moral standing among humans oughtet@xtended to other
species. If infants and the brain dead are mocalhsiderable , if their lives
are to be protected and preserved, then consistmtympartiality require
that the lives of each living entity that is noffelient in morally relevant

ways also be protected all life forms. Pain andfesiffg are morally
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relevant. Causing pain and suffering to othersasatty reprehensible when
such suffering is not in their interest and whechssuffering is avoidable.

In chapter three entitled&nimals in Research and Animal Welfane
attempt has been made to discuss the issues uséhand abuse of animals
in research. In fact, animal studies are condudiexti to give medical
researchers a better idea of what benefits and lamatipns they are likely
to use in humans. In this chapter, we have disdussd whether an animal
experiment is ethically justified? We have alsedrto point out that the use
of animals in research can be ethically and mornakijified as the benefits
of animal research have been enormous and it wdwdde severe
consequences for public health and medical resaaithvere abandoned.
Nevertheless, the use of the 3Rs i,e, reductigslacement and refinement
is crucial to continuously reduce the number anflesng of animals in
research. Furthermore, a good regulatory regimes -foand in some
countries - can help to reduce further the numbanonals used. Therefore,
we support a healthy and continued debate on t@fugnimals in research.
We recognize that those who oppose animal expetatien should be free
to voice their opinions democratically, and we Idokward to constructive
discussion in the future with organizations thatrstthe middle ground with
us.

In chapter four entitledvegetarianism and Living Wellve have
discussed that if we accept that animals havegitten killing animals for
food is morally wrong. Vegetarianism on moral grds may be understood
as the view that because of some moral principles @ught not to eat
certain edible animals and animal products. Theeenaany philosophical
arguments for veganism which underestimate whait istake for humans
who give up eating animal products. By sayingladt's at stake for humans
Is taste and characterizing taste in simplisticnggrthey underestimate the

reasonable resistance that arguments for veganidinmeet. Taste, they
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believe, is trivial. Omnivores believe that eatingeat provides a more
meaningful meal, though just how this works proedssive. Meaningful
omnivores could find little in the philosophicaieiature to help them clarify
and support their position until recently. A fewilpeophers have argued
that our culinary practices involve something meignificant than taste.
Even if when vegan and omnivorous diets imposelarmhiarms on animals,
moral vegans might live better than meaningful omres if they pay
attention to aesthetics, engagement with the wand| identity. Creative
transformations of previously omnivorous identitiedd a new layer of
meaningfulness. Being an omnivore is one way ahganeaningfully, but
no more than that, which means that the meaningégliof eating meat can’t
justify imposing harms on animals. Where things egaal for the animals
and a vegan diet would impose as much harm on dhiasaan omnivorous
one, and then perhaps the meaningful omnivore ltas@ When and where
all things are equal in this sense is difficultdetermine, but it's clearly a
different argument - one about the harms animdfgisu

In chapter five entitledAnimal Ethics and Religioman attempt has
been made to discuss that how the religious bekekave lived out their
faith in ways that have been fully in defense oh4mmman lives. Religion
can affect our attitude towards animals and the awhich animals are
treated by us. We have also discussed how aninariementation was
considered from Indian civilization. In ancient iad society, in the case of
animal taxonomies an analogy is often used betvieerclasses of beasts
and the classes in the society. There are socalcattural classificatory
schemes which are represented as natural, bechageréproduce the
schemes where by animals are classified. In faetetrare several and
different methods for classifying animals in Vediexts. The ancient
religions such as Hinduism, Buddhism, and Jainisraveh never

differentiated between the soul of a human beirgytae soul of an animal.
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They believed that everything that has been crehye&upreme Being or
Brahmancomes from the Supreme Being and again returtiset&upreme
Being. We tried to show that because, religiousitiutgons have so much
influence in cultures across the earth-worldwiddy @about one-seventh of
people count themselves as non-religious-religioamge within their grasp
an important leadership role regarding our relatmn to the world around
us. An increasing number of religious and non-reig humans have
echoed some form of insight that “we cannot beytrolirselves in any
adequate manner without all our companion beingsutthout the earth.
This larger community constitutes our greater sélf¥hether believers,
churches and religious institutions will respondhs challenge remains an
unanswered question.

As a conclusive remark, we have tried to find awine dimensions
from the all the debates and try to establish thaas been obvious for a
long time that the pursuit of global justice regsirthe inclusion of many
people and groups not previously included as fetiyal subjects of justice:
the poor; members of religious, ethnic, and raomhorities; and more
recently women, the disabled, and inhabitants afr pations distant from
one’s own. But a truly global justice requires sohply looking across the
world for fellow species members who are entitlecatdecent life. It also
requires looking around the world at the other isahtbeings with whose
lives our own are inextricably and complexly intd@rted. Kant's approach
does not confront these questions as questiongstitg. Probably a strict
Kantian could not so confront them, not without siderably modifying
Kant’'s own view about rationality as the basis adrai respect. Utilitarian
approaches boldly confront the wrongs animals suffied they deserve high
praise. But in the end, it seems that, Utilitasamiis too homogenizing -
both across lives and with respect to the hetemgesn constituents of each

life - to provide us with a fully adequate theofyamimal justice.
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The capabilities approach may, however, distingtvgt aspects of
the capability in question. A tiger’'s capability kol small animals, defined
as such, does not have intrinsic ethical value, @oldical principles can
omit it. But a tiger’s capability to exercise iteedatory nature so as to avoid
the pain of frustration may well have value, if thain of frustration is
considerable. Zoos have learned how to make tlstindiion. Noticing that
they were giving predatory animal’s insufficienteesise for their predatory
capacities, they have had to face the questiomefharm done to smaller
animals by allowing such capabilities to be exedisShould they give a
tiger a tender gazelle to crunch on? The peops®ime zoos have found that
they can give the tiger a large ball on a rope, sehesistance and weight
symbolize the gazelle. The tiger seems satisfiecheMer predatory
animals are living under direct human support aotrol, such solutions
seem the most ethically sound. The capabilitiesaggh, which begins from
an ethically attuned concern for each form of anhiife offers a model that
does justice to the complexity of animal lives atieir strivings for
flourishing. Such a model seems an important daatfally global theory of
justice.

To say that a being deserves moral consideratitmgay that there is
a moral claim that this being has on those whoreaagnize such claims. A
morally considerable being is a being who can benged in the morally
relevant sense. It is generally thought that atl anly human beings make
such claims, however, when we ask why it is thoutpat all and only
humans are the types of beings that can be wrongeslyvers are not
particularly easy to come by. Humans are memberthefspeciesHomo
sapiens But species membership does not explain why tiera moral
claim made by those that belong to this speciesnadther species. That
humans are members of the specidemo sapiensis certainly a

distinguishing feature of humans - humans shargsngtic make-up and a
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distinctive physiology, but this is unimportantimdhe moral point of view.
Species membership is a morally irrelevant charstie a bit of luck
which is no more morally interesting than beingrborale or female, black
or white. Thus, species membership itself canngpsrtt the view that
members of one species, namely ours, deserve roonaideration that is
not owed to members of other species. Of course,naght respond that it
IS not membership in a biological category thatterat morally, it is our
humanity that grounds the moral claims we make. &fwsnare morally
considerable because of the distinctively humanacéips we possess,
capacities that only we humans have. Becoming ataegn is not merely a
symbolic gesture rather a vegetarian is the masttjpal and effective steps
one can take towards ending both the killing of-homan animals and the
infliction of suffering upon them. We may suggdsatt given the various
virtues of animal ethics we have discussed, workingards a happy, peaceful
life and meatless diet in a community is a worthgezavour for a person who
values compassion, humility, and integrity. Workit@gwards this larger
community constitutes our greater self. Whetheielbels, non-believers and
religious institutions will respond to this chalggnremains an unanswered

guestion.
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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
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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
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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




59

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

°l Kant seems at first to be granting this pointthe Metaphysics of Moralsve find a Section
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
Library, 1971,p.448

%3 Darwin, The Descent of Margnd Selection in Relation to SexLondon: D.Appleton, 1897,
Chapter4

** Dobzhanksy, T. Human Nature as a product of EimiufThe Range of Ethiddarold H. Titus,
Morris T. Keeton, East-West Press Pvt Ltd. New Ddlf72,p.123
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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
Press, 1948, p.310-311 and Singer,ARimal Liberation2™ edition, New York ;Avon Books,
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.



75

* 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.



82

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
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CHAPTER-3
ANIMALS IN RESEARCH AND ANIMAL WELFARE

The fact that animal research provides essentfalrmation that is of benefit to

both humans and animals is well proven and curagmatlable vaccines, surgical
procedures and treatments available......supp@tattyument. In many instances
this information could not have been provided by ather method. - Institute for

Animal Health, Compton Laboratory.

It is believed that the debate about research wmnvglanimals ranges
broadly over two distinct questions. The first oagks whether animal
research yields useful knowledge that could notglaéed from other
sources and the second one concerns whether ibriallpnacceptable for
humans to use animals in ways that can cause aniham. These two
guestions are in fact related: if it were the cidusg we learn nothing useful
and distinctive from research that may harm animaisould be difficult to
see how, on any reasonable view, it could be mojaditified. The question
of scientific justification is therefore fundameinta the question of moral
justification.

However, a positive answer to the scientific questioes not settle
the moral question, for it may be the case thaegmeriment that yields
useful and relevant information is not ethicallyceygtable. We need
therefore to consider from first principles the wargnts in support of, and
against, research involving animals. For the purposther discussion, let
us consider the principal ethical questions inftlewing manner.

* Provided there are substantial benefits associatgtd animal
research, why should the use of animals requireialgestification?

» Can any use of animals by humans be justified? Wépecific issues
need to be considered in the case of research?

* What role does the unavailability of alternativefayp in the
justification of research involving animals?

* How does the justification of such research relatéhe justification

of other uses, such as food production?
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* What is the appropriate role of regulation for eesé involving
animals?

To respond each of these questions, we may constd@nmonly
encountered arguments to bring clarity to the dehat identify agreement
where it exists; and to understand what lies behamdaining disagreement.
We hope that this approach will be useful in emapjphilosophers to make
informed judgements about whether or not specifoes of research can be
justified.

According to the system of biological classificatilhumans are
within the animal kingdom and belong to the taxomogroup refer to as
primates, it is more appropriate to use the terrmdru animals and non-
human animals in this context. However, the termrmahis used to refer to
non-human animals in this context. This use oftdmen animals should not
be considered to imply differences between humants animals in their
ability to suffer or feel pain to an extent thaege human beings apart from
all other species .Also it should not be takennply differences in moral
status. Moreover, one may say that animals arditite of entity, who can
feel pain, hunger, cold and fear and therefore tbegerve our moral
concern. We think that animal world is differenbrfr us and therefore
meaningless, but this is unacceptable because bhmwrdd has its own
meaning. Both humans and animals can expressittiterests, as want or
desire that can be interpreted through their astid&ven many kinds of
animals are social like human beings.

While human anatomy does make us unique in ouityald speak,
not all humans do. For example, a new born babyldperson etc. Animals
not only have a sense of justice, but also haveersses of empathy,
forgiveness, trust and much more as well . Humangseare genetically

different from animals but we may say that humaindgeare the member of
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the species Homosapiens, chimpanzees are clokentans genetically and
evolutionary process, as we have discussed inettensl chapter.

Moral philosophy distinguishes between moral agearsl moral
patients. Moral agents are defined as those ingalglwho are capable of
actions that they know are “right” or “wrong”. Mdragents are responsible
for their actions and have certain obligationsréat others in certain ways.
Moral adult humans are moral agents. But otherviddals -including
infants, the legally insane, people in a comahosé mentally incompetent
adults with severe disabilities such as retardatordementia- cannot be
held responsible for their “right” or “wrong” behaur. These people are
not moral agents, but moral patients. Say for examp patient with
Alzheimer's disease is not morally responsible & hits someone in a
moment of confusion or agitation. Question maydised that what about
the animals? Can an animal be a moral agent? Masple realize that
animals do not distinguish “right” from “wrong” fre “good” from “bad”.
When animals do something, human would call “nidetit we cannot say
that they know they are being nice. Similarly, whibay do something we
would call “bad”- it is not accurate to say thaeyhare doing something
“‘wrong”, because, they are unaware of the moralevalf their behaviour.
For these reasons philosophers refer animals aal rpatients, not moral
agents. If we agree that animals have rights , deemoral patients they
have the right to receive certain kinds of treatirfeom us, including not
punishing them for actions for which they are restponsible and providing
them with medical care when they need it. That iy vwhenever humans
interfere in the lives of wild animals, it is imgant to determine whether
these intrusions can be justified? Are they faire ey the right thing to

do?
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3.1 Why Animal Research?
When human populations show explosive growth, dtier animals

that suffer, and the entire ecosystems, specigajlgions and individuals
too. The end is clear, animals lose when humaarests come into conflict
with animals interests. In addition, there are smynpeople whose demand
for animal’'s products , medical needs and food irequents is rising
rapidly.

The main focus of animal research is to improveuhegerstanding of
the process that determines cell differentiationirdythe early stages of
embryonic development. Researchers used two diffesigecies in order to
provide comparable information. Amphibian embryosrev preferred to
mammalian models such as the mouse because amhfirieduce a large
number of eggs that develop externally to the motttech are of a size that
allows experimental reagents to be injected eaaiyl develop fairly and
rapidly. This type of research was generally urad@h on embryos of the
frogs, and the results gained from developmentaliss on these frogs are
considered to be readily transferable to mammalsluding humans, as
most of the basic developmental mechanisms have figaly conserved in
evolution. Actually humans are very much one ofrraals and “they” are
very much one of us. That is why researchers haugared proteins on the
surface to human and chimpanzee’s cells.

In modern times, we can see that each and evesytsts agree with
the view that animals have contributed to the dgwalent of life sciences
and medicines over the past few centuries .It iequatural that the health
and welfare of human beings is the top priorityadif governmental and
health organizations around the world. Differenpey of pharmaceutical
companies test their experimental medicines on alsirbefore they are
allowed to treat animals in humans and also the efaysing animals to test

the safety of consumer product is totally fearflWe can see in the
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contemporary period every medical breakthrough um&n and animal’s
health has been the direct result of research usmmgals. However, one
may say that animals are used in experimental resemainly for the
following three purposes:

A) To develop pharmaceutical and other medical praduct
B) To advance fundamental research in life sciencds an
C) To test the safety of potentially toxic products.

Thus, it can be said that animals suffer many efd¢glime health problems as
humans. We believe that non-human species haveesHde cycle than
human beings and as a result they can be studiedgin their whole life
span.

In fact, scientists think that studies on animats/we a better idea of
what benefits and complications are likely to seehuman beings. For
example-the basic mechanism of heart disease hese $tudied on dogs,
rats, rabbits, sheep and pigs and studies with dog#ibuted to our most
basic understandings of how to manage heart dis&asebasic assumption
of using animals in laboratories experiment is topssome disease in
humans. Say for example-a rabbit’'s sensory systemlme studied in basic
research. The rabbit may be used as a model foamyeskin irritation tests
for environmental toxicity testing. Although thessdvances may be
achieved by other means, but we don’t know that does our world will
look like without animal research. Thus many stadom living animals,
involving mainly mice and rats, have been conductedexamine the
vertebrate immune system, and most current knowlddgbased on this
research. The immune systems of animals and humpanect them from
infection. If the adaptive immune system is chajlesh by a particular
infectious agent that it has previously overconeisiable to do so on
subsequent occasions much more quickly and eftdgtiResearch on the

adaptive immune system usually involves an initiahunisation of animals



89

with foreign (from another animal) biological molgar or cells or
microorganisms such as bacteria. Immune respomeasharacterised by the
production of immune cells and antibodies, whiclcsfically recognise and
help eliminate the foreign molecules, cells or mazganisms (all referred to
as antigens). Experiments of this kind provided fir& evidence that the
cells responsible for adaptive immune responses wealass of white blood
cells called lymphocytes. In these experiments oatslice were irradiated
with X-RAYS to kill most of their white blood cellsncluding lymphocytes,
rendering them unable to make adaptive immune resgso When different
cell types were transferred into these animalsy bmhphocytes were found
to reverse the deficiency. The welfare of the atsneas usually affected
because of increased susceptibility to infectiguasticularly in the gut, due
to the destruction of the lining of mucosal celisised by the irradiation.
These infections were usually treated with antibgotin the first series of
experiments of this kind, significant numbers ofnaels died, most likely
due to diarrhoea. In general, it can be assumedhbaexperiments entailed
at least some malaise for the animals involved.

Moreover, much of our knowledge about the funchgniof the
central nervous system has come from invasive drarggeriments in which
parts of the nervous system are electrically moedp stimulated or
destroyed. Many studies have been undertaken mapes, as the cerebral
cortex, which is responsible for higher brain fiumes such as thought and
speech, is very poorly developed in animals othen fprimates. Beside this,
animals can also experience both physiological psythological adverse
states. These are intimately linked and dependeom wne another, as the
physiological and behavioural response to stredsctaf a number of
biological functions and systems. As for exampleimals housed at
artificially low temperatures will be under physigical stress as they

expend energy to maintain their core body tempegdiy huddling together,
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shivering and reducing the blood supply to the skisuch stress is extreme
or prolonged, substantial effort will be required maintain a state of
equilibrium. The animals may become aware of tlisreand suffer as a
result.

Alternatively, a social animal housed individualllya barren cage at
an appropriate temperature, relatively humidity #gtt level may not be
under any immediate physiological stress but wiblgably experience
psychological stress due to boredom and anxietyis Tdan lead to
physiological changes such as alternations in heate and body
temperature, and disturbed sleep pattérns.

We can find that the behavioural science of psymiylfocuses on
understanding behaviour and mind in both humanreadhuman animals
through research. This is called cognitive-behadbresearch. For, modern
psychology “the study of behaviour is a cornerstafe experimental
psychology, shedding light on complex human emgtionThus, in
psychology animals are commonly used as modelth®ohuman mind and
behaviour, particularly for human conditions invaly logical diseases.
Animals are subjected to experiments on vision, rihga hunger,
reproduction drugs and so on. It can be said tkaearch on animal
behaviour and mind requires animals to be cons@oglsaware, and it may
be considered that sometimes animal experimentc@rducted with the
high degree of pain and suffering. Some animalscaptivity exhibit
“stereotypic behaviours”. These are defined as tiepe unvarying
behaviours that appear to have no goal or funcsoch as recurring and

excessive gnawing, pacing, circling or jumping. rals tend to develop

" Spani D. Arras M. konig B and Rollick T (2003) Wiy heart rate of laboratory mice housed
individually vs in pairs Lab Anim 37 ;54-62
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stereotypes as a result of an inadequate enviransteess, frustrations, or a
reduction in social interactioris.

Question may be raised that as a rational humamghsiit morally
justified or permissible to use animals as tools oy type of painful
research? And also as a natural species is it mguatified hurting another
natural species in many ways? Many animal welfasgitutions tried to
raise the morality of using animals in scientfesearch , suggesting that
we need to change our attitude towards non-humaniep .As we know
that approximately forty million animals are killgger year in order to
produce far products. We may claim that it is ebdac way of research. In
the contemporary modern society humans are engagadserious debate
about the rights and wrongs of animal use. Accgrdm the utilitarian’s ,
laboratory animal researchers require to replacistieg live-animals
experiment with alternatives and have to reduce barmof animals used
,and also invented a new type of method that canseals less sufferings.
We may say that in a ethical debate over animalaret the main conflict is
usually between the pursuit of human benefits i@ ¢me hand and the
animals interest in avoiding suffering on the other
Thus there is an ongoing debate about the morafitgnimal experiment.
We can only say that all these painful experimanésexecuted because the
pain and joy of others cannot be directly experehioy us.

3.2 The controversy on animal research:
It is a fact that human beings have d#ferelationships with animals.

They are the source of our pleasure in companionsgtural environment,
wild life, but they are also extensively used food, clothing, transport,
sports, racing, and hunting. Sometimes animalsilesl when they come

into conflict with humans. The relationship betwesmman and animals

2 Rodent Refinement Working Party (1998) Refinindewnt husbandary ; the mousab Anim32;
233-59
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differ in terms of the benefit they bring to humaasl their effects on the
welfare of animals.

The term “research” is used ifraader sense encompassing
experiments undertaken in basic and applied relseascwell as for the
purpose of toxicity testing. Anthropological steslisuggest that the main
difference between human and other primates isngemuence of certain
environmental influences. The distinctively humdnilites to speak and
read are necessarily made possible by our genobypethey only develop
when the appropriate environmental conditions aresent. So the
emergence of humanity was probably cultural ratttean biologically
determined. We think that we are treating othemgvbeings differently
merely because they are not humans.

Debate about research on animals is not new .Asirhale been
used in basic and applied research for more th@0 $6ars ago. Each and
every scientist agrees with the view that animasehcontributed to the
development of life sciences and medicines overpts few centuries. In
ancient Greek period, natural philosophers and ipiayss wanted to
increase their knowledge about the way in which glemorganisms such as
humans and animals functiéfMost of the historians in medicine argue that
many fundamental and early discoveries in physiplagre derived from
studying animals. If we look to the past, we camdfthat the Catholics
forbade human autopsy. Animals are used as primphggiological and
anatomical model§. In view of the biological similarities between huma
and other animals scientists assumed that manynfjesdabout specific
mechanisms or processes in animals could be apgiédmans. Thus we

can’'t deny that many discoveries were possible dmylyusing animals as

3 Rupke NA, edit. (1987)Yivisection in Historical Perspectivéondon and New York Croon-
Helm)

" Hill RB and Anderson RE (1988)he Autopsy —Medical Practice and Public Pol{tyndon
Butterworth)
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models for research. These evidence includes WillidHarvey's
demonstration of blood circulation in 1628, and pAen Hale's
measurement of blood pressure in 1733.

However during 19th century, there was a dramaticreiase in
scientific exploration in Britain and elsewhere,yBkian Marshall Hall
wrote that “unhappily...the subjects of animal pblsyy are sentient and
every experiments is attended by pain and sufféfigreover, the study of
animals developed in medical school across Europegithe 17 and 1§
centuries, became complex and invasive. Researsoenstimes used un-
anaesthetised living animals as part of their nesea For example, in the
17" century physician Robert Boyle demonstrated resipin to interested
audiences by placing an animal in a bell jar, was then depleted of air
by a pump, causing the animal suffocdtBuring this period, many people
were concerned about animal suffering. They thotiegitlack of respect for
animals would corrupt human mind. Thus, Thomas iP&rcquoted
“cruelty...will steal your heart and every generqusciple of your nature
will be subverted®

From the 1970s onwards, ethical issues raisednoyal research
receiving increasing attention in academic disarssiand a number of
influential contributions were made to the deb#étel975, Richard Ryder
publishedVictims of Sciencen which he mentioned the term “speciesism”

to link the treatment of animals in the forms ofustified discrimination,

> Rhodes p (198%An Outline of the History of Medicir{eondon Butterworth)

" Dunlop RH and William DJ (1996) Bioethics ,Anim&ixperimentation and Sentience in
Veterinary Medicine An lllustrated Histohap-32,

" Thomas K (1996)Man and theNatural World, Changing attitudes irEngland 1500-1800
(Oxford: Oxford University Press).

8 Shakespeare’€ymbelineAct 1, scene 5: ‘your highness shall from thisctice but make hard
your heart’ : Dunlop RH and William DJ (1996) Bibis , animal experimentation and sentience,

in Veterinary Medicine: An illustrateldistory (St. Louis MO:Mosby), chapter-32
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such as racism and sexi$h. Peter Singer ifAnimal Liberation Singer
argued that the suffering of many animals should dieen equal
consideration to the suffering of most humans. Kde arote that the best
course of action is the one that has the best goesees, considering the
interest of all those who are affected by the dexiso do something or not
to do something. We can say that Singer argued feomutilitarian
perspectives, which is not accepted by all those wbposed animal
research. But an utilitarian may argue that itligight to use one million
mice for cancer research to save only a single huifeg because the worth
of mice is less than the benefit of it gives a homadno is under treatment.
So a major problem with utilitarianism is how tdatdate cost and benefit?
Some utilitarian accept animal experiments whenrethare no
alternatives as long as we do our level best togoreanimal suffering.
Others, like Singer, demand for higher human bé&nebuld prefer to see
nearly all such experiments to be abolished. Sa ahaitilitarians agree on
however is the methodological precept that ethmetisions in animal
research require us to balance the harm we ddtodsory animals against
the benefits we derive for humans and other aninfdis precept actually
express the notion that we can work out what igaklby trading off one set
of interests against another which is preciselyniete by advocates of
animal rights. The attribution of rights to animalows us to insist that
some ways of treating animals are basically undaebdyy because many
people disapprove or the benefits secured arestoall. Tom Regan and
other adherents of the animal rights view have edgtor an wholesale
abolition of animal-based research. An experimeifit cause only minor
harm to the animals it involves, not that this expent is of extraordinary

importance to humanity at large. The only thing timatters is that when an

" Ryder, R (1975/1993Victims of Science :The use of Animals in Resedtondon :Open Gate
Pres3
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animal is used for an experiment it is treated ageee means to an end. This
being so, animal experimentation should cease.

An important idea related to animal rights is piciple of fairness.
The key point here is that what matters is not ah&/ sum of positive and
negative consequences, as claimed by the utilitaapproach, but the
distribution of these consequences between indalduAs for example;
when animals are used in research involving paimay be considered fair
and therefore better, that a large number of aminsaffer a small and
bearable amount of pain than it is that a few atgreaffer severe pain- even
if the sum of pain is assumed to be larger infife case. Thus moderate
rights advocates will probably want to prohibit teeperiment so that the
level of suffering is not visited on animals by. Wwéilitarian’s may not
object to the experiment, because they think thatalance the benefits will
probably outweigh the suffering imposed on animals.

The use of rats as models of arthritis might belavant illustration.
This model is created using injection of collagansubstance from bone
joints that causes a form of autoimmune arthrdaisiévelop. Attempts have
been made to alleviate the pain of the rat witimiiders. However, since all
available painkillers also directly or indirectijpave anti-inflammatory
effects, their use may lead to undesirable interfee with the research. It
seems then reasonable to expect that the ratstaigest potential drugs for
arthritis may suffer pain similar to that endure lnyman arthritis patients.
Question may be raised that does the scientificofissmimals lead to valid,
useful and relevant results in specific area? And permissible for one
species to cause pain, suffering, and death tdhanta achieve aim?

Our human capacity of empathy, which we often usecessfully
when we judge dispositions or moods of other hunraspecific situations.
Since we would feel pain on being exposed to bgikmater and would

rapidly retract an exposed body part, it could seemsonable to assume that
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an animal that shows a similar reaction on beingos&d to boiling water
would feel a similar kind of pain. So by using eriyyaand methodological
observation, many humans believe that they canssasaecurately the
dispositions and needs of animals.

In this context, one may ask, how can we get iathe mind” of an
animal to be sure that behaviours which we percawesigns of pain or
suffering truly reflect these states? And how scae we that an animal
which appears to be behaving normally is not itagesof pain or suffering?
Philosophically, these and more general questiom# hbeen discussed
under the title of “Philosophy of Mind”. Thus theost radical and sceptical
approach to assess the dispositions of animalsbeafound in the 17
century philosophy of Descartes and Malebrancheb8sed on a dualistic
conception of mind and body which in their view yalpplied to humans,
they took the view that all animals were mere maddi® automations as
we have already mentioned in the second chptercddes who had himself
spent much time experimenting on animals, arguatighimals lack a soul,
which he believed was required for higher cognittepacities such as self-
consciousness and the experience of pain and sffévhile animals were
seen as capable of registering physical sensatans reacting to them in
different ways, Descartes suggested us that thecepso were not
accompanied by conscious experience, claiming thaimals which
appeared to be in distress were really just “meichamobots that could
give... a realistic illusion of agory.

Thus the philosophical and scientific basis forrsuews was later
revised. Voltaire, commenting on his contemporamséartes, observed,
“Answer me, mechanist, has nature arranged alhteans of feeling in this
animal, so that it may not feel? Many people folualtaire’s view more

plausible. Thus, the acceptance over the pastmgeatiDarwin’s theory that

8 Thomas D (2005)” Laboratory animals and the agrpathy” J Med Ethics, 31; 197-202
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humans stand in an evolutionary continuum with o@r@mals has further
undermined the view that humans are in biologieahs a radically distinct
species, with exclusive capacities and dispositidiieerefore, no serious
contemporary philosopher argues that all animasw@re machines.

3.3 How cruel is research on animals:
According to some psychologists, whenever, we ptagiass of milk

on the breakfast table, we are actually “drinkiragnp. Female dairy cows
are forced to have a calf every year and are mithethg seven of their nine
months of pregnancy. This is extremely demandingheir bodies and on
their psychological states. These dairy cows aeeally milk machines, and
they are not allowed to be mothers, to care foryineng whom they have
brought into the world. These babies are also degriof their mother’s
nurturing. These calves , who were bred by humanthat their mothers
would keep producing more milk for the dairy indystend up being
slaughtered to produce the luxury meat called vEa¢ life of every non-
human species inside a locked closet hasn’t anyaoover their own life.

They can’'t choose when and what to eat, and eveyn ¢hn’'t decide that
when the light of their life will go on and off. @Gawe imagine about
spending our whole life inside a locked closet tifowe do not commit any
crime?

The answer may be of course we can't live likeiagmer, but the life
of animals for research is just like this. Of cayrs is a kind of deprivation,
isolation, and misery. Animals in laboratories argually injected with
diseases that they never normally faced. Tiny rgrosv tumours as large as
their own body. Kittens are purposely blinded, &ts made to suffer seizers
and primates skulls are cut open and electrodesnganted in them. After,
enduring these terrifying, painful procedures argmare then usually
dumped back into a cage without any painkillergiéd footage from inside

the laboratories reveals that how fearful actigitee happened with non-



98

human beings. That is why Samuel Butler once witwd¢ “a hen is only an
eggs way of making another egg”. And to empha#iiee business- like
attitude of poultry firm Haley adds “the objectmfoducing eggs is to make
money. When we forget this objective, we have fargo what it is all
about®

Usually, after experiments animals are burnedaddliction to drugs
and given fatal diseases often with no anaesthasigarious experiments,
primates are deprived of food and water for up3d@urs a day, are bound
at the waist and neck in “restraints chairs” fortad04 hours in a row, are
subjected to electric shocks, electrodes, and alééces surgically attached
and implanted. Generally we may think that researeblving animals will
contribute significant role for gaining present dnture knowledge, which
may lead to the protection and improvement of thalth and welfare of
either humans or animals. But in this situationsgie® may be raised that as
a rational human being is it morally justified dding animals as tools for
painful research? And also as a natural specigsnmrally justifiable to
hurt another natural species in such a way.

Approximately one third of all research involvingnimals is
undertaken by the pharmaceutical industry to dgevelew treatments for a
wide range of human diseases. The breeding of dmimader cages
handling them for experiments and sacrificing tHeies are violating the
species specific life. The lives of factory andiiad animals are run only for
economic profit. The animal welfare institute reedrthat elephants do not
live in captivity due to poor living conditions, glect, loneliness, and
depression. In modern times animals are subjecteaeriments on vision,
hearing, hunger, reproduction, drugs and so on.eQart experiments is
completed researchers just euthanize animals fiatinig the suffering of

animals when they were unable to eat or drink witressistance. Humans

8 poultry Tribune January 1974.
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have a duty to treat sick people as well as sas lof people and animals.
In order to do so, they must improve their knowkedgf biology and
veterinary medicine. That is why human carries animal research where
there are no other appropriate investigational ough

On basis of the above mentioned views one may cthah animal
research does not require further justificationt Bere are also some people
who assert that the use for harmful purposes of spexies by another
without consent is fundamentally unethical. Butsthavho disagree assert
that there are many significant research questwhgh can only be
answered by using animals. Thus, we may say thairzoties in the form
of behavioural, anatomical, physiological similst provide sufficient
grounds for the hypothesis that animals can beuugsebdels to study
specific aspects of biological processes in hum&@uane people who
support animal research may argue that it is aralahehaviour of every
human being to obtain knowledge through methodokdgenquiry and
hence for this all research activities hold its osugnificant intrinsic value,
but on the other hand, some people thought thanhifhals were so, like
humans that result from animal experiments werédviar humans, then
these similarities made it unethical to use anirf@l®xperimentation.

For an animal lover, to be a good citizen impliespect to the
neighbours, pets, and be tolerant, honest, modektda deeds which set
good examples to our children, family, and sociefynimal moralist
sometimes feels that scientists are quite irresplenstowards future
generations. By adopting extreme moralistic stasthdarimal activists look
at animal researchers as cruel and corrupt. Wesagathat the fundamental
pragmatic value of biomedical enquiry for both husand other animals is
to relief the suffering for both humans and animalt possible, relieve
suffering” is the fundamental motto of all. Biomedli researchers and relief

of human suffering is the basic aim of all.
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3.4 Affect of research on Human and Animals?
We have already discussed that how animals sed to understand

basic biology, as models for studying human biolegyl diseases and as
test subjects for the development and testing o§sirvaccines, and other
biological experiments to improve and advance huimeadth. Let us try to
focus on the issue that how does animal experirtientaffect on human
beings as well as animal community.

Scientists often believed that there are structaral psychological
similarities between human being and animals. Tielieve that we share
similar biological processes and the data obtafr@d an animal model can
be extrapolated and applied to human conditions.sBmetimes we can see
the using of an animal model is often a critidtbr for determining that
whether or not the expected scientific and mediealefits are secured. It
has been pointed that sometimes the suitable anmwdels and the
appropriate use of them are crucial in improving@ thuccess rate of
pharmaceutical drug development. We know thatecdkifit types of
medicines are developed in the present for humagnssing pet animals,
farm animals and wild life. Modern diagnostic tecluogies such as
ultrasound, MRI, and CT Scans are transforming rtheire of veterinary
medicine. Veterinarians today can diagnose and venmdelicate brain
tumours, help difficulties in pregnancies and corterth defects. Moreover,
we may say that reproduction technology aids bathdns and animals.

During the Persian Gulf War new techniques wewseasched on
dogs to replace expected limb loss and are nowgbesed to treat severe
osteoarthritis. But molecular biology and genest®w that animals and
humans differ in profoundly important ways. Aninmabdels will never be
able to recapitulate accuracy that happens in huomardition, because
people in general have a longer life, expectantie®m most non-human

species. Generally, diseases that develop in pelipée in significant ways
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from artificially imposed symptoms in animals tHave been genetically
engineered. Researchers thought that animals camadely predict human
response is false, even scientists are aware ohbeent flaws that come
with using animals as models of human disease. Theggnize that no
animal model can recapitulate the human condit@metimes, drugs that
may be effective on animals may not be safe oct¥e in humans, and also
there are many examples where reliance on animalelmohas to be
misleading. Say for example, the widely used aotitj penicillin on animal
testing revealed that penicillin was ineffectivetigating injected rabbits.
While discussing HIV/AIDS, cancer, heart diseadgeré are numerous
examples where animal models were not predictivecaBse of these
reasons Dr Richard Klaussner, former Director of thational Cancer
Institute, once wrote that, “we have cured canoanice for decades and it
simply didn’t work in humans®? Thousands of chimpanzees have been used
in useless experiment to find a cure for AIDS, ibig now known that while
it kil humans, won’t kill chimpanzees. We may firthat, time and time
,again animal experiments have failed when tlesiults have been safely —
effects including death in people. In 2006, theti8ni medical association
announced that at least 250,000 people are haspdatvery year as a result
of adverse drug reactions. One may claim that dsiteating are a failure to
protect people’s life. Furthermore, due to shotiler span of laboratory
animals it is difficult to identify the side-effecof drugs those are slow to
develop.

So far as the discussion goes on ,it is not diears that how much
we are benefited from animals. But the questionaiaerhow should we
treat them? We think that the use of animals ieassh and testing is strictly

controlled. In modern times, researchers realisg tlse of animals is a

82 Cimons M, ET AL. (1998) “cancer drugs face longddrom mice to men”. Los Angeles Times,
May 6, 1998, P.Al
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privilege, and those animals that are helping u®aknthe mysteries of
disease, deserve our respect and the best possitde And as a result,
different types of laws were passed for protecangnals from being used
as a research model. The EEC Directive on Expetishémimal Protection
Regulation in Vivo Research was passed in 1986a Assult the standard
median lethal dose test (LD50) introduced by J&nTrevan in 1927 was
revised in view of it being considered inhumantasaused animals to die in
pain and sufferin§® From the above discussion we may say that the Way o
experiencing pain, grief, anxiety, and stress tesé¢hsentient beings are
relevantly similar to humans. We all know that e death involves terror
and it is unexpected for human beings dying in péhus, it is a debatable
issue for researchers creating painful death onrlmwnan animals.

Apart from this debate, many people wants to kndvetiver animals
are conscious. Are they truly aware of their sundings? If being conscious
means only perceiving the things around, with tlseimses then animals are
obviously conscious at least on a perceptual IeMalis, there are different
degrees of consciousness. In addition to percepmadciousness, there is
also what some call a higher degree of consciossneamely self-
consciousness, an awareness of who are in the .wdnldvarious
experiments, research reveals the fact that a paeies apart from humans
can recognize themselves in mirrors, which reflesdime degree of self-
awareness. This, self-directed behaviour suggesteat apes and monkeys
might have a sense of their own bodies, that thisne”. So, it is important
to keep in mind that animals use different sensas tve do and that visual
cues are not the only ones used in self-awareness.

According to the popular view, those animals whe eonscious and

aware of their pleasure and pain are said to bé&esgnin other words,

8 Halina Kowalska-Pylka, Wojciech Cybulski “Animaha ethics- An outline of the main ethical
approaches to animals” Faculty of Veterinary MakciUniversity of Agriculture, Lubin, Poland.
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sentience means being responsive to sense impies&twen though their
own perceptual experience and the way they serseavtild around them

are usually very different from ours, they canl & conscious in their own
ways and also experience pain and suffering irr thih ways. Their own

pain and suffering are no less important than ain @nd suffering. So,

sentience is an important feature to consider wirermake decisions about
how to use animals because ,sentient animals exmeripain, and just like
human they do not like it.

When a lobster, is dropped alive into boiling watew can we claim
whether it feels terrible pain the way a person ounder similar
circumstances? Thus, a major problem in this debaé which animals
truly feel pain is that many animals may not exgece pain exactly the way
we do. Different animals might have more toleranmceertain situations
and less in others. Because a lobster is not Bkesa@me people think lobster
do not feel pain, because their pain is not simdasur pain. However, there
are differences between species and it is wrorgssome that animals like
dogs, cats, birds and lobster behave just as huchams painful situation.
We don’t do many things in the ways that other aténdo, and there is no
reason to think that we will all feel pain or resddo it in the same wa}.
Different species differ in many ways, includingahthey perceive and feel
pain and how they react to it. Although it is tthat a lobster cannot scream
and pull itself out of the boiling water, but thd®esn’'t mean that it isn't
being tortured. Fish have nerves similar to thbse are associated with the
perception of pain in other animals. Fishs showaases to painful stimuli
that resemble those of other animals, including &msfP Even some

animals without backbones such as insects seexpe&rience pain and also

84 Bekoff Marc,Animals Matter Shambhala Boston & London, 2007, P.69
8 \www.newscientist.com/article.ns?id=dn3673
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possess nerve cells that are associated with #mdeof pain in animals
with backbones such as humans and other mammals.

3.5 Laws on Animal Research:
Every country regulates different types of ledisias which protect

animals from being subjected to experiments. Qoestiay be raised here
that what these laws do? These laws are just pioghodsearchers to limit
or seek alternatives to the use of animals. THus,primary aim of these
laws is to limit unnecessary suffering of animaisexperiments. But the
animal welfare position holds that there is nothingerently wrong with
using animals for human purposes, such as foodhiobtp entertainment,
and research .But that it should be done in sugbaw that it minimizes
unnecessary pain and suffering. Some people attpa¢desearch involving
animals needs moral justifications. According tosCates, animals were
not sentient or capable of suffering pain or dsdrerhat is why we may
easily use animals for research. In this contdkigre is a debate between
two groups of people. One group argues thawv#hee of any life is such
that it would be wrong deliberately to take life Bmy purpose, even for the
saving of a greater number of human lives, andraogineup argues that if
humans find value in research involving animalsentit requires no further
ethical justification.

The legal offence of animal cruelty was first imtuzed in an act to
prevent the cruel and improper treatment of catfeissed in 1822. This act
states that “if any person or process having thergeh care, or custody of
any horse, cow, ox, heifer, steer, sheep or othttlec the property of any
other person or persons shall wantonly beatngfadher person or persons
shall wantonly beat, abuse or ill-treat any sudmah such individuals shall
brought before a justice of the court of law. Indiéidn to this, we may
assert that, legislations were established to atguthe way in which

animals were treated in specific circumstancess Tigludes the cruelty to
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animals Act in 1876. It introduces the requiremenhpersonal licenses for
those undertaking research and a system of ingpecii experimentation.

Thus the above discussion describes different #spédhe national
and international regulatory framework governingsearch involving
animals. We have also focused on legislation ferglotection of animals.
Through this discussion we have tried to show thease legislations should
be viewed from an ethical perspective. We may Bay gociability is one of
the important criteria of morality. Humans can duih meaningful
relationship not only with humans but also withmaais. Then why should
humans use animals for harmful research? Althoufjérent types of laws
regulate protection of animals from being used asearch, but in every
country law permit medical experimentation on angnavhile in some
countries a particular kind law regulates animedsnf experimented.

The goal of animal experimentation law seems muchemeasonable
if one accepts that research on animals is bothoitapt for medical
progress and also morally permissible. Howeveis Wery difficult to say
that what kind of research would be acceptable froonal perspective. As
for example, the role of chimpanzees in the devalam of a test to identify
hepatitis-c contaminated blood products had a majmact on decreasing
human morbidity. Such research would not currebhdypermissible in the
U.K. We may say that research on animals is morailycceptable because
in some cases we can see that animals can be aggoduce result that
benefits other animals. For example- research realk ® develop a vaccine
for cattle. In that case animals are forcefullydise experience a range of
negative welfare without their consent. Thus weeh&y seek the way in
which we can able to avoid the harmful use of alBm&ome people may
argue that replacement is the only ethically a@iaptethical solution, but
there is also some type of research that cannogglaced. As for example-

the harmful studies to understand the basic biokdgprogress, behaviour,
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and evolution of animals for the sake of advané&ngwledge. The problem
with these experiments is that such research cabmoundertaken on
humans, but about the animal organism. We can lstynon-harmful and
purely observational research on animals in natenaironment could be
permissible. Sometimes, it is assumed that if agshwalien come to earth
and demanded an end to all animal research, otbem@li humans would be
killed. then we need to think that human creatiwiguld very quickly
develop to seek alternative method, which may mepémimal experiments.
Whenever any animal is faced for the service of ,nthe suffering
which it has to bear on that account are the conokeveryone , and also
whenever we injure life of any kind we must be claa to whether this is
necessary or not. PETA argues that 90% of medi¢estgig on animals falil
on animals. It is the fundamental problem of expenting on different
species as well as the ethical concerns that &toier testing on animals.
Most animals are killed at the end of experimefitsat is why a world in
which the important benefits of such research cdaddachieved without
causing pain, suffering, distress, lasting harrddath to animals involved in
research must be the ultimate goal. In the conteanp period, researchers
have a strong motivation to use alternatives famah models whenever
possible. Forward thinking companies are alreadplogg modern
alternatives. Finally, we strongly believe that eo@ssary animal testing
need to be banned, because animal testing is bgsioathical, immoral.

3.6 Prohibition of using animals means respect towds animals:
During the Second World War, pigeon plays the aflenessengers

and flies with a message for the soldiers. On tlag,vthe pigeon was
severely injured and did the job properly whicheshthe life of around 200
soldiers®® The job of the pigeon proves that animals havees@&ind of

responsibility but not similar with the respondiiss of humans. They are

8 Wynne Clive D.L Do Animals Think Princeton University Press 2004, P-139-141
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just like us; they can breathe, eat, sleep, givéh b0 young and feed their
young as human beings do. We need to say that enaraborn to be free
and enjoy discovering the world and helping peopte,why do we harm
animals? Is it right to interfere the freedom oe tlife of animals just
because we undertake animal research?

We know that animals are being used as good rds@aodels for a
variety of reasons, but PETA argues that as 90%medicines testing on
animals fails on animals. It is the fundamentalopeon of experimenting on
different species as well as the ethical conceat tie should stop any
further testing. That is why a world in which theportant benefits of such
research could be achieved without causing paiffersng, distress lasting
harm or death to animals involved in research rhaghe ultimate goal.

It is a fact that different types of laws are reged for research
involving animals which we have already discussedur previous section.
Inspire of these animals are deliberately killedused in many research
laboratory, factories, and other different fiel@@ame people argued that the
primary reasons given for using animals in resedclo ensure scientific
progress in basic and applied biological and médicignce. Some people
argue that the value of any life is such that iulddbe wrong deliberately to
take life for any purpose, even for the saving gir@ater number of human
lives. This can be called the view that life hasaite value. On the other
hand, some are of view that human life is much morgortant than the
comfort and lives of laboratory animals, and thiatwclearly supports the
experiment on animals. They assume that a labgratouse does not have
any absolute value of life.

In modern times, researchers have strong intentibms use
alternatives to animal models whenever possiblecdse of research an
alternative means an alternative method that dagsinvolve using an

animal. Recently the term ‘alternative’ has beeadu® all of the Three Rs
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as an overarching term referring to any procedbeg teduces the harm
caused to animals in experiments, not only by @ptathem (replacement),
but also by reducing the numbers used which issdaReduction or by
causing less animal suffering known as RefinemeBtmetimes animals
will suffer needlessly in research especially whagientific methodology is
poor. In such cases researchers does not achiesesstientific goal and
also fails to generate significant knowledge. Tisatvhy the application of
the Three Rs should begin. In this connectionHloeise of Lords Select

Committee reported that-

‘We are not, however, persuaded that enough eSaatways made to
avoid the use of animals. We are similarly not paded that where this
is possible, sufficient effort is always made tanimiise the number of
animals used, and to minimise the pain and suffenflicted on each
animal®

Let us discuss Replacement, Reduction and Refinemen

3.6.1 Replacement Reduction & Refinement:

Replacement means the substitution for consciousgli higher
animals of insentient materials. Replacement ptes highly a desirable
goal for reducing animal experimentation. Some tointhat the use of
alternatives to animals is a legal requiremenheWK, and that alternatives
are always used whenever they are available. S@awe argued that large
amounts of money are spent on the search for atiees. Generally, animal
experiments are carried out for going an answer sfgecific scientific
guestions and the term replacement is used to greEBnmethods that
permit a given scientific purpose to be achievedhaut conducting
experiments or other scientific procedures on gviamimals® In complete
replacement method of animals, an alternative nokegimuld not require

any animal-derived biological material. Say for myde- mathematical and

8 House of Lords Select Committee (20@8@)imals in Scientific Procedurgblorwich ;TSO).

8 Balls M (1994) Replacement of Animal Procedureltehatives in Research, education and
testing Lab Anim 28: 193-211: Balls M (2002) Futimgrovements : replacement in vitro methods
ILAR J 43, Supplement : 569-73: Gad SC (2000) Alatives to in vivo studies in toxicology, in
General and Applied Toxicology, Vol. 1 "2d, Ballantyne B, Marrs TC and Syversen T (Edjtors
(London: Nature), pp 401-24.
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computer studies of biological process, analysiepilemiological data,
research involving human participants or researchsolated human cells
and tissues in culture.

There are some scientific barriers to develop#i@lble non-human
methods that can alter the complex integrated plogical systems of
human and other animals. Thus for the researchieyextremely difficult to
using computational systems because of the follgwaasons-

» Firstly, the diversity of different tissues and Iclpes that
make up a living organism, hundred of differentl tgbes at
various stages of development may function andomspn

different ways.

» Secondly, the ways in which cells and tissues atterboth
locally and via the bloodstream and nervous systemrmune
reactions germ cell development, metabolism andynainer
normal and disease-related processes involve exéens
interaction between cells of different types andvarious

locations in the body.

* Finally , the influence of tissue organisation & tcellular
environment, oxygen levels, rate of nutrient supply
intercellular communication and barrier formatiolh afect

how cells behave and respond to external stimuli.

Reduction means reduction in the numbesnamals used to obtain
information of a given amount and refinement meang decrease in the
severity of inhuman procedures applied to thosenals which still have to
be used?® Russell and Burch initially defined reduction asduction in the

numbers of animals used to obtain information ofjileen amount and

8 william Russell Rex BurchThe Principles of Humane Experimental Techni¢L859
) Chap-2
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precision. More recently this definition has be@vealoped to state the use
of fewer animals in each experiment without compsimg animal
welfare?®These two approaches have a special relevancedariag us that
numbers of animals those are used in a specifearek are reduced as soon
as possible. These three RS are probably the egsmsess to reduce the
suffering of all types of animal use. In animaldés that involve harm to
animals, the use of fewer animals will normally @ it were collective
animal suffering. That is the primary ethical matien for reductiori: But
reduction may also have an reverse impact. Usimg feav animals to
produce meaningful results is an unethical as usimaye animals than
necessary>. Thus many animal studies use too few animals ravige
reliable dat&. Such studies cause harm without benefits andiirvpoor
use of resources.

Furthermore, there has been arises a conflict lstweduction and
refinement because lowering the total number ofmafs used will
sometimes place a greater burden on each animatdhéinues to be used.
As for example- if a given quantity of plasma candbtained by bleeding
the same animal several times instead of bleedingral animal once, can
we say that we would make the world a better ptacdoing the formet?

Refinement urges people to minimize any pain ofesiny that will
be caused by amending experimental procedures.xferiments can be

refined in many ways. The most direct way is to padexperimental

% Festing MF(199% Reduction Animal Use: Experimental Design QualifyExperimentsLab
Animlas28;212-21; Festing MFW, Baumans V, Combes RMle{1998). Reducing the use of
laboratory animals in biomedical research ; Proklamd possible solutions ATLA 26; 283-301

L Even in animal studies that do not involve hareduction may still be thought valuable; an
animal rights advocate, for example, might welcahee fact that fewer animals are being used as
means to an end.

% Nevalainen, T. “ Training for Reduction in Labagt Animal Usé. Alla-Alternatives to
Laboratory Animals32, no. Supplement 2 (2004) ; P.65-67

% Sena, E,H.B. van der Worp, D. Howells, and M. Mad. “How Can We Improve the Pre-
Clinical Development of Drugs forstrokePtends in Neurosciencé&®, no.9(2007) ; 433-39

% Hansen, AK, P Sande, O Svendsen, B Forsman, aimbfsen. “The Need to Refine the Notion
of Reduction.” Paper presented at the Humane Entpm Animal Experiments for Biomedical
Research, 1999.
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procedures so that they cause less pain or distFesthermore, in some
experiments appropriate anaesthesia analgesialagrapvital role in pain
management.

In spite of these, the majority of researchers wse animals
consider that, despite progress in the implementadf the three RS, animal
research will remain an essential part of theirkvdloreover, the current
regulatory frameworks for approval of chemical prod and medicines
require tests involving animals. Members of theea@sh community who
use animals in their work frequently refer to evide from opinion polls to
support their claim that most people support resean animals because of
the benefits to humans. They thought that morermédion on the benefits
of research involving animals would help engendether support from the

public.

3.7 Conclusive Remarks:
Animal research has had a vital role in many sdiereand medical

advances of the past century and continues to arduaderstanding of
various diseases. Throughout the world, peopleyeajbetter quality of life
because of these advances, and the subsequentomteeet of new
medicines and treatments - all made possible hyaniesearch. However,
the use of animals in scientific and medical rededras been a subject of
heated debate for many years. Opponents to anydirahimal research -
including both animal rights extremists and anviiséctionist groups -
believe that animal experimentation is cruel andesessary, regardless of
its purpose or benefit. There is no middle growrdiiese groups; they want
the immediate and total abolition of all animaleash. If they succeed, it

would have enormous and severe consequences éntificiresearch.

% Morton, DB. “ Experimental Procedures ; Generahélples and Recommendationsdti The
Welfare ofLaboratory Animalsedited by E Kaliste. Dordrecht, The Netherlan8gringer, 2007.
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No responsible scientist wants to use animals anseathem
unnecessary suffering if it can be avoided, andefloee scientists accept
controls on the use of animals in research. Momeegaly, the bioscience
community accepts that animals should be usedefggarch only within an
ethical framework.

Despite the inherent limitations of some non-anitests, they are
still useful for pre-screening compounds before #memal-testing stage,
which would therefore reduce rather than replaee nhmber of animals
used. An example of this is the Ames test, whicksustrains of the
bacterium Salmonella typhimurium to determine wketbhemicals cause
mutations in cellular DNA. This and other tests aleady widely used as
pre-screens to partly replace rodent testing foiceacausing compounds.
Unfortunately, the in vitro tests can produce falesults, and tend to be
used more to understand the processes of mutatyeara carcinogenicity
than to replace animal assays. However, there areesnto replace the
standard mouse carcinogenicity assay with othemaldbased tests that
cause less suffering because they use fewer anandlslo not take as long.
This has already been achieved in tests for acktoxicity, where the
LD50 - the median lethal dose of a substance -ldrgely been replaced by
the Fixed Dose Procedure, which was developeddat®d and promoted
between 1984 and 1989 by a worldwide collaboratimaded by scientists
at the British Toxicological Society, UK.

Although animals cannot yet be completely repladed important
that researchers maximize reduction and refinem8otmetimes this is
achieved relatively easily by improving animal haistry and housing, for
example, by enriching their environment. These &nmpeasures within the
laboratory aim to satisfy the physiological and debural needs of the

animals and therefore maintain their well-being.
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Another important factor is refining the experin@nprocedures
themselves, and refining the management of pain.agsessment of the
method of administration, the effects of the sutisaon the animal, and the
amount of handling and restraint required shoultl @ considered.
Furthermore, careful handling of the animals, amdmiaistration of
appropriate anesthetics and analgesics during xperienent, can help to
reduce any pain experienced by the animals. Thiareuof care is achieved
not only through strict regulations but also by wigy that animal
technicians and other workers understand and adaph regulations.
Therefore, adequate training is an important aspédhe refinement of
animal research, and should continually be reviearetimproved.

In conclusion, we can say that the use of aninralesearch can be
ethically and morally justified. The benefits ofimal research have been
enormous and it would have severe consequencepuldic health and
medical research if it were abandoned. Neverthetégsuse of the 3Rs is
crucial to continuously reduce the number and suife of animals in
research. Furthermore, a good regulatory regimes -foand in some
countries - can help to reduce further the numbanonals used. Therefore,
we support a healthy and continued debate on t@fugnimals in research.
We recognize that those who oppose animal expetatien should be free
to voice their opinions democratically, and we Idokward to constructive
discussion in the future with organizations thatrstthe middle ground with
us.

Many people hope that animal pain isn't really sad.bMichael
Pollan, for example, thinks that human pain migiffed from animal pain
“by an order of magnitude.” Citing Daniel Denndtie suggests that we
distinguish pain, which a great many animals obsiyplwexperience, and
suffering, which depends on a degree of self-canstiess only a handful of

animals appear to command. Suffering in this viemat just lots of pain
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but pain amplified by distinctly human emotions lsuas regret, self-pity,
shame, humiliation, and dre&dtAccording to this argument, animals don't
really suffer, because their pain isn’'t amplifiegl suich emotions as regret,
self-pity, shame, humiliation, and dread. This amngat, however, is
unsound. Imagine that a human being has twistedahide and is now on
the ground, writhing in agony. She’s trapped inald of pain, waiting for
it to end. But she doesn’t blame herself for the paor does she fear for her
future. Her pain isnot “amplified by distinctly human emotions such as
regret, self-pity, shame, humiliation, and dreadgr pain just hurts like
hell. This example proves that pain can be veryy \md even if it's not
“amplified by distinctly human emotions.” If cadiray a pig without
anesthesia causes the fhgttype of pain, then that’s enough for arguments.
The remaining question is whether intense pain rdesethe name
suffering if it hasn’t been amplified by distinctly humametions. Let us
consider the woman who has twisted her ankle amdcised by pain. Does
she suffer? She is certainly in a horrible statel, @anyone who could end her
pain has a strong moral reason to do so. Giveretfaxds, we would say that
she suffers. If someone else wants to use the {gaffering’ differently, so
be it. Instead of asking whether industrial farminag caused more suffering
than the volcano, we can ask whether industriahifag has caused more
agony, or more intense pain, than the volcano. thedanswer would be the
same: industrial farming has caused five thousamest more agony, or
intense pain, than the volcano. Thus, we may calectbat it is unrealistic to
assume that all experiments on animals end witlsincat span. Therefore, it
IS very crucial to create a climate in which theessity and justification for
using animals is assessed and discussed fairlywathdrespect for all the

views.

24 Michael Pollan,The Omnivore’s Dilemma: A Natural History of Fouress(U.S.A.: Penguin
Books, 2006), p. 316.
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CHAPTER-4
VEGETARIANISM AND LIVING WELL

4.1 Introduction:

Vegetarianism represents a philosophy and waywwfdiwhich seeks
to exclude - as far as possible and practicableferans of exploitation of,
and cruelty to, other animals for food, clothingaory other purpose; and
promotes the development and use of animal-freeraltives for the benefit
of humans, other animals and the environment. dtady terms, veganism
means doing away with all products derived wholtypartly from other
animals. It also means not wearing animal skinsfan@leather, feather, fur,
wool and silk), or using products that have beesteté on animals.
Unfortunately, all medicines have been tested dmerotanimals due to
regulatory requirements, and it may be hard todttoem at times or to find
alternatives for some medical treatments.

The term vegetarianism is used to describe a Hedt éxcludes the
flesh of animals, has a long, complex and oftenuftunus history. Many of
the world's religions and philosophies have praisexs the ideal diet, but
vegetarians have also been condemned and killethér refusal to eat
meat. The choice to eat or not eat flesh foodstyasally reflected deeply
ingrained philosophical and religious beliefs. Foost among these has
been the idea of human kinship with the nonhumamldvoNhile the
underlying motives for vegetarianism differ widellgroughout different
cultures and historical periods, certain themesl@renate. These include:
the idea of transmigration of souls, compassion rfonhuman animals,
asceticism, purification of the body and soul, tteabenefits, the
dehumanizing effects of meat-eating, environmecdaisiderations, and the
unnaturalness of eating flesh foods. Some of théitiadal underlying
themes include the association of meat with cleaste, and gender, which

will be discussed in this chapter.
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In a narrow sense, vegetarianism is interpretedhaspractice of
abstaining from the consumption of meat, it may atelude abstain from
by-products of animal slaughter. Vegetarianism banadopted for many
reasons. The term vegetarianism was coined in bg4the founders of the
vegetarian society of Great Britain. Doctors whe axperts in nutrition
suggested people that vegetarian diet significadtdgreases the risk of
cancer and diabetes. Thus vegetarianism involvepiestion about the
guality of human life and about the way in whichrtans should treat non-
human animal.
4.2Definition:

Most of the world's populations have usually easepredominantly
plant-based diet. The word “vegetarian” howevergyeserally reserved for
the self-conscious decision to abstain from flesitods, based upon
philosophical, ethical, metaphysical, scientifi¢, rutritional beliefs. The
term first appeared in the 1840s and was derivau the root word vegetus,
signifying the idea of "whole and vital." Althoughe word refers to those
who abstain from eating flesh, there is disagre¢rabout what constitutes
flesh, and some people who call themselves vegetannsume chicken and
fish. Most vegetarians, however, believe that grentshould be retained for
those who avoid all forms of animal flesh. The mostnmon types of
vegetarian are: lacto-ovo vegetarians, who incleggs and dairy products
in their diet; lacto vegetarians, who include milkyo-vegetarians, who
include eggs; vegans, who exclude all animal prtsjutatural hygienists,
who eat a non-processed, plant-based diet; rawefspavho eat only raw
foods; and fruitarians, who eat only fruit. We wdiscuss about these

varieties in detail in this chapter.
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4.3 Origins of vegetarian thought-

In India, millions of Hindus are vegetarian becaas¢heir religious
beliefs. The Yoga system of living and health igetarian because its
dietary practices are based on the belief thattlinedbod containgrana.
Pranais the universal life energy which Yoga expertbdve is abundant in
fresh fruits, grains, nuts and vegetables, butr@thisemeat because meat is
produced by killing. The way in which we shoulddifalls in the realm of
ethics .vegetarianism is a moral issue becausesethvolves a nature of
happiness and that's why health issue is relatezh&s happiness as well.
Medical doctors who are experts in nutrition sugggsus that vegetarian
diet significantly decreases the risk of cancer drabetes, among other
diseases and negative health condition. Vegetananalso involves a
guestion about the way in which we should treat-nemman animals.

Vegetarianism has two major philosophical rootstie ancient
world, Jainism in the East and Pythagoreanism énilest. Both schools of
thought arose in the sixth century BCE at approxetyethe same time, and
scholars continue to speculate on the cross-f&tibn of ideas between the
East and West. The Jains' notionabirsa refers to the desire not to cause
injury to other living beings and the concomitasiéa of compassion for all
living beings. Jains argue that all life goes tlgiowa series of incarnations,
with the highest incarnation belonging to humansowtave attained
enlightenment omirvapa. By eating flesh foods humans attract negative
karma to their soul jfva), and impede their chances of attaining
enlightenment. They also risk dining on their nektkin from a previous
life. Jains believe that one can only contact the within by conquering the
"animal passions” that lead one to acts of violeand self-indulgence,
including the eating of flesh foods. Vegetarianidammed the practice of
animal sacrifice, intimately connected to meatrepin the ancient world.

Buddhism also contains the ideas affirisa, transmigration of souls and
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compassion for animals. Buddhism helped to spreagetarianism
throughout Asia, and influenced the developmentaa$trong vegetarian
tradition in Hinduism.

4.3.1 Origins in the West

Pythagoras is regarded as the greatest influeneegetarian thought
in the Western world. The Pythagorean sect wasdedrat the end of the
sixth century BCE in Croton, Italy, in Magna GrecClde basic precepts of
Pythagoras's school included a refusal to eat oreiat offer blood sacrifice.
Pythagoras believed that the human soul could rnagrate to humans or
other animals after death but the ultimate goal twasee the soul from the
earthly rounds of existence to reunite with itsimév origins. This was
accomplished through a series of strict, ascet&srtor purifying the body.
Most of the modern arguments against meat eatimgbeafound among
Ancient Greek as well as Roman philosophers. Ribtéc. 350-433 BCE)
believed that this "barbaric vice" was unnaturalifomans and engendered
violence. Other ancient philosophers who advocaggetarianism include
Theophrastus (360-287 BCE), Empedocles (c. 49535 BCE), and
Porphyry, who made one of the first ecological deés of vegetarianism.
According to Porphyry it was not necessary to Rilimals to curb the
problem of animal overpopulation, since nature wofihd a balance by
itself.

4.3.2 Early Jewish and Christian:
There were several early Jewish Christian séetsdre believed to

have adhered to a strict vegetarian diet. Amongetheere the Essences, the
Ebionites, and the Azoreans, considered by marbetthe first Christians.
The early ascetic Jewish Christian sects were aniyntradition in the first
century ancient world. Nonetheless, scholars hayeeal that Jesus counted
among their numbers and was himself a vegetaria@.ebrly Church fathers

believed that meat was a powerful sexual stimukmit was appropriate for
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those in holy orders to refrain from eating it irder to curb their sexual
desires. However, abstaining from meat was acckptafly as part of a
practical exercise in subduing the "animal passioReom the third to the
thirteenth century the Church engaged in a vigorcaismpaign against a
number of heretical Gnostic sects. Ranging from Bakans in the
Byzantine Empire to Southern France, they includied Manicheans,
Cathars, Paulicians, Montanists, Masslians, Apestoand Bogomils. The
refusal to eat meat was viewed by Church autherdgeevidence of heresy.

4.3.3 Middle Ages to Renaissance:

Support for vegetarianism went into a long dormancying the
middle Ages. In the early Renaissance, due tothateeenth century food
shortages, the vast majority of the population tipalarly the poor, ate
primarily vegetarian food. It was at this time thiae emphasis on meat-
eating as desirable and necessary for one's Heatdime an article of faith,
particularly for men. A small number of dissideptetested against cruelty
to animals and meat-eating, including Sir ThomasréMiavho blended
concern over animal suffering with the first enwvinoental critique of the
large amounts of land used to produce meat. Otis=idents included
Erasmus (1467-1536), Montaigne (1533-1592), andnasto Da Vinci
(1452-1519), although Da Vinci was the only onetleé three to become
vegetarian.

4.3.4 Seventeenth Century: Cartesian Thought

In the seventeenth century, Rene Descartes dewkliygeChristian
belief that animals lacked souls or spirit with dstating consequences for
nonhuman animals. He contended that since animelked spirit, and hence
the capacity to understand, they could not feeh.p@heir anguished cries
were in all probability merely mechanical responggartesian philosophy

sanctioned the widespread practice of vivisectiothe seventeenth century
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as well as the confinement of animals on factorgnfga Despite this setback
to the status of nonhuman animals, the seventemmttury simultaneously
witnessed the growth of a greater sensitivity tonmoman animals.
Ironically, this was due in part to animal studieghich showed the
structural similarities of their nervous systems tttose of humans,
suggesting the commonality in their experience ahpln addition, as the
threat from nature receded, people began to haeateyr empathy for
nonhuman animals. Most advocates for vegetarianisia, of the foremost
advocates for vegetarianism of his age, still frdmgleir calls for
compassion in religious terms. Other proponentgegetarianism during the
seventeenth century include John Ray, John Evebmd Margaret
Cavendish, duchess of Newcastle.

4.3.5 Eighteenth to Nineteenth Century

The eighteenth century gave rise to humanist ptylbg and to the
notion of natural rights, based on the belief i tinherent dignity of
humans. Due in part to Evangelical religion's enggghan concern for the
oppressed, and the Lockean idea of human beingsatencapacity for
benevolence, there was an increasing sensitivigntmal suffering. As the
century progressed, public attention began to faquen a wide range of
social issues, including prison reform, child wedfacare for the poor, sick,
and elderly as well as opposition to slavery. Awgng number of people
viewed concern for nonhuman animals as a logicereton of these social
movements. While compassion for nonhuman animals tha foremost
concern of these animal advocates, they also gbiiatehe harmful effects
of meat-eating on human moral character. JosemomRifl752-1803), John
Oswald (1730-1793), Percy Bysshe Shelley (1792-1,822d JeanJacques
Rousseau (1712-1778) all linked meat-eating witterthuman violence,
including war. The emphasis on the harmful effeatsmeat-eating on

human moral and spiritual character continued tht nineteenth century.
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There was an increased focus, however, on the viubmags of animal
suffering in and of itself. Acknowledging the momsagnificance of animal
suffering was an integral part of Jeremy Benthgih&l8-1832) utilitarian
theory. According to Bentham, "the question is main they reason?, Nor
can they talk? But, can they suffer?". Arguments/iggetarianism were also
increasingly being linked to land use practicesaAssult of the enclosures,
the common land was being seized by rich land osvmdro were using it to
grow fodder crops to feed their cattle. The phifgsr and priest, William
Paley (1743- 1805), Shelley, and Dr. William Alcqit798-1859) all
inveighed against the inefficiency of feeding fodde animals instead of
directly to human beings. Food Reform Movement Tibed reform
movement began in Germany in the 1820s and 183@sraaction to the
growing ties between the food industry and sciesmog technology. In the
1830s, vegetarians became a vocal minority Vegetein within the
radical wing of the food reform movement. Many bé tfood reformers,
including Sylvester Graham (1794- 1851), BirchenBer (1867-1939), and
John Harvey Kellogg (1852-1943), combined healtth athical arguments,
focusing on the purifying effect, both spiritualdaphysical, of a vegetarian
diet. Meat-eating was typically condemned for itemstimulating effect.
Indeed for Graham, stimulation was the root ofdakase. Meat-eating was
also linked to overindulgence in sex. Kellogg maiméd that meat-eating
caused undue pressure on the male organ and thatavienism was the
cure. The success of the food reform movement la@d/¢getarian cause is
largely attributable to the support of women. Sahthese women included
Catherine Harriet Beecher Stowe (1800-1878) andiétaBeecher Stowe
(1811-1896) in the U.S., and Luise Otto-Peters 918895) and Lina
Morgenstern (1830-1909) in Germany. A number of ifests promoted
vegetarianism, often connecting it with the thenwéspeace and non-

violence. The contemporary author Carol Adams s&edbkeir writings the



123

beginning of a feminist, vegetarian, pacifist ttemhi. Some of these women
include Charlotte Despard (1844-1939), CharlottekiRse Gilman (1860-
1935) and Agnes Ryan (1878-1954), and Susan B.ohytli1820-1906) as
well as the theosophists Annie Besant (1847-193@®) Anna Kingsford
(1846-1888).
4.3.6 The Social Movement for Vegetarianism

In the middle of the nineteenth century, in Germahg Netherlands,
England and the U.S., the vegetarian cause begaoaesce as a social
movement. The first secular vegetarian society mgl&nd was formed in
1847 at Ramsgate. At that time the term vegetaregpiaced the more
common Pythagorean as the official word for somewhe abstained from
flesh foods. In 1850, William Metcalfe founded ansar organization in
New York, The American Vegetarian. Support for waganism in the mid-
nineteenth century was fueled, in part, by the ifigd of evolutionary
science, which had begun to demonstrate the sitrearbetween human
and nonhuman animals. With the publication of GismDarwin's (1809-
1882) Descent of Manin 1871, the privileged position of humans was
further eroded. The humane movement developed trambelief that if
human beings were, in fact, superior it behovedanthie act civilized by
controlling their "animal passions" and practicingnevolence to animals.
Although most members of the humane movement wetevagetarian,
some of the most vocal activists were, includingrided Shaw (1856-1950),
the philanthropist Lewis Gompertz, Anna Kingsforddathe author and
social reformer Henry S. Salt (1851-1939). Saltistings had a wide-
ranging impact, including on Mahatma Gandhi. Gandas inspired by the
connections Salt made between animal rights andlspstice, to move
beyond his previous traditional Hindu vegetarianiswhich sees
vegetarianism as a movement for the moral andtgairprogress of the

human race. Gandhi's conversion to ethical vegetem illustrates the
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cross-fertilization of ideas between East and Whestcharacterizes much of
the modern vegetarian movement. Gandhji; went anftoence millions of
Hindus to adopt vegetarianism. Eastern thoughtrn, has had a profound
influence on vegetarianism in the West. The infkeerof Hinduism and
Buddhism on theosophy was an important factor @oslophy's endorsement
of vegetarianism. The influx of eastern ideas thegan in the 1960s also
had a large influence on the adoption of vegetaman The Bhakti
movement in Hinduism, in particular, had a profoungpact in the west
through their dispensing of free vegetarian food.

4.3.7 The Modern Vegetarian Movement:

Vegetarianism was largely eclipsed by the two werdds. A number
of factors contributed to its increased acceptaincéhe post-war years.
Beginning in the 1920s, there had been a growingrempation for the
benefits of vegetables and fruits due to the disgpwef vitamins. Additional
studies in the 1950s, including research on theei@vDay Adventists,
confirmed the health benefits of a vegetarian direthe 1970s, many people
also became concerned over the purity of food, mngarticular meat.
Concerns focused on the effects of pesticides, wasn and bacterial
contamination, all of which are found in greatem@entrations in meat.
People became additionally worried about the purftyneat as a result of
the outbreak of BSE (mad cow disease) and foot+aodth disease in
England and Europe.

The publicity and popularity surrounding these oed#lks served to
educate people about the contents of the fooddédrin animals, including
sludge, carcasses, and the excrement of other Enpitha@reby providing
people with additional incentive to adopt a vegatadiet. A number of
health studies in the 1980s and 1990s also helpefudl interest in
vegetarianism, including the China Health Projegeded by Cornell

professor of nutrition namely, Colin Campbell. Cdmellis cross-cultural



125

research involves 10,000 people in the U.S. and&btoncluded that human
beings are not anatomically designed to eat medtileat there is an inverse
correlation between the amounts of animal prodtlta$ one eats and the
benefits that accrue to one's health.

Dean Ornish, a physician first published his regean 1983 in
Stress, Diet and Heart, also demonstrated thatiartgclerosis could be
reversed through a vegetarian diet. The growthhef animal advocacy
movement in the U.S. and England in the 1970s laddped to advance the
vegetarian cause. In the previous centuries, vagetatended to focus on
the cruelty inherent in the slaughter of innocegings. The modern animal
advocacy movement, in addition, has called attante the conditions in
which animals live throughout their lives, promgtivegetarianism as a
means of protesting this treatment. Significant luefces on the
development of vegetarianism in the animal advocaoyement include
Peter Singer's utilitarian arguments for the eqcoahsideration of the
interests of both humans and nonhumans, Tom Regase for the
“inherent worth" of animals, and the writings ofrGlaAdams as well as the
literature of Feminists for Animal Rights, which derline the
commonalities in meat dominance and male dominaNeganism also
developed increasing support in the 1980s and 19R6gection of dairy
products had begun in the nineteenth century,tbnais not until 1944 that
the first Vegan Society was formed in Leicestergland.

4.4 Vegetarianism and the Environment:

In the beginning of 1970s, ecological argumento ddecame an
important motive for many people to adopt a vegatadiet. InDiet for a
Small Planet published in 1971, Frances Moore LaPperiticized the

inefficiency of a meatbasedliet, arguingthatonly a small proportionof the

% Frances Moore Lapp®iet for a Small Planetfirst edition, 1971, Tenth Anniversary Edition,
New York ; Ballantine Books,1982, .
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nutrients that are fed to nonhuman animals retarhumans as nutrients.
Moore contended that in 1968 the amount of edibiéem that was wasted
by America's animal based diet was equivalenteontbrld protein shortage.
Diet for a Small Planeprovided a major impetus for people to either cut
back on or eliminate meat from their diets.

In the following two decades, numerous articles badks advanced
similar environmental critiques of a meat-basedt, diecluding Jeremy
Rifkin's Beyond BeefHoward Lyman'sMad Cowboy and John Robins's
Diet for a New America and the Food Revolutibhese authors highlighted
the link between animal agriculture and a hostrofimnmental problems:
soil and water depletion, desertification, air amdter pollution, global
warming, the waste of valuable grain resources, tarddestruction of the
tropical rain forests. Current estimates are thaiety percent of all
agricultural land, more than one half the totaldlearea of the U.S., is
devoted to the production of animal products. €attbw occupy seventy
percent of range land in the American west andaameajor contributor to
both agricultural runoff and desertification. Bgebduction is also a major
factor in the destruction of half the tropical rdarest of southern Mexico
and Central America. Animal agriculture has alserbblamed as a major
contributor to global warming. Greenhouse gasespasduced from grain
fertilizers and from the methane released from afsm American
waterways are equally threatened.

According to the Environmental Protection Agencyjnaal waste
poses a greater threat to American waterways thimtleer industrial
sources combined. In a 1999 report by the Unio€anhcerned Scientists,
meat eating is cited, along with driving automogjlas one of the two most
damaging lifestyle factors contributing to envircemtal destruction. Not all
environmentalists believe that meat-eating and ahim@griculture are

inherently harmful to the environment. Advocates fiaixed farming and
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biodynamic farming argue that some use of animalsroall-scale farms is
necessary, due to the usefulness of their manuréefolizing the soil. A
number of environmentalists also support meat-gaslong as the meat is
"organic" and the animals are raised "humanely.'il®Vstudies show that
the number of people adopting vegetarianism has Isémvly increasing
throughout most of the Western world, vegetariantgms not followed a
steadily uphill course. Meat-eating has actuallgreéased throughout the
world. Consumption of chicken has also sharplyrrisa part because of
concerns over the purity of beef.

In the West, the rise in meat consumption has laeibuted to the
proliferation of fast food restaurants, and in Hest and developing world
to the desire to imitate Western society's affludestyle, symbolized by
meat. Studies vary around the world as to the nunobe/egetarianism
people who are currently vegetarian, ranging frotovea of 0.2 percent in
Poland to a high of 4.4 percent in the Netherlahdshe U.S. estimates
range from a low of 0.3 percent to a high of 7 pat®f the population. The
higher numbers generally represent people who ctailne vegetarian but
who sometimes eat meat, including fish. Most swmidieggest that women
have been, cross-culturally and throughout histabgut seventy percent of
vegetarians. InMeat: A Natural SymboNicke Fiddes suggests that meat
has functioned throughout history as a means @r&sg human dominance
over the natural world. By eating nonhuman animhignans show their
superiority over the "lower" animals. Both religiouvegetarians as well as
those motivated by health have at times demonsttatereverse side of this
phenomenon. Rather than dominating the externair@mment, some
vegetarians (and perhaps mostly men) have soughtrt® the "beast
within" as a means of attaining a physical or spali purity. The modern
vegetarian movement is part of a long continuoustohy. Although

compassion for nonhuman animals and environmeptaterns are parts of
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this history, they have moved to the fore in recgears. The modern
vegetarian movement deviates from the past, howewdpcusing less on
self-denial and ritual purity and more on the ided embracing
vegetarianism as a positive ethical choice.

Thus Peter Singer observed that “there would ber@mwental
benefits from ending factory farming, which is epmemtensive and leads to
problems in disposing of the huge quantities ofmehi wastes which it
concentrate on one sitd”. He is actually concerned about the
environmental harm that resulting from factory-fargh animals on land
which could be put to other agriculture uses fomhas. As for him “if a
calf, say, grazes on rough pasture land that g grass and could not
be planted with corn or any other crop that progited edible by human
beings, the result will be a net gain of protein ioman beings, the result
will be a net gain of protein for human beingsgcsitthe grown calf provides
us with protein that we cannot yet- extract ecoraffy from grass® In
fact, Frances Moore Lappe, in her bdoiet for a Small Planetsuggested
that, going without meat is to going to help therging people in the world.

From environmental perspective, we can see thastock are one of
the most serious causes of environmental harm,ligsagtock production
and meat eating are at odd with sustainable deredop On the contrary,
plant agriculture and vegetarian diets are sudbt&naenvironmentally
pleasant practices. That is why it is ecologicddgneficial to boycott
livestock by adopting a vegetarian diet.

4.5 Vegetarianism and Feminism:

There is an intimate connection between vegetamam@nd feminism
and between male dominance and meat eating. AcgptdiCarol J Adams,

“to talk about eliminating meat is to talk abousmlacing one aspect of male

% Peter Singer, “Utilitarianism and Vegetarianisn®hilosophy & Public Affairs Vol.9, No.4
(1980) p.334.
8 peter SingerAnimal Liberation(New York; Avon Books, revised 1990 edition ), §41
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control and demonstrates the way in which animpfgession and women'’s
oppression are linked togethéf”. Adams claims that it is overtly
acknowledged when we hear those men and specatliess, athletes, and
other “working men” need meat to be stronger an@mvives report that
they could give up meat, but prepare it for theisttands who insist on it.
According to the ancient Greek myths, Zesus, thieigreh of patriarchs,
desires Métis, chases her, coaxes her to a coutth “hdbneyed words”,
subdues her, rapes her, and then swallows hehebctiaims that he receives
her counsel from his belly, where she remains. Tiyth collapses together
sexual violence against women and meat-eating ghibies the masculine
consumption of female languatf®.

In societies with animal-based economics, men hadtcontrol meat
distribution, thus promoting economic and socialep typically used to
dominate woman. Whereas societies with plant- basethomics in which
women gather vegetables tend to be egalitarianesimoman gain an
essential economic and social role without abugind® Hegel wrote the
difference between men and women is like that betwanimals and plants.
Men correspond to animals, while women corresporlants because their
development is more placfd. That is why we think that vegetarianism acts
as a sign of autonomous “female being” and sigmal®jection of male
control and violence. Originallmenwere a generic term for all humans, and
meatwas a generic term for all solid foods. But meatlonger means all
food, and men no longer includes woman. Today, mmeptesents the
essence or principal part of something, whereasetabte represents

passivity and monotonous existence. Colloquialggetable is a synonym

9 Carol J AdamasThe Sexual Politics of Meat: A feminist Vegetar@ritical Theory New York
Continum ,1990

19 carol J Adamas ,The Sexual Politics of Meat: Aifést Vegetarian Critical Theory New York
Continum ,1990 P.15

%%pid, p.35

1921pid, p.37
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for a person severely brain-damaged or comatose v€Qetate is to lead a
passive existence, just as to be feminine is td Egassive existent®
Advocates for vegetarianism have sought to reforpatreaters through
rational arguments. Behind this attempt lies ehfaitthe ability of reason to
enforce a moral obligation to be vegetarian. Howetee arguments for
why someone should be vegetarian may have littldaowith the actual
factors that influence people to adopt vegetarmanis

Feminism and vegetarianism have been intimategriwined both as
movements and as philosophies for many years. Rksitypically have
condemned all forms of domination and have expressenpassion for the
downtrodden. Nonhuman animals, including the arsmiaing on farms,
have often been on the receiving end of this cosipas In spite of the
support for vegetarianism among many feministsyethgas also been a
countervailing trend. Feminism was an outgrowth tbe European
Enlightenment, which subscribed to the idea of alidm between humans
and the rest of nature. In the Enlightenment woeldy human beings alone
are made in the image of God and endowed with reasating them apart
from the rest of the natural world. Progress, thisspredicated upon
severing one’s ties to the nonhuman world. The daelnzot to be treated
like animals was a common rallying cry among eé&elyinists. Underlying
this idea is the notion that the exploitation ofigaal beings (namely
humans) is morally wrong whereas the exploitatibnanhuman animals is
not.

Thus, we may say that the basic gist of Adam’s feshiargument
from Sexual Politicss that since meat is a symbol of patriarchal epgion,

domination, and violence perpetrated against batthoman animals and

103 Adams mistakenly says the word is venetus, whithadly means sea-blue (as the color of one
of the circus factions), instead wénetus meaning a hunt or animals caught in hunting,game.
TheOxford Latin Dictionary.edited by P.G.W. Glare, Fascicle V (Oxford; Clatem Press, 1976).
P.36
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women, vegetarianism represents an explicit rgacf our “Meat is
1104

King” " which is a patriarchal culture. Adams opines:

“Meat is King” this noun describing meat is a nalenoting male power.
Vegetables a generic term meat eaters use fooad that are not meat,
have become as associated with woman as meatisneit, recalling on a
subconscious level the days of woman the Gath&iece women have
been made subsidiary in a male-dominated, meatepatorid, so has our
food. The foods associated with second-class praleist as it is thought a
woman cannot make it on her own, so we think tlegetables cannot
make a meal on their own, despite the fact thatt nseanly secondhand
vegetables and vegetables provide, on the averages than twice the
vitamins and minerals of meat. Meat is upheld aspawerful,
irreplacesable, item of food. The message is cléwr;vassal vegetable
should content itself with its assigned place andattempt to dethrone
king meat. After all how can one enthrone womensds when women
cannot be king? (Carol J. Adaniie Sexual Politics of Meat: A Feminist-
Vegetarian Critical Theory

Therefore, meat’s recognizable message is closslycaated with the
male role in our patriarchal, meat-advocating caltuliscourse, and so the
oppression of women and the other animals is ieeddent® So, the
advocates for vegetarianism have sought to reforeatneaters through
rational arguments. Behind this attempt lies ahfaitthe ability of reason to
enforce a moral obligation to be vegetarian. Howetee arguments for
why someone should be vegetarian may have littldaowith the actual
factors that influence people to adopt vegetarmanis

For the feminists non-human animals are living beiseeking life
and freedom, and avoiding harm and danger. In eligegtock system’, no
matter how high the welfare standards are suppdsede, non-human
animals will suffer. The Five Freedoms, frequenthed to measure welfare,
will never be met completely. They include the trem:

» from hunger, thirst and malnutrition;

» from pain, injury and disease,;

194 Carol J. AdamsThe Sexual Politics of Meat: A Feminist-Vegetar@ritical TheoryNew York:
Continuum, 1990, p.16

195 bid p.16
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» from discomfort;
» from fear and distress;
* To express natural behavior.
However, some of Adam’s ideas such as “the endfigstthe

means”, “objection of other beings is a necessary @f life” and “violence

can and should be masked”, as “patriarchal attgtidee highly suspicious.
For example, Gandhi and Martin Luther King both evpacifists, but that
would not make pacifism a “patriarchal attitude’hefefore, it can be said
that, if the Feminist argument from Sexual Politresre the only argument
for vegetarianism, it might not sway the hardenespsc who could object
that there is no logically necessary connectiorwbeh meat eating and
patriarchy. Yet, we can say that Adam’s argumemdimein interesting

degree of plausibility in its own right, and it addnother rhetorical
dimension to accumulate the ways of vegetarianism.

4.6 Why is Vegetarianism a Moral Issue?

What exactly is moral status? At its most generatl, to have status,
standing, or to be a subject is to have membemshipn a community. Let
us consider the concepts of educational statusreliglous status. One’s
status in each of these areas is dependent uponathee of the relevant
institution. Given the nature of educational ingtdns, someone who is
enrolled in a school may be said to have standsga astudent, while
someone who is not enrolled may lack standing eftugy or possess a
different kind of standing. Similarly, an atheistider certain conceptions of
what it means to be religious, will not have stagdin religious bodies
because he does not share a belief in the divines&d within a community
will often be subject to and enjoy certain rightges, and regulations that
are relevant to the goals of that community. Fatance, students in a
school have the right to learn in a safe and disba-free environment. At

the same time, they are subject to rules regardliegs code, attendance, and
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homework. Depending on the community, not all membef the
community may share the same amount of standiragl{fegs and religious
figureheads, for example, will have higher standihgn students and
laypersons). Hence, status within a community mame in degrees of
significance.

Some philosophers think that the aim of moral thed to
systematize our common moral intuitions. Like tlgestific theories the
scientist matches the observed data, so like thieattheories the moral
philosophers match the data of moral convictionshew we apply
utilitarianism to the issue of how should we traatmals, one vital point
comes out immediately .Utilitarianism in its clasdi form aims at
minimizing pain and maximizing pleasure. Many nanvlan animals
experience pain and pleasure; therefore they aralipsignificant entities.
They have moral standing. In this respect, theyliseehumans and unlike
rocks. The principle of utility in utilitarianismives animals’ moral standing
and gives their interest equal weight with the likierest of humans. This
principle of utility also lies in the consequena#sdenying animal’'s equal
moral standing.

Humans do not need meat for a healthy diet, sentiemgs have a
serious interest for not to be suffered. Thus husmaave only a trivial
interest in meat. Therefore, we ought neither tbigpate in morally wrong
practices. Historically many moral philosopherséaither denied animals
moral standing altogether or discounts their irgerdecause they are not
human. For example —Moore, and recently, John Rhadsdenied animals a
place in history of justice, arguing that we owstice only to those who
have the concept of justice except that we ow® iinfant humans®. If

someone abstains from eating meat because ofriéisiancial status, then

1% Animal Liberation chap.5. Rawls discussion is in Section 77 ofTAeory of Justice
(Cambridge,MA ; Harvard University Press, 1971)
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there is no moral or philosophical question to laésed but when a
vegetarian attempts to persuade others that thmyidladopt vegetarian diet
then it requires philosophical attention. A vegetammight argue a number
of ways morally to the rearing and killing of anisdor the human table.
The vegetarian in this sense does not merely requgrto change or justify
our eating habits, but to consider our attitude domhaviors towards
members of other species.

There are two approaches a vegetarian might taka&rguing that
rearing and killing animals for food is morally effsive. He might argue
that eating animals is morally bad, because ofptiia inflicted on animals
in Kkilling them to be eaten, or he could objectthhe killing itself. Thus
vegetarians need to be tolerant if they want tovedn others into
vegetarians. We need to preserve them either psatesl fellow-workers or
simply as companions in the joy of life and friehigs In many societies
controversy and debate were raised over the ettieating animals. Robert
Nozick®’ and Peter Sing®f have recently advocated not eating meat on
moral grounds.. Eating animal flesh may arise dffi¢ types of moral
guestions. If we accept that animals have rigtes tilling animals for food
is morally wrong. An animal is raised for food isifig used by others rather
than being respected for itself. In philosophieaiht, it is being treated as a
means to human ends not as an end-in-itself.

When we ask “what is morality” the answer is thairah behavior
means acting in a way which is fair to all. Thisamge we need to extend the
same rules to all. Also, we need not harm othenplyi because of our own
gain. We can see that some peoples who are omuiw@lan’t usually claim

that animals aren’t morally important. In fact, yHecus on our relationship

197 Robert Nozick Anarchy , State and Utopidew York, basic books 1947) p. 35-42, Singer, P.
Animal LiberationNew York Review Books, April-5, 1973, P.2Animal Liberation(New York
Review Books, 1975).

198 ginger P. AnimalLiberation “ New York Review Books, April-5 1978B,24,
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with those animals which are usually consumed émdf They argue that
right kind of relationship with animals is necegsdor, or at least
contributes to a meaningful life. The relationsimpolves caring for the
animals, seeing they are well-treated during tiness.

4.7 Why be a Vegetarian?
One may ask, why be a vegetarian? To respond, @yesay that a

vegetarian would not be willing to kill an animalrfhis gain, but this does
not really explain the reason for becoming a vetpta Morality is
something to be aspired to, rather than as a fuadtatty selfish tool that
keep society functioning. Justification for eatinggat means to disregard
morality or moral behavior towards animals. From rahoperspective,
vegetarianism may be understood as the view that tdusome moral
principles, one ought not to eat certain ediblerats and animal products.
Say for example- suppose someone marooned on & d&daad inhabited
by edible birds, and suppose there is no edibletgie on the island and
that person have a gun. In this situation, forribe-vegetarian the choice is
easy, but what about the vegetarians? They cansehtiee path of non-
vegetarians because, a bird’'s life is less valuabdn one’s own. But
suppose that instead of birds the island is inkdbity some humans. Then
in this situation is it morally permissible to kibme people and eat them?
Naturally, it would be wrong to kill a human beiagd those who accept
vegetarianism on moral grounds, it would also bengrto kill and eat a
bird for them. From utilitarian perspective, botimger and Regan appealed
for the moral consideration for animals. Singeedrio reduce the pain and
suffering of animaf®® and Tom Regan suggested respecting animals as

being with inherent value is equal to our ottf.

199 Singer P.Animal Liberation(New York ; Avon Books, revised edition 1990) aRdhctical
Ethics(Cambridge University Press“2dition 1993)

10 Tom Regan.” The Moral Basis of Vegetarianism”an@dian Journal of Philosophy, Vol.5,
No.2 (October 1975) 181-21ahd The Case for Animal RighBerkeley ; University of California
Press, 1983)
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4.7.1 Peter Singer’'s Argument

Singer argues that the interest of every sentieimgothat is affected
by an action ought to be taken into account and the same weight as like
interests of any other sentient being. He thoulght sentient beings have a
serious interest is not being made to suffer. Sohim, practices which
inflict suffering on sentient beings without goashson are morally wrong.
Therefore, we ought neither to participate in, perpetuate morally wrong
practices. Actually, Singer's utilitarian contemtiois that through
vegetarianism, decrease in the demand for factmydd meat will reduce
animal suffering.
4.7.2 Tom Regan’s Argument

Regan thought that all beings with inherent valaehequal

inherent value, and a right to be treated respictiill moral agents have a
duty to respect the rights of all such beings. Regaanted that,
utilitarianism pre-supposes the principle of “edfyalof interests”. The
principle of equality of interests merely make®xplicit that because the
principle of utility is the sole basis of moralityp other principle will limit
the application of the principle of utility, or afft the way in which it
operates. Regan claims that utilitarianism doegprmotide adequate grounds
for the obligation to be a vegetarian. Actually kieought 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.

One could reply to Singer and Regan that their meqnts would not
prohibit eating nonhuman animals that have beendewctally killed by
automobiles on the highway or that have died “rdtudeaths from old age.
Hud Hudson wrote that, “even if we accept Reganiggiment, we have no
moral reason to regard the eating of some portibnaofactory-farmed

animal, which has fallen off a carelessly drivefiviey truck and into our
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hands, never to be paid for and never to be migseohg inventory, as
morally impermissible **

Thus, a common criticism of the utilitarian argurhefor
vegetarianism is that so long as farm animals egpee a greater balance of
pleasure over pain while they exist, then breedimgm into existence,
treating them on balance decently, and then killargl eating them to
increase the gustatory utility of meat eaters,dgadreater net utility than a
vegetarian world devoid of all farm animalOne could also object that
this argument fails to include the loss of utilityat would have accrued
from the balance of the farm animals lives had thely been slaughtered.
Yet this objection can be countered by the “repdaday argument”
discussed by Singer. If one is sympathetic to Rsgaaw that animals have
inherent value, then one can reject the very ided animal lives are
“replaceable” at all.

We can find that Regan’s position is moppealing that Singer. It is
wrong that animals as our recourses to create, pukate, slaughter,
consume and replace in the name of maximizing thieywf the class of
sentient beings. The fact is that, today farm atinze the product of
dozens of years of selective breeding by humarsetlanimals are sentient
artifacts that humans have manufactured for illegite purpose. That is
why battery chickens and grain-fed steers haveitdsrent value than bald
eagles and grizzly bears’® Beside this another criticism of the

utilitarianism argument is that a compassionategercan be more effective

" Hud HudsongCollective Responsibility and Moral Vegetarianjsm 92

12 Federick Ferre, in “ Moderation, Morals, and Meaittites that “if conditions for farm animals
are good, so that the net balance of the life eégpee of the typical animal being raised is positiv
then it is morally licit to support such practicesgen if they lead to the ‘premature’ deaths....ef th
animals in question. Having respect for inherenlu&ameans, among other things, taking a
benevolent attitude toward the bringing into estise of as many bearers of inherent value would
be in the world. Therefore, under ideal farming dibans, the eating of meat makes possible a
larger net good than its opposite”( P.399)

135 F. Sapontzis, “Animal Liberation and Vegetarsamj’ Journal of Agriculture Ethicsyol.1,
No.2 (1988). P.139-153
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adopting any number of other tactics to reduce dhfering of factory
farmed animals without becoming a vegetartah?

Hudson respond, that certain individuals by virteé their
membership in a loosely structural group, are astlepartially morally
responsible for not collectively preventing certéinmans by committing
themselves to modified, moral vegetarianism aloritp wther members of
that group, even though none of the individualslddave prevented harm
by acting independentfy}>

Thus from the above it can be said that we areecilely
responsible for the suffering of factory-farmedraals, and also collectively
responsible for world-hunger, ecological diversagd preservation, and
hierarchical, oppressive institutions of all kindsong time ago Hume
observe that compassion and sympathy can move eéo@ct much more
than carefully constructed pieces of philosophiggsoning. The anguish
cry of animals, terrified struggles, and spurtirigodl of the farm animals
would definitely deter many people from cutting tfé animal’s heads.

4.8 Philosophical defense in Vegetarianism:

Let us discuss the philosophical defense in anymfoof
vegetarianism. We have already mentioned in chagtabout the view of
Descartes who claims, that animals are like autaimator machines,
without mind, they are unable to think, they are oconsciousness. What
Descartes thought about nonhuman animals is tlwas*dot prove that they
are endowed with mind...it is nature which acts ianthaccording to the
disposition of their organs, just as a clock, whishonly composed of

wheels and weights is able to tell hours and measare more correctly

14 Hud Hudson, Collective Responsibility and Moral Vegetarianjsm93-94, Hud Hudson
attributes this view to R.G. Frey.
15 Hud Hudson, Collective Responsibility and Moral VegetarianjgPn97
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than we can do with our wisdom:%rom this view of Descartes what is not
known is that Descartes was well aware of the mactmplications of his
view. On the matter of killing and eating animalsdbartes in a letter to
More, observes that “my opinion is not so much ktaghose who are not
indulgent to men- at least to those who are notemivover to the
“superstitions of Pythagoras (a vegetarian) - sinabsolves them from any
“suspicion of crime” when they eat or kill animat§.Secondly, the view
that animals do not feel pain might be expectegt&se any moral questions,
any “suspicion of crime”. We might have used ansnak subjects in
scientific research and Descartes himself was #meaparticipant in such
research, as may be inferred from his discussioth@fcirculation of the
blood in theDiscourse on Metho@nd also it is significantly that the first
champions of his view on the nature of animalsl.@sora Rosenfield has
noted!*®

We may assert that Descartes was familiar with phactical
implications of his view on the nature of animat&ldhrough his essay, he
was confined his attention of defending the “supgres” of Pythagoras
and other vegetarians. Perhaps, Descartes woulde atirat animats®
sometimes appear to be in pain. Descartes, prenaigument in this regard
fails to present a compelling case for his viewc8ianimals cannot speak
or use language, they do not think. Since, theyalothink, they have no

mind. Therefore, they have no consciousness. Thise sa necessary

16 The Discourse on Method in The Philosophical Wark®escartesRendered into English by
Elizabeth S. Haldane and G.R.T. Ross. Volume 1. Newk ; Dover Publication, Incorporated,
1955, p.115

17 Descartes;Philosophical Letterdrans. and edit. Anthony Kenny. Oxford; The Chaten
Press,1970,p.245

18 Animal Machine to Beast Machindy Leonora Rosenfield. New York; Octagon Books,
Incorporated, 1968, p.27 ff.

19 We use the word ‘animal” to refer to animals ottien human beings, despite the fact that
humans are animals, suggests that this is a fattvie are likely to forget. It may also help to
account for our willingness to treat animals intagr ways that we would not countenance in the
case of humans. “The Concept of Beastliness”, byyMaidgley, Philosophy (1973) and Arthur
Schopenhauer'The Basis of Moralitytrans. with introduction and notes by Arthur Beadk
Bullock. London; George Allen and Unwin, Ltd. 19156219-221.
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condition of a creature being able to experienge {gathat it be a conscious
being, it follows from Descartes that animals do experience paift° This
argument can be challenged in two ways. First, oag discard Descartes
claim that no animals can speak or use languagendeone might discard
the view that being able to use a language is assacy condition of being a
conscious being. From these two arguments the dedoallenge seems to
be a stronger one.

We rationally believe that animals can axgerience both pleasure
and pain and we are rationally obliged to belidv animals are that type
of being who count for something. Bentham obsenesl clearly when he
raised the morally relevant questions about anintiaésquestion is not, Can
they reason? Or can they talk? But can they suffeB2ntham points to the
capacity for suffering as the vital characteristiat entitles a being foe equal
consideration. Thus, from the above it is cleart thaimals can and do
experience and pain is an intrinsic evil. Joel Beig once wroté? that “if it
Is the essential character of pain and sufferirgndelves that make them
evil and evil not for their consequences but inrtben intrinsic nature, then
it follows that given magnitudes of pain and suffgrare equally evil in
themselves whenever and wherever they occur. Aangat toothache is an
evil in a young man, an old man, a man or a wonaahlegro, a human
being or a lion. Although a skeptic might deny thabothache hurts a lion
as much as it does a human being, but one mayuwmihat lion’s pain and
human’s pain are equally pain- pain in the samseamd the same degree-
then there can be no reason for denying that threyegually evil in

themselves. All this shows that pain is as mucarasitrinsic evil.

120 pescartes Discourse.116-117.

121 Jeremy BenthamAn Introduction to the Principles of Morals anddislation New York;
Hafner Press, 1948, p.310-31 and Singehmmal Liberation2" edition, New York; Avon Books,
1990, p.7-9.

122 “quman Duties and Animal Rights”, an unpublishesbay under copyright by the Humane
Society of America.
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One of the most essential parts of any enlightemedality is the
principle of non-injury. This principle declaresathwe are not to inflict pain
or contribute pain to any being capable of expeiignit. This principle is
derived from the principle of maleficience whichctiges that we are not to
do or cause evil and it is always wrong to cause. gdde parent who causes
pain to the child in the course of forcing him até¢ some essential medicine
does cause pain, but does not be wrong, as thecpased in this case is
necessary if greater pain is to be avoided. Thumese say that causing pain
Is always prima facie wrong - that is wrong, in thiesence of any other
overriding moral consideration. This view opens plssibility that a person
can be morally justified in causing pain, but tois@lways morally wrong.
Thus one may say that as a consequence of ounsctimther creatures are
in pain, then we are rationally obliged to show faifure to observe the
principle of non-injury. For an utilitarian, pleasuis intrinsically good and
pain is an intrinsic evil. From this principle & clear that the cases in which
the pain or suffering caused to animals is not camspted by the good
pleasure caused to humans. All the classical aridib’'s are aware of this

view except Mill. He wrot&?

We (the utilitarian’s) are perfectly willing to & the whole question on this one
issue. Granted that only practice causes moretpaanimals than it gives pleasure to
man, is that practice moral or immoral. And if, etkain proportions as human being
raise their heads out of the slough of selfishntf®s; do not with one voice answer
“immoral”, the morality of the principle of utilitpe forever condemned.

Mill shows that he is opposed to some diverse vaitlke Thomas
Aquinas and Kant who thought that we have no didettes to animal%¥**
He thought that it is always wrong as does Aquitase cruel to animals.
And Kant formulates the categorical imperative uicls a way that we treat
humanity both in our own person and in the perdogvery other always as

an end, never as a means merely. Therefore, Kémt rejected the

123 «whewell on Moral Philosophy”, fronlill's Collected WorksVolume- X, p.187

124 Kant's “Duties Toward Animals and Spirits™ in hlsectures on Etthic&or Aquinas’s views,
Summa TheologicaPart-2, Question-25, Third Article and Question B4, First and Second
Articles.
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Cartesian idea that animals lack the capacity éwéail pain, did not regard
the matter of man’s treatment of animals as onaafal indifference. These
thinkers actually thought that cruelty to animadads to cruelty to humans,
and it is a fact that the former leads to the I#tat makes the former wrong.
According to these thinkers, it is true that animsaffers pain, but what
makes wrong is that such treatment of animals temt=ad it perpetrators to
treat human being in a similar way.

From Mill's argument, it is clear that he is senst to the
implications of the view that pain has an intringalue. According to him,
there may be a practice which causes more paimitoads than it gives
pleasure to man, then the practice is wrong, rgitjecause there be a raise
In nastiness of some men towards their fellowss iwrong because of the
unjustified pain felt by the animals. Thus, wherrewe say that cruelty to
animals does lead to cruelty to humans - thenabsimption need have a
solid factual backing - if this is true - but thaannot be the only way that
makes cruelty to animals wrong.

Let us assume that the pain suffered by animatsnsparable to the
pain affected by the humans. Say for example, samatally retarded
among us are routinely sent to human farms, whieey are to live in
incredibly crowded, unsanitary and confining coidis. They are kept in
stalls or cages where they are fed by automateiteeviMany of them are
kept permanently indoors, and among those who emaified outside, most
of them are deprived of the ordinary means theyhingmploy to secure
enjoyment. Let us imagine, that the purpose oftla is to raise these
human beings as a source of food for other humamgbejust as we treat
animals. After each has attained a certain weithlgty are sold at public
auction to the highest bidder and summarily caofiééh loathsome vehicles
to be humanely slaughtered. In this situation orisistently be said that the

intrinsic evil of an animal pain count less thae thtrinsic evil of a human
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pain, and that is why the practice involving theatment of animals can be
morally right and while the practice involving hunsais not. Thus, we may
say that the pain of animals’ fells is just as muh intrinsic evil, as
comparable to the pain felt by a human being. Thiiste is a conflict
between two practices, when we looked it from satieer direction. This
direction goes with the rights of “humans”. Humagirly has certain natural
rights which animal’s lack, and that makes two pcas differ in a morally
significant way.

Moreover, one can still be arguing that, all andydruman beings
can use language and that is why they can havesnghile animals cannot.
But one may say that, there is neither any conmedietween being able to
use language in one hand, and being able to exparg deserved pain on
the other. Furthermore, whenever, we say that lga@mequal natural right
spared undeserved pain to all human beings, i tary justification for
saying this? Normally when all humans can reaspeals, or make choices
we can say that they have equal natural rightsetedared undeserved pain.
But there are also some human beings who don’t heason, or speak or
make free choices.

There are arguments that claim that humans can hategal rights
because humans do have interests. The word “ititesassed to refer some
items such as liking, disliking,
loving,hating,hoping,fearing,desiring,avoiding, aaldo we do experiences
desires and needs. That is why we are the kindeofgs who have rights
and to cause any human being undeserved pain tiee@d human being
unjustly. Finally, we can say that if we treat aso® unjustly we violate his
rights. From the above points we can infer thataose a human being
undeserved pain is to violate his natural righbéospared undeserved pain.
Similarly, animals too are the kind of entities whave interests. Thus, we

have lot of reasons to believe that animals carememqpce the desires to



144

fulfill. From this point of view, it must also benjust to cause an innocent
animal undeserved pain.

4.9 Arguments for and against vegetarianism:

There are different arguments in favor and agauegfetarianism.
One may ask, if an individual stops eating meagsdb reduce the number
of animals killed by other means at all. In mangistes controversy and
debate have raised over the ethics of eating asimal

A vegetarian might ask, what is the moral diffeeetetween killing
a microorganism and an animal. Some vegetariansitnaggue that of
course there is a difference between the two. Wst rmuoid in killing an
animal because without taking meat one may alivexd Af some
microorganisms killed in the same process, thisi®rtunate but necessary
for human life. Vegetarians who eat only vegetghbiiests, and nuts do not
completely remove all micro-organisms from theiodoeven with repeated
cleaning. Vegetarians may attempt to justify thingaof microorganisms in
a different way. They may think that since micrgamisms can’t feel pain,
they can eat them without scruples. They also thirdt we do not need
meat in order to live but in order to digestive Wng of the body killing
and eating micro-organism is necessary for hunian li

A vegetarian might ask, how would someone ifele¢ is slaughtered
and eaten? Lot of animals are killed for food, theny shouldn’'t we?
According to Gandhi, a selfish basis would not eghe purpose of taking a
man higher and higher along the paths of evoluthat is required, is an
altruistic purpose of life .According to him, masmmore than me¥t .1t is
the spirit in man for which we are concerned. Tfaee vegetarians should
have the moral basis that a man was not born @aravorous animal, but

born to live on the fruits and herbs that the eatbws .According to

125 The Moral Basis of Vegetarianism by Gan8lpieech delivered at a Social Meeting organised by
the London Vegetarian SocieB0 November, 1931
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Gandhi, the basic reason for vegetarianism is hgsipal, but moral .Also
for him, if anybody claims that he will die if hedd't take beef, or mutton
even on medical advice, then he would prefer deHtiat is the basis of
Gandhi’'s vegetarianism. Even sometimes meat eaeosvs a selfish
refusal to share with starving human beings foed tould have been made
available to them ,and thereby shows disregard th® principle of
distributive justice.

Suppose that tomorrow a group of beings from amqifamet were to
land on earth, beings who considered themselvesi@arior from us as we
feel ourselves to other animals. In this situatiwauld they have the right to
treat ourselves as we treat animals for breed, kewpfood¥° We may
think that it is morally permissible for us to eadn-human animals but
wrong for superior aliens to eat us. One may thiid¢ aliens are persons
but animals are probably non- persons. And if pdrsod is the ground for
the right to life then it is morally permissiblerfas to kill and eat animals.
But it is wrong for the aliens to kill and eat wen though they kill us
painlessly.

Another argument may be cited from the questiospsEciecism. If
we ask that what is the justification for eatingamib but not animal
vegetarians may reply that animals are sentiemttures, they feel pain and
have other feelings but no plant is sentient, mmptan see, hear or féél.
But is it true that really plants doesn’t feel gaiBome recent discoveries on
plants give us some pause on this. Thus, if we kimatvplants also feel pain
then our killing them would not be justified at.aBome may argue that
human beings are more valuable because of theitiggnce but why does

higher intelligence mean that one species is maikable than other

126 Harris, p.110 John Harris,” Killing for Fobdn Animals, Men, and Moralsedit Stanley
Godlovitch, Roslind Godlovitch, & John Harris (Néferk: Taplinger press, 1971) p.110

127bid, P.108
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species? There are other species besides us treantae intelligence that
iIs chimpanzees and dolphins. Then why should ouramattitude be
towards eating members of these species? This ignesecomes very
crucial for consideration.

Suppose there is a man who wishes to end his liferdgrets that
never having given his poor and hungry family arlgapure. He then
requests that after his death his wife preparevisHadinner with him as the
main course. And the members of his family haveobgection with his
voluntary cannibalism. One may argue that the sdnais very different
with animals because we cannot communicate witmtimeany meaningful
way. But from their behavior it is clear that thegver want to die. And
recent experiments with chimpanzees suggestedaighit day may come
soon when we can ask trained chimpanzees that eihdtby want to be
killed for food.

Moreover, it is also argued that the killing andirgameat indirectly
tends to brutalize people. One may say that, g@atiaat influences people
to be less kind and more violent to other peopletli& contrary, not eating
meat tends to make people kinder and less vioBaritit may be argued that
there is no logical connection between being avegetarian and the cruel
treatment of animals, also make the cruel treatmt@rituman beings. For
example, the most well known person Hitler was aetarian. The
Vegetarian News Digest argued that, “there is fiormation that indicates
Hitler eliminated flesh food for humanitarian reas?®

Thus a necessary condition for being a personvsbahe capacity
of self-concept, we can say that some animals arg mtelligent such as
dolphins and chimpanzees as have such conceptlamdtas a fact that
some adult human beings do not have. In this seswm®age animals and

human beings may not have the right to life althoagpst human beings

128 Gerald Carsoriylen, Beasts and God@blew York ; Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1972), P.134
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and animals do have such a right. So from the \@éwghts, it can be said
that many animals probably have no right to lifet &ll of them have a right
for not to have pain inflicted on them. People off®int to some food item
and ask, can you eat this? Our answer always wifisbre, we can eat what
we want”. So, whenever we decide what kind of vagah we want to be,
we need to think about what we want to includevaidiin the table.

4.10 Varieties of Vegetarianism:

A vegetarian eating style is defined broadly andstgis of a range of
eating patterns. The various patterns are distatguai by the foods excluded
from the diet. The most basic types of vegetarigisdinclude semi- or
partial-vegetarian, lacto-ovo (LOV), vegan, and mawmtic. The following

list summarizes each of these patterns, highlighitiods excluded:

Type of Vegetarian Diet Food Excluded

Semi- or partial-vegetarian: Red tmea

Lacto-ovo-vegetarian: Reeéat) poultry, fish. Seafood

Lacto-vegetarian: edRmeat, poultry, fish. Seafood, eggs

Vegan (total vegetarian): Red meat, pyuiggs, dairy
Products (may exclude honey)

Macrobiotic: Meat, poultry, eggs, dairy, seafood,

processed foods

Vegans generally do not eat meat of any kind asd db not eat
eggs, dairy products many vegans also refrain feating foods that are
made using animal products. Vegan refers to eighperson who follows
this way of eating or to the diet itself. Veganimra type of vegetarian diet
that excludes meat, eggs, dairy products and dleroanimal-derived
ingredients. Vegans also eat many of the same comaral familiar
everyday foods such as a green-salad, spaghdttictaips and which just

about everyone eats. So vegans of course do nstinenred or white meat,
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fish and also do not use honey or bees-wax, gedatihany other animal by-
products ingredients or products.

* Lacto vegetarian - lacto vegetarian is somethingdu® describe a
vegetarian who does not eat eggs, but does eat gaiducts. Many
Hindu vegetarians are lacto-vegetarians who avggs €or religious
reason while continuing to eat dairy. Lacto-vegatardiets are
popular with many followers of the eastern religiduaditions such
as Hinduism, Jainism, Buddhism and Sikhism. Thesctires of their
beliefs behind a lacto-vegetarian diet are the ddvahimsa or non-
violence.

» Ovo vegetarian - The prefix ovo comes from theratord for eggs.
Ovo vegetarians refers those people who do notmesit or dairy
products but do eat eggs, however they do noteghor white meat,
fish or dairy products.

» Lacto-ovo vegetarians - The word lacto comes frbmltatin which
stands for milk and ovum stands for eggs. Thusdégnition of
lacto-ovo diet containing milk and eggs. When nqsbple think of
vegetarians they think of lacto-ovo-vegetariansodke who do not
eat beef, pork, poultry, fish, shellfish or anirfflash of any kind, but
do eat eggs and dairy products are lacto-ovo-veagata

» Pollotarian and Pescatarian- While pollotarian ©t @& type of
vegetarian; these individuals do restrict their me@ansumption to
fish and sea -food only. The word “pescatariandgsasionally used
to describe those who abstain from eating all na@at animal flesh
with the exception of fish. In other words, a péadan maintains a
vegetarian diet with the addiction of fish and otlsea-foods. A
pescatarian is a person who eats fish, but doest’steak, chicken,

pork or any other kind of meat. Although, pescatariis not
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technically a vegetarian diet, more and more peapeadopting this
kind of diet, usually for health reasons.

* Macrobiotic Diet- people who choose a macrobiotet dvoid meat,
chicken, sometimes fish, dairy products, eggs, teddes of the
nightshade family (potatoes, tomatoes, green capsiceggplant)
tropical fruits, and processed sweeteners. A maatiob diet
generally promotes the use of whole foods and aisorporates
Asian sea vegetables.

* Fruitarian Diet- fruitarian diets include fruits agll as vegetables
that are botanically classed as fruits such as tm#saeggplant, nuts
and seeds.

4.11. The Advantages of Vegetarian and Vegan Diets:
Vegetables, grains, fruits, legumes, and nutsteeptimal foods for

children. Rich in complex carbohydrates, proteiibeff, vitamins, and
minerals, they form the foundation for dietary halthat support a lifetime
of health. Research indicates that adults who coesuuits and vegetables
are those who consumed these foods during childhasdinger states that
we could use the grain that we are using to process or pork to feed
people who are starving, so this issue is connecteth important way to
the world hunger issue. And also if we all convérte vegetarianism, we
would significantly decrease deforestation and eofissions, thus we are
able to reducing global warming and or climate deaaffects. So this issue
involves the environmental issue also. Actuallynaadi cruelty is a terrible
thing. Millions of animals are being abused. If wave health, religious,
spiritual or simple dietary preference concernenttve should consider the
moral implications of what happens to our livestoklere are some of the
long-term advantages of plant-based diets:

* The prevalence of hypertension among vegetariaabasit one-third

to one-half that of non-vegetarians. A study of €amian Seventh-
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day Adventists found hypertension in 22 percenbminivores, but
only 7 percent of vegetarians. Among African Amens, the
prevalence was 44 percent of omnivores and 18 perod
vegetarians. Adopting a vegetarian diet signifigamdwers blood
pressure in both normal and hypertensive indivislual

Cholesterol levels are much lower in vegetarianegaéfarian diets
reduce serum cholesterol levels to a much greatgreg than is
achieved with the National Cholesterol EducatioogPam Step Two
diet. In one study published in The Lancet totadlebterol in those
following a vegetarian diet for 12 months decredsg@4.3 percent.
Cancer rates for vegetarians are 25 to 50 peracgontvbpopulation
averages, even after controlling for smoking, batgss index, and
socioeconomic status. One study found that peogie wmclude
generous amounts of fruits and vegetables in ti&ily diets have
lower rates of cancers of the lung, breast, coldadder, stomach,
mouth, larynx, esophagus, pancreas, and cervix aggdpto people
who avoid such foods.

Obesity is a major contributor to many seriousediges, and is much
less common among vegetarians, compared to theajgupulation.
Vegetarians are, on average, about 10 percentrldaae omnivores.
Plant-based diets may encourage a later menardhiehwas been
shown to be associated with reduced risk of breastcer in
epidemiologic studies.

Fruits and vegetables contain antioxidant subsgrarech as vitamin
C, vitamin E, which protect cells against oxidatdemage, which is
related to cancer risk and other health problente multitude of
photochemical found in various fruits, vegetablgsins, legumes,

and nuts are thought to protect against heart skessead cancer.
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Many people considers the environmental aspectsaaf production
and choose a plant-based diet for more favorable@mmental effects, such
as increased sustainability from the productioplaht based foods. Animal
welfare group also created another group of vegetsr some of whom
accept dairy and eggs because an animal has notstegghtered in their
production while others totally exclude animal prots in the name of
preventing cruelty to animals and as an objectionnhumane farming
practices.

As we have already discussed that from utilitapanspective, both
Singer and Regan appealed to the moral considerdtio animal. Cora
Diamond once wrote that “one curious feature of Beter Singer sort of
argument...is that your Peter Singer vegetariamnldhoe perfectly happy to

eat the unfortunate lamb that has just been hi bgr.**°

.Question may be
raised that why this is curious? It is only curidaecause vegetarians must
think that it is wrong to eat meat. Thus vegetariare moral absolutists just
like absolute pacifists and absolute truth-tellt® would never tell a lie.
Furthermore, there are three ways in which a atiiih condemnation of the
treatment of farm animals might fall short of eltg that we should switch
to a vegetarian diet. At first, if the objectionnet to all raising and killing
of animals for food, but only to particular methoofsraising and killing
them, it would seem that we can avoid the necesdityegetarianism by
restricting our diet to the flesh of animals nogaed or killed by methods
involving suffering. Secondly, one may argue thaow bad as factory
farming is, the consequences of abolishing it arectearly better than the
consequences of continuing it. Lat and finally,stageople who admit that
it would be better if factory farming were abolisheay deny that there is
any utilitarian connection between this conclusemmd the obligation to

avoid consuming the products of factory farms.

129«Eating Meat and Eating Peoplé®hilosophy 53, no.206 (October 1978); 471-472
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These three attempts deny the moral necessity gétaganism; the
argument shows us that it is not wrong to eat asir@aestion rose about
the value of life and the legitimacy of regardingew generation of happy
animals as replacements for those that were e&@nit can be said that
there is no direct utilitarian objection to the wudesome animals in particular
circumstances; moreover even in the absence oftditéitarian objections
to eating animals, there is an indirect objectidtlitarian indirect objection
may put the following way.

If we are prepared to take the life of another geairerely in order to
satisfy our taste for a particular type of foockrttthat being is no more than
a means to our end.

Furthermore, according to Regan, utilitarianismresionot lead to
vegetarianism. He said that an enormously comglitguestion whether the
undoubted suffering caused animals by the presgstem is enough to
outweigh both the pleasures people get from eatingnals and the
disruption that abolishing factory farming wouldusa to the lives of those
dependent on raising animals for food. Philip Dewvas right to guess that
“perhaps the recipes and so on which Singer apptntiss book are not
merely helps to virtuous and happy living, but esisé parts of his
argument.**® Thus the utilitarian vegetarian is on strong gubin arguing
that factory farming and the other cruelties inealvin large-scale
commercial animal production should end. Thus analfproblem is to
establish the link between this goal and the obbgato become a
vegetarian.

Apart from this another argument may be raised dhaggetarian diet
does not involve great sacrifices, neither in cealth, nor in our capacity to

feed the growing world populationThe Preventive Medicine Research

130« The Moral Basis of VegetarianismGanadian Journal of Philosophy/ol. 5, No. 2 (October
1975) p.491
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Institute suggested us that “plant-based diet provide a dualdnce of
nutrients to support a healthy pregnancy and grergur to diets continuing
milk or other animal’s productS® According to Barnard, “A vegan menu is
preferred for nursing woman too. In fact, a plamsdd diet reduces the level
of environmental contaminations in breast milk, pamed to that of meat-
eaters:>* Moreover, vegan diet reduces human suffering fheart disease
and cancer of the stomach and colon for which admfives a long and
healthy life.

In addition, vegetarians are primarynsiamers. They need less
energy to create their food. But whenever humansoipe secondary
consumers- they require both plant food and anfowd. Actually energy is
lost in two ways such as the tropic level reductidrenergy available in
food and through the energy required to producefoloel that secondary
consumer eat. Conversely, non-vegetarians or sacpronsumers demand
more and more plant world than vegetarians do.rSthis situation non-
vegetarians may ask to vegetarians that, Isn’tplhat suffer too? As we
know that plants are autotrophs, producing thein d@od, whereas, we are
the heterotrophs, depends on other organisms tougetnergy. In ecology,
the word tropic is used to mean food relationsHigifferent organisms in a
food chain. As a secondary consumer we rely ontgt@mour food. Non-
vegetarians may forget that non-vegetarians degires multiple numbers
of plants. In fact, non-vegetarians are increabednumbers of plants used
indirectly, through the feeding of animals who wile eaten by human
being. Therefore, whenever, we destroy trees thirahg way of feeding
animals that will be eaten by humans; we actuatigrélase the ability of the

planet to handle the carbon dioxide released imto a

131 Neal Barnard, M.D., ifFood for Life; How the New Four Food Groups Can &afour Life
(New York ; Harmony Books, 1993). P.158
132 |hid, P.158
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There is no doubt that the actual treatment of alsmased for food is
immoral and should be changed. So, if someone wardsange the present
practice of treating animals used for food, thet lmesans is to stop eating
meat. This seems to be one of Singer's basic amgigndecoming a
vegetarian is not merely a symbolic gesture rafie@oming a vegetarian is
the most practical and effective steps one can tiakards ending both the
killing of non-human animals and the infliction iffering upon them™*?

In a way of conclusion, we can say that what mégivéhe objections
to adopting a vegetarian diet? What inclines comess of affluent, industrial
nations to continue to eat meat despite familianiih criticisms of it? The
inertia of habit, the custom of food choices araired preferences passed
down by our parents from their parents, ubiquitoukural conditioning, and
nutritional ignorance are all formidable forces tthasist philosophical
argument. As Cato said, “It is a difficult task,cfizens, to make speeches to
the belly which has no ear®”But even if we do slowly modify our eating
habits over time, gradually eating less and lesatnvehere do we stop after
giving up meat? We leave that question open fauréu discussion. We
conclude by suggesting that given the various e#tof vegetarianism we have
discussed, working towards a meatless diet is #wandeavour for a person

who values compassion, humility, and integrity.

133 Singer,Animal Liberationp.173
30 carol J. AdamsThe Sexual Politics of Megi. 13
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CHAPTER-5

ANIMAL ETHICS AND RELIGION DEBATE
5.1 Introduction:
Religion is all about beliefs, beliefs about creatipurpose, destiny,

life and love, what people believe or disbelievewbGod and the world
affects all aspects of their being, including thedty to day life. Studying
religions makes a person to see moral ideas ttetvdthe lines of faith.
Religion can also affect our attitudes towards atsnand the way in which
animals are treated by us. Thus, all major religioof the world
acknowledged that humankind depends on nature tforown survival.
Thus, religion teaches us compassion and lovellfbviag creatures.

The possibilities and problems of “religiand animals” can be seen in
the following comparison. In its revised Catechisssued in 1994, the
Catholic Church proclaimed, “Animals, like plantsdananimate things, are
by nature destined for the common good of pastsgme and future
humanity.” Contrast this assertion with the follogifrom the populaMetta
Suttarecited by millions of Buddhists every day: “Justa mother would
protect with her life her own son, her only son,os® should cultivate an
unbounded mind towards all beings, and loving kewintowards the entire
world.” It can be said, quite simply, that the ot of some religious
institutions in defending animals is one of abj&ature, often driven by
extraordinary arrogance and ignorance. Yet, at rotth@es religious
believers have lived out their faith in ways thavé been fully in defence of
nonhuman lives. So, studying comparative religialliews people to see
moral ideas that stretch across the lines of taétiitions*>*

Engagement with lives outside our spedias produced for some
religious believers an understanding that othemats are the bringers of

blessings into the world. Believers have also helt some nonhuman

134 Kimball, Charles. “When Religion Becomes Evil.” dtare at Rocky Mountain College,
Billings. 27 September, 2004
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animals are persons in every sense that humangeas®ns, and even
ancestors, family, clan members, or separate matidfe forms outside the
human species have regularly engaged humans’ imgmnat multiple
levels, and thus often energized religious sensdsldramatically. Because
of this, one does not have to look far to uncovesifpive connections
between some forms of religion and concerns forhoaran animals. The
links between these two are, in fact, unfathomadohgient. Our remote
ancestors were fascinated with nonhuman lives, taadorigins of human
dance, musical instruments, art, and even a sentde sacred have been
tied directly to the fascination that our ancestexhibited regarding the
neighbouring, nonhuman members of the earth conmmurmBut the
prevalence of dismissive views in religious circt@snot be denied. Views
like that of the Catholic Catechism which are amedoin a radical
subordination of nonhumans to humans - what Margdldély called the
“absolute dismissal” of nonhuman animals now trallycprevalent in most
modern industrialized countries - remain very comno religious circles
today.

5.2 Religion and Animals:-
Historically, there has been & lipetween religious traditions’

willingness to demean nonhuman animals and thétyotd modern secular
societies’ subordination of nonhuman animals’ lives human profits,
leisure, and “progress”. So, fairness and balan@pproaching this subject
will require any researcher of “religion and anigialo acknowledge that,
even if a preoccupation with other animals is aciert theme in religious
traditions, it has not been a prominent part ofcalhdiscussion in modern
religious institutions or in academic circles wheskgion is studied. Those
who have championed the cause of nonhuman animaisé the world
since the resurgence of protective intentions asiwbras in the 1970s have

only rarely consulted religious authorities wherlseg communal support
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for increased animal protection. And religious awies haven't often
sought to participate in debates over how to defeitdlife, ensure that food
animals are not mistreated, and minimize harm search animals, or
honour the special place of companion (nonhumamnaa in humans’
lives.

The reluctance of animal advocatesdek the help of religious
institutions and authorities alone says much aldmw “in defence of
animals” modern religious traditions have beenmight be, in the world
today. We will begin this chapter by consideringaiviiarious religions have
claimed about other animals. To what extent haligioes traditions been
guilty of what Richard Ryder called “speciesism’s &ve have discussed in
earlier chapter- 1 and 2, Speciesism is the vieat #ny and all human
animals, but no nonhuman animals, should get fumddsmh moral
protections? Speciesism makes membership in theamuspecies the
criterion of belonging within our moral circle. Antb what extent do
religious traditions provide resources and supgort those seeking to
defend animals? If we consider what major religitnaglitions which are
sometimes referred to as the *“world religions” haegkimed about
“animals,” it becomes clear that some religiousifpmss serve well to
defend nonhuman animals, while others offend pnodbu

At the same time, religious traditions have oftezer the primary
movers of a compassionate engagement with othes.liVhe possibility of
such an engagement has often been thought of ashiaently religious act,
although that will sound strange to many moderielels who are heirs to
a version of religion that has become virtuallyistidc about nonhuman
realities. Still, religion as a whole has an extdamarily distinguished record
of fostering the ethical abilities that are the mehy which humans can and
often do care about other animals This first of ¢leatral inquiries in the

religion and animals field is, thus, about mattees generally call ‘ethical’
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or ‘moral’ The second of the central inquiries ml®died in this question
what roles have religious traditions had as medabd views of nonhuman
animals. Even a cursory review of rituals, daneegths, folktales, songs,
poetry, iconography, and canons reveals that animafes of many kinds
have been and remain central features of religeymession .Hence, the
study of images of nonhuman animals found so byoadl religious
symbolism must be an essential feature of the stdidgligion and animals
Engaging this issue of images and religions’ maajatole regarding views
of nonhumans is no simple matter, however. Relgiwaditions include an
extraordinary variety of stories in which nonhunammals are mentioned
in some way, and these have great differencesnior tand purpose. Some
are positive and integrating while others demeahdstort. Some honor the
value of nonhuman lives as fully as others justiyman use of any
nonhuman animal for any purpose.

Of great importance in the field of religion andraals, then, is that
nonhuman animals often have been treated as (ptvbisse presence was
important to religious believers. Various nonhurmammals in religious
traditions have signified meaning, mediations mayn@y not, however,
honor those nonhuman animals’ own lived realittkgy may even obscure
or intentionally eclipse those realities. Thus lifue of an examination of
these multiple roles played by images and stomesgcan claim, have the
realities of nonhuman animals, their daily actieditand “historicities,” as
it were, been seen well? For those who care t@ges animals accurately,
what amounts to a subtle but powerful form of wmle occurs when
worldviews or belief systems promote specific foraismisunderstanding
and caricature that mislead about the verifiablalittes of nonhuman
animals. So, it is quite natural that practitionesthin the field of animals
and religion ask again and again if religious ttiads have, in fact, passed

along inadequate caricatures of nonhuman otherssay, a canonical
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scripture, such that a religious believer would ibeerror when relying

literally on this information. Relatedly, in sadcil contexts the use of
animals, human and nonhuman alike has resultades being intentionally

extinguished for purposes that are not those ofvitiems involved. Is the

intentional, violent killing of the sacrificial vien always and everywhere a
denial of that being’s importance? Can such killinga ritual or symbolic

act be an affirmation of some kind? What are thielesaand assumptions
that underlie affirmative answers to these questiabout sacrifice? If

answers on these challenging questions are ditfdognhuman sacrificial

victims than for nonhuman victims, why is that $0&reful work on these
basic questions about the transmission of imagesyedl as the inherently
ethical questions raised above, leads to the csiociuthat religious

traditions have, historically, been the principahicle by which the status of
nonhuman animals was evaluated by not only belgeveut also entire

cultures and their institutions. This evaluativéerbas been taken over in
crucial respects, of course, by scientific and tjall traditions; but the

importance of religious traditions as continuing dia¢ors of views and

values regarding nonhuman animals remains one ef nost obvious

features of humans’ contemporary assessment afriédationship to the rest
of life on this earth.

5.3 Religion and Animals: An Indian Approach:
The ancient religions such as Hinduism, Buddhigmd, &ainism have

never differentiated between the soul of a humangoand the soul of an
animal. Thus all life forms are subject to the eyof birth death and rebirth.
All these religions teach us that the liberationtltod soul depends on our
karmas or actions. For them a person, an animalaanshsect have same
value of life and they are also part of the cycldife, death and rebirth.
They believe that everything has been created bgrebue Being or
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Brahmancomes from the Supreme Being and again returnsetGtupreme
Being.

Thus animals, in the Indian tradition are considearehave the same
feelings and passions as human being. And alse #drerdifferent important
role of animals in our tradition. The qualitiestbe animals were assumed
by the associated deities. Say for example lordhMisincarnated himself as
different animals and perform the role of creapogserver, and destroyer of
the whole universe and re-establisitihrma Even a small honeybee also
played an important role in human life. These srna#ls are producing and
storing honey and constructing colonies of nestsobuvax secreted by the
workers in the colony. In Indian tradition we cascasee that the boar is
associated with rain and it is a faith in Hinduattthey dig the earth before
the onset of the monsoon. Thus their ability to d the earth teaches
human being to plough, till and fertilize the land.

5.3.1 Hinduism:

By the time Socrates was born people idiam civilization had
accumulated more than one thousand years of sginigion. Religions
such as Hinduism, Buddhism held nature as sacrédhamans are not more
significant than any other living things. The Himgim emerged from the
ancient Vedic religion, which took shape in Indraund 1500 BCE, pulling
in elements of Indian religion that had alreadysted for fifteen hundred
years. For Hinduism, animal souls are the sameuasah souls. Nature
remains sacred for the Hindus. Even “all of natthe,entire entire universe
is sacrel® for a Hindu. With the natural surroundings arlBnare also
important for Hinduism. In th&ahabharata we can see that animals talk
and speak like “real animals, sometimes human kebrgGods**. For

Hinduism, animals does not seem so far removed fitaman beings, and

135 Kinsley, David.Ecology and Religion; Ecological Spirituality in @s-Cultural Perspective
Ennglewood Cliffs ; Prentice- Hall, 1995
136 Mahabharata Trans. William Buck. Berkeley ; U CA., 1973
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animals hold “something of the divird®. Hindus tend to be aware of both
holiness and nobleness in other animals. Thus, tisna teaches us that
animals and humans were once closer and commudieatie each other on
equal terms. Say for example, tRaniyanahas lot of animal characters
such asalmbavan, the bear, the eagle dai etc.

Lord says inSrimadbhigavatam, “this form is the source and
indestructible seed of multifarious incarnationshw the universe and from
the particle and portion of this form differentihig entities, like demigods’
animals’ human beings and others are credt&dThe ten incarnation®
(Avatzras) of Lord Visnu, in Hinduism, is a recurrent theme in the Vedic
history. TheAvatiras of Visnu takes progressively more developed form i.e.
from a fish to a human form describe that anim#&y pn important role in
God’s creation. Thévilatsya Pufiza describes that the first incarnation of
Lord Visnu is a fish. The second is a tortoise, then a bdemn Bali - the
king of the monkeys. In hifkam incarnation Lord killedRavara in
association with the monkeys. The fifth incarnatisrParsurama and the
next isBalarama In Krsna incarnation He is associated with the cows and
forests and terminated demons likansa.In theKali age He would be born
asBuddha.At the end ofKali age He would take the form &alki and Kkill
themlechhas

One remarkable feature of the Indian icons of God &oddess is
that each God/Goddess has been permitted an amsggdarable from the
divine image. Say for example, the lion is the iearfVahana) of Goddess
Durga, the swan is that of GoddeSarasvati(Goddess of learning and art),

Laksmi (the Goddess of wealth) has an oWgrrika, the Devasenapati

137 Coomaraswamy, Ananda K and Sister Niveditsths of the Hindus and Buddhisiéew York ;
Dover, 1967. P.15-16
138 Bhaktivedanta, A.CSrimadbhagavatartrans. Swami Bhaktivedanta Book Trust, 1976, 15 iii

139 Goswami, C. L. and Shastri, M. A. tra®rimatbhagavata Mahapurar@ita Press: Gorakhpur,
1982, 1:3-5.
140 Joshi, K.L. & Trivedi, Bindiya, edit.& trnsNarasimha PuranaEastern Book Corporation,
Delhi, 2003.
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(army commander of the Gods) has ihayura (peacock), even the humble
Musika (mouse) has been allocated as the carrier of Candea, (the God
of success). Thus, all life forms are treated wigmnity and respect as God
Is manifested in every living organism. The inadible principle, which
comes out from all the studies in Hinduism is ‘iteeland let live”.Manu
Samhi& describes how there was an integral relationskigvéen man and

his environment which is as follows,

Vighasasi bhavet nityaamytabhojani/ |

Vighoso bhuk# sosantu yajfiasesa tathametam ||**

It means feed everyday oMighasa (The wordVighazsa means what is left
over after one’s in-laws, guests and other livirgings have been fed.)
Ancient Indian texts suggest that human being’'scsethical life has been
divided into four stages. They aBrahmacaryaunder a teachef;rhastya

or family life, Vanaprasthaor living aloof, andSanyisaor renunciation. The
duty and obligation of &rhastyaor householder is not towards his mother,
father, wife and children alone rather he has otiiigations callegna or
debt towards fellow men and to other living creasurAgrhi or householder
was under the debt to perform five kindsyaifia or act for other’'s good.

Manu Samhit describes,
Adhyipanam brmhayajfieitryajfiahtu tarpanam |
Homo daiva balirbhito n-yajfio’atithipujanam |

This means, teaching and learnin@rahmayajfia offering of water withil

to the ancestors gtryajiia igniting the sacrificial fire in worshipping Gods
is devayajfiaand feeding the animals lidutayajfiaand serving the guest is
nryajiia The word ‘worship’ in th&loka literally means being worshipped
or showing high regard to the guests indicatestinetacts of charity but
paying off debts /ha) for what a man entitled to his forefathers, te th

animals and to his fellow men.

141 Roy, Kumud R. editManu Samhit&. Roy Publication, 1968,3:285
12 |pid. 3:70
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The cycle of birth in Hindu theological scripturdsscribes that a
person may come back as an animal or a bird acaptdithe type of merits
and demerits one acquires through actions durirgy life span. This
provides respect and noble sentiments towards tlspseies. Also, it
justifies non-violence Ahimsa) towards animals as well as humans.
Visnpupirana justifies this position by saying that Gdtksava is pleased
with a person who does not harm or destroy othargpeaking creatures or
animals. He who sacrifices, sacrifices to Him: hieownmurmurs prayers
preys to Him: he who injures the living creatungsiies to Him: FoHari is
in all beings* The Yajfiavalkya Smrtigoes in favor of not eating meat and

the practice of giving up meat eating, as we stesdlin the following verse.
Atah: s¢rudhvam mipsasya vidhibhatagzavarjane |,

Vasara narake ghore dighi pasuromabhiz, ||
144

Samitini dur@caro yo hané bidhing pasan |||
This means, the wicked persons who &killee animals, which are

protected and domesticated, has to live in hedl-{fghora narkd for the
days equal to the number of hairs of the body af #mimal.Manusmti, the
basic law book of Hinduism considers animal kileexr a murderer. Those
who are also involved in animal killing like, theagghterer, the butcher, the
cook and the one who eats the meat are liable ttreia punishment:® In
the Santiparva of Mahabharata it is said that the life of a man and an animal
is of equal value and impose the same punishmenthi destruction of

either of the forms of life. It is said;

Sa-varghakhaGnhatva soudrameva bratagaret |

Marjarcas amandulnkakam byalaca musikam ||

Uktak pasusamo dga rajanpraginipatanat |||

143Wilson, H.H.Vishnupuranarans. H.H. Punthi Publishers : Calcutta, 198;ig:p. 234.

144 pcharya, N.R.Yajnavalkya Smritedit. Acaradhyaya : Bhaksbhaksaa Prakarnam, NiriSgar
Press :Bombay, 1949, 178-180, P.60.

145 Shastri, Acarya Jagdishlaflanusriti trans. Motilal Banarsidas Publications : New DelBB3,
5:51.

146 Ganguli , Kishori MohanA Translation of Mahbhrata dfyasa : Shantiparvd65, Munshira
Manoharlal, 2004.
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Early seals from the Indus Valley City depict seas powerful
symbol of abundance. India has a long history oégbprotection from the
literature, epics and from the poetic texts to daécts of Ashoka and the
individual works of various kings. From th&ig Vedicperiod tree worship
was very popular and universal in Hindu's life stylTree symbolizes
various attributes of God and therefore plantatbma tree is considered to
be a ritual.Rig Vedaconsiders trees, as having divine powers in @iato

their healing propertieRigVedadescribes,
Ya osadt pirva jata devebhya triyugam pay
Maneina babhru@maham satam dimani sapta ca |{*

This means, herbs that sprung up in time of oltkghages earlier than the
Gods - of these whose hue is brown, will | decliwe hundred powers and
seven.

During the period oPurazasand epics, concern and respect towards
trees was developed through stage by stage. Treepasidered as “being”
having consciousness, feel pain and pleasure. & Shintiparva of
Mahabharata, while instructing Bharadvaja, Bhrugu very minytahalyzes
the functions and reactions of plants and decltdrasplants do possess the
sensibilities of hearing, seeing, smelling testargl touching. They have
their faculties of sensing, sorrow and joy as nw@d in the following

verse.

Sukhadiékhayaca graharachirpasyaca virohapat |

Jivam pdyami brksanam a<aitanyanna vidyate |[*®
In Nyayabindu, a textbook on Buddhist Logic by Dharmakint is found
that there is a controversy raised between Ehgambaras and the

Buddhists, which is solved by Dharmakirti with tipeesentation of an

147 sarswati, Swami Rig Vedarans. Veda Pratisthana: New Delhi, 1980, 10:2B1-
148 Ganguli, Kishori MohanA Translation of Mahabharata ofyasa: Santiparva, chpter-184,
Munshira Manoharlal,2004
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argument. He argues that trees are conscious agdlié with their removal
of their skin.**°

Hinduism is best understood as a compfediverse sub-traditions,
offers an immense range of views about the liviegngs who share our
ecological community. Two general beliefs dominabev these Hindu sub-
traditions think of humans’ relationship to Earthosher animals. First,
humans are clearly recognized to be in a continuutim other life; second,
humans are nonetheless considered to be the parawfigvhat biological
life should be. One thus commonly finds within Hingources claims that
the status “human” is above the status of any ot#m@mal. Both the
continuum notion and the separation emphasis ateopthe Hindus’ belief
in reincarnation, which asserts that any livingnigés current position in the
cycle of life is a deserved position determinedtly strict law ofkarma
This famous notion, which Hindus understand toectfthe eternal law of
the universe, claims that all living beings, hunaad nonhuman alike, are
born and reborn into stations in life determinedtbgir past deeds. This
view, which clearly implies that the universe haduadamental moral
structure, works out in ways that subordinate anideravise demean
nonhuman animals. Nonhuman animals, which by dedmihaven’'t acted
in prior lives in ways that surmount their inferiabnhuman status, are
denizens of a corrupt, lesser realm. Achieving hustatus means one has
in past lives acted well. Humans who in this lifet ammorally are,
according to Hindu thinking, destined to be rebasra nonhuman animal, a
demeaned status thought of as particularly unhappypared to human life.
These two beliefs - humans’ connection, humansésapty - have resulted
in tensions in Hindu views of other animals. A nagaset of views, often
used to justify dominance or harsh treatment, fldwsn the claims that

earth’s numerous nonhuman animals are inferior hy &uman. A

149 Malbania, D. editNyayabindukashiprasad Institute: Patna, 1955.
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competing, positive set of views flows from the tonum belief, for other
animals, like humans, have souls and thus are woxth ethical
considerations (for example, the notion of non-hagnor ahimsa applies
to them). On the positive side of attitudes towaothhuman animals is the
tradition’s remarkable claim that other animalswgtanot be killed. Many
passages in the Hindu scriptures exhort beliewenseat other animals as
they would their own children. And central religeotexts hold that the earth
was created for both humans and nonhumans. Thete adow many
contemporary Hindus to argue that all lives hawartbwn interests, their
own value, and thus a right to existence. Hencéy lifle in India, especially
at the village level, provides many examples ofxgience with other
animals, the best-known example of which is theeshcow. The special
treatment of some nonhuman animals suggests thatduidm is not
classically specialists, for not all nonhumans exeluded from the moral
circle. Relatedly, not all humans were necessanigluded, for the
inequalities existing within human society (oftezferred to as the caste
system) were also justified as the direct resultgobd or bad deeds
performed in former lives. Beyond the special ddiigns to all living beings
found in the Hindu tradition, one finds close asstbons of many Hindu
deities with specific animal forms. The deities Ramand Krishna are
believed to have reincarnated as, respectively, ankey and a cow.
Ganesha, an elephant-headed god, and Hanuman, ahkeyngod, have
long been worshipped widely in India. These closeoaiations provide
another basis on which Hindu believers can act eferice of certain
nonhuman animals. Hinduism’s earliest forms wertmately associated
with animal sacrifice, which dominated the ritualel of the nascent
tradition. Around 500 BC, this practice was chajied by Buddhists and
Jainas as cruel and unethical. This challenge hgiee@ effect on the later

Hindu views of the morality of intentionally sagcihg other animals, and
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ahimsa, the historically important emphasis on mewce, has now
become a central feature of the tradition.

Animals also play a very important role the Paicatantra
Pancatantra contains a chapter of friendship, a crow, pigeomuse,
tortoise, and deer became friends through a hosihglging occurrences.
These colourful stories opancatantrateach us the principles of good
government and public policy through animal fablkesthis book all “the
instructions are carried by animals and the teagtsrall about good or wise
conduct™® These stories tell us that compassion and ndende not only
stop at the human family rather it extends intoldrger world of life. And
every animal is endowed with personality, persontdrest such as not to
suffer and to be well fed, desires, and inclinagibmbe noble or evil, just or
unjust. In our popular Hindu epic Ramayana, the kegrhero Hanumana,
recognized the great God Vishnu, in the form of RathAnd Rama also
felt an “instinctive compassion” for the king ofethmonkeys and his
community™>? Hanumana is thus a model for us that how we shwalghip
our divine lord. Even now a day Hanumana remaires afrthe main deities
in most villages of northern India. In Indian retigs tradition we can find
lord Vishnu whose incarnation played an importaté.rActually our Hindu
religious texts are filled with stories of deitiefo are incarnated as various
animals. Vishnu not only our lord but also somesnaefish, tortoise, boar
and a man-lion. And Vishnu as a man- lion best destrated that how
gods, people and animals can all be one and the.sam

As we have already discussed that in theamdiadition reincarnation

and the condition of one’s next life are basedama Karmais a force of

1%0 Rukmani, T.S. “Literary Foundtions for n Ecolodiéeesthetic:Dharma,Ayurved, the Arts, and
Abhijnanasakuntalam.”. Hinduism nd EcologyThe Intersection of EarthSky, and wter. Ed.
Christopher Key Chapple and Mary Evelyn Tucker. Gadnge: Harvard U, 2000. P.106
iz: RamayanaEd.R.K. Narayan. New York ; Viking,1972. P. 99

Ibid
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justice because “every act carries with it an iteble result™? In Hindu
sacred texts which are called tBbastraswe can see that a woman who
wishes to avoid the realm of hell asks, “What aci®it that is good for all
creatures?™® All the Hindus believes that the “pain a humambetauses
other living beings.....will have to be suffered that human being later,
either in this life or in a later rebirth®® So the Hindu teachings of
reincarnation andkarma naturally lead us to the practice ahimsaan
injunction of “non- injury towards all living beis§.">®* Thus the Hindu
concept ofahimsacross the barrier of speciesism and also encodragéeo
practice non-violence towards the community ofb&lings. That is why the
ancient Indian laws of Manu warned us that, “A pargvho kills an animal
for meat will die of a violent death as many tinassthere are hairs of that
killed animal.™®” Thus for Hindus raising and killing animals forotb
means a profanation of anything holy. Tlpanishadteaches us that the
inner essence of all living being is identical wikie inner essence of every
other being. “As by one clod of clay all that isdeaof clay is known,” so all
things are one in essencé.So to know a lump of clay means is to know
everything that is made of clay, as to know whasito be human is to
understand what it is to be a flounder. Just as\ats flow to join one great
sea, so do all living beings come from separategsoget we are united by
a shared “subtle essent® Similarly theMahabharataalso teaches us the

oneness of all beings, including the oneness obeilhgs with the divine.

33 Embree, Ainslee T,ed. The Hindu Tradition; Reasdinig Oriental Thought. New York ;
Vintage,,1972. P.51

134 O’ Flaherty, Wendy Doniger, ed.extual Sources for the Study of Hinduisbhicago; U of
Chicago,1988. P.124

135 Jacobson, Knut. “The Institutionalization of thehis of * Non- Injury’ toward All ‘Beings’ in
Ancient Indid. Environmental Ethicsl 6 (1994) ; P.289
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157 Dwivedi, O.P. “Dharmic Ecology.Hinduism and Ecology ; The Intersection of Eartky,Sand
Water Ed. Christopher Key Chapple and Mary Evelyn Tuckambridge; Harvard U. 2000.P.7
1% Chandogya Upanishadirans. F. Max MullerThe Upanishad®art 1. New York ; Dover,1962.
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When the fire God. Say for example- one day thedl&gni, is hungry and
needs to consume a forest in order to regain resgih, he asks permission
from Krishna. Krishna also asks him, if there ang people, animals, birds
or trees that will be harmed. Then, Agni repliedttthe animals will run
away, the birds will fly away, and “the trees habeir roots beyond my

reach”1%°

We are trying to understand the Hindu attitudeas animals
one basic truth we have to kept in our mind thatilindu recommendation
to cultivate a particular kind of attitude towamsimals. Thus in the Vedas
and other scriptures suggested us that the univesed originated by
sacrificing a cosmic animals such as a horse or @ow cosmigurusa(a
man). In fact we found that sacrifices are offedadly and also on special
occasion. That is why it has been writtenSatpath Bfhmana,“The sun,
the sky, the wind, the dawn, the earth and so far¢hall said to come out of
the sacrificial hors&'. All these sacrificial rituals are happened toveer
special purpose. Even sometimes on special purpdseman being also
sacrificed. So the entire rituals proceed underlibkeve that it is not a
“deliberate killing” rather just for some religioymirposes. And like other
ordinary killing, here is no motive or intention ave seen to kill animals.
In one sentence we may say that the animal saenficHinduism never
justify killing or torturing animals.

In spite of these, we can see thatimdbism the cow is regarded as
the most sacred of all animals. And also cow dngpnsidered so pure for
most of the Hindu families. They used cow dung ooty as fuel and
disinfectant but also to wash floors, walls, anérethe places of worship.
The killing of a cow is considered a sin for Hind#sven nowadays in
certain places of our India we can see that one idayeserved for

worshiping cows or deities. So this special featafeHindu belief and

180 MahabharataTrans. William Buck. Berkeley; U CA, 1973 P.81
181 satpath Béhmanin the sacred book of the east translated by MaBloomfield (oxford
clarendon press- 1879-90 ) vol. xliii x-6.4.1 .relgfter referred to as the sacred book of the east.
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practice clearly shows us that the attitude ofHiredus towards animals can
be one of the extreme affection rather that selésiitude. Furthermore,
Indians speak of “mother-cow-love” and Indian lture often compared a
good mother to a cow, running to those who areeiedn“as a cow runs to
her calf”*? Even both invlahabharataand inDharmasastragsthimsa is one
of theyama Thus it is clear that Hinduism exalikimsaas a virtue in one
hand but also permit “killing of animals” in cemaspecial circumstances.

Thus in Hinduism we can see that oimary and ultimate concern
Is moksa(salvation), but it is not possible on an indivitllbasis. Really
nobody can save unless the whole race is savedialctour duties
regarding animals are based on the demand of odtuap quest. That is
why the most well known Hindu scriptu€&ta suggested us that we should
perform good acts without attainment to their Suhus the most important
aspect of Hindu theology is the association of edéht species with
reincarnation. Generally in Hindu mythology the raenof incarnations is
regarded to be ten.

In Hindu mythology generalAvatira means one who descends. It is
believed in every Hindus that whenewarmaor the law of righteousness
Is in danger, Vishnu incarnated himself to savevibdd from evil. Thus the
first four forms are the fish dvlatsya,who lives in water, and saves Manu
from the flood waters. Then as a tortoise Vishnlpsi¢he gods churn the
ocean to obtain a delicious drink of gods of imralitg with which they
defeat the demons and restore balance and ordie afniverse. As a boar
or Varahathe boar, the Vishnu dives to the depth of theande lift up the
world which had sunk under the seas. But Vishnu aasman-lion
demonstrates the best example of gods, peopleainthls can all be one
and the sameNarasimhathe half-man half-lion who manifest himself to

protect the Vishnu devotderahlada. The rest arelamanathe dwarf, who

182 \MahabharataTrans. William Buck. Berkeley; U.CA,1973. P.58



171

tricks the demon Bali into giving away the eaRlarashuramathe wild man
with the axe, who rids the world of its corruptesltwenty one times. And
the Ramathe religious and perfect mankind, who rescueswife Sita from
the demon RavanaKrishna our lord , who slays the Buddha the man of
peace who leads the unorthodox astray and thé terd last incarnation
Kalki who rid the world of evil doers and inaugurate tieav golden age.
Actually by incarnated himself Vishnu reiteratesttlall creation- animal
and people are equél

Thus, Hinduism offers us a new interpreta of moksa Nobody is
really saved unless the whole race is saved. Bhahy Radhakrishnan once
wrote aboutsarvamuktiwhich is the ultimate goal of all religious lifeoF
this reason Ahimsa plays a very vital role in Hiistioo Generally the
concept ofahimsa or non-violence in thought and deed is India’squei
contribution to world culture. It is owWedasandUpanishadswere the first
to speak abouthimsa. Although it's true thairyans were not vegetarians,
the concept of non-killing appears in the earligsrature. TheRig Veda
condemns all forms of killing, even for food, pnefieg vegans to drinkers
of milk. TheYajur Vedaalso tells us that service to animals leads toérea
“no person should kill animals helpful to all an@érgons serving them
should obtain heaven”. Also according to théharvaveda, the earth was
created for the enjoyment of not only human beimgfsalso for bipeds and
guadrupeds, birds, animals and all other creatufdthough Sanatana
Dharmadid not require its adherents to be vegetarians,vbgetarianism
was recognized as a higher form of living, a beliet continues in
contemporary Hinduism where vegetarianism is casid essential for

spiritualism. In Hinduism, the concept of ahimsasloot stop at the species

183 Jayadeva, a great poet of medieval India , contpdkeGita Govindaabout the ten incarnation
. The relevant stanza has been translated anddjuotbe sections on the fish, tortoise, boar, and
man-lion.
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barrier. Every Hindu is tries to practice nonvialertoward the community
of all beings.

Another religion of India such as Jainismoaialked about the concept
of ahimsa Some Jainas even not taking boil water becausetbcess kills
tiny life-forms. We can see that from Mahatma GandiHinduahirsa was
not just a way of living but an eternal qualitytafith himself. Gandhi once
wrote that, “A votary of ahimsa therefore remaingetto his faith if the
spring of all his actions is compassion, if he shtothe best of his ability
the destruction of the tiniest creature, tries dwesit, and thus incessantly
strives to be free from the deadly coillofnsi (violence)*®*

In Hinduism the concept we can see wischalledDana. Dana is
generally understood as a ritually given gift, damg offering, transfer or
endowment. Some types of Dana are given betweemyrkinps of similar
social standing, some are made from higher to loveste groups, some
cannot be return and others cannot be refused. Weusan see that in early
vedic literaturedanais a materially valued item- such as cattle, hqrgekl
and women servants also.

5.4 Animal Experimentation in Indian Culture:
We have already discussed about researemimals and its legal and

ethical perspective. Let us discuss how animal exm@mtation was

considered from Indian civilization. In ancient iad society, in the case of
animal taxonomies an analogy is often used betweerclasses of beasts
and the classes in the society. There are soctlcattural classificatory

schemes which are represented as natural, bechageréproduce the
schemes where by animals are classified. In faetettare several and
different methods for classifying animals in Vedexts, which are as

follows.

184 Gandhi, An Autobiography ; The Story of My Experiments Withth. Boston ; Beacon, 1993.
p.349
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* Animals were anatomically distinguished by theirogreational
characteristics.

 Animals were classified as either domestigramyg or wild

(aranya.

* Animals were categorized as those which were deitlly sacrifice
and those which are not. The dynamics behind thecessful
illusion” entail the recasting of a cultural deoisi about how the
world’s components are to be categorized as arakafact.

Furthermore, in the case of animal taxonomies aalogy is often

posited between the classes of beasts and thesglassociety. Thus the
social and cultural classificatory schemes can egmently be
represented as ‘natural’ because they reproduces¢theme whereby
animals are classified. There are several and géfgrent methods for
classifying animals in Vedic texts. At first, anilmavere distinguished
by their anatomical characteristics or their mode pwocreation.
Secondly, animals were classified as either domégtizmya), or wild
(aranya,). Thirdly, ritually based criteria were deploygat categorizing
animals into those which were suitable for the ifiaerand those which

were not. And lastly, animals were classified &lseziedible or inedible.

Animals were created by the creator Geutusa (the Cosmic Man)
or Prajapati (the Lord of Creatures). One story we can findnfrdhe
Brihadaranyaka Upanisad. In the very beginning, there was only the Self
(atman in the form of aPurusa (Purusavidhj. One day he wished for a
second because he was not sexually pleased. Hthevaame size as a man
and woman copulating and then became the husbahdié& That is why
Yajiiavalkya said, “One is like half a piece” and thmmase is filled with a
woman. He then copulated with her. And this wayttbhean race was born.
Then she thought that she must hide because, “ltms e copulate with
her while he given births her from his own selftfeShen became a cow; he
also became a bull and started to copulate with fierm that cattle were

born. Then she became a mare but he became astilhen. After that she
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became a she-ass, but again he became anothes hedsopulated with

her. The whole-hoofed animals were born from thiiewise, she became a
she-goat but he became another he-goat. When shenbea ewe, he again
became another ram, and started copulated withGmats and sheep were
born from that way. Thus through these processémted all, and whatever
copulating pairs there are, right down to the affits.

In several texts, it can be found tihe entire animal kingdom is
divisible into two classes on the strength of tiieatedness,” Pasupati’ rules
over the animalgpasus), the four-footed datuspadzm) and the two-footed
(dvipadzm). Human beings belong to the “two-footed” classd all other
animals comprising the four-footed category. It hasn suggested by Manu
that, “One should not eat solitary animals, or wwn wild animals or
birds, nor any five-clawed animals, not even thiested among the animals
to be eaten*®® Such inedible human-like animals include pseudo;naad
apes, as well as jackals, cats and others are tmh fike humans due to
their peculiar ways. However, text has isolatedaserspecies among the
five-clawed animals, which are not like human ahdréfore edible. Both
the Manu and Upanishadic text gives us some clsi¢s why the classes of
cattle and ‘goats and sheep’ are distinguishaldenfhumans and whole-
hoofed animals. Thus the structure of the foot s&pa the class of humans
from all other animals, and then horses and assesvhole-hoofed) may be
distinguished from animals with cloven-hooves-cogaats, and sheép’

According to Manu, cattle, goatsdasheep are distinct from
humans and therefore edible and they are also aepafrom horses and
asses (and others in the whole-hoofed class) inttiey are cloven-hoofed

and have incisors in only the lower jamnyatodank rather than in both jaws

1% Brhadiranyaka Upanisad..4. 1,3-4

®Manu Smti 5.17

167 Satapatha B#hmana4.2.4.16; AV 7.5.11 ; 8.5.11 ; 19.39%yanaon AV 3.31.3. and BSS
245
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(ubhayadant Thus cattle, goats, and sheep are categorisaeffgrated from
both humans and the class of horses and asseatithdy have only lower
incisors, as well as cloven hooves.

Goats and sheep are such kind oEbelsich are “most manifestly”
like the creator god, Pi&mati, in that “they bear young three times a year
and produce two (offspring) three times (per yé¥Beside this, in the other
formulations the general classificatory principdetihe mode of pro-creation
characteristic of different types of animals; tlibhere are three sources of
the beings here such as those born from an egge thorn from a living
being and those born from sprodits.

In addition we can say that each ctdsmimals is ruled by a divine
lord- and the creation of four distinct classesaofmals such as village,
whole-hoofed, small and jungle. A classificatorycltitomy between
“village” or domesticated and “jungle” or wild anais found quite
frequently in Vedic texts® with the genus of “village” animals sub-divided
into the species of “whole-hoofed” and “small”. Bhthe sub-division has
been made on the basis of pedal or dental strycturethe mode of
procreation. On the other hand, the other taxonemmeke a division
between village and jungle animals. Sometimes,ttee fold division is
analyzed into three such as animals of the wiygvya3, jungle, and

village!"*

The seven village animals are the cow, horse, gbagp, man, ass, and
camel as the seventh; some say the mule (is thendgv The seven
jungle animals are (wild) cloven-hoofed animalsimais having feet
like dogs, birds, crawling animals, elephants, neysk and river
animals as the seventfs.

168 datapatha Bishmana4.5.5.6,9 and 5.2.1.24, cf.

189 Cchandogya Upanad 6.3.1

10 Maitrayani Samhite8.2.3. , 3.9.7. Atharva Veda Samlit2.34.4 ; 3.31.3 $atapatha Bthmana
12.7.3.18; The dichotomy is also sometimes indiddtty the opposition of wild gamenfiga) and
domesticated animalpdsu), e.g Atharva Veda Samhitl1.2.24, or in at least one passadiearva
Veda Samhit 7.5.11

"1 Rg Veda Samfit10.90.8

12 Baudhiyanasrauta Sitra 24.5
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So the anatomical criteria - as in ‘cloven-hoofethmls ’®, animals having
feet like dogs’, ‘crawling animals’- are put intdag within a culturally
constituted category of seven undomesticated jurggiemals are the
opposition of seven domesticated village animals.

Among these (animals) there are fourteen kindsogkgssing various
forms — seven dwelling in the jungle and seven timgein the village.

The seven dwelling in the jungle are known to lmmgi tigers, wild

boars, buffalos, elephants, bears and apes. The goat, human,
sheep, horse, mule, and the ass- these sevenevillagnals are
enumerated by the wisé€'

After that we are discussing about sacrificial asnBoth the village and
jungle animals are greatly sacrificed while dealwgh the mammoth
animal sacrifice and the most well knowshvamedhar horse sacrifice. In
some text we can find that the two types of victems inclusive of all food
as well as all animals? Thus the village is equated with this world and th
jungle with the other world.

They sacrifice the village animals for (obtainirtg)s world, the jungle
(animals) for (obtaining) yonder (world). When theacrifice the sacrifice
the village animals, with that he obtains this wpnivhen the jungle
(animals are sacrificed) , with that (he obtaingnder (world). He
sacrifices both kinds of animals, village and jundbr the obtainment of
both worlds. He sacrifices both kinds of animailage and forest, for
the obtainment of both kind of food. He sacrifitesh kinds of animals,
village and forest, for the obtainment of both lérad animals’®

Thus the distinction is between thasemals that are sacrifiable and
those that are not. “They bind the village anintalthe stakes; they keep the
jungle animals in the interstices (of the snakés)) for the distinguishing
of the animals gasunam wvyavrttyai). They kill the village animals, the
jungle ones they releasé’”

So, the jungle animals or wild gam&ifag are separable fropasus
. Pasusare the kind of animals that get sacrificed, dmelnirigas are the

173 The text obviously refers only to wild animals fwitloven hooves, as we have seen above, the
term ‘cloven-hoofed animals’ ordinarily refers tmeotype of village animal (cows, sheep, and
goats).

" Mahabharata 6.5. 12-14

175 Kausttaki Brahmana20.1

1 Taittiriya Bzhmana3.9.3.1 , 3.9.2. 1-2

Y7 Taittirrya Bzhmana3.8.19.2 ; cfPaicavin¥a Brahmapa 21.4.13
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kind of animals that get haunted. So it is cleant the above that the
village animals are nothing but the sacrificial twits of the Vedic fire
rituals.

Thus, we have discussed three differgetities of animal
classification. First of all, there is a categotiaa on the basis of observable
anatomical features such as pedal or dental steictr modes of
procreation. Secondly, we have isolated anothed kihtaxonomy, that is
whether the animals are domesticated or wild, aabitant of the village or
of the jungle. Last and finally, we have again gsatl a different type of
category which entails dividing the animals intmsla worthy of being
sacrificial victims (thepasus) and those which lack the sacrificial quality.
On ritualistic or cultural ground, animals may beladed from the category
of food and the ‘five clawed’ animals (apart fronam) are most often wild,
and these wild animals are basically nonsacrifialdled thus equally
inedible

Animals are not only categorized asrtatamical, cultural, ritual and
dietary based criteria, they are also classifieth weference tovarna The
animal emitted from the creator god along with Brahminis the goat, the
horse is theKshatriyaanimal, the bovine is said to beVaishya and the
Shidra animal is the sheepB® So according to the myth from time of
beginning, the four animal members of the domesdaedible, and
sacrificial classes thus identifies with the folasses of human society in
the course of constructing a network of cosmic eation has existed. So
the classifying animal was also a way of classgypeople in our ancient

India.

5.5 Buddhism
Buddhism mainly based upon a universaa idé compassion for all

life. Thus for Buddhism a man is holy if he hasypn all living creatures.

18 Taittriya Samhit 7.1.1.4-6 Vispupurana 1.5.45 an&irmapumna 1.7.52.
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Like Hinduism Buddhism also associated with the kencept of karma,
reincarnation, ahimsa, and oneness. Buddhist mmglos holds that other
species “are subject to the same process” that imleeng experience and
living with the effects of karma from one birth next. Just as we wish for
“peace, happiness, and joy for ourselves, we kriaw all beings also wish
for these qualities. The Buddhist faith also teachse that sentient beings
and conscious cannot be killed. Buddhism also &em&himsa, they
expressed the universal moral idea suchmatta (loving-kindness), and
karuna (compassion). Buddhist writings also warn us tima¢at eating in
any form or manner and any circumstances is prigubiunconditionally
and for all. Thus it is clear from Buddhist teagsrthat the aim of moral
ideal is to reduce suffering -flesh eating. TB®dhicharyavatara of
Shantideva described for the Buddhist practitiortbes “fellow-creatures
are the same as him or herself. ‘All have the ssoneows, the same joys as
|, and | must guard them like myseff’®

In general, Buddhism represents thg wfacompassion and Lord
Buddha is regarded as the compassionate protefctdr lmeing. As for him,
the individuals following his path should practit®/ing kindness which
implies not to harm the life of all beings. It igvésed always to protect
mankind as well as animal's vegetations. Thus ihis wisdom through
which one can see all human beings in the univassequal in nature. The
well-being of all human and non-human being isrinégated and mutual.
He was the only man who was ever ready to giveisipifie for animals to
stop sacrifice. Once he said to a king, “if therdime of a lamp helps you to
go to heaven, sacrificing a man will help you betésd so sacrifice m&®.
We can see that Buddhist thought does not only irearaong social beings,

rather it remains in mental and environmental wolhdour modern society

179 Burtt, E. A, ed.The Teachings of the Compassionate Buddha ; Eaikcdbrses, the
Dhammapada, antater Basic WritingsNew York; New American Library,1955. P.139
80 The Complete Works of Swami Vivekanamii&4, Advaita Ashrama, Calcutta, 1989, page-136
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people often misused their power and destroyedattimals, forests and
mountains and creating environmental crisis. Du¢ht excessive ‘thirst’
(tanhg our greedy mind lead to such changes and theud#ishs of the
ecological balance. The thirga(hg in human mind not only pollutes our
mind alone, the whole universe also. So due tonthefulfilment of desire
among people can affect the whole environment. itpthe lack of peace in
people’s mind the external environment is serioystyluted. In fact, the
external pollution is related to our internal mipallution.

Those who believe in the teaching ofd&uddha will be able to
control their desires and live in harmony with matukeeping the
environment in healthy condition. Buddhism shows that Buddhist
monasteries have developed a harmonious living néture for thousand
years. Because of the calm and cool atmospheteedforest and mountain
Buddhist practitioners can develop their inner mintich ultimately makes
them “feel” for the protection of animals. With theving, kind and tolerant
heart the Buddhists live their life with naturalge¢ation. Even in th8utta-
nipatawe can find that a deep appreciation of beautycawersity of nature.
So the follower of Buddhism not only limited th&ionsideration for other
individuals as a matter of obligation within theniman beings alone but to
other species also. Thus the environmental etHi@&uddhism is not totally
a matter of identifying and securing rights; ratheris a matter of
undertaking a practice of affirming and realizimg ttrans-human potential
for enlightenment as an effect.

A popular and important Buddhist t&ftammapaddeaches us that

LR 11

those who follow the Buddha will, “ever by nightdaday,” “find joy in love
for all beings™®! Dhammapadaalso states that those who “hurt no living

being” will reach nirvana®® Those who follow the Buddhist way of life will

i:;The Dhammapada; The Path of Perfectians. Juan Mascaro. New York ; Penguin, 1973 .P.78
Ibid. P.68
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be filled with mercy, living a life with compassiate and kind to all
creatures that have lif€® Though we can see that many contemporary
Buddhist eat meat today, but one thing is cleamftbe Buddhist teachings
that the meaning of moral ideals is to reduce suifethat is flesh eating as
well as drinking the nursing milk of factory-farmeghimals which are
fosters massive amounts of misery among millionsawimals. So, like
Hinduism Buddhist philosophy also teaches us thdllesh eater cannot
avoid thekarmathat results from the unnecessary harmful actibaa one
can escape from the dirtying effects of thrown dioist the wind.

The possibilities and problems of “religion andraais” can be seen
in the following comparison. In 1994, the Catholhurch proclaimed,
Animals, like plants and inanimate things, are layure destined for the
common good of past, present and future humaniyiti@st this assertion
with the following from the populaMetta Suttarecited by millions of
Buddhists every day: Just as a mother would protgitt her life her own
son, her only son, so one should cultivate an unéed mind towards all
beings, and loving kindness towards the entire avoRReligion is a
notoriously complex area of human existence. Naedgts, it can be said,
quite simply, that the record of some religioustitnfons in defending
animals is one of abject failure, often driven yr@ordinary arrogance and
ignorance. Yet at other times religious believeagehlived out their faith in
ways that have been fully in defence of nonhumessli This more positive
view has, across place and time, been common. Engag with lives
outside our species has produced for some religibelevers an
understanding that other animals are the bringlelpéessings into the world.
Some believers have also held that some nonhumarasnare persons in

every sense that humans are persons, and eventaecdamily, clan

183 Burtt, E.A, ed.The Teachings of the Compassionate Buddha ; EaiscdDrses, the
Dhammapada, antater Basic WritingsNew York ; New American Library,1955 P.104
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members or separate nations. Life forms outsidehtir@an species have
regularly engaged humans’ imagination at multiggeels, and thus often
energized religious sensibilities dramatically.

In the Sutta PitakaBuddha said that our moral responsibility is not to
cause animals to be slaughtered. He also sai@dtigaivho does not hurt any
creatures by an actions are worthy human being.Stite Pitakadescribed
that one’s actions determine ones future just las twheel follows the foot
of the ox that draws the carriagl®. For many Buddhists individuals and
species as mere name and form-outward vestigegpetaground something
less tangible but more enduring, more fundamentiaft transcends
individual bodies and biological categories. S thiew hold the idea that
individual human existence, is a mirage, we arg omhtter in human form,
soon to be disbanded and recreated according taatians in this and past
lives.

Thus, the Buddhistatakais in many ways similar to the Hindu
Pancatantra, These entertaining stories feature animals of yeuend,
including humans. We can also find the Buddha’'s pesrnation inJataka
tales. The readers of the Jataka are tends tolgsua deeper, closer
connection with other life forms. In tlataka,every living being have their
own lives, their own karma, tests, purposes andagms. We can see that
in Jatakatales the Buddha offers his body both as rablit&aphant. The
rabbit flung himself into a fire to be cooked whilee elephant ran off a cliff
to land at the feet of those who needed food. Stches remind us that
there is a difference between those people who hatleing to eat except
dead animals, and those who choose to kill for faddis the stories of the
Buddha’s past incarnations, self-sacrificing s®radso remind us that the

Lord Buddha has been in many form in all livingrgs, and that is why

184 Burtt, E.A, ed. The Teachings of the Compassionate Buddha; Earlgcddirses, the
Dhammapada, antater Basic WritingsNew York; New American Library, 1955, p..52
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each living entity is capable of respectful and passionate actions toward
others. So the Buddha'’s past incarnation as diftdireing beings gives us a
message that no animals are insignificant or unalgsi in our life.

We can see that like other major faith, Buddhalso is a practical
religion which have specific aimed only at salvatidf the devotes are
trying to avoid all ill effects in their future les, then they should follow the
Buddhist teachings in their daily life. As we alive aware of the story of
famous Buddhist King Ashoka, who was not only coned with his human
subjects, but also with the welfare of animals is kingdom!® His
Buddhist compassion was a part of a larger tendemgyotect and nurture
animals. Even some Buddhists have started to hotemimal day**%also.
Through this annual celebration every people ggtémcourages to do
“work for the liberation of living beings, practid¢deration of living beings,
and find a cause to make others to do so” becaesalvare related to every
other being through the ongoing process of birégtld, and rebirth®’ So
the co-dependent and radical interdependent agtibddduddhist philosophy
leaves a message for us that each animal was &t [goimt one’s parent, and
to harm one’s parent is a particular base act.

Generally we all know that each and every Hindupsare preaches
non-injury, truthfulness, freedom from theft, luanger, greed, and doing
what is beneficial to all creatures. A principle Hinduism is Ahimsa
(harmlessness). According to the various schoolsliofluism, spiritually
there is no distinction between human beings ahdrditfe forms. All life
forms including plants and animals are manifestatid god as limited

beings fivas) and possess souls. All beings are childremprajapati, and

185 Harris, lan. “Buddhism and the Discourse of Envimental Concern ; Some Methodological
Problems ConsideréBuddhism and Ecology ; The Interconnection of Bha and DeedsEd.
Mary Evelyn Tucker and Duncan Ryuken Williams. Caiohipe, Harvard U, 1997. P.386
186 ||hi

Ibid, 386
187 BommyokoBuddhist Canon, Taisho edition (T.1484,24;997A3&n “Animal Liberation,
Death, and the State; Rites to Release Animalsadidal Japan”.P.150
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like humans animals are also subject to the cyéldihs, and deaths,
karma, triplegunas and aspects of nature, morality and the postsibff
salvation.

In Gita our lord Krishna compares the whole of our worlidhwhe
banyan tree because it is so large and providesree Hor many different
creatures. It means for our god each and everyiespéas a same value in
our world. Moreover there is a myth that ancientidan people believed that
animals had the ability to communicate in theirptity language and that
gods had the natural ability to communicate withnth while human beings
needed to develop psychic ability to do so. Someuag raise a question
that animals lack the ability to religious thoughi in the Hindu mythology
we find animals trying to acquire spiritual knowdgdby loitering around
them and listening to their discourses. Even if la@k in Manu Sambhita
which told that, “he who injures harmless creatuiresn a wish to give
himself pleasure, never finds happiness in thésdif the next.

5.6 Islam
Islam generally inherited the Judeo-QGlamshierarchy, where people

are at the top of the hierarchy but with greatspoasibilities. Literally, the
word “Islam” means to “surrender to God’s la#"”. Most of the Muslims
believed that humankind has no rights, they haug duaties, and peoples
connect to his Allah just as of slaves to his maSf@he insistence on
“Monotheism” is one of the most fundamental chagastics which are
similar in three westerns faiths such as Judaishrjsttanity, and Islam.
According to Islam we are just Allah’s caretakees,vants.
Thus Judaism, Christianity and Islam share thmesaeligious

teaching that “animals are with us common creatofehe same God. All

beings originate with a Creator who loves, just &ty Animals are not

188 Esposito, John .Lslam ; The Straight PattOxford; Oxford U , 1988. P.69
189 Denny,Frederick M. Islam and the Muslim CommunitySan Francisco ; Harper
SanFrancisco,1987.P.8
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completely separate from us, there is a commonlagt@al basis for all
life”. ° Every Muslims aggress with the view that tendiigh’s creation
out of moral obligation is an act of religious dégwa and earthly self-
sacrifice that bears sweet fruit. Furthermore,nistaethics and law teaches
us that we are not here for our own sakes, buéteesAllah. So exploiting
the earth, satisfying our wants, and dominatingumaiand animals may
provide for us a wealthy worldly existence, but sloet testify to one living
a life of submission and service to Allah. Accoglio Islam, it is forbidden
to be cruel to animals. Under Islamic law, animetpt by human beings
must have their basic needs provided, even if @eyold or ill. Thus
according to Islamic law animals must not be oveked or housed in a
way that might cause them injury.

Thus we may see that the six chapters of thQuran are named
after some species such as cow, bee, ant, spatéle, and elepharit® Al
the Muslims believe that creation has “intrinsidued through Allah®* To
him belongs all that is, in the heavens and in ¢aeth, each and all
subservient to his will. He it is who initiates ati®n and continually renews

193 Quran also said thailah saved a pair of every species

it” said by Quran
from the great flood, and we are called upon tategrotect, and save
creatures that have been driven to the brink ahetton. Actually Muslim

thinkers regarded nature as a sacred book.Quran teaches us that earth,
and all that exists therein is not merely for hunpumposes, but for the
benefit of all, and each created entity was purfuilyedesigned and brought

to life by Allah. Actually animals are not lesser lower, but separate

10 Linzey, Andrew. Animal Gospel A Christian Faith As Though Animals Mattered. idom ;
Hodder and Stoughton, 1998 P.57

91 Foltz, Richard CAnimals in Islamic Tradition and Muslim Culturé®xford ; Oneworld, 2005.
P.11

192 Ozdemir, Ibrahim. “Toward an Understanding of Eomimental Ethics from a Qur'anic
Perspective”.Islam and Ecology ; A Bestowed Trusd. Richard C. Foltz et al . Cambridge;
Harvard U, 2003 p.3-38

193 Quran Trans. N.J. Dawood. Harmondsworth ; Penguin, 1236);26-27.
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communities, all under the protective power of AllAVe are part of the
earthly diversity that Allah intended. In our woidl are created by Allah,
and all adore the divine-whether or not we undacstdhus Allah receives
each entity’s praise, as for example we can seelthas praise him as they
wing their flight.

5.7 A CRITIQUE OF RELIGION AND ANIMAL DEBATE:
The story of religion and animals is thus a mixerk.oBut even if

careful study of religion and animals can offer gmective defences of
nonhuman animals, the existing literature remaingprssingly one-
dimensional. For example, entire books that purpmraddress a religious
tradition’s views of “animals” fail to refer in anyay to the realities of the
animals allegedly being discussed. This is increggiuntenable given that
much more accurate information has been developedtaur nonhuman
cousins in the last four decades. These shortcamiageal that ethical
anthropocentrism continues to dominate much ofcoliure, as when mere
images of other animals or those nonhuman animdghwvhave been
domesticated animals remain the principal focus abse they are,
misleadingly, held out as representative or theagigm of all nonhuman
lives. Since ethical anthropocentrism in the forfmspeciesism is also a
defining feature of contemporary legal systems,fass values, mainline
economic theory, government policy decisions, atatational philosophies
and curricula, it will surprise no one that majaligious institutions
continue to promote this narrow view. Some speciaillenges for
supporters and critics of religion on the issuem@hhuman animals include
the role of customary views and symbols, the sp@tdee of ethical claims
in religion, and prevailing practices regarding neman animals.
Treatment of nonhuman animals is a critical elenmemissessing any
religious tradition’s views of other animals. Acos of the actual, day-

today treatment of other living beings reveal mablout the deepest values
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in a religious tradition. Brutal treatment of catih the daily world outside a
temple where worshippers pay homage to an idohénshape of a bull or
cow would suggest that, on the whole, the religiomolved does not respect
the harmed animals. And kind treatment of bulls eods in daily matters,
even when there are no images of these animalkeitotal people’s rituals,
would suggest something more positive. Which ofs¢héwo religious
communities would we say truly valued the cattle? carriers of views of
the world around us, religious traditions are amicieducators. They
profoundly affect the formation of cultural, ethicaocial, ecological,
intellectual, and political ideas. In this regaréligious traditions quite
naturally have had a major role in transmittingwsgeof nonhuman animals
from generation to generation.

This transmission role affects virtually everyonbasic ideas about
these beings’ natures, as well as their place inex@lusion from, our
communities of concern. An essential task in thedwtof religion and
animals is to find the special roles that religitnaslitions play in developing
or retarding views of the life around us. Since tieath of Augustine of
Hippo almost 1,600 years ago, the vast majoritysofiolarship in the
Western intellectual tradition has been premisedtlm assumption that
humans are the only animals with intellectual &piliemotions, social
complexity, and personality development. This d&sal of nonhuman
animals, which remains a centrepiece in today'<ational institutions, has
been challenged by the rich information developedodern life sciences.
The vibrant debates in modern science regardingspeeific abilities of
nonhuman animals can be used to frame a pecuiay.ifWe still talk in our
schools of “humans and animals,” rather than usiegfar more scientific
“humans and nonhumans” or “humans and other anim8lst outside
academia and even within some religious traditiomsny believers have not

adhered to the broad dismissal of nonhuman aninchisacteristic of the
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Western cultural and intellectual traditions. Thestbknown examples are
the Jains, Buddhists, and many indigenous traditielevers who clearly
treat other living beings as morally and religigusignificant beings.

One may ask, is religion a matter of an individoah deeply public
affair? Generally, people believe that religiorars issue between man and
God and no one interferes in individual’'s privabgcause such interference
will go against the individual’'s fundamental righi&/e can see that many
people who practice ancient ways of life are somesi incredibly cruel to
animals and destructive attitude towards naturatldvdSo, the religious
rituals sometimes are not always conductive to ahimelfare. Human
being is a social animal and our behaviour camerfte others, and peoples’
moral-standing closely related to our community, $o the ground of
belief, we should not do senseless practices amdinal activities. Our
belief should be rational and scientific. We cae #®at today religion has
become a platform of the “clash of civilization’nda because of this we
should not separate social life from religious lged we have to make a
bridge the gap between the constitutional ideats @ social reality. The
main motto of Dharma is to uphold, sustain and nurture the all-round
harmonious life and growth of the individual alomgth those of the
environment.

God and Allah will come in every age like Ram, Christ and
Muhammad etc. They are the God in flesh and bl@te may say that we
are not contended that Hindus or indigenous peapleprotectionist rather
only their sacred lore offers protectionist teaglinin practice sacred
teachings are not better than religious practitienEach spiritual tradition
offers a wealth of protectionist ideals but actualctices may be a different
matter. This chapter thus, expresses a firm priot@st core across major
religious tradition but cannot demonstrate thateaehts of these faiths live

a protectionist lifestyle.
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It can be said that myth is critical to understagdihe ancient ways
of life because myth contain the worldview of pespland a directive for
how one ought to live within these communities. rAal characters are
common in mythology and teach indigenous peoplensintain reverent
relationship with the natural world. Thus, “eaclorgt is complex of
metaphors that teach the essential important opgsraelationship and
respect for the natural world. Most of the peoptelmdian civilization
generally believed that humans are just one pag pérpetual sacred life
that encompasses the entire cosmos, relationstalexd through myths are
life sustaining and therefore critical.

In Western society, there is a tendency in us toartticize and
idealize order, indigenous cultures. No doubt weehauch to learn from
them. But this should not prevent us from askintical questions as part of
the ongoing debate on animal ethics. As with athownities indigenous
peoples do not necessarily follow their spirittgddhings. Furthermore, not
all such type of teachings are beneficial to earthnimals. So dedication to
the prophet is the only way to universal brothethaand communal-
integration. Acceptance with regard and loving retheance of forefathers
and service of the verities of similar instincts atso essential ingredients of
universalDharma And the humble hope is that the world’s gredéigiens
are protectionist at heart.

5.8 Making Religion More Animal-Friendly: Identifyi ng the role of
inherited perspectives:

The influence of inherited conceptions causes maelgious
believers’ perspectives on nonhuman animals to \&& determined by
something other than a careful engagement withatiienals themselves.
Inherited preconceptions often take the form ofmissive generalizations
found in those documents held to be “revealed.” dften, one-dimensional

sketches of a few local animals have operated defiaitive assessment of
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all nonhuman animals’ abilities and moral significanée. other times,
inaccurate stories, even when positive, obscureatiieal realities of the
local nonhuman animals. Custom and tradition haWe t@ often

underwritten inflexible claims about other animdisstrating believers who
wish to engage readily available, empirically-basedidence that
contradicts, in letter or spirit, their religionisherited views.

Animal images that work as symbofs religious art, writing, dance
and oral traditions are only sometimes connectetth¢oanimals portrayed.
Western scholars have often failed to compreheheérotultures’ animal
symbols because they have assumed that other esilt@ad nonhuman
animals in the dismissive manner of the westeralledtual tradition. Such
coarse analytic methods have resulted in serioderestimation of earlier
cultures’ sophistication regarding nonhuman anim&sution, then, is
critically important in studying animal images, whi sometimes work
primarily, even exclusively, to convey some feataofehuman complexity
rather than any information about the nonhumandseimhose images are
being employed.

Ethical concerndave long been central to religious traditions.tiAes
brief review of religious belief above suggestsimians’ ability to exercise
concerns for “others” has historically includedtbbumans and nonhumans.

Thus even as mainline religious institutions haaeticipated in
dismissals of nonhuman animals from the agendareligious ethics,”
ethical concerns for nonhuman animals’ welfare hewetinued to have a
place in many religious believers’ lives. This fanakes it misleading to
suggest that all religious believers have dismigsathuman animals in the
manner of the mainline western intellectual andlibgical traditions that
remain dominant today. Even if anthropocentric ésasontinue to dominate
many modern religious institutions’ official pronoeements, then, there

remains vast potential for emergence of more inéamrrand open-minded
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treatment of nonhuman animals in the doctrinesalst experiences, ethics,
myths, social realities, and ecological perspestiokreligious believers. It

is quite possible that when a clearer picture bfji@ and animals is drawn,
it will be a rich tapestry of alternatives for irdaeting with the earth’s

nonhuman lives.

This potential remains largely unrealized, of ceurfr it remains
overwhelmingly true today that mainline religiousstitutions have left
unchallenged virtually all practices of modern isttialized societies that
are harmful to nonhuman animals. This failure abdy&iolates the ancient
consensus which originated in all religious trais that cruelty to other
beings by humans is to be avoided whenever pos$iakgions, especially
as they are ancient and enduring cultural and atliaditions, have often
been individual believers’ primary source for answéo fundamental
guestions like, “Which living beings really shoutthtter to me?” and “Who
and what should be within my community of concer@&®’ such, religion
has had profound impacts on countless humans’rectaéfecting the other,
nonhuman living beings that live within and with@utr communities. Since
religions so characteristically govern day-to-dagtians involving our
"neighbors," religions will continue to have an @ws role in answering
guestions about whether we are, or can be, a rapeaies.

This means that religion generally and specific camities of faith
can be challenged with some simple, common sensstiqus. What place
will religions give to discoveries about nonhumaninaals that come in the
future? How might mainline religious institutionsspond to their own sub
traditions that become fully informed about othernaals' realities and
humans' current treatment and uses of other arffm@lsuld individual
believers or sub-traditions prompt mainline tramis to respond to the
ethics of contemporary practices such as factamyifeg and decimation of

wildlife? These questions drive at a simple questioat challenges both
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religious and secular outlooks- how can humans thérewithin or without
religion, see nonhuman animals better?

Because religious institutions have so much infbgem cultures
across the earth-worldwide, only about one-seveothpeople count
themselves as non-religious-religions have witlmeirt grasp an important
leadership role regarding our relationship to therlev around us. An
increasing number of religious and non-religiousnans have echoed some
form of insight that “we cannot be truly ourseluasany adequate manner
without all our companion beings throughout the trearThis larger
community constitutes our greater self.” Whethelievers, churches and
religious institutions will respond to this chalggnremains an unanswered

guestion.
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CHAPTER-6
CONCLUSION
Philosophy begins as pure thought, but finds iteummey in concrete

action that affects our lives and our world. Apgliphilosophy has been

fundamental to Western thought at least sinceithe of Socrates:

Here is one picture of philosophy. It goes on inhary tower pursued by
cloistered academics who endlessly dispute theeagmbrary equivalents of
questions like “how many angels can dance on tlae loé a pin?” It is far
removed from the “real world,” even when philosophgpin theories about
what is “real.” (In the real world, everyone knowhat's real, without
needing philosophers to inform or misinform thekere is another picture
of philosophy. Socrates is hauled into court amdeseed to death—not for
anything he might have done, such as sell stateetsecto the
Lacedaimonians or assassinate Kleon—but for quesgoreligious ideas
and moral ideals, thus bringing about the precdysitdransformation of
Athenian society. In the first picture, philosopbgems socially irrelevant.
In the second it seems to be the most potent fofcesocial change
imaginable'

Animal ethics is a field of study within environniahphilosophy.

Animals often have been classified as beings aireaand in contemporary
terminology they form an integral part of concepgsitral to environmental
philosophy, such as ecosystems, biodiversity, sge@nd environments.
However, the link between animal ethics and envirental philosophy is
complex: Animal ethics concentrates on individuaihzals and their value,
whereas environmental philosophy traditionally halsad more
comprehensive (soils, waters, and plants as welhrmsals) and holistic
(species, not specimens; biotic communities; et¢esys) concerns. Many
animal ethicists, by contrast, maintain that angmsthould not be valued
only as members of species or 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 standardacafeptable behaviour”.

Entities who hold moral standing gain a certain ahstatus— their interests

! Callicott, J. Baird. “Animal Liberation: A Triandar Affair.” Environmental Ethic (1980):
311-38.
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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 oughbe handled, only
that there are guidelines that must be followed.

Kenneth Goodpaster introduced the notion of moasiswerability
which is commonly referred to as moral standincghis 1978 article “On
Being Morally Considerable.” He did not discuss alobehaviour, but
focused on the requirements with regard to a pdatientity that afford that
entity moral standing, or moral considerability. cAeding to Goodpaster,
moral status may be analyzed in the following ways.

» First, moral considerability is not dependent amg @does not imply,
moral rights. Moral rights are separate, narroveed ancillary. In
short, one cannot haveny moral rights unless assessed as morally
considerable. In order to be granted the righifeg for instance, an
individual must first be deemed morally considegabl

* Second, the issue of moral considerability does inablve moral
significance or the weight of that moral standin@djudicating
competing moral claims is separate and ancillary.ora¥
considerability is all or none and determines buoe dhing: the
presence of a privileged moral status - that ofndpemorally
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 entity is
morally considerable, but where that entity's momsthtus is

overlooked, or overridden, for practical reasons.
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The concept of moral standing has become centrahtironmental
and protectionist ethics, but specific requiremdatsthis heightened moral
status remain unclear so far as our studies iserord. In Regan’s theory,
“subjects-of-a-life” have moral standing; Singertkeory reserves this
privilege for “sentient beings.” In Linzey's theorall of creation has moral
standing; Taylor's theory offers moral standing riatural teleological
entities. In the field of protectionism, there is definitive category of
entities that have moral standing.

In the past, philosophers have commonly listed aleatulties such
as understanding, intending, suffering, and comstiess as primary
requirements for moral standing. A more rudimentarg all- encompassing
requirement for moral standing is having interestsfound in Bernard
Rollin. A number of philosophers argue that mer&by have interest’s
warrants moral standing because any being withr@ste prefers that those
interests be honoured rather than thwarted. Thas isxtension of personal
human understanding: we prefer to have our intemesipected and fulfilled
rather than ignored and neglected.

Thus, what we found in our study is that moral diag is central to
the debate surrounding ethics and animals. Queshika do beluga whales
or white-eared hummingbirds have moral standing®olivhy? If not, why
not? Do all human beings have moral standing? Matdbsophers thus, are
grappled with whether the interests of animals sar#icient to grant them
full moral standing - on a par with the human antarad if so, what that
moral standing will entail for an olingo or a blacklobus? Some thinkers
argue that their moral standing is lesser than dfhdtuman beings, or that
they have no moral standing whatsoever. Theretherowho differ.

As we have seen philosophical discussion of mstestlis of animals
has a long history. Many ancient Greeks, includythagoras and Plutarch,

were vegetarians on primarily ethical grounds, arahy later philosophers,



195

such as Michel de Montaigne, Jean-Jacques Rousaedwohn Stuart Mill,
contemplated the normative dimensions of the huaramal relationship.
In the nineteenth century, Henry Salt publishechesis on that topic in
which he defended moral vegetarianism. In additgerjous discussion of
moral status of animals and the normative elemehtthe human-animal
relationship long existed on the margins of phijdsg

There is an ethical dilemma and inconsistency pliag ethics with
regard to our treatment of human life as opposemitdreatment of all other
life-forms. In the traditional Western moral platmphy human’s despot like
attitude or human chauvinism (what Ryder, and Simg#ed speciesism) is
prevalent. Traditionalist claims that animals areiior to humans 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.

From our discussions in this dissertation we nuast that non-
human species also have rationality, self-consoiess and moreover
dignity likes normal human being. In this connecti®eter Singer’'s thought
is relevant here. Basically his theory does notalsrequal consideration of
interest. In fact, he focused only on the qualitguffering and sentient, and
from his perspective only sentient creatures hawntsv and desires.
Although Descartes liked to treat non-human spesieply as a machine,
but we don't think so. Because, if we go with Bemththen we found that
animals have the capacity to feel pain, and fa teason they ought to be
morally considerable. We also see that Taylor wemfsrotect every species
from being exploited by human being. For him, tian entity has inherent

worth, then that being is worth of moral consideratfrom moral agents.
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That is why in our contemporary modern society pempare already
engaged in a serious debate about the rights amgerof animal use.

According to the pragmatic utilitarian, in the cask laboratory
animals, researchers requires to replace existirggahimals experiment
with alternatives, and have to reduce number ofmals used, and also
invented a new type of method that cause animats dafferings. Actually,
efforts to reduce the harm done to animals duttrgrésearch are generally
important for us. Certain levels of pain and suffgrimposed on animals in
the name of sciences are regarded intolerablecimespeople. That is why
the 3RS principles like Reduction, Refinement andplRcement are
approached by Russell and Burch in 1959. Now dayperiments are
refined in various ways. In some experiments appaigp anesthesia plays a
vital role in pain management. Treatment of aninmalsesearch projects is
usually delegated to an ethics or animal care as&l aommittee. These
committees act in a more flexible way. They areeatd discuss with
scientists proposing experimental project and theay. These ethics
committees and other similar bodies are often logkn detail at research
projects. However, it is true that not every asmécnimal research can be
under the control of ethics committees and thenaite responsibility for the
way animals are used rests with individual reseaschTherefore, those
scientists performing animal - based research msistthemselves whether
their work prompt ethical concern. But not onlysicientific research, if we
accept that animals have rights then killing angrfal food is also morally
wrong.

The Mahabharata carries a spiritual message of oneness: all that
exists is God. This message is heightened in th& famous portion of the
Mahabharata, the Gita, where Krishna reveals himself to a worthy and
needy human being, saying “I am the life of alidy beings. All beings

have their rest in me. In all living beings | ane tight of consciousness”
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(Gita-74, 80, 86). Thé&ita reminds us: “I am not lost to one who sees me in
all things and sees all things in me,” and thos® Wve God must have
“love for all creation”. Gods the life of all that exists - not just the life of
humanity, and Hindus are instructed to extend #maeslove to a human
being, or a cow, “or an elephant, or a dog”. A hatyson sees himself in the
heart of all beings and he sees all beings in é&sthAnd when he sees me
in all and he sees all in me, then | never leave &nd he never leaves me.
He who in this oneness of love loves me in whaténesees, wherever this
man may live, in truth this man lives in me. Andikdhe greatesYogi he
whose vision is ever one: when the pleasure aml glaothers is his own
pleasure and pain. In ti@&ita, by definition, a pundit is one who “treats a
cow, an elephant, a dog, and an outcaste” witlséimee high regard because
God is all, and those who are spiritually advandése who are true
devotees, find “in all creation the presence of ‘God

Hinduism contains much in its philosophy that isotpctionist,
including the philosophies and spiritual teachinfsransmigrationkarma
oneness, andahimsa. Additionally, the sacred literature in Hinduism
provides a wealth of animal characters that brivegé many species to the
forefront of spiritual consciousness - often as abgju Many stories
exemplifyahimsa, encouraging us to show compassion for all liveegngs.

In chapter four we have already suggested thatrawaa not born as
a carnivorous animal, but born to live on the &wand herbs that the earth
grows. Various scriptures contain thousand of mgssarecommending
vegetarianism which is based on the profound liekwmeenahimsa and
spirituality. EvenYajurvedarecommended us that “you must not use your
God given body for killing God’s creation, whethtbey be human, animal
or whatever. We no longer want to hear the bleatingheep, the bellowing
of bullocks, as when they are cutting to pieceslaughter house. The day

may come when we live in a society where we shallomger see butcher’s



198

shop full of dead - bodies side by side. We needrasironment pleasant to
the eye and in harmony with beauty. Our dutiesneéigg animals are based
on the demands of our spiritual quest in the hufoam. No one is really
saved unless the whole race is saved. It is afbelieis that whenever
dharmaor the law of righteousness is in danger, Vishmzarinated himself
to save the world from euvil.

In theVedasit is widely said that animals and birds are pamature.
It is natural, therefore, that Vedic seers have tmead about their
characteristics and activities and have desiredr thelfare. Rigveda
classifies them in three groups - sky animals bkels, forest animals and
animals in human habitation. All the three typasnid in the universe have a
distance environment and every living creature &asnvironment of its
own. But when we look from man’s perspective alltloém constitute his
environment. There is a general feeling in Wedic texts that animals
should be safe, protected and healthy. Domestimals] as well as wild
animals along with human beings should live in peacder the control of
certain deities likeRudra Pushanetc. Vedic people have shown anxious
solicitude for welfare of their cattle, cows, hasetc. The cow as the
symbol of wealth and prosperity, occupied a vegmunent place in the life
of the people in Vedic times. In this dissertatsmme light is thrown on the
awareness of our ancient seers about the envirdnamahits constituents. It
is clear that the&/edic vision to live in harmony with environment was not
merely physical but was far wider and much compneive. The Vedic
people desired to live a life of hundred years #msl wish can be fulfilled
only when environment will be unpolluted, clean apdaceful. The
knowledge ofVedicsciences is meant to save the human beings friimgfa
into an utter darkness of ignorance. The unityiueisity is the message of
Vedic physical and metaphysical sciences. Essence okmkeéonmental
studies in theVedascan be put here by quoting a partMantra of the
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Isavasya UpanishadOne should enjoy with renouncing or giving up exth
part.Vedicmessage is clear that environment belongs tavalpl beings, so
it needs protection by all, for the welfare of all.

What we have found from our research and in theestimme believe
that animal ethics is a relatively new disciplitiatt consists of three broad
schools. It emphasizes freedom from anthropoceiias and wishes to
investigate the value of and norms concerning alsinmaa direct sense by
taking the animal itself as the object of studyeféhare lots of arguments in
animal ethics that have been met with some cniticisut often that criticism
faces problems. It can be argued that animal etilasspresented important
approaches to the study of human-animal relatiom$ affered strong
reasons to rethink the human understanding of #leevof animals and
current practices of using animals, in researcheartertainment.

Our moral responsibility towards non human natue of
unprecedented significance and urgency, and it iesponsibility that we
cannot escape. The natural environment, speciesttendenerations that
will succeed us lie in the fate of our hand. Insthespect, environmental
ethics represents a kind of ethical approach, whantsiders intrinsic value
not only in the interest of individual sentient at@e, but also living
creatures in the world. We need to understandwieatumans are complex
beings and we make decisions about what to do,tabbat is right and
wrong through thoughts and feelings, rational arguis and intuitions, head
and heart, data and gut instinct. These varietidsuman nature compel us
to think and do accordingly in a responsible mankieiman’s beings need
to understand that they live in one world alonghviite rest of nonhuman
nature. On the one hand, uncontrolled human behawvid absolute despot
like attitude might lead to the destruction of eamiment and thus lead to
the extinction of human beings. Absolute preseovatn the other hand, is

impossible.
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Morality requires that our sentiments be balane#@l relevant facts
and reason. Philosophy is a “human product”; eadividual philosophizes
with more than just reason - we use our will, fiegdi, “flesh and blood,” our
“whole soul and whole body”. We might wish moralilphophy 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
complicated moral matters. From abortion and addictto capital
punishment and war, people often believe they kwawat is right for
themselves and for those around them. Howeveherettersonal 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 mg.” 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 huap&ions 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@iles an example
which may be significant to mention here. “Wherureing by car from my
parent’'s home some years back, | came upon a medi@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 streetolve on, and within half
an hour | watched a truck slam into the hind endaofioe. She was

bounding, and as if in slow motion she flew frore fhont of the truck, spun
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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 athaumn over her rushed
on their way? How many deer were hit that sametpigbw many of them
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?



202

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Akers, K., A Vegetarian Sourcebook: The Nutrition, Ecologyd an
Ethics of a Natural Food DieDenver: Vegetarian Press, 1993.
Alastair Norcross, Torturing Puppies and Eating tées All in
Good Taste,” theSouthwest Philosophy Reviewol. 20, no. 1
(January 2004),

Albert SchweitzerAffirmations of Reverence for lifey Marvin
Meyer, Chapman University press. Animal Welfarditate. 1990.
Anderson, E. N. “Flowering Apricot: Environmentataetice, Folk
Religion, and Daoism.Daoism and Ecology: Ways Within a Cosmic
LandscapeEd. N. J. Girardot, et al. Cambridge: Harvard)2QL57—
84.

Anton, Mary-Ellen, and Kim Johnson. “The Organ Dioma Choice:
FamiliesNeed Information and SensitivitNurseWeel 2 July 2004:
30-31.

Aquinas Summa Theologica, translated by the english Doraimic
fathers (Chicago benzigdarothers ,1918) part-2 Q. 64 Article-1 and
article-3

Aquinas Thomas SSumma Theologic®4: Article-1

Aquinas, ThomasSumma Theologicalrans. Fathers of the English
DominicanProvince. 5 vols. Westminister: Christ@assics, 1948.
Aristotle , Politics translated into polish by Dziela Wszystkol 1.8,
1256

Aristotle. Nicomachean EthicsTrans. R. W. Browne. London:
George Bell, 1889.

Aristotle. Politics. trans. Ernest Barker. Oxford: Oxford, 1995.
Ascione, Frank R., and Arkow, Phil, eds. Child Abu®omestic

Violence, and Animal Abuse: Linking the Circles@bmpassion for



203

Prevention and Intervention. West Lafayette, IndiarPurdue
University Press, 1999

Augustine City of God translated Marcus Dods , New York Ramdo
Housel993

Barkas, JThe Vegetable Passion: A History of the VegetaB#ate
of Mind.New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1975.

Bekoff Marc,Animals Mattey Sambhala Boston & London, 2007.
Bentham, Jintroduction to the Principles of Morals and Legigbn.
Buffalo, NY: Prometheus Books, 1988. (Original wapkiblished
1780)

Berry, R. (1998)Food for the gods: Vegetarianism and the world's
religions: Essays, conversations, recipé&ew York: Pythagorean.
Dombrowski, D. (1984).

Bhagavad GitaTrans. Juan Mascaro. Bltimore : Penguin, 1965.
Bhaktivedanta, A.C. Srimadbhagavatantirns. Swami Bhaktivedanta
Book Trust, 1976.

Bible. New Standard Revised Version. New York: Americibl®
Society, 1989.

Bloomfield, M. Hymns ofAtharvavedaMotilal Banarasidas: New
Delhi, 1964.

Bommyokyo. Buddhist Canon, Taisho edition (T.1484,24:997A-
1003A) in “Animal Liberation, Death, and the States to Release
Animals in Medieval Japan.”

Boyle DeborahHume on Animal Reason Hume Studiéd-xxvi,
no.1l (April 2003) p. 3-28

Bush, George W. “Statement by the President inAdidress to the
Nation.” The White House. 30 Sept. 2004.
<http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2001/ Q®1P911-
16.html>.



204

Buttrick, George Arthur, ed. and tranBhe Interpreter’s Biblel2
vols. New York:Abingdon, 1956.

Cajete, Gregory. “Indigenous Education and Ecoldprspectives of
an American Indian Educatorlihdigenous Traditions and Ecology:
The Interbeing of Cosmology and Communig. John A. Grim.
Cambridge: Harvard U. 2001.

Callicott, J. Baird. “Animal Liberation: A Triangat Affair.”
Environmental Ethic2 :1980.

Carol J. Adamsthe Sexual Politics of Meat; A Feminist-Vegetarian
Critical Theory(New York; Continuum, 1990).

Chandogya Upanishadlrans. F. Max Muller. The Upanishads Part
1. New York: Dover, 1962.

Christianity. An Introduction Denise Lardner Carmondy et al.
Belmont: Wadsworth, 1995.

Clark, Stephen R.LAnimals and Their Moral Standind-ondon:
Routledge, 1997.

Clark, Stephen, R.L"'The Moral Status of Anima@xford University
Press. 1984.

Clarke, L. “The Universe Alive: Nature in tiMasnaviof Jalal al-Din
Rumi.” Islam and Ecology: A Bestowed Trugt. Richard C. Foltz et
al. Cambridge: Harvard U, 2003..

Coffin, Sloane. “The Politics of Compassion: TheaHaes a Little to
the Left”. Harvard Divinity Bulletin.28.2-3, 1999.

Cohen, Carl and Tom Regafhe Animal Rights Debat&lew York:
Rowman & Littlefield, 2001.

Darling, F. Fraser. “Man’s Responsibility for thensronment.” Ed.
F. J. EblingBiology and EthicsLondon: Academic. 1969.



205

Darwin, Charles.The Decent of MarChap-4“Comparison of the
Mental Power of MahDarwin, Charles.The Descent of Man, and
Selection in Relation to Selxondon: John Muarray, 1871. Facsimile
edition published by Princeton U, 198Dateline NBC-WHDH,
Boston. 17 Jan. 1999.

Davis, Karen. “The Holocaust on Your Plate: A CaseComparing
Atrocities,” Keynote Speech. Animal Liberation Sémd Association
Conference. Syracuse University, New York. 23 R004.

DeGrazia, DavidTaking Animals Seriously: Mental Life and Moral
Status Cambridge: Cambridge U, 1996.

Denny, Frederick M.Islam and the Muslim CommunitySan
Francisco: Harper SanFrancisco, 1987.

Descartes, ReneThe Discourse on Methodlrans. Elizabeth S.
Haldane and G. R. T. RosBhe Philosophical Works of Descartes
New York: Dover, 1955.

DeViney, Elizabeth, Jeffery Dickert, and Randallckewood. “The
Care of Pets within Child Abusing Familie€Ctuelty to Animals and
Interpersonal ViolenceEd. Randal Lockwood and Frank R. Ascione.
West Lafayette: Purdue, 1998.

DeWitt, Calvin B. “The Moral Case for Saving Spexid hirteen
Prominent Thinkers Explain Why Society Should GliVigh Priority
to the Purpose of the Endangered Species AmfendersSummer
1998: 8.

Dhawan, GopinathThe Political Philosophy of Mahatma Ghandi
Ahmedabad: Navajivan, 1957.

Dionys de Leeuw, A. “Contemplating the Interests Fo¢h: The
Angler’'s Challenge.Environmental Ethic48:1996.

diZerega, Gus. “Individuality, Human and Naturaln@aunities, and
the Foundations of EthicsEnvironmental Ethic47 (1995): 23-37.



206

Dobzhanksy, THuman Nature as a Product of Evolutidite Range
of EthicsHarold H. Titus, Morris T. Keeton East-West Prék4.
Ltd., New Delhi, 1972.

Doczi, Gyorgy. The Power of Limits: Proportional Harmonies in
Nature, Art, and ArchitecturdBoston: Shambala 1994.

Douglas, MaryPurity and DangerBaltimore: Penguin, 1966.

Dupre, John. “The Mental Lives of Nonhuman AninfaReadings in
Animal CognitionEd. Marc Beckoff and Dale Jamieson. Cambridge:
MIT P, 1996.

Dutton, Yasin. “The Environmental Crisis of Our BmA Muslim
Responselslam and Ecology: A Bestowed Trug&id. Richard C.
Foltz et al. Cambridge: Harvard U, 2003.

Dwivedi, O. P. “Dharmic Ecology.'Hinduism and Ecology: The
Intersection of Earth, Sky, and Waté&d. Christopher Key Chapple
and Mary Evelyn Tucker. Cambridge: Harvard U, 2000.

Dwivedi, O.P. “Dharmic Ecology."Hinduism and Ecology:The
Intersection of Earth, Sky,and Watétd. Christopher Key Chapple
and Mary Evelyn Tucker. Cambridge: Harvard U, 2000.

Ebenreck, Sara. “Opening Pandora’s Box: Imagin&idRole in
Environmental Ethics.Environmental Ethicd8, 1996.

Eck, Diana. Darsan: Seeing the Divine Image in India
Chambersburg: Anima, 1981.

Eiselen, Frederick Carl, Lewis Edwin, and David Bwney. The
Abingdon Bible CommentaryNew York: Abingdon-Cokesbury,
1929.

Eisnitz, Gail A. Slaughterhouse: The Shocking Story of Greed,
Neglect, and Inhumane Treatment inside the U. Sat NMtedustry
Amherst: Prometheus, 1997.



207

Eliade, M. The Encyclopedia of ReligioMacmillan Publishing
Company: New York, 1987.

Ellen Ruppel ShellCheap: The High Cost of Discount Cultyiew
York: The Penguin Press, 2009)

Elliot, Robert. “Autonomy, Self-Determination, amights.” Monist
70 :1987.

Embree, Ainslee T., edhe Hindu Tradition: Readings in Oriental
Thought New York: Vintage, 1972.

Eric Schlosserf-ast Food Nation: The Dark Side of the All-American
Meal (U.S.A.: Houghton Mifflin Company, 2001).

Feinberg, JoelRights, Justice, and the Bounds of Liberty: Essays
Social PhilosophyPrinceton: Princeton U, 1980.

Fiddes, N. (1991Meat: A natural symboNew York: Routledge.
Fox, M. A. (1999). Deep Vegetarianism. Philadelphiaremple
University Press.

Frey, R.G. “Autonomy and the Value of Animal LifeMonist 70
:1987.

Frey,R.G. “Moral Standing the Value of Lives, ange8iesism”.
Between the Species 4 :1988.

Gandhi, M. (1999)Diet and Morality In K. Walters & L. Portmess
(Eds.),Ethical Vegetarianism: From Pythagoras to Petergg&inNew
York: State University of New York Press.

Goodall, Jane, and Bekoff, Marthe Ten Trusts: What We Must Do
to Care for the Animals We Lavdarper San Francisco, 2002
Goodall, Jane, with Phillip BermaiRReason For Hope: A Spiritual

Journey New York: Warner, 1999.



208

Goodpaster, Kenneth. “From Egoism to Environmesmali Ethics
and Problems of the #1century Ed. Kenneth E. Goodpaster and
K.M. Sayre. Notre Dame: Notre Dame, 1979.

Goswami, C. L. and Shastri, M. A. tran$Srimatbhagavata
MahapuranaGita Press: Gorakhpur, 1982.

Gregerson, J. (1994)egetarianism: A HistoryFremont, CA: Jain
Pub. Co.

Halina Kowalska-pylka, Wojciech CybulskiAfimals and Ethics
An Outline Of The Main Ethical Approaches To Anghéculty of
veterinary medicine , university of Agriculture lina, Poland

Harris, lan. “Buddhism and the Discourse of Envimemtal Concern:
Some Methodological Problems Considerdiddhism and Ecology:
The Interconnection of Dharma and DeeHs. Mary Evelyn Tucker
and Duncan Ryuken Williams. Cabridge, Harvard (9719

Health John,The talking Greeks, speech, Animals and the other i
Homer, Arschylas and PlatBambridge Univ. Press 2005

Howard L. HarrodRenewing the World: Plains Indian Religion and
Morality. Tucson: University of Arizona Press, 1987.

Hume, Major C.W.The Status of Animals in the Christian Religion
London: UFAW, 1957.

James Rachels and Stuart Rachels, &t ,Right Thing to Ddifth
edition New York: McGraw-Hill Publishers, 2010

James Rachelreated from Animals: The Moral Implications of
DarwinismOxford University Press, 1990

Jeffrey Moussaieff MassonThe Face on Your Plate: The Truth
About FoodNew York: W. W. Norton & Company, 2009

John Locke An Essay Concerning Human Understandinghap-

xxvii, vol-1: New York Dover, 1959.



209

Jonathan Safran FoeEating Animals(U.S.A.: Little, Brown and
Company, 2009

Kalidasa, Abhijfiznan¥akuntalamtrns. Bose, R. N. Modern Book
Agency: Calcutta, 1953.

Kemmerer Lisa, InSearch of Consistency: Ethics and Animals
Leiden: Boston20Q06

Kushner, Thomasine. “Interprettion of Life and Rhdfons against
Killing.” Environmental Ethic8:1981.

Lappe, Frances MooreDiet for a Small Planet.New York:
Ballantine, 19609.

Lawrence, Elizabeth Atwood. Hoofbeats and Soci&judies of
Human-Horse Interactions. Bloomington: Indiana lémsity Press,
1985

Leneman, L. (1997)The awakened instinct: Vegetarianism and the
women's suffrage movement in BritaiWomen's History Review, 6:
2.

Leopold, Aldo.A Sand Country Almana©xford, 1966.

Linzey Andrew ‘Animals” A new Dictionary of Christian Ethics. Ed
James Childress and John Macquartiendon SCM1967.

Linzey, Andrew.Christianity and the Rights of Animalsew York:
Crossroad, 1987.

Locke, John.Two Treatises on Civil Governmeritondon: Dent
1924.

Lonsdale, Steven 198ZAnimals and the Origins of Dancd&ew
York: Thames and Hudson Linzey, Andrevnimal Theology
Chicago: University of lllinois, 1994.

Lynn White, Jr. “The Historical Roots of our Ecoiogl Crisis,”
Sciencel5 (16" March, 1967).



210

Mahabharata.Trans. William Buck. Berkeley: U CA, 1973.
Malbania, D. editNyayabinduKashiprasad Institute: Patna, 1955.
Marcus, E. (1998)Vegan: The new ethics of eatinijhaca, NY:
McBooks.

Margot Michel ,Daniela Kuhne, Julia Han#nimal Law- Tier and
Recht, Developments and Perspectives in thé EZkntury ,
Entwicklungen and Perspektiven im Jahrhundert alie@, 2012
Marshall, Peter. Nature’'s WelRethinking our place on Earth.
London: Cassell, 1992.

Maurer, D. (2002). Vegetarianism: Movement or Moment
Philadelphia: Temple University Press.

Meyer-Renschlausen, E., & Wirz, A. (1999)etetics, health reform
and social order: Vegetarianism as a moral physgtoThe example
of Maximilian Bircher-Benner

Michael Pollan,In Defense of FoodNew York: Penguin Books,
2008)

Michael Pollan,The Omnivore’s Dilemma: A Natural History of Four
Meals(U.S.A.: Penguin Books, 2006).

Midgley, Mary. “A Problem of Concern”. Ed. Richafd. Ryder.
Animal Welfare and the EnvironmeMelksham: Duckworth, 1992.
Mill, J.S. Utilitarianism. London: Routledge, 1895.

Moore, Brooke Noel, and Kenneth BrudBhilosophy: The Power of
Ideas Mountain View: Mayfield, 1990.

Mylan Engel, Jr., “The Immorality of Eating Animdlsn The Moral
Life: An Introductory Reader in Ethics and Literegu ed. Louis
Pojman New York: Oxford University Press, 2000.

Naess, A. ‘The shallow and the deep, long rangelogmal

movement’Inquiry 16, Spring 1973.



211

Naess, A. The Deep Ecological Movement: Some Riploal
Aspects Environmental Philosophyedit. Zimmerman, Michel E.
Prentice Hall, Englewood Cliffs: NJ, 1993.

O’Flaherty, Wendy Doniger, ddindu Myths A Sourcebook
London: Penguin, 1975.

Ornish, D. (1983)Stress, Diet and our Hearfdew York: Henry Holt
& Co.

Padhi, L K., Ecofeminist Thought in Indian Jourmdl Social and
Natural Sciences, Vol.2, Issue-2, 2013.

Padhi, L K., Moral Status of Animais Journalof Philosophy, Dept.
of Philosophy, University of North Bengal, Vol-VIMarch, 2011.
Padhi, L K., Nonlinguistic Thinking in Animals: aoBsibility for
Animal Ethics inLanguage and Thoughfedit.) Jyotish Chandra
Basak and Koushik Joardar, Northern Book Centrew NEelhi.
(NBU studies in Philosophg0) 2012

Padhi, L. K. ‘Ethics and EnvironmentJournal of Philosophy,
University of North Bengal, Vol.-1V, April 2007.

Paley, W. (1999)The dubious right to eat flesm K. Walters & L.
Portmess (Eds.), Ethical vegetarianism: From Pyiteg)to Peter
Singer New York: State University of New York Press

Passmore, .J Man's Responsibility for Nature(2™ edition)
Duckworth: London 1980.

Peter Singer and Jim Masofhe Ethics of What We Eat: Why Our
Food Choices MattefRodale: U.S.A., 2006)

Peter Singer, Animal Liberation (New York: Harper Collins
Publishers, 2002; first edition 1975).

Plato.Republic.Trans. G.M.A. Grube. Indianapolis: Hackett, 1992.



212

Pluhar, Evelyn B.Beyond Prejudice:The Moral Significance of
Human and Nonhuman AnimaBurham:Duke U, 1995.

Plutarch. “Beasts Are RationalPlutarchs Moralia Edt. Harold
Cherniss and William C. Helmbold. Cambridge:Haryat868.493-
533.

Porphyry. “On Abstinence from Killing Animals.” Tima. Thomas
Taylor. Selected Works of Porphyiyondon: Thomas Rodd, 1823.
Pythagoras (1999)The kinship of all life.in K. Walters & L.
Portmess (Eds.)cthical VegetarianismFrom Pythagoras to Peter
SingerNew York: State University of New York Press.

Quran Trans N.J. Dawood. Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1956.
Rachels, Jame<reated from Animals: The Moral Implications of
Darwinism Oxford:Oxford U,1990.

Radhakrishnan, tran3.he Bhagavat GitaGeorge Allen and Unwin
Ltd.: London 1948.

Rawls A Theory of Justic§Cambridge, MA ; Harvard University
Press, 1971)

Regan Tom Singer pAnimal Rights and Human Obligatiof889,
1976 by prentice hall,new jersey p.27

Regan Tom, and Singer. Rnimal Rights and Human Obligations
Englewood Cliffs: Prentice Hall976

Regan, Tom, edAnimal Sacrifices: Religious Perspectives on the
Use of Animals in Scienc®hiladelphia: Temple University Press,
1986 17

Rifkin, J. (1992) Beyond beef: The rise and fall of the cattle cwtur
New York: Dutton.

Robbins, J. (1987Piet for a new AmericaValpole, NH: Still point.



213

Robbins, J. (2001)'he food revolution: How your diet can help save

your life. Berkeley, CA: Conari Press.

Robert Nozick, Anarchy , State and UtopidNew York, basic books
1947)

Rodman, J. ‘The liberation of naturkiquiry 20:108 “Quoted with
emphasis on capitals by George Sessioforphilosophyll, 1997.
Rollin, B.E. 1989.The unheeded cry: Animal Consciousness, animal
pain and scienceNew York: Oxford University Press. Reissued 1998
by lowa State University Press.

Rosen, S. (1997). Diet for transcendence: Vegetana and the
world religions. Badger, CA. Torchlight.

Roy, Kumud R. editManu SamhitaK. Roy Publication: Calcutta,
1968.

Saint Thomas Aquinas , 19 Bumma theologiae, Lond@65-174
Saraswat; Swami S.Rig Vedatrans. Veda Pratisthana: New Delhi,
1980.

Schweitzer, A. Reverence for Lif€ivilization and Ethicgrans. A
Naish, Blackwell: London, 1923.

Sharma gaud, Pt. Rtharva Veda Samhit@riental Publishers: New
Delhi, 1982.

Shastri, Acarya JagdishlaManusmriti trans. Motilal Banarasidas
Publications: New Delhi, 1983.

Shelley, P. B. (1999). A vindication of natural dien K. Walters &
L. Portmess (Eds.), Ethical vegetarianism: Fromh&gybras to Peter

Singer, New York: State University of New York Pses



214

Shepard, Paul 1996 he Others : How Animals Made Us Human
Washington, D.C., and Covelo, California: Islancke$¥Shearwater
Books

Singer P The Environment : Practical Ethic§“&dition, Cambridge,
university press, Cambridge93

Singer P.Practical Ethics(Cambridge University Press!2edition
1993)

Singer, PAnimal LiberationNew York Review Books, 973,

Singh, N. trans. Sri Mahamatsyapuranam Padopadyapana
BidhibarnanamNag Publishers : New Delhi, 1983.

Spencer, C. (1995)he heretic's feast: A history of vegetarianism

Hanover, NH: University Press of New England.

Spinoza, BenedicEthics Part-11. Modern PhilosophyEd. Forrest E.
Baird. Upper Saddle River: Prentice-Hall, 1997.

Stone, Christopher DShould Trees have Standing? Towards Legal
Rights for Natural Objectkos Altos, William Kaufman, Inc. 1974.
Svetasvatara Upanishadrans. Swami Prabhavananda and Fredrick
Manchester.The Upanishads: Breath of the Eterndew York:
Mentor, 1948.

Taylor, Paul W. Respect for Natur@ Theory of Environmental
Ethics Princeton: NJ Princeton Univ. Press, 1986.

The Dhammapada: The Path of Perfectidirans. Juan Mascaro.
New York: Penguin,1973.

The United Nations Food and Agriculture Organizatitiivestock’s
Long Shadow: Environmental Issues and Options”6200

Tom Regan. “The Moral Basis of Vegetarianism”, Ghaa Journal

of Philosophy, Vol.5, No.2, October, 1975.



215

Tom Regan.The Case for Animal RightBerkeley; University of
California Press, 1983.

Waldau, Paul, edSociety and Animals8:3, special edition on
Religion and Animals2000

Waldau, Paul. Buddhism and Animals Rights. @Qontemporary
Buddhist Ethics edited by Damien Keown, Richmond, Surrey,
England: Curzon Press, 2000.

Webster, John. “Husbandry Regained: Animals in &nable
Agriculture.” Ed. Richard D. RyderAnimals Welfare and the
EnvironmentMelksham: Duckworth, 1992.

Wilson, H.H. Vishnupuranatrans. H.H. Punthi Pustak Publishers,
Calcutta, 1981.

World Commission on Environment and Developménir Common
FeatureOxford University, 1987.

Zaehner, R.CHinduism Oxford: Oxford,1962.

Zaid, Iqgtidar H. “On the Ethics of Man’s Interaatiowith the
Environment: An Islamic Approach.”"Environmental Ethics 3
(1981):35-47.



216

PUBLICATION



217

PHILOSOPHICAL PAPERS:
JOURNAL OF THE
DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY

ISSN: - 0976 - 4496

Volume-XIlI
March-2016

ENLIGHTENMENT TO PERFECTION

DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY
UNIVERSITY OF NORTH BENGAL

(ACCREDITED ‘A’ GRADE BY NAAC)
P.O.-NBU, (SILIGURI ), DIST.-DARJEELING
WEST BENGAL - 734013 NDIA

3%0\”3@; Makho L



SERIES EDITORS

Dr. Nirmal Kumar Roy, Head, Dept. of Philosophy,
University of North Bengal (Editor-in-Chief)
Dr. Laxmikanta Padhi, Assistant Prof., Dept. ofl@uophy,

University of North Bengal (Co-editor)

EDITORIAL BOARD
Prof. Kalyan Kumar Bagchi, (Retd.) Dept. of Philpeg and Religion,

Vishwabharati University
Prof. D. N. Tewari, Dept. of Philosophy and Religio
Banaras Hindu University
Prof. Amitabha Dasgupta, (Retd.) Dept. of Phildsgp
Central University of Hyderabad
Prof. Subirranjan Bhattacharya, Dept. of Philosgphy
University of Calcutta
Prof. Indrani Sanyal, (Retd.) Dept. of Philosopbggavpur University
Dr. Soumitra Basu, Dept. of Philosophy, Jadavpuréhsity
Prof. P.R. Bhatt, School of Humanities, IIT, Mumbai
Prof. Nirmalya Narayan Chakrabarty, Dept. of Plojusy,
Rabindra Bharati University
Prof. Raghunath Ghosh, (Retd.) Dept. of Philosopmyjyersity of North Bengal
Prof. Kantilal Das, Dept. of Philosophy, UniversitiyNorth Bengal
Prof. Jyotish C. Basak Dept. of Philosophy, Uniitgrsf North Bengal
Prof. Debika Saha, Dept. of Philosophy, UniversitjNorth Bengal
Dr. Koushik Joardar, Dept. of Philosophy, Universif North Bengal
Dr. Anirban Mukherjee, Dept. of Philosophy, Univigr®f North Bengal
Dr. N. Ramthing, Dept. of Philosophy, UniversityNdrth Bengal
Smt. Swagata Ghosh, Dept. of Philosophy, Univesitiorth Bengal

218



CONTENTS

Tapan Kumar Chakraborty : Is Sense-Object Contastigial for
Peyteal Knowledge?

Raghunath GhoshManadhinameyasiddhi a Myth

Kanti Lal Das : Wittgenstein on Religious Episteogy
Jyotish Chandra Basak: The Surrogacy Conundrum
Arundhati Mukherji : Do Artworks have OntologicalaBus?

Ngaleknao Ramthing : Contractarianism: a Brief 8yrv

Saswati De Mondal : a Critical Assessment of GllbErrman’s Internalist

Thesis of MoRlativism
Munmun Chakraborty : Attributive Consciousness kmentionality:
an AnalyBism Ramanuja’s Perspective
Dr. Jhadeswar Ghoshiznyatz: a Philosophical Reflection
dviahimz Dharma
Kasturi Datta(Majumdar) : Equality Vs. Value:r8® Observations

Bhupendra Chandra DaSatyigrahaand its Practical Relevance

Laxmikanta Padhi: Does Morality Depend upon Religio
Subodh Kumar Pal: Philosophy of Integration: in thght of Buddhism
Hasen Ali Ahmed: Reflection on Quine’s Naturaligguistemology

Jayeeta Majumder: Intentionality as a Central Ba@onsciousness:
Husserl and Mohanty

Debanjali Mukherjee: Vegetarianism and its Moraplications

Eagam Khaling: Differences between Kant and Neiston
Three Laws of Motion

Nirmal Kumar Roy: Controversy between Ambedkar &ahdhiji on Cast and
Varna: some Critical Observations
Our Contributors

Notes to the Contributors

Our Publications

;’T\_,W@W Makhurit

219

...69
.79

.90
...98
...105

....110
....124
...131

...138
...146

...154

...161



220

VEGETARIANISM AND ITS MORAL |MPLICATIONS
DEBANJALI MUKHERJEE

The term vegetarianism is used to describe a tiat éxcludes the flesh of
animals, has a long, complex history. Many of th@ldvreligions and philosophies have
praised it as the ideal diet, but vegetarians lss® been condemned and killed for their
refusal to eat meat. The term vegetarianism wdacdincoined in 1847 by the founders of
the vegetarian society of Great Britain. Thus vegehism involves a question about the
guality of human life and about the way in whichrfans should treat non-human animals.
The choice to eat or not to eat flesh foods hascayly reflected deeply ingrained
philosophical and religious beliefs. Among thdse foremost has been the idea of human
kinship with the nonhuman world. While the undertyimotives for vegetarianism differ
widely throughout different cultures and historigariods, certain themes predominate.
These include: the idea of transmigration of soatsnpassion for nonhuman animals,
asceticism, purification of the body and soul, tredenefits, the dehumanizing effects of
meat-eating, environmental considerations, andutheaturalness of eating flesh foods.
Some of the additional underlying themes inclugeabsociation of meat with class, caste,
and gender.

Vegetarianism has two major philosophical rootshim ancient world, Jainism in
the East and Pythagoreanism in the West. Both $shafothought arose in the sixth
century BCE at approximately the same time, analach continue to speculate on the
cross-fertilization of ideas between the East ares0MWThe Jainasotion ofahims: refers
to the desire not to cause injury to other livingings and the concomitant idea of
compassion for all living beings. Jainas argue thlhtlife goes through a series of
incarnations, with the highest incarnation beloggito humans who have attained
enlightenment onirvana By eating flesh foods humans attract negakaemato their
soul (jiva), and impede their chances of attaining enlightenméggetarianism condemns
the practice of animal sacrifice, intimately coneelcto meat-eating in the ancient world.
Buddhism also contains the ideasabiimsz, transmigration of souls and compassion for
animals. Buddhism helped to spread vegetarianisougfnout Asia, and influenced the
development of a strong vegetarian tradition inddism Pythagoras is regarded as the
greatest influence on vegetarian thought in thetévesvorld. According to Porphyry, it
was not necessary to kill animals to curb the pnaobbf animal overpopulation, since
nature would find a balance by itsef. From envirental perspective, we can see that
livestock are one of the most serious causes ofr@mmental harm, and livestock

production and meat eating are odds with sustagndévelopment. On the contrary, plant
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agriculture and vegetarian diets are sustainablgranmentally pleasant practices. That's
why it is logically beneficial to boycott livestodtly adopting a vegetarian diet.

Why be a Vegetarian?
One may ask: why do we adopt vegetarianism? Tjgore a vegetarian would

not be willing to kill an animal for his gain, btitis does not really explain the reason for
becoming a vegetarian. Morality is something to dspired after, rather than as a
fundamentally selfish tool that keeps society fiorghg. Justification for eating meat
means of disregard morality or moral behaviour tolsanimals. Actually animal cruelty
is a terrible thing; millions of animals are beiafused. If we have health, religious,
spiritual, or simple dietary preference concerrdgent we should consider the moral
implications of what happens to our livestock.

From moral perspective, vegetarianism may be whoed as the view that due to some
moral principles, one ought not to eat certain kedémimals and animal products. Say for example
suppose someone marooned on a desert island iethdiytedible birds, and suppose there is no
edible plant life on the island and that persondagsin. In this situation, for the non-vegetariam t
choice is easy, but not for the vegetarians. Tlayahoose the path of non-vegetarians, because a
bird’s life is less valuable than one’s own. Buppase that instead of birds the island is inhabited
by some humans. Then is it morally permissiblegbleimane? A vegetarian holding a moderate
position might argue that it is prima facie wrorgkill an animal for food but there are certain
human rights that is the right to life , can owerithis prima facie wrong. On this view there are
cases in which it would not be right to kill a humiaeing but it would be right to kill an animal.
But still there is an important question for thederate is, on what plausible moral principle can
the distinction between animals and human beingsnbde? If we go through the utilitarian
perspective, we find that both Singer and Regarealppd to the moral consideration for animals.
Tom Regan suggested respecting animals as beitigintierent value equal to our owti,and
Singer tried to reduce the pain and suffering dfmafs'®. Both contend that we are wronging
those animals, whom we breed into existence, nakefter, and slaughter.

Peter singer’'s Argument:

Singer argues that the interest of every sentiemtg that is affected by an action
ought to be taken into account and give the sanighivas like interests of any other
sentient beings. He thought that sentient beinge haserious interest is not being made to
suffer. So, for him practices which inflict suffeg on sentient beings without good reason

are morally wrong. Therefore, we ought neither aotipipate in, nor perpetuate morally

194 “The Moral Basis of Vegetarianism,” Canadian Jwiirof Philosophy, Vol.5, No.2 (October
1975) 181-214 and The Case for AnirRadhts(Berkeley ; University of California Press, 1983)
195 Animal Liberation (New York; Avon Books, revised edition 1990 ) aRdactical Ethics
(Cambridge University Press!“2dition 1993)
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wrong practices. Actually, Singer’s utilitarian ¢ention is that through vegetarianism,
decrease in the demand for factory farmed meatredilice animal suffering.
Tom Regan’s Argument:

Regan thought that all beings with inherent valaeehequal inherent value, and a
right to be treated respectfully. All moral agehts/e a duty to respect the rights of all
such beings. Regan granted that, utilitarianismspigoses the principle of “equality of
interests” .The principle of equality of interesterely makes it explicit that because the
principle of utility is the sole basis of moralityp other principle will limit the application
of the principle of utility, or affect the way inhich it operates. Ragan claims that
utilitarianism does not provide adequate groundstlie obligation to be a vegetarian.
Rather he thought that an ethical theory basedghitsrdoes provide adequate grounds for
the obligation to be a vegetarian.Actually he thabgt the commitmnet to vegetarianism
is so strong that he will prepared to abandon anigad theory which is unable to produce
the judgment that it is wrong to eat animals.

Why is Vegetarianism a Moral Issue?

Some philosophers think that the aim of moral thésto systematize our common moral
intuitions. As in the scientific theories the st¢ishmatches the observed data, similarly in the
ethical theories the moral philosophers match thta df moral convictions .When we apply
utilitarianism to the issue of how should we traatmals, one vital point comes out immediately
.Utilitarianism in its classical form aims at miriging pain and maximizing pleasure. Many non-
human animals experience pain and pleasure; threr#dfiey are morally significant entities. They
have moral standing. In this respect, they are Hillmans and unlike rocks. The principle of utility
in utilitarianism attributes animal moral standigd ascribes to their interest equal weight with th
like interest of humans. This principle of utiliso lies in the consequences of denying animals of
equal moral standing.

Humans do not need meat for a healthy diet, sdritigings have a serious interest
for not to be suffered. Thus humans have only\aatrinterest in meat. Therefore, we
ought neither to participate in morally wrong piees. Historically many moral
philosophers have either denied animals moral signdltogether or discounts their
interests because they are not human. For exanidere, and recently John Rawls has
denied animals a place in his theory of justicguarg that we owe justice only to those
who have the concept of justice. If someone abstmom eating meat because of test or
financial status, then there is no moral or phipgscal question to be raised, but when a
vegetarian attempts to persuade others that theyldhadopt vegetarian diet then it

requires philosophical attention. A vegetarian rhigigue a number of ways morally to
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the rearing and killing of animals for the humabhléa The vegetarian in this sense does
not merely require us to change or justify ourreahabits, but to consider our attitude and
behaviours towards members of other species.

There are two approaches a vegetarian might tak&rgoing that rearing and
killing animals for food is morally offensive. Height argue that eating animals is
morally bad, because of the pain inflicted on aménia killing them to be eaten, or he
could object to the killing itself. Thus vegetaisaneed to be tolerant if they want to
convert others into vegetarians. We need to presttem either as respected fellow-
workers or simply as companions in the joy of &fed friendship.

In many societies controversy and debate haveradser the ethics of eating
animals. Robert Nozick and Peter Singer have rgcemvocated not eating meat on
moral grounds Eating animal flesh may generate different typlesioral questions. If we
accept that animals have rights, then killing arénfiar food is morally wrong. An animal
that is raised for food, is being used by othetBerathan being respected for itself. In
philosophical term, it is being treated as a mearmman ends not as an end-in-itself.

When one asks “what is morality”, the answer ist t@ral behaviour means
acting in a way which is fair to all. This means meed to extend the same rules to all.
Also we need not harm others simply because ofosur gain. We can see that some
people who are omnivorous don't usually claim taitmals aren’t morally important. In
fact they focus on our relationship with those alsrwhich are usually consumed for
food. They argue that right kind of relationshiplwanimals is necessary for, or at least
contributes to a meaningful life. The relationshigolves caring for the animals, seeing
they are well-treated during their lives. Thus éoebvegetarian on moral ground is to show
respect and caring for nonhumans entities. Non-lnuammals are living beings seeking
life and freedom, and avoiding harm and dangeevery ‘livestock system’, no matter
how high the welfare standards are supposed todrehuman animals will suffer. The
Five Freedoms, frequently used to measure welfaitenever be met completely. They
include the freedom:

» from hunger, thirst and malnutrition;
» from pain, injury and disease;

» from discomfort;

+ from fear and distress;

» to express natural behaviour.

! Robert NozickAnarchy, State and Utopi@ew York, basic books 1947) p.p-35-42,
2. Singer p.Animal LiberationNew York Review of Books, April-5 1973, p.p-24 mdeAnimal
Liberation (New York review of books 1975).
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Is vegetarinism an emotional issue?
One may ask if an individual stops eating meat,sdbeeduce the number of animals

killed by other means at all. In many societiestamrersy and debate have been raised over the
ethics of eating animals. Our attitude towards aténsuggests that we have taken the role of
“creator”, “protector”, and preserving nature far@wn purpose. So ugliness in persons, in deeds,
in life, in surrounding nature- this is our woreef We no longer want to hear the bleating of sheep
the bellowing of bullocks, as when they are cuttimgieces in slaughter house.

A vegetarian might ask, what is the moral diffeeerietween killing a micro-
organism and an animal. Some vegetarians argue thate is a difference between the
two. We must avoid killing an animal because withaking meat one may alive. And if
some microorganisms killed in the same process, ithiunfortunate but necessary for
human life. Vegetarians who eat only vegetablasitsf and nuts do not completely
remove all micro-organisms from their food evenhwitpeated cleaning. Vegetarians may
attempt to justify the eating of microorganismsaimifferent way. They may think that
since micro-organisms can't feel pain, they cantleatn without scruples. They also think
that we do not need meat in order to live but ideorto digestive working of the body
killing and eating micro-organism is necessarytfoman life.

A vegetarian might ask, how would someone feekifiqislaughtered and eaten?
Lot of animals are killed for food, but why shouldwe? If we accept that animals have
rights, then killing animals for food is morally @ng. According to Gandhi, a selfish
basis would not serve the purpose of taking a mgheh and higher along the paths of
evolution. What is required, the answer is an iticipurpose .According to him; man is
more than me&t .It is the spirit of man with which we are muchncerned. Therefore
vegetarians need to have the moral basis that anaamot born a carnivorous animal, but
born to live on the fruits and herbs that the egrdws .For him the basis of vegetarianism
is not physical, but moral .Also for him, if someosays us that we will die if we dont take
beef, tea or mutton even on medical advice, themvaudd prefer to die. .That is the basis
of Gandhi's vegetarianism. Even sometimes mea&reahows a selfish refusal to share
with starving human beings food that could havenbe@de available to them ,and
thereby shows disregard for the principle of dittive justice. We can cite an example
here to focus more, as given by John Harris. Suppleat tomorrow a group of beings
from another planet were to land on earth, beinigs wonsidered themselves as superior

from us as we feel ourselves to other animalshig dontext, would they have the right to

1% The Moral Basis of Vegetarianism By Mohandas ierhand (Mahatma) GandhBpeech
delivered byGandhi at a Social Meeting organised by the Londéegetarian Society, 20
November 1931
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treat us as we treat animals for breed, and f36&We may think that it is morally
permissible for us to eat non-human animals bunhgror superior aliens to eat us. Most
of us think that aliens are persons but animals mabably non- person. And if
personhood is the ground for the right to life thieis morally permissible for us to Kill
and eat animals. But it is wrong for the alienkitband eat us, even though they kill us
painlessly.

Another argument may be raised from the questiogpetiecism. If we ask that
what is the justification for eating plants but retimals? Vegetarians may reply that
animals are sentient creatures, they feel pain tema other feelings but no plant is
sentient, no plant can see, hear or f&ISome recent discoveries on plants give us some
pause on this. Thus, if we know that plants feéh phen our killing them would, or at
least should take a humane form. Some may argutentimaan beings are more valuable
because of their intelligence but why does higméelligence mean that one species is
more valuable than other species? There are offexies besides us that have high
intelligence that is chimpanzees and dolphins. Tivay should our moral attitude be
towards eating members of these species?

In a way of conclusion it is argued that the kgliand eating of meat indirectly
tends to brutalize people. Eating meat influeneespte to be less kind and more violent to
other people. On the contrary, not eating meatgelndmake people kinder and less
violent. But there is no logical connection betweating meat and being insensitive to the
inhumane treatment of animals or humans ratheryehpsogical one. For example the
most well known person Hitler was a vegetarian. Vhgetarian News Digest argued that,
“there is no information that indicates Hitler elirated flesh food for humanitarian
reasons™®. Hitler did not eat meat is irrelevant to this ament. Here we are only
concerned with whether or not eating meat tendsake people less brutal. However, at
present we have no logical reason to accept. Ret€@heeke once wrote that, “if most
urban meat-eaters were to visit an industrial brdiouse, to see how the birds are raised,
harvested and “processed”, in a poultry procesplagt, perhaps many of them would
swear off eating chickens and perhaps meat”.

Thus a necessary condition for being a personlisate the capacity of realizing a

context or situation of himself. There are somerathé which are very intelligent such as

¥ Harris, p.110

198 john Harris,” killing for footl in Animals ,Men, and Moralsedited by Stanley Godlovitch
,Roslind Godlovitch, and John Harris (New York: Tiager press, 1971) p.108

199 Quoted in Carson p.134
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dolphins and chimpanzees that have such kind afegmirand also it is true that some adult
human beings do not have such concepts. In thiseseome animals and human beings
may not have the right to life although most hurbamgs and animals do have such a
right. So from the view of rights, it can be sdtt many animals probably have no right
to life, but all of them have a right not to havaminflicted on them. People often point to
some food item and ask, can you eat this? Our anskweays will be “sure, we can eat
what we want”. So, whenever we decide what kindegfetarian we want to be, we should
always think about what we want to include or avoithe table.

Now, there is no doubt that the actual treatmenamimals used for food is
immoral and should be changed. So, if someone wanthange the present practice of
treating animals used for food, the best means $dp eating meat. This seems to be one
of Singer's basic arguments. Becoming a vegetai@nnot merely a symbolic
gesture...... Becoming a vegetarian is the most prdcticd effective step one can take
towards ending both the killing of non-human angrehd the infliction of suffering upon
them?®®
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