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Another way of thinking about rights would be to examine the traits so essential
for processing rights. In other words, the beings involved must have both the
capacity and the willingness to ‘give’ and ‘take’ in their deliberations to settle on
the specific right in question, and how it is to be applied. The being must be able
to learn, exercise, enjoy, give, claim, demand, assert, insist, secure, waive,
surrender, etc. Also rights must include duties, obligations, privileges, powers.
liabilities and risks. All of these characteristics are interrelated to the extent that
they are behaviors and actions that each being is responsible for having the
capacity to hold and execute. To put it in still another way, the ethical approach
is to be aware of and to reflect systematically on values, moral standards and
principles that play a role in all sorts of situations in which we have to determin€
which choice is right and which one is wrong.

We know that humans can not all think alike about a given issue, regardless of
their intent to maintain objectivity. When rights and moral decisions are
understood and exercised, we know that interpretations and reactions will vary
depending on each individual being. The way a person thinks is clearly a reflection
of such factors as inheritance, cultural exposure, physical environment, lifetime
experiences, physical and mental health, extent of education, chronological age
and spiritual sensitivity and convictions. Collectively, all play some role in
forming the basis from which decision making through thought can take place. I
identify all of this as contributing to our psychological capacity.

Ethics classified

There is need to differentiate among three various approaches to understanding
ethics. Virtue ethics includes the ‘ideals’ that are established and learned. Thos€
having stood the tests of time include honesty, courage, compassion, loyalty-
generosity, fairness and even modesty. There are more. Some are more important,
but all of them address the issues of life and how one being should behave in order
to survive and get along with other beings. It is a shopping list that identifi€s
characteristics that whole societies have collectively agreed upon, or that aré
clearly basic to human existence. They are ones that are not only basic to the ided
of respect-for-persons, but are ones that free societies have agreed are good rather
than evil. Only humans can deal with such issues, not animals.

Action ethics does something with virtue ethics. It’s one thing to know what
honesty is and how to understand it, but another matter to practice it. The ministef
that preaches honesty on Sunday but who cheats on Tuesday has passed the test
of knowing a virtue ethic, but has failed in transforming it into action.

Value ethics is an attempt to evaluate the various virtues already mentioned. By
approaching an objective evaluation of two given virtue ethics, for purposes of
prioritizing them, the two are not only considered for action, but one ethic may
need to take priority over the other when both can not be, for whatever reasof
exercised. l’mhuhly the main reason will be because one is simply more impﬂf‘”f]f
than the other, and it may not be possible to include both when making a .\‘Pc’ﬁi_“‘
decision. For example, it is likely that we would rate honesty over modesty. 1 he
tasks become more problematic when choices must be made between honesty and
fairness. Perhaps such subtle distinctions are neither necessary nor practical

There is really nothing magical about remembering that there are at least thre®
approaches to ethics. However, it is important to remember that when cthlull(
issues (such as the human/animal one) are considered, then we must reach bac
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i‘{csmhh‘\n those ethics which clearly are related to the issue, establish some order

Ot inrw-t' nce to each of them, and then activate them. A virtue ethic known but
De¢ither prioritized nor practiced is virtually meaningless. Most societies as a whole
Might agree that showing kindness among humans is an important ethic, but if the
SOciety

) does nothing in action or laws to prevent cruelty to animals (or to humans
101 that matter), then there is need for better education, or conversely, there is need
10 eliminate kmdncss as an ethic. You can’t have both of them!

Ethical principles

There are at least four basic ethical principles (Beauchamp and Childress, 1989)
and they help guide us in making decisions and exercising judgements about how
We think about and treat humans and animals.

Non-maleficence

Non- maleficence suggests that the least any human can do in terms of behavior
©Oward other humans or animals is to not inflict harm. Any treatment that would
Cause severe pain, suffering, sickness, malnutrition, and the like should be
Prevented. This prmgiplv even makes sense to the specieist farmer who
Understands the negative impact poor animal welfare has on economic profits.
“UV\/C'VCI".. to distinguish non-maleficence from the next principle, to do no harm
does not necessarily suggest that desirable welfare will be practiced. Therefore,
the second principle is closely associated with non-maleficence except that it
Tepresents a positive approach.

s
Beneficence

‘RCilcﬁccngc is when one should make every effort to promote animal welfare and
'Uhurc that in all situations everything is done to help animals to have ‘decent’
lives, Re Nn dless of their other ethical motives, the salesperson treats the customer
]”d[v insure greater probabilities of a sale, and the farmer treats animals with
are for faster growth, greater prolificacy and more efficient conversion of feed
10 meat, But more importantly, they also do it because it is the moral thing to do
™ the right thing to do.

C

Distributive justice

I)lxmhv tive justice implies that the circumstances dictate the treatment provided,
and that there be justice (fairness) in the distribution of good and evil. The basic
Sandard of distributive justice is equality of treatment (Frankena, 1973). This does
lot Suggest that we ought to treat all living lxm“.x identically, but that we surely
Ought to proportion out the contributions of well-being to both humans and
d0imals, Much de epends on which (morally relevant) similarities and differences
Clween sentient beings are taken as a basis for similar or different treatment. The
D“lklph may be more applicable for humans than animals because it is related
0 ingyr ing that each person should receive what is deserved. It may be impossible
[)(]U ide just what an animal ‘deserves’. This principle specifically refers to just
tribution in a society structured by various moral, legal, and cultural rules and
Ciples that form the terms of cooperation for that society. Some circumstances
injustice occur most under conditions of scarcity and competition, and
rade-offg are common. The weighing of alternatives, especially involving risks
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Q1vir1c revelations, ‘natural’ laws and ‘natural’ rights (identified as virtue ethics),
INtuitions and common sense. To compare deontology with utilitarianism,
Utilitarians hold that only one moral relationship between persons, as determined
by the principle of utility, is fundamental and this conclusion follows from the
Premise that all obligations are determined by the goal of maximizing good.
De()mologisls, however, take various relationships between people as more or
€qually basic. For them it is not sufficient to say that we should maximize the
800d, and that each person counts as one and only one. An example to illustrate
the difference of the two theories is the story about two people (a scientist and a
father) trapped in a burning building. Only one can be saved and the other will
Perish, so which should be saved? If the son of the father was a utilitarian, he
Might decide to save the scientist because the scientist might contribute more good
(or utility) to society if his life is spared to continue experiments. However, if the
S0n was a deontologist, he might very definitely save his father because of the
8reater intrinsic value he has for his father when compared to the scientist. As
Simple and theoretical as it may appear, perhaps this example provides insight on
human/animal relationships since such decisions must be made when deciding on
?elﬁvanl importance of interests for man as compared to equally important
Inlerests for animals, especially when only one set of interests can prevail.

Interspecific justice

_DOrlzud Van De Veer (1979) has developed some interesting thoughts about

Iterspecific justice that are particularly useful in describing the ways man relates

€thical principles to animals when the ‘push comes to shove’ principle is invoked.
€ cites five relationships, two of which are especially attractive propositions.

Radica specieism

Radical speciesism (RS) is just that. It’s likely that few humans could be so
Charactcrizcd, but it holds that RS humans believe that animals are objects having
0 interests, and that they are to be used by man for absolutely any purpose without
Concern to the animal. If the RS wished to put a puppy in the microwave oven as
4 sadistic form of entertainment, it would be ethically permissible.

L‘Xlrcmc specieism

Extreme speciesism (ES) is a modification of RS in that ES maintains that an
Animal does have certain ‘interests’ and ‘needs’ and is truly more than an object
Al the disposal of man. Nevertheless, when there is a conflict of interests between
a0imals and humans, it is morally and ethically permissible to act that a basic
?mercst of animals is subordinated for the sake of promoting even a peripheral
Interest of humans. When there is no conflict of interests, ES will act to promote
aimal interests (including welfare). However, it would not prohibit puppy
Cooking as long as such an act promoted some peripheral human interest.

Interest sensitive speciesism

Intcrcs[ sensitive speciesism (ISS) is likely to represent a majority of people. It
suggcsts that when there is a conflict of interests between an animal and a human,
It is morally permissible to act in a way in which an interest of an animal is
Subordinated for the sake of promoting a like interest of a human, but one may
N0t subordinate a basic interest of an animal for the sake of promoting a peripheral
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human interest. In the case where a life raft is overloaded and about to sink and
either a man or his dog will die (not both) before rescue, ISS permits the man to
sacrifice his dog if he so chooses (a reflection of the ‘when push comes to shove’
idea projected earlier). Unlike RS and ES, ISS does not permit puppy cooking for
the pleasure of watching them die. However, part of the problem with this
approach is in deciding just how to evaluate and classify basic, serious and
peripheral interests, especially when dealing with different species (pigs versus
mosquitoes) having decidedly different developmental stages on the evolutionary
ladder.

Species egalitarianism

Species egalitarianism (SE) is distinctly anti-speciesist. It holds that when there
is a conflict of interests between an animal and a human it is morally permissible
to subordinate the more peripheral to the more basic interest and not otherwises
regardless of which one is jeopardized; facts not relevant to how basic the interests
are, are not morally relevant to resolving this conflict. I might even label this
approach as being radical egalitarianism because it clearly gives animals equal
status to humans when interests are considered and no concern is made about
psychological capacities of various animals and how this might be considered in
deciding an outcome when the basic interests of man and animals were at stake!

Two-factor egalitarianism

In two factor egalitarianism (TFE), the two specific factors in question are interests
and psychological capacities. TFE holds that when there is an interspecies conflict
of interests between two beings, A and B, it is morally permissible to sacrifice the
interest of A to promote a like interest of B if A lacks the significant psychological
capacities possessed by B. Furthermore, it holds that one can sacrifice a basiC
interest of A to promote a serious interest of B if A substantially lacks significant
psychological capacities possessed by B. Finally, TFE holds that one can ethically
sacrifice the peripheral interests to promote the more basic interests if the beings
are similar with respect to psychological capacity (regardless of who possesses
the interests). The attractiveness of TFE is that both ‘interests” and ‘psychological
capacities’ are given attention, and significance. However, the major limitation
lies in how humans are to objectively evaluate these capacities and interests-
Exactly what are the differences among basic, serious and peripheral interests:
and, how are interests and psychological capacities to be identified? The extreme
examples may be easily distinguishable, but some of those in between are 1€SS
clear! For instance, our ability to identify the psychological capacities of al
intelligent man, a dog and an earthworm should not be a problem, but where do€s
the new-born infant human or the Down-syndrome human or the primate fit int0
this scheme? Perhaps exceptions can be justified for these circumstances as it can
be argued that infants will eventually grow into normal adults which then, it can
be argued, they will possess similar psychological capacities, whereas retarded
humans will always lack the psychological capacities of ‘normal’ human adults-
However, the retarded human stil may be significantly more complex than thal
of a primate, especially when ‘interests’ are considered. If we accept the
‘respect-for-persons’ ethical principle, then it is even more clear that babies and
handicapped persons come first. Nonetheless, making an effort to classify various
types of interests and various levels of psychological capacities is difficult.

An important characteristic of TFE is that not any interest of any human, morally
outweighs any interest of any animal, and TFE attempts to take into account both
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thekind of interests at stake and also psychological traits of the beings in question.
B’v‘ing human is not assumed to justify preferential treatment of humans over
animals (if you discard the ‘respect-for-persons’ ethical theory). For example, if
ther, s that were physiologically like apes except for their large
brains and m re complicated central nervous systems who had intellectual and
€motional lives more developed than mature humans, then in a conflict of like
Interests, the interests of these ape-looking persons should take precedence.

€ existed be I““

Anthr )pomorphism

Do animals have interests? This is, a subjective matter. For humans to put
themselves in the place of animals and try to decide on how these animals should
behave, let alone think, and how these animals might like or dislike a particular
Stimulus (such as freedom to roam) is surely anthropomorphic, and likely to be
nvalid. However, this is not to suggest that animals do not have feelings, interests
and rights, and perhaps there are methods to determine the answers, even if I can
ot jdentify them. They may not be and probably are not the same as ours, nor
Should they be, but there are many intrinsic and indirect evidences that many
animals are not merely ‘biological machines’, but in fact, are sensitive,
interest- baring creatures. This is especially convincing for animals having
Complex nervous systems. Research with primates and other mammals strongly
Support this, but much more is needed to strengthen such a hypothesis. The
€vidence for this in the lower vertebrates and certainly the invertebrates is much
less convincing. It is essential to establish our views on this now, because in order
0 apply the ISS and TFE approaches (I have purposely rejected RS, ES and SE)
described by Van de Veer, we must accept that at least some animals at least have
Intrinsic interests and certain psychological capacities. Otherwise, I would
Calegorically have to accept the RS concept and terminate this discussion.

Intereg;s of animals

?1 animals have interests, what are they? In my opinion and according to
‘mmcnh;;um (1989), there are several including the following: to be free of pain
and suffering: to be nourished; to have the freedom of movement; to have
C‘”“pul]inns!iip with other animals, especially of their own species; and lU_hC
Protected from predators. There are more! They are interested in playing and being
Chtertained; they are attracted sexually; and they are interested in being treated
kmd]v and being included and recognized. But, are animals self-aware of such
interests? &UIAIL&\IH\I!L\ suggest that chimpanzees may be, but it is difficult to
detect this in most animals. However, just because their means of communication
differs from ours, they are very able to communicate with their own species and
Others, including humans

The apparent inability for us to detect self-awareness in animals is not reason to
assume that interests are nonexistent. There are limits to such interests. Often
limes, human interests clez irly outweigh those of animals. Moreover, not all
‘“‘1111 ils have the same legitimate interests or have them to the same degree. This
h”]U\ for psychological capacities too, because of variations in intellectual
duchmmm t among and even within species. Once we admit that some animals
SOometimes have interests above and beyond freedom from pain, we must be
Prepared to justify our decisions about when this is the case and when it is not.
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Ethics of meat production

Breeding, growing, and slaughtering animals for food as well as to experiment
with them so that meat desirability can be maximized is not new. Even though
humans may not have always been omnivorous and certainly can survive without
eating meat, it is the exception in most societies. The proportion of vegetarians is
small in terms of affecting the demand-supply characteristics of meat. However,
this is not to argue that vegetarianism is wrong or that meat eating is right.

However, there are a number of practices that need to be considered by our society,
and especially by those that are involved directly or indirectly with meat
production. Why? Because I think that everyone considering themselves as either
ISS or TFE, should be intellectually aware that there are ways to think about the
concept of using animals for food, especially if they are interested in the concerns
of at least some consumers, and certainly the ‘interests’ of all animals. I believe
that most of us should have an appreciation of why! Not only that, but meat
scientists are so specialized that they only see one tiny piece of the system. They
know where the raw product originated, but are so removed from it that they hardly
realize there is a moral issue at stake. Then, when they read about animal rights
demonstrations at the local butcher shop, they are totally awe-struck. How could
they ever be implicated or why should they make it their business. I hope this
presentation will help modify such attitudes.

Issues from conception to consumption

Is biotechnology acceptable? This new approach to animal production enables
artificial breeding organizations to manipulate sperm, ova, fertilization, cloning.
and gene-splicing to improve a species so that offspring are more efficient t0
produce food and fiber. Can such actions be considered morally acceptable? Is it
right to develop a patentable animal that has been created through gen¢
manipulations and ova splitting, has had its sex determined, and then has been
carried to term in a surrogate dam?

At parturition, is it appropriate to early-wean the offspring so they can be raised
more effectively or so their dams can be more efficient producers of milk? Even
though usually very well cared for nutritionally, some young calves never nurse-
Young piglets are removed from the sow at an immature age to prevent overlaying
by the dam, so they grow more efficiently, and so the sow can be re-bred to account
for a shorter generation interval. Are these practices ethically appealing?

What type of health care should animals receive? Should drugs be used
indiscriminately to insure for economical growth, especially when murmgcmcm
is questionable in unclean, poor nutritional environments? Are growth promotants
such as hormone injections and feed additives important contributions in the name
of modern husbandry? Should bred females be pregnancy checked and should
teaser bulls be used to detect heat?

In many ‘advanced’ agricultural settings, the environment is totally controlled fof
animals to be born, raised and fed to market weight. This is called the confinement
approach to animal production (sometimes referred to as factory farming) in which
health, nutrition, sanitation, ventilation, humidity and temperature are monitored:
disease is minimized and growth maximized to insure profitable production. 'mc
animals do not have opportunities to live in a ‘natural’ climate as did thb‘}r
ancestors. Laying hens spend their lives in wire cages and veal calves are tied 17
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Small, dark stalls. Are these practices in the best ‘interests’ of the animals as well
as the workers caring for them? What about the excess manure that is produced
In these confinement facilities and then mechanically spread indiscriminately on
farm land, creating unpleasant odors and polluting ground water? How do such
Practices affect the ecological balances with regard to ground-water pollution and
dir contamination?

At market time, animals are loaded into close confining trucks and hauled to
Packing plants where they may or may not be fed and watered before being moved
With electric prods through narrow chutes where they are stunned to be quickly
Cxsanguinated prior to evisceration. Their carcasses are either separated into skin,
?'dL bone and muscle immediately, or they are chilled over night and then separated
nto pieces for further distribution to the super markets as fresh cuts of meat, or
delivered to meat companies that specialize in making sausages and cured
Products. If animals are to be used for food, then their lives must be sacrificed.

his is the ultimate issue that is addressed here. Should humans eat the flesh of
animals? Should scientists use similar animals to solve mysteries of muscle
biology as they relate to meat technology? Should they use animals to enhance
the Cfﬁcicncy'zmd ultimate quality of muscle and related tissues as they are
Consumed by humans, and even other animals?

H()w

do we cope with these issues?

_thn the issue of human/animal relationships confront us, especially when it
Mierferes with either our beliefs, interests or conveniences, our psychological
TeSponses are activated. Even though we react differently to such stimuli, in
8eneral a common pattern is predictable.

I:‘rﬁl, we DENY there is a conflict and with time are confident it will disappear.
Surely it must be a temporary delusion that has been overplayed or misconceived.

When it does not disappear, then our egos and self-centeredness generate anger.

€ are irritated because our best judgement, our traditional concepts of life and
€¥en our self-interests are challenged. If we are especially fragile, we become
Cmmionull_v distraught since some of our secure ways of behaving have been

dMmaged. Whether or not it is morally right for humans to consume the flesh of
Nimals pot only bothers us because we eat meat, but that we teach and research
bout the use of meat as a food. We encourage other humans to eat meat, and
Pri{vidc such reasons as our ‘natural’ omnivorous behavior, meat’s nutritious and
Saliety valye, the efficiency of converting unusable plant life into complete
Proteinous foods via animals (especially ruminants), and so on. We get mad! We

€Come overly defensive in our efforts to rid ourselves of this ‘uncomfortable’
erling, .

[l()WeVCY

g , after anger, we begin the slow but useful process of reconsideration. It
“an be by

S0 a puini’ul, embarrassing, but usuully’ tcw-;x_r%ling cxpv:‘ric‘n‘cc. lu%xudlilvlll
Conce h?glc_uml common sense are used. That is why‘ we mu\l»pn osu[‘)}lm
Cepts. It is that portion of the encounter when we make every effort to resolve
€ 1Ssue in a manner that is a philosophical and psychological justification.
{(:rztt]g]yb WL come to gﬂps with the i.ssuAc and gl,ainl an 4a(.‘cep;wz'(?c:th‘at 15 rwsunld&l]g
and | g cj\l of our unbiased but subjective rationalization. I have experienced this
Suspect you have t0o.
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It is important to address moral decision making. We already know that a moral
principle must be impartial, universal and general. Moral rights must be consistent,
have scope, be precise and be expressed in ways that our society can both
understand and cope with. Therefore, we must first obtain the relevant facts about
what the objectives are. What is to be accomplished? The question is, is it morally
right to eat meat? What must be considered? The methods to resolve the issu€
must be clearly understood and included. The effects on not only humans, but on
animals and the environment must be considered. We must find the answers how
to differentiate among basic, serious and peripheral interests for both humans and
animals. We must clarify the meaning of psychological capacities and their
various levels for both humans and animals.

From these facts, we can make judgements using our best understanding of the
philosophical concepts. Ethical principles and norms are to be decided. Our ideals,
values, moral virtues and the basics related to the respect-for-persons ethics as we
know and understand them are tested. We sort out the means for resolving the
dilemma, and of the probability of attaining them. In making judgements, we also
ask ourselves if what we have concluded is reasonable, and we have to remember
that it is necessary to answer the basic questions. It is obvious that we must never
shift the blame or responsibility to another unrelated issue that may have 2
different set of facts which require different arguments clearly not supportive nor
correct about the basic issue.

Once the facts are known and a ‘best’ judgement is conceived, then the decision
must be forth-coming, closely followed by a reasonable conclusion. One must and
demonstrate authoritative determination by arguing the point with societys
bringing the issue to a common vote within that society, making some concessions
and compromises if appropriate (not to compromise basic and inherently
important moral rights and beliefs, but only those aspects of the issue that have
several reasonable but different answers), and then have dialogue to clarify and
justify the merits and limitations of the decision made. The final outcome will b€
one of total acceptance, of total unacceptance or some intermediary compromise
in which the society can live with. It is at this time, when the issue has been
resolved, that it can then be put into societal practice as a moral right.

Now, do animals have rights in a way that humans have rights and is it permissible
to eat animal flesh? I believe that the issue of animal rights is not clear and that
persons must reach their own conclusions before they are collectively assessed il
the society. The important thing is that these conclusions be based on objective
logical thought rather than on biases and emotions. I don’t exclude the role that
emotions play in decision making, nor do I condone that role. Simply pub
emotions should neither dominate nor be used exclusively to resolve the issue-

In addressing the questions, I believe that it is important to discuss the rights issu
because rights, and more specifically moral rights relate to moral values that have
to do with our relationship with animals (see Regan and Singer, 1980). The only
thing that can balance one right is another right. And, how does all of this relat€
to well-being? It does not, but we believe higher animals enjoy well-being to the
degree that each can engage in activities typical of its species. If rights ar
determined either by agreements of mutual interest or by the respect-for-persons
ethics, and animals are not able to either participate in these agreements OF
understand the basic moral virtues under consideration, then how can thelf
interests give rise to rights? Philosophical ethics would argue that they can’t and
for the following reasoning: animals have less capacity for free moral judgement:
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ﬂlcy are not beings of a kind capable of exercising or responding to moral claims.
Animals therefore have no rights, and they can have none. The holders of rights
mMust have the capacity to g:mlprciwnd rules of duty, governing all including
themselves. In applying such rules, the holders of rights must recognize possible
Conflicts between what is in their own interest and what is just. Only in a
Community of beings capable of self-restricting moral judgements can the concept
of a right be correctly invoked. Equal justice is owed to those who have the
‘i"ipiiu‘il_\' to take part in and to act in accordance with the public understanding of
the initial situation. We can, of course, with consistency treat animals as mere
PESts and deny that they have any rights; and for most animals, especially those
of the lower dﬂkcm, we have little choice but to do so.

Then what about using animals for man’s benefit? If animals do not have rights,
Or at least the rights that man possesses, than we must resort to our definition of
rights. If it is man’s right to live a healthy life, and if animals are needed for food
Or for experimentation to insure this healthy life, and without animals this would
N0t likely occur, then the ‘push comes to shove’ principle must be invoked. 'l‘llis
18 not to suggest that the well-being of those animals should be ignored, but man's
rights and needs and interests must prevail, and thus it is essential to ‘shove’
animals into a supportive role. The fundamental question to be asked is ‘are

Umans more important than animals?” If you grant animals equal rights, then you
Must also accept the consequences. From yet another perspective, it seems that at
least some animal rights advocates may be more concerned about supporting the
‘Movement’ than about the well-being and rights of other humans. What the
Pejorative emphasis on speciesism suggests is a sense of the worthlessness nl'«)lhgr
People. However, one can’t help but agree with those that suggest that what is
Teally needed is not simply more legislation, law enforcement, and bureaucracy,

Ut a change of heart and mind, an ethical transformation to a more humane,
Cnlightened, and compassionate regard for all life. In fact, I believe that hum.;ms
Tust first address the issues of how they treat members of their own species before
they even begin to deal with those involving other species! The problem we
C0counter is v;hcrc should one draw the lines between rights and well-being? The
A0Swer for me is clear, but it doesn’t resolve itself easily nor completely
Dbjcctivcly. free of lingering doubts.

Some final remarks and conclusions

thmcr this areument has reassured you of your beliefs about moral obligations
WOwarg ;mimul; will depend on you and you alone. I believe that at least some
ANimals have inherent interests and some degree of psychological capacity, but
Deither of which are totally similar to or as important as those of humans. I also

Clieve that both of these characteristics must be taken under advisement when
muking decisions relating humans to animals because it seems extremely plausible

at there gre some basic interests of animals that must be preferred over some
Peripheral interests of humans, to the extent that such interests must become a part
of our societal behavior to accept. Animals that possess these interests and
pxydm]ugmui capacities must be treated with care and dignity, and at minimum
S.hUUld be sparred of unreasonable pain, suffering and other basic properties of
ll.IC that humans can easily accept and provide. These views suggest that I am
Sither 1SS or TFE. It is Iik.cl_v that in the final analysis, I identify best with ISS

CCause the difficulty of identifying and evaluating the various levels of
D“)’chwlngicul czapuciti;'s required to accept TFE is beyond my comprehension.
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Perhaps in time I will change, and if I do, it will be toward TFE. Furthermore, an
editorial published in Nature (1983) very clearly and concisely supports my
conclusions. I have quoted excerpts from that article:

An animal is not a human being, nor an infant human being, nor a
mentally retarded human being. An animal does not share human
values, cannot grow up to be a being that shares human values, nor is
a handicapped version of such a being. We need not even consider
whether a healthy ape is a more free and Jeeling agent than a severely
retarded human o recognize the uniguely corrupting effect on human
values that comes of abridging the latter’s rights. The real reason to
defend the rights of severely handicapped humans is not that life is
sacred in the abstract or that a being’s ability 1o feel confers upon it an
automatic right to exist; rather, it is the moral danger of allowing
humans to pass arbitrary judgement on the righis of other humans. With
good reason, we fear that society is unable to draw clear lines; crudely,
once we admit the principle that select groups of humans can have their
rights curtailed, it will not be long before someone will begin selecting
on the basis of race, religion or political persuasion.

Even the most ardent advocate of animal rights acknowledges, explicitly
or otherwise, a hierarchy of species. The ardent animal rightist does not
bemoan the millions of bacteria she kills when she takes a bath. The
argument is not that rights for cows means bacteria must be allowed 1o
vote; we all recognize the need to draw lines and we should all reco gnize
the fallacy of the argument that it is impossible to draw a line in a
continuum. The real objection to the animal rightists’ view is that since
we all recognize a hierarchy of species, why is it somehow morally
compelling 1o draw the line between bacteria and insects, say, but
morally reprehensible to draw a line between humans and all others?

In honesty, we should acknowledge, too, that as humans we are a part
of the natural world, a world that is in a constant state of tension and
competing interesis between species. We should resist the tempiation of
viewing the natural world as a blissful, magical kingdom, save only for
man, a clod with heavy boots trampling the flowers. The ‘sentient,
purposeful’ creatures of the wild lead difficult, violent, parasitized and
short lives. Man'’s exploitation of animals for his own survival is hardly
a perverse departure from the natural order. And, in the context of
putting man'’s actions in perspective, those who oppose his exploitation
of animals for research should ponder the 13.5 million dogs and cats
that are put down in the United States each year for no reason
whatsoever except that no one will take them as pets (in Britain, ten
times as many are killed in this way as in laboratory experiments).

None of this implies that human beings can treat animals as they choose.
Perversion -- and corruption of human values of compassion --
undeniably comes from pointless cruelty to animals. That we recognize
a moral obligation to treat animals with compassion and to respect their
undeniable interesis is evident in laws prohibiting cruelty and requiring

the preservation of species from extinction.

Itis my opinion that the way we treat animals is often a reflection of how we may
treat our fellow humans! But there are simply no consistent or universal principles
that imbue animals with ‘rights’ as exercised by humans. Individuals may 91
course differ in their personal tastes, and there is nothing wrong with one's
personal tastes, and there is nothing wrong with one’s personal compassion
outweighing any desire to eat meat, for example. But we should all eschew the
self-righteous delusion that our tastes are universal moral truths.
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This is the dawning of a new age of awareness. Today, more than ever before,

Most human societies have begun to realize that animals are more than objects of

their amusement and use. Through the increasing popularity of pets and man’s
Concern for their well-being, this has resulted in an avalanche of new thinking
about how animals are to be cared for and respected for their basic intrinsic
Interests and needs.

Many segments of our society, especially those directly and professionally
Involved in meat science have either refused to consider or have failed to recognize
the importance of thinking about the human\animal relationship. They have
Concentrated on defensive tactics that have usually proved counter-productive.
“}is is particularly evident when efforts are needed to understand the perceptions
Of pro-animal rightist, and to develop a conscientious outlook on the entire matter.

Ot only would our society as a whole be the better off if the issues were
Understood with a logical, rational base, but, those directly involved in meat
SCience would benefit through increasing productivity and minimizing
Unnecessary losses that could conceivably affect both short-term and eventually
Ong-term profit structures.

Today, there is need to ‘go back and pick up the pieces’ by attempting to
mtcl]cctuzﬂ]y inform, reason with and educate people throughout the society on
allunbiased and rational views on the ethics important to remember when thinking
about and dealing with animals. From hunters to eaters, the story must be told.

Omorrow holds even a larger challenge. It will be essential to develop programs
[h‘r‘)ullhnut our educational systems to insure that the next generation hopefully
Will be smarter and more concerned and more progressive in appreciating animals
Or what they are and for the important rolls they play in helping to insure a more
Secure, progressive society and world in which to live.

ilﬂ closing, I have selected a statement by Linzey (In Rollin, 1981) that reflects,
0 part, my feelings on the matter:

Ientirely accept that we are in a different, even morally embarrassing,
predicament with animals. So deeply entrenched has our exploitation
of them become that it is scarcely surprising that to think, and especially
10 act morally has become highly problematical. We hunt, ride, shoot,
Jish, wear, trap, eat, factory farm, and experiment upon billions of
animals every year. I do not want to avoid this general point and suppose
that it is an easy matler to extricate ourselves from more than a few
centuries of hardness of heart, indifference, callousness, and
anthropocentrism. None of us is morally clean when it comes to animals.
Self-righteousness, therefore, is not only inappropriate but faintly
ludicrous. But having accepted what Schweitzer calls ‘our common
guilr’, what we all need is a program of personal, and collective
disengagement from injury to animals. What should encourage us is the
Jact that the Judaeo-Christian tradition contains within itself the insight
that the world is still in the process of being finished, and especially that
God is not yet himself finished with us. If we take this deeply biblical
picture 1o heart, then we may yet be able to cooperate with the spirit in
the process of making a new creation. What Christian theology can and
should do is to provide a vision of a new world. I accept that we have
some difficult decisions to make before we even approximate that vision.

accept the need for compromise, given the constraints of the world as

;4’6 know it. But I add this caveat: let us all compromise at the highest
evel.
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