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INTRODUCTION

     In this essay I’d like to discuss the matter of animal rights, a highly debated topic.  In the main body of the paragraph, I’d like to give my personal thoughts about the matter, leading to specifically what the different aspects of animal rights is, ending with the conclusion that utilitarianism makes it difficult at times to discern whether or not things are black and white rather than gray.


     Animal Rights usually has to do with being vegan.  Vegans and vegetarians differ from the fact that the vegan individual chooses not to eat dairy products or eggs because of the cruelty towards animals done during the process of the production of those food items.  The choices and mindset of the animal rights activist may seem defined, that a vegan may think that it is in fact unnatural to eat dairy products or eggs – that the human body is not meant to consume them, while an ovo-lacto vegetarian who eats eggs and dairy products but certainly does not consume meat at all may be that way for the same reason – to be against animal cruelty.  What if there was a vegan individual who thought that actually it is natural for a human being to consume eggs and dairy, but that the production methods are too cruel so boycott the products.  I personally have the standpoint that the cruelty towards animals during the production of eggs and dairy are indeed concerning, but that it is natural for a person to eat those things, therefore choose to be vegetarian, because deprivation can be an issue for vegans.  In that sense, would the lack of animal meat consumption not lead to a deprivation as well?  I think not in that case, instead that it is unnatural for a person to consume any meat, whether it be human (in which case to endeavor in cannibalistic activity) or non-human.  What about the argument that plants are also life-forms, that consuming fruits and vegetables or having herbal tea would be immoral according to the same principle that all life-forms have priceless value?  In this case, I look at plants to be similar to water and air, that they are part of the elements of nature – fire, air, water, and earth (plants would be part of the “earth” element).  My argument is that since plants are part of the “earth” element, they can be a consumable resource similar to air and water which are also elements of nature.  I say this, but it is actually in my opinion a wise thing to point out about the actuality that plants are lifeforms, too, in the sense that air is more elemental compared to them.  It is a fine line where ethically speaking, picking up a stone and tossing it may be an act of innocence compared to pulling out a beautiful flower from its root and throwing it somewhere.  In this sense, plants are not mere objects.  In the animal rights dialogue, an incredibly important word is “sentience,” which I believe that plants can possess.  It is the intuitive empathy towards other sentient beings as a human being which is important for animal rights – and this can indeed go beyond animals to plants.  I’d like to add that energies that take up space in a supernatural or metaphysical way can possess mind, so therefore be sentient, also, and to understand this is the goal of a spiritual movement in the world, or the New Age movement, that would let humankind have the compassion towards animal sentient beings, which would enhance the animal rights movement.  It is crucial for there to be a spiritual movement where there is a shift of consciousness from materialistic to spiritualistic, including an ethical shift from greed to generosity in the world for there to be laid the foundation of utopia, which the animal rights movement is.  In this essay I’d like to explore the debate on animal rights with the intent to support the side of the animal rights activist, that animal cruelty is inherently wrong.  
     Having read “Animal Rights and Moral Philosophy” by Julian H. Franklin, a moral question regarding the issue is whether animals should be considered to be equal with human beings.  Animal rights theorist Peter Singer says we should consider animals equal to us.  I believe that in any case of comparison there are two equal possibilities, namely differences and similarities.  For the sake of balance, one could always make an equal list of differences and similarities.  If we did that, in fact Peter Singer would be partially correct, that animals and human beings are similar, that we are both beings.  The word “sentience” or “sentient being” is often used so that we see that animals do perceive their world, have experiences, and have sensations.  It is due to this that we must feel obliged to be ethical towards them.  As for the other side, differences, I believe that undoubtedly human beings can also be different from animals, that in fact if God were to exist, that in God’s order, human beings are meant to be “higher” than animals.  There can simultaneously be a vertical setup and a horizontal or egalitarian perspective.  
     There is an argument towards veganism and vegetarianism, that the economy of human society depends on stability, that if social change leaning towards animal rights happened too rapidly, that people would be at a loss because it would “shake” the economy.  I don’t think so.  I think the economy is a flexible, organic thing, and if there were to be social change that altered demand, then supply would simply alter along with that.  Such arguments that are debatable should be put aside for the sake of preserving life and allowing human society to achieve a higher moral status.  The justification of animal slaughter comes from the unintuitive perception that animals are merely objects.  They are not objects, they are sentient.  How then to truly reach out to people to create a vegetarian/animal rights revolution would be through education, or reaching out to the young.  Another problem other than how we perceive animals as objects, is that even if we perceived them as being sentient beings, is that people form communities with other people where animals are excluded from it.  It is also through education and reaching out to the young that we can change this psychological behavior of ours.  I believe that on school grounds, such as elementary school, junior high school, or high school, there should be a farm where students can go experience nature, have time set aside to participate in maintaining the farm (including both plants and animals) as part of their curriculum the same way they would do other classes.
      Even if an animal was a sentient being – what if it was not a rational being, like a human being?  This can also be a way for people rationalize animal slaughter.  What’s important here is to think about such people as infants and mentally challenged people, who do not have the capability to have rational thinking compared to “normal” people.  We have to see that we do not harm them because they are sentient beings, even if they do not have rational thoughts.  I believe such rationalization based on rational thinking occurs when the 6th sense is omitted from the picture.  I believe that psychic communication is possible, and that the awakening towards animal rights as the cornerstone to having a better world will come with the awakening of psychic senses, if civilization were to progress in that direction.  It is important to note that morality as a creation of human beings’ rational thinking is most likely imperfect.  
     It may seem that I am like a “hardcore” or “die hard” animal rights theorist or activist...but in animal rights theories there is the argument that human beings should not ever take possession of an animal.  It is the argument that animals should all be free, so therefore there should be no pets, and zoos should all be outlawed.  I think a balanced perspective is required here, that animals may or may not be happy under the care and protection of human beings, also that they may or may not be happy being free in the wilderness, too.  
     According to a BBC article, there are six components to the ethics of animal rights:
· No experiments on animals
· No breeding and killing animals for food or clothes or medicine
· No use of animals for hard labor
· No selective breeding for any reason other than the benefit of the animal
· No hunting
· No zoos or use of animals in entertainment

    
In a utilitarian argument, experimentation for animals would be justified if the experimentation lead to the alleviation of suffering of the masses by improving modern medicine.  Some animal rights advocates do not like utilitarianism, as it gives potential for animal abuse, because it is about choosing the “greater good” when animal sacrifices are made.  This can be a tricky thing to have an opinion towards, because it requires for a person to have in-depth reasoning based on knowledge and information about whether animal testing has benefits for the greater good or not.  Other parts on the list that can be tricky where justification can be made according to the principle of utilitarianism can the item on the list that says “no animals for labor” or “no zoos or use of animals in entertainment.”  Why this would be tricky to make judgment upon is, is that in the case of animal labor, there would have to be a line drawn on what kind of and how much labor would be classified as poor treatment.  For the item about zoos, I think there would be a fine line between whether animals are comfortable in zoos or not.  

CONCLUSION


     I’d like to take this opportunity to research about animal experimentation, to get the facts for the purpose of presenting an answer for its utilitarian dilemma.  I shall present it in my next essay.
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