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Are non-human beings deserving of justice?

The argument around animal rights and environmental ethics has always been around, with the key argument being what humans find to be valuable. It could be argued that the question of non- human beings deserving of justice lies beneath the environmental ethics umbrella. 

Clare Palmer (cited in Light and Rolston (Eds.) 2013:15) presents the idea of why some animals are seen as valuable and others not; as well as where the idea of value comes from. Instrumental value is the value assigned to something based on its usefulness as a means to an end; this means that we only place a value on an item because it helps humans or allows humans to achieve a certain goal. Non-instrumentalism sees the value of our lives as not a means to an end but rather the end itself; this creates intrinsic value. Intrinsic value allows the question of the origins of this value to arise, it could be an aspect that is invented by humans or something that was always in existence; overall it is the value someone owns and has itself (Palmer cited in Light and Rolston (Eds.) 2013:15)
In the book Environmental Ethics (ed. Light and Rolston, 2003) value subjectivists argue the intrinsic value is created by humans and attached on to lives; this is because something has value because humans value them (Bramble,2018). While value objectivists argue intrinsic value is not created by humans but already exists in the world. This is because the importance of intrinsic value is based on the theoretical importance and the practical importance (Saint- Andre, 2018)
One side of the argument of non-human justice is that non-human beings, such as animals, are not as deserving of justice as humans. Rene Descartes argues that non-human beings are not the same as human as they are “so deprived and stupid” in comparison to humans because they cannot utter words or put words together as speech as humans do (Descartes, cited in Regan and Singer (Eds.) 1976: 61). Thus they cannot give evidence that they are thinking. However, the same could be said for those who are deaf, or suffer from learning difficulties (Descartes, cited in Regan and Singer (Eds.) 1976: 61). Although Descartes provides an argument against himself he is suggesting that because non-human animals such as monkeys or parrots cannot produce speech to express themselves, they are not deserving of the same justice as humans because the ability to talk and use words in a way to convey what is happening in the mind shows an intelligence that only humans have, and this places human higher than those who cannot, non-human beings, in the ranking of justice (Descartes, cited in Regan and Singer (Eds.) 1976: 61). 
In a blending of both Aristotle’s and Christian writing they examine how the considerations of non-human justice is indirectly because of humans of the effect it had on humans (Singer, cited in Light and Rolston (Eds.) 2013: 56). These arguments say that plants exist because of animals, and animals exist because of humans; the goodness of human welfare and charity does not extend to the ‘irrational creatures’ such as non-humans (Singer, cited in Light and Rolston (Eds.) 2013: 56). This is because they are not in “the fellowship of everlasting happiness” but are something humans desire; they only exist because of human’s desire. This could be argued because of the knowledge of the Old Testament having little to say against to cruelty towards animals; only linking the pity men give towards animals would lead to pity towards “fellow men” (Singer, cited in Light and Rolston (Eds.) 2013: 56). This statement from the Old Testament could have led to the idea that to care for the justice of animals was not the word of God; that there was a form of weakness in caring for them. 
When the question of justice towards non-human beings is brought up, the consuming of animals is the main topic; with over 25% of meals in the UK being vegan or vegetarian (BBC, 2018) what does Christian writing say about consuming animals? The Bible says “Everything that lives and moves will be food for you just as I gave you the green plants I now give you everything” (Genesis 9:3). Certain cultures have taboos around their eating choices about what is acceptable and what should be rejected (Sargent,1996 :102). Hinduism upholds a non-meat eating way of way of life because of their belief that animals in their previous life could have been a relative and therefore should not be killed (Sargent, 1996:103).  Where as in the Old Testament there are often stories of slaughtering and eating meat, such as that of Abraham who, while taking a siesta, was greeted by three visitors. He went on to cook a great meal, supplying them with drinks and letting the visitors rest. He states it was a joyful time but it certainly was not for the ‘choice, tender calf’ (Gen. 18:7 cited in Sargent, 1996: 106). The visitors were in fact God and the humans who sat down for dinner that day; eating meat, bread and yoghurt (Sargent, 1996: 107). This tale leaves the impression to all those who follow the Christian belief that consuming animal products such as meat and dairy is normal and therefore that the lives of non-human beings are on the earth to provide food for humans and to create joyful occasions. Calvin argues that all nature was created for the usefulness of humans (Singer, cited in Light and Rolston (Eds.) 2013: 56). 
“So far as animals are concerned, we have no direct duties. Animals are not self-conscious and are there merely as a means to an end. That end is man.” (Singer, cited in Light and Rolston (Eds.) 2013: 56).
This statement reinforces the argument that non-human beings only exist for the benefit of humans as a means to an end and therefore have instrumental value. The existence of the value humans place on non-humans means that the justice they deserve is less than that of the humans.
In the book An introduction to the principles of Morals and Legislation, Jeremy Bentham cites “the question to be asked about animals was not ‘can they reason?’ nor ‘can they talk?’ but ‘can they suffer?’” (Bentham cited in Sargent 1996: 120). This philosopher argues against the opinions that say non-human beings are less deserving of justice because they are less intelligent than humans. The argument here is that just because a being may not be of the same species does not mean they should be allowed to suffer; this does not provide moral reason from failing to acknowledge the being’s suffering and distress (Singer cited in Light and Rolston (Eds.) 2013: 57). Singer uses the example of white slave owners to demonstrate his point: the white slave owner who has denied any ethical considerations towards the interests of black slaves shows that they were not given the same moral significance in comparison to white people. By doing this they were making a distinction that one group’s suffering is more important than the others when it should be the “existence of suffering, rather than the race of suffering, is what is really morally significant” (Singer cited in Light and Rolston (Eds.) 2013: 57); therefore, the suffering of a being should be the important information rather than the species of the suffering being (Singer cited in Light and Rolston (Eds.) 2013: 57).  
For this argument to be substantial the discussion of what is moral and what is not needs to be discussed. Moral virtue is not a notion that occurs naturally (Aristotle cited in Singer (ed),1994:26). Morals are something that we have to learn but we can only learn them by practising them: “we become just by doing just acts, […] brave by doing brave acts” (Aristotle cited in Singer (ed),1994: 26). Therefore, in order for non-human beings to have justice the justice must be practiced towards them first. It is argued that the moral worth of something is determined by the moral laws; moral laws are there as insight and incentive but not an effect and this is practiced with the treatment of non-human beings (Kant cited in Singer (ed), 1994: 130). The moral law that people choose to live by directly changes their judgement of reason and their way of living (Kant cited in Singer (ed), 1994: 131). There is a moral basis among humans that they all have the right to equality; however, this is the “principle of equal consideration of interests” not simply equality (Singer cited in Light and Rolston (Eds.) 2013: 57).  With what accounts for morals in human beings having been addressed, it could be argued that the effect that human beings are having on the earth, and consequently on human and non-human beings, is being immoral. Singer argues that rather than not allowing non-human animals justice we are actually harming them. Peter Singer (Singer cited in Light and Rolston (Eds.) 2013: 55) argues that by humans changing the environment we live in, and in turn harming animals, we are in the course harming humans. It is non-humans who bear the most direct burden of human interference with nature. This could be argued as the effect of Anthropocene on the earth. Anthropocentrism is the human centred ethical thinking way of life: this is that the values, practices and attitudes that humans have are all centred on humans, and that humans being should only care, and only give charity to themselves and other human beings (Singer, 2003: 8). This could be argued to be the reason behind the non-human world only having instrumental value for humans (Singer, 2003:18) However the Anthropocentric approach underpins a lot of policies put in place by international organisations so save the environment (Singer, 2003:18). The argument that animals are only used for their instrumental value could be the reason behind the lack of justice toward non-human beings; but the effect of anthropocentrism could be why non-human animals deserve justice from the effect of humans’ need for them.
Tom Regan (Regan cited in Zimmerman et al (eds), 2005) recognises three different account for non-human’s beings deserving of justice. The Kantian account suggests that there are moral limits place upon non-human beings and that some people see that it is moral to act cruelly towards them. However, some philosophers argue that those who see non-human morals as this run the risk of learning this habit and letting it spill over to human beings. This account argues that the moral principle of not harming humans allows the harming of non-human beings not to exist because of the possibility of it over-spilling to humans, therefore they do deserve justice (Regan cited in Zimmerman et al (eds), 2005: 39).
The second account Regan presents is the cruelty argument This is that non-human beings are deserving of justice because without such they have no right against cruel actions towards them; this is describing the way that non-human beings should not be treated (Regan cited in Zimmerman et al (eds), 2005:40). These thinkers argue that it is wrong to be cruel to animals. The term cruel is used to describe a person or actions in regards to morals (Regan cited in Zimmerman et al (eds), 2005:40); Locke argues that an act of cruelty is a seeking of pleasure in causing pain to another. However, there is a distinction between pain and cruelty, as surgeons create pain but they are not being cruel (Regan cited in Zimmerman et al (eds), 2005:41). The cruel actions depend on the individual’s state of mind as the moral rightness or wrongness can change depending on the person (Regan cited in Zimmerman et al (eds), 2005:41). This account argues that a non-human being is deserving of justice because they do not deserve the cruel act that could be taken against them by animals. The distinction of what is a cruel intention can be argued but the act is still the same. 
One version of the Utilitarian account has two principles for why non-human beings are deserving of justice: these are equality and utility (Regan cited in Zimmerman et al (eds), 2005:42). The equality principle says that when there is equality for every individual’s desires, needs and hopes, regardless of gender, race or species, this provides the basis for there to be no prejudice (Regan cited in Zimmerman et al (eds), 2005:42). Utility is the humans’ act to bring about a balance in actions to allow good over evil, such as balancing the satisfaction over dissatisfaction by taking everyone’s interests, regardless of gender, race or species into account (Regan cited in Zimmerman et al (eds), 2005:42). Therefore, as animals too have interests this should be taken into account with no prejudice. Singer argues that our routine use of animals in scientific research violates the equality of interest’s principle and that if people become vegetarians they will oppose most of this inequality (Regan cited in Zimmerman et al (eds), 2005:42). The interest that these animals have is not wanting to suffer; which could be argued as being the same as a human interest (Regan cited in Zimmerman et al (eds), 2005:42). Humans condemn cannibalism and yet eat animals. Singer argues that there should be an equal treatment towards animals and that there is a moral obligation to not eat animals (Regan cited in Zimmerman et al (eds), 2005:42). “It is often said that if slaughterhouse were made of glass, most people would be vegetarian” (Susan McCarthy in Sargent, 1996:103); this statement suggests that animals do not yet have the justice they deserve but that there may be a time when the interests of animals are looked at in the same way as humans, so there could be a chance they will. 
In this essay I have assessed the philosophical arguments behind why non-human beings do or do not deserve justice. I have also been able to do this by looking at the Christian writing and arguments behind what the Bible says about the treatment of animals, that they are there for the use of humans and that they are the working of God just as man. Along with this is have looked at how animals do not yet enjoy the same right as humans, but with the work of writers such as Singer, Regan and McCarthy non-human beings may be able to gain justice just as humans do.
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