‘The question is not, can they reason, nor can they talk, but can they suffer’ (Bentham). Discuss in relation to the principle of equality and animals.

Animals have been around long before humans and will continue to do so long after humans cease to exist. Records of human and non-human relationships extend as far back as cave dwellers with evidence found in many cave sites around the world where images of animals have been etched into cave walls. Through the centuries animals have featured in human existence from hunting for food, domestication as pets, rearing for food, used in religion for worship or sacrifice, for entertainment such as in circuses, horse riding or bull fighting to name a few and more recently for animal testing in laboratory experiments to test for safe use of makeup for human consumption and cures for human diseases. The conflicting views of animals starts from an early age as noted by Arluke and Sanders (1996, p.10) that children learn through Disney movies, fairy tales and listening to parents what constitutes wild animals and those which are tame and kept as pets. Most are not made aware of the treatment of animals in various settings such as during the life of the animals reared for food, or those that are bred for use in experiments or those that are ill-treated for entertainment purposes such as bull fighting or dog racing. Animal liberation groups “have emerged out of ideas, theories, and actions based upon the seemingly simple, but profoundly radical, premise that nonhuman animals are subjects with agency, not objects to be used as humans see fit.” (Nocella et al, 2014). Animals being treated as objects is not new but what is being developed is that animals, like us, are sentient beings and therefore should have equal rights. Since animals do not possess the same qualities and abilities as humans how could equal rights be awarded? Animals do not use language as humans do nor do they possess complex cognition therefore the same treatments applied in human contexts cannot be applied to animals in the same way, for example, they do not plan, nor can they vote. Therefore, as referred to in the assignment title by Bentham (1789), “...can they suffer?”, this paper will examine the meaning of suffering and whether the same definition experienced by humans can be applied to animals. Also, how the intersectionality of feminism and racism can assist with animal rights and can be used to argue against speciesism. 
[bookmark: _Int_VVl3Ugak][bookmark: _Int_oDUL44qr]What is suffering? Collins dictionary (2022), defines suffering as “serious pain which someone feels in their body or their mind.” however, (Cassell, 1991) elaborates suffering as occurring “not merely in the presence of great pain but also when the intactness of the person is threatened or sundered, and remains until the threat is gone or the intactness can be restored.” So, physical pain is easier to measure and determine since it is felt and awareness of it is greater than the suffering caused by mental processes. For example, if an individual lost their job, any level of anguish experienced is pertinent to the individual experiencing it since how that person perceives the loss of the job and its consequences is a personal experience. Highlighting levels of suffering demonstrates that suffering varies between individuals and the difficulty of measuring suffering since it is a subjective experience. Therefore, suffering exists, and the degree of suffering is subjective which then means that it can be understood that all humans suffer with varying degrees, but it is not easily measurable. With this in mind, we turn to animals and try to understand their levels of suffering at the hands of humans. As highlighted above animals feature and have featured in human existence over the centuries either as commodities or as beings to be loved and cherished but in more recent history with intensive agriculture and the use of animals in laboratory experiments, the plight of animals is called into question. The needless suffering animals experience at the hands of humans is one that can be the measure of an animal having rights is whether “they can suffer” (Bentham, !789). Put into context, it is difficult to measure human suffering due to the nature of it being subjective but at least an individual can determine if they are suffering or not. This is not the same for animals since they do not possess the same level of cognition, nor do they use language. But, like us, animals have the same basic composition, that is, they comprise of skin, bones, and blood, they have limbs, and they eat, sleep, walk and play, and although they cannot communicate using language there are several ways an observer can determine if the animal is suffering “...from the way they cry out, whimper, writhe, or start favoring an injured body part. Over longer time periods, injury and chronic pain are suggested by certain abnormal postures an animal adopts or when their activities are different from their habitual ones.” (Animal Ethics, 2022) By making these observations it is evident that animals do suffer and therefore have rights of being. “physiological indicators that can indicate suffering, such as trembling, sweating, dilated pupils, accelerated heartbeat, rapid breathing, respiratory problems, etc” (animal ethics, 2022)
The cause for equal rights in the treatments of non-humans can further be helped by looking at other groups, human groups, who have successfully fought their causes. Two of these are the feminists and the anti-racism groups. When Mary Wollstonecraft (1792) first published her Vindication of the Rights of Women it was considered absurd that women should seek equal rights with men but by taking a closer look at the traits afforded to women in general, such as being weak or of less intellect, it becomes apparent that these gender differences are a discrimination since it is not true of all women. There are many women who are physically stronger than many men and equally there are many women who possess higher intellect than many men therefore equality cannot be based on these qualities and the same is true in other discriminated areas of society such as racial differences, disability, economic background to name a few. There are gender differences between men and women that would not need consideration for equal rights such as women seeking the rights to abortion. Since men cannot get pregnant the need for an abortion does not come into questions and so does not need to be considered for the right of men to have an abortion. The same principles of consideration are given to animals. It only matters when it affects their natural way of being and the right to live in that way. Like Bentham wrote in the following: 
[bookmark: _Int_UN7EPSU0][bookmark: _Int_O5PoI6Fm][bookmark: _Int_cURda8Od][bookmark: _Int_NvJm5qC6]the blackness of the skin is no reason why a human being should be abandoned without redress to the caprice of a tormentor. It may come one day to be recognized, that the number of the legs, the pilosity of the skin, or the termination of the os sacrum, are reasons equally insufficient for abandoning a sensitive being to the same fate. What else is it that should trace the insuperable line? Is it the faculty of reason, or, perhaps, the faculty of discourse? But a full-grown horse or dog is beyond comparison a more rational, as well as a more conversable animal, than an infant of a day, or a week, or even a month, old. But suppose the case were otherwise, what would it avail? the question is not, Can they reason? nor, Can they talk? but, Can they suffer?
Based on the above rationale Bentham has a point which favours that animals should enjoy certain rights. 
[bookmark: _Int_D5QAVjvx]In his book “Do Animals Think” Clive Wynne, (2004, p.3) devotes a chapter to “What are Animals?” in which he poses the question “How can we treat animals appropriately if we don’t even know what they are?” Human treatment of animals ranges from pampering and love as part of the family to sheer disregard for the value of their life by treating them as commodities as ‘things’ to use for our benefit. It is generally accepted that this dichotomy exists without question. But reflecting on this human practice brings into my awareness my acceptance of this practice without question and how can I or anybody else feel comfortable that such awful practices are allowed to continue.  The awful conditions of intensive farming – the cramped conditions the animals suffer, the slaughter process all for capitalistic gain, the willingness to test on these non-humans for our gain, and the pleasures derived from the leisure industry (dog racing, horse racing, cock fighting) at the expense of the animal. I believe that our interaction with animals especially those we have domesticated elicits from them love and devotion and loyalty which, at the very least, shows we can have a relationship with them.  They cannot be machines that do not feel or interact with the world around them. They cannot be likened for example to a stone which has not interaction with the environment or living beings.    
[bookmark: _Int_vjumH9BM]So, although animals cannot and do not need to enjoy all the same rights as humans, at the very least they are to be allowed the ability to exist in the manner that is intended for their kind and not be subjected to the kinds of cruel treatments afforded them by humans during the animals' lifetime. Throughout history the ecological balance of the planet has been maintained by the interconnectedness of everything in existence on the planet. This includes animals preying on other animals for food. There is a food chain which sustains the balance of life on the planet. Therefore, it is not about converting all humans to vegetarianism since humans have done and do eat meat, it is about respect for the animals that have a right to a good life and the respect humans give the animal that is going to sustain them. Although humans have been meat eaters throughout history the call for vegetarianism is when a deep respect is held for the sanctity of life which then feels morally wrong to kill another living being.
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