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Are Nonhuman Beings Deserving of Justice? 
Introduction 
       In this essay I am going to be arguing that nonhuman beings, I think, are not deserving of justice, not that we should act immorally towards animals, as in animal cruelty, for instance, but that to give an equal amount of justice to animals, as we do with humans, would be too complicated and that justice should be an anthropocentric system.
       I think a good place to start this essay would be to ask whether animals actually can be recipients of justice, and by justice i am not talking about our everyday behaviour towards animals, which, I think, should always be respectful and moral, but whether they can be recipients of justice which is equal and interconnected with human dealings of justice in every way. This would include such things as politics, welfare, protection, and so on. So, can they be recipients of justice as we reason humans to be recipients of justice and can they be recipients of justice on all levels with humans, or at least on all levels where possible? I realise that animals could not receive an education like a human, but they could receive just as good medical care as a human. But when it comes to the distribution of material goods, food and shelter for example, it does not seem plausible, or even sensible to share equally with animals, and even if it was, it still would not be carried out as there are many humans who already do not have enough food, shelter and clean water to survive, and they are very capable of being recipients of justice as they can reciprocate and reason. So if a politician tried to pass a law that said we should share equally with animals, or at least with mammals like us, no one would vote for it, firstly, because there are humans already worse off than some animals are, imagine a starving African child compared with a well fed house cat in Wales, and, secondly, even if humans were all somehow equal in material possession, then distributing some of that amongst animals would ruin that equilibrium, some material goods that would now belong to humans would then have to be taken from them and shared with animals, which no one would want because it would seem like the law was putting some animals before humans which I do not think is the consensus at the moment round the world for anyone. And I do not think that many people want to be on a level plain with animals in any regards anyway, so something like distributing goods, which would have to be a political decision in the first place, and also to make that decision happen, would not happen because hardly any, if any at all, would vote for it.
       There is also the idea put forward by some philosophers, including John Rawls, that animals cannot be the recipients of justice in the first place, and even if they could, could that justice be reciprocated? Well if it was put into practice that if a human killed an animal, a lion, for example, and that human could be taken to court by a solicitor who took it upon herself to act on behalf of that lion, what about when a lion kills a human, how then could the lion receive the same level of justice as the human? A lion cannot be fined, put in jail, receive a final warning from some authority as a human could, or even be told that what they just did (killing a human) was wrong, and even if one of these punishments was possible, the lion could not understand this punishment/justice anyway. Which then makes me wonder, if animals were considered equals with humans from today onwards, whether they could understand that they had just been uplifted to the equal status of humans in the world of justice, or not. I think not. This does not mean that I think that animals should not be considered as morally equal with humans in our day to day lives, but that to give them the same level of justness as humans receive would partly be wasted on them, and partly it would be too complicated to follow through practically. 
       Contractarians say that animals do not deserve justice because they cannot enter into a contract like humans can, and that questions of justice should be answered by those who are rational enough to ask them. Just because animals cannot communicate like us and enter a contract with us does not mean, I think, that they should be treated unfairly in any way, as some humans are unable to enter into contracts with other humans, for example, if they were very young, or if they are severely disabled in some way, and as it might seem unfair to distribute goods amongst the disabled or the young, as it would be a waste of resources, and here by goods i do not mean things like health care, but with material goods, then why should animals be placed above the disabled or the young? But as animals cannot enter into contracts with us, why should they be included in areas which are clearly in the domain of human dealings? If a human enters into a contract with another human, and the contract is to do with the mortgage on their new house, and one of the humans who bought the house cannot keep up the payments, no other human who is not a part of that contract is, or would be, expected, or even considered, to pay for the other human if they are not included in that contract. That does not mean that a random stranger could not pay their mortgage for them, but that they are not required to have anything to do with it. Just as an animal cannot enter into a contract with humans, does not mean that we should ignore them, or treat them in any way unfairly, but that we (humans) do not have to include them in matters which are related to a contract, as they have no means of understanding or reasoning with it, or reciprocating. Justice being one of these matters. As Robert Garner says in his book A Theory of Justice for Animals, ‘Contractarian theories answer by declaring that morality requires us to accept only those principles that we have agreed to and we should be obliged to accept them precisely because we have agreed to them.’[footnoteRef:1] I do think that animals should be treated fairly, but not as equals to humans. By fairly I mean that they should be allowed to grow and evolve and live in harmony with each other and not be treated with disrespect.  [1:  Robert Garner, A Theory of Justice for Animals: Animal Rights in a Non ideal World, (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2013) p. 5] 

       Some philosophers, including Marcel Wissenburg, think that sentience is something that humans and animals share and that because of this animals can be recipients of justice. I think that this is true but only up to a point. I agree that animals are conscious and can feel pain and pleasure like humans, but it seems that they do not, or maybe cannot, strive for anything in the future, if they are even aware that there is a future. Except for animals like squirrels who collect nuts for the winter, here they may have a concept of the future, but it could just be that their behaviour is a part of how they have evolved and they do not really even think about a future at all. And when you look at most animals in the world and how they live it does seem that they have no concept of the future. If this is the case, and if it is the case with humans that we all behave in ways which are to, hopefully, secure our future, be it with jobs, family, or friendships, etcetera, then this is a major difference between humans and animals and this is where, I think, justice should stop too. If sentience is a good reason for being a recipient of justice, then I think that justice should go only as far as the sentience does. If animals are as sentient as humans then they should receive the same level of justice as humans. If all they have is feelings, and maybe even thoughts for the very near future, but there is never any rational decision making happening on a daily basis, then they should not receive the same level of justice as humans. I know this goes against me saying that they do not deserve justice, saying that they only deserve a certain level of justice, but I mean if animals deserving justice means that they deserve justice to an equal amount as humans then I still think not. As Garner says, ‘animals have a right not to suffer but suggests that humans have a greater interest in life and liberty than most species of nonhuman animals.’[footnoteRef:2] [2:  Ibid. p. 3] 

       Animals may not have minds, and even if they do not, it is still fairly obvious that they can still suffer like we do and have similar experiences like us. As one can tell by the behaviour of their pet dog, for example, whether it is in pain or excited, sad, or even dreaming, which seems to me a reason why we should act morally towards animals and try not to cause any discomfort where possible, but if not causing an animal discomfort meant that a human being would have to undergo the same discomfort, or even a slightly lesser one, then I do not think that any human would want to agree to this, let alone try to make it a law of the land. Even if animals do have minds, their minds are clearly not at the same degree as a human mind with all our faculties. As Mary Midgley writes, ‘The common view today would probably be that, roughly speaking, people have the faculties which animals have, with some unique and crucial additions.’[footnoteRef:3]  [3:  Mary Midgley, Animals and Why They Matter, (Georgia: Georgia University Press, 1983) p. 12] 

Conclusion
       In this essay I hope to have shown why I think animals are not deserving of justice, at least not to the same degree as humans are, but that we still should always act reasonably and morally towards them. I know this essay does not say what reasonably or morally is, or to what degree I think animals are deserving of some level of justice, but that would take at least another essay. But I do think it would be unjust if animals did gain the same level of justice as humans, and even if everyone in the world did think that animals should be as deserving of justice as humans are, it seems like it would not be very practicable. I also believe that, as Rawls writes, ‘the procedure of contract theories provides, then, a general analytic method for the comparative study of conceptions of justice.’[footnoteRef:4] So, until something better comes along, we should stick to the current contract. [4:  John Rawls, A Theory of Justice, (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1972) p. 121] 
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