« Part 3: Applied Ethics

OGER SCRUTON e

; GER SC
Animal Rights and Wrongs

R is an English philosopher k”m
1S %Pk

- Scruton (b. 1942) ~ : k
Roger S¢ fj for his defense of conservative political positions,

in aesthetics an

NON-MORAL BEINGS

I shall use the term “animal” to mean th?se ar.limals that lack the gjq,.
guishing features of the moral being—ratlonalfty, self-consciousness o
sonality, and so on. If there are non-human animals who are rationai ;
self-conscious, then they, like us, are persons, and should be descﬁbeda
treated accordingly. If all animals are persons, then there is pq o a
8er 3
problem as to how we should treat them. They would be full memberg Of the
moral community, with rights and duties like the rest of us. But it j Precige
ly because there are animals who are not persons that the mora] PfOblen;
exists. And to treat these non-personal animals as persons is not grant
to them a privilege nor to raise their chances of contentment. [t is to ignore
what they essentially are and so to fall out of relation with them altogethey

The concept of the person belongs to the ongoing dialogue which binds
the moral community. Creatures who are by nature incapable of enter;
into this dialogue have neither rights nor duties nor personality. If anima]s
had rights, then we should require their consent before taking them ino
captivity, training them, domesticating them or in any way putting them to
our uses. But there is no conceivable process whereby this consent could be
delivered or withheld. Furthermore, a creature with rights is duty-bound
to respect the rights of others. The fox would be duty-bound to respect the
right to life of the chicken and whole species would be condemned out of
hand as criminal by nature. Any law which compelled persons to respect
the rights of non-human species would weigh so heavily on the predators
as to drive them to extinction in a short while. Any morality which really
attributed rights to animals would therefore constitute a gross and callous
abuse of them.

Those considerations are obvious, but by no means trivial. For they point
to a deep difficulty in the path of any attempt to treat animals as our e‘l“‘ﬂ_s
By ascribing rights to animals, and so promoting them to full membership
of the moral community, we tie them in obligations that they can neither ¥
fil nor comprehend. Not only is this senseless cruelty in itself; it effect
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Defenders of “animal liberation” have made much of the fact that ani.
mals suffer as we do: they feel pain, hunger, cold and fear and therefore,
25 Singer puts it, have “interests” which form, or ought to form, part of
the moral equation.” While this is true, it is only part of the truth. There is
more to morality than the avoidance of suffering: to live by no other stan-
dard than this one is to avoid life, to forgo risk and adventure, and to sink
into a state of cringing morbidity. Moreover, while our sympathies ought
to be—and unavoidably will be—extended to the animals, they should not
be indiscriminate. Although animals have no rights, we still have duties
and responsibilities towards them, or towards some of them. These will cut
aaoss the utilitarian equation, distinguishing the animals who are close to
1 and who have a claim on our protection from those towards whom our
tities fall under the broader rule of charity. ;
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LIVESTOCK AND THE EATING OF MEAT
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long by processes like the organ transplant, which nature never intended
e can 100k forward to years of suffering and alienation, the only reward fo;
which is death—a death which, as a rule, comes too late for anyone else to
regret it. Well did the Greeks say that those whom the gods love die young
[t is not only divine love but also human love that expires as the human
frame declines. Increasingly, many human beings end their lives unloved,
unwanted and in pain. This, the greatest achievement of modern science,
should remind us of the price that is due for our impieties. How, in the face
of this, can we believe that the fate of the well-cared for cow or sheep is a
cruel one?

Two questions trouble the ordinary conscience, however. First, under
what conditions should farm animals be raised? Secondly, at what age ought
they to be killed? Both questions are inevitably bound up with econom-
ics, since the animals in question would not exist at all if they could not
be sold profitably as food. If it is uneconomical to rear chickens for the
table, except in battery farms, should they therefore not be reared atall? ~f‘he
answer to such a question requires us to examine the balance of comtor.t
E‘::Sdiglcir'nf.ort available to a cPlli.Cke.n, coopefi up i.n thosle a:?;i::“{i:
fUrth'er & (lit (;s not settlec.i by utilitarian consxder.atlons da :;u.ral il
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onditiong sr il i boweve;l i etite for life. Most
People fing tz ur.matural. and so destructive of the app o allightn tiny

e sight of pigs or chickens, reared under artitic



.d Ethics
3: Applied E
44() . PJ”
iate tables t -
. conditions more appropriate t0 VCBEH han to dNimgag
cages, in CO1 fecling ought surely to be respected, as Stemmy, Py

disturbing and this
the primary source

' g6
s of moral emotion. "y

. who decide this question merely by Uti“taria,n Calculation have
S ding of what it means. Sympathy and piety are indisl)en 2
real understanding | being and their voices cannot be silenceq , i
n the mora who was indifferent to the sight of pigs confip e.re
ol some instinctive need to pull down thege ewd 2
ht and air, would have lost sight of wha it i ¢ :lls
f the value of his own life would be to that ey
rence to the sight of life reduced to 5 Stream

: i his indiffe
impoverished by : :

at a true morality of
sensations. It seems to M€, therefore, th Y Of anima] Welfay,

ought to begin from the premise that this. w:;y ?f freating an'imals is Wrong
even if legally permissible. Most people in r1ta1'n agree with that verdict
although most do not feel so strongly that they will pay the extra Price for ,
free-range chicken or for free-range eges- To some e'xt'ent, ot'“ course, people
are the victims of well-organised deception. By de.SCflblng chickens ang eg
as “farm fresh,” producers effectively hide tbe livmg death upon which theig
profits depend. But customers who are easily decelved.lack one importap;
part of human virtue. Travellers in the former communist countries of East.
ern Europe, for example, would do well to ask themselves why meqt i .
readily available in shops and restaurants, even though no animals whag,.
ever are visible in the fields. A Czech samizdat cartoon from the communjsgt
years shows two old women staring sadly into a vast factory farm, fu] of
cows. One of them remarks to her companion: “I remember the days when
cows had souls”; to which her companion replies “yes, and so did we.” The
cartoon was intended as a comment on communism; but it points to the
deep connection that exists between our way of treating animals and our
way of treating ourselves.

Suppose we agree that farm animals should be given a measure of their
natural freedom. The question remains as to when they should be killed. To
feed an animal beyond the point at which it has ceased to grow is to increase
the cost to the consumer, and therefore to jeopardise the practice to which its
life is owed. There is no easy solution to this problem, even if, when it comes
to calves, whose mournful liquid eyes have the capacity to raise a cloud of
well-meaning sentiment, the solution may seem deceptively simple. Calves
are an unavoidable by-product of the milk industry. Male calves are useless
to the industry and represent, in existing conditions, an unsustainable costif
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ctive one- It is right to give herb1vore.s the oppo.rtumty to roam out of doors
on grass, in the herds and flocks Whl(‘ih are their nfitural society; it is right
1o allow pigs to rootle and rummage in t}Te open air, and chickens to peck
and squawk in the farmyard, before meeting their end. But when that end
chould be is more a question of economics than of morals.

In short, once it is accepted that animals may be eaten, that many of them
exist only because they are eaten, and that there are ways of giving them a ful-
filled life and an easy death on their way to the table, I cannot see that we can
find fault with the farmer who adopts these ways when producing animals
for food. Those who criticise farmers may often have reason on their side;
but there is also a danger of self-righteousness in criticisms offered fr.om
a comfortable armchair by people who do not have the trouble of looking
after farm animals and see only their soft and endearing side. Farmers :;el
human beings and no less given to sympathy than the rest of us. An:ii ;1 g :
farmer, rearing sheep and cattle on pasture, keeping dogs, cats an 10:: #
% domestic animals, and free-range chickens for €gs. contnbute.s mg L
the sum of animal welfare than a thousand suburban dreamers..stlr‘rea -
tmotion by a documentary on television. Such people may ehity HoR
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EXPERIMENTS ON ANIMALS

i rson who believes .

There is no humane pe ‘ -
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that experiments on live animals are nevertheles§ both necessary g, -

of science (and of medical science in particular), and a]gq S
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It seems to me that we must consider this question in the same o

we have considered that of livestock. We s}.loul.d study the entire Practice o
experimentation on live animals, the function it p(.erforms and the gogq that
it produces. We should consider the fate of the amm.als who are the Subjecy
of experiment and the special duty of care that. might be owed t, them,
Finally, we should lay down principles concerning what cannot pe done,
however beneficial the consequences—and here our reasoning must derive
from sympathy, piety and the concept of virtue, and cannot be reduced t,
utilitarian principles alone.

Medical research requires live experimentation and the subjects cannot
be human, except in the cases where their consent can reasonably be offereq
and sought. It is not only humans who benefit from medical research: ]
animals within our care have an interest in it, and the assumption must be
that it is so conducted that the long-term benefits to all of us, human and
animal, outweigh the short-term costs in pain and discomfort.

The duty of care owed to animals used in medical research is to ensure.
that their lives are worth living and their suffering minimised. Even within
these constraints, however, there are certain things that a decent person
will not do, since they offend too heavily against sympathy or piety. The
sight of the higher mammals, subject to operations that destroy or interfere
with their capacities to move, perceive or understand, is so distressing that
a certain measure of callousness is required if these operations are to be
conducted. And that which can be done only by a callous person, oughtnot
to be done. The case is comparable to the battery farm. But it is also crucially
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