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ABSTRACT

The paper makes an effort to show whether Kantiicgtis appropriate to deal with our moral obligartis
towards non-rational animals. Ethical view of Kastbased on the dignity of humanity as its soledumental value.
Rational beings are intrinsically valuable becatisey are endowed with rationality, freedom and htineecapacity to set
their own ends. With regards to non-rational anisnae have an only indirect duty. For him humangehao direct duties
with regards to non-rational beings because the&k lboth rationality and autonomy. Kant rejectiondifect duty to non-
rational beings is the reason why many environmnleathicist and animals rights do not favor his apach. They
considered Kant version of indirect duty theonp@&sed on human-centered. However, some of thedtahts tried to
replace Kant's indirect duty theory to direct dstiey using Kant theory. They offer a strong argunerreplace the
indirect duty theory of Kant but their interpretais do not fit well with Kant’s view. Therefore tinis paper, despite the
problems with indirect duty theory, | will try tdhew how Kant's concept of duties regarding nonewméil animals

represents much more sophisticated than the Kam@hmaintained.
KEYWORDS: Kant, Direct Duties, Autonomy, Indirect Duties, NRational Animals

INTRODUCTION

In environmental ethics, the concept of intrinsedue means something that is valuable for its oakesWhich
means something is valuable for its own sake, thisnsaid to be intrinsically valuable but if sotimeg is valuable for the
sake of something else, it can be stated as inetntatly valuable. For instance being polite is §/péintrinsic value as it
has inherent value in itself but my being politevéods non-rational animals turn out to be a kindnsfrumental value
because my politeness is extended to non-ratiarielads. One of the most central things that envitental ethicists at
current are involved in is to find out a kind ofrinsic value in non-human creatures. Some etkiailstim that looking for

intrinsic value in non-rational animals and theunalt world is one of the most fundamental of enmim@ntal ethics.

For Kant only human beings are intrinsically valieathat they cannot be replaced by something alsel®ing
with dignity is something that cannot be legitinhatgacrificed for. In the formula of humanikant claims that those who
have rational nature should not be treated for sother ends but always as an ends themselves. rdftirds to non-
rational animals we have an only indirect duty, Kamt we have no direct duties with regard to natenal animals and
duties towards them are actually duties to humidast rejection of direct moral consideration to ffarmans is the reason
why the environmental ethicists and animal rightwehcriticized Kant. They considered Kant accounindirect duty
theory is based on human-centered. This papercatisider both strengths and weakness of Kant's Inptnitosophy in

dealing with non-rational animals and try to shaawhKant’s concept of duties regarding non-raticemaimals represents
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much more sophisticated than the Kantian had nmaeda One important point of Kant indirect dutieswards
non-rational animals is that we can use non-ratibamgs as means to our ends, still we must aeidg cruel to them or

minimize their suffering.
KANT'S ACCOUNT OF THE VALUE OF RATIONAL BEINGS AND NON-RATIONAL ANIMALS

Kant claims that human beings by virtue of theipagity to reason about and decide what to do, lzawve
incomparable worth and dignity. They choose thgesilve principles upon which they act and becanfsthis, they are
distinguished from animals that are moved to acgigwvity or by their own instincts: “Everything mature works in
accordance with laws. Only a rational being hasctygacity to act in accordance with the represiemtaif laws, that is, in
accordance with principles or has a willKant’s ethics is based on the dignity of humaniyita sole fundamental value.
Rational beings are intrinsically valuable becatimssy are endowed with rationality, freedom and hidneecapacity to set
their own ends. In formula of humaniant stated that as a rationagxistsas an end in itselfjot merely as a mearts
be used by this or that will at its own discretiamstead he must in all his actions, whether de@db himself or also to
other rational beings, always be regard¢dhe same time as an effdThis formula of Kant makes clear the idea of

intrinsic value that ascribes to human beingsitidtaws the distinction between ‘person’ and ‘tigh

The things have value only as a means to satigfyanuend and it is the human ends that give themevalhus if
you want to be a good card player, you need a lbbakrd instruction that has value for you, othert that the book has
no value. These kinds of value consist of the nmtapkiee or fancy price. Kant states that in thed¢iom of the end we
should respect the dignity of every other membeasragnd in itself. Every rational being as will giging universal law
through its maxims and no one will treat anyoneatyeas a means. Therefore, the will of every ratidreing is to be
regarded as self-legislative and hence it is autanes. So, they cannot be treated as means onlgléwutas an end in
itself. This is the reason Kant claims that, “ @fhconstitutes the condition under which alone gbimg can be an end in
itself has not merely a relative worth, that iprie, but an inner worth, that idignity” *According to Kant only human
beings are intrinsically valuable that they canbetreplaced by something else or a being with tigeisomething that
cannot be legitimately sacrificed for. Kant sayatttin the system of nature, a human bgiimgmo phaenomenon, animal
rationale) is a being of slight importance and shares withrdst of theanimals, as offspring of the earth, an ordinary
value(pretium vulgare) * Therefore, for Kant regards only human beingsra®nditional value and considered as ends in

themselves. This is the reason why some of the@mviental ethicists considered this position asdreentrism®.

With regard to animals Kant's claims that, “we haxeimmediate duties; our duties towards them ad&ect
duties to humanity. Since animals are an analogumimanity, we observe duties to mankind when weeole them as
analogues to this and thus cultivate our dutieeumanity. Non- rational animals cannot, in Kant view, be theect

objects of moral obligation because non-humans aapassess wills nor are they persons. Kant sthis “a human

! Immanuel Kant, Practical Philosophy, ed. Mary tegdr, USA: Cambridge: Cambridge University Pra€99,
p. 66.

% |bid 79.

®|bid 84.

* Ibid 557.

® See, for instance, Sandler (2007, p.95), Atmai13016)

® Immanuel Kant, Lectures on Ethics, ed. Peter Heath L. B. Schneewind, Trans. Peter Heath, USA:
Cambridge University Press, 1997, p. 212.
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being can therefore have no duty to any beingsrattas human beings; and if he thinks he has sutieg] it is because
of anamphibolyin his concepts of reflectiorand his supposed duty to other beings is only » @wuhimself.”For him, we
have no direct moral duties to animals arguing, ttsiice all animals exist only as means, and apotHeir own sakes, in
that they have no self-consciousness, whereas srtae iend”; and saying that, “our duties towaresrtlare indirect duties
to humanity.® He uses the example of a man who has his dogvetter the animal is no longer required for servibés
is not a violation of any duty to the dog, but Higty to cultivate “the kindly and humane qualitiashimself, which he

ought to exercise in virtue of his duties to madkih
IMPLICATIONS OF KANT DUTIES REGARDING NON-RATIONAL  ANIMALS

Environmental ethicist argues that attributingimgic value solely to human beings only becausésahtionality
as a distinct quality cannot be a satisfactoryaea3hey claim that only if the issue is havingfetiént quality, then, for
them non-rational animals also have some distind@atures. Peter Singer one of the most influepltidosophers in the
field of environmental ethics to explore whethegrthis anything of intrinsic value beyond humambsi According to
him, Kant gives more priority to the human beingeénms of morality which in fact is problematic asd Peter Singer
proposes a graduated view of moral standing thpliegpto both humans and animals based on cogratiéies, since
some animals have higher IQs than some humanserSamgues that, “some cognitive abilities are remflito be capable
of forming and adhering to an agreement of thiglkif you are profoundly mentally retarded, you nrat have those
abilities... as with the Kantian argument, therefaa contractarian account of morality is unablgusiify granting all
humans a moral status superior to that of any nmalmuanimal, though it may justify granting some hasa moral status

superior to that of some humans and of any nonhwananal.™

For Singer the capacity for suffering is the vithhracteristic that gives a being the right to égoasideration.
Thus, the pain of humans and animals should beetoed equally. On the other hand, Singer relaté®¥owe know that
animals feel pain. Singer offers two arguments:fitg is that the central nervous systems of \wetes are essentially
alike to ours; the second is that sentience givearamal an advantage in survival. That is why d$bée attribution of
sentience to humans is highly unlikely. Thus Singaims that sentient animals can also be regaedethtrinsically
valuable as well as rational human beings dependlingis criterion, which is capable of feeling [@eee or pain, to be

morally concerned.

Tom Regan also opines that animals bear moralsidghten though Regan objected Kant's theory thsieet is
due only to Human beings still, his philosophy atignostly within the tradition of Kant. Like Karite also believes in the
blessedness of life, and recommends that, whiiegtbwards others, we are to treat animals as-entleemselves, not
merely as a means to an end. According to RegarKdot “ it is the effects that our treating aniséh certain ways has

upon our character, and for Kant,... the effect character has on how we treat human beings, thaiderdhe grounds

" Immanuel Kant, Practical Philosophy, ed. Mary Jegdr , USA: Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1999, p. 563.

8 Immanuel Kant, Lectures on Ethics, ed. Peter Heatthi L. B. Schneewind, Trans. Peter Heath, USA:
Cambridge University Press, 1997, p. 564.

% |bid 212.

Ypeter Singer, “Speciesism and Moral Status”, Meatagbphy, USA: Blackwell Publishing Ltd, vol. 40p%. 3-
4, 2009, p. 574.
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for morally approving or disapproving our treatiagimals in certain waysRegan takes issue with Kant's idea that,
“individuals who have inherent value must never tbeated merely as a means to securing the bestegajgr

consequences?

Regan extends Kant’'s concept of only rational beimave intrinsic worth and replaces with a broatéginition.
Regan considers inherent value for both for ratidreings as well as non-rational kingdom who labk hecessity
condition for moral agency. For Regan these moatiepts have the same equal right. Thus Regan stebres arguing
that although he rejects Kant's limitation of mostdnding to humans, the argument from the inhearale of an end to
moral standing is valid. The difference lies in theéension of moral standing to nonhumans baseslemant likenesses.
Those with moral standing should not be treatechae means since they are entitled to respecigh&d be treated as

ends in themselves even to the non-animate kingdom.
KANTIAN ACCOUNT OF DUTY TOWARDS NON-RATIONAL ANIMAL S

Kantians have presented a new approach for mtatlsswith regards to non-rational animals. They that
Kant ethics, if modified and developed in significavays, can hold a more forceful for the morala®ns towards non-
rational animalsAllen Wood claims that Kant is committed to logotesm which leads to exploitation of non-rational
animals. For Kant, humanity had an intrinsic vabeeause they are endowed with rationalism and aotgnWhereas for
non-rational animals we have no direct duties, Kays that our duties towards them are indirededtid humanity. Allen
Wood objects Kant's indirect duty theory and argtiedt these need to be replaced. He claims thidant’'s account we

are permitted to treat animals solely as instruaddot human needs.

He attempts to reconcile Kant Logocentric crisisdffering an alternative that is Kantian in sphiit discards
what Wood calls the@ersonification principle “This principle says that rational nature is rsed only by respecting
humanityin someone’s persomence that every duty must be understood asyatdutpersonor persons*® As long as
personification principle is true we cannot accordate direct duties to animals and argues that Kastmust reject the
personification principle. Wood argues that, “ logaotric ethics, which grounds all duties on theugabf human or
rational nature, should not be committed to thespification principle.** Wood claims that by denying personification
principle he propose that apart from humanity these something inherently good and Kant moral thesfrould be
modified and extend moral concern for non-ratideihg: “we should also respect rational natiar¢he abstragtwhich
entails respecting fragments of it or necessaryitioms of it, even where these are not found ity frational beings or
persons.*® Wood states that certain nonhuman entities alao the right relation to rational nature and arghes we also
ought to respect things that are not themselvésnat Wood says that non-rational entities do thetmselves deserve

direct moral consideration if we accept the perfscation principle, such as being respected as-émtlsemselves.

 Tom Regan, The Case for Animal Rights, Berkelegt hos Angeles: University of California Press, 2004
p.179.

Ibid 249.

13 Allen W. Wood, “Kant on Duties Regarding Non Ratid Nature”, Proceedings of the Aristotelian Saogiet
Supplementary Volumes Vol. 72, (189-228), 1988,96.

“bid 197.

*Ibid 198.
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According to Wood, nonhuman animals possess certdimgments” “necessary conditions” or “the
infrastructure, so to speak, of rational natUfeWood argument turns on the thought that while afsnare not fully
person still, many animals experience pleasurepai “To frustrate an animal’s desires or to cauge pain maliciously
or wantonly is to treat with the contempt that pairrational nature which animals share with hurbaimgs.”’ Wood
argues that respect rational human persons retgspecting the “natural teleology” that human beisbare with non-
rational animals which means we ought to respemtthat resemble rational beings in the right, thoralevant way.
Wood does not claim that non-rational animals amgsen themselves but we should also respect thimggsare also not

rational being.

Christine Korsgaard also attempted to justify dihaties to non-human animals. She says that Kantula of
end in itselfcan be understood to include non-rational animats @aim that they deserved direct moral considamat
based on the account of animal nature. For Karly, bamans are ends in themselves because theyndmved with
autonomous and self-regulating. Korsgaard alseest#tat, for Kant rationality, “is the capacity foormative self-
government. Rationality makes us capable of assgssid judging the principles that govern our liglend actions, and
of regulating our beliefs and actions in accordanith those judgments-* We have no obligations towards non-rational
animals because they cannot enter into a mordiaeship with humans. Therefore, for direct morahsiderations the

agents must have the ability to reason and haggiglative will.

According to Korsgaard, even if animals do not hawaoral duty towards others, it does not meanhbatans
do not have any moral concern with regards to riemal animals. Korsgaard states that those caeateings have
humanity (the infant, the very old, the severelyrgded and the incurably insane) are misguided.eSp&ins that Kant's
conceptions of rationality are those being thatregarly rational are rational being: “some of thara at stages of their
lives when reason is undeveloped, inert, or nomtional. These conditions, | believe, do not affdetir standing as
rational beings under the Kantian conceptibhShe claims that, “despite appearances, and despiae he himself

thought, Kant’s arguments reveal the ground ofafiligations to the other animal&”

For Korsgaard we have direct duties to non-ratiamiinals in virtue of natural good. Animals have #bility to
chase and experience what is naturally good or Bhs. means they have the capacity to pursue tiveir ends. She is
saying that, “an animal is an organic system to mits own good matters, an organic system that amés, desires,
enjoys, and pursues its good. We could even sdayathanimal is an organic system that matterssadfijtfor it pursues its
own good for its own sake...When we say that somgttimaturally good for an animal, we mean th& good from its
point of view.”?* Therefore, both human and non-rational animalasral beings has the capacity to satisfy theiirdes

and also has the ability to avoid treats to thalveing.

Korsgaard even compares non-rational animals ta What callspassive citizens'in his political philosophy,

Kant explicitly recognized this by introducing ategory of what he called “passive citizens” inchagli as he supposed,

‘% Ibid 197, 198, 200.

" Ibid 200.

18 Christine M. Korsgaard, “Fellow Creatures: Kantiihics and Our Duties to Animals.”The Tanner Leesu
on Human Values 25, University of Michigan, (77-1,12004, p.87

19 (i

Ibid 82.
2% pid.
! bid 102-103
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women, children, apprentices, and house servartsevhights are protected by the laws of the state ¢hough they may
not vote.”? Korsgaard opines that non-rational animals are sefftlegislating agents still, they are worthy robral
consideration by those who do. She explains tfehtn-rational animals have the capacity to mairtteemselves in such
a way that things can be good or bad with regatti¢o own teleological development, “in taking seives to be ends-in-
ourselves wdegislatethat the natural good of a creature who mattetissédf is the source of normative claims. Animal
nature is an end-in-itself, because our own letiisiamakes it so. And that is why we have dutieth®other animals?®
Therefore, for Korsgaard the only different betwdmrmman and non-rational animals is that, humanthasability to
reason to reflect on those goods and ends whemasational animals are incentives, their aim isatisfy their desire

and they try to avoid the things that are undetrab
ADDRESSING PROBLEMS WITH KANTIAN DUTIES TOWARDS NON -RATIONAL ANIMALS

The extension versions of Kant duties with regaodson-rational animals by Wood and Korsgaard $piired by
the idea of environmental ethicists who alleged #tlaindividual living animals have intrinsic mdnaorth as they are free
existence of their own. As for Wood we ought to sidar moral concern to non-rational if they bear tight relations to
rational nature- that is we ought to respect ndiomal animals that display fragment or precondisiof rationality. Wood
attempt to revise Kant, reject something that is ofithe central to the moral theory of Kant. ImKathics, the formula of
end in itself states that a being without reas@vehonly relative worth. For Kant, since animalsklahe capability to
reason they are not autonomous. The animals ayeasnh means to satisfy human ends. Being ablettm @ccordance
with the principle is what separate human beingsfnon-rational animals. As a result | suggest ¥iabd expansion the
scope of moral considerations for non-rational geiis a failure. Wood approach to extend Kant eatiduty to direct
duty is a failure because even if they displayrinagts of rationality, they lack both rationalitydaautonomy.

On the other hand, Korsgaard says that non-ratianahals have their own goods that matter to th8he
explains that non-rational animals have the capdoitexperience and also has the ability to purgheir own good.
Korsgaard offers an account of animal nature shgdeoth human and non-rational animals. She claassince humans
value their animal nature as an end in itself. Aalgralso have an animal nature, so they shouldahmble. The problem
with Korsgaard extensions is that it does notffialawith Kant's moral theory. In Kant ethics, tR®rmula of humanity
says that one ought to respect the humanity ohdividual as an end-in-itself. Kant says that ahirmanot rational so
they cannot be place us under a moral obligatiomever, human beings are kind of entity in whiclmals nature is

attached to rational nature, hence, we have dinecal duties to rational beings.

J. Skidmore states that we have no direct dutiesmrds animals because for Kant they are not coresidas
rational ends. Skidmore states that, “there aierrak beings, or persons, who have an unconditiammath which he calls
dignity, and as such they must be treated as entteeimselves... there are all other beings, ndanat beings who have
only conditional worth and thus take on the motatus of things that may be treated merely as mélnis suggests that
Kant's later conclusion that there are no diredieduto animals can be seen as a simple and dipgication of the

formula of humanity and the reasoning that leadstaipt.”*’For Skidmore, only rational agents are endowed with

%2 |bid 96.

%3 |bid 106.

24 James Skidmore, “Duties to Animals: The Failur&aht's Moral Theory,” The Journal of value inquidp,
Kluwer Academic Publishers, Printed in the Nethaallg(541-559), 2001, p.543.
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autonomous and autonomous, and animals lack botthese is no reason in Kant’s theory to claim #maimals are own
direct moral consideration. Wood’'s and Korsgaagats right but only half right. Both of them arehigo observe that
non-rational nature is like us, but the infrastiwe or conditions of reasoning are as a meansetonly things that is end
in itself: our humanity. Kant readily admits thaaison is not the only ability possessed by humargbeWe also have the
ability to desire. Kant considered humans as aie@ntreature as well as rational ones. HoweverKfamt rationality is

what makes human beings capable to act autonomaursiymakes self-conscious not to be driven byrée$his ability

makes us distinct and sets humans apart from rnah nature. Yet because non-rational animals sehactions are
determined entirely by desire and inclinationsythee not autonomous. The ability to act for thikesaf duty is absent in
non-rational beings hence, there is no morallyvaié value. The only obligations of human beingsas non-rational

animals are indirect duties.
KANT'S ACCOUNT OF CRUELTY AND THE TREATMENT OF NON- RATIONAL ANIMALS

Kant indirect duty theory towards non-rational lgminis the reason for most environmental ethicsts animal
rights considered his theory not right in dealinighwon-rational nature. Despite the criticism fégeindirect duty theory,
some have compelled to maintain the indirect dugtrine and they attempt to present new revisedimes of Kantian
account for the moral consideration of non-rationature. O’Neil asserts that Kant's indirect dutygdry sanctions a
concern for the benefit of non-rational beings. Kaposition also leads to a wider view of the abjef moral concern.
O'Neil says that although Kant, “position may beespsist up to a point: it requires action thatetlccount of the
difference of species. It does not establish tloat-mrational beings of any species have rightshat tational beings have

direct duties to them. But Kant’s position is natteight and simple form of human chauvinisth.”

Appealing to Kant's indirect duty theory, O'Neilags that non-rational natures are not mere thiogsuse.
Kant’s indirect theory presents a good reasonHergreservation of the natural world, includingiwdual animals and
asserts that humans have a good reason, “to estabid sustain productive ways of life, clean vetéartile soils, non-
polluting technologies and stable habitats for huraad nonhuman animals, as well as preserving \@osity.”® A
healthy environment is required for human beirgsadtisfy their direct and indirect duties. Henitesofar as human
beings have a duty to promote the happiness ofsttieey should protect and conserve the envirohfogrtheir survival.
O’Neill accounts of the indirect-duty theory ardfelient from other Kantian, who says that since-rational natures have
an intrinsic value they should be protected. Howgeualike others she argues that, although ratigntdat distinguishes
humans from non-rational nature, still she sayswmeashould tread them good because we dependtaorerfar our good
health. We are permitted to using nature, howewerare restricted if our actions towards them affat the human
population. O'Neill account of indirect duty theais/laudable but unfortunately has not been extehsideveloped. She

could not present a complete justification of haw obligation for non-rational nature leads to gedffection.

Kant rejection of direct duty to non-rational anlmanight seem incompatible with justifying moralncerns to
non-rational animals but after closely examiningiR&account of duties regarding non-rational bejrigant’s concept of

duties regarding animals represents much more sigdted than the Kantian maintains. It is impdrtannote that for

% Onora O'Neill, “Necessary Anthropocentrism and @ugent Speciesism Aristotelian Society Supplementary
Volume72, no. (189-228), 1988, p. 227.
%% |bid 226
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Kant, “human being is authorized to kill animalsaily (without pain) and to put them to work thates$ not strain them
beyond their capacities (such work as he himseKtraubmit to.?” Beside that Kant also opines that, “agonizing pta}s
experiments for the sake of mere speculation, vtherend could also be achieved without these,cabe tabhorred. Even
gratitude for the long service of an old horse og djust as if they were members of the househBldjtirthermore, in
lectures on ethics Kant also states that, causimgeessary harm to animals or treating them withmee in general is
‘demeaning to ourselves’. Kant's account of suctioas as ‘demeaning to ourselves’ is instructivle Tduties Kant
mentions here are not just duties to be kind oiidaecuelty rather; there is something morally wromigh such actions
themselves. Kant thinks that these moral dutienatewed to the other animals, but rather to duesebecause treating

animals without love is ‘demeaning to ourselves’.
CONCLUSIONS

Kant denial of direct moral consideration to notienaal animals may be unacceptable with justifyimgral
consideration to non-rational animals. Still, Kandirect duty matter because there is somethingattyonot right of using
an animal that involves subjecting or discardingt thnimal to make them suffer or pain otherwiseyatld make little
sense for Kant to claims that humans have a dutjoroe cruel to animals. Kant gives due to the [@spular species also.
He says that we cannot think of being cruelty teadf. Leibniz put it back a worm on a leaf, aftex Wwas done observing
it. Kant's ground for our duties concerning animalso suggests that cruelty to animals betraysabs®nce of a moral
quality one ought to have. It seems in Kant accdhatcruel treatment of animals and wanton destniaif flora is
inherently wrong. We have duties toward animals iaadimate nature and these duties are the dirdgttd oneself’. We
can close this paper by saying that Kant's indichttly theory restricts our actions in ways that epaesistent for the

protection and preservation of non-rational animals
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