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Reflective Introduction

Noel Kavanagh

This collection of articles and the conference that inspired them have, in
all honesty very private and, in fact, secret beginnings. Is it proper to reveal
these secrets, here and now, in this particular setting? Why would it not be
proper ot appropriate, to even regard these as secret by me, by us, by
philosophy? Why would I regard it as in any way as inappropriate? Secret?
Not proper? What does my hesitancy reveal that I could think that doing
this could breach the boundaries of what would be considered as
appropriate or propet, for here, for this setting?

Yet if it is then inappropriate and I do not proceed, I may be guilty of a
lack of fidelity to these very fine contributions and their authors’ presence
here at Carlow College, St Patrick’s on the 3 and 4® of November 2017
for what was a very special IPs conference called ‘Humans and Other
Animals’. Fidelity because all of these participants perhaps have come to
write, in many different ways, about the Animal as ‘Other’ not from the
abstract viewpoint of the detached observer but from a moment in time
when they were jarred in their world-creating subjectivity by the
appearance of an animal as Ozher. If that is true, then the fidelity to them
must be that I talk about what is not appropriate to talk about here; but
here, in this academic setting of a journal? In a way that could be construed
as personal? non-academic? Jean-Luc Marion insists that we must,

speak of love in the same way as one must love—in the first
person... thus, because one must speak of love as one must love,
I will say I. And I will not be able to hide myself behind the I of
the philosophers, that I who is supposed to be universal, a
disengaged spectator or a transcendental subject.1

! Jean Luc Marion, The Erotic Phenomenon, trans by Stephen E. Lewis, (Chicago: Chicago
University Press, 2008), p.9.
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Yet I am hesitant to take Marion’s lead. Even as I write, I pause on the
threshold of the delete button, reluctant to announce these secrets. For
what? For fear of seeming a little 700 personal, somehow inappropriate for
this setting? Or even the fear of seeming trivial? Perhaps somewhat
disrespectful to the gravitas of the works collected here? Or could it be
ultimately then one of shame? That the anticipation of the look’ of the
Other would expose a vulnerability resulting from a confession that would
be deemed personal, trivial and not philosophical? In the final sense then
it must be a question of who I would be for the (human) Other for
expressing what the (non-human) Other was for me. It would then be a
case of propriety. A fear that what I was attempting to confess would not
be seen as ‘properly’ philosophical, ‘propetly’ appropriate for this setting
or indeed not ‘proper’ in any sense of the word.

At the root then would be a certain sense of shame, or the expectation
that I would feel shame through the look of the (human) Other. Finally, I
think the greatest sense of shame might very well be the imagined look of
the (non-human) Other in the face of my anticipated shame of ‘the look’
of the (human) Other. Sartre had understood that ‘the look’ need not be
instigated by the actual presence of an actnal Other but that the very
thought 7z me of the possible look of the Other was enough to induce the
feeling of shame. For Sartre, it is therefore the proof of the existence of
the ontological Other.

It is a well-worn question within a certain strand of thinking about the
animal: Who am I for the Other? But perhaps the real question was always
going to be who did I think I was in the Other’s eyes? And this a question
after them, after they have gone, not being able to answer the question for
me, who was I for you? Given that this particular non-human animal was
possibly never able to be seen to be able to respond to that question, then
was it always a question directed, in the final analysis, by me, to me, for
me? I might imagine then that in his mind he would see me ‘wrong’. I am
reminded of the last few lines of the 2003 remake of the film So/aris where
the character Chris Kelvin reflects that he ‘was haunted by the idea that I
had remembered her wrong’. It comes upon me now, even as I write this
that the real secret behind the secret here is that I am indeed haunted by
the idea that Laddie had remembered me wrong.



And there is his name, finally, slipped out as I write and now that his name
has been announced the secrets must be brought to the fore. I had, as I
was writing this, determined to pull out at any time. Press the delete button
for all the reasons set out. I had assured myself with the Kierkegaardian
notion that I would remain undecided up until the point of decision and
that to mention his name, Laddie, would be the point of no return, that
writing his name would be a leap of faith.

So, here we are now at the threshold of the telling of the first secret: This

has all happened because of a cat who one day, sick, bedraggled and in
very poor health, caught my eye at the back of the garden, arrested me,
held me hostage in a true Levinasian sense.

Almost completely feral, I spent the summer gently feeding him. It began

with me leaving food at the very end of the garden on an old table. I would
go back indoors and only then would he appear to eat. Then, very
gradually as that August passed, I would give him a call as I went down
the garden with food and he would come along the fence and down onto
the table. Cautious, he wouldn’t descend onto the table where the food
was until he was sure that I was on my way back down the garden. But
then, over a very short period of time he would let me sit with him as he
ate and one day I gently reached out and rubbed his head with one finger.
After that he would come and greet myself or Kate, my wife, half-way
down the garden and very quickly after that we would be greeting him at
the back door. All through this he remained slightly reticent about us until
one day in one of those lovely Indian summer days in September that we
can get here in Ireland, Kate looked around as she sat near the open back
door to find him sitting next to her. He wandered around exploring the
house upstairs and downstairs, assessing, sniffing through the clutter of
the rooms and then jumped up on one of the chairs in the sitting room
and began cleaning himself.

We called him Laddie, for a reason which is now lost to both Kate and I,
and he was our friend. In the following years when Kate’s MS progressed
and she became increasingly debilitated necessitating long periods of rest,
he became a significant companion to me as I spent many days and nights
alone as Kate lay convalescing upstairs.

I had never really thought about the animal philosophically before. Yes, I had
always had an intuitive question about the status of ‘the animal’ in an
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abstract sense. I was a meat eater and always had managed to make the
separation in my mind, that thing that Zizek names as the human capacity
to ‘know and not know’ at the same time.

Laddie changed that all for me and it prompted me to philosophically
explore the question of the non-human animal. I was prompted by the
curiosity around the question, for me, about Laddie’s decision; he chose
to step in through our back door. I found it increasingly impossible to
reduce this to perhaps a simple thing of resources because he was already
getting those things without coming through the door. My reading
ultimately led me to approach my colleague Dr Sarah Otten to posit a new
module on the Arts and Humanities programme here at Carlow College.
She jumped at the idea and so began one of the most popular modules
here, Humans and Other Animals. Y ear after year, the response of students
to this module was extraordinary and ultimately it prompted us to towards
organising and hosting this IPS conference. We knew we could have a
successful conference but the overwhelming response resulting in over
fifty speakers from all over the world showed that we had tapped into an
issue that would now refuse to go away.

But why should I think it necessary that the idea that Laddie was the
instigation of this module that inspired this conference should be a secret?
Was it that the personal nature of the origin would be seen as somehow
too personal and therefore partial and thus inappropriate? I had never
really, quite understood that passage by Derrida in The Gift of Deatl’ where
he reveals the secret at the heart of the biblical story of Abraham and Isaac:
That the responsibility for the singular other always comes only by
somehow failing in my responsibility to the Other (in general), to all
Others. It is then this sacrificing that can never be truly ever justified, in
public. It is therefore something that one must remain silent on. Yet the
secret always tries to get out, it bubbles up, slips out. This first secret of
mine then has insisted itself upon me. This introduction was intended to
be nothing spectacular, a survey of opinions, an attempt to account for
the range of papers presented, and yet here I am confessing something
that may then be deemed ultimately irresponsible. In The Gift of Death
Derrida asks,

2 Jacques Derrida, The Gift of Death, trans. By David Wills (Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1995), p. 71
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How would you ever justify the fact that you sacrifice all the cats
in the world to the cat that you feed at home every morning for
years, whereas other cats die of hunger at every instant? Not to
mention other people? ... There is no language, no reason, no
generality or mediation to justify this ultimate responsibility, which
leads me to absolute sactrifice; absolute sacrifice that is not the
sacrifice of irresponsibility on the altar of responsibility, but the
sacrifice of the most imperative duty (that which binds me to the
other as singularity in general) in favour of another absolutely
imperative duty binding me to the wholly other.’

The secret is then this, unjustifiable, irresponsible and ultimately particular;
that this conference has been, for me, about Laddie and now as 1 write,
Mini, our grand old lady cat, and Florence and Fauda, two young kittens
who only recently have come into our lives. It has not been about ‘all’ cats
or ‘the animal’ in general and it is this that is the secret which cannot hold
itself. Unjustifiable? Personal? Is then everyone who attended at this
conference and who spoke at length and graciously submitted to this
journal here ultimately under false pretences? Have I done them a massive
disservice?

With this secret held all the way through the conference, very shortly after
Laddie passed away on the 29" November 2017. And I was inconsolable.
I grieved viscerally for this being in a way that I had never done for any
other being before. This grief was held in secret, in a silence that was born
of shame. It is only now in retrospect that I believe it was born of two
shames. Firstly, who would I be for the (human) Other for openly
expressing the level of grief for the (animal) Other? It was this first fear of
shame that prompted the first secret. Yes, indeed it was understandable to
be ‘somewhat’ upset by the passing of a ‘pet’ but another thing entirely to
be that upset; surely this is not about ‘this” but must be about something
else? Something elsewhere, let slip by the censor of the unconscious and so
the imagined ‘look’ of the Other in the face of this ‘inappropriate’
expression of grief necessitated, in me, the secret. It simply would not be
‘proper’ to be that upset because to be that upset would mean that I would
have loved this being in a way that I had not loved many, if any (human)
others and which ought to be reserved for that which is ‘human’; that love

3 Ibid.



is propetly a ‘human’ thing. I then grieved in a sort of half-concealed
silence. People who knew me were aware that he had passed but the level
of grief I was experiencing was done so in secret. No compassionate leave
from work was asked for or offered. How on earth could I have asked?

We overuse the word ‘love’ now so much that it is understood that when

we say we love our cat we don’t actually ‘mean’ to say that we love our cat.
We use it in the same sense as we say we ‘love’ Game of Thrones or peanut
butter. So I can say that I loved my cat but it is not ‘proper’ to say that I
actually loved my cat. It would seem to those who would not understand
that I was extending something which was strictly afforded only to
humans to an animal; I cannot have actually loved my cat because love is
something only human. I could say I loved my cat in the same way as I
could love Ganze of Thrones but to say 1 actually loved my cat? Yet in the final
analysis how can we ever say we truly, authentically, rea/ly loved any being
except in retrospect perhaps? Then surely love is always connected
intimately to loss. I know that I always #hought 1 felt love for Laddie. Who
does not ‘think’ they love when they feel that they do? Yet I am enough a
philosopher to cast a certain sense of doubt in asking the classic question,
what actually ‘is’ love? Does it exzst in the ontological sense? Is it something?
But the grief was overwhelming and it is perhaps the case that I have not
yet come to terms with his passing even as of yet. (perhaps these
confessions, here, in this setting, are an attempt?).

If there is a ‘proof’ of love, then it is perhaps in the loss. The authenticity
of love can sometimes come with the level of loss felt. It is quite often the
case that when things unravel in romantic love, we find out that the loss
and sense of grief in the breakup was not as upsetting as we thought it
might be. It will inevitably lead us to conclude that, a# that moment, we did
not love the person as much as we imagined we did; that the loss, being
slight, was an indication that the love was too. And so I can know that I
loved laddie because I felt his loss so. I can, then, have some kind of
knowledge of what he was for me. But what was I for bimz? It is here where
I become stuck.

The day before Laddie passed away, he jumped onto my chest as I lay on
the couch and began pushing his head onto mine; it was his habit to do
this every so often as a gesture of affection. Kate and I called them ‘head
snuggles’. This was always done on what seemed like a whim on his part.
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But to call it a whim would do the act a disservice perhaps. Could it have
been a considered expression of lover It wasn’t connected to provision of
resources or anything I could give him at that moment in time. It was, as
was often the case with Laddie, an instance of him pausing from his life
struggle to be ‘with’ me, a gesture of intimacy and undoubtedly, for me, a
gesture of love. He had had come over, made the decision to be
affectionate, at that moment rather than any other. Not unusual or
unexplained then, as whim might be seen. Deliberate, momentary (a leap
of faith on his part? Like all gestures of love?r)

It was an instance of the Levinasian ‘miracle’ that he, of course, would
have denied to Laddie. I could never understand fully why Levinas so
adamantly refused the ‘miracle’ of the suspension of life’s Hobbesian drive
for self-preservation to ‘the animal’. When he tells us that, “The being of
animals is a struggle for life. A struggle for life without ethics. It is a
question of might.* It is, for me, something he has denied to Laddie; Even
famously denied to his own ‘Bobby’. If he was able to refuse the idea that
‘Bobby’, who had nothing material to gain or even to give to him, didn’t
pause in his own ‘persistence in being” then Laddie’s gesture can only be
deemed by him to be within the unremitting biological striving for self-
preservation. While I am capable of being ‘unreasonable’ in holding that
the life of the other is more important to me than my own, Laddie cannot
be likewise; he was not an ‘unreasonable animal®.

But Laddie’s unreasonable gesture of love was not reciprocated because
at that moment I was Levinas’ animal. 1 was, in fact, the ‘teasonable
animal’; caught up in my own absorption, selfishly engaged in catching
something uttered on a TV programme so trivial that I cannot even
remember the content of now. And I pushed him away. I pushed him away.
There it is. The ultimate secret now revealed; that I am haunted by the
look Laddie gave me when I refused this gesture. I am not imagining that
the look was one of hurt, a gesture of love from another being who was
ill, in pain. A being who understood itself as ‘a being toward death’ and

* Emmanuel Levinas, “The paradox of Morality: An interview with Emmanuel Levinas”
(interview conducted by Tamra Wright, Peter Hughes, Alison Ainley)), trans. Andrew
Benjamin and Tamra Wright, in Provocations of Levinas: Rethinking the Other, eds.
Robert Bernasconi and David Wood (London: Routledge, 1988), p.172.

> Ibid.

¢ Ibid.



therefore ruptured the Heideggerian/Levinasian ‘propet’ because he was, at
that moment, the ‘unreasonable animal’ and his look confirmed that to
me. Who was I for the Other at that moment? Who was I for Laddie then?
This question was always going to be a question for me, though. Who was
I for Laddie at that moment, for me? It could only possibly be a question
for me because who I am for the Other can never be answered, in truth, by
the Other in this instance. Firstly, because the question ‘who was I, for
you’ could not be answered by him because it was a question asked affer
and secondly, in the face of the possibility of the abyss of understanding
between us as beings, in the reluctant recognition that I may not have
actually understood Laddie from the ground of his own being no more perhaps
than I can understand any being in love, human or non-human animal. All
I have then is the phenomenon of love, the gestures taken for love, the
signs of that which is unpresented here. I can never really know if any being
loves me, all I can know are the gestures that indicate a possible, unseen
love. Hussetl, in Cartesian Meditations’ understood fully that the process of
empathy was not spectral possession. One can never be presented with
the mind of an Other immediately; it will always be mediated, through the
word or gesture; the Other is always appresented.

These phenomenon of love are all we have. What is behind it, if anything,
will always remain unseen, appresented. Love is ultimately never seen
immediately. That is true as much for human animals as it is for some non-
human animals. It has always struck me that the insistence that love is
something then ‘properly’ human cannot be sustained. We may not know
what some beings ‘mean’ by love and it may never be possible to follow
through on Heidegger’s insistence that we must at least attempt to
understand the being of the animal from the ground of its own being. It
may not therefore be a question of whether Laddie loved me but bow did
he love me, from the ground of his own being. All I ever had access to
were the gestures he gave that I assumed were ones of love, or what love
could possibly have meant for bim. Perhaps, and we must hold this as
possibility, however uncomfortably, that he never loved me. What could
that ever mean, for me? That he was a being incapable of love, from the
ground of his being, a being without anything that could be lover Or that
he was a being for whom it was possible to love but that he didn’t love me.

7 E. Hussetl, Cartesian Meditations. trans. by Dorian Cairns (The Hague, Netherlands:
Martinus Nijhoff 1960).
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Even morte so that he did love me and ceased to before he died and that
‘the look” when I refused the gesture of love was the instance where his
love for me ceased? I can, of course never know whether he ceased loving
me at that moment but is it not the case that our deepest hauntings are
our darkest imaginings of possibility? Perhaps, at the heart of it is that I
am haunted that the look signified for Laddie that he was not loved by me,
that he had ‘remembered me wrong’. It is the irretrievability that haunts,
no forgiveness can be gained. I ask for it quite often, spoken to the silence
of my thoughts when I drift to his memory, as quite often happens.

The revealing of these secrets may be, indeed, an act of love. In attesting
to my love for Laddie, here, in this space, I risk the gaze of the Other that
may determine all of this as improper, inappropriate and ultimately trivial.
It takes all my wherewithal not to ask for your forgiveness, in advance. But
I pause at the threshold of such a gesture, out of love.



Persons and Members

Andrew Brei

Abstract: The problem of motivation — knowing the right thing to do,
but failing to be motivated to do it — persists in ethics, a fact made very
evident when we attend to non-human animals and the natural
environment. One attempt to solve this problem requires us to recognize
the personhood that exists in the non-human world. Another possible
solution involves ignoring personhood and focusing on interdependence
among members of an ecological community. Both of these solutions find
support in the writings of Aldo Leopold, and together they provide
effective means of bridging the gap between knowledge and action.

1. The Problem

‘What is ecologically correct is not necessarily ethically compelling.” These
words —written by Uta Maria Jirgens — point to a persistent problem in
ethics.! The problem is that a person could know the right thing to do, but
fail to be motivated to do it. This failure can be seen clearly in connection
with ecological matters, as when (for example) a person continues the
frequent, liberal application of hair spray, despite his knowledge that it
contains several volatile organic compounds. The gap between moral
knowledge and moral action has troubled philosophers for millennia, and
it is particularly troubling today for those of us who are concerned with
the well-being of non-human animals and of the Earth ecosystem. Many
people are aware of the destructive effects that human activities can have
— and yet, they are not motivated to act and make positive changes.

! Uta Maria Jiirgens, ‘Compassionate Coexistence: Personizing the Land in Leopold’s
Land-Ethic’, Journal of Evolution and Technology, 24 (2014), 60-64 (p. 61).
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In addressing this problem, Jirgens offers up an interesting view,
one that combines evolution, cognitive science, and ethics. Her approach
to the problem of motivation involves a focus on personhood, and she
aligns her view with the Land Ethic of Aldo Leopold, the great forester,
ecologist, and nature writer. My intention in this essay is not to reject
Jurgens’ view, though I will bring into question its effectiveness and its
compatibility with Leopold’s ethics. My intention is rather to reinforce
Jurgens’ view by advancing a view of my own. On my view, the focus on
personhood is replaced by a focus on community membership. As I will
demonstrate, the problem of motivation is best addressed from more than
one angle.

2. Personizing

Jurgens suggests that the bridge between understanding and motivation
involves personizing non-human animals, plants, and the rest of the natural
wortld. Simply put, to personize is to recognize personhood. It is, claims
Jurgens, something we humans have evolved to do naturally and
automatically upon encountering another. Person and personhood are
concepts that Jurgens defines in both descriptive and normative terms. In
2014 she described personhood as the possession of ‘a unique set of
qualities, motivations and capacities,” as well as inherent value and a right
to exist in accordance with one’s disposition.” In 2016, she described
persons as ‘unique individuals, exhibiting agency, being endowed with
subjectivity, and an internal value just like humans.” Clearly, Jiirgens
believes that humans are persons. Just as clearly, she believes that some
non-human animals are also persons. In support of her view, and with
regard to the descriptive elements—the mental capacities, the inner

2 ‘Compassionate Coexistence’, p. 61.
3 Uta Maria Jiirgens, ‘An Animal—Many Persons? Animal Personhood in Face [sic] of
the Modularity of Mind’, International Journal of Social Science Studies, 4 (2016), 19-26 (p. 19).

11



lives—TJtrgens offers much in the way of scientific support. She provides
many examples of non-human animals that exhibit cognitive abilities
sufficient for personhood, from jealousy in dogs to camaraderie in rats. In
support of the normative elements—the possession of inherent value and
of rights—Jurgens offers less support. To be fair, however, it is difficult
to marshal direct empirical evidence for inherent value and rights
possession. Indeed, it is not obvious to me what sort of empirical evidence
one might look for along those lines. What Jurgens says is that we
automatically recognize the value and sovereignty of persons, and we
respond with respect and moral consideration, regardless of whether we
are dealing with humans or non-human animals.

When we turn our attention to things like plants, soils, ecosystems,
and landscape features—things, in other words, that do not display
cognitive abilities—the story is rather different. While these would not be
considered persons according to the definition that covers humans and
certain non-human animals, they may nonetheless be considered persons.
Says Jurgens, ‘appreciating non-human personhood is not predicated on
non-humans being similar to us. We can perceive and appreciate
personhood in plants.... We can become attached to a certain rock
formation; we can scold our electronic equipment.* Essentially, there are
many ‘ways’ of being a person, according to Jurgens. The only requirement
for personhood seems to be having ‘an existence that is inimitable and
singularly precious’” In other words, what Jiirgens seems to be saying is
that so long as a being (alive or not) has a way of existing that is unique to
it, a way that humans can appreciate and comprehend, then that being is a
person. And if a being is a person, then that being deserves our respect
and compassion. It deserves to be personized.’

Now, the recognition of anothet’s personhood does not generate
action all by itself, automatic though it may be. Personizing brings into

4 ‘Compassionate Coexistence’, p. 62.

® Ibid.

® It may be more in keeping with Jiirgens’ view to say that if a being can be personized,
it is a person. Jirgens’ reluctance (expressed in ‘Compassionate Coexistence’, p.61) to
define personhood relates to her belief (expressed throughout her ‘An Animal—Many
Persons?’) that the human ability to personize makes persons out of non-human beings
in the world around us. However, fleshing this out would take me too far afield from my
present purposes. So, I leave the discussion of Jurgens’ “full’ view of personhood for
another paper.
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focus the importance and value of things, but the compassion and care
that it fosters are what ultimately motivate one to act out of moral regard.
Says Jirgens, ‘Ethics are a means to foster and to safeguard harmony. And
both harmony and ethics ultimately rely upon the genuine and irreducible
feelings of love and connectedness to beloved others.”” In other words,
one is not moved by reason, knowledge, or awareness alone. One is moved
by feeling. And in the case of personhood, the moral consideration we
show is a product of sympathy and compassion. The recognition of
personhood automatically generates feelings like care and affection, and
these in turn incline one toward respectful, responsible action. Thus does
Jurgens support her claim that personizing necessary for ‘enabl[ing] moral
behavior toward the world as a whole’.*

In support of her call to an increased focus on personhood,
Jurgens points to the works of Aldo Leopold. Leopold’s interest in and
familiarity with non-human animals and their habitats enabled him to
cultivate what he called an ‘ecological conscience’. Wrote Leopold, ‘We
can be ethical only in relation to something we can see, feel, understand,
love, or otherwise have faith in.”

Leopold is a worthy consultant in matters of motivation. His
career as a forester began with an assignment to District 3 in the southwest
of New Mexico, overseeing an area that encompassed the Apache
National Forest in the Arizona Territory. He would write some of his most
powerful and beloved essays about the time he spent — and the insights he
gained — in the American Southwest, including ‘On Top’ and “Thinking
Like a Mountain’. When writing about the place of human individuals in
the ecological community, Leopold tells us: ‘His instincts prompt him to
compete for his place in that community, but his ethics prompt him also
to co-operate....”" Leopold’s masterpiece ‘The L.and Ethic’ includes several
examples of self-interest competing with a more community-oriented
outlook. And in addition to his awareness of the potential for competition
between motives, LLeopold was aware of the possibility of understanding
failing to bring about action. His famous dictum hints at why this might

" “Compassionate Coexistence’, p. 61.

8 ‘Compassionate Coexistence’, p. 60.

® Aldo Leopold, A Sand Connty Almanac: And Sketches Here and There New York: Oxford
University Press, 1987), p. 214.

04 Sand Connty Almanac, pp. 203-4.
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happen. He says: ‘A thing is right when it tends to preserve the integrity,
stability, and beauty of the biotic community. It is wrong when it tends
otherwise.” This suggests to me that a person might have a quite
sophisticated understanding of the pieces and forces in an ecosystem, but
lack — for want of a better word — an aesthetic appreciation for that
ecosystem. And in that kind of case, understanding the importance of each
piece in the larger puzzle might not be enough to bring about moral
behavior. Leopold reminds us that ‘[tjhe evolution of a land ethic is an
intellectual as well as emotional process. Conservation,” he says, ‘is paved

with good intentions which prove to be futile....”!!

Now, Leopold did not only recognize the problems relating to
moral motivation — he also offered remedies, including one illustrated by
his own transformation. His A Sand County Almanac is a month-by-month
account of his exploration and rehabilitation of an overused and barren
piece of farmland. Leopold chronicles his gradually deepening
appreciation for this land and its various inhabitants, and eventually finds
himself acting out of care rather than duty. When reflecting on his
tendency to cut down birch trees in favor of pine trees, he acknowledges
that his rationale is not merely rational. “The only conclusion I have ever
reached,” Leopold admits, ‘is that I love all trees, but I am in love with pine
trees.”"

Jurgens knows that knowledge of nature, important as it is, does not
generate ethical behavior on its own. Leopold knew this too, and that is
why he rarely failed to acknowledge sentiment when writing about the
connections between education and ethics. Wrote Leopold, ‘[nJo
important change in ethics was ever accomplished without an internal
change in our intellectual emphasis, loyalties, affections, and
convictions.””> And while this is true, it leaves open the question ‘how can
this internal change be brought about?’

Leopold believed that ethics has evolved. It evolved from a system
of principles that governed individual-to-individual behavior to one that
governed the behavior of an individual living in a society. The next step,
as Leopold envisioned it, extends moral regard to the soils, waters, plants,

Y Tbid., p. 225.
12 1hid., p. 70.
8 A Sand Connty Almanac, pp. 209-10.
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and animals that Leopold referred to as ‘the Land’. This third step in the
ethical sequence requires humans to regard the land and all of its
constituents as members of the moral community. But how can this next
step in the ethical sequence be encouraged? Moral regard is not something
that can be mandated. It must be felt. And this is where Jirgens’ view has
much to offer. Her claim is that if we would simply attend to our
personizing of the land, we would be motivated to treat it with moral
regard (by virtue of the compassion the personizing would engender).
Respect for the land as a whole would result from the respect we extend
to individual others, be they woodchuck, tree, riverbank, or crag. And so,
to the question over how to motivate moral regard and positive action
relating to the natural world, Jurgens answers, ‘personize it’.

In so answering, she appears to agree with Leopold. He was happy
to describe non-human animals as having states of mind, emotions,
intentions, and knowledge. ‘January Thaw’, for example, is an account of
five different animals and their attitudes toward the melting snow."
Leopold wrote about a mouse who ‘feels grieved about the thaw’. He
asserted that a hawk ‘is well aware’ of why snow melts. He described a
rabbit who has abandoned fear and an owl who has reminded the rabbit
about the importance of caution. And in all of these cases, Leopold was
comfortable with the notion that the January thaw means different things
to these characters. He had no trouble personizing non-human animals.
Neither did he object to personizing inanimate things — rivers, trees, coffee
pots, and freight trains.”” So perhaps Jiirgens is correct when she suggests
that Leopold ‘had a personized picture of the “land-community” in mind
when he conceived of the Land Ethic’.'® Perhaps personizing is, as Jiirgens

suggests, the ‘missing link” that can ‘turn conceptual insights into action’."”

Perhaps.

14 The quoted passages in this paragraph come from the essay ‘January Thaw’ (A Sand
County Almanac, p. 3).

1% Leopold’s essay “Too Early’ is a fine display of his willingness to personize (A Sand
County Almanac, p. 59).

18 ‘Compassionate Coexistence’, p. 61.

Y Ibid.
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3. Problems with Personizing

But perhaps personizing is only part of the solution. My qualms regarding
Jurgens’ view have mainly to do with the amount of imagination and
charity it requires. While it is an easy thing to recognize personhood in
many non-human animals, it is not quite as easy to see it in other things —
rivers or rock formations, for example. I do not doubt that some people
can look at a tree and muse over its unique character — its resolve or its
competitive spirit. I do doubt that all people find this so natural. Keep in
mind, being a person on Jirgens’ view involves being something with ‘a
unique set of qualities, motivations and capacities’.'”® It is a quality of
‘unique individuals, exhibiting agency, being endowed with subjectivity,
and an internal value just like humans”."” I do not object to these ways of
understanding personhood, but I do wonder how readily they can be
applied to much of the non-human world. Compounding my confusion,
Jurgens writes, ‘[a]cting responsibly is contingent upon evidence that our
behavior affects and is meaningful to individual others and that we are
personally liable”*” My worry is that it will take more imagination than the
average person is willing to muster in order to attach concepts like
motivation, agency, and subjectivity to many elements of the natural
world. I suppose I am placing myself in the shoes of the unmotivated
when I ask, “‘Where is the evidence that my actions are meaningful to rocks,
flowers, or marshes?’

In addition to all of that, it is not clear that personizing is what
Leopold had in mind when he addressed the third step in the evolution of
ethics. True, he did his fair share of personizing of the non-human world.
But when it came time to clearly articulate his ethical views, he
deemphasized individuality and emphasized interconnectedness. ‘All
ethics so far evolved,” Leopold wrote, ‘rest upon a single premise: that the
individual is 2 member of a community of interdependent parts’?' Our
moral significance is based not on our uniqueness, but rather on our
membership in a community. Ultimately, the value of any part of the Earth

'8 Tbid.

19 “An Animal—Many Persons?’, p. 19.
20 “Compassionate Coexistence’, p. 61.
2 A Sand County Almanac, p. 203.
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community — the Land, as Leopold referred to it — rests on its being an
integral part of a whole. ‘In short, a land ethic changes the role of Homo
sapiens from conqueror of the land-community to plain member and

citizen of it’.*

4. Depersonizing

Leopold’s focus on membership in a community and on interrelatedness
recommends an approach to the problem of motivation rather different
from the one Jirgens articulates. I suggest that in an attempt to encourage
people to recognize the value of the non-human world, depersonizing is an
effective strategy. By my use of this word, I intend something quite the
opposite of what Jirgens means when she discusses personizing.
Depersonizing involves the deemphasizing of personhood and the
downplaying of uniqueness, intention, and subjectivity. It requires us to
shift our focus away from what makes a thing stand out and toward how
a thing fits in. Of course, I am not suggesting that we depersonize trees,
rocks, squirrels, or any other part of the non-human world. Rather, I
suggest that depersonizing humans can be an effective means to respect,
motivation, and action. Instead of attending to the ways in which beings
express their individuality, we ought to attend to the relationships between
beings in the ecosphere. We ought to be more aware of the roles that are
played by the elements of the world around us. Above all, we ought to
attend to our impact on the world around us.

I have a couple of reasons for thinking this. First of all, and as I
mentioned above, it may be difficult for some humans to recognize the
personhood of, say, a plant or a pond. And when that kind of recognition
is absent, the feelings of compassion that follow from personizing will not
arise. But depersonizing does not require conceiving of non-human beings
as persons — it requires paying attention to the myriad connections
between things. It does not mean that we focus on the ways in which
beings assert themselves — it means that we understand how those beings
affect us, and how we affect them. Understanding breeds care and

2 bid., p. 204.
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compassion just as surely as the recognition of personhood does. And
when personhood is not obvious, interconnectedness can be.

Secondly, there is support for depersonizing to be found in
Leopold’s writing. As I have already mentioned, LLeopold believed that the
next step in the ethical sequence will involve a change in thinking, a change
that will vastly broaden the boundaries of the moral community. In order
to foster this change in himself, Leopold bought a ruined piece of land
and nursed it back to a state of health. He carefully observed the ways in
which the ecological community operated, and he thoughtfully
participated as a member of that community. Among the lessons he
provided us is this: By simply paying attention to the ways in which the
ecological community operates, one can develop the sort of compassion
for things that motivates responsible action. Leopold spoke of this
development in an essay about higher education, writing, [t|he objective
is to teach the student to see the land, to understand what he sees, and to
enjoy what he understands’.” So if depersonizing requires us to expetience
and understand our place in the ecological community (which it does), and
if experiencing and understanding can produce compassion (which they
can), then depersonizing provides a reliable response to the problem of
motivation (as it relates to ecological matters, anyway).

6. Objections and Responses

Some objections come to mind having to do with my proposal. First, I am
aware that the word I have chosen — depersonize — bears a resemblance
to the word ‘dehumanize’. And because of the negative connotations of
that word, one might suggest that I ought to choose a word other than
‘depersonize’. Well, as you will no doubt have intuited, I employ
‘depersonize’ in order to contrast my view against Juirgens’ view. And
because she uses the word ‘personize’, I use the word ‘depersonize’.* 1
mean nothing beyond the de-emphasis of personhood.

2 Aldo Leopold, ‘The Role of Wildlife in Liberal Education’, in The River of the Mother of
God, ed. by Susan Flader and J. Baird Callicott (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press,
1992), pp. 301-305 (p. 302).

24 Given my desire to draw attention away from individuality and toward membership in
a community, an alternative to ‘personize’ might be ‘communize’. Of coutse, that has its
own baggage.
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Still, a deeper worry persists: If humans are de-personized, how
can we be sure that this will raise our level of care and motivation to act
regarding non-human beings rather than lower our level of care and
motivation to act regarding humans? Do we not run the risk of devaluing
humans along with the rest of the ecosystem? By way of a response, I
should make it clear that I am not advancing a view according to which
de-personizing is something a person ought to do all the time. It is
something that probably applies best (if not exclusively) in matters of
ecological importance. Personhood still matters, and it should be
acknowledged and respected wherever it is evident. I should also make it
clear, as Leopold does, that the development of ethics does not require
that earlier stages are erased by later ones. When rules of conduct emerge
that govern interactions between individuals and societies, the rules that
apply to interactions between individuals are not necessarily nullified. And
a heightened awareness of our place in the ecological community should
not license antisocial, illegal, or immoral conduct regarding other people.
An increased regard for non-humans should do nothing to reduce our
regard for humans.

Secondly, one might object to my (and Leopold’s) holistic
approach. Why think it appropriate to regard a being as valuable because
they are a part of an ecological community? Does this not presume that
ecological wholes are the primary bearers of moral value, when our usual
moral attitude is that individuals are of paramount significance? In other
words, de-personizing may depend on a dubious account of moral value.
In response to this, I cannot say in the present essay all that needs to be
said. I can say that my present intention is to address the problem of
motivation. If Leopold was correct, then awareness of the intricacies of an
ecosystem can produce the kind of compassion that can motivate. And if
I am correct, then de-personizing involves attending to those intricacies. I
can also say that I would not be alone if I were to suggest that, for a variety
of reasons, Ethical Individualism is at least as in need of support as is
Ethical Holism. Given the degree to which all the members of the
ecological community are linked, holism seems perfectly plausible to me...
even if individualism is our usual moral attitude.

Speaking of community, another possible objection comes to
mind. My belief that de-personizing can, in many instances, motivate
action depends on a particular understanding of community. Specifically,
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de-personizing rests on the view that humans are members of an
ecological community. Leopold called that community the Land.
Regardless, de-personizing depends on seeing ourselves as members of a
very extensive community of beings, most of whom are non-human. But
some will object, claiming that the concept community means a community
of persons. They will say that being a member of a community means being
a person in a community of persons. Thus, de-personizing makes no sense
in any literal way, because by removing the notion of personhood we
discard the notion of community. Moreover, if the sense of community
on which I depend is a non-literal, metaphorical one, then does it not
require much in the way of charity and imagination? And in that case, is
my view not vulnerable to the very criticism I level against Jirgens’ view?

My simple response is that I do not accept this narrow sense of
community. The best reckoning of community of which I am aware
involves multiple players (beings, members, parts) who interact with one
another and whose actions constrain and are constrained by others’
actions. Some of those players are persons. Others may not be, in any clear
sense. But all are members of a community — an ecological community.
The fact that the modifier ecological is needed here says more about human
myopia (or perhaps arrogance) than it does the meanings of commune and
community. So, when I speak of a community, it is the broad and inclusive
sense that I have in mind.

8. Conclusion

Echoing Protagoras, Leopold wrote, ‘Man brings all things to the test of
himself, and this is notably true of lightning’. When I read this, it strikes
me how applicable the sentiment is to both Jiirgens’ view and to my view.
Along with Jurgens, we might agree that humans have evolved to
recognize and respond positively to personhood. That being the case,
those who feel unmotivated by their beliefs about the value in (and of)
nature would do well to notice personhood wherever it can be found.
Alternately, we might agree that humans have evolved alongside countless
other beings, and that together we all constitute a community. We depend
upon this community, and its integrity, stability, and beauty depend to a

5 A Sand County Almanac, p. 8.
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great extent on us. That being the case, those who feel unmotivated to
extend moral regard beyond the human community ought to pay attention
to the ways in which their well-being depends upon the world around
them.

One can choose to focus on personhood or on membership in a
community. In either case, feelings of compassion, appreciation,
sympathy, camaraderie, and love for others are the likely result. Of course,
there are no guarantees that competing sympathies and commitments will
not intervene. But what is clear is that motivation does not follow directly
from understanding. And this is why personizing and de-personizing can
help bridge the gap between knowing and acting in the context of the
natural environment. Together, these approaches do a far better job of
addressing the problem of motivation than either could individually.
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The place of feelings in animal ethics
Jan Deckers

Abstract: I evaluate the role of feelings in (nonhuman) animal ethics.
Firstly, I illustrate that animal ethics has been preoccupied with the search
for morally relevant properties in nonhuman animals, and that many
scholars have focused on sentience. Secondly, I argue that many have
separated sentient vertebrates from insentient others, but that these
dualistic ontologies face empirical and epistemological challenges. By
engaging with these, my third objective is to develop an evolutionist ethical
theory that values both the feelings of moral subjects and those of moral
objects. To conclude, I outline its implications for the human use of
animals for food.

1. Introduction

The general aim of this article is to evaluate the place of feelings in animal
ethics.! When academics in the field of animal ethics think of feelings in
relation to their discipline, many may think mostly about the pain and —
perhaps to a lesser extent — the joy that nonhuman animals may experience
in human interactions with them. This has given rise to dualistic
ontologies, for example theories that separate sentient vertebrates from
insentient invertebrates and other organisms. I argue that these dualisms
must be questioned on empirical and epistemological grounds. Whereas I
recognise that the sentience of nonhuman organisms has ontological
relevance and that gradations of sentience have moral significance, I also
argue that animal ethics must pay more attention to the role of the feelings
of moral subjects in caring for themselves and for others (empathy). The
concepts of moral subject or agent and moral object or patient are
understood here to be mutually exclusive. The result is an evolutionist
ethical theory that values both the feelings of moral objects and those of

! My thoughts about this theme were developed at the annual conference of the Irish
Philosophical Society in the Department of Philosophy, Carlow College, 3-4 November
2017. 1 would like to thank the participants at the conference and an anonymous reviewer

for their helpful feedback.
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moral subjects. To conclude, I provide a short outline of what this implies
for the human use of animals for food.

2. Animal ethics and the search for morally significant properties in
nonhuman animals

It is fair to say that animal ethics has been preoccupied largely with the
search for properties in animals that would make animals morally
significant. Whereas recent theorists have also pointed at relational reasons
why particular animals might deserve to be granted particular moral
significance, the search for objective criteria that would make particular
animals morally significant permeates the work of many scholars in the
discipline of animal ethics.> In doing so, theorists have frequently
separated some animals from others, as well as from plants and other
organisms. When asked why this divide is made, scholars usually refer to
some animals possessing certain capacities that are claimed not to be
possessed by others. Singer, for example, argues that some animals have
an interest in the avoidance of pain, and that they deserve some moral
recognition because of this interest. In Singet’s early work, he draws the
‘prudential’ line between sentient and insentient organisms ‘somewhere
between a shrimp and an oyster’.” Whilst Singer expressed doubt about
this position in the second edition of Awnimal Liberation, he continued to
regard plants as insentient, writing that ‘there is no reliable evidence that
plants are capable of feeling pleasure or pain’, which is why he thinks that
‘the belief that plants feel pain appears to be quite unjustified’.*

Another advocate in this quest for properties is Tom Regan, who
has argued that some animals deserve our respect on the basis of their
inherent value.” This inherent value would be based on their being
subjects-of-a-life. What is contained in this property is defined as follows:
‘individuals are subjects-of-a-life if they have beliefs and desires;
perception, memory, and a sense of the future, including their own future;
an emotional life together with feelings of pleasure and pain; preference-
and welfare-interests; the ability to initiate action in pursuit of their desires

2 May op. cit.

3 P. Singer, Animal Liberation New York: New York Review/Random House, 1975), p
188.

4 P. Singer, Animal Liberation (London: Jonathan Cape, 1990), second edition, p. 174, p
235.

>T. Regan, The Case for Animal Rights (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1983).
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and goals; a psychophysical identity over time; and an individual welfare
in the sense that their experiential life fares well or ill for them”.® When it
comes to the question of determining which animals are such subjects,
Regan is hesitant. In the first edition of The Case for Animal Rights, he claims
that it includes ‘normal mammalian animals, aged one or more’.” In a later
edition, however, Regan widens the category, writing that birds are also
included, that fish ‘may be’ included, and that ‘plants and insects’ are
excluded.”

I have pointed out elsewhere that basing moral consideration on
this concept of what it means to be a subject-of-a-life may exclude most
animals as it may depend on the capacity to have thoughts about thoughts
(meta-cognition), which most animals may not possess.” Whereas I am not
aware that Regan ever questioned his ‘subject-of-a-life’ criterion and
definition, in his later work his focus shifted. In 1997, he spoke of
‘noncognitive criteria ... such as sentience’.'’ In 2004, he appeared to
identify those who are and those who are not subjects-of-a-life with,
respectively, those who are both in the world and aware of it and those
who are ‘in the world but not aware of it”." There is no sign in his writings
that he ever included invertebrates and plants within the former category.
Throughout his writings, Regan seemed to be preoccupied primarily with
a concern for beings who sense the effects of how human beings engage
with them.

Such dualistic ontologies, where sentient organisms are separated
from insentient organisms, have also been adopted in more recent times
by many scholars who have followed Singer and Regan in establishing the
academic discipline of animal ethics. One example is Cochrane, who draws
a distinctive line between (sentient) vertebrates and (insentient)
invertebrates, claiming, for example, that ‘we can be reasonably sure that
creatures such as amoebas and oysters lack the capacity for

¢ Regan op. cit, p 243.
7 Regan op. cit, p 78, p 247.
8'T. Regan, The Case for Animal Rights (Berkeley: University of California Press, 2004), new
edition, p xvi, p xl.
9 See e.g.: P. Carruthers, The Animal Issue: Moral Theory in Practice. (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1992), or ]. Bermudez, Thinking withont Words. (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2003).
10T, Regan, ‘The Rights of Humans and Other Animals’, Ethics and Behavior, 7, (1997):
103-111, p 110.
1T, Regan, 2004, op.cit, p xvi.
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consciousness’.'” Another is Palmer, who echoes Regan’s early position
where she takes the ‘relatively conservative view’ that only mammals and
birds are capable of feeling pain.”” Whereas she also states that ‘many
organisms, including some plants and amoebale], move away from
noxious stimuli’, she adds that ‘it seems extremely unlikely that they feel
pain’.'* Whilst not quite accurate, the general picture that emerges from
this is that there is significant uncertainty whether invertebrates — perhaps
with the exception of cephalopods (octopuses and squid) — and plants are
capable of feeling pain and, consequently, whether they ought to be
granted moral consideration.”

3. Empirical questions and the epistemological problem

This picture must be challenged on both empirical and epistemological
grounds. On empirical grounds, recent research has explored particular
physiological, anatomical, and behavioural aspects of various
invertebrates, where some have argued that these aspects provide evidence
for sentience.

Some crustaceans, for example, release hormones when they are
exposed to stimuli that might be interpreted to cause stress, some vary
their avoidance behaviour in the presence of a range of aversive stimuli,
and some respond in similar ways to how vertebrates respond when they
are given analgesics.'’ For example, a noxious stimulus was applied to the
antennae of prawns (palaemon elegans), who responded by grooming and
rubbing them, and who stopped doing so after they had been treated with
benzocaine, a substance that is known to have an anaesthetic property."’

A different example involves an experiment with snails, who were
enticed to displace the end of a rod in order to receive electrical

18

stimulation.© Compared to a control group, snails who received

12 A. Cochrane, Animal Rights without Liberation. Applied Ethics and Human Obligations New
York: Columbia University Press, 2012), p 24.

13 C. Palmer, Animal Ethics in Context New York: Columbia University Press, 2010), p 18.
14 Palmer, op. cit, p 12.

15 See also e.g. G. Varner, Personbood, Ethics, and Animal Cognition (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2012), p 105, p 112.

16 R. Elwood, S. Batr, L. Patterson, Pain and Stress in Crustaceans?’, Applied Animal
Behaviour Science, 118, (2009): 128—136.

17°S. Barr, P. Laming, J. Dick, et al., ‘Nociception or Pain in a Decapod Crustacean?’,
Apnimal Behavionr, 75, (2008): 745-751.

18 P. Balaban, O. Maksimova, ‘Positive and Negative Brain Zones in the Snail’, European
Journal of Neuroscience, 5, (1993): 768—774.
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stimulation to the parietal ganglia (nerve knots that control the gill and the
osphradium, another sensory organ) decreased the frequency with which
they touched the rod, whilst snails who received stimulation to the
mesocerebrum (nerve knots in the middle part of the head) — which is
known to fulfil a role in sexual activity — increased the frequency with
which they did so. Reflecting on this experiment, Sherwin commented
that, if the experiment were done on a vertebrate, many would conclude
that the animals felt pain when they stimulated the parietal ganglia and that
they felt pleasure when they stimulated the mesocerebrum."

Empirical research with invertebrates has also started to affect
legal positions, for example in Switzerland, which changed its law of 2008
in early 2018 to prohibit the transport of living crustaceans directly on ice
or in icy water, and to prevent these animals from being boiled alive, by
insisting that, where possible, they are stunned before being boiled.”

Recent work has also taken place on the question whether plants
might be capable of feeling pain, heralding the start of the discipline of
‘plant neurobiology’.” Some plants have been observed to increase their
production of ethylene when they are exposed to situations that might be
stressful.”® Interestingly, ethylene was used as an analgesic in human
medicine until fairly recently, prompting the question whether some plants
might increase the endogenous production of ethylene when they are in
pain. I recently discovered that Andrew Smith contemplates the same
question in a book wherein he argues also that I may underestimate the
capacities of plants.” In a paper published in 2009, I wrote: ‘Since plants
are less aware of their surroundings, it does not mean much to them to be

19 C. Sherwin, ‘Can Invertebrates Suffer? Or, how Robust is the Argument-by-Analogy?’,
Animal Welfare, 10S (2001): 1035-118S, p 1118.

20 Schweizerische Bundesrat, Tierschutzverordnung. Andernng vom 10. Januar 2018 (Bern:
Schweizerische Bundesrat, 2018), p. 574, p. 583. The amendments concern:
Schweizerische Bundesrat, Tierschutzverordnung vom 23. April 2008 (Bern: Schweizerische
Bundesrat, 2008), art 23 f and art 178.

21 See e.g.: F. Baluska, S. Mancuso, ‘Deep Evolutionary Origins of Neurobiology: Turning
the Essence of “Neural” Upside-Down’, Communicative and Integrative Biology, 2 (2009): 60—
65; P. Calvo, ‘The Philosophy of Plant Neurobiology: A Manifesto’, Synthese, 193 (20106):
1323-1343.

22 Baluska and Mancuso, op. cit, p 62.

23 A. Smith, A Critique of the Moral Defense of Vegetarianism (New York: Palgrave
Macillan, 2016), pp 16-19.
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controlled by external factors’” Smith writes that I am ‘incorrect to
suggest that they [plants] are passive to manipulation’.” He makes a good
point, and I hasten to add that the causal inference does not work.
Whereas I did not quite suggest that plants are not concerned at all by
being manipulated, Smith summarises evidence suggesting that plants may
have more sophisticated experiences than I had previously assumed,
including the tactile and hearing senses.”

Another widely diverse range of organisms is the group of
bacteria. Research has indicated that bacteria communicate with other
bacteria by means of a process known as quorum sensing and that they
anticipate events.”” This has prompted some to suggest that bacteria may
possess ‘proto-consciousness or sentience”.””

The problem with these claims is that they could be challenged on
epistemological grounds: how can we know what other individuals might
experiencer Nagel famously expressed that he wanted ‘to know what it is
like for a bat to be a bat’, arguing that he could not know what it might be
like to be a bat as his knowledge of others was constrained by his ‘single
point of view’.” Some have argued that this implies that there is an
unavoidable anthropocentric bias that underlies our knowledge of other

species.”

This interpretation may perhaps be fostered by Nagel’s
contention that, in spite of each of us having a ‘single point of view’, ‘we
apply ... mentalistic ideas ... unproblematically ... to other human
beings’, and his claim that there are ‘inter-species barriers ... to understand

the experience of another species’.3 !

2. Deckers, Vegetarianism, ‘Sentimental or Ethical?’, Journal of Agricultural and
Environmental Ethics, 22 (2009): 573-597, p. 588.
25 Smith, op. cit, pp 19-20.
26 Smith, op. cit.
27 C. Waters, B. Bassler, ‘Quorum Sensing: Cell-to-Cell Communication in Bactetia’,
Annnal Review of Cell and Developmental Biology, 21 (2005): 319-3406; J. Shapiro, ‘Bacteria Are
Small but Not Stupid: Cognition, Natural Genetic Engineering and Socio-Bacteriology’,
Studies in History and Philosophy of Biological and Biomedical S ciences, 38 (2007): 807-819.
28 J. Reddy, C. Pereira, ‘Understanding the Emergence of Microbial Consciousness: From
a Perspective of the Subject—Object Model (SOM)’, Journal of Integrative Neuroscience,
(Preprint), (2017): 1-10.
2 T. Nagel, Mortal Questions (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1979), p 439, p
437.
30 K. Hui, 2014. ‘Moral anthropocentrism is unavoidable’, The American Journal of Bioethics,
14,2 (2014): 25.
31 Nagel, op. cit, pp 437-438.
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In a fundamental sense of what it means to know something in an
experiential way, however, we know as little of the experiences of another
human being as of the experiences of any other beings. Therefore, it is
wrong to refer to this epistemological bias as an anthropocentric bias that
would set the hu