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J&E (Emotion) 206 7 7' —F 3 2 BiWimBlo v aEdE
——7 2 I =R L, fEMAEOBS L !
UL

g

FYHHOTHE LT P v A—DX ) ICHH TR, £ T V= v Dk H IR
LT 2RI D 5, THIFE DT, BYIAD TIEE (ustice)s D> 7fb D
FiaRDZBHDEELEEZ SN L0, MHEEOMITICE W TE, IERMEER O 'S - Koo
VRFL | R SOIRE A 2 B9 2 ) ® BT %, B Blic v Tdh | 1990
ERLE, 7 2 S = XL DB S BN 7B EZRIB T 28R A 605, flC b
MY 2 b L ICHY~DRLEEZ BE T A2 GO AR oD, 7 2 S =X 4, F -7
22 IR 2 BB, JE& (sympathy) 2T > 2% —(empathy), 3£ (compassion)
Ev o NEDESE (feeling, emotion) DENEICHEH T 2 /Il T 2 R#03H %5, 21
50 TEHE ) 1213, ED X R LORBENRIAD 5755 9 b,

AWZETIR, 7 2 T2 AL E XORMHYEZ ERE T 2HMMELOBA L FRIZOV
TE LoD, NEE) » oA 2O B TREEZ RS,

W1 7 x S =ALIH0 < Bifmat

B 7 Ol & HUE—EPfinkEa G & SRR~ D HEH

FERDBYEH C. XUB VR, T 7O, ZIRE L, EREE L 3B 2 E 2R
L72DH 1980 FFATH %, RFID L HISX ) A v DLBFEERIC Xdud, ZZJIHiy I
ELV—2DF 21D ) LD b HF L ORIRIER Z OFEDSURIZE VT, ZRETH
MAEE (77) 2L &I kA5, 4N /T4 v 7RG BT RO FE 158
IFFEEESRIAICH 2 L) IERDVGZSEI L, & 5 W 2 Al i TE L rTRE

bORRRIE, 58 70 MIH A ES (2019 4F) 7—2 > a v 7 TEGIEO AIREHE ) IcB WL THE
L7cHAEICE - BIE2fT o7 DTH 5,
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Y (universalizability); Z Fi7z IR 58V EWVI BHZBITITVB2, /T4 v 7R B Ty
7 O, OFRIBE L LTRSS, 77 OfMELCI, BEOFEHE I E 07k
ELEEBET S I EICERIZZS, WIS L Tho A4 L EFENICE D 2 0 B 4
BLEE %D, /74 v 7RIS L UL, MbEDBLIHE (reality) ZFA7BIZE >TD—DD
AR L 2T L& BB AHNE L AZID RV ) =— X2/ L) &
EMZ0 T 201, TRALRTIERSR W, 3, Z2LT 77325, Lwifiko
AEIZ, FHEPIZOOTDAEPRE N Z T2 TELEIA (engrossment); DIRAEICH 5 2 &
ZRLTOVSE E0VT,

D& T4V ITAD V7 O, 1k, BICKEPER ICB ) 2 ARBIRICHRE
ENTED, Hix THLEI) ORETH 27 725, B L TH LTI EL20E9
2 EWV D) FUCBI L TR Tl 2, RSB EBIRZRF D 2 L 2B UM > T A
ITid, BIEBRICNT 27 TREBRFAEL LW LIckh st BRI LRk
ANiE, ZDRRTZOEY L BITE ) BIRE OS¢ 2 ilEed %2 A oM2» S /D HL
TWw3, 06, b LZOEYNHERNDND % £ diul, ARDMEL L 72BRMEICB VT,
—EDMERZ BT P 6L ) T4 v 7 AFERT 5, 2O RMBICEWTIE, B113%EH)
I A5 2 2 BIRED I D A E N 2 1B E T, BIofl o b h 2, AR E
Y & OATLEGBRIEFAE I LTV,

LA L 1990 ARSI, 7 = S = X 2RI 2 AEGGE DS, 7 7 o ffBl, % BB
WHEA L X9 LA T, 2416 1F feminist ethic of care (7 = S =& F D 7f@il) &
WXL, B %, ZNZFIURE (feeling) ZRiOMEBIDEFE L LT A, 21w 2 A
S I LEMNEG 2B T2 L E 255 TH 55, ThiehiicHo 7B E LT,
XFru ] TYLA, TLY - H—=F, Yak74v - F)77roBFifonsd,
IHIK7 2 I =AM PHFLCHEE L 72 2HFE 13, attention (FH - i) TH2, 7

Noddings, Caring, p. 5.

Ibid., p. 14.

Ibid., pp. 155-7.

Donovan & Adams, eds. The Feminist Care Tradition, pp. 2-3.

[ I N VS I S ]
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FLAAEF T ickiuE, 723 =A Moy 7D, BWEMERO 7 e —F
(animal welfare approach) & 527 % 53, BT L Az EAH L T 2 BOARY - £EFHY
AT MICHE (attention)Z A1), 2D AT LAEEYNE L Lo E L TRAZHTH
56, ZOBEWKT, 77 OMHIZHEL AN L D TIE R, BUAK - 2R b o T
HDHIEDRFRINDG, FIZT YV LAD THE L W) EOBEARY . I2 XU, WEICRFE
INZEHYPENEZ LD D 2 EIE, By s sha, T AMEEHY L ILET 2
DFir PR LT, P/ U vickiuE, L a - nN=rL Cc ¥UHYV
DFBDIEIETHET o NLH:H TN, vy DT L =8, b 7 7Ol 5 B,
TEADHERCHIEDOMETIZ R, ~NVAT 7Y AT LAOMiZ BT 5. 20 - BuA
7R & 72 %0,

F727 232 A MO 7HHEORHEE U<, BRI (animal rights theory) DHiHE%
SERIHT 2 b o s, 2oFRIC X IUL, BN L. OEY) 2 AR IR
L 7:47 %5 F 4% (independent agents) LHEZ % 5. Q@EZ A EBELT 2D D (similarity)
LR, MFDOERZMAHT 2 H, TNoDHRTH S L v )10 Bz AHFREDIT
Ry TR & BT TODOBRIE, NALRICQDOBROMEITEE S Bz ANH L b D
ERZ B HITE, BB OBFPRERIUCH Z AT 2w 2 EIo%h3 %, C. vy ¥
S AT kU B NFIRRROMER 2 4 59 2 7 7'a —F 13, B 2o HE OBk T
EH 25 ZEICRKRLTE D, BIYORED R, B2 1XH U S RS LT 32110
MEZRRT 2 2L LU TR, o HED b DTRIF UL S R,

6 Ibid, p. 3.

7 Adams, The Sexual Politics of Meat.

8o Inguyorry=y ik, DFTOXIBA =Y —2FELICH2E, N v YDBTRE
TE L 3, o ICHES LD TH S, N VI KIS L OEZ ) e KD T
WD, REIETETCHZI LY, BuRond v BERBICENIAAL, BE2BEALL, a -
N=7 XV kU, BROZIPINA VY IBORERZ S ENET 508, &
WRDL IFERBRERWT 22 Lo, ERRMOLEN LR EIOEHT 2 L) ZRPHERTE
w9,

®  Donovan, “Attention to Suffering,” p. 188.

10" Donovan & C. J. Adams, The Feminist Care Tradition, p. 5.

' MacKinnon, “Of Mice and Men,” p. 270.
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DD &) BNEDN, 72 =X oy 7mHic X 28GR S X CEIENGE~
DRI TR ICH 722, 617 = S =R PO 7mliE, 2000 U5 E k2 HU=E
LTws, #IHIEETIE7 = S =2 7 7t fed o X 9 ICBAGHY - #2192 HEHL
E ) SUIRICYZ DI DI Z DI KDRHLTH o 7223, K THE (sympathy)) D X 9 T
TE—YatVERERPFEHINS L) ko TEX, 7272 THK (sympathy) ) &, H7e 5
BETIE RV, L 70— 03 T8930 & 9 v D (entangled empathy)y &\ 9 &%
RIBL, 2% "THEPEMNZS2 X5 ICEEEL ) 7 7NRAOR (a type of caring
perception focused on attending to another’s experience of wellbeing); & E# L T\ 512, AR
X HoZ2HD &SR 2B LR T 228, 2 2 TENED L) IR ZZEA L Tw
L0EFVPHEED TR AWML ZEICK-oT, HSDRHMONEZDH DEEIE
52 ENTELE MMENRAMLTBH0%2MAA) LD S (care) HAZMWL T, Fk
I BHADEAML CORHRANSGETLEIRLE>TAZ T 22T L0 H 5, 7
NW—IZVIFHTEEY E DER, 5 VIIEROEYIRLOERICGHERZIATS L C
ZrT7ORETHD LTS, 22T 7y o, BIRMEZ RO ORNRE

BIXRED AL DOHFEZIELCHBL L) LT EEBICBVWTHEET 5, AN
HWGEALRZ NS, LOBRIE, MEROET EOERIGEHL, 7 7oM&%
LS S IR D 5., 20 X 9 REEOMEZH) Al r 7 Ofmilix, Bl 2
ROGEE LTI ) ET278DOHFERE L TIIEEET 2 8ICMAH 2 &b
%,

LU ZDXI) BEWINT 27 7 DMEEOHEREIC OV TE, X674k 52BN
TH2, BlZIET T7TOMBT, av R=A v 72N D L) REELREYIIHETE T
b, BAEEYC, AMICE > T TEH) LAL3IND L) REHY~OREIZH LV Ev)
HHADTELXAH), G 7L AV ME, EPITRL T, IEEDMmH (ethic ofjustice) & D
7 7 OfB (ethic of care) WEHINZ V) 7 = S = A FDFRIT D WTHGEEZ A T

2" Gruen, Entangled Empathy, p. 3.

3 Ibid,, p. 75.
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24, R 977 ARk, DT D4 506, IERBOMELL b 7 7 O H)
PI~DBEFEELEIC B W THRITH 2 £ FiEIN 25, EZoMmii:, O AU O
BEOOFOENERETY M) —LHAEYMEAET 5. BN D BHEI TN L 74784
ZAET 2, OfED S DLIEEBIEE Lisv, FETHRNATAE 2RET 5, QK
TS L 72 FRZ 6§ 2 BEN R 7 7e—F %2 L 5, @QEEDOLEIL — IV ICER
ZYMTHOMRNTH S, 26 4[UICK D IEEOMmMEIE, Y~ DORLE CHE LK
HE2R7- T ERDLN DR (feeling) ZIEFLL . 5 2 & 17RO AN IR 2 B 7
SR 7 770 —F 3 CERVRICEEDRH 2, Ll 7L Ay M kiudfgd 5575
NHEZRETY M) —%FOZ LMErSDXEEZMHEE LW L 2FEKTHSE Z
X, BAEFEYNIIEYTEE->TLE), 2975 EHAEHY (wildanimals) (ZIFIEFED
B, KEEY (domestic animals) (ZI1X7 7 DRI E W) “3HELH DE L0 Ltk b,
L7 L Xy Foffamic ku, 1877 7, Bug WA, B2 AR, 548K
SEY R E O T EIREY T R <L WiE IR THITIE 2 5 < b D (as working together)
LA ERETHDE, AMEHRDPHEICBERL TS Z &, AR HAD
ThbIEEBETIUL, AMPAR B8 2, HIcERA DL L TR THO %
FIZEEDTEBL ZLIETER Y, Lo THAFHYICH 7 7OmEIE I 5N
ETH D, IERDMELL 7 7 DI 55D TR T L, EFEDBERDLIC
BEATH, EYILHERE L Bbns, L LEHZ, URKFENTHE L) 723 =R
DT T RBUCE T BRI, Ao THRIEPIRAICED ) 5 L v ) FEREZ DT
fTulkwnwkEz 3%,

W2 7 x 32 RANHED BB
7 = 3 = A0 LB L OBAEDOE RICIX, £37 2 I 2 XA BESAET

ZEBbNE, T2a723I =20 1%, 1970 FFERICESB L CEBEBLNL—T XV

14 Clement, “The Ethic of Care and the Problem of Wild Animals,” pp. 302-03.

15" Donovan & Adams, eds., Beyond Animal Rights, p. 14.
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FTH2%, 2272 I=ALDFULHERAKTHS C. v—F v Mi, HEDIHZ
(554 AN xany—; LR, HYHOIEH AR O BRI 72 £ HRBRET &
DRREEZEZ B L, AMOBRICHT 25 CHEEZ#B LI THE I L%
AL T2, v—F v M, BEZROLICHESI N TELEARTRE - S EED
HAE L M2 BGRIREEICIZS . HEILSZRLL TWw 5 &0 %, 1970-80 EfRUIC TR
W2 BB SHE N 2, v —F v~ M, BAL oMb BHEI O L) S iR S
2 LI E FIRL, AIECRERTRE ST E © ST Bl & HETE R R L 7%,
1990 4EfR, BKICE T2 237 2 S =X A%, FEOHEEI L LT, F8%0 - BN
77ua—FE L THIBER L., v —F v F2IELD LT LA T,
H—=F. 2=74 F—N6dbTa7 I RLDEFTHS, 2272 I=RLDFHL
3. AMICE 2 SO0 2 EERAE L v v ) il e . AR S B BADO—TH
5LVIFIICB VAR THEE, ZOR, Ta7 232 X500V Y ZIZEWLTERS
N2EY & OHEHRIE, ZHEEFRUCHEREIN TV 06 LI HBOAICHET 250
T, 252 A AR BN IZY) D B 2 WHEED D 5 2 EDEHR I T
W5, Lo TR 27 2 S =2 ALTIERS, 227 2 S RALOHEBBRITUL, §)
YINDOEIEEBIIET L 5\ EIckh b, CORMIE. 72 3= R80T LB ED
HPHRE N F D 6 LTS 2 L3 TE 5,

FBCHAD 7 = S = AL BBORB T, KO X ) 2z a7 = 3= X4 b HYfG
LY D CRANE C |tk L B E SN L CERT T 2 b0 L LTR AN T
Wi, COFEIEF, HAD 7 £ =X flicBwT, zany Al sniizay
I ALPEAINFERICERT 2 L) cBbn s, FilEkic Xiud, HATx
A7 2 I ALPREINIEE ZONEZHCSTT7 2 =R 20Ml0 6 DA, Wb
W3 Tza7xIfmd PESRI -7k (19854), CORRBINAZZa7 23 =X A

Adams & Gruen, eds. Ecofeminism, pp. 9-10.
Merchant, Radical Ecology.

Adams & Gruen, eds., Ecofeminism, pp. 24-5.
9 BLEE, THARICBW 27 2 3= X4 2any—OR3E58E0 &R,
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L WORTHER L 72b o L1350 | BARIE L WIED RN 21 £\ o 7 pigEIN S
. BRI - FEPIEINER 2 FE T 2NE 2R o T, 29 Vo R, RHE
FEPLEFHEADEGEER LA oM, D7 2 S =X 2 0W%EH» 6 DI ZZIT 5
WRELSTDTH S, £72 1980 RN, N7 VR Z M A 7 HRDOHZRDLIC B v
TE, REBEFREDPWRE I N7, IRKDZ 27 2 S =X LDOHLITH -7, BA
FERPHFELERAOHHAL, BRI E O D fHLA BRA C 2 &3 hd o7, DESA,
KDL a7 = = ALHHR LT 738, BERTE S D, 4R 0 HARCHAAE
LTk olblTldkny,
COEIRHARILEITS 7 2 I = RALEHEOZAELIE, 7 2 3 = AL
SRV K > T MEDFEIEICE 2 i ME L FIRf I, BENZKEI bR EbE w3 2
EERRLTVS, 723 = XL CLFRFINS 7 7 Ol —MIc 2243 21748
MR FAARNDEG & Vo 7o F R 2 e U BAARR - BRI 2 AH T & OBIfRMEICE
WCRIRETEZREZI) T2, 72 I =080k, BiEho o BAshc
BOTEMIWIGERINTE L LINE, Wh RGP XbicE T ZY T 5 L9
TR AR Y 72 JE BRI HEHI DR SR & 2 D | FE DIRDLZ B8 L CSUIRME (contextualization) L
TV PRI N R EREZ N T 23U —URFER I, 7 = S =R LR
JEFATREMECTH 5 LI IC, FFTIC b X 5 L EZ o5, K EGATIC X - TUIflkRIc 2
LTE. FLZDEMUDBTHEINLLELLS, a7 2 S 2 RLDREDFHD K 5 1T,
72 S ALEMUINERICIER T2 2 L TE S LHEKIC, EDFANEATHL ik
BERICL 725 5, BEO—BEPRTRVEVIRIIIDHED ) 2759,
BMEAGRZEE L) — AV, 72 S22 F o PRBELCBEL T 7 7 ey v Ry
— DN Z LT 2 2 L ICRIRL T2 Z2 It L T3, Lo LESIL, 7
L IZA MO 7 AEEYMME L TEAT S I LICOWT, V=AUV kT % &
5 7% SR ITRENM: ) OATECHMENTEOARE 2D TIER L, 72 =2 D7 7
BT TEI OIS ) R8I & O Lo 2 B AEES | SUUKEFEICER SN T

20 Regan, The Thee Generation, pp. 95-6.
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LE )RS 2 (Tabbbic k> Tk TE~DOIE, BEB Iz T7 2 3
AL TEEL L) DBONBDHD ) B) DTEBEVHLEV) HTDH D, BYEE L D
BIfRICBVTH, R TREELEEPH > 72—, HAD 7 2 2= X2 BB X0 T
27 23RN0 . BIVMGHEOBGRERICIIFL Lo T EDFHIEDS, 7232
AL EFYNDEEDORE RO E1cid, BAREDH 2 LT VAR, ZOMT, 723=X
LEMUCHES CEHPORONRIE, FICHAD 7 = S = X A BRI B W T, G

FIREMER R SRTE &> ) R TRMDSIR S D TH 5,

BE28 RIS < B AR
91 fEMBRE D I REE

L LEZIZZ ZCHIGRICILRIRNE EDRMAE & 52%v», ESIHERHLLZVO
ZEMHEAOBNTH S, D. P 7o AXE, BYNOREEZE LD - OOERTH
% WG E IR ERORAZ TG L >0, EFEOHWHHTHV SN2 X I Ick > 7 fll
WO 7 7a—F 2l L T3, B ZISEREINITA L L TOERE W) HFIZOW
T, WA EROMERPERINS, Fryr7uyaxicLiud, HRERICEWTIELT
DB CREDHIR I NS 2 LD %, $hb b, OLYEREIC X 2 WOAREIZEY)
W LAELZ 25, QANEIZAZERL S THHEICAEE NS, QL> THYORE R
RGWHBREBEVBIRY Yy 7TH Y, PMERTHILL ) 52 2D &) LEIHIF. R
LCEIC R 2D RN TH B L VA B 59 D, ZOERDARTIE, FFED
22T 4R BMHLZADIGD 6. B E DBIRIEZ DL DNRED L HITH BN
ELEVINEEZEZ D IIE o Thy, 2OL) BIEZERET 5I1H 7> T, HHE
RICEWTHE TR E LR T 2 M2 OBl BN EIC k> TL 5,

A I B L TEYmEZER T 25mE L LTI, RO N—A MY 26 DEEDVD
%5, N—A b7 Z13EEAE (compassion) DFFICEH L. EEOH 2 NZEPICTHLTH
compassionate TH D, ZD K I) B NIFEIN L THEBHICS2E ) 2 EiEhwEw)#l

21 Dombrowski, “The Argument from Marginal Cases,” p. 155.
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M S BRI D _EFCwv 522, %A (compassion) &) R OEALE T2 K A
v b, BB A MEREICE VW TE, R AZI)L— b VICRT B =R b 2D
HREHTHZ, A7 NV—brRBFYRFDICE THEA L) ZEPEET L2 E
R 2D, N—ZA b7 ZRI3Z ICE TEREES ) &) BRSO | [F—DfT Ik »T
FEEEMEEPIAFT 2 LI TERVEBRRTHEB, M. u—7 v X%, NEMEM
(moral virtue); & ERERMMIMEZERK L 22\ THATHISERE (executive virtue)s % XlIT 5 2
EERBIBL T2, BRUIFTINERETH H ., BRITIEFRFICE W THIE S N 5EMHEN
i CTH %, B—F v AT kIUE, V—AVICEBIT 3 MR, A TY ) FLy oz 57
T X9 Ic, MBI 2 EENMEDS TYI0AL & LTHRET S v, FEEIEL R
TE DI D 7 2> CEY N OEFENELES A S ) 5 2 L, BIETXREHEWRS
5 L0 T, fEmMEAICIIEADRDH L EEZ S,

B2 fEBR OB

RV A, fEmEAICOEAOHNDYH B L BbN s, fEmEEONML S IE, M. A
— Mk 2N H 5, An—FHBRZEHYNORERFICOWTERL TR EDF
TIE WD, EMBEENOHAE L OCEMB OB - gt L TALIRZ b DDDH
2EBbis, 2Au—MTXiUuL, &2T5DEL VI E ) L, TAEDONNEE (8
P&, Bk, R L) OFHEICEET 5, fTADIEL 1d, fTRAEOHIIREEIZ DWW T
DFHUi S DEET Z L IZTE T, fTAEOBEIE &7 %R (universal benevolence)
KL DIEWDHDTHIUEH 513 E, ZDITAIZIEL VW E ARG INDE2, WIZZ DITRDHE)
s, EEDH IR DO THIUL, ZDITAIZIEL C &,

CDE) AR — MK 2EMHEHIN ORI N—Z P 2IRES NS, 7Y R
7L A ERNZEMEAICN T 2 E LTIRIES N DTH D, N"—APANAT R

22 Hursthouse, Ethics, Humans and Other Animals, p. 163.

23 Ibid., p. 161.
24 Rowlands, Animal Rights, p. 111.

25 Slote, Morals from Motives, p. 115.
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IZIE L WITADIEEEIC O WT, UTD X HITHET 3, N—2 b 22 kU, T4E
D3H HIRDUC BT, HRELTRAEDZ OMEKRHEICHIL TITAT 52 L91255%9D
ThiUuF, ZOTMIFIEL W EARLEINE2, Z2i2iE, fTADIEL SPREDRDLICE
WTZNDEEDbLVLEDTH L E ) DIKTEL, TEERTAE ) RBLICBLTE
ITEHTZ2OREL 0 Z LSBEL TVWEIATHL, Lok T Y AT LADFHIC
DOWVTOHBPHEINTVS, LarLAa— M2 XiuE, 2ok e, TGl
BORFETHIUEIDEHICS2E91229 ) LwIREDD &, THEAITAE) 20
bORITRHDIEL IOHEHEL LTL £, TAFOHHEICEHTE T 4w, 7Y Ak
T L AL, EEDOROAD, F I I N TETOREHARTAZEL) 27— A b
ROTVDE, koTAR— NI, "HELADMTATL2OE» 5 2O AIZIELY:) v
JHfFEE L 5T, KEEMBET LDV AR RELE L TWRB2,
An— M XU, EEEZNKT 2D, TAEVRFDOL %2 — (empathy) TH
D ATEEZEDOWNHOBEIC TV 8> =38 200 9 D OSEMINTADOHIIMEE L 2 5, 2
O—FDVH) Ty =L 3 MDD N> T B E AR RALEED X H T, il
FORFEL % (BRINTHRL) HSD) bIluE, HAMEAZEL 522 L TH B>, H
I 22 "o >8> — (sympathy)y 23, A ZHZ TV AMEFED 7O ICRIGEZ #2092
EERTOIINL, v X —3EAZHLD) LIEL 2 2 L L3530, 2a— M iE,
IRy — W% BRI & o TRAIR & A7 U AT A8 FEIR I 72 R I HI T o Jk
HWLED TS, 20— Mkiu, 2oz v —iFiicchbiibo T, HEEE
KEVWTRELYI 25D LI oNTVE, Ty X —DFHE L TR — FDPEEIT S
D, AHPMUDF D DB EFEIOG L CEENICH. EHT 7 —AThH b, 2D LI I
IRy — DR RN Z otk 2 LR IC B W TT 5 2 ETE S RIZ, TV

26 mpE VR, TG B AGSCE . 257 B, Hursthouse, On Virtue Ethics, p. 28.
27 Slote, Morals from Motives, p. 5.

28 Ibid., p. 6.

2% Slote, The Ethics of Care and Empathy, p. 13.
30 Slote, Moral Sentimentalism, p. 15.

31 1bid,, p. 125.
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Ny =D X)) REIE E V) EEZID AN EmEEDOREMIEETH L LEI SN,

H3M X &o—— TS ~DO 1M & Bi Bl v RENE

Y - WHOREICEB VT, ba—La9T7F L AT AIREINS, HELD LT
LA ANHEORIFIEFEDOBZ FHZ 9 &7 2 EF 2 (sentimentalism) DFEAYH -
7oo b a—so DEREFBPIZL) I XU, BEIOEHEIER D 2 VIZIEE2 KL ISR
T2 Eotacidi | BEOEKFIIEETH 232, ta—2ald, i ~OBEPATEL
DIBGBRLIC B VT, KO REEZ R T 2 & 9 20RO BEE % R 3 2 b fENE
BE LT, THK (sympathy)) OME&REZEAT 2AZITo T 2%, HEIE, SBIECE
V> TCHREBR TR 70 A 12D TERITE IR 2 TRRIC 3 2 BT H 233,

PR S I D MR B 2B A, BmBEIC BT 287 22 R L 9
2H0E LT, HECEEOEA - 7 7 O - fifGHIC B 1T 2 AR T RO UEZ EE
TRETEARVD» EFEFIIRS L v, HERRELZI) ANs 2 Lid, HHUETE2EH)
MOAZIET 2Dh) &V @#EmZIER S Livksv, L Ly PIVEEEIX, AlREA
EXA BOREIADOETIHRDD ZEICERVED S, 6127 7OMmBIL, FE D
DACKT 2FOBLICIRES NS LI ICbBbn sy, WoREETHZ ) T4
A Y ERRT T OMHBIEA2EANDIEN) 2RO 2 L BUANE DO LA D D
Dol tZFRLTVS, "”hfryvodLye) OFFIThHo LI, 7
7 D IE VAT PHIBEDOATE & v o et RDMEZ 2 E~Nb HZ M 5, 24
X7 7 OMEZ Db OH, FrAPHENORBEOARIT E £ 6 2w, Hha AR IERPBUE
ARENDHL D fH A, F AR EHATANDIE L & Vo 7L EEZFENICEATHY 205
THH, ZORITE VT 7 D, BVHHOBIEHESMEONEL Tw5EEZS
ns,

FAn— b2\ k9T, B R T I I EE R IR S . A n — M IZIREERY

32 Hume. 4An Enquiry Concerning the Principles of Morals, pp. 83-4.

B 2= bz, £ a— 2R3 sympathy DFEIE, A1 — 23> B empathy DI &
FFTH % &>, Slote, Moral Sentimentalism, p. 15.
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7REEDS, JENG (heartless) 722SIEAFRIN (irrational) TlXZRWEFEDIH S Z L 2B L T
VB34 SR - B SRR LR R, BBl ko TLE- L E, Y
ANOEL R I HKE DT, OO — AR KL 7] e 52 £ 0E T 2 2 L%
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Reverence for Life: What Does It Mean?!

Kozi Asano

Introduction

Here is a simple argument for animal rights. In so far as you can feel pain and pleasure, you
would not want to be beaten or kicked or cut or injured or killed. Neither would you want to be
confined. If so, you should not do any of those harmful actions to any other being, like you, that
can feel pain and pleasure and would not want to be harmed in any of those ways. Specifically
speaking, you have the rights to life, physical integrity and freedom. That is to say, you have the
rights not to be killed, not to be injured and not to be deprived of freedom of action. Equally any
other beings like you have the same rights to life, physical integrity and freedom.

As a matter of fact, that is the kind of reasoning that underlies the first Buddhist precept not to
harm animals (f"#¢42).  The Buddhist precept is based on the commonality between you and any
other beings that can feel pain and pleasure. Contemporary animal rights theorists such as Peter
Singer, Tom Regan and Gary Francione begin their arguments typically with the fact of human
rights.2 That is to say, they begin with the acknowledgement that every human being has basic
human rights.

Certainly, there are various human rights. Some are just conventional; they are rights which
some people happen to have by some kind of agreement. They are not basic human rights,
however. Basic human rights are natural, not conventional.

Again, there are various basic human rights as you can see in the Universal Declaration of
Human Rights of 1948. However, the most fundamental human rights among them are the rights

to life, physical integrity and freedom of action. They are so fundamental that any political power

' This paper was presented at the 6th Sino-Japanese Philosophy Forum, which was held at Sun Yat-Sen

University, Guangzhou, China on Sep. 21-22, 2019.
2 Singer is a two-level utilitarian. Thus, he is quite willing to acknowledge most of the ordinary moral

rules, including basic human rights.
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that does not respect them cannot claim legitimacy. They are also solid in the sense that they are
agreed upon by everybody including those who are skeptical about other basic human rights.
Anyway, it is these fundamental human rights that contemporary animal rights theorists focus upon.

Thus, everybody has the rights to life, physical integrity and freedom of action. So, it does
not matter whether somebody is male or female, wealthy or poor, white or yellow, Arian or Jewish,
free or unfree, straight or LGBT. Everyone has them, including babies, children, people with
intellectual disabilities, and people with dementia. Now what makes everybody a holder of the
fundamental human rights? It is neither language ability nor rationality. Some people cannot
speak and others are not rational; yet they have the fundamental rights. Rather it is the ability to
feel pain and pleasure, that is sentiency. If so, any beings that have the ability to feel pain and
pleasure are equally entitled to the same fundamental rights. If you grant those rights to one
species of sentient beings and not to another species, it is speciesism. Hence logical consistency
requires fundamental human rights to be extended to other animals.

The above argument for animal rights are not only simple and straightforward, but also
convincing. Then why do most people eat meat in Japan? We cannot eat meat without killing
animals first® Why do most people eat meat in China? 1 think that most people in Japan eat
meat because they do not confront animal suffering. In other words, they do not take animal rights
seriously. They just don’t think but eat meat as a matter of custom. They grew up while being
given meat for food. They have never examined whether or not it is morally right to eat meat.

By the way, this situation seems strange. Certainly, Japanese people consumed 4.1 million
tons of meat in 2017, that is 32.7 kg per person. But 140 years ago Japan’s consumption of beef
in 1877 is estimated to be 3,319 tons, which is 0.092 kg per person. Since there are no statistics
of meat for other animals in those days, apparently there was no meat industry dealing with pig,
horse, goat, sheep or chicken. We can presume that Japan’s consumption of pork, chicken etc.

was negligible. So, most people did not eat meat in Japan in 1877, and only a small number of

3 There may be exceptions. For example, we can eat plant-based meat without killing animals; and

perhaps we may be able to eat cultured meat although the first cells have to be taken from live animals.
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people ate a small amount of beef. If you go back in history, Japanese Government officially
prohibited meat eating from 675 till 1871.  Although the decree does not seem to have been strict,
it encouraged a culture against meat eating. So, we can presume that Japanese people ate very
little meat before the modern age.

The above history tells us that the present habit of eating meat is not a permanent given but
that it is culturally variable. Today’s people eat meat because they have grown up in a meat-eating
culture. If that is the case, it may be difficult to change people with rational arguments. People
need to have developed an appropriate sensibility before they are willing to listen to arguments that
would force them to change their life. Thus, we need to change our society and its culture. How?

One thing we can do is education of children.

1. Education of Reverence for Life

From this perspective, it is promising to find reverence for life much discussed and practiced
at elementary and middle schools in Japan. For example, Japanese Ministry of Education includes
the dignity (LK) of life as a value to be taught in the curriculum guidelines of moral education.
In Japanese various expressions are used for this concept. Reverence (£4{) for life is one among
them. Other expressions are for example respect (% Hi) for life, value (fififi) of life and
irreplaceable life. I use reverence for life as it is an expression which goes back to Albert
Schweitzer. It also has a merit of carrying a religious connotation because Education Ministry’s
guidelines explain life as something beyond human power and something to be revered.

I am not particularly concerned with Schweitzer’s thought. However, he provides us with a
good starting point.  According to Schweitzer, reverence for life is the moral principle that “good
consists in maintaining, assisting and enhancing life, and to destroy, to harm or to hinder life is
evil.”* Thus life is the origin of values because it is valuable in itself. Now in Japanese Education

Ministry’s guidelines, children are expected to understand, first in their own case, that life is

4 Schweitzer, Civilization and Ethics, p. xviii.
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wonderful and valuable. At the next stage, they are supposed to understand that others’ life,
especially other animals’ and plants’ life, is also wonderful and valuable. How would they
understand it when most children are city-dwellers who have little contact with nature?  One
commonly employed method is to keep animals and grow plants at school. Through taking care
of animals and plants, children experience the growth of animals and plants, empathizing with them.
Thus they acquire such virtues as compassion and benevolence. What do you think of such an
education? Such a virtue education is wonderful and so promising, isn’t it?

There was a case of keeping an animal at school, which provoked a controversy some years
ago. A class of children kept a pig at an elementary school north of Osaka (cf. Kuroda). Fourth-
graders decided to keep a pig, got a small male pig and named him “P-chan.” They took care of
P-chan day in, day out and raised him for more than two years. Toward the graduation they
discussed what to do with P-chan after they leave the school.  Actually, it was the original plan to
slaughter and eat P-chan, but apparently they hesitated. That is why they debated whether to
slaughter P-chan or not.  In the end they gave P-chan to a slaughter house after they graduated
from the elementary school, but they did not eat him. What do you think of such an educational
practice?

Is it good to raise a pig at school and kill it for food? Is it a good education? What does
such an education teach children? The dominant view is that it is good; it can teach children both
life and death. Through taking care of a pig, children acquire such virtues as compassion and
benevolence, which make them tend to maintain, assist and enhance life. At the same time, they
learn a lesson that we have to sacrifice life in order to live. By contrast, according to the opposite
view, killing a pig is inconsistent with compassion and benevolence which children have cultivated

in themselves. So, it is good to keep a pig but it is not good to kill it.

2. What Is Life?
Both the dominant view and the opposite view agree that it is good to keep a pig at school.

They differ in whether it is good to kill the pig. It is good to cultivate such virtues as compassion
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and benevolence in children. Children will grow into kind and humane persons.

The opposite view is represented by the animal rights theory. According to this theory, just
as we humans have rights to life, physical integrity and freedom of action, other animals have the
same rights.  So just as we have to be compassionate, benevolent, kind and humane to other people,
we have to be so to other animals, too. If we can be compassionate, benevolent, kind and humane
to other animals, a fortiori we can be so to other people. Hence it is wrong to kill P-chan. If we
kill P-chan, children will get confused. They will not understand whether it is good to be
compassionate and benevolent.

Then what is the logic of the dominant view? What can children learn from killing P-chan?
They can learn a lesson that we have to sacrifice life in order to live. Certainly, compassion and
benevolence are one aspect of life, but another aspect of life is that life can live only by sacrificing
other life. So, we have to respect not only other life but also our own life. Thus, we are justified
in killing P-chan in order to respect our own life. How do compassion and benevolence work
when we kill P-chan? Needless to say, other life is valuable; yet it has to be sacrificed for our own
life. Compassion and benevolence tend to generate a sense of regret in ourselves and a sense of
gratitude to other life that has to be sacrificed for our own life. That is a moral education which
the dominant view envisions.

The distinctive feature of the dominant view is that it does not make a distinction between
animals and plants. Every form of life is valuable. Nevertheless we have to sacrifice life in order
to live. So, it does not matter whether the sacrificed life is animal or plant.

Killing P-chan contradicts compassion and benevolence. When the dominant view justifies
killing P-chan, it seems to endorse the law of the jungle. For we are justified in killing other
animals in order to maintain, assist and enhance our own life. Probably other animals follow the
law of the jungle. Every life has to sacrifice other life in order to maintain, assist and enhance its
own life. So, we do the same.

As 1 have already stated, the dominant view does not distinguish animals and plants.

According to this view, life means life in general. That is why this view can boldly claim that life
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has to sacrifice other life in order to live. Even plants compete with other plants for sunlight.

However, life in a narrow sense can mean emotional life or sentient life. For emotional or
sentient life has a distinctive significance from a moral point of view. For example, we cut our
hair and nails. When we do so, we do not hesitate even though our hair and nails are alive. The
reason is that they do not feel anything. Of course sometimes we clumsily injure our scalp and
fingers while cutting our hair and nails. Then we feel pain but hair and nails don’t. Again, when
people become brain dead, we can use their organs for transplant and consequently kill them. In
other words, we no longer regard them as holders of fundamental human rights. Why? Because
they feel nothing and they have no consciousness. It is indicated by the flatness of their brain
waves.

I am not saying that we can do anything to brain dead people. Even a corpse demands a
certain respect. We have to treat corpses respectfully. Plants, too, require a respectful treatment.
We have to treat plants respectfully if we are to pay due respect to their value. However, that is
quite different from the kind of moral consideration demanded of us by animals. Animals can feel
pain and suffer. That is how they are different from plants. Thus they have a morally

considerable life. That is why life means animals in a morally important sense.

3. Reverence for Life in the Moral Sense

In the above, we saw that life can have two meanings. First, it means life in general. We
can call this “cosmic meaning” because life in this sense has a value from a cosmic point of view.
The value of life in general requires a certain frame of mind (reverence for life), but does not really

> Second, life means emotional or sentient life. We can call this “moral

restrict our behavior.
meaning” because this form of life has a moral value, which requires certain actions and inactions

of us.

3 Actually, there are two ways of thinking when we do not distinguish animals from plants. One way is

the dominant view which we discuss here. The other way is to take plant life as seriously as animal life.
This second way, going beyond animal rights, requires us to respect plant life as far as possible. Jainism

and fruitarianism are examples of the second way.
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Now which meaning should we take for our education of reverence for life? We should take
the moral meaning. Why? When life is understood in its cosmic sense, reverence for life does
not tell us anything on what we should do and what we should not do. It does not give us any
moral guidance. Instead it allows any egregious acts in so far as we do such acts in an appropriate
manner with an appropriate frame of mind.

Let me give you just one example. When we go to medical schools in Japan, we usually find
a memorial for the animals sacrificed for medical experiments. In the memorials we typically find
the following statements:

1. We solace and thank sacrificed animals.

2. Animals had to be sacrificed for the sake of medical advance and humanity.

3. We should not waste their valuable life but rather make the best use of their sacrifice.

4. Sometimes a sense of guilt is also expressed.

Thus, reverence for life in the cosmic sense does not prevent people from doing any egregious
experiments on animals. Perhaps reverence for life in this sense may be fine. It might be better
than nothing; but it does not make us morally right.

We should teach children reverence for life in its moral sense. Then children will develop a
sensibility which make them tend not to harm animals.® When they grow up and face rational

arguments that require them to change their eating habit, they will be ready to accept the arguments.

®  This is the end of keeping an animal at school.  As I have already stated, the animal rights theory claims

that animals have freedom of action. Hence it follows that it is wrong to keep an animal. That is the
direct theoretical consequence of the animal rights theory. Then how can we keep an animal? Is there
any morally just way to keep an animal? One way to keep an animal morally is to keep it without
confinement. However, this way would not be practical in cities. So, the second best way is to
guarantee an animal as much space as possible, not to mention five freedoms of animal welfare (freedom
from hunger and thirst, freedom from discomfort, freedom from pain, injury or disease, freedom to express
normal behavior, and freedom from fear and distress). If we guarantee an animal a large space as well as
five freedoms, then perhaps pet-keeping may be justified. There seems to be a room of justifiability for
pet-keeping. At any rate, since pet-keeping usually limits an animal’s freedom of action, it is a
concession made for the sake of animal rights movement. For, without direct and close contact with

animals, it is difficult for children to feel that other animals are “just like us.”
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Here we can go back to the controversy on the educational practice of keeping a pig. Isita
good practice? The dominant view gave a positive answer, but according to the opposite view the
school should not have killed P-chan. If a school keeps a pig, it should take care of it throughout
its life. ~ As a matter of fact, an animal rights movement is growing today partly because we do not
kill animals in everyday life.

An aspect of the dominant view is a belief that life can live only by sacrificing other life.
Stated thus simply, this belief may sound true. But it does not follow that we have to kill animals
in order to live. The fact is that we do not need to eat animals in order to live a decent, prosperous
life. That is, we can be vegetarians or vegans. Perhaps in the past, where there was not enough
plant food available, people had to eat animals. In such a situation, eating meat was necessary.
But today we have enough plant food at least in Japan and China. So, eating meat is frivolous.
It only shows the lack of compassion. Reverence for life in the moral sense tells us not to harm

animals, consequently not to kill and eat animals.
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