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Abstract
Today, we are still dealing with the unresolved question about the relationship between humans and animals, which belong to distinctly and significantly different ontological stages. Can this ontological differentiation, which imposes certain insurmountable limits of argumentation in favour of a behaviour, guided by moral rules, concerning animals and the very thought of their rights in general, be considered sufficient? Or, in the modern ethical discussion, we should require an adaptive reorientation of the argument, if it refers to the normative regulation of our behaviour towards animals? Is it possible to create and apply animal bioethics?
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Introduction - Do animals have a moral status!?
Issues related to animal rights and our duties following their moral status have become an essential part of almost all major ethical debates in the last few decades, representing one of the most current areas of ethics research. This is because the “human beings relation on the planet to living non-human beings, animals, is characterised by their apparent superiority. Thanks to their overall abilities and potentials, human beings have become masters of the planet. Their dominant planetary position raised the question of the value regulation of their behaviour towards non-human beings, animals as lower and subordinate species. (...) Throughout the history of civilisation, people have often treated their superiority as an implicit or explicit authority for complete submission to non-human beings, animals in relation to human demands, interests and needs, with the behaviour towards them being determined as morally indifferent." (1) 
Thus, in the 1960s, the global animal rights movement was create[footnoteRef:1], and the role of philosophy in developing the theoretical framework and forcing intellectual debates about our treatment of animals[footnoteRef:2] was crucial in addressing this issue in its full significance - moral justification of current practices and regulation of normative issues regarding the attitude towards animals, in general[footnoteRef:3]. Peter Singer, one of the most important representatives of this movement[footnoteRef:4], commented on the role of philosophy, which joined this movement as a science in the 70s of the last century, saying that: "philosophers were not the mother of the movement, but they did ease its passage into the world and – who knows – may have prevented it being stillborn". (2) Then, together with Tom Regan (3) and Klaus Michael Meyer-Abich (4), the primary thoughts that are representative of the current discussion on the new thinking and regulation of the relationship between humans and animals, they formulated in the following paragraphs: [1:  If we go deeper we can find that these kinds of iniciatives are already mentioned in the Pietist’s works from XVIII century.]  [2:  Although linguistically and logically disputable, the correct term should be "non-human animals". The term “non-human animals” is used to shed light on the often overlooked fact that humans are also animals. For the rest of this text, we will generally stick to such uses, except when the sources we use relate to the more traditional human and animal dichotomy. ]  [3:  More detailed see: Sirilnik, B. & Fontene, E de. & Singer, P. I životinje imaju prava. Novi Sad: Akademska knjiga, 2018, str. 15-17.]  [4:  but also the founder of the Animal Liberation Movement, along with Jacques Cosnier and Hubert Montagner as early as the 1970’s, shortly after the formation of the Oxford Group of Richard Ryder which defined the great principles of animalistic ethics in the collection entitled Animals, Men and Morals on Roslind and Stanley Godlovitch and John Harris.] 

1. аnimals are beings that are capable of suffering[footnoteRef:5], with their interests and needs that are similar to the basic needs of people; [5:  In a well-known passage, which represents a departure from the mainstream of Western philosophy, Bentham says the following: „The day may come when the rest of the animal creation may acquire those rights which never could have been withholden from them but by the hand of tyranny. The French have already discovered that the blackness of the skin is no reason why a human being should be abandoned without redress to the caprice of a tormentor. It may one day come to be recognized that the number of the legs, the villosity of the skin, or the termination of the os sacrum are reasons equally insufficient for abandoning a sensitive being to the same fate. What else is it that should trace the insuperable line? Is it the faculty of reason, or perhaps the faculty of discourse? But a full-grown horse or dog is beyond comparison a more rational, as well as a more conversable animal, than an infant of a day, or a week or even a month, old. But suppose they were otherwise, what would it avail? The question is not, Can they reason? nor Can they talk? but, Can they suffer?”. Bentham J. Introduction to the Principles of Morals and Legislation. New York: Prometheus Books, Amherst, 1988, p. 311. ] 

2. if there is such similarity, the principle of equality requires that the interests of animals are respected as well as the similar interests of humans;
3. animals have their value, which for some (Singer and Regan) stems from their consciousness, while others (Meyer-Abich) attribute additional importance to the affinity of animals and humans. 
Animals should, furthermore, be guaranteed the fundamental “right” to life appropriate to their species, the view that is based on the parts of the fourth and fifth articles of the "Universal Declaration of Animal Rights": "wild animals have the right to live and reproduce in freedom their own natural environment ... Any animal which is dependent on man has the right to proper sustenance and care". (5) 
Nevertheless, the unresolved question remains about the relationship between humans and animals, which belong to distinctly and significantly different ontological stages. Can this ontological differentiation, which imposes certain insurmountable limits of argumentation in favour of a behaviour, guided by moral rules, in relation to animals and the very thought of their rights in general, be considered sufficient or in the modern ethical discussion should require an adaptive reorientation of the argument, if it refers to the normative regulation of our behaviour towards animals?[footnoteRef:6] Is it possible to create and apply animal bioethics? (6) [6:  Futher consult: Protopapadakis, D. E. "Animal Rights, or Just Human Wrongs?", in: Animal Ethics Past and Present Perspectives, Protopapadakis D. E. (ed.). Berlin: Logos Verlag Berlin GmbH, 2012, pp. 279-291.] 


The Western European tradition of thought and the moral status of animals
Philosophy is responsible for many of our views regarding the natural world, i.e. philosophical thought that from the very beginning influenced our absolute inclination towards anthropocentric ethics, regardless of the consequences of such ideas we face, especially in the last few decades.[footnoteRef:7]  [7:  For centuries, the position and status of animals has been neglected or even in no way had its place on earth. The anthropocentric nature of this view of the world was an important reason why our natural-technical civilization did not develop in harmony with nature, but much more often in opposition to it. Elements, minerals, plants and animals are treated, not as "partners", but as resources that man uses indefinitely, so the wildlife in the jungle has fallen victim to large game hunters, and in rich countries the victim of industrial meat production.] 

The dominant anthropocentric philosophical theories represent the belief that only man, a self-conscious being with the ability to act morally, and thus the only autonomous being, can have moral status. Namely, "the dignity of a certain individual is considered from the perspective of the reason of one's nature, and such nature is only attributed to man. Only he is free from the realm of goals, while non-human living beings are connected by the bonds and relationships that exist in nature. Only man is aware of himself and can distance himself from himself in favour of higher goals, relativise his interests, all the way to self-surrender. This, as a moral being, gives him an absolute status that establishes his unique dignity, which in turn gives him the right not to be "enslaved" by anyone and, as a moral being, not to be deprived of his own goals. From this unique human dignity arises his unique rights" (7), guaranteed by the UN Declaration of Human Rights from 1948. (8)
Contrary to this, non-anthropocentric theories believe that there is no strict hierarchy between beings in nature. All differences between humans and animals should not be established ontologically but on a biological basis. (9) This means that the predominantly anthropocentric picture of the world and the derived relation of man toward nature and animals in the last few decades has been called into question by the non-anthropocentric expansion of ethics and the publication of (bio)ethical search for a new foundation of the relationship between humans and animals. In this context, Singer speaks of animals as "persons", while Regan speaks of them as "subjects of life" and Mayer-Abich of their dignity, from which they derive animal rights, appropriate treatment of their species, as well as for the protection of their lives, because it is forbidden to kill them for our diet. (10)
These two opposing lines of thinking about the differences or similarities between humans and animals characterise the Western philosophical-religious tradition[footnoteRef:8]. The same, in general, which is based on two sources, shows less respect for animals and the rest of the natural world than the Eastern traditions due to the assumed absolute superiority of man over nature[footnoteRef:9]. [8:  The Eastern philosophical-religious tradition is in many ways opposed to Western cultural, religious and philosophical views and nurtures the idea of ​​holiness and enthusiasm for all forms of life, not just human.]  [9:  which led to a kind of crisis of man in the scientific and technical age when the imperative for the preservation of nature and natural biodiversity is increasingly imposed in relation to the devastating action of man over the natural world.] 

The first source primarily refers to the nature of the relationship between man and animals as described in the Old Testament Bible, the essential Christian religious-historical document. It gives us an idea of ​​the world in which man was created according to the image of God and is thus destined to rule over all other living things on earth. The divine origin of man is not explained only by his absolute supremacy over other earthly beings. Still, it is also reflected that man is only blessed through the unity of body and immortal soul. The soul is considered a valuable component of humanity, all the more so because it enables moral thinking and action. In contrast, bodily beings, animals, are considered the most primitive level of existence. This view is maintained by the Old Testament stories of animal sacrifice. That is, animals and the rest of the natural world, according to this source, the Christian philosophical-religious doctrine, exist only for human benefit because human beings "are the only morally important members of this world. Nature itself has no intrinsic value, so the destruction of plants and animals can not be wrong unless the destruction does not harm human beings" (11).
The most influential medieval Christian thinkers, Aurelius Augustine and Thomas Aquinas, are on this first line of thinking. They emphasised that the lack of reason in animals justifies their subordinate role. Namely, Thomas Aquinas, in his philosophical teaching, states the thesis that we are not obliged to show any kindness, mercy or compassion to animals because animals can not experience any benefit due to their irrational nature, so their value is judged solely by how much they are suitable for human use: "Dumb animals… are devoid of the life of reason… they are naturally enslaved and accommodated to the uses of others" (12). Although it is acknowledged that irrational animals are sensitive to pain, this is not considered a sufficient reason for them to be respected in the same way as human beings. The compassion that can be felt towards suffering animals stems from the moral affection of people, so the individual who does good to people will take care of his property, i.e. the animals it owns. 
The second source derives from ancient philosophy[footnoteRef:10]. It is most marked by Aristotle's philosophical teaching (13), to which animals, according to the natural hierarchy, are under humans because they possess only senses, but not reason and beliefs (14), i.e. rational soul so that man can use them as his resources. However, unlike the animal soul, the human soul is characterised by reason whose products can be communicated through language, thoughts, and reason. [10:  which is posed on Aristotle's paragraph from the Politics (1256b15-22), emphasized as a paradigm of the leading western tradition and its unquestionable anthropocentrism: „and that plants exist for the sake of animals and the other animals for the good of man, the domestic species both for his service and for his food, and if not all at all events most of the wild ones for the sake of his food and of his supplies of other kinds, in order that they may furnish him both with clothing and with other appliances. If therefore nature makes nothing without purpose or in vain, it follows that nature has made all the animals for the sake of men“.] 

Animals have a sensitive soul but not rational mechanisms for communicating pain, suffering or pleasure, so we should not treat them like any other human. Hence, it can be concluded that animals precisely because of a lack of reason can not participate in the ethical and political sphere: "our action is outside the sphere of righteous action, so there is no friendship because we have nothing in common" (15). But human primacy over animals can also have a benevolent character. Namely, as Martha Nussbaum states, "Aristotle’s great contribution is the idea that each species has its form of life and that it is equipped for life under certain circumstances. The same thing means that the good is different for every animal, and every animal has a purpose in itself and is a measure of its success. (...) Aristotle’s claim from Politics that animals exist because of humans is contradicted by hundreds of statements from biological writings which suggest that each animal has its purpose” (16). 
Exposed ideas about the position of animals in the human world were developed. They later reached their peak with the development of modern Western philosophical thought in the 17th century, reflecting the still dominant influence of Christianity. Anxiety towards animals and the assumption that justifies cruelty to them (that they can not feel pain) is most prominent in the most important representative of the philosophy of rationalism, Rene Descartes. The differentiation of the overall battle into thinking and stretching stems from Descartes’ mechanistic understanding of nature under the influence of the science of mechanics, in which animals as stretching are deprived not only of the thinking and rational aspect of battle but also of feeling. Only human beings, as thinkers, have consciousness in their body, the unique ability of language and innovative behaviour.
For philosophers of later eras such as Hume and Schopenhauer, above all, the dominance of reason in the autonomy of a being has maintained the same direction in philosophical considerations on the question of the moral status of animals. “Animals have no rights,” Hume said, although “the laws of humanity do oblige us to treat these creatures with care” (17). This careful treatment follows as an implication from the view that the compassion we can feel for animals can be a source of moral thought, but that does not mean that cruel treatment of animals can be considered as a matter of justice because justice is a moral attitude that refers to equals in force and rights. So, the righteous deed, i.e. equal respect for interests, applies only to human interests. In this context, under the influence of Indian philosophy, Schopenhauer integrated many ideas from Eastern philosophy into his philosophical teaching. While rejecting reason and self-awareness as necessary for the assumption of the moral status of a particular being, he builds the doctrine of the moral treatment of animals around the ethics of compassion. Moreover, the greater intelligence of human beings also increases their ability to suffer, thus justifying the increased moral concern for human suffering” (18). 
In modern philosophy, many philosophers, especially Kant, advocated equal respect for interests and autonomy as a fundamental moral principle (19). Still, the same principle did not extend beyond the limits of its kind. Moving forward makes the founder of modern utilitarianism, Jeremy Bentham, who by “autonomy” means “the ability to choose and make one’s own decisions, and hence to act accordingly. Rational and self-conscious beings, it seems, have that ability. In contrast, beings who can not consider the alternatives that are opened to them cannot choose in the required sense and therefore can not be autonomous. In particular, only a being who can comprehend the difference between dying and living can be autonomous and choose to live” (20).
From the above[footnoteRef:11], it can be concluded that the direction in which such philosophical thinking goes is to act rationally, meaning to act morally. To act morally means to have moral significance concerning one’s right and not for the interests of others. The ethical attitude according to which we have a direct moral duty only to other moral subjects supports Kant’s ethics of indirect duties. For example, indirect moral duties toward animals, such as compassion and goodwill, are based on personal interest because our good treatment of animals also strengthens our “goodwill” relationship with humans. But Peter Singer criticises the denial of moral importance to other species regardless of the purpose of rational beings, which is a fundamental premise of Kant’s argument. He explains that “it may be true that kindness to humans and other animals goes hand in hand; but, nevertheless, Aquinas and Kant argued that this was the real reason one should be kind to animals, which is a total specistic position” (21).  [11:  It can be said for sure that the history of the ideas about the moral status of the animals doesn’t stops here. On contrary! Here we can include also the ideas, thoughts and efforts of the Fritz Jahr, also Ignaz Bregenzer, Mark H. Bernstein or even Corey Lee Wrenn. In this sence this chapter will be reacher and also a very long. So we decide to leave some of them for in-depth analysis in the future occation, articles, chapters…!] 

And so, until the 20th century, it was common to think that animals were immature creatures and undeserved of our compassion. In summary, Paola Cavalieri[footnoteRef:12] speaks of “a twenty-century philosophical tradition aimed at excluding members of species other than ours, outside the ethical domain” (22). After Aristotle and Thomas Aquinas, she cites Kant as a modern follower of the most persistent and widely accepted thesis of animal relations in all Western culture. By categorising animals as “things” to which we can not have direct duties: “animals, as pure means have a moral status of zero-order, i.e. they are excluded from the moral community” (23). [12:  An Italian philosopher who, together with Peter Singer, founded the Great Apes Project, a movement created in 1996 that aims to extend to the great apes the three, not all, rights that until then were reserved only for man: the right to life, the right to individual protection and the right for respecting the physical integrity (prohibition of torture). See in more detail: Sirilnik B. & de Fontene E. & Singer P. I životinje imaju prava. Novi Sad: Akademska knjiga, 2018, str. 17.] 

Although these are attitudes that have been slowly losing importance in the last few decades as too harsh and unfounded[footnoteRef:13], in general, nevertheless, it can be freely said that these are views that are pretty suitable for promoting those attitudes that led to the monstrous destruction of nature by the modern technological society that continues today with increasingly pronounced savagery. [13:  As prof. Cović states, it is believed that most of the discussions about human responsibility for non-human living beings take place today within the so-called animal ethics, which task is to determine the "moral status of animals", and within the advocacy of "rights of animals". He adds that the "absurdist method of the specistics leveling" has been established within the mentioned framework, which occurs in two forms, “as an Aesopian approach of “leveling upwards”, which consists in anthropomorphic attribution to non-human living beings of specifically human properties and categories such as dignity, moral status, rights, etc., and as a Singer’s approach of “leveling down”, consisting of zoomorphic reduction of specifically human traits and categories. Both procedures have the same goal - to level the gap between man and other living beings with the ability to feel, starting from the mistaken assumption that this is a good way to develop moral considerations and legal obligations toward non-human members of the sensitive community." Čović A., „Biotička zajednica kao temelj odgovornosti za ne-ljudska živa bića”, in Od nove medicinske etike do integrativne bioetike, Čović A. & Gosić N. & Tomašević L. (eds.). Zagreb: Pergamena / Hrvatsko bioetičko društvo, 2009, str. 36-37.] 


Current (bio)ethical theories about the moral status of animals
Historically, various views and considerations have been encouraged, i.e. various theories about the attitude towards animals have been created. Each of these theories tries through ethics and philosophy to clarify the person's attitude behind that attitude by directly asking the question about the moral status of animals. This is because, in order to be able to attribute and/or recognise moral status to certain beings as a kind of opportunity for proper consideration of objects with direct moral significance, we need to take a particular moral view that they have “a kind of importance as beings, that they have their moral significance, importance” (24). Here, too, when we consider issues related to moral values, others are often involved because they are in some relationship, which says that to have a moral status means “to be an entity concerning which others (living beings) have, or they may have moral obligations” (25). When an entity is given moral status, it does oblige us not to behave as we wish, but it must be well considered whether the same entity has its interests, desires, beliefs and the like. It should be borne in mind that the rules are not binding us on such action, but the intrinsic value of the entity itself, the meaning it has in itself, according to some “own right” (26).
When we talk about animals, the question of moral status, i.e. the value in itself of the same as an entity, covers a number of different criteria, which first refer to various theories of moral status. According to several authors, “rationality is the main criterion for moral action (Aristotle, Kant), while others will be based on the Christian tradition according to which moral status is under the principle of sanctity of life, and it belongs exclusively to human species, third, most often utilitarians will focus on sensitivity as a criterion for moral status that morally binds not only people but also all other living beings who may experience pain, suffering or other mental states, fourth, ecofeminists, to the ability for compassion and care (27) … So, there are numerous different approaches, i.e. a wide range of theories that try to explain the relevant positions for our relationship with animals and the living world of the earth (28), of which, as the most serious and mature in their positions, we single out the following few[footnoteRef:14]: [14:  Although others can be found in various representative works. So for example, M.A. Warren offers the following: The Moral Agency Theory, The Genetic Humanity Theory, The Sentience Theory, The Organic Life Theory and Two Relationship-based Theories. Warren M. A., “Moral status”, in: A Companion to Applied Ethics, Frey G. R. and Wellman H. C. (eds.). Oxford: Blackwell Publishing Ltd., 2003, pp. 440-445.] 

- utilitarianism or ethical humanism, which in the behaviour of people as a supreme value emphasises the rule of the principle of utility, where decisions are made solely depending on whether they have positive or negative consequences while striving to achieve the highest possible benefit for most people (but not necessarily just people).
This principle of utility is usually defined in terms of the amount of suffering and/or enjoyment or happiness (29), meaning that individuals are interested in doing what increases their enjoyment or reduces their suffering. It follows that all living beings, human and non-human, have interests (30). Because all interests, according to this theory, are viewed from a moral viewpoint and deserve equal value, the impact of one’s actions on all sensory beings, including animals, is a matter of moral importance. In other words, if someone suffers, it can not be morally justified to refuse to take that suffering into account (31). As Henry S. Salt, one of the first to advocate for certain animal rights, states: “pain is pain ... whether inflicted on man or beast. And the creature that suffers, whether man or beast, feeling the pain as it lasts, suffers evil” (32). Hence, regardless of the creature's nature, the principle of equality requires that one’s suffering be counted as much as the suffering of all other creatures.
For utilitarians, the interests of the highest weight should prevail no matter whose interests they are, and it is precisely this view that has radical measures to assess the greater use of animals (33). Namely, a small step towards a more significant consideration of the interests of animals is better than none. Therefore, according to the utilitarian position, if there are different strategies to improve production, the one that is the best, the most effective will be accepted. In the debate between those who compromise on improving animal welfare and those who seek radical reform, utilitarians do not act on the principle of discussion but consider which strategy will have the best effect on animal welfare. In this context, Signer goes most radical in animal welfare by advocating a boycott of animal products and the settlement of farms by vegetarians. However, this is not because it is fundamentally wrong to kill an animal, but because our consumption of meat and other products from commercially bred animals leads to suffering: “As long as the conscious being is conscious, it has an interest in as much enjoyment and less pain as possible. The feeling is enough for the creature to be brought into the realm of equal consideration of interest. But this does not mean that the creature has a personal interest in continuing to live. For the being who is not self-conscious, death is the cessation of experience, just as birth is the beginning of the experience. Death can not be contrary to the preference for the continuation of life, while birth can be under the preference for the beginning of life. (...) Since the animal belongs to a species that is not capable of self-awareness, it follows that it is not wrong to breed and kill. The condition is to live a comfortable life, and, after the killing, another domestic animal that will lead a similar life and which would not exist if the first animal was not killed. Vegetarianism is not obligatory for people who eat meat from animals raised in a utilitarian moral way. (...) The essence of utilitarianism is not that it allows killing because it does not belong to the human species, but that it allows killing animals precisely because they lack the ability to want to prolong life. This attitude also applies to members of our species who also do not have that ability” (34).
- the animal right view, according to which animals deserve a specific approach that includes the question of what is of best interest to them, regardless of whether people consider them “cute”, whether they are helpful to humans, whether they belong to an endangered species or whether at all a person takes care of them (just as a person has his rights even when he is not beautiful, helpful, and even if no one loves him). Philosopher Tom Regan argues that (at least some) animals have negative rights such as the right not to interfere, the right not to be killed, injured or tortured (35), that animals have the right to be treated with respect, then the right to bodily integrity and the right to freedom of movement. Violation of these rights is not morally justified, regardless of the potential benefits people feel they have.
Namely, this approach is based on attributing intrinsic value to all beings who can feel- those who experience life and whose lives can be good or bad over time. As such, they have “individual experiential well-being, logically independent of their usefulness in relation to the interests or well-being of others” (36). Then this is the foundation of their rights and morally obliges us to refrain from things that would significantly hinder the life of such creatures. According to them, the main characteristic that all people have in common is not rationality, but the fact that each of us has his own life that he cares about: what happens to us is important to us, whether it is the same for any who else. This is because we are all subjects of life with experience. Suppose this is really the basis for attributing an inherent value to individuals to be consistent. In that case, we must ascribe an inherent value, and thus a moral right, to all subjects of life, whether human or not.
It follows that an animal rights-based approach is most focused on ensuring animal welfare (experience of pleasure and pain), and attributing protected rights is the best way to achieve this common goal (37). It means understanding that animals are not our property, property that we can use for food, clothing, entertainment or experimentation. Consequently, it is considered wrong to look at animals as a commodity as a “means to an end”, just as it is wrong to treat them in the same way for the same reasons. The fundamental right of all who possess an inherent value is the right never to be treated simply as a means to an end for others. In this context, the movement for the protection of animal rights has the same weight as the movement for the protection of human rights.
- theory of contractarianism and common agreement, according to which, analogous to the theory of a common agreement of Thomas Hobbes from the 17th century, which claimed that without political rule, everyone would live in a natural state in which our lives would be endangered, the same can be transferred to the use of animals. Proponents of this view claim that because man can establish an “agreement” with other rational beings, that is, with other human beings (because both parties have some benefit from it), and thus protect its rights and interests, with animals he can not do the same because of their lack of ability to think and make decisions, so it makes no sense to protect their rights because humans get nothing in return.
This is the basis for an argument drawn by analogy that places specism side by side with racism and sexism because people as human beings, as a species, hold the view that they are the only ones who deserve moral status or that they at least deserve special moral status is contrary to other species, but without any special justification which is substantiated except that it belongs to the human species (38) and that it is wrong! Namely, the morality of the members of the concluded agreement is applied only to individuals who can agree with the moral community, so it is important to define who those members are. In terms of the moral agreement, morality is a kind of agreement between rational, independent, egocentric individuals who benefit from entering into such an agreement. A vital feature of this view of morality is explaining why we use it and who participates in it. That is, we have it for long-term personal interest, and the parties to the contract in morality include all those who have the following two characteristics:
1. be able to reap certain benefits if they are included in the contract, at least in the long term, if they do not do what they have agreed upon;
2. to be “able” to enter into the contract (39).
Given these requirements, even more, and considering several other alternative attributes such as language abilities, language or speech, rationality, rationality and reasoning, the ability to accept social and moral rules, possession of the immortality of the soul, possession of life in the biographical sense of the word, moral autonomy, the ability for reciprocity, empathy and desire for self-esteem (40) ..., as alleged features that distinguish us from animals and justify our special moral status, it is apparent why animals have no right!
The non-existence of animals in the moral community does not necessarily mean that the way they are treated is irrelevant from the position of a common agreement. Moreover, the position of the common agreement is entirely anthropocentric because any animal right to their protection depends on the human factor (41). From a self-centred point of view, man must necessarily treat animals well enough to suit their needs. Animal suffering is not an ethical problem in itself. Hence, any form of animal use is ethically acceptable and even ethically desirable because of the benefits that humans derive from animals (42). 


Conclusion - For a possible bioethics of animals
According to the purpose of this chapter, to understand the central (bio)ethical approaches or perspectives regarding (bio)ethics of animals, i.e. through the use of techniques of experiential and holistic learning to establish an ethical relationship with animals, and hence to be able to recognise and respect our similarities and interrelationships with animals to finally be able to analyse and evaluate the main arguments and directions of thinking that are at the core of (bio)animal ethics – something is more than evident. And that is a prospective treatment of this problem. However, even more so, the emergence of usable solutions for directing social practice requires an experimentally combined presentation within which complements the natural-biocentric and utilitarian point of view, as well as the traditional view of Rousseau and Schopenhauer as the main point of view for the moral conduct, but also the view of the “awe of nature” of Albert Schweizer and Paul Taylor, as additional motivational support. That is, the idea is to find an appropriate solution and apply the two major approaches, i.e. negative utilitarianism and natural biocentrism, a hybrid theory as a new (bio)animal ethics in which it is important to think about both human and animal rights, a theory according to which decisions will be based between respect for nature and animal welfare.
With one acceptance and application of effective measures for action, i.e. those who are in the function of protecting the fundamental animal rights, and also with their legislative operationalisation (43), can prevent further suffering, the pain of the animals, so that their extinction does not occur, which requires the establishment of a benevolent and caring attitude towards them and less extreme forms of their use for human purposes. At the same time, a new culture of human coexistence with other non-human beings should be inaugurated, in accordance with the current living conditions on this planet, i.e. the real threat to biodiversity and the environmental challenges that are here in this first half of the 21st century. The current ecological crisis is simply forcing humanity in a new way to determine its attitude towards animals. And while this may seem utopian, time will tell if humans are ready for this step in evolution, i.e. the first has already been made with the eradication of cannibalism. The second is insight: “will man take the second step by stopping eating animals, i.e. will recognise the fundamental right to life of animals? While this is unlikely to happen in the foreseeable future, this does not mean that man should not work for the recognition of the dignity and protection of non-human living beings” (44). This is because although “modern man in the general humanisation of many spheres of life has significantly surpassed his ancestors, it is still paradoxical that at the same time in our epoch, as in any epoch of mankind so far, the number of animals over which suffering has not been he was so big” (45).
The previous is a result of the fact that “a relevant purposeful socio-economic policy that strives for temporary efficiency requires the inclusion of social considerations and environmental adjustments and incorporating and adjusting to the needs of the animal population and its well-being. Even as part of such an extended perspective and a synthesised view of all the previously enumerated fundamental problematic aspects as a value framework for reforming “real capitalism”, we will find ourselves on the path of using a socio-economic policy that will be in line with the needs of living in the 21st century” (46).
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