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Abstract
Although several studies have been conducted on the management of common forestry 
resources, there has been an insufficient amount of discussion on the monetized benefits 
gained from this management. This paper examined three organizations in the Yamagata 
Prefecture that manage common forestry resources, all of which used the profi ts to help local 
schools, maintain religious sites, and support community activities and two of which also 
provided scholarship programs for the children of the residents. Thus, this study confi rmed 
that common forestry resource profi ts were re-invested in local activities such as educational 
and community activities. Owing to the distinctly communal nature of common forestry 
resource management, it is important that the generated monetized benefi ts be used to address 
local community issues.
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In this paper, I challenge the so-called animal liberationist position that advocates the complete 

abolition of domesticated animals. They claim that we cannot have an ethically permissible 

relationship with animals so that any form of domestication is morally wrong. Applying the concept 

of joint actions and rights to animals, I argue against the animal liberationism that it is possible to 

form an ethically permissible relationship with domesticated animals. In other words, if we consider 

domestication as a set of joint actions undertaken with domesticated animals, it does not necessarily 

lead to violation of animals. To illustrate it, I show that through domestication we form “a caring-

being cared for relationship” relationship with animals, which requires mutual trust. Building trust, 

I argue, is one type of joint action and related rights and obligations, such as not to betray/take 

advantage of trust, would arise.
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Tom Regan and Gary Francione, both prominent animal rights theorists, argue that we 

should end domestication of animals, e.g., dogs and cats. They claim that we have no moral 

justification to bring animals into existence for human use. Domesticating animals is nothing 

other than a fundamental violation of animal rights, treating them as if they were own personal 

private properties. Although the theoretical basis of the versions of animal rights propounded 

diff ers between the two scholars1, they nonetheless advocate the complete abolition of any forms of 

domestication, heretofore “the animal liberationism” position.  

It is not my intention to argue against their claim that we should end our systematic 

exploitation of animals; rather, I strongly believe that the concept of a “right” is not exclusive to 

humans. Where I disagree with them, however, is that abolishing domestication is the only way 

to end such violation. They assume humans and domesticated animals cannot live together in a 

society without causing moral problems. That is why they argue for the complete abolition of 

domesticated animals. Yet, they never show why such an abolition is the only morally permissible 

solution. It seems strange to me that they do not at all consider a possibility of forming some kind 

of membership with animals within a wider human–animal partnership. If they hold this view based 

on a distinction between humans and animals, they would probably be accused of being speciesists, 

i.e., showing discrimination toward non-human species. They claim that any species boundary is 

irrelevant when we decide whether or not an entity has a right, arguing that those who insist on 

the relevance are committing speciesism. Why, then, would the boundary matter when we think of 

who and/or what are entitled to membership? That is, would the species boundary be a line to draw 

between those included in and excluded from a society?  

With the above question in mind, I will explore a theoretical possibility of forming 

membership with animals. In particular, I will look at the relationship between humans and 

domesticated animals. Here, I fi nd the dichotomy between humans and animals problematic. As has 

been argued by Sue Donaldson and Will Kymlicka, “we cannot escape the ethical complexities of 

human–animal relationships simply by bringing an end to domestication. Animals are part of our 

daily lives whether or not we ‘invite’ (or force) them into ‘our world’. There is no such thing as an 

‘our world’ that doesn’t include animals2.” In this paper, then, I will examine what it means to have a 

shared community with domesticated animals, i.e., an “interspecies community” Specifi cally, I will 

talk about the idea of joint actions and joint rights with domesticated animals. 

 1 While Regan considers a cognitive ability of having an experiential welfare as the ground for animal rights, 
Francione thinks that mere sentience is suffi  cient for an entity to have a right not to be treated as a piece of 
property.

 2 Donaldson & Kymlicka 2011, p.87.
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1. Rights and obligations as special bonding 
I would like to start by clarifying what I think about rights and obligations in broad terms 

within the context of this paper. First of all, since my main focus here is to show that we could form 

membership with domesticated animals, I will not discuss universal (natural) rights and obligations 

that are applicable to animals in general. We usually consider universal rights and obligations to 

arise from individual properties, e.g., we should not harm entities with sentience. The rights for which 

Regan and Francione argue are exactly of this kind. They concern about rights and obligations 

stemming from animals’ general properties (such as sentience and cognitive capacity) and argue that 

all animals are entitled to be the bearers of rights by showing us how these properties are worthy of 

moral consideration in and of themselves.

One major reason that Regan and Francione have overlooked the possibility of forming 

membership with domesticated animals is due to the characteristics of universal rights and 

obligations. Let me explain this point as follows. Sue Donaldson and Will Kymlicka point out that 

universal rights typically take the form of negative rights. They are “negative” in a sense that they 

restrict our behaviors, i.e., not to act in a certain way. Indeed, for Regan and Francione, “animal 

rights” ground their argument for abandoning domestication. That is, animals have “the right not to 

be owned, killed, confi ned, tortured, or separated from one’s family3.” Rights functioning in this way 

enables them to conclude that the “very idea of domestication is inherently a violation of animals’ 
negative rights4.” Consequently, their focus has been on how not to violate their rights, which leads 

them to argue for the abolition of domestication and the (presumed subsequent) extinction of all 

domesticated animals.

To explore the possibility of forming membership with domesticated animals, we have 

to go beyond negative rights and obligations. In other words, rights and obligations based on 

intrinsic properties of animals are too general to help us answer how to rebuild a relationship with 

domesticated animals in our society. Neither do negative rights and obligations provide us with 

any normative reasons to integrate domesticated animals into our society as fellow members (on 

equal moral terms at least). Just because we should not harm wild animals does not lead us to 

the conclusion that we should treat wild animals as our fellow members. We have to show, then, 

especially to the animal liberationists, such as Regan and Francione, why and in what way we 

should form fellow membership with domesticated animals, instead of liberating them.      

Donaldson and Kymlicka, for instance, suggest “relational duties” that arise from the 

“geographically and historically specific relationships that have developed between particular 

 3 Donaldson & Kymlicka 2011, p.6.

 4 Ibid., p.7.
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groups of humans and particular groups of animals5.” According to them, “the fact that humans 

have deliberately bred domesticated animals to become dependent on us generates diff erent moral 

obligations to cows or dogs than we have to the ducks or squirrels who migrate to areas of human 

settlement…[or] to animals in isolated wilderness who have little or no contact with humans6.” 
This special obligation we have toward domesticated animals, then, entitles them to have rights of 

membership. 

My understanding of rights and obligations is somewhat similar to that of Donaldson and 

Kymlicka. I will consider “rights and obligations” to represent some kind of special bonding 

between the members of the group(s) in question, i.e., rights and obligations arise from how we 

stand in relation to one another, instead of what properties/capacities individuals (intrinsically) 

have7.  

2. A response to the argument of Donaldson and Kymlicka
It seems intuitive to understand that domesticated animals have unique claims on us. 

Donaldson and Kymlicka explain this aspect by the fact that we bring them into existence. “Having 

brought such animals into our society, and deprived them of other possible forms of existence…we 

have a duty to include them in our social and political arrangements on fair terms8.” While I am not 

directly against their view, I do not fully understand how our causal relationship with domesticated 

animals alone can provide a sufficient reason to form membership with them. At this point, 

Donaldson and Kymlicka make analogies with children and immigrants to augment their reasoning. 

They fi rst argue that it is not just domesticated animals that we bring into our society to make 

use of. “For example, parents often have multiple motives in deciding to have children. They may 

simply wish to bequeath the gift of life onto another. But having children also serves their own 

ends̶a desire to be a parent, a desire for companionship, the hope of an heir to carry on a family 

tradition or business, and so on9.” “Immigrants” are also an example of new members that are 

introduced to our society for our benefi ts. Indeed, the whole purpose of immigration policy is to 

bring useful-and often required- external labor forces into our societies for our benefi ts. It is not just 

 5 Ibid., p.6.

 6 Ibid., p.6.

 7 I adopt a position of radical constructivism on rights and obligations. I doubt that moral obligations arise from 
properties of individual entities. If you happen to encounter an entity being in need of help, you most likely 
perceive a normative reason to help the entity. However, I do not think perceiving a normative reason would 
automatically obligate you to help the entity. You have to respond to the reason you perceive, but this fact alone 
does not, I believe, generate moral obligation that tells you how to respond. Specifically, I think rights and 
obligations are essentially the products of social relations. 

 8 Donaldson and Kymlicka 2011, p.101.

 9 Ibid., p.91.
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a case of domestication, therefore, that we “bring individuals into the community on the expectation 

of using them to benefi t particular industries, or society more generally10.”
Since children and immigrants are the objects of being used by other people, they are (by 

definition) vulnerable to exploitation. Does this fact, then, lead us to conclude that we should 

eliminate reproduction or immigration? Of course not, and Donaldson and Kymlicka convincingly 

claim that it is not the case. “Rather, justice requires defining a set of criteria and safeguards to 

ensure that use is mutually benefi cial̶that it is indeed part of a give and take of social life amongst 

members of a shared community̶rather than the one-sided exploitation of the weaker by the 

stronger11.” Why wouldn’t the case of domestication follow analogous logic then? That is, if our 

obligations to children and immigrants are to appropriately include them in our society rather than 

negating them at the point of reciprocal rights/duties among ourselves, why not the same with our 

obligations to domesticated animals? This is Donaldson’s and Kymlicka’s claim. 

I am not fully convinced of their analogies shown above. First of all, children and immigrants, 

as being introduced to our society, have an “already-established” membership status. Domesticated 

animals, on the other hand, are deliberately brought to our society as property. Furthermore, 

some are slaughtered for food. Their social status is drastically diff erent from that of children and 

immigrants, and so the analogies do not seem to be valid. Even if we could somehow manage 

to acceptably draw these analogies, it would simply beg the question, i.e., we are still left with 

a question of why the status of domesticated animals should be transformed from property to 

membership12. 

As mentioned previously, Donaldson and Kymlicka think that it is due to our causal 

responsibility that we need to treat domesticated animals as members of our society. “[H]uman 

societies, collectively speaking, have acquired special duties to domesticated animals, stemming 

from centuries of captivity and breeding. Our actions, over generations, have foreclosed for many 

domesticated animals the possibility of a life in the wild13.” The causal relationship with them at 

the species level obligates us to form membership with them. Without relying on the analogies with 

children and immigrants, however, we have to fi nd another way to show how causal responsibility 

would lead us to the obligation of forming membership.

I do not think we can capture a so-called membership obligation (an obligation to include 

10 Ibid., p.91.

11 Ibid., p.91.

12 You might think it is enough to just claim that we are accused of speciesism if we admit membership to children 
and immigrants but not to domesticated animals. But the speciesism argument is useful only to the extent that 
it opens up a possibility of attributing membership to animals. It does not, by itself, present a positive argument 
for such a case. 

13 Donaldson and Kymlicka 2011, p,94.
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animals as members in our society) via causal responsibility, for it is odd to say that causal 

responsibility toward domesticated animals generates the membership obligation, which would not 

have happened without our intent of using them as property in the fi rst place, to which Donaldson 

and Kymlicka respond: “whatever the original intent, the only legitimate response today̶the only 

possible basis for reorganizing relationships on a just foundation̶is to replace older relations 

of hierarchy with new relations of co-citizenship and co-membership in a shared community14.” 
But again, why? Why is liberating, instead of forming membership with, domesticated animals 

considered as “abdication of our responsibility15” toward them. 

To clarify my question: you cannot appeal to the concept of universal rights. You can say that 

slavery is morally wrong because it violates human rights, but this is not what is at issue here. The 

point is what makes it the case where we integrate slaves as co-members of our society rather than 

sending them back to where they originally came from.  

To tackle this question then, I would like to leave causal responsibility aside and focus on the 

fact that we share a special kind of interdependency with domesticated animals, which we do not 

have with wild animals. They are deeply embedded in our society economically, institutionally and 

culturally. That is, not only is it the case that domesticated animals are dependent on humans but 

also that human society as a whole relies heavily on these animals. In what follows, I propose that 

this type of interdependency is explainable by joint actions and argue that membership obligation 

toward domesticated animals̶what I refer to as special bonding in Section 1̶can be generated 

via the concept of joint rights generated from joint actions. 

3. Joint actions and joint rights with animals
My motivation for examining joint actions is that it is intuitively easy to understand the claim 

in which joint actions could generate rights and obligations with respect to the collective ends 

shared by those jointly engaging in said actions16. I hope to show that this claim can explain, at least 

partly, the relational diff erence between domesticated animals and wild animals17. Based on such 

relational diff erences, I hope to argue for special bonding with domesticated animals.  

Joint action, as Miller explains, “comprises the actions of two or more individuals directed 

to a shared end18.” Let’s look at his example of joint action. “Fred and Bill each have as an end 

14 Ibid., p.74.

15 Ibid, p.95.

16 This view may remind you of Margaret Gilbert’s joint action theory. But I would like to keep it open with regard 
to the issue of whether we have collective notions irreducible to individuals. 

17 I consider “domesticated animals” as social category. But I do not think of it as a solid category, for there is 
always a possibility that domesticated animals go feral and wild animals become domesticated. 

18 Miller 2001, p.2.
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that the dining table be lifted, and so Fred lifts one side of the table, Bill the other side. Here each 

intentionally lifts his side in the belief that the other will lift the other side, and the table will be 

lifted19.” In this example, the table being lifted is the end for both Fred and Bill. Since it is realized 

by their joint action, we call this end a collective end20. 

Few scholars discuss joint actions between humans and animals. One major reason for this 

is that animals are not considered “agents”, i.e., capable of understanding and being responsible 

for their own actions. As Miller states, a collective end is “an end that can be realized only by the 

agents acting jointly21.” To form a joint action, each individual has to be directed to, and share, the 

end together. Think of the following example. Fred and Bill are, this time, painting a wall together. 

It is a joint action just like the example of lifting the table. If they simply happen to paint the wall 

at the same time, however, we would not call it a joint action. Fred and Bill in the latter may aim 

at the same end, but they do not act jointly. Indeed, what we need for joint action is the mutual 

understanding that both individuals act together toward the common end22. 

Now, forming a mutual understanding requires complicated cognitive abilities. Some scholars 

claim that animals lacking agency are not able to form mutual understanding. Yet it seems that we 

do have joint actions with animals on a daily basis. Suppose you are walking a dog, for instance. 

Your dog walks so fast that you eventually fall behind him. Let’s further imagine that he suddenly 

stops and turns around, looking at you. How do we make sense of his behavior without assuming 

that you and the dog are walking together? Indeed, you would immediately understand that he is 

waiting for you to catch up. It is fair to say, then, that you and the dog share the fact that you are 

walking together.

You may argue that animals are not morally responsible for their actions, i.e., they are not 

agents, so that even if we can have joint action with animals, it would not generate joint rights and 

obligations23. That is, they are not entitled to possess rights and obligations. To this objection, I 

suggest that the attribution of agency does not necessarily have to be based on cognitive abilities. 

As I illustrated in the walking dog example above, we do form our daily experiences with animals 

through joint actions with them. If you want to know whether or not you form a joint action with 

a dog, take the dog for a walk and see how well you can perform the “walking together” action. Of 

19 Ibid., p.218.

20 Since we can attribute a sense of “togetherness” to individual ends, we do not have to presuppose an irreducible 
collective entity as John Searle and Margaret Gilbert do. 

21 Miller 1999, p. 335.

22 Mutual understanding here does not necessarily come from interpersonal connections. For instance, Miller 
considers political participation,e.g., vote, as one type of joint action. As long as individual participants 
understand what they are doing coordinating with other participants, it is considered a joint action. 

23 This is exactly what Miller claims. See his paper in this journal.
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course you could be skeptical about joint action with animals, claiming that they are not able to 

understand the concept of togetherness. To this objection, I try to show here that it is not necessary 

to prove animals having cognitive ability required for such an understanding. In other words, we 

succeed in attributing agency to those we intend to have a joint action with, as long as we perceive 

the action as a joint action and perform it accordingly with no problem. 

If so, then I see no reason not to attribute rights and obligations to domesticated animals as 

well. Rights attached to joint action can be explained as follows: “if one participating agent has a 

right to the good, then̶other things being equal̶so do the others. That is, there is interdependence 

of rights with respect to the good24.” Miller calls this type of rights “joint rights.” When you and a 

dog walk together, each of you is participating in the walk. They may well enjoy walking together, 

which would make their bond stronger. In this way, they form a collective good, to which each has 

a joint right. 

Let us now expand this analysis to domesticated animals in general. First of all, since there 

are so many types of domesticated animals, we cannot strictly treat them as one unifi ed category. 

However, they are all in common with respect to the fact that we perceive them as those that we 

need to take care of 25. Now this so-called “a caring–being cared for relationship” requires joint 

actions by virtue of its nature. Suppose you want to take care of a stray cat that you found on the 

street. If the cat neither lets you get close to him/her nor eats food from you, you cannot enter a 

caring–being cared for relationship with the cat. For the cat to let you take care of him/her, you 

need to build a mutual understanding and trust that you are not going to harm him/her. We cannot 

practice domestication without domesticated animals themselves being cooperative26.

Domestication, then, can be considered, at least partially, as a collective end with animals. We 

both engage in the practice of domestication through entering a caring–being cared for relationship. 

Forming mutual trust via domestication, for instance, is a good that we would enjoy together. Given 

what I have argued so far, then, we can claim that we share joint rights with domesticated animals 

with respect to the collective end/goods produced through joint actions. 

There is much more to argue to show that having joint rights would lead us to membership 

obligation, i.e., an obligation to include animals as members in our society. But at least I can say 

that we should not exclude domesticated animals from the collective goods since they have rights to 

participate in the goods produced via domestication, e.g., food and security. And I hope to argue in 

the future that this is why domesticated animals are entitled to membership within our society.

24 Miller 1999, p.336.

25 Here I appeal to the following intuition: we have responsibility to take care of domesticated animals, which we 
do not have toward wild animals. 

26 I am not here thinking about a possibility of forcing animals to be domesticated, e.g., the practice of factory 
farming. 
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Before concluding, I would like to explore a possible moral implication from the special 

bonding with domesticated animals as discussed above. Joint actions make participants depend on 

one another. That is, they become vulnerable to each other while engaging in joint actions, which 

would sometimes lead one participant to end up exploiting the other. Domesticating animals for 

food would be a good example. As engaging in the practice of domestication, we will have joint 

actions with them, forming a caring-being cared for relationship, i.e., we take care of domesticated 

animals. In this sense, they are vulnerable to us, the caregivers. They are nonetheless to be 

slaughtered at the end. Our ultimate end will be hidden from them till the very moment they are 

killed. Based on the argument I have developed, I claim that the act of killing them constitutes a 

betrayal. Notice that we need to trick them, not allowing them to realize that they are about to be 

killed: if they knew, they would resist and try to escape from us. Furthermore, we are able to trick 

them because we gain their trust through forming a caring–being cared relationship together. To 

state it plainly, we take advantage of their trust to trick them so that they will be obedient, which, in 

turn, makes it easy for us to kill them. This type of relationship is̶I would argue̶plainly, morally 

wrong. Thus the act of killing domesticated animals is not permissible. 

4. Conclusion
In this paper, I argued that we have special relationship with domesticated animals claiming 

that the practice of domestication is a joint action with them. There is more to argue regarding 

the special relationship with domesticated animals to generate membership obligations, but I 

have at least I showed that we both have joint rights to the collective end/goods produced by joint 

action and that domesticated animals therefore have a right not be excluded from the practice of 

domestication. The view developed in this paper provides an alternative framework to the animal 

rights arguments claimed by animal abolitionists (i.e., Tom Regan and Gary Francione) and also 

Donaldson and Kymlicka.  
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動物との共同の権利？

高江　可奈子

本論文では、家畜動物の全面廃止を主張する動物解放論の立場に代わり、家畜動物との
道徳的に許容された関係の可能性を検討する。トム・リーガンやゲイリー・フランシオン
などの代表的な解放論者は、家畜化がいかなる形であれ動物の権利を侵害するものである
と考える。これに対し、筆者は、家畜化を人間と動物の共同行為として捉え、そこから共
同の権利が生じると主張する。具体的には、まず、家畜動物との関係を「世話をする -さ
れる」関係と定め、そこにお互いの信頼が必要となることを論じる。次に、信頼の構築は
共同行為の一つであり、それに伴って権利や義務（例：信頼を裏切らない、悪用しない）
が生じることを示す。以上の主張から、共同行為に伴う権利や義務を配慮する限りにおい
て、家畜動物との関係は道徳的に許容されたものだと結論する。

キーワード：家畜動物、共同行為、共同権、関係的義務、特別な責任
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