‘The question is not, can they reason, nor can they talk, but can they suffer’ (Bentham) Discuss in relation to the principle of equality and animals
	Group one: cats, dogs, horses, rabbits; all living creatures. Group 2: women, men, non-binary; also, all living creatures. Both groups have a capacity for pain. Although animal suffering (group one) may be more difficult to identify than human suffering, it does not mean that it is not there. For example, if I, a human, graze my knee on the ground, this will cause me pain and in turn, suffering. Similarly, a rabbit being electrocuted in a science experiment will cause it pain and therefore suffering. The major difference in these two scenarios is that I can voice my suffering, I can tell my peers that I am in pain. Whereas a rabbit has no voice to do this. It could be argued that this is why inhumane treatment of animals is allowed to occur on such a large scale, due to the fact that the animal cannot voice its suffering in a clear way. Due to animals’ inability to reasons this may mean that humans do not feel the same guilt for causing them pain as they would another person. 
	This theory is perhaps not supported if we look back in history at humans’ treatment of one another. For example, concentration camps were developed in Nazi Germany (see image A) to limit opposition to the Nazi Regime (Megargee, 2009, p.3). They did this by forcing manual labour upon the occupants who often died of starvation or were sent to gas chambers to face certain death. Fear of being subjected to this torture caused German citizens to accept Nazi ideals and vote for their government accordingly. It is clear that in this case, the suffering benefitted those causing it. 
The disregard for the hardships of others exhibited in Nazi Germany was in order to benefit the perpetrators causing it. It is therefore comparable to the exploitation of animals for scientific advancements which hold no benefit to the animals suffering, only to the humans causing it. We can see this idea exhibited in the illegal bile farming industry. This industry allows bile is extracted from Asiatic black bears through cannulation of the gallbladder (Loeffler et al. 2009, cited in Pizzi et al. 2011) to be used in traditional Chinese medicine. Therefore, the aim of bile farming is directly targeted to prevent human suffering and disregards any suffering faced by the bears. 
However, because the exploitation of these bears has a medicinal purpose, whereas the oppression of opposition in Nazi Germany through concentration camps had a political purpose it could be argues that this gives bile farming a higher level of morality compared to that of concentration camps. This is because the medicinal purposes of the bile help to alleviate physical human suffering and therefore justify may the poor treatment of these bears whilst in barbaric captivity (see image B). Comparatively, the human suffering in concentration camps did not seek to alleviate pain rather it was a strategic move to induce fear and sway democratic voters. However, it is clear that bile farming places the importance of human suffering above that of animals suggesting that humans have a greater right to not face pain. 
By promoting that humans have a superior right to comfort, this creates inequality between living creatures. Therefore, Singer (2019) argues we should extend the basic principle of equality to non-human living creatures which would help to avoid this sense of superiority held by humans over animals. This appears to be an appropriate solution because the natural feeling of disgust felt by humans caused by witnessing suffering of animals is not genetically different from when we see humans suffering (Lecky, 1911). This shows that as humans, we are not indifferent to the suffering of animals and can recognise that it is wrong. Therefore, it only seems right that humans should help abolish the suffering of animals by the human hand because we can instinctively tell that their suffering is wrong. Furthermore, from the ‘feeling of disgust’ Lecky references, we can infer that by causing animals pain we are upsetting the natural order of the world and can inherently tell that causing unnecessary suffering is wrong. However, we should appreciate some of the problems with extending the principle of equality to animals.   
Although extending the principle appears to be a morally acceptable way to ensure animals are not subjected to suffering by the human hand, by doing this it causes innumerable problems and conflicts. For example, if there is to be equal treatment of humans and animals, shouldn’t this by extension mean that both groups are afforded all of the same rights? The same right to work, right to social protection, right to a good standard of living and right to an education? It is an outrageous suggestion that a kawala bear for example, requires the same standard of living or level of education as a human being. However, by saying humans are equal to animals shouldn’t this mean both have access to the same opportunities?
This draws attention to the differences between humans and animals and thus the different rights which should be afforded to them. As a result, it perhaps does not appear that the extension of the principle of equality is the most sensible solution to prevent the suffering of animals because equality promotes that there should be no exceptional reasons to treat differently those protected under the same principle. From this we can see a clear distinction between animal rights and human rights seems necessary to maintain if not to create future absurd situations. 
Furthermore, humans and animals having equal rights could cause conflict over humans eating meat products. This is because it could be argued that by killing animals for human benefit, in this case the ‘benefit’ comes from the nutrients supplied by the meat, this would not be respecting the principle of equality, if it were to be extended. This is because humans would be cutting the animals life short for our own benefit it does not in turn provide the animal with any benefits thus creating inequality where equality should be protected under the extended principle. 
On the other hand, killing to avoid hunger is instinctual. This can be seen when animals kill one another. A polar bear killing a seal to feed its pups would not be prevented by extending the principle of equality to non-human living creatures, because this process is a part of nature and would seem intrusive to prevent. As a result, this would bring forth the argument for the legalisation of cannibalism. This is because if animals and humans have the equal rights under the principle of equality, then humans killing one another in the way that animals do should be allowed. 
Moreover, some may say if we are extending the principle of equality to animals, this invokes that animals have the ability to reason in order to understand and exercise their newfound rights. If this is the case, by extension this means their killing of one another although may be by instinct, could also be seen as them actively creating inequality within the animal kingdom through murder. Humans attempting to regulate this behaviour among animals in the way the law does among humans would be an impossible order, not to mention unfair on the animals themselves. Comparatively society deems it morally sound for law enforcers to prevent humans killing one another. This shows that humans and animals must have different rights to maintain a civilised, working society. 
Another pitfall to the extension of the principle is the question of its level of effectiveness. Although it is apart of the international human rights law, often laws can be flouted if not enforced properly. For example, article 2 of the Human Rights Act 1998 protects UK citizens right to life (Equality and Human Rights Commission, 2021). This means that nobody can try to end your life and the government must safeguard against this. However, there are many cases of UK citizens murdering others. For example, in R v Malcherek and Steel 1981, the defendant stabbed his wife causing her death (LawTeacher, 2013). This shows that laws can be flaunted resulting in the atrocities they are trying to prevent to occur. On the other hand, it is also true that if murder was not an illegal act that it is likely it would be a much more common occurrence. Therefore, it is perhaps also true that animals suffering would become less common if they were given more rights under the principle of equality as this would act as a deterrence against their poor treatment if there were clear consequences to target the purposeful suffering of animals. 
Francione and Watson (2000, p.151) argues that ‘animals have morally significant interests in not suffering’. If this is true it seems only natural that humans should not be permitted to inflict pain upon them Furthermore, if we take Francione and Watson’s theory as fact, it would be a natural extension of our morality to extend the principle of equality to animals. This is because it becomes irrelevant if animals cannot talk or reason if their desire is to avoid suffering the same way humans do. However, Mirus (2006) points out differences between humans and animals which he argues should mean animals and humans be given different rights. For example, humans can morally buy and sell animals whereas the slave trade, comparatively, does not have any element of morality. Similarly, it is socially acceptable to walk a dog on a leash to prevent them escaping (see image C) whereas this would be inappropriate to restrict a human’s freedom in this way if not in the name of the law. This shows that society understands the differences between the treatment of humans and animals, more specifically how it is acceptable to treat different living beings. Therefore, Mirus suggests that animal rights activists should be kept separate from humanitarianism because the treatment of animals cannot be reasonably synonymous with that of humans. 
	Overall, it seems extending the principle of equality to include animals is a drastic idea which could cause conflicts, some of which highlighted in this essay, within our functioning society. We must instead appreciate the differences between animals and humans and thereby can come to a more appropriate solution to abolish their suffering. For example, harsher animal rights laws could be put forward on a stricter animal rights bill or consequences could become harsher for those inflicting animal cruelty to act as a deterrence for others. Both of these solutions ensure a more targeted crack down on animal cruelty than extending the principle of equality to include them which could possibly cause more controversy than change to animal welfare.
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