Moral Subjectivism and Anti-Speciesism
Abstract: Moral subjectivism, if consistently held, would undercut the case against speciesism. The argument proceeds by accepting the critique of subjectivism that it makes moral beliefs arbitrary, and this, in conjunction with the anti-speciesist’s critique of speciesism as being an arbitrary prejudice akin to racism, poses a problem for the subjectivist who rallies against speciesism. That is, if moral beliefs are arbitrary, then the critique against speciesism for being arbitrary becomes inert. After all, for the subjectivist, all moral beliefs are arbitrary, so the arbitrariness of speciesism poses no special problem for the speciesist. Rather, anti-speciesism and speciesism would be equals in arbitrariness. Later, I will attempt to show how one might reconcile moral subjectivism and anti-speciesism. However, I will conclude that the former is too antagonistic toward the latter. Committed anti-speciesists, then, should exercise caution before endorsing moral subjectivism.
Introduction
	I will argue that a severe philosophical tension is created when one adopts both moral subjectivism and anti-specieism. Oftentimes, the critiques of speciesism rely on its parallels to other discriminatory “isms” (e.g., racism and sexism) in that each discriminatory attitude stresses morally irrelevant features of groups of individuals, which amounts to a lower moral status for those individuals who are members of the disenfranchised group. The charge of moral irrelevancy for these discriminatory attitudes leads one to viewing them as groundless, without reason, or, all things considered, arbitrary. In other words, there are no reasons that back these discriminations, and, so, they are characterized as being mere prejudice as opposed to genuine moral insight.
	Many animal advocates are keen to criticize speciesism from the reasoning above, but I believe a fair share of animal advocates are also keen on espousing moral subjectivism. Tom Regan advised against adopting moral subjectivism if one is interesting in answering moral questions. No doubt, the reasoning he gave applied to those who identified as animal rights advocates who paradoxically touted moral subjectivism. What I post here is in the same spirit.
Moral subjectivism and the arbitrariness objection
Moral subjectivism is a view in metaethics that commits its defenders to, at minimum, the following claims. First, it entails moral cognitivism in the sense that moral propositions are truth-apt and, so, not meaningless as the non-cognitivist—such as an emotivist—would hold. Second, some moral propositions are true, making it a denial of moral error theory. Third, the truth of these moral propositions is determined by mind-dependent (or stance-dependent) states of individuals (e.g., approval or disapproval)—pitting it against moral realism, which maintains that the truth of moral propositions is determined mind-independently (or stance-independently).
	Moving beyond its core tenets onto arguments and proponents in its favor becomes a tricky matter, however, as the view seems to attract more laymen than philosophers. Perhaps the closest we get to extrapolations of the theory come from philosophers who defend the related view known as “moral relativism,” which roughly states that moral truth is created by cultural approval, rather than mere individual approval. That said, the presence of subjectivism—whether it be consistently held, fully fleshed out, or entangled with relativist tendencies—does carry weight, at least seemingly intuitively, for many people, including students, activists, and academics.
	
Speciesism and the arbitrariness objection
	While “speciesism” is a coin first attributed to Richard Ryder in the 1970s and later popularized by Peter Singer, it seems critiques of it go further than the last half of the 20th century. In the 18th century, Jeremy Bentham seemingly argued for anti-speciesism in the following oft-quoted passage,
Speciesism and anti-speciesism as partner in arbitrariness
The subjectivist response and its failure
[bookmark: _GoBack]	Moral realism, for whatever reasons, may be too unpalatable for the subjectivist, and, so, adherence to subjectivism remains steadfast. Yet, if the subjectivist remains opposed to speciesism, then some sort of reconciliation between the two must be given. In this section, I will attempt to argue for the anti-speciesist subjectivist. -Speciesism would still be wrong according to the anti-speciesist, subjectivist, whether it was all arbitrary or not. 
-After all, the anti-speciesist still disapproves of speciesism, making it immoral under their metaethics.
-Different reasons why speciesism is wrong
		-One could point to a contradiction in the speciesist’s view.
Conclusion
	
References
