What is speciesism, and is it justified? Apply your answer to the global meat production industry.
[bookmark: _Int_gLhwJQLX][bookmark: _Int_SdVdm2Zq][bookmark: _Int_zlz4L1Qh][bookmark: _Int_4Yzz7E1r][bookmark: _Int_gC3SGFTy][bookmark: _Int_TTqnhie8][bookmark: _Int_5DjNGym7]Speciesism is the belief that an animal's moral worth is different based only on its species and is characterised by bias in favour of one's own species' interests and against those of other species. Speciesism is not only when someone is partaking in animal abuse, such as cosmetic testing, but it is also a means of putting humans at the centre of the world, or at the top of this illusional hierarchy that humans have created. Humans, as a species too often centre ourselves as the highest being, but this has not always been simply man vs animal, as history has shown us, the argument against animal rights was also similarly used to keep African and indeginous people as slaves. During this essay I will be discussing whether speciesism is justified and applying these justifications to the global meat production industry.  I will be taking a dive into moral philosopher Peter Singer’s ideas on speciesism, along with philosopher Carl Cohen take on speciesism. I will also be discussing the historical effect of speciesism ethics when compared to the treatment of human beings with other human beings.
[image: ]
(photograph by https://www.fwi.co.uk/livestock/poultry/layers/beak-trimming-will-continue-to-be-a-major-issue-for-egg-farmers ) 
[bookmark: _Int_tfrhjWYm][bookmark: _Int_ZscGQ8cs]Factory farming chicken is one of the biggest attributes of the global meat production industry. The cruellest treatment meted out to chickens of any animal raised in factories. Among the several circumstances that make these hens' life challenging and occasionally intolerable are extreme confinement, medical procedures carried out without anaesthesia, and the deprivation of typical interaction possibilities. Their beaks are cut so that they would not peck each other, and as soon as they’ve stopped laying eggs they are then killed. (see image 1) The top beaks are chopped in half or in thirds, and the bottom beak is trimmed to a quarter of its original length using a machine with a heated blade, which in certain operations can debeak as many as 15 birds per minute. When left alone, wild chickens produce around 10 eggs annually. However, layer chickens utilised in factory farms are now able to produce upwards of 300 eggs annually because to genetic engineering and selective breeding. The chickens' bodies suffer greatly because of this excessive egg production. Numerous chickens experience uterine prolapse, tumours, osteoporosis, and other excruciating and sometimes fatal illnesses. Chickens reared for meat are known as broiler chickens. These birds are bred specifically to develop enormous pectoral muscles that are later processed into white breast meat and offered for sale to humans. Additionally, broiler chickens are designed to put on weight quickly, requiring less food and water from farms before being transported to slaughterhouses. (Thehumaneleague.org, 2021) 
[bookmark: _Int_oezJi4J9][bookmark: _Int_z65GsV2T][bookmark: _Int_dBBWYIh1][bookmark: _Int_dbzg25Be][bookmark: _Int_P48r2IwW][bookmark: _Int_BNHcTY1N][bookmark: _Int_7XB2cNSd][bookmark: _Int_JloCmng3][bookmark: _Int_BjCKOmWm][bookmark: _Int_paeM0blL]Moral Philosopher Peter Singer argues that we condition these animals and their experience over our expense. We do not harm these animals out of necessity, but greed and convenience (Singer, 1975). It is simply a desire that we must eat the meat or the eggs from the chicken, which he argues is outdated, as humans can survive and thrive off meat substitutes and plant-based meals. The desire that Singer speaks of links back to the argument of speciesism. As the chickens are being slaughtered for lack of or no productivity, we have therefore decided their sole purpose. We no longer see them for what they are, nor do we see them as equal. In doing so, we have given ourselves a higher status as a species over their species. We have given them the one and only reason to live and have given ourselves authority in deciding when their lives have been fulfilled, or when we have no more use of them, they are no longer allowed to live. This again creates a non-moral hierarchy that we have put ourselves at the top. In western society, humans do not eat other humans as it is against our social norms. It would also, now, be illegal to treat any human in the way that these animals are being treated. Yet, as Singer argues, in years to come the generations after us will look back in disgust over the treatment of animals just as our generation now look back on the cruelty of owning slaves. (Singer, 1975)
[bookmark: _Int_W6l0aGqV][bookmark: _Int_7STKh2gq][bookmark: _Int_7QWO4gFR][bookmark: _Int_gyaLNvg4][bookmark: _Int_rvDQUu3p][bookmark: _Int_MBsKko1p][bookmark: _Int_c0aT8qAz][bookmark: _Int_fjbezyDN][bookmark: _Int_BaTl07i3] Today, there is a common ground within society that is agreeable that the treatment and ownership of slaves was and still is a breach of our human rights. There have been several justifications offered for slavery. At various points in history, many people believed some of these arguments to be perfectly rational. None of them would find much favour today. According to this argument, even if slavery is inhumane and brutal, it should not be abolished since slaves lack any rights and their suffering is neither more nor less significant from an ethical standpoint than that of domestic animals. Some individuals take the argument a step further and assert that slaves are creatures that are so beneath human status that they deserve to be held in servitude  (www.bbc.co.uk, n.d.). The simple fact that there was a hierarchy based purely from a morally irrelevant difference, the colour of someone’s skin, tells us all we need to know about us as humans and our understanding of treatments to other species. Singer’s argument is based on the reversing of the roles, if it is not ok to do it on a human being it is not ok to do it on another species such as an animal. When an animal attacks us, our instinct is self-defence. Just as a human attack us, many people have the idea that killing another human in self-defence is justified. On the other hand, the act of self-defence is not a credible argument against speciesism, as most animals too on instinct, attack other animals. As it is not the desire for the taste of animal meat that would then cause the harm on that animal, it is not the idea that one species is greater than another, but purely survival. 
[bookmark: _Int_Yp7xiCE7][bookmark: _Int_ZVQPb0AO][bookmark: _Int_HALZsFtA][bookmark: _Int_oF2uOMXr][bookmark: _Int_81bGmfAy]Pets, in most cases, is the exception when we think about eating meat. Many people who eat meat without hesitation would think twice about eating their pet. Although this deters one species from any harm inflicted on to them, this does not make the meat eater any less of a participant in speciesism. This would only include that animal into consideration and increase their standing in the imaginable hierarchy which we have created. If we took our relationship with these animals that we allow the pain to be inflicted on, if we named them, would we then be less likely to allow this treatment any further. One could argue that the act of naming the animal or establishing a pet like relationship with them to abolish the cruelty, is still a form of speciesism. For humans to only be able to respect other species whilst being involved still in some way through a pet like relationship does not give the animals the liberation they deserve. Thus, meaning that humans are at the centre of the matter and do not let the other species have purpose without humans.
[bookmark: _Int_pT8QcHD6][bookmark: _Int_jFTl5x90]So, the question is, what might be the supposed justification for the inhumane treatment of these non-human animals. Philosopher Carl Cohen, a proud speciesist, argues that non-human animals do not, and cannot, have any moral rights (Nobis, 2004). Cohen argues that for one to have rights, you must have the capacity for free moral judgement. Rights holders must be able to understand the laws that govern everyone, including themselves. The holders of rights must be aware of potential conflicts between what is reasonable and what is in their own interests while enforcing such regulations. The notion of a right can only be properly evoked in a group of creatures that are capable of making self-restricting moral decisions. The flaw with this argument is of course the fact that many humans with mental disabilities would have a lower cognitive ability than a non-human animal. This, does not mean in any way, we as humans have given them less rights based off their cognitivie abiility, nor do we justify any harmful or negative behaviour towards them. The idea that rights only exist through the people who have the capacity to argue for them is proven to be wrong. The idea that humans have the right to decide what has any ‘rights’ and what does not, arguably gives the humans a self of entitlement and power of the less cognitively able. Again, this creates the illusional hierarchy that humans themselves have created and based themselves at the top purely recognising that we have rational thought. Humans have decided that rational thought trumps any other ability non-human animals may have that us humans do not. 
In the interest of the global meat production industry, Cohen’s argument about animal rights, plays a huge part in the consumption of animal meat and produce. As we do not identify ourselves in the same category as animals, morally, then we do not see that eating non-human animals is the same in any way as eating humans. This has had a global effect on the mistreatment of animals, which stems from pure greed. Cohen’s argument introduces a moral status which contradicts itself. If we use the argument that non-human animals have no rights which is why there is no wrong doing by inflicting harm or pain on to these animas, then the act of harming anyone with no cognitive ability to fight for their rights means the same thing. Yet, humans are less likely to harm other humans, such as babies or mentally disabled people based off of their level of intelligence. In some way, humans have taken away any form of natural existence to these animals, and instead, have given them a purpose to serve humans. It has instilled a time limit for these non-human animals, which seems to run out as soon as we, as humans, can no longer benefit from it. 
To conclude, the justification is subjective to the individual and their beliefs. It does seem quite plainly that, Peter Singers idea, that in many years to come, our children and their children will look back and be disgusted in how humans would treat animals. The concept of eating animal meat, as normalised as it is now, could be completely alien to the next generation. As was the treatment of African and Indigenous people in history, which was part of a societal norm, is now looked back on with complete horror and with no justification. It seems as though there is a long way to go, before the global meat production industry comes to a halt. It is normalised to eat meat much more than it is to be a vegan, with societal pressures always in favour of things that have always been, instead of what could be better. There will always be an argument for and against the treatment of animals and whether or not it is ethical, just as there are many racial discriminatory incidents that still occur to this day. 
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