Ethics and Global Justice	Joseph Bramley	1500746
[bookmark: BRANCH_0]Does Peter Singer’s account of speciesism provide an accurate account of our society’s moral relationship towards animals?
	Peter Singer, born in Melbourne in 1946 is a moral philosopher, most closely associated with the school of ethics known as utilitarianism. This theory was created by the 18th century philosopher and social reformist, Jeremy Bentham. In his argument, Bentham posited that the way to determine if an action is moral is to look at the situation as a purely mathematical problem. Look at what outcome will create the greatest amount of happiness for the greatest number of people. That, according to utilitarianism, is the morally correct way to make decisions when it comes to the question of right or wrong. This theory has been refined over the years by many philosophers and ethicists. Singer is one of the most recent ethicists to subscribe to this theory. However, Singer takes a much more hard-line view of utilitarianism. Singer believes that everyone should be treated equally and therefore we should be looking at utilitarianism through a global lens. For example, Singer would argue that the morally correct thing to do if you live in the west and are middle class or higher, would be to get rid of all of your disposable income and give it to charity. By doing this you would be helping as great a number of people as you possibly could. Singer argues however that no one is going to do this and in a real world practical sense, it would be good to give away ten percent of what we earn to help those less fortunate than ourselves.
	Where Singer takes a much more hard-line view is in his theories about speciesism. Singer defines speciesism as follows;
A prejudice or bias in favour of the interests of members of one's own species and against those of members of other species. (Singer, pg 7, 1976)
Singer sees our attitude towards animals as grossly amoral. For Singer, there should be no difference between the treatment of us or the treatment of an animal. He asserts that once something has the capability to have needs and desires, then it is sentient. Any sentient creature to Singer is; ‘the hero of its life story’.
'It sounds odd to call an animal a person. This oddness may be no more than a symptom of our habit of keeping our own species sharply separated from others. In any case, we can avoid the linguistic oddness by rephrasing the question in accordance with our definition of 'person'. What we are really asking is whether any nonhuman animals are rational and self-conscious beings aware of themselves as distinct entities with a past and a future' (Singer, pg 93-94, 1987)
	Singer believes that our distinction between the statuses animals and humans is no more morally correct than the idea that there is a status hierarchy between men and women or between peoples of different ethnicities. He believes that our treatment of animals is wrong and should be rectified as soon as possible. He does not just mean the killing of animals and the eating of meat, but also, it is our conduct in these things that Singer takes issue with. Singer takes a hard-line stance arguing that using animals for farming and manual labour, or even keeping them as domestic pets, is in conflict with their rights. It is in conflict with their personal freedoms. They should have a right as well as any other human does to live for their own volitions and not be used solely for the benefit of human beings. 
To protest about bullfighting in Spain, the eating of dogs in South Korea, or the slaughter of baby seals in Canada while continuing to eat eggs from hens who have spent their lives crammed into cages, or veal from calves who have been deprived of their mothers, their proper diet, and the freedom to lie down with their legs extended, is like denouncing apartheid in South Africa while asking your neighbours not to sell their houses to blacks.”  (Singer,175-176, 1976)
Singer does however not advocate for a purely vegan world, but one where we cut down our meat intake considerably. Singer would argue that meat could be consumed if the animal died a death that was free of suffering and was allowed to roam freely throughout its life. Also, he argues that eating eggs and drinking milk is perfectly fine. As long as you are not eating the eggs of battery farmed chickens, that is. Animals should have rights to live freely.
	Looking at this argument, Singer contends that we should have the attitude towards anything that shows signs of having desires and sentience;
[bookmark: _Hlk507185095]'It sounds odd to call an animal a person. This oddness may be no more than a symptom of our habit of keeping our own species sharply separated from others. In any case, we can avoid the linguistic oddness by rephrasing the question in accordance with our definition of 'person'. What we are really asking is whether any nonhuman animals are rational and self-conscious beings aware of themselves as distinct entities with a past and a future'. (Singer, pg 93-94, 1987)
	Singer looks at the different arguments for sentience, exploring the idea that sentience is to do with creating and forming ideas and thoughts. He argues that one way of identifying this is the ability to communicate. Singer points out that many animals show the ability to communicate. For example, bees, whales etc. Singer uses the example of a gorilla named ‘Washoe’ who was taught sign language to show that animals have the ability for complex communications;
'the technique was a striking success. The chimpanzee who they call 'Washoe', now understands about 350 different signs, and is able to use correctly about 150 of them.' (Singer, pg 94, 1987)
Singer would go so far as to argue that if an animal can express the desire for food or drink, then it is sentient. He argues that we do not make a distinction between different humans and what rights they are entitled to;
“If possessing a higher degree of intelligence does not entitle one human to use another for his or her own ends, how can it entitle humans to exploit non-humans?” (Singer, pg 7, 1976)
	Singer’s views do show that we do not treat animals in society with the same moral value that we do human beings. However, this does not necessarily mean that society is speciesist. This comes down to how you view animals. If the idea that animals are a lesser class of beings than us is true, then we are not to be held to these standards. Many Christian thinkers would argue from the view point of the sanctity of life. They would argue that human beings have greater value than animals. We are created in God’s image:
So God created mankind in his own image, in the image of God he created them; male and female he created them. (genesis: 1:27 NIV) The Holy Bible)
These Christian thinkers would argue that we have a duty to protect the Earth and look after the plants and animals. However, we are above animals, we are the shepherds and they are the flock. Therefore, we have a right to use them as we wish, for meat and farming etc. Thomas Aquinas argued that because animals cannot direct their actions, as in they cannot control what actions they submit to (eating, reproducing, etc.), they do not exist for their own sake. 
killing animals is a violation only if they are someone's property. Aquinas quotes Genesis 9:3: "Everything that moves and lives shall be meat to you."
Thus, to quote Aquinas from the Summa Theologica:
"According to the Divine ordinance the life of animals and plants is preserved not for themselves but for man. Hence, as Augustine says (De Civ. Dei i, 20), 'by a most just ordinance of the Creator, both their life and their death are subject to our use.’ (Panaman R, 2008) 
[bookmark: _GoBack]	Also, there is debate as to how Singer understands sentience. If Singer’s account of sentience is correct, then it could be easily argued that society is speciesist. However, if one refutes Singer’s view of sentience then society is not speciesist. 
But I must say, what Singer says here just seems to me to be obviously wrong. It seems to me to be perfectly meaningful — and true! — to say that it is in the interests of a house plant, say, to be watered. So Singer is just wrong to claim that being sentient is a necessary condition for having interests at all. (It is worth noting that although Singer contrasts the stone and the mouse with regard to having interests, he simply fails to discuss the possible interests of plants.) (Kagan S, 2015, page 7)
 	By Singer’s definition, it could be argued that plants have the same right to avoid suffering as animals Meaning that difficulties occur when looking at cultivating and farming plant life. This calls into question however whether plants can feel. For Singer is adamantly against killing being suffering, the argument for our own special treatment of species for Singer comes down to how we treat the animals we kill. - locking them in confined spaces and slaughtering them without much thought. However, if plants can also feel pain then is it not just as speciesist to grow a tomato plant only to rip the tomatoes from it? Or to mass produce lettuce for salads, without any concept that they may feel pain?
	Another criticism of Singer’s account of speciesism comes from Cora Diamond, who agrees that human beings are speciesist, but that Singer’s account as to why is misinformed and does not begin the discussion in the correct manner;
It is on the basis of this sort of claim, that the rights of all animals should be given equal consideration, that Singer and Regan and Ryder and others have argued that we must give up killing animals for food, and must drastically cut back-at least-the use of animals in scientific research. And so on. That argument seems to me to be confused. I do not dispute that there are analogies between the case of our relations to animals and the case of a dominant group's relation to some other group of human beings which it exploits or treats unjustly in other ways. But the analogies are not simple and straightforward, and it is not clear how far they go. The Singer-Regan approach makes it hard to see what is important either in our relationship with other human beings or in our relationship with animals (Diamond C, pg. 466-467, 1978)
	She argues that the idea of talking about whether our society is an advocate of speciesism on the basis of whether an animal can feel pain is a flawed one. We would never think of talking about a human being in that way. We do not eat our dead. This is not because we think that they can feel pain. They are dead, but we do it because human beings are something that we do not believe should be eaten. She thinks that this is the way that human beings should begin to think about animals. We should stop identifying them as things that are fair game to be consumed. Diamond uses this example;
	Here Diamond shows that a vegetarian would not think to eat a cow even if it had died of natural causes and did not suffer. There are of course rare cases of groups of people that will only eat road kill (McGowan J, The Guardian). But these are few and far between. Diamond shows that if you subscribe to Singer’s argument you are in effect advocating that there is nothing wrong with eating the dead or even things such as amputated limbs or even people that have severe brain damage or nerve damage. She argues that although we do live in such a way that puts human beings above other animals, we only do so because our parameters about what it is acceptable to eat are wrong. We think of the animals as the ones on the table and the humans as the ones siting around the table. We need to rethink what we view as food. The suffering of the animal should not come into it. After all, we would not eat human beings even if we knew that the death that they experienced was one that was completely pain free. It would still cause us distress, much in the same way that eating the cow that was struck by lightning would cause distress to someone that was a committed vegetarian. 
	In conclusion, Peter Singer’s account is only a morally accurate account if you think that the only moral consideration is suffering, or pleasure and pain. It is an avenue that utilitarians will have to consider if they are to take their ethical theory and apply it with stricter parameters as Singer does. The issue with it is that there is lots of evidence to suggest that pleasure and pain are not as black and white as one being good and the other being evil (Westacot E, 2018). Also, it is difficult to suggest that our society is advocating speciesism when those parameters are difficult to define. Many would believe that eating meat is entirely wrong, yet Singer has no problem with the consumption of meat. Of course, when you start to look at eating meat as speciesist through the lenses of causing pain, you run into a lot of other problems, such as whether plants also feel. There is also the question of whether it is really that amoral to have an agenda that favours human beings above other animals. If you truly believe that we are above and created in God’s image, then our society’s speciesism may not even be an issue for you. To give a final answer to the question, if you are utilitarian, then yes Singer’s account of speciesism may well give us a clear guideline to our moral relationship towards animals. But if you are not, then Singer’s argument has little weight, for if you do not see pleasure and pain as guidelines, then Singer’s argument misses the mark.
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