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- Singer rejects from the very start the claim that intellectual capacity has anything to do with moral equality.

- If IQ were a criterion for moral equality, then there will be no equality even among humans.

- So, ‘moral equality’ is defined in terms of the interests of every living being which are to be taken into account and treated with the like interests of other beings.

- If a being suffers, there can be no moral justification for refusing to take that suffering into consideration and count it equally with the like suffering.

- The important question then is whether animals can suffer.

- The answer will give us the criterion for treating animals as morally equal to us.

- What do we know about suffering?
Suffering is intimately related to the concept of pain and pain is a mental event, a state of consciousness, a feeling which can never be directly observed by another being.

- How do we know that someone is in pain?

First, by analogy with ourselves
Second, by reading the external signs of their behaviour

- We can use the same two criteria applied to animals and conclude that they do suffer.

- Those who question the suffering of animals ground their arguments on the belief that animals are substantially different from us.

How?	
- They do not possess rule-governed language, which is a pre-condition for conceptual thought, and therefore, they do not possess intentionality (suffering presupposes intentionality).

 Singer’s response to this view:
- The feeling of pain is more primitive than the use of language.
- The use of language to describe the best/most reliable way to express it.
- Animals have similar neurological structure to humans.

- If animals do suffer like humans, how far down the evolutionary scale the analogy between human and non-human animals holds? 
- Singer admits that the farther away we get from humans, the less likely we are to understand whether and how much the animal suffers.
- But this difficulty does not entitle us to speciesism which seems to be the case at the present.

- The logic of speciesism-most apparent in animal experimentation.

- We feel justified in treating animals the way we do.

- The speciesistic attitude treats animals as pure utilities, that is, as means to our ends.

- Specisism is a bias of the same order as sexism and racism.

- Thus, we need to abolish all animal experimentation and also, become vegetarians.

- Animal liberation will require altruism even stronger than any form of altruism exhibited by us towards a fellow human. Why?

- Singer makes an additional argument about killing animals.

- Most people have a confused/mixed attitude towards animals.

- They believe that we should not let animals suffer, while at the same time, it is ok the kill them humanely. 

- Singer: this attitude is unacceptable for two main reasons.

- 1st, if we combine the claims that:
      - ‘animals suffering is to be avoided’ and
      - ‘there is nothing with killing animals’,
- It follows that we should exterminate all animal life because all animals are likely to suffer at some point in their lives.

- If we want to avoid this absurd conclusion we have to admit that we place a certain value on animal life, just like we place value on human life (and that is why we are so careful with the issues surrounding euthanasia). 

- 2nd, as long as we think that an animal should die so that a human can satisfy his/her taste for meat (which is probably an acquired taste), we are still thinking of animals as pure means to an end.

Potential flaws in Singer’s arguments: 
1) He relies on the fact that we understand what it means for an animal to have a moral right, but he does not discuss the concept of morality, right or interest at all;

2) From this his understanding of moral equality suffers; you cannot count someone of something as morally equal to you, unless you have clarified whether you have a basis for comparison and whether you understand them or not;

3) Since he places such importance on suffering, it is not completely clear why he thinks that killing animals in a humane way is morally wrong.

4) He equivocates ‘intellectual capacity’ with ‘IQ’, but they’re not the same.

An infant has an intellectual capacity, which is not yet developed, but an adult pig (or a chimp) will never have the intellectual capacity to discuss such issues as rights, duties, responsibilities, etc. 
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