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Religion and Morality:
How people might tie in religion with the decision between right and wrong
Divine Command Theory: X is good/right because god says so/loves x/wills this
Plato wrote “Euthyphro” which is pretty much a justifiable argument of divine command theory. 
Other Theory: God commands x/loves x/because x is good/right

Animal Rights
Reagan’s view: Animals have the same rights as humans; can’t eat them, can’t kill them, can’t torture them, etc.
Earlier: Animal rights did not matter; wear them, eat them, test them etc.
Other view: Animals matter but only for certain reasons
Peter Singer: Famous philosopher-“Animal Liberation”
· Peter Singer’s View on Equality
1. Descriptive-Humans are all equal in the kinds of features that we have. Ex: some people are old/young, short/tall, smart/stupid, etc.
2. Prescriptive-Morally relevant things are equal to each other. Wherever we encounter interests of rights we consider them to be equal. Ex: women’s interests are equal to a man’s interests. 
Who is in the moral community? People who have moral interests. 
But what does it mean to have an interest? Sentience: the mental capacity for enjoyment. 
Ex: A dog can have a life that goes poorly or well. A dog’s life can go better or worse from their perspective. In comparison to a coffee mug: which does not have a life capacity. The mug cannot have a good life or a bad life. It does not go better or worse from their perspective.
Maybe there are better or worse ways of killing/testing/eating animals. 
Moral Irrelevance of Specie
· Singer is arguing that Speciesism is irrelevant, that it doesn’t matter what kind of species you are. 
· “Why is it wrong that you kill me? Because I am a human.” Would be morally wrong in Singer’s view.
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Regan
· On human rights-we attribute rights to humans with greatly differing psychological capacities.
· But such humans share something: they are all experiencing subjects of a life.
· What does that ^involve?
· Sentience
· Self awareness
The ideas that he emphasizes:
· That humans have equal moral status;
· That this goes for infants and humans with deep psychological dysfunctions just as must as for normal competent humans.
Terminology;
1. Regan is claiming that to be entitled to moral protection (to be a moral patient) one need NOT to be a moral agent. That is, to have rights, one need not be able to claim rights or to be able to regulate your behaviour in response to thought about moral values.
2. This idea is the platform of the argument from marginal cases: when we think about why infants and humans with deep psychological dysfunctions might have moral rights, the answer we give will apply, perhaps even better, to some non humans.
3. These ideas are the focal points of the commentators.
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Frey
1. Frey rejects the idea about the equality of moral value.
Frey’s view of the value of life:
· The value of life is a function of its quality (how good it is from the perspective of the being who has it.)
· The quality of a life is a function of it richness (the range of the kinds of experiences a being can have)
· The richness of a life is a function of the capacities a being has. 
On this view, typical human life is more valuable than other kinds of lives because it is richer. 
But some human lives can be impoverished and thereby lower in value than the lives of some non-humans. 
When it comes down to it, rational people who are unclouded by bias or personal choice will prioritize higher value life over lower value life. Sometimes it means humans over non-humans, but sometimes it can be the other way around. 

White
2. White rejects the idea that we can be more patients without being moral agents.
He emphasizes the concept of a “right.” He claims that we must understand this concept in relation to a variety of other concepts. I t is contrasted with and related to “duty”, “obligation”, “power”, “liability”. Moreover, we should keep in mind a bit of detail about what it is to have a right.
Rights can be exercised, earned, enjoyed, given, claimed, demanded, asserted, insisted on, secured, waived, surrendered, and maybe other things too.
White’s claim: for x to be a possessor of a right, it must be possible to speak of x using this family of concepts. 
Only “persons” satisfy this requirement, so things that are not persons are not rights-holders.
Tricky point: “person” does not mean “human”- see White’s discussion of corporations and slaves. 
3. Narveson also questions the link between moral patients and agents, but even more important to his position is his idea of how to do moral philosophy and the notion of moral relevance delivered by this method.
There are two starting points for Narveson:
A) Moral rules are to regulate, and hence constrain, the behaviour of normal competent adults. Such people, given the psychological capacities and equality, need reasons to abide by these rules. The only sort of reason that will be binding is one that shows that these sorts of rules serve the interests of these people. 
B) Moral rules have certain characteristic features: at the very least there are over-riding and they apply universally. Narveson suggests other features as well: see the text.
Overall, it will be reasonable for agents to bind themselves by rules of this sort only if others also do the same. That is, we will do better than otherwise if we all-all moral agents that is- agree to live by rules that have these features. A foundation of reciprocation is at the basis of morality. 
One implication: there is no reason for moral agents to bind themselves by rules that include things that are merely moral patients. Mere moral patients cannot reciprocate, so the interests of moral agents cannot be served by including such beings.
Another implication: so-called “Speciesism” is out. Humans as humans have no interest that is furthered by any particular moral principle, so species membership is morally irrelevant.
However, Narveson thinks that this does not provide a good foundation for the argument from marginal humans:
[bookmark: _GoBack]Take human infants: they are all offspring (and other relations) of moral agents, so agents have interests in their protection that do not apply to other creatures. 




