Bioethics 30 October:

Animal experimentation
Proxy Decision making
Both above are the essay question
Slide 1,2
-Peter Singer advocated animal rights.
Speciesism: prejudice or bias towards the interests of members of ones own species and against members of another species. 

Slide 3: Singer’s Thesis
· Singer is the most prominent, eloquent animal rights activist
· We think we’re human, unique.
· We treat animals the way we do is because a long distant prejudice against animals.
· Singer is a utilitarian.
· The principles we apply to different humans should apply to humans as well according to him which is called equal consideration of interests (based on utilitarianism. He considers himself a utilitarianism) His defence of animal equality 
· He think that… this notion of interest is a utilitarianism concept, It’s the idea that humans and non humans animals have same interest. They have desires and interests. The main desire is to avoid pain and have as much possible pleasure. Essentially the point he made that we need to apply the same principle of equal consideration of interests to both humans and non humans.
· According to Singer, our present attitudes towards animals are due to a long history of prejudice and discrimination (speciesism)
· We have the apply the same principle of equality (equal consideration of interests) on both humans and animals and so should end use of animals in experiments and minimize the suffering of animals in the food industry (according to Singer) 
· He says we use animals of (where we break their rights):
1.experimentation
2.economic gains
3.medication
Slide 4:
· He is a famous animal liberation movement
· He compares it to Black liberation movement and women liberation movement and gay liberation movement (liberation movement that has happened in the past century)
· He talks about expanding our moral horizon. We should evolve our moral horizon. So 100 years ago we thought that black people are lesser than non blacks That was because our moral horizon was so limited but due to maybe phosphors these moral horizon have expanded and we no longer think that certain people are lesser than us. The practices that were seen as normal and justified then become known as unjustifiable prejudice during the mental switch. 
· Singer suggests we should make a ‘mental switch’ meaning we should broaden our moral conscience/horizons.
· He thinks if we can do this moral switch, we can treat all beings including non human animals equally. 
Slide 5-Objection
· If we think that all beings, humans and animals are equal or should be treated equally and we come to a point where we’ve broadened our moral horizon, and we no longer think we’re better species, then there’s a problem. The problem is that in the case of black and white, men and women, we tend to think (or we conclude) that these groups of people have the same moral capacity or ability to make moral decisions. But that’s not the case with animals as humans have more capacity in rationalizing which animals don’t have. However, animals don’t have much moral capacity or moral thinking. 
· Singers response however though is that treating beings equally doesn’t mean they have the same rights. He argues that men and women are biologically different even f they have the same moral capacity. So women have certain rights that men don’t. e.g. Women have right to abort but men don’t because they don’t get pregnant in the first place 
Slide 6-Equality does not Imply The Same Rights 
· Equality of consideration. This is the criteria to which we should compare everything to. This doesn’t imply everyone has the same rights. Humans have right to vote but animals don’t because they cant comprehend the idea of it. 
· “The extension of the basic principle of equality from one group to another doesn’t imply that we must treat both groups in exactly the same way, or grant exactly the same rights to both groups”
· The sort of equality we should be concerned with is equality of consideration and equal consideration for different beings may lead to different treatments and different rights 

Slide 7- Equality doesn’t imply actual equality
· We all agree on the principle of equality (no difference between races and sexes)
· This means that not all humans have the same rational capacity ability. Some people have great moral capacity’s (e.g. great person) while some don’t (e.g. Trump)
· Factually (actually) we’re different when it comes to moral capacity) but we don’t take this into consideration when we talk about gender, ethnicities, sexual orientation. We don’t say that some with less IQ should be treated differently than a person with more IQ. So a persons race or gender or IQ is no guide to his or her equality. 
Slide 8: 
· So what is equality? If equality isn’t factual then what is it?
· According to Singer, equality is a moral idea (is something that comes as a result of evolving of human conditions (if you go to broadening moral horizons) so moral idea is an idealistic, formal concept (13.57-14.11) and not a simple assertion of fact. 
· Not for sure a concept that is based on notion of actual factual equality 
· Principle of equality is not descriptive of their actually quality, but prescriptive of how we should treat humans (Equality Argument)
Slide 9: Equal consideration of Interest
· The above was ‘equality argument’ (how we can consider animals the same as us (equal to us) but that equality is not based on factual equality, rational capacity. And that they don’t have the same rights (non-humans and humans).
· 2nd argument is the Interest of suffering argument
· More empathise on suffering. Concepts of equal consideration for their interests is a utilitarian concept. Means humans and animals have interests which means they can feel pain and have the desire to avoid pain and have as much pleasure. Therefore, we should have equal consideration of this interest in both humans and non humans. But now the question what is the basis of this interest? Answer is the capacity to suffer is the condition to have interest. 
· The capacity to suffering is that they’re capable of feeling pain and feeling pleasure, their interest should be taken into account when we talk about equality and how we treat them.
· If a being has the capacity to feel pain then their interest should be taken into account when we talk about how we should treat them (they have interest)
Slide 10:
· Question is what is criterion of suffering?
· The criterion is the notion called Sentience (it’s a psych/cognitive principle to avoid pain, feel pain, feel pleasure and maximise pleasure. The capacity to suffer ot experience enjoyment is the only defensible boundary of concern or the interests of others).
· Then the idea of speciesism. The idea that says that humans/ human animals are speciesist because they think they’re better, they’re here for some purpose (God has put us here for a reason) so therefore we have the right to use animals for our own use, interests and advantages)
· So Singer says that it’s a foundational concept that us humans think we have a privilege or moral status that animals don’t have which lets us use animals the way we do. 
· Singer rejects the above speciesism and talks about 3 speciesism 
Slide 11:
· 3 types of Speciesism:
1) We don’t eat animals because they’re nutritious, we eat it for the taste (means to an end). So Singer says we don’t need to eat animals. Argument discussed in class: We ate meat to develop our brains in the past. How do we know if our brain is done developing? 
An even clear indication of speciesism Is the suffering we inflict on non human animals while theyre alive before we eat them
2) Animal Experimentation: Singer says that if we are experimenting in benefit of human beings, then we have some categories of humans (newborn, dementia patients etc) they have no capacity (no rational or moral capacity) so why don’t we experiment on them? They have the same/ similar bodies as us. So experimenting on these people would be more useful/fruitful. So if that’s not ok, then experimenting on animals isn’t right 
3) Speciesism in modern philosophy: Modern moral and political philosophy characterizes equality in terms of human equality. Modern philopsohy defines equality in terms of human dignity or intrinsic worth of humans but we cant distinguish between animals and humans by appeals to the intrinsic dignity of human beings and so philosophy needs to challenge this basic believes and rid itself from this prejudice. 

· To treat animals as equal to humans means to give both being equal consideration for their interests. 
Formal arguments of Singer:
1) All animals have interests just in case they’re capable of suffering
2) Humans and non humans are capable of suffering
3)Supports Basic principle of equality (the interest of every being should be taken into account and given same weight as interests of any other being)
4)Humans and non humans have the interest to avoid suffering
5)Therefore, the interests og non humans have in avoiding suffering is to be given the same weight and the interests human beings have in avoiding suffering. 

Slide 12
· Singer believes majority of animal experimentation cannot be morally justified. 
Slide 13
· Singer reiterates argument like he did in the first hearing
· But he elaborates here on certain points he makes. 
· He compares speciesism to nazisism and racism 
· He says those that are meat lover/ use animal experimentations as Nazis 
· Singer doesn’t reject animal experimentation altogether and that if experimentation leads to some significant discovery that could save lives, then its morally permissible but it must be clear that the benefits of research outweights the suffering of animals involves. And so he suggests the establishment of ethic committee to monitor the use of animals in experimentation.
Slide 14
· Carl Cohen rejected whatever Singer said. 
· He says that 
1) Animals have rights
2) Speciesism argument
· Cohen says that Right is a potential claim that someone makes against someone else to something. (e.g. I have the right to free speech against anyone else in society who lives with me (same society) (same moral community) Abdul can reject whatever I say or whatever Singer says(or make moral claims against one another).Only members of species with capacity to make moral claims 
· But hate speech is not a right however (E.g. what trump does)
· So if that is a right, then moral agent (or as we as humans) Rights are things that occur within a community of moral agents (only human beings are moral agents according to him). What are mroal agents? Those that are able to make moral claims. To say you’re citizen fo this country and have the right to express yourself. If you cant express your opinion then you don’t have the capacity to make moral claims and so aren’t a member of moral community.
· Only humans are moral agents.  
· But if we aren’t able to express ourselves/ opinions we don’t have capacity to make moral claims so we’re not members of moral community. 
Slide 15:
· Moral agency comes from autonomy. 
· We think that individuals have these rights to self 
· Animals lack autonomy, so according to Cohen they don’t have any rights And if they don’t have rights then experimentation on them cant violate their rights.
· However, he says that we have obligations towards animals but he doesn’t think that obligations come with certain rights. We have obligations towards other humans’ other things (even nature) but that doesn’t mean they have right to us.
Rights and obligations aren’t reciprocals of one another  and according to Cohen it’s a serious mistake if we think that.  So we’re not morally free to do what we please to animals. 
Slide 26 Two Objections:
· Objection 1: In the case of mentally disabled people (people that don’t have capacity to make rational decisions (brain damaged, vegetative state etc) Why do we still consider them as part of moral community with moral capacity. These people have autonomy, If according to Cohen, making moral claims is the sort of criterion to be a member of moral community these group of people don’t have the ability or capacity to make moral claims but we still consider them part of moral community.  So here, rights don’t depends on presence of moral capacities. 
· Objection 2: Some animals have reason, some moral capacity (dogs listen, you talk to them) and some animals are better than humans in some cases (you tell a child to sit it doesn’t listen while a dog will) and so some animals are much more rational than human beings. Animals exhibit desires and preferences. Features of moral relevance (rationality, interdependence and love) aren’t exclusively for human beings and so therefore, there can be no solid moral distinction between humans and other animals. 

Singers replies to the Objections:
· 1) First objection reply: The question to humanity is a question of kind. Goes back to speciesism. That even thought that those groups of people who don’t have capacity to make moral claims feel are part of the species that we are and so have the rights that we have.  
· 2) Second objection: All that matters is being a member of this moral community. Animals don’t have that rational /moral capacity and so they’re not members of moral community and therefore even though they show some degree of love care to each other it doesn’t count as something. “An animal doesn’t approach autonomous mortality in this fundamental sense’ 
The Speciesist Argument: (second argument)
· The idea that certain species are better than the rest. Cohen is a speciesist. He rejected Singers idea that all animals and humans have equal rights. 
· Cohen says speciesism does not equate racism. He SAYS that animals are not from the same moral community while men and women are (where racism/sexism is able to come in) 
· Cohen also talks about how his argument is deontologist (Kantion) so he argues that if principle of utility is applied to case of animal experimentation, the result and outcome would be very different to what Singer says (what does singer say??) He says animal experimentation not only minimizes general happiness, it maximises overall good. 
· He argues that preventing/refraining animals (for food, experimentation etc) it decreases the overall good so according to utilitarianism that’s a wrong position to take (its morally wrong). 
Cohen isn’t a utilitriainan but just uses principle of utility to argue Singers remark. 
Concluding Remarks:
· Substitution: If we have some alternative method, we should use for animal experimentation. However, alternative techniques are not available yet or not effective according to..?who?
· Reduction: We should increase animal experimentation and not decrease in order to decrease human experimentation according to ??. 
· [bookmark: _GoBack]Consistency: One cant have a consistent position on animal experimentation if you eat animals
