part 3: Applied Ethics
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n' speaks of duties towards beings which are beneaty, b
bove us. But s0 far as animals are concerne,
Is are not self-conscious and are there Mmer,
d is man. We can ask, “Why do anima]g
But to ask, “Why does man exist?” is a @eanlngless question, Qyy
towards animals are merely indirect duties tovs{ards humanity, Animg] p.
ture has analogies to human nature, and by doing our duties to animgg ir;
respect of manifestations which correspond to manifestationg of human
nature, we indirectly do our duty towards humanity. Thus, if 5 dog has
served his master long and faithfully, his service, on the analogy of humay,
service, deserves reward, and when the dog has grown too old to serve
his master ought to keep him until he dies. Such action helps to Suppor;
us in our duties towards human beings, where they are bounden duties
If then any acts of animals are analogous to human acts and spring fron;
the same principles, we have duties towards the animals because thyg we
cultivate the corresponding duties towards human beings. If a man shoots
his dog because the animal is no longer capable of service, he does not fail
in his duty to the dog, for the dog cannot judge, but his act is inhuman and
damages in himself that humanity which it is his duty to show towards
mankind. If he is not to stifle his human feelings, he must practise kind-
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animals:
cruDY QUESTIONS
Why does Kant think that animals exist merely as megng an end?
; what is the basis, for Kant, of our “indirect duties” to animals?
3. i plaUSib]e is Kant's argument that we have indirect duties to animals>

PETER SINGER
All Animals Are Equal

peter Singer (b. 1946) is @ contemporary Australian utilitarian philosopher,
known for his uncompromising views on many issues of contemporary moralty
wch as animal liberation and the moral necessity to address global poverty

A liberation movement demands an expansion of our moral horizons a.nd
an extension or reinterpretation of the basic moral princ.iple of equality.
Practices that were previously regarded as natural and inev1tal')le C(m;‘]ed to bz
seen as the result of an unjustifiable prejudice. Who can 3y m; con' efilsch
that all his or her attitudes and practices are beyond criticism: If we w
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The extension of the basic principle of equality from one group to another
does not imply that we must treat both groups in exactly the same way, o
grant exactly the same rights to both groups. Whether we should do so wij
depend on the nature of the members of the two groups. The basic principle
of equality, I shall argue, is equality of consideration; and equal consideration
for different beings may lead to different treatment and different rights.

+ » « There is « » + nothing absurd in the idea that the basic principle of
equality applies to so-called “brutes.” I believe that we reach this conclusion if
we examine the basis on which our opposition to discrimination on grounds
of race or sex ultimately rests. We will then see that we would be on shaky
ground if we were to demand equality for blacks, women, and other groups
of oppressed humans while denying equal consideration to non-humans. x+

«++ The claim to equality does not depend on intelligence, moral capac
ity, physical strength, or similar matters of fact. Equality is a moral ideal,
not a simple assertion of fact. There is no logically compelling reason for
assuming that a factual difference in ability between two people iUStiﬁ?S
any difference in the amount of consideration we give to satisfying their
needs and interests. The principle of the equality of human beings is not?

description of an alleged actual equality among humans: itis 2 preSCfiPtion
of how we should treat humans.
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The day may come when the rest of t.he animal creation mg
iohts which never could have been witholden from them but by the hand of
. The French have already discovered that the blackness of the skin is
g;?c}:syon why a human being should be abandoned withoyt redress to the
caprice of a tormentor. It may one day come to be_ recggmsed that the number
of the legs, the villosity of the skin, or the termmatl.op of the 0S sacrum, are
reasons equally insufficient for abandoning a sensm've belr?g to the same
fate. What else is it that should trace the insuperable line? Is it the faculty 9f
teason, or perhaps the faculty of discourse? But a full-grown horse or d.og 115
beyond comparison a more rational, as well as a more conversable animal,
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U The Methods of Ethics (7th Ed.) p. 382.
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f a day, or a week, or even a month, old. But
0 s ' :
hat would it avail?> The question is not, Cap ¢

Can they suffer?’

In this passage Bentham POi.ntS to th'e capacity for Sufferin ag
. . i that gives a being the right to equal considery: the
vital characteristic that g ; feri ‘ation,

- ffering—or more strictly, for sutlering and/or enjg,
capac.lty for Sl‘: not just another characteristic like the capacity f,, lan €t o,
}(:: }:‘z;n;:gsher mathematics. Bentham i's not }slay}ilng tha't those wh, tlf;g;
mark “the insuperable line” that determines whether the interegts of 3 beiy
should be considered happen to have §elecFed the wrong .characteristic. :
capacity for suffering and enjoying thl'ngs A5 &{preseRisiE oy haVingi
ests at all, a condition that must be satisfied before we can S.peak of in
in any meaningful way. It would be nonsense to say that it wag not
interests of a stone to be kicked along the road l?y a schoolboy. A sty
not have interests because it cannot suffer. Nothing that we can dq to i
possibly make any difference to its welfare. A mouse, on the othe, hang
does have an interest in not being tormented, because it will syffe, it ,

If a being suffers, there can be no moral justification for refusing 1, tal;e
that suffering into consideration. No matter what the nature of the being the
principle of equality requires that its suffering be counted equally wity, the
like suffering—in so far as rough comparisons can be made—of any othey
being. If a being is not capable of suffering, or of experiencing enjoyment oy
happiness, there is nothing to be taken into account. This is why the [j; of
sentience (using the term as a convenient, if not strictly accurate, shorthang
for the capacity to suffer or experience enjoyment or happiness) is the only
defensible boundary of concern for the interests of others. To mark this boypg.
ary by some characteristic like intelligence or rationality would be to markit
in an arbitrary way. Why not choose some other characteristic, like skin color

The racist violates the principle of equality by giving greater weight to the
interests of members of his own race, when there is a clash between their inter-
ests and the interests of those of another race. Similarly the speciesist allows
the interests of his own species to override the greater interests of members of
other species. The pattern is the same in each case. Most human beings are
speciesists. I shall now very briefly describe some of the practices that show this.

For the great majority of human beings, especially in urban, industrial
ized societies, the most direct form of contact with members of other species
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Since, as | have said, none of these practices cater for anythino
our pleasures of taste, our practice of rearing and killing Othergan?;a:ha-n
order to €at them is a clear instance of the sacrifice of the most importsani
interests of other beings in order to satisfy trivial interests of oyr gy ;o
av0id speciesism we must stop this practice, and each of us has a mora] (;bli-
gation to cease supporting the practice. Our custom is all the support that
the meat-industry needs. The decision to cease giving it that support may
be difficult, but it is no more difficult than it would have been for a white
Southerner to go against the traditions of his society and free his slaves; if
we do not change our dietary habits, how can we censure those slaveholders
who would not change their own way of living?

The same form of discrimination may be observed in the widespread
practice of experimenting on other species in order to see if certain sub-
stances are safe for human beings, or to test some psychologiczfl theory
about the effect of severe punishment on learning, or to try out various new

C . . .
ompounds just in case something turns up. #**
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In the past, argument about vivesection has often misseq
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pared to use an orphaned human infant, then his readinessr 18 not pre.
humans is simple discrimination, since adult apes, cats, mi t0 use ngp,
mammals are more aware of what is happening to them, m'Ore ce an.d Othey
and, so far as we can tell, at least as sensitive to pain, as an hSelf-dlrecﬁn
There seems to be no relevant characteristic that human in f:ntuman infant
adult mammals do not have to the same or a higher degree. (S S POSSess thyt
try to argue that what makes it wrong to experiment on ;; h Omeol_le Might
that the infant will, in time and if left alone, develop into mo uman infan;
human, but one would then, to be consistent, have to oppo re than the nop,
the fetus has the same potential as the infant—indee}; pCVSe abortion, since
and abstinence might be wrong on this ground, since ’thee:gcgo::lr;lc:pption
€rm,
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not or they say t >) had some worth that other beings di
while “eVeZyth)i,n;lztt::;r:l;ns’ and only humans, are “ends in themseglvf(fisl.(3

This idea of a distinctiirel ;pel’son can. only have value for a person.”
it can be traced back directl uman dignity and worth has a long history;
to Pico della Mirandola’ ; t(? the Renaissance humanists, for instaic
s Oration on the Dignity of Man. Pico and other
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inhabit our planet that we may realize that in elevating ogy the beings thyy
jre at the same time lowering the relative statys of all otheIOWn S_PeCies »
The truth is that the appeal to the intrinsic d ety ;zj;les. .

appears t0 solve the egalitarian’s problems only a il O:Sn beings
lenged. Once we ask why it should be that all humans-inducgﬁng 1'lmnfch‘*l.
mental defectives, psychopaths, Hitler, Stalin and the rest—have somealsz
of dignity or worth that no elephant, pig or chimpanzee can ever achieve. we
see that this question is as difficult to answer as our original request for some
relevant fact that justifies the inequality of humans and other animals. In fact,
these two questions are really one: talk of intrinsic dignity or moral worth only
takes the problem back one step, because any satisfactory defence of the claim
that all and only humans have intrinsic dignity would need to refer to some
relevant capacities or characteristics that all and only humans possess. Phi-
losophers frequently introduce ideas of dignity, respect and worth at the point
at which other reasons appear to be lacking, but this is hardly good enough.
Fine phrases are the last resource of those who have run out of arguments.



