Topic number: #3
<<ANSWER>>			Empathy, Meaningfulness, and Monkeys
The topic I wish to discuss in the following essay will be the quote extracted from Singer’s Animal Liberation (1975), which tries to accuse the individual and its selfishness, that who does not takes into account the suffering felt by other objects, including animals and humans, at first glance; but actually, immerses itself into a deeper and more fundamental topic that had had a discussion throughout the history and existence of man and the knowledge in which, considering the complexity of thoughts and feelings that are being dealt since the moment of the primary inhalation/exhalation process of a person i.e. their birth date, the subjectivity in an individual’s[footnoteRef:1] reasoning has prevailed, meaning not the justification of the selfishness upon their actions and thoughts, especially when obviating morality, one of the fundamental terms that define philosophy as ever-changing from the inside to externally constructing a society. [1:  I will be using several synonyms throughout my essay when I am writing about an individual; some of them might not mean the same and have different applications in real life. Examples of them are: object – entity – person – man – human. ] 

“If [an animal] suffers, there can be no moral justification for disregarding that suffering, or for refusing to count it equally with the like suffering of any other being. But the converse of this is also true. If a being is not capable of suffering, or of enjoyment, there is nothing to take into account.”  Peter Singer, Animal Liberation (1975).
	In order to achieve the perfect analysis of this quote, I will divide it in two sections, which I consider that, individually, create the essence of this set of words, given each a different opinion of their own and guarding several argumentations to be made about them. I also would like emphasize that, even though separately each of the sections talk about one or several specific themes related on their own, together they develop an ideological discussion so strong that it is essential for a man to debate about it. When unified as one, it gives space to a general idea that tries to understand man as capable of feeling (physical and emotional), regretting (spiritual) and growing (psychological).
Part 1:  “If [an animal] suffers, there can be no moral justification for disregarding that suffering, or for refusing to count it equally with the like suffering of any other being. But the converse of this is also true.”
Part 2: “If a being is not capable of suffering, or of enjoyment, there is nothing to take into account.”  
I will begin by stating that, as a fact, all living things that populate this marvelously diverse world are, just because they live, creatures with the capability of intrinsically feeling. By feeling I must declare that no emotions are involved in all these processes, but what is felt is either physical pain or pleasure, that later on will be transformed into an emotion of a kind, among the plethora of the known by man. If we try to analyze the quote given, what the author is trying to convey, primarily and without a need of further investigative and continuous scrutiny, is that the suffering is there; its existence is the reason why this should not just be discarded. Consequently, when there is no suffering, there is no need to discuss about it at all, because it does not exist at all. Now, when he compares it to the suffering of “any other being”, he states clearly that there is no visible existing difference between us humans and animals, seemingly. 
As Charles Darwin once observed and later on implied, there is an evolution, and a rational human being is the result of it. If we condense both the theory of Darwin and this quote literally, we will understand that it is the same: animal suffering is the same as human suffering because we are all (or we were all once) animals!  Regarding to a morally-fed personality with emotional intelligence and empathically constructed in a way of leaving self-centeredness behind is the most logical thing to do when this happens. 
Let’s observe the first example. Picture yourself in a safari somewhere around the African savanna. As you drive down the majestic scenery, among baobab trees and wild bushes, in the middle of an impressive sunset, a little chimpanzee tries to run across the Jeep’s path and accidentally you collide against him; it looks somewhat harmed from its left foot, and has trouble walking. Now, because of the abrupt breaks, you have a flat tire, and John, one of your fellow buddies that made the trip with you, goes and checks what can be done. While searching for a device that could help him change the tire on the trunk of the car, he trips on a rock and fells on top of another one, injuring his elbow, which is now looking terrible, preventing him from moving; the great deal of stress he’s dealing with while lying on the reddish African soil just continues to grow. If you had the chance of bringing them both back to camp, would you do it, or would you just leave the monkey on the ground, with an intense suffering, without any help around whatsoever? Is it fair that because you and your friend John are from the same animal species you only focus on helping him? How do the suffering of both compare, or are they two both different things of their own because the monkey and John cannot be related? Does the monkey is even feeling? What, in the end, is morally right or wrong? Is morality a subjective term, or can it be defined as an absolute truth?   
There’s a direct relationship between both the example and the quote provided by Singer; a comparison must be made if what the quote is saying is practiced on this event. If what is meant by the author is followed, help must be given to both the monkey and John, because all sufferings are the same, even though the species debate comes into mind. In other words, one cannot disregard that just because the sorry fact that it is not being talked about humans but about animals, in this case the poor little monkey, suffering is inexistent, invisible and was never there. Even though reason teaches you that feelings are reserved only to an individual because it is him that is the recipient of external elements that ignite emotions, there is a little element in the life of a moralistic person that controls and manages its torrential flow of emotion, the way its managed, and its correlation with other people’s emotion: empathy. Empathy describes that ability which enables a person to understand and help cope with another person’s feelings and sufferings. With this tool, an individual is capable of appreciating the quality or inferiority of another’s state of being, with the categorization of these emotions left to the individual itself. The importance of this element is peak, because it defines whether the response to the collective’s problems will be positive and will be acted upon to better it, or will be indifferent, in search of self-outdoing in the look for the achievement of more personally-directed goals. 
Synthesizing, the resolution of the problem shown above would be, in the most morally-drawn-to way, helping both the monkey and John, because even though they might seem different physically, they are the same because their is an existing latent suffering ongoing in both their situations; handling this scenario with a moral sense is what is needed in order to “bring out the most common good”, as the Utilitarian movement motto, lead by Englishman John Stuart Mill and begun by colleague Jeremy Bentham, used to say.    
   Now, let’s observe what the second part of the quote has to offer to the bettering of our lives, and what has to teach us as well. I must begin with the fact of the extreme remark made by Singer, which is to me what really defines the quote and gives it, a body, per se: “... there is nothing to take into account.” In itself, it implies that everything mentioned before is to be thrown away and get rid of if an individual possess not an ability suffer or enjoy. This creates conflict since the beginning just from the context that it is used. There is no easy conceptualization of an individual that is capable of not feeling anything at all! The simplest form of expressing something, anything, corroborates the fact of our ongoing life. That is one of the elements that prove the reality of things: how our senses deploy that information inside our minds and transform them into a justification of life, considering that we can be sometimes mislead by our ability to reason! 
	But if analyzed a bit more thoroughly, a new idea emerges from the realms of rationality. It is clear that the quote is implying that it’s impossible for an object to exist without having the capability of not feeling anything at all. Now, what if this was not meant by the author at all? What if he was trying to get through another interesting point, without having the need of pretentiously killing the subject under study since the beginning if what is stated on the text is not followed? It is time to talk about the meaning of life, because for me, the relationship between both is absolutely clear and important for the complete and thorough comprehension of this phrase. 
	 The great German clinic psychologist, psychoanalyst, existentialist and Holocaust survivor Viktor Frankl once stated clearly that the meaning of life and the why of our existence will be known when one of the three elements, from which we will divagate on only two, became present in our lives[footnoteRef:2]: the first one is finding some one who with you can share the true experience of love, meaning that both accept each other including their defects, and understanding that perfection is a utopian principle because no relation, or thing, is ever that way. With this declaration, the first thread of correlation between the Singer quote and the Frankl theory has been sewn: enjoyment is felt, and if love can be referred as a kind of enjoyment, the consequent fulfillment meaning of life is getting closer. The last one, maybe the most important premise in level of accordance to the phrase being analyzed, implies that just when a man has overcome terrible suffering he understands a bit more clearly what is his reason for existing; it is then when it accepts that there is indeed a remaining meaning for him to be here on this Earth, living his life. The way I associate this to the author’s phrase is by mere usage of logic. Singer’s redundancy on suffering is actually meant to be and has finality. What he is trying to imply is that by these actions, these experiences, these feelings, a man will be closing in into one of the discoveries of the most important and oldest inquiry of all time, which of course has generated several discussions throughout the centuries: the reason of being, and how a bridge, which symbolizes a relationship, is made when, through experiences, a true contemplation, breakdown and clear understanding of emotions signalizes the path that is to be followed.   [2:  Man’s Search for Meaning, Viktor Frankl] 

Thus, through the wide disarray of emotions, which are felt individually and exposed collectively and of course are actually happening, a coherence that is contemplated by a man will conclude on that everything existing here and now has a reason for being. Randomness is a fallacy, and luck is therefore an insincere sham. Suffering and enjoyment, which are emotions constantly felt by a man, develop a deep knowledge inside a subject’s mind that labels them as necessary and also transitory, consequently accelerating the process of looking either to stop the negative effects ongoing with the search of emotions that generate a sentiment with a positive consequence in the psychology of a man or vice versa, trying to make the pleasuring romanticism to keep on growing and expanding, because of the possession of a certainty that conducts a person to believe in its ephemerality. 
Even though there’s no such thing as equality in several segments of our lives, I must insist that this is one of the maybe unique divisions of human beings in which all of us are equal, without a doubt. All humans, for a fact, feel pain, fear, love and hate at some point of their lives, disregarding their social status, racial ascendency or nationality. It is what makes us human, in the end! Now, the principal problematique appears when the comparison is made among animals and humans. Many people instantly draw the line segregating living things into two large groups by strongly referring to other non-humans as beings without the capacity of feeling. What is there to doubt, when it is known to all that an animal’s sensibility is the same as us, sometimes even stronger, sharper and more accurate?
[bookmark: _GoBack]I must insist on the elementary fact that we are a group of individuals that animate together and interact with each other, but that does not mean that we should act egoistically and thoughtlessly by making decisions blindly. Because we are individuals, that does not gives us the right to act without thinking about the consequences; we are a collectivity, including animals and every other living element, and the consequences of our actions will impact, either positively to catalyze new ideas and an orbit that generates growth and transformation, or negatively to mutilate, disfigure, and basically destroy, the lives of our surrounding partners. 
Hence, the proposal of a decision-making fundamentally fashioned upon a moralistic point of view is absolutely compulsory. A rational man as it is must be capable of distinguishing between what is right or wrong, independently on the subject of its individual benefit, but demanding to appoint and assist everyone at once. A careful mind will always find the best way to resolve the complications that oh so often infiltrate our quotidian lives. Conditioning society to a supposed good by speaking will not get us anywhere; instead of just dialoguing, we must act. 



4

