Topic number: 3
In order to best evaluate from the moral standpoint the statement of Peter Singer, who, with his compelling statements, has elevated the rights of animals to a new level and improved the standards of treating animals worldwide, we must divide the question, first concentrating on his statement, that there is no moral justification for disregarding the suffering of beings other than humans as less important than those of humans, and then reasoning if the following converse statement is also just as viable and agreeable from the moral point of view. Since morality is largely constructed based on our assumptions of ethics and ethical conduct, the truthfulness of his statements can be evaluated on their universality and their possible applications in an ethically agreeable manner for a possibly larger group of people. 
1. 
In his book “Animal Liberation”, Peter Singer maintains a utilitarian approach on morality, stating that the most ethical conduct is that which gives equal consideration of interests to all, while aiming at increasing the overall pleasure. Along with that he suggests that animals should by no means be excluded from the moral calculation on the grounds of them being lesser beings than humans. He names the contrary view specie-ism, pointing and the great arrogance of mankind in treating ourselves as superior to animals. Hence the view that the suffering of animals cannot be disregarded as unimportant and that it should be given equal consideration with the suffering of any other being. The quality of his views can be questioned from two aspects first being that utilitarianism is only one of many ethical theories and is not accepted by everyone, and the second being uncertainties around regarding animals as equal to humans from the ethical standpoint.
When picked apart, questioned and compared with the ethical propositions of deontology and teleology, the consequentialist view under which utilitarianism operates is not necessary the most appealing one. Put forward, discussed and explained by Benthem, Mill and other great thinkers, it still remains questionable what exactly should be considered the greatest utility, how we can predict that. There is also a persisting concern, that the mechanism of increasing overall utility could easily harm an individual and his or her right. Despite these uncertainties and concerns, the society in its action does usually pursuit the increase of overall pleasure and the decrease of overall pain. It is because it can be achieved, oftentimes to a great extent, while still respecting the rights, dignity and safety of individuals or by making small concessions to these aspects. While we wish to preserve our rights and dignity as, for example, Kant would have had it, in that we would treated as ends in ourselves and never as means to an end, we must also be able to accept that the principle is not always sufficient for directing all action. In situations where the interests of many contradict each other and the categorically ethical conduct cannot be applied to all, due to lack of time, resources, etc., we must, in fact amount to calculating some sort of utility, for example, pursuing the greatest fulfillment of the categorical ethics in our action, since the total fulfillment is unattainable. To illustrate this, when faced with a number of injured patients in an extreme situation, we would like a doctor to attend to our needs or the needs of our loved ones. We might also wish for the doctor to leave us and save the others. However, the doctor is forced to prioritize and work towards increasing the likelihood of his patients in the shortest time possible, thus, using the utilitarian reasoning.
Many philosophers have put forward their theories and assumptions without including any consideration animals of animals or basing their reasoning on the faulty assumptions about animals of their times. Rene Descartes, in defending substance dualism was convinced that animas cannot, by any means, possess the same substance as human beings have and that they are nothing but bodies, which lead to his treatment of animals, which we would nowadays consider cruel. Similarly, Bertrand Russell in “Problems of Philosophy” mentions that animals do not possess the same capacities as humans in that hey are not aware of their own selves. However, with new discoveries and the development of thought of biology, philosophers have less and less excuses for discriminating animals and indulging in specie-ism. In our treatment of animals, we oftentimes seem to forget, that the main assumptions, that separated humans from animals have long since been rebuked and disproved. The assumption that we are of a distinct origin is contradicted by the theory of evolution, which states that animals and humans share the same ancestors. As opposed to assumptions that animals do not possess the capacity to learn language, understand abstract notions or have a personality, humans have succeeded in teaching gorillas to communicate, using sign language. As for claims that animals do not possess the same intellect as humans, it can be argued and faced with the obstacle of measuring the intellect in a comparable way, since the simple IQ test simply would not do. Therefore excuses for threating animals as inferior to humans seem to have less ground than ever and it becomes harder and harder to define what is that makes humans special and allows for specie-ism, while giving more merit to Singers theory.
Moreover, possible outrage about stating that animals are equal to humans stems from a misconception that Singer is suggesting animals deserve equal rights and treatment in all respects. Yet Singer is not suggesting, that we establish equal education and health-care opportunities to animals and humans, he does not even go as far as to suggest that the life of an animal is as worthy as that of a human. He merely suggests that animals deserve equal consideration of interests and the interests, as we know, are not the same as those of humans. What Singer advocates and what is expressed in the quote is that the importance of suffering should be treated as equal in animals as in human beings. 
Hostility towards those, who suggest that animals deserve some amount of equality and dignity and should not, for example, be used in experiments could be well observed in an ad displayed on a billboard at the side of a road, depicting the images of a little girl and a rat, with a question printed below “who would you rather see die?”. Yet, in a world, where we have the knowledge that animals are not as different from humans as we presume them to be, and where we oftentimes posses the resources and abilities, in finding alternatives to animal mistreatment, it is not, in fact outrageous, but rather reasonable for Peter Singer to suggest, that animal suffering should be included in pursuing overall utility.
2.
As reasonable the statement of Singer on the considerations of animal and human suffering might be, it is not solid enough to avoid errors, once conversed. Once examined separately, the argument reveals, that Singer bases his calculation of utility solely on the consideration of suffering and enjoyment. This raises some practical arguments against the particular objectives of his utility concept and allows for some highly disputable applications. 
By pointing out suffering and enjoyment as the main components of in determining and pursuing utility, Singer has revealed a rather simplified, quantitative view on utilitarianism. A similar approach was taken prior to that by Benthem, which is expressed in the quote: “The quantity of pleasure being equal, pushpin is as good as poetry.” This suggests, that pleasure and pain are the sole masters of our beings which would allow humans to be compared to animals, while in reality it is not so and humans are more complex. For this reason John Stewart Mill improved Benthem`s view on utility and pointed out, that there are pleasures of different natures, classifying them in higher and lower pleasures, according to their presumed value, that should also be considered. The suggestion, that enjoyment is our main pursuit in life also seems too unjustified, opinioned and variable. It can be easily rebuked with an equally compelling statement, like “Desire is the essence of a human being,” put forward by Benedictus Spinoza. Thus, pursuing the implied view of the quote on what the greatest utility is would lead to disintegration of larger utilitarian principles accepted in many societies, that would have effects more severe, encompassing other respects, not only that of enjoyment and pain. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]As mentioned previously, the utilitarian reasoning can definitely be applied to some extent, while still respecting the rights, liberties and dignity of an individual. However, the statement of Singer seems to suggest, that he pursuits utility in its purest form, ignoring these aspects. This raises the same objectives, which state, that pursuing certain ends of an action might lead to mistreatment of an individual in reality.     
Furthermore, the use of this principle, that a being not capable of suffering or of enjoyment can not be and should not be included in pursuing utility, might be applicable to animals, but raises some questions when applied to human beings. By beings, that are no capable of suffering, or of enjoyment, we might easily consider the human embryos at a certain early stages of their development and human beings that, for some reason have not gained these capacities or lost them. This, however, invokes the concern, that human rights or dignity or other principles put forward by categorical ethics advocates might be breached. He also fails to clarify, if by capability he means the potential to experience these sensations in the future.
Upon examining Peter Singer`s statement, it becomes apparent, that it is not as solid and “true” as it seems to him. The principle, that the suffering of animals should be regarded as equal to that of humans and causing suffering to an animal cannot be more justifiable than causing similar suffering to a human being can be supported even by those, who value ethical principles that differ from utilitarianism. It is also increasingly applicable in a society with sufficient means and resources to actually diminish the suffering of animals, in order to increase the overall utility. Yet the view that Singer has derived from this could easily raise objections to everyone, who does not value pursuit of quantitative utility as the greatest level of ethical conduct. The result of this is rather apparent – the propositions of Singer on equal consideration of interests of animals have made a significant change, not only in legislature, but also in our view on the world and the place of animals in it. At the same time, the discussion concerning his proposed converse principle and its possible applications remains highly controversial all over the world.  
