Topic Number: 3
“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.”

Throughout history, we have encountered several waves of demands for emancipation. The long struggle of the anti-slavery movement was followed by the call for women rights and more recently the surge for protection of minors. However the flourishing of such human rights culture is criticized to have been an unconscious process of ‘select and focus’- selecting and romanticizing the human race while neglecting and disregarding other animal species. While the concept of ‘animal liberation’ has been belittled and even scoffed at, the importance of making a philosophical examination of this issue becomes clear when we observe the blatant abuses condoned in almost every industry that deals with animals. The core reason why chickens are caged without seeing any sunlight for their entire lifespan and fattened to the extremity that their legs break can be detected from the lack of foundational respect for animals as a whole. In this essay, I hope to dive into the crux of this philosophical debate while raising additional critical questions to consider. I will firstly analyze the given quotation by Peter Singer, simultaneously questioning its validity. I then plan to reveal the important premises of the theory of ‘Animal liberation’ to show that there is indeed a distinct and differentiated value for specifically human beings. Lastly I will present a more personal evaluation of the issue. 
If you suffer, you have rights?
It is easy to profess one’s concern for the welfare of animals. However the real dilemma boils down to the ‘extent’ of such concern. Peter Singer takes a rather bold stance by arguing that there is no “moral justification” for “disregarding” the suffering of animals. By this he is essentially arguing for not a simplistic love for animals but the establishment of animal ‘rights.’ That is, to state that it is immoral for us to neglect the pain that animals feel is to say that we must actually take an action to put an end to such suffering. Thus animals can demand us of certain modes of treatment and we have no moral justification to stand still, neglecting their calls. Thereby Singer has touched upon the essential element that constitutes a ‘right’ – the ability of an entity to make a legitimate demand to others for a course of action. 
Along with the request for animal rights, Singer takes an additional move to suggest that animals and human beings are no different from their entitlement to a right if they feel the same amount of suffering.  In fact he argues that if a person is not capable of suffering or of enjoyment, “there is nothing to take into account.” Thus his ultimate standard for who receives the general right to demand protection from others is the ability to feel suffering and enjoyment. However this standard must answer several questions to stand valid. The first question regards the vagueness of the concept of both ‘suffering’ and ‘enjoyment.’ Not to mention that a long list of prominent philosophers have failed to reach a consistent agreement on what defines or constitutes pleasure and pain, Singer’s simplistic concept is met with the inevitable vulnerability of how to ‘measure’ such feelings. This is problematic when we consider that in reality there can be no “absolute rights” (for example if abortion is legalized in order to uphold the rights of women’s choice, this would undoubtedly bring up the issue of the fetus’s right to life) and there must be prioritization of which rights are more significant than others. This prioritization requests for a more sophisticated way of measuring the shades of difference in what is more “suffering” and what is the higher sort of “enjoyment.” Which would more painful: a bird caged and cut of its wings or a woman raped and mentally distraught by the experience? Singer would have to provide a convincing hierarchy of the intensity of suffering and enjoyment in order for his argument to be taken into account more seriously.  
Even if we assume that there is a concise, definite way of measuring Singer’s standards, there still lingers the more fundamental doubt on why the faculty of sensing pain and pleasure must be the ultimate standard. We see people volunteering for pain to make themselves stronger and others intentionally blocking their desires for earthly pleasures for various purposes. Yet even if we endure a reasonable amount of suffering and absence of happiness, we are still categorized to be human beings entitled to the same rights. So the question rises: is Singer’s standard proven significant enough to stand as the criteria for judging who has foundational ‘rights?’ To apply a more relevant context, just because students like us suffer from massive workload and stress are we automatically assigned to have rights over the protection of such pain? The better standard for establishing rights seems to be a more comprehensive one that incorporates other qualities of human beings or animals. 
The philosophical foundation of rights 
To take a step back from the various technical matters of this philosophical debate, it seems meaningful to examine the most important elephant in the room that is frequently taken for granted. The underlying premise behind any kind of rights discussion is the question of whether there can be anything called ‘rights’ in the first place. From where do we – humans and animals alike – get rights? Are they granted from our creation or did we somehow artificially make them out of necessity? Can there be a ‘right-based morality?’ A more relevant question to this specific issue of animal liberation would be whether there could be a foundation of human rights that could equally apply to animals. 
Although the justification of rights ‘seems’ to be intuitively obvious, philosophers have struggled with its complexities. John Locke produced a fresh insight on how we are bestowed with “natural rights” even before any state or government was institutionalized. However this attempt  (along with many others) relied on the existence of religion and God to prove the existence of rights. To briefly present the religious view, every being is a creation and thus an embodiment of God, meaning that we all have the obligation to care for each others as equal children of God. Human rights in a religious framework remains relatively untouched due to the fact that the existence of God cannot be conclusively proved or disproved. Likewise, for the case of animal rights, this sort of religious foundation may be possible. That is, if there is a religion that clearly calls for the inherent value of specifically animals, then we could possibly say that the foundation is sufficient. (For example both the Hindu and Islam religious tenets hold that certain animals such as cows or pigs are ‘sacred’ and from that sense those animals are granted significant rights) Therefore the religious justification of rights does not –in principle- prove that human beings are distinctively different from animals. 
However the foundation in a religious framework is inevitably vulnerable for the reason that it cannot serve as a universal truth. If the legitimacy of rights depends on the words of God, this belief will only extend to those who have faith in the existence of that God. This is problematic when we consider that the nature of rights is to be able to demand others of a certain course of actions; no matter how vigorously a religious individual urges an agnostic neighbor to love others and care for them, the neighbor could quite conveniently shove off the request. This is why there have been additional attempts to seek a more secular version of justifying the existence of rights. One of those attempts has been the idea of ‘common goods’ – there are certain elements that we absolutely must have in life and that dire necessity itself is what creates rights for those elements. Some of those goods include the need for a reasonable level of health, education, wealth, or even a minimum level of dignity coming from acknowledgment by the society. Under this secular argument, there is room for people to argue that animals desire and need the same ‘common goods.’ They could easily argue that animals need a minimum level of material goods and also point to the way animals have a sophisticated system of society which proves the need for other social goods as well.  Thus this secular justification of rights also fails to prove that human beings are distinctively different from animals.  
The secular version that does create a difference between animals and humans, thus serving as a significant blow to the Animal Liberation theory is the morality that Kant creates with his stress on the importance of rationality. Kant’s argument is that rational beings are characterized by their deliberate ‘will’ to commit themselves to a certain course of actions. This will is different from the simple inclination or ‘instinct’ to do that action. By taking an action this rational being is essentially implying that the action has a value or a meaningful element. However in order to ‘confer’ a value to another action the subject must have a reasonable value as well. Thus by choosing to do an action we are actually committed to hold a value in ourselves as actors. Kant explains that this value in every rational being comes from the faculty of ‘rationality’ that made that ‘will’ possible. And because this value is existent in every other rational being, we are all committed to value them. Otherwise, it would be a contradiction in our commitment to value our own rational nature. By this, Kant sets up the foundation for our interest (to maintain the status of a rational being) to care for others and consider them as entities with rights. The question we must ask now is whether animals pertain to this standard of rights – can animals be generalized as truly ‘rational beings?’ Opponents may argue that animals do in fact choose to do actions with intentional will, but they have failed to prove that such actions are either a product of intelligent instinct for survival or the repetitive training by others. In contrast, the intent of various actions by human beings has been proven to be rational when we, for example, display logical analysis of ideas or when we make a continuous reflection on our past history to reach moral conclusions that judge certain actions as reprehensible and when we participate in social movements to never repeat such incidents again. The fact that students from 40 countries are pouring out their logical and philosophical inquires in this event is also a sufficient example that hints the faculties or qualities that differentiate human beings from animals. Thus it can be said that the Kantian idea of rights, to a certain extent, proves that there is in fact a difference between human beings and animals and that when there should be an inevitable prioritization between the two, there must be the higher consideration for the former. 
Making the Kantian view sufficient 
However as a personal evaluation of this issue, I hope to show that although foundationally, there may be no convincing argument that animals are as important as human beings, there is a way in which we can effectively promote considerable care for animals as well. The case for this starts off with the agreement that the will of human beings is not only comprised of rationality. That is, although the identity of human beings is made as unique due to our rational nature, there are other qualities within us that could become the groundwork for why we should care for animals. Concluding that “animals have no rights equivalent to those of human beings because that’s logical” is assuming that people are sociopaths that have no emotions and can only be successfully persuaded by a clear, logical explanation. However in reality this is not the case for the vast majority of people. Within every person there seems to be along with the basic rational nature, the capacity to sympathize. Human beings are more like entities that do have the faculty to care for their own group but sometimes fail to extend that love to other groups. Soldiers who valiantly protect their own country’s women and children but inhumanely rape the women of the opposite nation or countries that are extremely assertive of the importance of human rights but neglect the genocides in other nations show this kind of nature. Thus it is extremely effective to promote care and sympathy by showing the possibility for different groups to be actually connected together. For example, when the soldiers ask for why they must care for the opponent country’s women, we could suggest that those women are somebody else’s wives and mothers just like the soldiers’ wives back at home. Likewise the progress of rights can actually be accelerated by not just an underlying complex foundation but also the “progress of sympathy.”
In that case, there is the possibility that we can – although might not be able to identify them to be the same as us – connect animals with human beings and trigger such progress of sympathy. Animal rights activists show photos of the teardrops in the eyes of cows dragged to the slaughter house or condemn those who eat dogs by asking whether they would do the same thing to their domestic pets in order to show how human beings can readily ‘relate’ to animals in a certain sense. Thus I would like to propose that we should consider our complex nature that contains not just rationality but also the capacity for sympathy and exploit that nature to create a heightened importance for the appropriate treatment of animals. 
Another point that should be made is that though it has been shown that human beings are distinctively different from animals and do have the higher demand in rights, there could be more sophisticated analysis upon whether the less significant rights of human beings can serve as a justification to neglect the extreme suffering of animals. That is, there could be a limit to particular human rights if they are not really necessary to uphold the rational identity of human beings and they happen to harm animals considerably and continuously. Thus some people could righteously argue that the unlimited hunting of animals for mere entertainment should be restricted. Others could make a legitimate case that the abuses of animals within the food industry should be regulated. 
Conclusion
[bookmark: _GoBack]Up to this point, I have attempted to negate Peter Singer’s standard for rights – the existence of suffering and enjoyment - and discuss more on whether there could actually be a foundational justification for animal rights. After suggesting that there is in fact a notable distinct quality for human beings that fails to be extended to animals, I have tried to present an alternative way for addressing the present concern for the disrespect for animals. As an essay by a young student with limited experience and knowledge, this paper would probably have some fallacies and areas that require more in-depth analysis. However I hope that it has contributed in the philosophical discussion of animal rights and touched upon some solutions for the realistic problems we face today. As a high school student who is immensely interested in the promotion of universal human rights, I believe this was a great opportunity for me to think about the other areas within the discussion of rights that might have been belittled in their importance. 
