
UTILITARIANISM AND ANIMAL RIGHTS ESSAYS

Free Essay: Animal Rights Throughout history morality has been a topic of intense debate. Innumerable thinkers have
devoted immense.

Both aspects of Singer's theory are conspicuously absent. He draws a potential line of demarcation between
shrimps and oysters, based on the nature and capacities of these animals. Not all human beings are persons in
that sense. But rights theory does not really concern the particular rights that animals have; rather, it asks
whether animals should be in the class of rightholders as an initial matter. For example, Henry Spira "notes
that in social movements, progress is made incrementally, through continual reform. We have at least de jure
ruled out the institutional use of coerced humans in biomedical experiments. Singer, Practical Ethics, op.
Although interests may be balanced, some interests, such as the right of the worker not to be arbitrarily killed
by the boss, cannot be traded away because those interests simply are not on the table. When we talk about
incremental progress made in other social movements, we are talking about rightholders who seek a greater
scope of rights protection. Indeed, when put to the test of reality, utilitarianism seems far from being
unanimously approved, even in countries where it gets better press than in France. As long as an animal's
interests receive equitable consideration consideration untainted by the speciesism that discounts animal
interests simply because they are the interests of a supposed "inferior" , Singer's equality principle is satisfied.
Lyons, D. Utilitarianism is an ethical theory that says an action is morally right if it benefits the greatest
number of beings with the greatest good. The second part will explore the more precise touchstone of the
status of animals, a less central concern for Bentham than for Singer. Slaves had no rights of association, slave
families were routinely broken up, and slaves could be killed or tortured for what was essentially the pleasure
or amusement of slave owners. Indeed, Singer acknowledges that he "would never deny that we are justified in
using animals for human goals, because as a consequentialist, [he] must also hold that in appropriate
circumstances we are justified in using humans to achieve human goals or the goal of assisting animals. Nor is
there any other point, such as viability that does a better job of dividing the fetus from the infant. In
formulating these criteria, I have relied on only two aspects of rights theory. Because it takes so much
suffering to produce such momentary pleasures as tasting animal products, using animals does not increase the
sum of happiness in the world, but actually decreases it, and very much. These animal advocates express
concern that rights theory demands the immediate abolition of animal exploitation, and that immediate
abolition is simply unrealistic. Scruton also makes a distinction between wild animals and those we have made
dependent on us. As such, they could feel no pain, and so could be exploited ruthlessly. In that case there is no
compelling interest to take it into account. Are there any why we should not be suffered to torment them?
Singer's utilitarian theory is different from traditional animal welfare in that Singer regards the long-term goal
as animal "liberation," which is Singer's shorthand for a state of affairs that would accord equal consideration
to the equal interest of animals. Saying that Simon is included in the class of persons says nothing about the
scope of rights that he may have other than to say that we will protect Simon's right to be a person in that we
will at least recognize de jure that Simon's basic right to physical security will be protected from being traded
away for consequential reasons. These institutions cannot exist without individual moral agents who choose to
participate directly in the institutionalized exploitation. He does not even urge that as a proactive measure,
animal advocates should assess the competing options and pick the one that will reduce suffering the most.
Singer Ed. One thing that the rights advocate cannot do, and remain consistent with rights theory, is use
welfare reforms to achieve this goal incrementally because such reforms, which necessarily assume the
legitimacy of the property status of animals, only reinforce the property characterization and cannot create
rights in animals. This is where utilitarianism, whether classical or contemporary, is at its best: challenging our
intuitive or conventional ethical reactions. Utilitarianism is concerned only with the consequences of actions
and therefore is a consequentialist theory.


