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Philosophy 5

Exam One


Regan and Singer, though  fairly closely tied in their pro-animal opinions,  differ slightly when one narrows the focus of their arguments by posing the question of whether animal experimentation is justified in any situation, and more specifically in the case of the testing of HIV/AIDS on adult chimpanzees as shown in the film “Man vs. Animal: To Love or to Kill”.  To glean Singer’s and Regan’s answers to these questions one merely has to observe the principle points of each of their arguments, comparing and contrasting why the authors believe what they do.  One can draw initial lines to judge their feelings on this matter along the radicalness of each of their arguments and observing the stronger animal rights position, or which author appears to give animals more moral standing.  From this perspective a reader can see that though both arguments are very strongly in favor of granting animals near full moral status, and thus inherently anti-experimentation perspectives.  Regan takes the more uncompromising view, clear, and radical position.


That is to say from the argument presented in his article it would seem dubious that Regan would support any sort of animal experimentation, even that which would could potentially lead to a result beneficial to humans, even if it did not cause “excessive pain” to the animals (the chimps do not get sick from the virus, and thus their pain is “limited” to the injections, drawing of blood, and loss of freedom).  Regan states very clearly in the opening paragraphs of his argument that he wants “the total abolition of the use of animals in science”. The central pillar of this assertion is Regan’s belief in the idea of the “inherent value” of all animals. Initially it seems that Regan is just applying the inherent value principle to humans, but he later answers why inherent value extends to all animals, by showing that they too are experiencing subjects of life with agendas, and  so entitled to rights.  This concept states that no animal is to be treated as a “receptacle” or “resource” and that doing so is to “act immorally, to violate an individuals rights.”  Regan also outlines what exactly gives something inherent value in order to strengthen his argument.  His argument centers around the fact that beings have inherent value(IV).  Secondly he states that IV does not come in degrees, a thing either has it or it does not, and that IV can not be reduced to happy mental states (thus his rejection of Utilitarianism).  Thirdly he draws correlation’s between what attributes give something IV and shows that it does not come from such social or natural differences such as intelligence but rather from simply being an experiencing subject of life.  He concludes that IV is the basis of rights and thus anything that has IV has rights, thus laying the groundwork for a strong rights position that applies to all animals.  Experimentation would be a violation of an animals rights and thus wrong.  It is interesting to note that Regan arrives at these conclusions after a rebuttal of other schools of thought.  His premises and conclusions draw strength from this as his argument appears to be the only logical one, at least according to his reasoning.


A different viewpoint of the question of animal experimentation is raised by Singer in his article “Animal Liberation”.  Singer seems to say he would  not support the type of experimentation shown in the film, though he a bit more vague then Regan and does not state his opinion as blatantly.  He also uses a different basis for his arguments in support of animal interests, which centers primarily around the idea of speciesm.  Speciesm, which he equates with racism and sexism, is the act of putting ones species interests over another without morally justified overriding reasons.  Like racism and sexism, the heart  of speciesm is unequal consideration of interests, in this case the interests of animals.  Singer further explicates on this by applying a Rawlsian principal of equality to judge when if ever it might be appropriate to experiment on animals, using sentience (the ability to feel pain) as the primary criteria for his argument.  So when a decision to experiment is made the being that experiences less pain should be chosen, and thus pain is minimized.  This concept of minimizing pain is very important to Singer, and  he sees a dilemma in that some situations cause more pain for animals than humans and vice-versa. He then uses the principal of equality to address these dilemma’s effectively.  The principal of equality states that the interests of all beings must be given equal consideration (thus sidestepping speciesm) and that differences in moral treatment must be justified by differences in the beings themselves.  Animals apparently have an interest in life, no pain, and liberty and these rights are derived from their interests, and so they should be taken into consideration, including their right not to be experimented on.  The final culmination of these points by Singer suggests that sentient creatures interests are equal and thus experimentation even of a beneficial sort is unacceptable because of its moral and ethical implications.


Probably the most defensible view of animal experimentation of the type portrayed in the film, would be Baxter’s contractarian view of the natural world.  As far as his viewpoint is concerned the chimps  only worth would be attached to their presence in those labs and their participation in the experiments.  The fact that the chimps were raised in the lab would only further reinforce Baxter’s justification of the animals worthlessness except in the context of their worth to the researchers.  Furthermore, Baxter’s viewpoint seems to have no problem with inflicting harm on the natural world if it is to humanities benefit and so any pain the animals would have would be deemed irrelevant, since it was inflicted in the name of helping humanity.  Baxter’s argument is so much stronger than Singers and Regan’s because of its sheer brute apathy towards the natural world and animals in particular, except when it coincides with perceived human interests.  Another reason Baxter’s position does so well is that Singer and Regan on a base level grant animals pretty near full moral standing and thus rights and interests, while Baxter grants them no moral standing, and so experimentation is justified and easily defensible.  By viewing animals as mere objects of human desire, the validity of Baxter’s argument is rock solid when it is applied to experimentation.


