Philosophy 209: Environmental Ethics – First Set of Topics for Second Paper
 

Write a short paper (approximately 3-5 pages) on one of the topics below.  The paper is due on Monday 26 May at the start of class.  Please submit a paper copy to me and an electronic copy to Turnitin.  Late papers will be penalized two points per day.  Make sure that your paper addresses each part of the assignment.  If you have any questions concerning what is expected of you, please ask me for clarification.      

General suggestions: I have given four-step instructions for each of the topics.  The third and fourth sections of the paper are very important.  They are what will separate the good papers from the mediocre ones.  A good way to think about this stage of the paper is to imagine that you are an advocate for the argument and you are preparing for a debate.  How would you prepare?  One thing you would do is try to anticipate how your adversary will attack your argument.  That is, try to think of the best objection there is to the argument.  Then, try to think of the best response to that objection.  It is by this dialectic of considering and attempting to answer objection(s) that you will effectively evaluate the argument.  Of course, you need not finish the paper as an advocate of the argument under consideration, I am only suggesting that assuming that role – hypothetically – is the best way to think about the project.  Notice that you have encountered several models of how this method of critical evaluation works.  One model is the dialectic between Tom Regan and Mary Anne Warren (Readings 15 & 16).  Another good model is the self-critique done by Warren when she considers and responds to objections to her weak animal rights view.
Topic 1: Is there any good reason to believe that any non-sentient entities have moral standing? 

· First, explain what it means to say something has moral standing and what difference it would make if, for example, trees or ecosystems had moral standing.

· Second, explain at least one argument for the conclusion that non-sentient entities have moral standing. 

· Third, raise an objection to the argument you just explained.  It can be an objection you’ve encountered in our readings or one you have thought of yourself.
· Fourth, give the best response you can think of to that objection and say whether or not you think the response is successful and why or why not.
Topic 2: Explain and evaluate Peter Singer’s basic argument for the equal consideration of animals’ interests.  
(You encountered his argument in the essay, “All Animals are Equal”).  He thinks this argument shows that we ought to radically change the way we treat animals. Give a specific example of some practice that would have to be changed if Singer is right (go into detail, so some outside sources are needed on the details of the way animals are treated).  Then offer some criticism of Singer’s argument, or of the idea that this practice must be changed if his argument works.  So:

· Explain Singer’s argument about animals’ pain.  Leave out the parts of his article that are not related to this.
· Give the details of some practice (some kind of testing, or some production of meat, or something like that) which apparently would have to be changed if we accept Singer’s conclusion.  Explain why it would have to be changed.

· Now explain an objection someone might give to Singer.  It can be an objection to his basic argument about animals’ pain, or it can be about how the conclusion would be applied to the particular practice you discuss.
· Consider the best defense Singer could give to that objection and decide who wins (Singer or the objector) and explain your decision.
� I will send additional topics soon.
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