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(a) Singer’s argument for why most animal experiments cannot be morally justified revolves around what he calls “speciesism”.  Singer’s “speciesism” claims that humans value non-human animals to a much lesser extent then they do themselves and therefore, do not expect the same level of treatment toward a non-human animal as would be demanded for a human.  Singer’s argument shows that non-human animals have been mistreated in such a way that would never be acceptable if the same experiments had been performed on a human.  For example, the experiment consisting of the cloth monkey mother and “her” horrible physical abuse of a baby monkey in an attempt to create depression in that baby.  For this experiment to have been morally justified the experimenters would have to be willing to recreate the exact same experiment using a human infant.  Singer insists that the criteria for any pain and suffering that might be imposed must be exactly the same for a human infant and a non-human animal.  This exacting standard is the only way to avoid “speciesism” and protect non-human animals from needless abuse in the name of science and progress.  

(b) Singer’s argument is better framed within a utilitarian ethical framework than in a Kantian ethical framework.  The principle of utility as stated by Mills says, “Actions are right in proportion as they tend to promote happiness, wrong as they tend to produce the reverse of happiness.” (Munson, page 863).  Much happiness could be promoted by ceasing non-human animal experimentation as almost any human will state that it isn’t morally right to cause suffering and undue pain to non-human animals (as shown by the number of people willing to stand outside protesting the building of a new lab in “Monkeys, Rats, and Me”).  If you take into account the fact that the number of humans that can and have been helped from experimentation is actually quite small as stated by Singer, “Remember that this 3.5 percent is a figure for all medical interventions.  The contribution of animal experimentation itself can be, at most, only a fraction of this tiny contribution to the decline in mortality…” (Munson page 203).  Then utilitarianism can be used to claim that animal experimentation is wrong as it does not follow the principle of utility by promoting the greatest amount of happiness for the greatest amount of humans.  By not experimenting on non-human animals some humans will not be able to be helped medically but “The action we take may produce some unhappiness, but it is a balance of happiness over unhappiness that the principle tells us to seek” (Munson 863).  Using these standards, the amount of happiness created by ending non-human experimentation outweighs both the unhappiness of the scientists that will no longer be able to use non-human animals as test subjects as well as the unhappiness of the few that may have benefitted from the results of those experiments.
(c) Cohen disagrees with Singer in the fact that his view is almost the complete opposite of Singer’s.  Whereas, Singer equates speciesism with racism, Cohen outright states that he is a “speciesist”.  He goes on to state that, “Speciesism is not merely plausible, it is essential for right conduct...” (Munson page 206) and that “refusing to recognize the moral differences among species is a sure path to calamity” (Munson page 207).  Cohen shows in his writings that non-human animals do not have the rights attributed to them by Singer by stating, “The holders of rights must have the capacity to comprehend rules of duty, governing all including themselves.” (Munson page 204).  Cohen claims that since non-human animals do not have moral capacities (“humans-but certainly not dogs or mice-lay down moral laws, for others and for themselves” (Munson page 204)) they therefore, do not have any rights and as such it is impossible to violate what the non-human animals do not possess in the first place.  Cohen’s argument is better framed within a Kantian ethical framework.   Kant’s ethical view doesn’t place value on the outcome of happiness as utilitarianism does.  Instead Kant’s view is “that every rational creature has a worth in itself” (Munson page 872).  Since Kant defines a rational creature as being able to “make rules for themselves, and direct their actions by those self-imposed rules” (Munson page 872) Cohen can use that claim to support his theory that non-human animals are not rational creatures and as such do not have the rights that humans possess.  Kant also states “Always act so as to treat humanity, either yourself or others, always as an end and never as only a means” (Munson 872).  This means it would never be acceptable to perform experiments on human infants, as implied by Singer as that would make them only a means to an end and instead should follow Cohen’s theory of using non-human animals as experimental test subjects.
(d) A specific moral dilemma from the film “Monkeys, Rats and Me” that immediately comes to mind is the brain experiments that were performed on monkeys.  These experiments allowed the creation of a medical treatment for a young male with the debilitating disease of Dystonia.   This treatment will now allow him to lead a much more productive, normal life.  Without the experiments performed on the monkeys, that young male would still be confined in a wheelchair, contracted and unable to perform any of his own tasks of daily living let alone any type of enjoyable activity.  Instead, after brain surgery, the contractures relaxed leading to his arms and neck straightening out and he was able to stand.   Using Cohen’s principles, the scientist did the absolute correct thing when he experimented on monkeys to create a medical procedure that was able to improve the quality of life of a human.  In response to the protesters who want to end non-human animal experimentation he stated, “Untold numbers of human beings-real persons, although not now identifiable-would suffer grievously as the consequence of this well-meaning but shortsighted tenderness” (Munson page 207).  Instead of ending or limiting non-human animal experimentation Cohen states that it should be increased “to avoid when feasible the use of humans as experimental subjects” (Munson 208).  Cohen makes clear that if the same experiments had been tried on human test subjects they would never have made it past a review board.  That lack of successful experimentation would have resulted in humans with Dystonia being without a medical chance of leading the type of life that most humans have come to expect as their right.                                                
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