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The Scope of the Argument from Species Overlap

OSCAR HORTA

The argument from species overlap has been widely used in the literature on
animal ethics and speciesism. However, there has been much confusion regarding what the
argument proves and what it does not prove, and regarding the views it challenges.This article
intends to clarify these confusions, and to show that the name most often used for this argument
(‘the argument from marginal cases’) reflects and reinforces these misunderstandings.The article
claims that the argument questions not only those defences of anthropocentrism that appeal to
capacities believed to be typically human, but also those that appeal to special relations between
humans. This means the scope of the argument is far wider than has been thought thus far.
Finally, the article claims that, even if the argument cannot prove by itself that we should not
disregard the interests of nonhuman animals, it provides us with strong reasons to do so, since the
argument does prove that no defence of anthropocentrism appealing to non-definitional and
testable criteria succeeds.

ABSTRACT

1. Introduction
The argument from species overlap, which has also been called — misleadingly, I will
argue — the argument from marginal cases, points out that the criteria that are commonly used to deprive nonhuman animals of moral consideration fail to draw a line
between human beings and other sentient animals, since there are also humans who fail
to satisfy them.1 This argument has been widely used in the literature on animal ethics
for two purposes.
First, it has been used to defend the view that moral anthropocentrism is an instance
of speciesism. Speciesism is the unjustified disadvantageous consideration or treatment of those who do not belong to a certain species. Moral anthropocentrism (or
anthropocentrism, for short)2 is a very common viewpoint, which can be defined as the
prescription of (A):
(A) It is justified to consider disadvantageously those who do not satisfy a certain
criterion X with respect to those who satisfy X, where X is satisfied only by human
beings and by all human beings.
Second, the argument from species overlap has been used to claim that we should not
disregard the interests of nonhuman animals. This implies that we should stop acting
towards nonhuman animals in ways that harm them, including using them as resources,
as well as start taking their interest seriously when it comes to acting in favour of them
as we would in the case of humans in those cases in which we can benefit them. We can
say that the argument questions (D):
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(D) It is justified to disregard, totally or partially, the interests of those who fail to satisfy
a certain criterion X, and it is not justified to disregard, totally or partially, the
interests of those who satisfy X, where X is not satisfied by nonhuman animals.
Although (A) and (D) may seem similar, they differ in two important ways. First, (D) is
not comparative, as (A) is. It just points to some way of treating nonhuman animals
regardless of how others are treated. (A), however, is a comparative definition (as the
term ‘disadvantageously’ shows).We may treat nonhuman animals well yet fail to give the
satisfaction of their interests the importance that we give to the satisfaction of human
interests. This would still be an anthropocentric position.3 Second, (D) does not require
that all humans be morally considerable, or fully morally considerable. It only requires
that nonhuman animals are not fully morally considerable. But (A) and (D) do have
something in common, which is that both can be used to deprive nonhuman animals of
full moral consideration.
Given the definitions presented above, to see if anthropocentrism is an instance of
speciesism we need to examine if there is any value X may have that may render (A)
correct, that is, if there is any criterion that can draw a morally relevant distinction
between nonhuman animals and humans.4 The argument from species overlap shows
that no criterion whose satisfaction is (i) not merely definitional and (ii) open to
corroboration can do this, because no such criterion can be fulfilled by all humans and
only by humans. There are a number of criteria consisting in the possession of certain
capacities or relations that no nonhuman animal satisfies, but none of them is satisfied
by all humans.
This being the case, the argument from species overlap can also be used to question
(D). Rejecting (A) but accepting (D) would mean that we would not have to give full
consideration to all humans. Since most of us disagree with this view, the argument can
be very convincing in leading us to reject (D).
For this reason, the argument is widely used in the literature on the moral consideration of nonhuman animals. However, it is often misunderstood in several ways. For
instance, it is often assumed that it can be applied in the case of capacities but not
relations. And it is sometimes believed that its purpose is to claim that humans and
nonhuman animals should be treated in the same way. Or that it proves that nonhuman
animals should be morally considered in certain ways. There are other confusions
regarding its aims, and the way it is formulated is sometimes problematic in several
respects. In fact, the term most commonly used for it (the ‘argument from marginal
cases’) reflects some of these problems.
This article intends to clarify these confusions, to explain the ways in which the
argument can be useful. Section 2 explains how the argument works, as well as the
consequences it implies. Section 3 presents several formulations of it. Section 4 explains
the scope of the argument, that is, which views it challenges. Section 5 reviews the
question of its name. Section 6 concludes by pointing out what the argument proves and
what the argument does not prove, as well as what aims can be pursued by using it.
2. The Point of the Argument
Anthropocentrism can be defended by simply claiming that only humans are morally
considerable, or by pointing to some criterion which is identifiable with the fact of being
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human, such as the fact of having 100% human DNA.That is, by assuming what we can
call a definitional criterion.5 In other cases, it is defended that humans are God’s chosen
species and that only those who belong to this species are morally considerable, or that
humans are more important for other metaphysical reasons which appeal to criteria
whose satisfaction cannot be tested.6
The argument from species overlap is not directed against these views. But we will have
to reject them anyway if we accept that in order to defend a morally relevant distinction
between the ways we should consider different individuals it is necessary to appeal to
further reasons that are open to corroboration. That is, if we accept that we need to base
those distinctions on criteria that are not merely definitional and whose possession is
testable. This seems a sound requirement, and it appears to be arbitrary to reject it. For
this reason, relatively few theorists among those who have defended (A) have done so by
means of merely definitional or untestable criteria.7
However, in other cases (A) and (D) are defended by pointing to other criteria whose
possession can be corroborated, and which are not merely definitional.Those criteria can
be of two kinds.They may refer to (i) attributes that are intrinsic to individuals (basically,
certain individual capacities); or to (ii) relations individuals may have with other
subjects.
With this type of arguments it is often asserted that human beings should be favoured
over other animals, or that nonhuman animals should not be considered, because only
humans have, for example, certain cognitive capacities, the command of a language or
the ability to recognise and assume responsibilities.8 In other cases it is claimed that the
reason for such privileged consideration is that we humans maintain among us a relation
of solidarity, affection, power relations, possibilities for interaction, and other social
relationships9 that allegedly we do not have with other animals. The prescription which
results may be formulated as follows:
(C) It is justified to disregard those who fail to satisfy a certain criterion C, or to consider
them in a disadvantageous way with respect to those who do satisfy C, where C can
denote (i) the possession of certain cognitive or linguistic capacities, the possibility
of having duties, or other capacities related to these ones; or (ii) the fact of having
emotional bonds with moral agents or other individuals, of being in a situation of
power over other individuals, of interacting commonly with them or, in general, of
having a privileged relationship with them, and it is not justified to disregard those
who satisfy C.
Anthropocentrism can be combined with (C) by substituting C for X, as follows:
(AC) It is justified to consider disadvantageously those who do not satisfy a certain
criterion C with respect to those who satisfy C, where C is satisfied only by human
beings and by all human beings.
And we can do the same in the case of (D):
(DC) It is justified to disregard, totally or partially, the interests of those who fail to
satisfy a certain criterion C, and it is not justified to disregard, totally or partially,
the interests of those who satisfy C, where C is not satisfied by nonhuman animals.
Given the reasons mentioned above regarding merely definitional and non-corroborable
arguments, we can accept that (AC) and (DC) are the only plausible ways to defend (A)
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and (D). However, the argument from species overlap points to a significant fact that is
commonly forgotten by those who defend (AC) and (DC). They often take for granted
that all humans satisfy C. But this is an incorrect assumption. We can see this by looking
at the criteria that appeal to certain individual features (such as, for instance, intellectual
capacities, the command of a language or the possibility of having responsibilities).There
are a number of human beings who do not have such capacities. They include humans
with significant intellectual functional diversity10 and babies (that is, all humans at the
beginning of their lives).
Similar conclusions can be inferred in the case of the defences of anthropocentrism
that are based on relational factors such as emotional bonds, possibilities for interaction,
or power relations. There are many humans with whom no one has emotional bonds.
Some may respond to this by claiming that humans have a universal emotional bond
among them, that is, that all humans have affection for the rest of humanity or have a
feeling of solidarity with them. However, although some may actually have those feelings,
they are not possessed uniformly by all human beings: there are many who do not love
the other members of their species. Otherwise many of the terrible aggressions among
humans that we can see on an everyday basis today would not take place. Similarly, there
are many humans with whom we do not have any possibility for interaction. And there
are many humans who are clearly much worse off in terms of power relations than other
humans. If we consider such criteria morally relevant, these humans will be deprived of
full moral consideration.
Therefore, satisfying the criteria C can stand for is not equivalent to belonging to the
human group. So the argument points out that it is not possible to defend treating
nonhuman animals disadvantageously in comparison with humans by claiming that only
humans satisfy any of those criteria and nonhumans do not.
Given this, what also follows from the argument is that if we want to avoid having any
human deprived of full moral consideration or of a certain kind or level of consideration,
we cannot deprive nonhuman animals of it by appealing to (DC).
3. Different Formulations of the Argument
Thus far we have seen the argument explained, let us see it formulated now. There are
different ways this can be done. There are different versions of the argument, which can
vary depending on the premises they accept, the view they question and the way they
question it. To start with, we can consider a version of the argument that merely intends
to question of anthropocentrism, by rebutting (AC):
The argument from species overlap: the antianthropocentric version
(ASEA1) If and only if (AC) nonhuman animals should be disadvantageously considered with comparison to humans.
(ASEA2) There are sentient humans who do not satisfy C.
(ASEA3) It is not the case that C is satisfied only by humans and by all humans.
(ASEA4) It is not the case that (AC).
(ASEA5) Nonhuman animals should not be disadvantageously considered with comparison to humans.11
Other versions of the argument, instead, may not just be intended to question
anthropocentrism, but also whether (C) can be a sound view. One way to do this is by
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simply pointing out at the counter-intuitive consequences that follows from accepting
(C), and therefore using a negative version of the argument from species overlap:
The argument from species overlap: the negative version
(ASON1) (C).
(ASON2) There are sentient humans who do not satisfy C.
(ASON3) There are sentient humans who should be disregarded or disadvantageously
considered with respect to others.
The way the conclusion in the negative version of the argument, (ASON3), follows is
clear. Therefore, this conclusion can only be unacceptable if the premise on which it is
based, (ASON1), that is, (C), is unacceptable too.
Alternatively we may want to make this claim in a more positive way by pointing out
that accepting (C) has consequences for both humans and nonhuman animals. Step by
step, this could be done as follows:
The argument from species overlap: the biconditional version12
(ASEB1) There are sentient humans who do not satisfy C.
(ASEB2) If and only if (C) it is justified to disregard the interests of those humans who
fail to satisfy C.
(ASEB3) If it is not justified to disregard the interests of those humans who fail to satisfy
C then it is not the case that (C).
(ASEB4) If and only if (C) it is justified to disregard the interests of nonhuman animals.
(ASEB5) If it is not the case that (C) then it is not justified to disregard the interests of
nonhuman animals.
(ASEB6) If it is not justified to disregard the interests of those humans who fail to satisfy
C then it is not justified to disregard the interests of nonhuman animals.
Finally, we can present a categorical formulation of the argument in which we include as
a premise the prescription that no sentient human should be disregarded or disadvantageously considered:13
The argument from species overlap: the categorical version
(ASEC1) There are sentient humans who do not satisfy C.
(ASEC2) If and only if (C) it is justified to disregard the interests of those humans who
fail to satisfy C.
(ASEC3) If it is not justified to disregard the interests of those humans who fail to satisfy
C then it is not the case that (C).
(ASEC4) If and only if (C) then it is justified to disregard the interests of nonhuman
animals.
(ASEC5) If it is not the case that (C) then it is not justified to disregard the interests of
nonhuman animals.
(ASEC6) It is not justified to disregard the interests of those humans who fail to satisfy
C.
(ASEC7) It is not the case that (C).
(ASEC8) It is not justified to disregard the interests of nonhuman animals.
These diverse versions of the argument present their case differently. But, in different
ways, what they succeed to show is that there are two ways we can proceed regarding the
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use of criteria C with the intention of disregarding or disadvantageously considering
nonhuman animals:
(a) We may continue to maintain these criteria, that is, we may accept (C). This means
we will defend the deprivation of consideration of nonhuman animals and of those
humans who fail to have certain capacities or relations.This might allow us to justify
the ways we currently act towards nonhuman animals (including their current
widespread use as resources, in particular for food,14 as well as our refusal to spend
resources on helping them when they need it).15 But it will also justify using in
similar ways those humans who fail to satisfy C.
(b) We can reject these criteria as acceptable ones. Accordingly, we will no longer have
reasons to deprive nonhuman animals of full moral consideration. This entails,
among other things, that the current use of nonhuman animals as food should be
given up, and that we have reasons to help nonhuman animals when they need it,
just as we do when humans need help.16

4. The Scope of the Argument: Individual Capacities and Relations
The argument from species overlap has been repeatedly used by those who question
moral anthropocentrism and argue that anthropocentrism is a form of speciesism.
But in the literature it has been always used to question only those defences of
anthropocentrism that appeal to individual capacities. Yet the argument is also effective
to question other defences of anthropocentrism that appeal not to individual capacities
but to relations. This should not be surprising if we look at the way the argument
proceeds. The point of the argument is to show that some criteria that are appealed to in
order to justify anthropocentrism also exclude some humans, since there are humans
who do not satisfy them. But humans differ not only in their intrinsic features, but also
in their situation with regard to others. And these differences affect the way they can fulfil
the moral requirements that such defences of anthropocentrism propose. Hence, the
argument works not only when we consider criteria that appeal to individual capacities,
but also with criteria that appeal to relationships.

5. The Name of the Argument: Why The Term ‘Marginal Cases’ is Incorrect
We may wonder how this has remained unnoticed thus far. Why have those who use the
argument not seen that it questions too the defences of anthropocentrism that claim that
relations are relevant? One of the reasons is to be found in the name that has generally
been used for it: ‘the argument from marginal cases.’ Such a designation, which was
introduced by one defender of speciesism, Jan Narveson,17 is inappropriate for reasons
we will see now.
There are three ways in which those who do not satisfy C can be considered to be
‘marginal cases’.
1. Marginality with respect to a typological taxon. We may assume that the use of the
term ‘marginal cases’ is taking as a reference a taxon of human being which we would be
meant to fit more or less closely, so those who fall outside the limits set as paradigmatic
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would be called ‘marginal’. The term ‘marginal cases’ would refer to those humans who
do not fit what would be considered a ‘normal’ human being. Since that human model
would be defined by the possession of certain capacities, those who lack them would be
‘marginal’ humans.
This typological account of species membership can be seriously questioned on
scientific grounds in favour of other criteria such as a phylogenetic or genetic one, or
even a reproductive or recognition one. In addition, this view has quite counterintuitive
consequences, and does not distinguish those who fail to satisfy C from the rest of
humans. First, most of us would agree that babies who are born with some cognitive
deficiency are certainly human, and not to a lesser degree than others. Yet the typological view of species membership implies that they would be considered marginal
humans. Second, this view also implies the odd conclusion that those humans who have
perfectly normal intellectual capacities but who lack other capacities that most humans
have (such as the ability to walk, or to hear or to see) would also be marginal members
of the species. Third, even if we accepted the idea that some humans can be marginal
for not having certain capacities, this would apply only to those who do not have those
capacities due to congenital reasons. It would not apply in the case of those who lack
them due to brain injuries, or to acquired — not congenital — diseases. Fourth, it would
not apply to babies either. And fifth, it would not work for criteria based on relations.
So, understood in this way, this term cannot describe correctly the argument we are
considering.
2. Genetic marginality. We could claim that when we speak of marginality within a
species it is not a typological taxon that we must think of, but rather having genetic
information that diverges from the standard one among humans. According to this view,
it is not in phenotype, but in genotype that marginality can be found.
This view does not work to justify the use of the name ‘marginal cases’ either. First,
someone may fail to satisfy the criteria that defenders of anthropocentrism propose
without it having to do at all with the information in her genes. Again, this will be the case
if she is a baby, or if she lacks those capacities due to injuries, or if she suffers from a
condition that alters her capacities and does not have a genetic cause (for instance, a
disease caused by the ingestion of some toxic substance). Second, suppose there are two
individuals who both have a genetic predisposition to suffer from a certain condition that
reduces their cognitive abilities. Suppose one of them eventually develops that condition
while the other one does not. Basing marginality on deviations from a genotype that is
considered normal entails that, if the former person is a marginal case, the latter is a
marginal case as well, even if her cognitive capacities are not actually affected in any way.
And third, it is obvious that this alleged genetic marginality can have nothing to do with
failing to satisfy C when we consider relations, not capacities.
3. Marginality with respect to the satisfaction of certain criteria. We have seen that the
argument from species overlap is meant to show that the view of species as defined by the
satisfaction of criteria C is wrong. The argument points out that there are individuals of
a certain species who do not satisfy some criteria that members of this species are
commonly assumed to satisfy. So the argument from species overlap actually questions
the very idea that there are humans who are marginal with respect to membership in the
human species.
However, it may be thought that what the term ‘marginal’ refers to here is not species
membership, but the satisfaction of criteria C. But the use of this term is questionable in
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this case as well. Note, first, that the term ‘marginal’ means ‘at the margins’. However,
there are many human beings who are not at the margins in this sense, since they do not
satisfy the criteria that are at stake here in any way, not even in a marginal one. Simply,
they do not satisfy them at all. Therefore, the language of ‘marginality’ is not properly
applied here, either. Second, we must take into account that, even if the terminology of
‘marginality’ is used with regard to the satisfaction of certain criteria, rather than species,
it would be very possible for confusions to arise. People might still assume that it is
species as such that is being referred to with this term. In fact, many of those who use
the name ‘argument from marginal cases’ may not have reflected on what exactly the
word ‘marginal’ means in it. The potential for such misunderstandings would render the
use of the term inadvisable even if it were true that we could speak meaningfully of
marginality in the case of the satisfaction of certain criteria.Third, we must also take into
account that ‘marginal cases’ is an expression that is open to misinterpretations of a
different sort. In particular, it might be thought that it designates cases that are marginal
in the sense of having little relevance. But this is not the case. As we have seen, the
argument can be applied to all humans at the beginning of their lives. In addition, it is
not clear whether the number of humans who are not babies but nevertheless are in that
situation is a tiny enough one that it could be considered a marginal fraction of the
human population. Finally, the argument would appear to be still powerful even if it
covered only very few cases.
Hence, the term ‘argument from marginal cases’ must be rejected since it is incorrect
in light of what the argument from species overlap states. This is paradoxical, given that
this argument is actually the very one that this term is intended to name.18
In contrast, the term ‘species overlap’ has several advantages:
(i) It is not only applicable in the case of the criteria that appeal to capacities, but also
in the case of those that focus on relations.
(ii) It describes what the argument points out better than the concept of ‘marginality’.
By using the term ‘overlap’ we do not just point out the differences present within
a certain species. Rather, we consider individuals of different species, and we look
at their similarity when it comes to failing to satisfy certain criteria.We can therefore
say that there is an overlap with respect to how members of the species fail to satisfy
certain criteria. The name thus refers to the fact that the satisfaction of certain
criteria C can stand for does not draw a line which separates all members of one
species from all members of other species, which is the main point of the argument.
(iii) The term ‘species overlap’ has been used already for several years, and is probably
the only strong candidate to replace the expression ‘marginal cases’.19 This is a
reason to favour this term over other possible alternatives.
(iv) Finally, the name is better than other alternatives that have been used in very
few cases, such as ‘argument from human misfortune’20 or ‘argument from
nonparadigmatic humans’.21 The reason for this is that the argument is not only
applicable in the case of the human species. It can also be employed to question any
position that, by appealing to some of the mentioned criteria, draws a difference
between the moral consideration of animals who do not belong to certain nonhuman species. For instance, suppose someone argues that only great apes deserve full
moral consideration, and not other animals, on the basis that only they have certain
cognitive capacities. The argument from species overlap would work against this
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argument, too. The term ‘species overlap’ is compatible with its use whether the
preferred species is a human or a nonhuman one.

6. The Aims of the Argument from Species Overlap
In light of what we have seen, we can conclude that the following aims can be pursued
successfully by using the argument from species overlap.
First, the argument refutes (AC), which is the most plausible, if not the only plausible
defence of (A) (the antianthropocentric version of the argument shows this clearly). The
other possible ways to defend (A) (by definition or by means of criteria which cannot be
verified) can hardly provide us with any sound rationale of it. Therefore, the argument
leaves anthropocentrism without any plausible defence. If we assume that justified moral
views must rely on testable and not merely definitional criteria, the argument from
species overlap shows anthropocentrism to be unjustified, and therefore a form of
speciesism.
Second, although by itself the argument does not refute (D), it helps to question it.To
be sure, the argument from species overlap does not prove that humans or nonhumans
must be considered or treated in a certain way. The categorical version simply assumes
among its premises that humans must not be disadvantageously considered or disregarded. But it does not justify this premise; it simply takes it for granted. The argument
(both in its biconditional and its categorical version) just points out that if no human
must be deprived of full moral consideration, then nonhumans must not be deprived of
it either. However, the argument does show us that if we want to grant that no sentient
human is disregarded or disadvantageously considered by means of a nondefinitional
criterion whose satisfaction can be corroborated, we must reject the criteria that exclude
nonhumans.That is, no criterion meeting those requirements can justify disregarding the
interests of nonhuman animals without accepting disregarding the interests of some
humans, too.The argument implies that those who refuse to accept that humans who fail
to satisfy C can be disregarded or deprived of full moral consideration must reject (C).
This entails that they can no longer accept (DC) too — which, as we saw above, is the
only plausible defence of (D).
This is very important, given that most people think no human being should be
disregarded or disadvantageously considered.
Some theorists have complained, however, that the use of this argument can mean that
the consideration we have towards those human beings who do not satisfy criteria C will
be diminished. Due to this, they claim that the argument should not be used.22
This complaint is misdirected. It fails for two reasons.The first is that those who make
this claim do so because they continue to assume that nonhuman animals cannot be
morally considered as humans are. They are speciesist, and are taking for granted the
disadvantageous treatment of nonhuman animals and their disregard. Therefore, they
have not understood that the purpose with which the argument has been presented is to
question those very views (not to merely improve a bit the current situation of nonhuman animals). Once we question speciesism and disregard for nonhuman animals, none
of the consequences these theorists fear follow. That is, no human being risks being less
considered according to those who defend that nonhuman animals should not be less
considered than humans are today.
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The second reason why the view of these theorists is questionable is that it is as if they
are trying to blame the argument for pointing out that there are humans who do not
satisfy certain criteria. But this is just a fact (which is obviously not created by the
existence of the argument). So, in asking us to not consider what the argument points out
these theorists are asking us to not consider the facts. Moreover, they are asking us to not
consider facts that are highly relevant to the discussion that is going on here.
It may be argued that they do not complain at considering facts but at the moral view
assumed by presenting the argument. But this is not so.To see this, consider the negative
formulation of the argument (which is probably the one that expresses more clearly the
fears expressed by these theorists):
(ASON1) (C).
(ASON2) There are sentient humans who do not satisfy C.
(ASON3) There are sentient humans who should be disregarded or disadvantageously
considered with respect to others.
As I have just said these theorists are actually defenders of speciesism who would happily
accept (AC). In criticising the argument, their aim is to continue to defend (A) and (D),
while denying the consequences that follow from doing so when it comes to humans. So
their problem is not really with the normative claim, (C), as such, since they do not
object to it as far as they think that only nonhuman animals are affected by it.23
Therefore, if they see something objectionable in the argument it has to be the fact that
there are humans who do not satisfy C. However, this fact is not created by the use of the
argument. The argument just takes that fact into account. So at the end of the day the
problem these defenders of speciesism have is actually with facts.
It may be argued that these theorists do have a point, though, since there has been at
least one theorist (Raymond G. Frey) who has accepted the argument and yet continued
to maintain (D), and has therefore extended disregard for nonhuman animals to those
humans who do not satisfy (C). This is a position that most people strongly reject. But
what this entails is not that we should reject the argument. Rather, the fact that the
number of those who may accept Frey’s view is insignificant is actually the reason why
the argument is used.The argument is intended to convince those who reject Frey’s view,
who are the overwhelming majority.
A different concern here would be that in this way we may think that the reason why
we should take nonhuman animals into account after considering the argument from
species overlap would be the need to protect all humans. However, this would seem to
go against the goal of clear moral reasoning. It seems to be giving up the task of finding
what justifies the way we can act. Instead, we would be rationalising and trying to find
a rule from which we can infer the results that we wanted to achieve in the first place. But
this is not a limitation of the argument itself, but rather due to a lack of considering the
argument and its implications carefully.
There is, however, a different way to proceed in moral reasoning. If we consider the
consequences that are derived from a certain criterion unacceptable, this can lead us to
question whether that criterion is justified.Therefore, if we assume that it is unacceptable
to disregard or to consider disadvantageously those sentient humans who do not satisfy
C, that must drive us to question C. In this way, the argument invites us to question the
most basic defences of anthropocentrism, and, therefore, anthropocentrism itself.
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Finally, we can go a bit further than this and look at a third aim the argument from
species overlap can help us to achieve. If we maintain that all humans who can feel
suffering and wellbeing must be granted full moral consideration, we might think that
what really matters in order to get this protection is the way they would be harmed or
benefited if they were not protected. And, if we accept this, then we can conclude that
what really matters is the way any individuals who are affected by our decisions will be
harmed or benefited by them. This would imply that all those who can have positive or
negative experiences should be morally considered. And since nonhuman animals meet
this criterion, this implies we should give them full moral consideration. The argument
cannot prove this claim, that is clear. But as we have seen it gives us strong reasons to
consider accepting it.
Oscar Horta, Faculdade de Filosofia, Universidade de Santiago de Compostela, Pza. de
Mazarelos s/n, 15782 Santiago de Compostela, Spain. oscar.horta@usc.es
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