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Because we can, Peter Singer believed that as humans, we have the responsibility of reducing poverty and death among those living in poverty and dying of easily preventable illnesses (Singer, 2016). He argued that our failure to do so amounts to unethical behavior since there is something with that kind of behavior. In regard to affluence and morality, Singer observed that the failure of affluent individuals and nations to assist those suffering in poverty and dying of manageable diseases is not ethically defensible. 
According to Singer's arguments, it is wrong to let people suffer and die because of a lack of food, shelter, and medical services. The affluent can sacrifice significantly to prevent all these from happening. In a sense, in his view, it is a moral duty to reduce avoidable death in famine-stricken areas by offering them relief food because this is an ethical obligation compared to failing to do so even if we have the ability. In my view, I, however, think Singer presents too demanding arguments which may limit our abilities to decipher own moral choices as self-governing beings; this is because he demands that as humans, we should always make the best moral choices, and nothing short of this would do (Chao, 2010). As observed through the course, Singer’s arguments would possibly require morally self-governing individuals to act out of their best personal interests just because they have a moral obligation to fulfill on behalf of other individuals. 
In a sense, Singer suggests a situation of stark moral challenge, challenging the traditional standards of charitable giving. Using the analogy of a drowning child, Singer argues that it could be morally indefensible to let the child, yet we are in a position to save her even if it would get our clothes wet. In this sense, Singer contends that the affluent have an obligation to prevent poverty-associated deaths from happening, without sacrificing anything of moral importance. However, this has been disputed since it is believed that the affluent nations and individuals do not have the full obligation to assist those physically and socially distant from them (Cullity, 1994). 
In my view, I believe that the affluent nations are not morally obligated to contribute significant shares of their wealth to alleviate poverty and related deaths because this would result in a situation of unconditional and indiscriminate charity, consequently resulting in more problems in the future. I believe this not what morality requires. Singer’s suggestion goes against the ideals of sovereignty, which states that sovereign national states should take responsibility for relieving the plight of their own citizens.

Singer presents a flawed and muddled argument because it is not right to consider the affluent's decision not to engage in charitable acts as ethically indefensible. Also, as suggested by Park (2020), as self-governing moral individuals, we should not engage in activities which would foreseeably end in the negation of the good being sought; for instance, provision of relief food is sure to ensure survival, thus resulting in robust and unmanageable population growth; for this reasons, we should not blindly follow the moral rule as highlighted by Singer because, in this situation, it would be immoral to share food. 
In my view, to assist the poor in other countries by the affluent nations, it is important to consider a change in the international institutions to address specific issues of poverty. Pogge & Kupper observed that the world's current institutional structures are heavily biased against the developing nations and its people, serving the interest of powerful nations. For instance, international institutions such as the World Bank hold the responsibility of promoting fair distributions of basic goods in continents such as Africa and some parts of Asia, but instead of performing this function, these institutions serve the interests of the powerful nations, consequently enhancing poverty (Park, 2020). I believe that in his arguments, Singer would have questioned the international balance of power for failing to address issues of global poverty rather than compelling the affluent nations to assist the poor, arguing that it is part of their moral obligations. 
Similarly, poor people require internal political changes to help them obtain and hold land rights for agricultural purposes aimed at producing food for themselves. It is evident that most people in poor nations are landless and do not have anywhere to practice subsistence agriculture, thus plunge into poverty and food insecurities. It is thus important to change the political systems in these countries, usually characterized by undemocratic and corrupt regimes partly supported by biased global institutions (Cullity, 1994). I believe that the provision of basic needs, as suggested by Singer, does not in any way assist the less fortunate in gaining self-dependence at later dates. 
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