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Regan defends the view that ammals have rights
based on their inherent value as experiencing sub-
jects of a life. He attacks other views including
indirect-duty views, the cruelty-kmdness view (as
“he calls it), and even Smgers Utllrtarlamsm Al-

- though he agrees with- Singer that our treatmenti

-of animals is wrong and that speciesism is unjust,
he denies that it is wrong because of animal suf-
Jfering. Instead he thinks that our treatment of an-

~imals is wrong because we violate the nghts of :

‘ ammals

1 regard myself as an advocate of ammal i

rights—as a part of the animal rights movement.

That movement as T conceive it, is commltted ‘

toa number of goals mcludmg

the total abolition of the use of ammals in

sc1ence

the total dissolution  of commerc1al animal

agriculture;

the total elimination of cornmercral and sport
huntrng and trapping. -

There are, 1 know, people who profess to beheve

in animal rights but do not avow these goals

From Tom Regan, “The: Case for AmmaI Rights,” In
Defense of Animals, ed. Peter Singer (New York: Perennial
Library, 1986; originally published by Blackwell,. 1985).
Repnnted by penmssron of Blackwell Pubhshers
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' Factory farrmng, they say, is wrong—it Vlolates :
- animals’ rights—but traditional animal agricul-
_ture is all right. Toxicity tests of cosmetics on -
~animals violates their rights, but important
}medu:al research——-cancer research, for exam-
- ple—does not. The clubbing of baby seals is ab-

horrent, but not the harvesting of adult seals. 1
sed to thmk 1 understood this reasoning. Not
any more. You don’t change unjust institutions -

by tidying them up.. ,
““What's Wrong——fundamentally wrong—wrth i

the way animals are treated isn’t the details that
vary from case to case. It's the whole system.

The forlornness of the veal calf is pathetic, heart {
‘wrenching; the pulsmg pain of the chimp with ~
electrodes planted deep in her brain is: repuIswe

the slow, tortuous death of the racoon ~caught

‘in the Ieg—hold trap is agonizing, But what is
‘wrong isn’t the pain, isn’t the suffering, i isn’t the
deprivation.  These compound what’s ’Wrong s
Somenmes—often—-—they make it much m }h_ e

The fundamental wrong is the system that al—a

,IOWS us 1o’ view anlmals as our resources, here

for us—to be eaten, or surglcally manipulated,
or explorted for sport or money Once we accept'

Smce ammals exrst for us to beneﬁt us in one

: way or another, what harms them really doesn I
| matter—or matters only if it starts to bother us,
~makes us feel a trifle uneasy when we eat our .
“veal escalope for example, So, yes, let us get
~ veal calves out of solitary confinement, give -

them more space, a little straw, a few compan-

ions. But let us keep our veal escalope.

But a little straw, more space and a few com-

panions won’t eliminate—won’t even touch—
the basic wrong 1 that attaches to our vwwmg and -
~treating: these ammals as our resources. A veal -

calf killed to be eaten after living in close con-

' ﬁnement is viewed and treated in this way: but -

so, too, is another who is raised (as-they say)
‘more. humanely To right the wrong of our
treatment of farm animals requires more than

‘makmg rearmg methods ‘more humane it
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, requlres the total dlssolunon of commeraal am--
- mal agriculture. S U
4 How we do this,. whether we do it or, as in
the case of animals in science, whether and how
we abohsh their use—these aretoa large extent

. political questions. People must change their
: beltefs before they change their habits. Enough

must believe in change—must want it—before

* we will have laws that protect the rights of an-
imals. This. process of change is ve

" ‘cated, very. demandlng, very exha

e hc1ty, pohucal organization and actiy vity, down

to the licking of envelopes and stamps. As a
 trained and practising phllosopher the sort of
_contribution 1 can make is limited but, I like to

ink, important. The currency of phtlosophy is
s—their meaning and rational foundation—

e not ‘the nuts and bolts of the leglslatlve process,

say, or the mechanics of community organiza-

i tion: That's what 1 have been explonng over the e
- past ten years or so in my essays and talks and,

~ most recently, in my book; The Case for Animal
 Rights. 1 believe the major cpncluswns 1 reach
- in the boek are true be ‘
by the weight of the be

f;emotlon onits side..
. In the space 1 have at my dlsposal here 1 can

"'"only sketch, in the barest outline; some of the -
main features of the book. Its main themes—
*~ and we should not be surprlsed by this—involve
g askmg and answering deep, foundatlonal moral»

. -questions about what morahty is, h
-~ be understood and what is the best moral th

_ ory, all considered. I hope 1 can convey some- :
_thing of the shape I think this- theory takes. The
- attempt to do this will be (to use a word a

-~ friendly critic once ‘used to describe my wor

cerebral, perhaps t0o cerebral. But this is mis-
leading, "My feelings about how animals are
- sometimes- treated run just as deep and just as -
strong as those of my more volatile compatriots.
. Philosophers do—to use the jargon of the day—

’ How to proceed? We hegm by ask1

f Lmoral status of ammals has been understood by ‘
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: \people especially those elected to public office, -

he idea of animal rlght.s has\reason,- not Just \

. uonally Lgﬁbre

thinkers who deny that aniinals Kave rights.

‘Then we test the miettle of their ideas by seeing
_how well they stand up under the heat of fair

criticism. If we start our thinking in this way,
we soon find that some people believe that we
have no duties directly to animals, that we owe -
nothmg to them, that we can do nothing that
wrongs them. Rather, we can do wrong acts that
involve animals, and so we have duties regard-

. ing them, though none to them. Such views may
 ‘compli- -
ng, calling
~for the efforts of many hands in ‘education, pub-

be called indirect duty views. By way of illus-

- tration: suppose your neighbour kicks your dog.

Then " your neighbour ‘has done something

~ wrong. But not to your dog. The wrong that has
‘been done is a wrong to you. After all, it is
‘wrong to upset people, and your neighbour’s

kicking your dog upsets you. So you are the one

- who is wronged, not your dog. Or again: by
. kicking your dog your nelghbour damages your
_ property. And since it is wrong to damage an-

other person’s property, your neighbour has

done somethmg wrong—to you, of course, not

to your dog. Your neighbour no more wrongs

. your dog than your car would be wronged if the

windshield were smashed. Your neighbour’s du-

. ties involving your dog are - indirect duties to
_ you. More. generally, all of our duties regarding

animals' are;mdlrrect duues to one another—to
humanity. “

How could someone try to justify such a
view? Someone nught say that your dog doesn’t
feel anything and so isn’t hurt by your neigh-
bour’s kick, doesn’t care about the pain since

- none'is felt, is'as unaware of anything as is your
: wmdshleld ‘Someone might say this, but no ra-
- tional person will, since, among other consid-
_ erations, such a-view will commit anyone who
holds it to the position that no ‘human being
;,feels pain elther—-that human beings don’t care
- about what happens to them. A second possi- '
bt blhty is that though both humans and your dog
- are hurt when kicked, it is only human pain that

, "';matters ut,:

am no rauonal person can be-

lismiss the moral relevance
. of the pain that. your dog feels.

~Philosophers who hold indirect duty views—
-and many still. do—have come to understand



that they must avoid the two defects

“that is, both the view that animals don’t feel -
anything as well as the idea that only human -
~pain can be morally relevant. Among such

thinkers the sort of view now favoured is one

oor other form of what is called contractanamsm )
“Here, very crudely, is the root idea: morality
that individuals vol-

consists of a set of ‘rules.
untarily agree to abide by, as we do when we
sign a contract (hence the name contractarian-

ism). Those who understand and accept the

terms of the contract are covered directly; they

have rights created and recogmzed by, and pro- 5

tected in, the contract ‘And these contractors
“can also have protecuon spelled out for others

- who, though: they'lack the ability to understand  ~ as
not sign the contract them- “_}\
cherished by those who can.
~ Thus young children, for example, are unable
to sign contracts and Tack rights. But they are
protected by the contract none the less because
of the sentimental interests of others, most no- -
tably their parents. So we have, then, duties in-
volving these ‘children, ‘duties regardlng them
but no duties to them. Our duties in their case.
are indirect duties to other human bemgs usu-, -

morality and so
selves, are loved

ally their parents.

As for animals, since they cannot understand f
contracts, they obviously cannot sign; and

since they cannot sign, they have no rights.

Like children, however, some animals are the

. objects of the. sentimental interest of othiers.

You, for example, love your dog or cat.. So

those animals that enough people care about

(companion ‘animals, whales, baby seals, the
American bald eagle), “though they lack: rights -
themselves, will be protected because of the -

sentimental interests of people. 1 have, then,
according to-contractarianism, no duty directly
to your dog or any other animal, not even the
duty not to cause them pain or suffering; my
duty not to hurt them is a duty I have to those
people who care about what happens to them.
As for other animals, where no or little senti-

mental interest is present—in the case of farm
animals, for example or laboratory rats—what .
duties we have grow weaker and weaker, per- -
haps to vanrshmg point. The pain and death’

they endure, though real, are not wrong if no
one cares about them

" Whe
b conttac
if

“be nothmg _

or of

; prmelples of

mes to the moral status-of anim
m could be a hard view to’ ref :

makes the question of its adequacy in the for-
mer case, regarding animals, utterly moot. For

_-consider: morahty, according  to ‘the (crude)

contractarian  position before us, consists of

rules that people agree to abide ‘by. What peo-
~ple? ‘Well, enough to make a  difference—
‘enough, that is, collectively to have the power .
to enforce the rules that are drawn up in the -
_contract. That is very well and good for the sig-
natories but not so good for anyone who isnot
to sign. And there is nothing in contrac-

anism of the sort we are discussing that -

to - participate equally in framing the

‘rules of “morality: The result is that this ap-
~proach to ethics could sanction ‘the most blatant
forms of social, economic, moral and political -
‘ injustice, ranging from a repressive caste system |
10 systematic racial or sexual discrimination.
. Might, according to. this theoxy, does make
right, Let. those who are the victims of injustice .
atters ot so. Iong asno

S..as 1f for example there would
: ong ‘with apartheid in South Af-
‘white South Africans were upset by

rica if few

it A theory with so little to. recommen_ ;t at the

- level of the ethics of our treatment of ¢ our fellow
humans cannot have anything more to recom- .

~mend it when it comes to the ethics of how we

reat our fellow animals.

fairness to those of a contractarian persuasion it

st be Boted that much- more’. reﬁned subtle
~and ingenious vanenes are possible. For exam-

ple, John

forth a’ versmn; ef comractanamsm that forces
~ contractors to. ’gnore the accidental features of -
:bemg a human being—for ‘example, ‘whether

one is white or black, male or female, a genin
modest intellect. Only by 1gnormg such
features, Rawls believes, can we ensure that the
"ce that comracters 'Would‘

“were an adequate theoretical approach to
 the moral status of human beings. It is not ad- .
equate in this latter respect, ‘however, which

rantees or requires that everyone will have a i

n-of contractanamsm ]ust exam- .
" ined 1s asl have noted, a crude variety, and in



. agree upon are not based . p‘rejudl
 Despite the i xmprovement a view such as Ra
_Tepresents over the cruder forms of contract

- ianism; it rémains deficient: it systematlcaﬂy de- ‘,
- nies that we have direct duties to those human

bemgs who do not have a sense of ju tice—

~young chxldren for instance; and many men--

tally retarded hur

ns. And yet it seems reason-

_ably certam that, were we to torture a young .
- child or a retarded elder, we would be doing -

-~ something that wronged him or her, not some-
- thing that would be wrong if (and only if) other

“humans with a sense of justice were upset. And
since this is true in the case of these humans,
‘we cannot rationally deny the same in {he case ;i ;

~ of animals.

JIndirect duty views, then, mcludmg the best
. among them, fail to command ‘our rational as-
“'sent. Whatever ethical theory we should accept
i ratlonally, therefore, it must at least recognize
- that we have some duties directly to ammals
_ just as we have some duties directly to each"
- other. The next two theories Tl sketch attemptn ,

to meet this requirement.

_ The first I call the cruelty-kmdness vlew..\:Slm#
ply stated, this says that we have.a direct duty

“to be kind to animals and a direct duty not to
be cruel to them, Despite the familiar, reassur-

ing ring of these ideas, I do not believe that this
view offers an adequate theory, To- make this
 clearer, consider kindness. A kind person acts
from a certain kind of monve——compassmn or

~.concern, for example And that is a virtue. But

there is no guarantee that a kind act is a right

“act. If 1am a generous racist, for example, I will

be inclined to act kindly towards members of -

my own race, favouring their interests above
those of others. My kindness would be real and,

. so far as it goes, good. But I trust it is too. ob-, i
~_vious to require argument that my kind acts .
‘may not?be above moral reproach—-—may, in fact,

be ] p051t rely wrong because rooted in m]usuce

. So kindness, noththstandmg its: status as.a yir-
tue to be encouraged, simply will not carry the ;

. Welght of a theory of right action.

Cruelty fares no better. People or "Ihﬁlr acts"»

~are cruel if they dxsplay either a lack of sym-

- pathy for or, worse, the presence of enjoyment’ ’
 inanother’s suffering. Cruelty in all its guises is
“a bad thmg, a tragtc human falhng But. ]ust as -
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a person s belng monvated by kmdness does not -
_guarantee that he or she does what is right, so
_ the absence of cruelty does not ensure that he

or she avoids doing what is wrong, “Many people
who perform abortions, for example, are not
cruel, sadistic people. But that fact alone does

“not settle the terribly difficult quesuon of the
- morality of abortion. The case is no different

when we examine the ethics of our treatment of
animals. So, yes, let us be for kindness and

- against cruelty. But let us not suppose that be-
“ing for the one and against the other dnswers

questions about moral right and wrong. »

Some people think that the theory we are
lookmg for is utilitarianism. ‘A’ utilitarian ac-
cepts two moral principles. The first is that of
-equality: everyone’s interests count; and similar
interests must be counted as having similar
weight or importance. White or black, American
‘or Iranian, human or ammal~—-everyones pain

~ or frustration matter, and matter Jjust as much

as the equivalent pain or frustration of anyone

‘else. The second principle a utilitarian accepts

is that of utility: do the act that will bring about -
the best balance between satisfaction and frus-
tration for everyone affected by the outcome.
As a utilitarian, then, here is how 1 am to’
approach the task of deciding what I morally

~ought to do: I must ask who will be affected if
1 choose to do one thing rather than another,

how much each individual will be affected, and
where the best results are most likely to lie—
which option, in other words, is most likely to
bring about the best results, the best balance
between satisfaction and frustration. That op-
tion, whatever it may be, is the one I ought to

-choose. That is where my moral duty lies.

The great appeal of utilitarianism rests with its

_uncompromising egalitarianism: everyone’s inter-

ests count and count as much as the like interests

of everyone else. The kind of odious discrimi-

nation that some forms of contractarianism can
justify—discrimination based on race or sex,.for
example—seems disallowed in prmc1ple by-util-
itarianism, as is speciesism, systematic discrimi-
nation based on species membership.

The equality we find in utilitarianism, how-
ever, is not the sort an advocate of animal or
human rights should have in mind. Utilitarian-
ism has no room for the equal moral rights' of



- which these deslres are frustrat'
_is true in the case of an animal with mllar de-

sires. But neither you nor the anima

* value in. your own nght Only your feelmgs do.
‘Here is an analogy to help ‘make the phllo- .
sophlcal point. clearer: a cup contains different
‘sometimes  bitter,
~“sometimes a mix of the two. :
. are the liquids: the sweeter the better, the bit-
 terer.the-worse: The cup, the‘container, has no
wvalue. It is what goes into it, not what they go
into, that has value. For the utilitarian you and
- Lare like the cup; we have no Value as individ-
. uals and thus no equal value; What has value
is what goes into us, what we serve as recep-
‘tacles for; our. feehngs of satisfaction have pos-

liquids, sometimes sweet,

hat has value

itive value, our: feelmgs of

stranon e gauve
value. -

for me alone, or for my family or friends, or any

~other person taken 1nd1v1dually No What'w

“must do is, roughly, as follows: we must add up

(somehow!) the separate satisfactions and frus-

- trations of everyone likely to be affected by our ,'-f

choice, the satisfactions'in one column, the frus-
trations in the other. We must total each col~

umn for each of the options before us. That is
1y the theory is aggregative.
~ And then we must choose that option which is
most likely to bring about the best balance of

what it means o

~totalled sausfacﬁons over totalled frustranons
"Whatever, act would lead to this outcome is the
one we ought

~our moral duty

: 1nd1v1dual

active, a cranky, sour person, though not physi-

And the same

~Serious problems arise for ut" ‘ta' i 'msm when_,
we remind ourselves that it enjoins us to bring

“about ‘the ‘best consequences “What does this:
mean? It doesn’t mean the best ‘consequences ’

orally to perform—it is where
'..%And that act quite clearly ..
’mlght not:be the same one that would bring
“about the best results for me personally, or for
my family or friends, or for a lab animal. The
best aggregated consequences for everyone con-. T
cerned- are not necessanly the best for eachr‘; =

- That ut ‘tanamsm is ‘an aggregauve {heory—k
if mdmduals sausfacuons or frustr

ob]ecudh to this theory My Aunt ,Bea 1s old in-

cally ill. She prefers to go on living. She is also "

~rather rich. I could make a fortune if 1 could get
‘my. hands on her money; money she intends to
- give me in any event, after she
she refuses to give me now: In order to avoid a.

ies, but wh‘ich :

huge tax bite, 1 plan to donate a handsome sum
y profits to a local children’s hosp1tal Many,w -
‘children “will benefit from my generosity,
ch joy will be brought to their parents,
;and ffnends I 1 don’t get the money
Il these ambitions will come to:
e once-in-a-lifetime opportunity to
real killing will be gone: Why, then, not
unt Bea? Oh, of course I might get .
‘m no fool and, besides, her doctor -

“V;;,can ‘be counted on'to co-operate (he has aneye
for the same investment and 1 happen to know .
-a good deal about his. shady past) The deed can

be done . professmnally, shall we say. Thereis
very little chance of getting caught. And as for =
my conscience being guilt-ridden, 1 am a re-
sourceful sort of fellow and ‘will take more than
sufficient comforft——as I lie on the beach at Ac-
,pulco—— centemplatmg the ]oy and health l' .

‘.;dutyv‘re u1recl

- This same klnd of argumem can be repeated 3

in all sorts of cases, illustrating, time after time;

how the utilitarian’s position leads to: results:.,' ,
that impartial people find morally callous. Tt is

~wrong to kill. my Aunt Bea in the name of ‘bring-
“ing about the best results for others. A. goodend .
‘does not Jusufy an ev11 means. Any a ‘quate e
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What to do? Where to begin anew? The place
. to begin, T think, is with the utilitarian’s view of
- the value of the mdwxdual—-or, tather; lack of

value. In its place, suppose we consider that you
and 1, for example, do have value as individu-

- als—what we'll call inherent value. To say we

have such value is to say that we are something
“more than, something different from, mere re-
“ceptacles. Moreover, to ensure that we do not
pave the way for such injustices as slavery or

- - sexual discrimination, we must believe that all -
‘who have inherent value have it equally, re-
gardless of their sex, race, religion, birthplace

~and so on. Similarly to be discarded as irrelevant

are ‘one’s talents or skills, ingelligence and
~ wealth, personality or pathology, whether one

is loved and admired or despised and loathed

The genius and the retarded child, the prince -

-and the pauper, the brain surgeon and the fruit

vendor, Mother Teresa and the most unscru--

. pulous used-car salesman-—all have inherent

value, all possess it equally, and all have an

equal right to be treated with respect to be
“treated in ways that do not reduce them to the
“status of things, as if they existed as resources
for others. My value as an individual is 1nde-\
‘pendent of my usefulness to you. Yours is not
dependent on your usefulness to me. For either

of us to treat the other in ways that fall to show
respect for the other’s mdependent value is to - -
" act immorally, to violate the individual’'s nghts ~
Some of the rational virtues of this view—
what I call the rlghts view—should be evident.’
' Unlike (crude) contractarianism, for example,;

" the rights view in principle denies the moral tol-

erability of any and all forms of racial, sexual
and social discrimination; and- unlike ‘utilitari-

~“anism, this view in prmctple denies that we can

justify good results by using evil means that vi-* ~

olate an individual’s rlghts-—demes for exam-

. ple, that it could be moral to kill my Aunt Bea

to ‘harvest beneficial consequences for others:

That would be to sanction the dlsrespectful :
treatment of the individual in the name of the
social ‘good, something the rights view will -

not——categorlcally will not—ever allow.

The rights view, 1 believe, is rationally the -
- most satisfactory moral theory. It surpasses all-
-other theories in the degree to which it illumi-

‘nates and explams the foundatlon of our duties
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mMans possess.

;such value, they profess. How might this nar-

,humans have-the requ1

_to one another—-—the domain of human morahty

On thlS score it has the best reasons, the best
arguments, on its side. Of course, if it were pos-
sible to show that only human bemgs are in-

‘cluded within its scope, then a person. like

myself, who believes in animal nghts would be

* obliged to look elsewhere.

But attempts to.limit its scope to humans only
can be shown to be rationally defective. Ani-
mals, it is true, lack many of the abilities hu-
They can’t read, do higher
mathematics, build a bookcase or make baba

- ghanoush. Neither can many human beings,
however, and yet we don’t (and shouldn’t) say -
~that they (these humans) therefore have less in-

herent value, less of a right‘to be:treated with

respect, than do others. It is the similarities be-
* tween those human beings who most clearly,

most non—controverSIally have such wvalue (the
people reading this, for example) not our dif-
ferences, that matter most. And the really cru-
cial, the basic similarity is simply this: we are

- each of us the experiencing subject of a life, a
conscious creature having an individual welfare
that has importance to us whatever our useful-

ness to others. We want and prefer things, be- -
lieve and feel things, recall and expect things.

~And all these dimensions of our life, including
L our pleasure and pain, our enjoyment and suf-

fering, our satisfaction and frustration, our con-
tinued existence or our untimely death—all
make a difference to the quality of our life as
lived, as experienced, by us as individuals. As -

N the 'same is true of thosé animals that concern

us (the ones that are eaten and trapped, for ex-
ample) they too must be viewed as the expe-
riencing subjects of a llfe Wltl'l mherent value

“of their own.

Some there are who resist the idea that ani-
mals have inherent yalue. ‘Only humans have

ntelhgence or au-
‘tonomy, or reason7 But there are many, many
humans who fail to meet these standards and
~yetare reasonably viewed ' as having value above

~and beyond their usefulness to others. Shall we
- claim that only hitmans belong to the right spe-

cies; the species. Homo sapiens? But this is bla-
tant spec16515m Wlll it be. sald then, that all—



and only——humans have nnmmorta g
- Then our opponents have Ihelrrwork
them. 1 am myself not ill-disposed

osition - that there are 1mmortal souls Person-

-~ ally, I profoundly hope I have one. But 1 would

not want to rest my posmon on a controversial

ethical issue on the even more controversxal

question about who or what has an immortal

soul. That is to dig one’s hole deeper; not

climb out. Rationally, it is better to resolve -
moral issues without making more controversial:
assumptions than are needed. The quesuon of -

who has inherent value is such a question, one

that is resolved more rationally without the in-
troduction of the idea of mnnortal souls than by

[its use.

o Well, perhaps some w1ll say that animals have, :
'~ some inherent value, only less than we have.
Once. again, however, attempts to defend this
view can be shown to lack. ranonal ]usuﬁcauon o

What could be the basis of our having more

inherent value than an1mals7 Their lack of rea-

son, or autonomy, or intellect? Only if we are
willing to ' make the same judgment in the case
~of humans who are similarly deficient. But it is

not true that such humans—the retarded child,
~for example, or the mentally deranged—have

less inherent value than you or 1. Neither, then,
can we rationally sustain the view that animals |

like them in being the experiencing subjécts of
a life have less inherent value. All. who: have in~
“herent value have it equaHy, whether they be

human animals or not. :
-Inherent value, then, belongs equally 0 those

~who are the experiencing subjects of a life.
Whether it belongs to others—to rocks and riv- |
ers, trees and glaciers, for example—we do not
know and may never know. But neither do we
need to know, if we are to make the case for-

animal rights. We do not need to know, for ex-
ample, how many people are eligible to vote in
the next pre51dent1al election before -we can

know whether 1 am.. Smnlarly, we do not need -
to know how many individuals have inherent -

value before. we can know that some do. When

it comes to the case for animal rights, then,
what we need to know is whether the animals

that, in our culture, are routinely eaten, hunted

and used in our laboratories, for example, are’

like us in being subjects of a life. And we do

“treated with respect..

: kto be found in the book to which 1 alluded ear-

: -closmg,

-imals are not our tasters; we are not thelr i g
. Because these animals are treated routinely, sys-

aimls and, with ¢ s, their equal nght tb be

- That; very roughly, is: the shape and’ feel of-
the case for ‘animal rights. Most of the detalls of -
the supporting argument are missing. They are

he details go begglng, and I'must, in
mit myself to four final points. T
“The ﬁrst is how the ‘theory that underlies the‘;. :

“case for animal rlghts shows that the animal

rights movement is a “part of, not antagonistic
to, the human nghts movement. The theory that -

-rationally grounds the nghts of animals also =
-grounds the rights of humans. Thus those in-
* volved in the animal rights movement are part-

ners in the struggle to secure respect for human
rights—the rights of women, for example, or

~minorities, or workers: The animal rights move- .
ment is cut from the same moral cloth as

Second, having set out the broad outlines of

‘the rights view, 1 can now say why its 1mphca- %
tions “for. farmmg and science, among other -

fields, are both clear and ‘uncompromising. In -
the case of the use of animals in science, the
rights view is categoncally abolitionist. L

tematically as if their value were reducible to
thelr usefulness to: others they are routmeiy,‘ :

case of S0 lowly a creature as a laberatory rat '

“ 1t is ‘not just reﬁnement or reduction that s -
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- cleaner cages would right the

- dissolution of commerical an :
_will do this, just as, for similar reasons I won't -
God grant we are equal to- the task

more’ gencrous ‘use of anaesthetic or the ehm

kduty lies, accordmg to the rights view.

- As for commercial animal agrlculture the

rights view takes a similar abolitionist position.
The fundamental moral wrong here is not that
ammls are kept in stressful close confinement
or n isolation, or that their pain and suffering,
their needs and prefererices are ignored or dis-

coumed All these are wrong; of course, but.
~ they are not the fundamental wrong. They are
'symptoms and effects of the deeper, ‘systematic
- wrong that allows these ‘animals to be viewed
~ and treated as lacking mdependent value as Te-
. sources for us—as,

-indeed, a.re
source. Gmng farm ammals more. Space more
natural environments, more compamons “does

not right the fundamental wrong, any more than

giving lab animals more anaesthesia:
* wrong in their case. Nothing les
develop at length here, ‘morality requires noth-

ing less than the total elimination of hunting
-and trapping for commercial and sporting ends.

The rights view’s 1mp11cat10ns then, as I have‘

- 'said, are clear and uncompromising.

My last two points are about philosophy, my
__l:profesaon It is, most obv1ously, no substltute
for political action. The words 1 have written

rher and in- other places by themselves don’t
“change a thing. It is what we do with the

* thoughts that the words express—our acts, our

‘deeds——that changes things, All that phllosophy
. can do, and all I have ‘attempted, is

- vision' of what our deeds should air
why. But not the how.-

Finally, 1 am reminded of my thoughtful.

. critic, the one I mentloned earlier, who chas-

tised me for being too cerebral. Well, cerebral I-

have been: indirect duty views, utilitarianis
',contractanamsm—hardly the stuff deep pas—
sions:are made of. I am also remmded however,

~ of the image another friend orice set. before"
me-——the 1mage of the ballerma as expressxve of'f

&
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han the total _
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; 5 dlsclphned passion. Long hours of sweat and

- nation of multiple surgery, not just tldymg up
~ the system. Tt is complete replacement. ‘The best
we can do when it comes to using animals in-

" science is—not to use them. That is where our.

toil, of loneliness and practice, of doubt and. fa-'
tlgue those are the discipline of her craft. But

~the passion is there too, the fierce drive to excel, -

to speak through her. bedy, to do it right, to

_ plerce our minds. That is the image of philos-

ophy I would leave w1th you, not ‘too cerebral’ -
but disciplined passion

~ has been seen. As for ‘the. passmn there are
~ times, and these not mfrequent when tears
. come to my eyes when I see, or read, or hear of

the wretched plight of animals in the hands of
humans. Their pain, their suffering, their lone-

liness, their innocence, their death. Anger. Rage.

Pity. Sorrow. Disgust. The whole creation
groatis under the weight of the evil we humans

visit upon these mute, powerless creatures. It is

our hearts, not just our heads, that call for an

“end to it all, that demand of us that we over-
. come, for them; the hablts and forces behind
their systematic oppression. All great move-
~_ments; it is written, go through 1 three stages: rid-
" icule, discussion, adoption. It is the realization
- of this third stage, adoption, that requires both

our passion and our discipline, our hearts and
our heads. The fate of animals is in our hands.

: : REVIEW QUESTIONS

1 Accordmg to Regan «what."is " the fundamental

- wrong in our treatment of animals? &

2. What are indirect-duty" views, . and why does
Regan reject them?

3. What is the cruelty—kmdness view? Why isn't it

acceptable according to Regan?

What ate Regan’s objectlons to Utlhtanamsm7

“Explain Regan’s rights view.

. Whatare the implications of Regan’s view for sci-

-ence and commercial animal agriculture?’

D[’SCUSSICN QUESTIONS

1. How would Singer reply to- Regans criticisms of
his Utilitarianism?

- 2. What exactly is mherent value and who has - it?
Do fish and insects have it? How about comatose
humans?



