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POINT

By Tom Regan and 
Gary Francione

A Movement’s Means Create 
Its Ends

Moral concernsMX. ▼ J L a n y  animal advocates hold that there really is no difference 
between animal welfare and animal rights. O thers claim  that while 
there  is a d iffe ren ce , adv an c in g  an im al w e lfare  is a necessa ry  
prerequisite to advancing anim al rights. G iven either assum ption, 
many conscientious activists conclude that we must support welfarist 
means in our march toward animal rights ends.

W e b e lie v e  th ese  v iew s are  m is ta k e n . N ot on ly  are the 
ph ilo so p h ies o f anim al righ ts and anim al w elfare  sep ara ted  by 
irreconcilable differences, and not only are the practical reform s 
grounded in animal welfare morally at odds with those sanctioned by 
the philosophy of animal rights, but also the enactm ent of animal 
welfare measures actually impedes the achievem ent o f animal rights.

We emphasize at the outset that we do not intend to be critical 
o f  past activ ities o f the m ovem ent or o f the adm irable efforts of 
individuals to end anim al suffering. Rather, we are discussing the 
fu ture  direction of the m ovem ent as a m atter of m ovem ent policy, 
and the cam paigns chosen by the movem ent pursuant to that policy.

Fundamental differences
There are fundamental and profound differences between the 

philosophy o f anim al w elfare  and that o f anim al rights. A nim al 
rights philosophy rests on the recognition of the moral inviolability 
of the individual, both human and nonhuman. Just as people o f color 
do not exist as resources for whites, or wom en for m en, so other 
animals do not exist as resources for human beings. The goal o f the 
animal rights movement is nothing less than the total liberation of 
nonhuman anim als from human tyranny.

No one who accepts the philosophy o f animal rights would be 
satisfied with a continuation o f our society 's rapacious consum ption 
o f farm animals, for exam ple, even if these anim als were raised in an 
e c o lo g ic a lly  s u s ta in a b le  fa sh io n , an d  w ere  t r a n s p o r te d  and  
s la u g h te re d  “ h u m a n e ly .” A n im al w e lfa r is ts ,  by c o n tra s t ,  are 
committed to the pursuit o f “gentle usage.” They believe it morally 
permissible to use nonhumans for human benefit, but think humans 
should try to “m inim ize” suffering. Thus, whereas welfarists seek to 
reform  current practices of animal exploitation, while retaining such 
e x p lo i ta t io n  in p r in c ip le ,  r ig h ts  a d v o c a te s  o p p o se  a ll su ch  
exploitation in principle and seek to abolish  all such exploitation in 
practice.

Recognition of the moral inviolability of individual anim als 
not only helps shape the ends that the animal rights m ovem ent seeks, 
it should also help articulate the morally acceptable means that may 
be used. And this is im portant. M any anim al righ ts peop le  who 
d isa v o w  the  p h ilo so p h y  o f  a n im a l w e lfa re  b e lie v e  th ey  can  
consistently support reformist means to abolition ends. This view is 
mistaken, we believe, for moral, practical, and conceptual reasons.

The view that animal welfare m eans can be used to achieve 
anim al rights ends rests on unsupported , im plausib le speculation  
about the future. For exam ple, why should we believe that making 
“animal m odel” research more “hum ane” will persuade people in the 
future to stop using nonhum an anim als in research? W hy not draw 
the opposite  conclusion— namely, that the “hum ane” exploitation of 
nonhum an anim als will lead to the indefinite perpetuation  o f  such 
exploitation? By analogy, why think that permitting “gentler” rape or 
“ m ore h u m an e” slav ery  w ould  lead to the ab so lu te  p ro h ib itio n  
against rape and the to tal abolition  o f slavery? C learly , when so 
much depends upon beliefs about the future, a m inimal respect for 
ra tio n a lity  dem an d s m ore than  a m in im al am o u n t o f  em p irica l 
support. The thesis that reform ist m eans will lead to abolitionist ends 
is entirely lacking in just such support.

M o re  th a n  t r o u b lin g ,  a re fo rm is t  re s p o n s e  to  a n im a l 
oppression is m orally inconsistent with the philosophy of anim al 
rights. Advocates of this philosophy m ust reject the idea that the end 
ju s t i f i e s  th e  m e a n s ; th u s , th ey  m u s t r e fu s e  to  s u p p o r t  th e  
institutionalized exploitation of som e  nonhum an anim als today , no 
m atter how “hum ane,” in the hope that other anim als will benefit in 
the fu tu re .  S ince re fo rm ist m easures n ecessa r ily  au tho rize  such 
exp lo ita tion  (th is is true by d e fin ition ), co n sis ten t anim al rights 
advocates cannot support them.

Practical concerns
The belief that m aking anim al exploitation m ore “ hum ane” 

through legislation now will help end it in the future is m istaken for 
a second  reason : the  real w orld  d o e sn ’t w ork that w ay. For an 
exam ple we need look no further than the federal Anim al W elfare 
Act. Many of the supporters o f the 1985 am endm ents to the AW A 
a rg u ed  th a t th ey  w ere  s im p ly  o ne  s te p  in the  s tru g g le  to  end 
vivisection.

It is clear in hindsight that these expectations have remained 
m is e ra b ly  u n fu lf i l le d .  R a th e r  th an  h a s te n in g  th e  d e m ise  o f  
v iv is e c t io n ,  th e  a m e n d m e n ts  f o r t i f ie d  it th ro u g h  e x p lic i t  
Congressional recognition o f its legitim acy, and gave vivisectors an 
ostensibly strong law to point to when questioned about abuse of 
an im als in labora to ries . For ex am ple, in a recen t N ew  E n g land  
Journal o f  M edicine  article, vivisectors, pointing to the AW A and its 
amendm ents, state that the public need not be concerned about the 
trea tm en t o f an im als b ecause  “ [ t]here  are strin g en t reg u la tio n s , 
[which] carry the force o f federal law, governing the care and use of 
anim als in medical research.” W hat the authors do not point out—  
and w hat the A m erican public  does not know — is that the AW A 
prohibits “unnecessary” animal suffering, but leaves to the exclusive

40 The Animals' Agenda January/February 1992



d isc re tio n  o f  v iv isec to rs  the  d e te rm in a tio n  o f  w hat co n stitu te s  
“necessity.”

M oreover, as a result of the am endm ents, which require that 
each research facility have an Institutional Anim al Care and Use 
C om m ittee , v iv isec to rs  now  argue that the co m m ittees p rov ide 
a n im a ls  p ro te c t io n  e q u iv a le n t  to  th a t  p ro v id e d  by h u m an  
experim entation  review  com m ittees. W hat the v iv isectors do not 
m en tio n , ho w ev er, is th at hum an e x p e rim e n ta tio n  req u ire s  the 
in fo rm ed  co n sen t o f the hum an  su b je c t— a c rucia l co n cep t that 
cannot be applied in the context o f animal experim entation— and that 
th ese  c o m m itte e s  a re  c o m p o se d  a lm o s t e x c lu s iv e ly  o f  o th e r  
vivisectors who for the most part “rubber stam p” what the vivisector 
wants.

Small wonder, then, that many activists who worked for the 
1985 amendm ents to the AW A now realize that the AW A serves as a 
m ost convenien t tool in the b iom ed ica l in d u stry ’s bag o f public  
relations tricks.

W e should  add that an im al righ ts ad v o ca te s  w ho support 
animal welfare m eans are playing into the hands of the biomedical 
e s tab lish m en t’s cu rren t s tra teg y  o f p o rtray in g  th is “ te m p o ra ry ” 
acceptance o f anim al w elfare as p roof o f the “d ishonesty” o f the 
anim al rights m ovem ent. In a recen tly  pub lished  artic le , Patrick  
Concannon of Cornell Veterinary School argues that anim al rights 
advocates often support welfarist reforms, but “ are not bound by any 
m oral req u irem en t to be tru th fu l about th e ir  u ltim ate  goals and 
intentions.” The animal rights m ovem ent m ust be careful to ensure 
that these untruths do not succeed in creating an impression o f the 
movement as dishonest in any sense.

Conceptual concerns
The belief that anim al welfare reform s advance the cause of 

animal rights is also m istaken conceptually. As long as hum ans have 
r ig h ts  and  n o n h u m an s  do  no t, as is the  c ase  in the  w e lfa r is t  
fram ework, then nonhum ans will virtually alw ays lose when their 
interests conflict w'ith human interests.

Thus welfare reform s, by their very nature, can only serve to retard 
the pace at which animal rights goals are achieved.

In order to understand this point, we need to rem ind ourselves 
o f the nature o f rights. In the ordinary course, rights are not subject 
to violation sim ply because others will benefit from that violation. 
For exam ple, under the U.S. C onstitu tion , people enjoy a right to 
liberty  that m ay not be v io la ted  w ithout due process. T his right, 
am ong  o th e rs , p re v en ts  p eo p le  from  b e in g  u sed  in b io m ed ica l 
experim ents against their will— even when such use would produce 
substantial benefits for m any other people. The whole purpose o f a 
right is to act as a ba rr ie r  o f  sorts be tw een  the r ig h th o ld e r and 
everyone else.

In our society at the present tim e, and indefin itely  into the 
fu tu re  u n d er the w e lfa ris t f ram ew o rk , o n ly  p eo p le  have r ig h ts  
enforceable by law. A nim als are regarded as the property  o f hum ans, 
and rather than having rights, anim als are alm ost always regarded as 
the object o f the exercise o f rights on the part o f hum ans. W hen we 
confront a situation in which hum an and nonhum an interests conflict, 
we should attem pt to balance those interests, but, under the anim al 
w elfare fram ew ork, we balance tw o very d issim ilar interests: the 
interest of the nonhum an anim al, who is regarded as property and the 
ob jec t o f  the ex erc ise  o f hum an righ ts (usua lly  p ro p erty  righ ts), 
ag ainst the in terest o f the hum an righ tho lder. A nd the an im al is 
alm ost always bound to lose because by weighing the hum an right so 
heavily, a presum ption in favor o f  exploitation is created.

Thus the m oral fram ew ork established by the anim al welfare 
philosophy guarantees that nonhum an anim als w ill alm ost alw ays 
lose when their interests are balanced against the claim s o f hum an 
rights. This moral fram ework can only serve to im pede anim al rights.

Animal rights activism
M any anim al advocates will agree w ith us up to this point, but 

w ill th en  m ak e  th e  f a m il ia r  c h a rg e : “ W e c a n n o t en d  a n im a l
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Continued from previous page
explo itation  overnight. W e m ust take th ings one step  at a tim e, and 
we m ust be con ten t w ith the reform  o f  the system . T he abo lition ist 
p h i lo s o p h y  w o u ld  h a v e  us d o  n o th in g ,  a n d  w e  n e e d  to  d o  
so m eth in g ."

T h is  c h a rg e  r e s ts  on  a m is u n d e r s ta n d in g .  It is p e r fe c t ly  
c o n sis ten t w ith  the  p h ilo so p h y  o f  an im al r ig h ts  to  tak e  a g rad u al 
approach to end anim al exp lo itation . It is ju s t that the steps that need 
to be taken m ust them selves be abo lition ist in nature.

W hat w ould such abo lition ist steps be like? H ere arc on ly  a 
few exam ples: an end to the D raize, L D 50, and all o ther tox ic ity  and 
irritancy tests; an end to  the use o f  an im als in p roduct testing ; an end 
to  the use o f  a n im a ls  in m ate rn a l d e p riv a tio n , m ilita ry , and  d rug  
addiction  experim ents; an end to com m ercial w haling ; an end to the 
killing  o f e lephants, rh inos, and o ther “ big gam e” ; and an end to  the 
com m erce in fur.

As far as the b illions o f  an im als used for food are concerned , 
the ab o litio n ist m eans is found  in ed uca tion . T h o se  w ho ad v o ca te  
an im a l rig h ts  m u st se ize  th e  v e g an  in it ia tiv e  th a t c o n te m p o ra ry  
society, for a variety  o f  reasons, p resen ts to  them . A m ericans are, in 
unprecedented  num bers, p repared  to stop  eating  nonhum an an im als 
and anim al bypro d u c ts , and the ad v o ca tes o f an im al righ ts shou ld  
direct their tim e and e ffo rt to g e tting  those  ranks to sw ell th rough  
e d u c a tio n  a n d  r a t io n a l  p e r s u a s io n .  A “ N o  v e a l  a t an y  m e a l” 
cam paign, not “ Eat happy veal raised  in larger social un its ,” is the 
realistic  abolitionist place to begin.

Abolitionist philosophy divisive?
Som e activ is ts  m igh t ob ject that the d em and  fo r ab o litio n ist 

“p u rity” w ill “d iv id e” the anim al rights m ovem ent and thereby  slow 
its p ro g re s s .  S o m e  h a v e  e v e n  g o n e  so  fa r  a s  to  d e n ig ra d e  th e  
p h ilo so p h y , w h ich  we a lo n g  w ith  m an y  th o u sa n d s  o f  g ra ss ro o ts  
activists espouse, as the “ new fun d am en ta lism .” T h is is, in o u r view , 
an  u n f a ir ,  h a rm fu l  p e r jo r a t i o n  o f  a s e r io u s ,  w e l l - d e v e lo p e d  
p h ilo so p h y , and re p re se n ts  the  type  o f  rh e to rica l ex cess  a c tiv is ts  
have lea rn ed  to  e x p ec t from  im a g e -m a k e rs  in the  em p lo y  o f  the  
A m erican M edical A ssoc ia tion  o r the A m erican  Farm  B ureau , but 
not from  persons com m itted  to w ork ing  to  advance  the strugg le  for 
anim al rights. T h ese  issues to  one side , we b e liev e  th a t a c le a re r 
u n d erstan d in g  o f the tw o  p h ilo so p h ie s— anim al r ig h ts  and an im al 
w e lfare— co u p led  w ith  the d e te rm in a tio n  to  w ork  fo r ab o litio n is t 
m eans to abo lition ist ends, does not d iv ide  people o therw ise  united 
by th e ir c o m m itm en t to an im al rig h ts ; ra th e r, it se rv es  to c la rify

w he ther any unity  ex is ts in the first p lace.
T h e  a cc ep ta n ce  o f  o u r p o s itio n  d o es  not m ean  that an im al 

ad v o ca tes— w hether adheren ts o f  anim al righ ts o r an im al w elfare , or 
o thers— m ust be at constan t w ar w ith one ano ther, o r that those w ho 
advocate  anim al rights should  strike  a “ h o lie r than  th o u ” pose. T here  
is p le n ty  o f  ro o m  fo r  ju s t if ie d  h u m ili ty  by  e v e ry o n e , p le n ty  o f  
o p p o rtu n itie s  fo r d isp lay in g  to le ran ce  and  p a tien ce  tow ard  p eop le  
w ho  a re  ju s t  b e g in n in g  to  th in k  a b o u t th e  is su e s , an d  p le n ty  o f  
occasions calling  for co o p era tion  am ong  the p a rtisans o f conflic ting  
p h ilo s o p h ie s ,  fro m  e d u c a tin g  th e  p u b lic  a b o u t h o w  b a d ly  o th e r  
an im als are treated , to jo in in g  fo rces on specific  actions, such  as the 
H egins p igeon  shoot, o p p osition  to particu la rly  eg reg io u s research , 
studen ts righ ts in the c lassroom , and  an ti-fu r cam paigns. But it is our 
v iew  that an im al r ig h ts  o rg an iza tio n s sho u ld  p u rsu e  an im al righ ts  
cam paigns, and not spend  their hum an  and eco n o m ic  resources on 
p ro jec ts  th at seek to  p ro m o te  the  w e lfare  bu t do  not v in d ica te  the 
rights o f  nonhum ans.

T he  p u rp o se  o f  o u r  rem ark s  is not in te n d e d  in any w ay  to 
d isparage  the e ffo rts o f  people  w ho perfo rm  acts o f  k indness tow'ard 
an im als . People  can  c learly  h e lp  an im als  even  though  they  do  not 
sh a re  the rig h ts  p e rsp ec tiv e . W e are ta lk in g  he re  ab o u t the fu tu re  
d irec tio n  o f  the an im a l r ig h ts  m o v em e n t, an d  a lth o u g h  w e v a lu e  
those ind iv idual acts o f  k in d n ess th at resu lt in the am elio ra tio n  o f 
anim al suffe ring , the m ovem en t sim ply  canno t afford  to fo rm ula te  its 
p h ilo so p h ie s , p o lic ies , s tra teg ies , and  cam p aig n s  so th at e v e ry o n e  
w h o  h as  an y  c o n c e rn  fo r  a n im a ls  w ill be  a b le  to  a g re e  on  th e  
p rincip les in form ing and d irec ting  the m ovem ent. T o do  so  w ould  be 
to adopt v iew s that are so broad as to be m ean ing less , and that w ould  
frustrate , ra ther than forw ard , the ach ievem en t o f  anim al rights goals.

T h e re  w ill a lw ay s  be  o rg a n iz a t io n s  e sp o u s in g  a m o d e ra te  
w elfarist m essage, w hose p rim ary  aim  will be a ttrac ting  those  people 
w ho  h av e  a g e n u in e  c o n c e rn  fo r a n im a ls  b u t w h o . fo r  w h a te v e r  
reason, do not accep t the righ ts position . T hose  o rg an izations serve a 
valuab le  role in p rov id ing  a n iche for such people , w ho  often  evo lve 
to accep t a rights approach. T hose  g roups, h ow ever, are not an im al 
righ ts  o rgan izations, and indeed they often  qu ite  ex p lic itly  d isavow  
the rig h ts  p o sitio n . O v e r th e  past sev era l y ea rs , so m e  g ro u p s that 
once ad voca ted  anim al rights ap p ear to  have b acked  aw ay from  that 
p o s i t io n ,  c la im in g  th a t  th e y  m u s t h a v e  a p o s i t io n  th a t  w ill be  
c o m f o r ta b le  fo r  e v e ry o n e  w h o  w a n ts  to  h e lp  a n im a ls .  B u t no  
o rg an iza tio n  can  be all th ings to  all peop le ; indeed , ad v o ca tin g  an 
approach  that ev eryone  can live w ith  is su b stan tia lly  certa in  to  result 
in a position  that w ill appeal to  the low est com m o n  den o m in a to r, and 
that w ill ensure  that anim al rights w ill rem ain  an u n a tta inab le  ideal.
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The larger social context
T h e  p h i lo s o p h y  o f  a n im a l r ig h ts  v ie w s  th e  s y s te m a tic  

exploitation o f anim als as a sym ptom  o f a society that tolerates the 
sy s tem atic  e x p lo ita tio n  o f  “ the o th e r ,” in c lu d in g  th o se  h um an  
“ o th e r s ” w h o  la c k  th e  e c o n o m ic  an d  o th e r  m e a n s  to  r e s is t  
oppression. Thus, the philosophy of anim al rights necessarily  calls 
for hum an, not only anim al, liberation; by contrast, the philosophy of 
anim al welfare neither addresses nor advocates why and how justice 
for hum ans is to be achieved.

The philosophy o f anim al rights is an inclusive philosophy. 
R ig h ts  fo r n o n h u m an s o n ly  m ake  sen se  if  w e acc ep t th e  to ta l 
in c lu s io n  o f  o u r hu m an  s is te rs  and  b ro th e rs  as fu ll and  eq u al 
m em bers o f the extended hum an family, w ithout regard to race, sex, 
e c o n o m ic  s ta tu s ,  r e l ig io u s  p e r s u a s io n ,  d is a b i l i ty ,  o r s e x u a l

preference. Thus the philosophy o f anim al rights entails far reaching 
social change. Anim al liberation is hum an liberation. The philosophy 
o f anim al rights illum inates why this is. But it is no less true that 
hum an liberation is anim al liberation. To believe in and work for our 
oppressed and exploited brothers and sisters in fur and feather and 
fin com m its animal rights activists to believing in and w orking for 
o u r o p p ressed  b ro th e rs  and s is te rs  in hu m an  flesh . P e rh ap s  ou r 
m ovem ent has not yet arrived at this degree o f inclusion, but in our 
view , such inclusion is the goal to w hich our m ovem ent m ust aspire.

Tom  R eg a n , p r o fe s s o r  o f  p h ilo s o p h y  a t N o r th  C a ro lin a  S ta te  
University and  author o f  The C ase for A nim al Rights, is presiden t o f  
the C ulture and A nim als Foundation, 3509 Eden C roft Dr., Raleigh, 
N C  27612. G ary Francione is pro fessor o f  law  a t R utgers U niversity  
S ch o o l o f  Law , a n d  d ire c to r  o f  the R u tg ers  A n im a l R ig h ts  Law  
Clinic, 15 W ashington St., N ew ark, N J 07102.

COUNTERPOINT

By Ingrid Newkirk
Total Victory, Like Checkmate, 

Cannot Be Achieved in One Move

w,ith only an idea o f what the “Point” piece will say (it was 
not available for me to see), I doubt my com m entary can fairly be 
called a “C ounterpoint,” because, like Tom  and Gary, I hold dear the 
vision o f a world in which other-than-hum an beings are respected to 
the fullest.

Walt Taylor
T his is a m ost unrealistic view , o f course, because no one has 

y e t been  ab le  to  re a so n , b u lly , o r  c a jo le  h u m an  b e in g s  o u t o f  
w arm ongering against one another, or even stealing from, cheating, 
and undercutting their own friends and relatives. (Take, for exam ple, 
the pettiness o f group rivalries, and the energy wasted arguing over
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