Animal Rights: Fundamentalist versus Pragmatist Eth ics*

Intuitionist argument for animal rights fundamental ism: Rationalist argument for animal rights pragmatism:

1. I have an intuition that animal rights is right, or that
unnecessary suffering in the animal rights sense is wrong
and abolishing animals as property is right.

2. Animal ‘welfarist’ laws are contrary to full animal rights.

3. Therefore animal ‘welfarist’ laws are unethical.

1. We ought to promote what is really best for sentient beings.

2. Full animal rights laws are best long-term, but animal ‘welfarist
laws may be the best we can manage short-term.

3. If animal ‘welfarist’ laws are really best in the legislative short-
term, therefore they are ethically acceptable or even required.
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*Please note that the arguments above are necessarily, for reasons of space, only simplifications of Francione’s intuitionist
ethic and Sztybel’s rationalist best caring ethic.




