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Interview with Gary L. Francione regarding abolitionism as
opposed to animal-welfare reforms
Gary L. Francione, specialist in animal rights and the law, has agreed to answer questions
posed by Virginie Bronzino from the information website VegAnimal.

The interview took place in December 2005 with the help of Rebecca
Palmer.
Gary L. Francione is Professor of Law and Nicholas deB. Katzenbach Distinguished Scholar
of Law and Philosophy at Rutgers University School of Law in Newark, New Jersey.
Francione has been teaching animal rights and the law for over 20 years. He has lectured
on the topic of animal rights throughout the United States, Canada, and Europe, and has
been a guest on numerous radio and television shows. He is the author of Animals,
Property, and the Law (1995), Rain Without Thunder : The Ideology of the Animal Rights
Movement (1996), and Introduction to Animal Rights : Your Child or the Dog ? (2000), as
well as numerous journal articles, encyclopedia entries, and magazine articles concerning
the rights of nonhuman animals. His most recent book, Animals Rights, Animal Welfare,
and the Law, will be published in 2007. He is co-author, with Anna E. Charlton, of
Vivisection and Dissection in the Classroom : A Guide to Conscientious Objection (1992).
Francione has provided legal representation at no cost to numerous animal advocates,
grassroots animal groups, and national and international animal organizations.
Francione is well known throughout the animal protection movement for his criticism of
animal welfare, his abolitionist theory of animal rights based only on sentience, and his
promotion of veganism as the personal commitment to abolition.

Gary L. Francione
Gary, as a lawyer and law professor, what do you mean by the term "animal rights" ?
What exactly do you teach your students about the rights of animals [1] ?
It is difficult to reduce 25 years of thinking-and thousands of pages of writing-into a short
answer, but my position is as follows :
First, the regulation of animal exploitation, such as a measure that requires larger battery
cages for hens, has nothing to do with animal rights. This is the central argument of my
book Animals, Property, and the Law. The rights position involves the abolition and not the
regulation of animal exploitation.
Second, as I argue in Introduction to Animal Rights : Your Child or the Dog ? , abolition
requires the recognition of one moral right : the right not to be treated as property or as
things. The problem is that we regard animals as commodities that have no value other
than what we choose to give them. I emphasize that the right not to be property is primarily
a moral right and not a legal one. That is, if there is ever going to be significant and
meaningful change in the way we treat nonhumans, it will only come about when there is a
paradigm shift in moral thinking and large numbers of people accept that animal slavery is
wrong. The law might then enforce this moral position, but it cannot be imposed by law.
And at this point, we are far from the paradigm shift in moral thinking that is needed.
Third, the most important form of advocacy for those who accept the rights position is to
become vegan-and thereby to reject the property status of nonhumans in your own life-and
then to educate others about veganism. I have serious doubts as to whether attempting to
use the legal system will be productive at this point in that the best that can be hoped for is
more welfarist regulation, which does little or nothing to alleviate animal suffering and is
actually counterproductive. As I discuss in my book Rain Without Thunder : The Ideology of
the Animal Rights Movement, if animal advocates want to focus their energies on legislative
or legal campaigns, they ought to seek prohibitions-not regulation-of various sorts of animal
exploitation. For example, I have argued that a prohibition on using any nonhumans in a
particular type of experiment is to be preferred to a regulation that requires that continued
animal use be made more “humane.” We can through prohibitions move in an incremental
way towards the abolition of the property status of nonhumans. But I emphasize that no
form of animal advocacy can replace or be more important than veganism and campaigns
to educate others about veganism, particularly at this stage.
Fourth, I do not think that the solution is to grant animals standing so that they can sue, or
to increase the penalties for violating anticruelty laws, which apply to only a small number
of animals in the first place. The issue is not whether the cow should have a legal right to
sue the farmer for cruel treatment ; the issue is why we have the cow here in the first
place. If we took animals seriously in a moral sense, we would stop bringing domesticated
animals into existence for our purposes, and not formalize that exploitation by seeking to
regulate it further within the legal system.
Fifth, if we stopped bringing domesticated animals into existence, the only conflicts that
would remain would involve humans and animals living in the wild. If we regarded those
nonhumans as having inherent value, we would have to respect their environment and not
use lethal or harmful means to resolve any conflicts. Otherwise, we should leave them
alone.
Wouldn’t an animal be a lawyer’s preferred client ? He could never complain or get
rid of you if you didn’t defend him properly.
Do you think that some people choose to be defenders and spokespeople for
animals for this reason ?
I do not purport to be able to know the motivation of other people. I do, however, think that
your question raises a related and important problem that concerns the animal movement
as a general matter and not just the legal profession.
There is no accountability of animal advocates to their constituency as there is in other
social justice movements. That is, if we humans get it wrong, the nonhumans cannot tell us
that we got it wrong. This places a special responsibility on animal advocates to think
carefully about the positions that they take and to be very careful about not allowing
financial considerations to determine those positions. It appears to me that many large
animal protections, particularly in the United States, choose campaigns based on the
perceived ability of those campaigns to raise donations. For example, many groups are
reluctant to take the position that veganism ought to be a baseline for the movement
because they do not want to risk offending those who are not vegans and forego their
contributions.
Similar problems exist with respect to lawyers. For example, many “animal lawyers” pursue
cases involving veterinary malpractice, “pet” trusts, etc., because they want to avoid the
more controversial and difficult issues, and because cases that assume (and reinforce) the
property status of animals are more lucrative.
Some animal rights activists say that they have chosen to focus on animals rather
than human beings, because animals are innocent creatures compared to humans.
Humans are, in their opinion, in charge of their own destiny and therefore
responsible for what happens to them, for example, for being homeless, a prostitute,
having AIDS etc.
What do you think about their view ?
Although I agree that there is a difference between humans and nonhumans when it comes
to matters of moral responsibility, I do not accept the view that human rights issues are not
important because humans may be responsible to some degree for their own problems. I
see there being a close relationship between matters of human and nonhuman exploitation,
and issues of human rights and animal rights. Indeed, I teach a course at Rutgers
University called “Human Rights and Animal Rights.”
Although we commodify nonhumans in the most extreme way by treating them as chattel
property, we also commodify humans. The world is still plagued by racism, sexism,
homophobia, and classism. And in some places, human slavery still exists. As long as
these forms of discrimination exist, there will be injustice to humans. Species discrimination
is the same phenomenon applied to nonhumans. We will never make any serious inroad
into eliminating species discrimination as long as we accept discrimination against members
of our own species, or fail to understand that justice is necessary for all animals-human and
nonhuman.
How do you explain the fact that farmers, circus owners and people who own birds,
reptiles and fish etc, maintain that they really love their animals ?
Many slave owners in 19th century America maintained that they “loved” their slaves. And
they probably meant it on some level. The farmer or circus operator is like the slave owner.
Exploiters of humans and nonhumans alike usually see the objects of their exploitation as
inferiors, and regard the exploitation as “natural” and they regard domination as a form of
affection. Men who abuse women often claim to “love” them. The problem is that they
conceptualize women in ways that make the exploitation seem “natural.” That is, they see
men as natural superiors and women as natural inferiors. Affection in that context is
consistent with abuse.
A related issue concerns the fact that many people live with dogs, cats, and other
companions. They regard these nonhumans as members of the family. They have no doubt
that these nonhumans are sentient, able to think, have emotions, etc. When these
nonhumans die, their human companions grieve, sometimes more profoundly than when
human relatives die. But the same people who see their nonhuman companions as family
members stick forks into other animals who are no different from their companions. That is
what I call “moral schizophrenia” in Introduction to Animal Rights.
Do you really believe that if animals were no longer treated as property that they
would cease to be exploited ?
The declaration of human rights hasn’t stopped slavery and the trade in humans.
Instead it perpetrates the myth that human slavery no longer exists and that the slave
trade was something that happened to black people way back in the 18th century.
Although humans are no longer legally considered "property", isn’t human trafficking
still prevalent today ?
Although we have not eliminated human chattel slavery, it is regarded as unacceptable
under the laws of virtually all nations and under international law. No one defends human
chattel slavery. On the other hand, animal slavery is regarded as acceptable under the
laws of all nations and under international law, and most of us support it by eating and
using animal products. We cannot discount the role of the property status of animals in the
phenomenon of animal exploitation. As I argued in Animals, Property, and the Law, as long
as animals are property, they will receive little, if any, protection. The eradication of the
property status of animals has to be the primary goal of animal advocates. And that starts
by becoming vegan.
Would there be any guarantee that nonhumans would never be exploited if they were no
longer our property ? No, of course not. Nothing we did would ever guarantee that
exploitation would disappear. We are talking here about changing fundamental moral
attitudes. The more people who are convinced that animal exploitation is per se
unacceptable, and the more who accept veganism, the less exploitation there will be and
the more possible it will be to get laws that protect the personhood of nonhumans rather
than to seek to better regulate animal slavery.
How can we make our fellow humans aware of the fact that we should not exploit
and actively trade other species when we do the same to our own species ?
According to recent official statistics, human trafficking is second place behind
drugs issues, in public indifference. How do you explain the fact that drug trafficking
carries heavier prison sentences than the trade in sentient beings ?
I am not sure that there is a good explanation for our indifference to human trafficking or
for our treating drug crimes as more serious than crimes involving human trafficking. Laws
that prohibit the possession or distribution of drugs are often used by various societies to
control minority and poor populations and have little to do with any real concern about the
use of these substances.
Unfortunately, it is not within my power or the power of any human rights or animal rights
advocate to eliminate all social ills from the planet. But it is absolutely within my power-and
every single person’s power-to abolish animal exploitation from our own lives by becoming
vegan. By becoming vegan, we recognize the moral right of nonhumans not to be property.
It is the easiest thing that each of us can do to take a stand against the property status of
animals and animal exploitation, and is by far the most effective thing we can do to reduce
the suffering of nonhumans.
Vera Sharav, Chairperson for Citizens for Responsible Care in Psychiatry and
Research stated : "When it comes to the question of protection from overzealous
scientists, animals have greater rights than humans " [2].
Is the use of the word " rights " in this statement really justified for animals as well
as humans ?
Isn’t it disturbing to note that people denounce the use of animals in experiments
when they don’t protest about medical research on human beings ?
What should we think of animal rights activists who find it acceptable to use nonconsenting humans, such as prisoners and handicapped people for experiments ?
As for the question about whether animals used in experiments have greater rights than
humans, the answer is that animals have no rights so the statement that animals have
more rights than humans is absurd. In the United States, there are virtually no limits on
what can be done to nonhumans in the laboratory. There are regulations that require that
animals be given certain amounts of food, water, cage space, etc., but these regulations
are minimal and are more concerned with the integrity of the scientific process (e.g., added
stress may jeopardize the experiment). There are laws that require that humans give
informed consent before being used in experiments, and there are substantive limits on
what can be done to humans. Whether the laws that apply to humans are always effective
or should be strengthened both in letter and in terms of enforcement is another matter. But
it cannot be doubted that animals used in experiments receive virtually no protection.
As for your question about denouncing human experimentation, I agree that it is disturbing
when people oppose the use of nonhumans in experiments but do not also oppose the use
of humans in experiments in which there is no informed consent or where vulnerable
populations are used. I am consistently amazed and disappointed by “animal people” who
maintain that they have no objection to the use of prisoners or the mentally challengedhumans who cannot give meaningful consent. Unfortunately, many “animal people” have
very reactionary political views.
Didn’t Vera Sharav simply confuse "welfare" with "rights” ?
This a common mistake that is also made by “animal people” themselves. Some
animal charities use the term “animal rights” to define themselves despite the fact
that they are welfarists (such as PeTA).
Isn’it disturbing to see that the first legislation concerning animals in laboratories
goes back to 1876 [3]while humans used in experimentations had to wait until 1964
with the Declaration of Helsinki ?
And what do you think about the antivivisectionnist scientists who want to abolish
the use of humans in Phase I medical studies, arguing that healthy “volunteers”
should not jeopardize their health (for the money), even if they sign an “informed
consent” ? [i]
I think that Sharav assumes that laws or rules that regulate exploitation provide rights for
animals. As I argue in Animals, Property, and the Law, this is not the case. You are correct
to say that “animal people” often make the same assumption. Since most animal groups no
longer promote abolition, the concept of “animal rights” is linked with welfarist regulation.
With respect to human experimentation, I agree that the whole concept of “informed
consent” is problematic in that there are serious issues as to : (1) whether humans who
participate in experiments are adequately “informed ;” and (2) whether “consent” is possible
in certain circumstances. For example, can a prisoner or a drug addict who needs money
to purchase narcotics give meaningful consent ? I think not. There are many, many serious
problems with the regulation of human experimentation. But I also think that the laws that
concern human experimentation, although very far from perfect both as a matter of theory
and more so of practice and application, they are different in important respects from the
laws and regulations that concern animal experimentation, which provide no real protection
for nonhumans and assume explicitly that animals can be killed for human purposes.
Should we be fighting groups who practise cruelty to animals on the basis of how
many victims they harm ? Some animal rights activists campaign solely for farm
animals, discounting hunting and animal experimentation issues because, according
to them, these practises don’t kill as many animals as the meat industry [4].
Following this logic, wasn’t the United States right not to intervene in Rwanda as the
genocide that took place there involved a mere million people ?
I am not a big fan of ranking evils, and I am also skeptical that military intervention by the
United States has anything to do with moral issues rather than the economic interests of
America. Most of the problems in the world are caused by the policies of “first world”
nations in the first place.
In any event, I continue to believe that the first order of business for the movement is to
promote veganism as the only state of affairs that is consistent with recognizing that
nonhumans have inherent value and should not be treated as things. What good does it do
if you spend the day protesting vivisection and then return home to eat your meat or dairy ?
And what is the difference between a hunter and a consumer who buys dead flesh or dairy
at the store ? This is not a matter simply of numbers. It is a recognition that things are not
likely to change unless and until there is a social shift in favor of abolition, which will then
result in a political base that can better promote change. But if even the “animal people”
think that it is OK for them to exploit animals, what hope is there ?
I certainly think that animal advocates should oppose hunting and vivisection and all forms
of exploitation. I just think that the starting point ought to be veganism. Once you convince
people that they should be vegan, opposition to other forms of exploitation follows easily. I
would like to add that it is not likely that we are going to get people to oppose vivisection
before we get them to accept veganism. Think about it. Although I do not think that
vivisection provides benefits for human health, that position is not accepted by most people,
and the conventional wisdom is that vivisection is necessary in order to find cures for
diseases, etc. There is no necessity to eat animal products. It is not likely that someone
who thinks that it is alright to exploit animals where there is no necessity is going to support
the abolition of a use where there is arguably necessity.
The aim of the guillotine was to “humanely” execute prisoners. Could this invention
have delayed the abolition of the death penalty in France ? [5]
Yes, absolutely. The same is true presently in the United States, where most states have
gone from electrocution, hanging, or gassing to lethal injection. That method is viewed by
many Americans as “humane” and will probably delay abolition of the death penalty for
many years. There is, of course, an analogy to animal exploitation. In Rain Without
Thunder, and in other work, I argue that welfarist regulation, which seeks to make animal
exploitation more “humane,” does little to help animals and does a great deal more to make
humans feel comfortable about exploiting nonhumans. It is absolutely clear that animal
welfare perpetuates exploitation.
What do you think of the statement made by David Bowles of UK animal welfare
organisation the RSPCA, after he gave McDonald’s an award for its humane
treatment of animals : "The important thing is not that you’re killing the cattle, it’s
how you’re actually killing the cattle" ? [6]
I disagree strongly on at least two grounds. First, the fact that we are killing the cattle is
important. The comment by Bowles reflects the position adopted by Peter Singer and others
that animals do not have an interest in their lives, but only have an interest in not suffering.
Therefore, it is not our use of animals that is the problem, it is only the treatment of
animals. This position is species discrimination. It is simply absurd to say that cows and
other nonhumans do not have an interest in their lives. This is the theoretical basis of the
animal welfare position, which I reject. I note that Singer is often described by animal
advocates as “father of the animal rights movement.” Nothing could be further from the
truth. Singer’s position is in favor of welfarist regulation, not abolition.
Second, I do not think that the “improvements” in welfare by McDonalds are meaningful in
any sense. I think that these measures reduce suffering very little if at all. But I am certain
that by giving awards to McDonalds, we encourage the consumption of animal products. It
is unfortunate that the RSPCA, PETA, and other so-called “animal” groups praise
McDonalds and other large corporate animal exploiters.
I should add at this point that I do not want my comments to be construed as attacks on
the integrity of individuals. For example, years ago, I worked closely with PETA. I know
Ingrid Newkirk well. I have no doubt that Ingrid cares deeply about nonhumans and wants
to help them. I just disagree with her views on the right go to go about helping them.
Some years ago international group PETA (People for the Ethical Treatment of
Animals) organised a campaign called Holocaust On A Plate highlighting the parallel
between today’s slaughter of farm animals and the extermination of Jewish
prisoners in nazi camps. At the same time PETA launched another campaign calling
for KFC to gas their chickens rather than cut their heads off.
Isn’t gassing chickens also a terrible crime ?
I disagree with the KFC gassing campaign. PETA has undertaken a number of these
welfarist campaigns. The explicit message here is that if KFO switches to gassing, it will
have moved in the “humane” direction-just as McDonalds has, according to PETA-and that
will make it “better” to eat at KFC. I suppose that Ingrid Newkirk believes that she will
increase her donor base if she can make people who patronize these places feel good
about it. I suspect that she is right. Her strategy is great business sense. But it is a disaster
for the animals.
I should add that I am also not in favor of comparing the exploitation of nonhumans with
the Holocaust except to the extent that both involve a lot of killing. The problem is that
because our society regards nonhumans as things, the comparison gets translated as
denigrating human victims rather than elevating nonhuman ones and any analogical value
gets lost. Moreover, I think that different forms of exploitation involve different analyses. We
exploit nonhumans for reasons that are, for the most part, economic. The extermination of
the Jews or other groups by the Nazis had to do with a type of hatred that I do not think
characterizes the views of most humans about nonhumans.
In December 2005, the European Commission has organised a consultation on public
attitudes to the welfare and protection of farmed animals. One of the questions was :
" Do you believe that producing food under higher conditions of animal welfare/
protection would result in more ethically acceptable food products ? "
What do you think of the choice of the phrase “ethically acceptable” ?
More generally, how would you react to this type of questionnaire ?
This question is similar to asking whether it would be "more ethically acceptable" to beat
human slaves five times per week rather than ten times per week. It is always better to
inflict less harm than more harm, but it does not address the fundamental issue : is
slavery-however "humane"-morally justifiable ? The same analysis applies to the animal
welfare position. Welfarists argue that it it is "more ethically acceptable" to exploit animals if
we treat them better. In one sense, this is true because, as in the case of slavery, it is
always better to inflict less harm than more harm. But the welfarist position similarly avoids
the fundamental issue : is animal exploitation-however "humane"-morally acceptable ?
As I have written, I do not believe that animal use can be morally justified, and that animal
advocates ought to have as their primary focus promoting the abolitionist message of
veganism. Veganism is the principle of abolition applied to life of the individual. There is no
logical distinction between meat and other animal products, such as milk or cheese.
Nonhumans exploited in the dairy industry live longer than their “meat” counterparts, they
are treated worse during that life, and they all end up in the same slaughterhouse after
which we consume their flesh. There is probably more suffering in a glass or milk or bowl
of ice cream as there is in a steak. Veganism is the only morally consistent solution.
Not only is animal welfare morally indefensible as a theoretical matter, it is problematic for
practical reasons as well. Welfarist reform in reality does very little if anything to alleviate
animal suffering. Indeed, welfarist reform may actually increase suffering overall because it
makes the public feel more comfortable about animal exploitation, and thereby encourages
consumption. There is no historical evidence that welfarist reform leads incrementally to
abolition. We have had animal welfare in the West for about 200 years now, and we are
exploiting more animals in more horrific ways than at any time in human history. Such
campaigns are easier to package and sell, and they do not offend anyone or move society
in the direction of meaningful and sustained change. That, however, is precisely the
problem. No one disagrees with the principle that it is wrong to inflict “unnecessary”
suffering, but, as 200 years of animal welfare have made plain, it is a principle without any
content in light of the property status of animals.
Isn’t this questionnaire merely a strategy to ease the conscience of consumers and
try to earn the trust of those who have stopped eating meat because of food
scandals, such as mad cow disease and chickens fed with dioxin ?
What do you think of animal charities (such as PeTA and CIWF) who have urged
their "activists" to complete this questionnaire ?
The questionnaire is intended to reinforce the idea that the primary moral issue here is the
treatment of nonhumans rather than the use per se, and to link treatment issues with food
safety issues. I was not aware that PeTA and CIWF asked their members to complete the
questionnaire, but if this is the case, I am not at all surprised. I must again emphasize that
most of these corporate charities are welfarist, and they, like the European Commission
questionnaire, focus their policies on regulation, and not on abolition.
According to Hans Ruesh, father of anti-vivisectionism, "Animal welfarists are our
worst enemies" [7].
Is such a comment justified ?
I am not sure that it is very useful to divide the world into “friends” and “enemies.” I
certainly think that animal welfare is problematic for a variety of reasons, including that it
does little if anything to reduce animal suffering and actually promotes and arguably
increases animal suffering by making the public feel better about animal exploitation. I also
think that the welfarist groups have done a great disservice by stifling debate about these
issues and the fundamental moral question about the use-however “humane”-of
nonhumans. There is very little discussion of the rights/welfare issue in the movement
because as someone disagrees with PETA or one of the other large corporate welfare
organizations, the disagreement is recast as divisiveness or as a lack of loyalty. The
modern animal movement is in many ways much more like a cult than a social justice
movement.
Activists with the UK campaign group, Hunt Saboteurs aren’t abolitionists and
maintain a position of animal welfarism.
Haven’t they done more for animals with their commando-style direct action than the
majority of chic bourgeois everyday vegans who would prefer to hang out at trendy
vegetarian restaurants rather than confront the perpetrators of hunting ?
I think that it is a very serious mistake to discount the importance of veganism. Veganism is
abolition. A bourgeois vegan can be educated about other political issues. I find that
welfarists are often very resistant to veganism. I do not know enough about the Hunt
Saboteurs to offer an informed opinion.
French ecological groups are the first to criticise genetically modified products.
However, we never hear of animal welfare groups attacking the practise of
genetically modifying animals.
Why, in your opinion, don’t animal welfare groups condemn the “production” of
these animals ?
Couldn’t it be linked to the fact that transgenic animals are mainly rodents and pigs two species which have perhaps never been seen as important to these groups ?
As a general matter, and as I discussed above in connection with Bowles’ comment,
welfarists generally do not focus on animal use in itself and they accept the legitimacy of
animal exploitation as a general matter. The problem is exacerbated when pigs and rodents
are involved, since it is difficult to pursue lucrative fundraising campaigns involving these
animals.
The majority of French animal welfare groups campaign against the cruelty of foie
gras and call for a stop to this practise whilst never highlighting the exploitation of
dairy cows and demanding a boycott of dairy products.
Aren’t they simply politically correct attacks on an elitist and unnecessary product,
while cow’s milk is still considered as ordinary and necessary as the suffering of
animals who produce it ?
As I said, there is no difference between meat products and other animal products, such as
milk or cheese. All animal products are unnecessary and “elitist.” Many animal advocates
who are not vegan claim that veganism is “elitist.” The opposite is true. It is “elitist” not to
be vegan.
In November 2005, a Parisian demo was staged by several animal welfare groups,
calling for a ban on the dog and cat fur trade (no other kind of fur, just dog and cat).
What do you think about their pleas ?
More generally, what do you think about demos organised by groups on generic
issues, such as fur, compared to regular grassroots protests by local UK groups
who prefer to target shops like Harrods, Joseph and Zara etc ?
I have no objection to bans or prohibitions on various exploitative practices as long as
advocates do not otherwise promote other, supposedly more “humane” or “better” forms of
exploitation, instead. For example, some advocates in the United States argue that we
should ban dog and cat fur, but that fur from other animals, or wool from sheep, or leather
from cows, is acceptable or is “better” in an ethical sense than dog or cat fur. I object to
that sort of campaign. But, as I argued in Rain Without Thunder, and as I stated earlier, I
am not opposed to incremental prohibition (eliminating the property status of nonhumans by
prohibiting, as opposed to regulating, particular uses).
As to the strategy of general vs. specific, I am not sure that the latter can be very effective,
particularly in the present economic situation. If advocates persuade Harrods not to sell a
product, it will simply be sold by someone else. We have to address the demand, not the
supply.
PETA, the world’s most powerful and wealthy animal welfare group, euthanises
healthy cats and dogs [8] "because they are too numerous and consequently it costs
too much to take care of them", despite the fact that their philosophy is that animals
and humans are EQUAL.
By following their logic, shouldn’t we also euthanise human beings when they are
too numerous and when they cost too much to society ?
As a preliminary matter, let me say that I do not think that “euthanize” is the right word
here. Euthanasia involves a death that is in the interest of an animal, and death is never in
the interest of a healthy nonhuman. PETA does not euthanize healthy animals ; it kills
them. And PETA has been killing healthy animals for a long time now-this is not new. In
Rain Without Thunder, I discussed how PETA was killing healthy animals at its Aspen Hill
“shelter” in the 1990s. I think that this practice is deplorable. It is powerful proof of how far
PETA is from an animal rights position.
"Sex sells !", this claim is as old as the hills. Is there anything wrong with using sex
to sell good causes such as vegetarianism and animal rights ?
As I stated above, species discrimination is related to sexism and other forms of
discrimination. It makes no sense to promote sexism in order to oppose species
discrimination. As long as we continue to treat women like meat, we will continue to treat
nonhumans as meat. So I very much object to using sexism, racism, homophobia, or
violence in order to promote animal issues. Moreover, sex may sell perfume ; I doubt it
influences ethical choices in any positive way.
What would you say to “sexy chickettes” and naked male and female protesters,
during gimmicky demos (which PETA organises around the world), who sincerely
believe that they are “doing it to help the animals” ?
I would tell them to get dressed and go talk to anyone who will listen about the importance
of abolition and veganism, or perhaps spend the day feeding or caring for abandoned or
abused nonhumans. This sort of spectacle has more to do with the media promotion of
PETA and self-indulgence of the participants than it does with helping animals. These
people are trivializing an important issue. They are reinforcing sexism, which is wrong in
itself (as it perpetuates the commodification of women), and which will only serve to
perpetuate species discrimination. I can assure you that if you have to be naked before
people will listen to you, you are not going to have significant impact on their moral thinking
anyway. PETA started its sexist anti-fur campaign over a decade ago. And what is the
result ? The fur industry is more robust than it has ever been. The PETA approach does
not work, although it certainly does get media attention and donations for PETA.
What made you become an animal rights advocate or campaigner ?
I visited a slaughterhouse in 1978 and became a vegetarian immediately. There was very
little to read at the time, and there was no organized “rights” movement. I began to study
the issue, and in 1982, I became a vegan.
Was there anything in particular that pushed you towards becoming vegan (a way of
life which excludes any form of animal exploitation for food, clothing, leisure etc.) ?
When I became aware that there was no difference between meat and dairy, or fur and
leather or wool, etc., I recognized that I had no choice if I was to take morality seriously.
To conclude, how do you see the evolution of the animal “cause” and what general
comments would you offer ?
At the risk of repetition, I firmly believe that the movement will go nowhere unless and until
it embraces the abolitionist/vegan position.
Veganism is the application of the principle of abolition to one’s own life. I often encounter
animal advocates who claim to be in favor or animal rights and to want to abolish animal
exploitation, but who continue to eat animal products. I regard this as a form of moral
schizophrenia. An animal “rights” advocate who is not a vegan is no different from someone
who claims to be opposed to human slavery but who still owns slaves. In any event, it make
no sense to claim to embrace the rights or abolitionist position, and not to accept that
veganism is the only morally consistent way to take immediate action to make that happen
at least in one’s own life. Veganism is the rejection of the property status of nonhumans
and the recognition that nonhumans have inherent value.
There are some animal advocates who claim that veganism is a matter of “personal
philosophy” and should not be identified as a baseline principle of the rights movement.
They claim that it is “elitist” to insist on veganism as a baseline principle. But such claims
are nonsense. If the animal rights movement cannot take a principled position on an activity
that results in the suffering and death of millions of animals for no reason other than that
we enjoy the taste of their flesh and their products, then the movement can take no
principled stand on any institutional exploitation. And there is nothing more elitist than
eating animal products, which involves the unjustifiable oppression and exploitation of
nonhumans. Animal advocates who are not vegans have no right to accuse anyone else of
being an animal "exploiter." Although it is impossible to avoid animal products altogetherthere are, for instance, animal products in many road surfaces-if you are not a vegan, you
are an animal exploiter !
I disagree with those who maintain that the legal system will be in the lead in the struggle
for animal rights, or that significant legal change will occur in the absence of the
development of a political and social movement in support of animal rights and the abolition
of animal exploitation. In other words, there needs to be a paradigm shift as a social matter
before the legal system will respond in a meaningful way. And at the present time, there is
no organized abolitionist movement. There is only a “humane” movement run by a group of
corporate elites who want to maximize contributions by promoting campaigns that will not
challenge the status quo, and that is worse than nothing in my view. Indeed, most of the
welfarist campaigns promoted by the corporate movement do very little if anything to help
animals suffering now, and merely make the public feel better about animal exploitation,
thus establishing the foundation for more exploitation.
Veganism and abolitionist education provide a practical and incremental strategy both in
terms of reducing animal suffering now and in terms of building a movement in the future
that will be able to get legislation more meaningful than the welfarist reforms that are
promoted by the large national organizations. In the late-1980s the animal advocacy
community in the United States decided very deliberately to pursue a welfarist agenda. If
instead a substantial portion of movement resources were invested in vegan education and
advocacy, there would in my estimation be at least 250,000 more vegans than there are
today. That is a very conservative estimate given the tens of millions of dollars that has
been expended by animal advocacy groups to promote welfarist legislation and initiatives. I
maintain that having 250,000 more vegans would reduce suffering more by decreasing
demand for animal products-and help to build a political and economic base that is
absolutely essential and necessary for more pervasive social change that is in turn the
necessary predicate for legal change-than all of the welfarist "successes" put together and
multiplied ten-fold.
I also disagree with those who believe that violence is the way to go. In my view, the
animal rights movement should represent the ideals of non-violence. We should respect all
life. We will never change the world if we use violence. We are in the mess we are today
because humans think that violence is justifiable. The problem is violence ; it is not the
solution.
So my parting advice : go vegan, and then educate everyone who will listen to you about
the many reasons why they should go vegan. Becoming vegan is the single most important
thing that we can do for animals, as well as for our health and the environment-and it
something that is in the power of each of us to do.
Thanks Gary L. Francione.
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permission. You may contact the author at : gfrancione@kinoy.rutgers.edu

Some interesting links about Gary L. Francione
Animal Rights Law Project
Animal Logic
Debating Francione (and loving it)
Animal rights and Animal welfare

Notes :
[1 ] The website Animal Rights Law Project contains materials written by Gary Francione, Anna Charlton, and students in
the course on Animal Rights and the Law that Francione and Charlton have taught at Rutgers University School of Law
for over a decade.
[2 ] This quote comes from the book "In the name of Science" by Andrew Goliszek, in the chapter on Willowbrook State
School which denounced human vivisection and the use of the mentally handicapped for experiments.
[3 ] 1876 : The British Cruelty to Animals Act introduced. Experimenters must apply for licenses each year, and any
painful experiments require special permission. (In 1831 Marshall Hall, an animal researcher, proposes a Code of Ethics
for experiments).
[i] Primum non nocere (First, do no harm). Newsletter winter 05/06 of the Europeans For Medical Progress : "In America,
more than 75% of clinical trials financed by pharmaceutical companies are conducted by private, for-profit centres
comprising a $14 billion industry, with poor immigrants comprising the overwhelming majority of subjects recruited. The
enterprise is poorly regulated and riddled with conflicts of interest, with secretive review boards - charged with
protecting participants’ safety - funded by the same drug companies that fund the test centres they are supposed to be
regulating. The net result is that every year, trial participants are injured or killed". To find out more about human
experimentation on phase I, II III, IV, click HERE .
[4 ] Each year in France, 1 billion farm animals, between 30 and 50 million "game" animals, and around 3 million
laboratory animals are killed.
[5 ] The death penalty was abolished in France on 9 October 1981.
[6 ] This statement can be read by clicking HERE .
[7 ] This quote comes from page 81 of the book "Vivisection or Science ? : An Investigation into Testing Drugs and
Safeguarding Health", by Pietro Croce - Publisher : Zed Books, 1999.
[8 ] According to PETA’s own filings with the Virginia Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services, PETA killed
86.3% of the animals in its care in 2004.
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