
ANTI-ANIMAL RIGHTS THEORY 

 
Agenda: 

 

  1. Can Nonhuman Animals Feel Pain? 

  2. R. G. Frey’s Supposed Negation of Animal Interests 

  3. “Humanist” Denials of Speciesism 

  4. The Old Mental Inferiority Argument against Animal  

      Rights (the #1 Speciesist Argument) 

  5. Humanism Improved: Background for Superiorism 

  6. The Superiorist Argument 

  7. Superiorism’s Stance on Mentally Disadvantaged  

      Humans 

  8. Objections to Superiorism That Don’t Work 

  9. Defeating Superiorism 

10. Does Humanism Show Kindness, Humaneness or 

      Anti-Cruelty? No 

11. Common Weak Excuses for Speciesism 

12. Questions and Discussion 

 



1. In order to have interests one must have desires. 

2. In order to have desires one must have beliefs. 

3. In order to have beliefs one must have language. 

4. Animals have no language. 

5. Therefore animals have no beliefs. 

6. Therefore animals have no desires. 

7. Therefore animals have no interests. 

8. One needs interests to count morally. 

9. Therefore animals do not count morally. 

R. G. Frey’s Supposed Negation of Animal Interests 



Goods: Better to Have than To Lack 

• affectionate relations 

• artistic or creative endeavour 

• awareness of self 

• autonomy 

• beauty 

• capacity for play 

• cultural and social relationships 

• exchange of goods and services 

• freedom 

• health 

• humour 

• intelligence 

• language usage 

• legal engagement 

• moral agency 

• physical prowess 

• political participation 

• rationality 

• sentience 

• sociability 

• spirituality 



Argument for Superiorism 

1. Substantial G is not only relevant to but is 

      sufficient for assigning moral standing, since 

      all those who substantially possess all sorts of 

      G also have moral standing. 

 

2. G alone is relevant to determining moral standing, 

      since morally, it is the very best such criterion 

      that one could choose among all of the competing 

      criteria, and this is true for the following reasons: 

      (a) that which is best is that which has the most 

           good and least bad 

      (b) that which has the most good and least bad 

            is richest. 



Argument for Superiorism 

2. continued: 

    (c) Therefore what is richest is best. 

    (d) Each aspect of G is a good, for it seems better 

          to have than to lack such things. 

    (e) So G is richer than any more modest criterion 

          of moral standing such as being alive, sentient, 

          or a subject of a life. 

    (f)  Ethics is a pursuit of the good, or “the good life”, 

          and aspires to what is best. 

    (g) Therefore, morally, we should aspire to holding 

          G as the best criterion of moral standing. 

3. So G is necessary for having full moral standing. 



Argument for Superiorism 

4. Since G is both necessary and sufficient for 

    full moral standing, it follows that those who have 

    only some of the criteria count for something, since 

    they exemplify some riches, but they will have less 

    of a moral claim than those who more fully embody 

    all of G. 

5. Nonhuman animals either lack G, or else only have 

    a more or less impoverished realization of it, such  

    as in the case of whales, apes, and dogs. 

6. Nonhuman animals—as well as plants, rocks, 

    ecosystems, etc.—which utterly lack G have no 

    moral standing. 



Argument for Superiorism 

7. Those nonhuman animals who have some G, such 

    as self-awareness, advanced intelligence, sentience, 

    etc., have a degree of moral standing, but in many 

    cases it might be so limited that it only constitutes 

    a minor ethical consideration. 



Good Associated with Being Ave rage Dog Ave rage Person Nietzschean 

Super-Person 

Affectionate relations  7 8 9 

Artistic or creative endeavor 3 5 9 

Awareness of self 4 7 9 

Autonomy 2 7 9 

Beauty 7 7 9 

Capacity for play 8 8 9 

Cultural and social relation-

ships (kinship, civic, etc.) 

0 7 7 

Exchange of goods and 

services 

0 7 7 

Freedom 3 6 8 

Health 8 8 9 

Humor 4 7 8 

Intelligence 3 6 9 

Language  usage 0 7 9 

Legal engage ment 0 6 8 

Moral agency 0 7 9 

Physical prowess 5 6 8 

Political participation 0 5 7 

Rationality 2 6 9 

Sentience 9 9 10 

Sociability (friendship and 

love) 

7 8 8 

Spirituality 0 6 9 

TOTALS 72 143 179 
AVEREAG E SCO RES OUT 

OF 10 
3.43 6.81 8.52 

 



Mentally Disadvantaged Humans: The 

Argument from Affectionate Relations 

1. Affectionate relations are one of the greatest goods 

     in life that we should cultivate as much as possible. 

2. One of the greatest opportunities for affectionate 

     relations are with direct kin or indirect kin as in 

     fellow human kindred, whereas other examples 

     include family heirlooms, historical sites, prized 

     landscapes or ecosystems, collectibles, etc. 

3. Affectionate relations with human kindred are very 

     much enhanced over affectionate relations with 

     nonhuman animals (NHAs) such as dogs for a  

     variety of reasons related to special interests: 



 

3. continued: 

     (a) MDHs usually belong to human families, whereas 

           dogs do not necessarily. 

     (b) Oneself could well end up as an MDH, but not as a 

           dog, and everyone best provides for this by cultivating 

           an ethic of strong status for MDHs. 

     (c) All species show much greater affection towards 

      their own species and are much more likely to be 

          affectionate towards members of species the more 

          they are like one’s own species. 

    (d) There would be special sympathy for families who 

          have the tragedy of children without full mental 

          capacities, whereas there could be no such special 

          sympathy for dogs. 



3. continued: 

     (e) The greater status would be self-reinforcing  

           because it would result in institutions that would 

           develop standards of care; this is important 

           because it results in systematic treatment that 

           must be consistent with the dignity of the public 

           conscience; if the government fails to respond in 

           a caring way then insofar as that is true it is a  

           failed state, and not maximizing goodness as 

           superiorism maintains; maximizing the good has 

           serious implications and certainly would not  

           mean desecrating and underservicing affectionate 

           relations. 

     (f)  MDHs look like us and that inspires affectionate 



3. continued: 

     (f) …relations, as in children with their humanlike 

          dolls, or adults with their film or magazine images 

          that also look human to us but are not. 

    (g) We may have affectionate relations towards the 

          human genome because it normally creates a  

          great species; a historically recent form of  

          appreciation but a real possibility nevertheless 

          since it is an aspect of kinship, which itself is often 

          of special affectionate interest. 

    (h) We can take satisfaction or joy in helping MDHs 

          to cope and live well according to their capacities, 

     which might require much special care, unlike the 

         case with dogs. 

4. So it is in the human interest to cultivate affectionate 

    relations, but not with utility animals because that 



4. continued 

    …would lead to much less happiness and much  

    more unhappiness for humans. 

5. Therefore we can have a strong moral status for 

    MDHs that excludes most or all NHAs. 

6. This very strong, affectionate-relations-based moral 

    status for MDHs is best secured by giving them 

    status as honorary rights-holders, and direct concern, 

    as we accord to all objects of strong, affectionate 

    relations, such as landscapes, that they might be 

    well-maintained on an ongoing basis. 



Level 0: No Harmful Discrimination 

Level 1: Minor Harmful Discrimination (e.g., insults) 

Level 2: Major Harmful Discrimination (e.g., inferior food, 

              shelter, clothing) 

Level 3: Very Major Harmful Discrimination (e.g., eaten, 

              used as clothing, but supposedly “humanely” 

              or “kindly — so-called “animal welfarism” but really 

               animal illfarism; humans not well-off here either 

Level 4: Extreme Harmful Discrimination (same as 3 

               but no so-called “humaneness”, e.g., 

               Holocaust, factory farming) 

 

   Levels of Harmful Discrimination: 

            Speciesist “Kindness”,  

“Humaneness”, and “Anti-Cruelty”? 


