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(1) #htEF]#EREE (animal welfare approach ) ; (2) @Yt #EEL (animal rights
approach) ; (3) IBIEfHTEEEL (environmental ethics approach) - ' Tom Regan &
B B BRFEMAVEE - fFHE 2 The Case for Animal Rights » Regan JE
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! See Elizabeth Anderson, 2004, “Animal Rights and the Values of Nonhuman Life,” in Cass R.
Sunstein and Martha C. Nussbaum (eds.), Animal Rights: Current Debates and New Directions (New
York: Oxford University Press), p. 277.

2 ERisEsRES o B TEY) ) TEE T —RLA RV LSS | -

S TR E A B | F Ry - John Passmore REA TSR EHAFENY) 40T ¢ “...not
only that it is wrong to enjoy torturing animals...but that it is wrong to cause them to suffer
unnecessarily.

BETAL - Tom Regan JREwiE @ “Two questions in particular have received recent critical attention.
These are, first, whether eating animals is morally objectionable, and, second, whether using them in
scientific research is morally defensible.”

Tom Regan, 1976, “McCloskey on Why Animals Cannot Have Rights” , Philosophical Quarterly 26,
pp 251; and John Passmore, 1975, “The Treatment of Animals,” Journal of the History of Ideas 36, p.
195.
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YOI YRR TR Y T s B~ R SIS o See Tom Regan, 2004, The Case for Animal
Rights (Los Angeles, CA: University of California Press), p. 36.

> Ibid., p. 70.
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" Immanuel Kant, trans. L. Infield, 1963, Lectures on Ethics, (New York: Harper Torchbooks), pp.
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® Tom Regan, “Animal Rights, Human Wrongs,” in Michael E. Zimmerman, J. Baird Callicott, George
Sessions, Karen J. Warren, and John Clark (eds.), 2001, Environmental Philosophy: From Animal
Rights to Radical Ecology, 3" ed. (New Jersey: Prentice-Hall), pp. 50-51.

° Tom Regan, 2004, The Case for Animal Rights (Los Angeles, CA: University of California Press), pp.
235-236.

19 Ipid., pp. 237, 240.

' Tom Regan, “Animal Rights, Human Wrongs,” in Michael E. Zimmerman, J. Baird Callicott,
George Sessions, Karen J. Warren, and John Clark (eds.), 2001, Environmental Philosophy: From
Animal Rights to Radical Ecology, 3" ed. (New Jersey: Prentice-Hall), p. 50.

12 1bid., p. 48.

13 See Tom Regan, 2004, The Case for Animal Rights (Berkeley, CA: University of California Press), p.
243.

% Regan J#* The Case for Animal Rights 5£3% © 4 & 1% (the subject-of-a life) , 41~ : “Individuals
are subjects-of-a life if they have beliefs and desires; perception, memory, and a sense of the future,
including their own future; an emotional life together with feelings of pleasure and pain; preference and
welfare interests; the ability to initiate action in pursuit of their desires and goals; a psychological
identity over time; and an individual welfare in the sense that their experiental life fares well or ill for
them, logically independently of their utility for others and logically independently of their being the
object of any else’s interests.” See Ibid.

Regan FARIEREA " A EMEFEASEHE 40T ¢ “...human beings ...have a life. What is more,

we are the subjects of a life that is better or worse for us, logically independently of anyone else’s
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valuing us.”

Tom Regan, “Animal Rights, Human Wrongs,” in Michael E. Zimmerman, J. Baird Callicott, George
Sessions, Karen J. Warren, and John Clark (eds.), 2001, Environmental Philosophy: From Animal
Rights to Radical Ecology, 3" ed. (New Jersey: Prentice-Hall), p. 51.

15 Jack Lee, 2008, “How Should Animals Be Treated?”, Ethics, Place and Environment 11, No. 2 , p.
184.

' Ibid.

Y HJE 37 B ¢ “Humans (or animals) have inherent value, and thus, have the right not to be harmed.”
Ibid.

B e “...respect for the inherent value of subjects-of-a-life is not a reason for embracing the
rights view.” Peter Singer, “Animal Liberation or Animal Rights?,” Monist 70 (1987), p. 13.
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19" See Ibid., p. 113.

2 M. S. Moore, 1984, Law and Psychology (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press), p. 93.

2 Ibid., pp. 204-205.

?2 See John Passmore, 1975, “The Treatment of Animals,” Journal of the History of Ideas 36, p. 212.

2 1578 Passmore ¥f T EIWNGIE SEH EVEIER S | 2 5E > & Ibid,, pp. 212-213.
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? See H. J. McCloskey, 1965, “Rights,” Philosophical Quarterly 15, p. 123.
% See Ibid., pp. 123-124.
% Ibid., p. 127.
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