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The last 20 years have witnessed the dramatic growth of the animal rights
movement and a concurrent increase in its social scientific scrutiny. One
of the most notable and consistent findings to emerge from this body of
research has been the central role of women in the movement. This paper
uses General Social Survey data to examine the influence of views of the
relationship of humanity to nature on this gender difference. Holding a
Romantic view of nature is associated with higher levels of support for
extending moral rights to animals and lower levels of support for
animal-based testing. A Darwinian view is associated with greater support
fortesting on animals but is unrelated to views on moral rights for animals.
In general, views of nature affect animal rights advocacy to a greater
extent among males than females.

In 1975, Peter Singer published Animal Liberation, in which he suggested that
nonhuman animals should be extended the same moral consideration as humans.
Although animal advocacy groups had existed in various forms for well over a
century, this volume represented a turning point; it “infused the emerging [animal
rights] movement with a cohesive moral and philosophical perspective” (Sperling,
1988, p. 1982).

The following year, Henry Spira mobilized New Yorkers, including Congress-
man (and future New York City mayor) Ed Koch, in acampaign against experimen-
tation on cats at the American Museum of Natural History. The research was
eventually stopped as a result of what Jasper and Nelkin (1992) refer to as the
“beginning of contemporary animal rights activism” (p. 26).

Since this event, popular support for animal rights has grown dramatically. By
the late 1980s, there were hundreds of animal rights and thousands of animal
welfare groups in the United States (Jasper & Nelkin, 1992). Membership of People
for the Ethical Treatment of Animals (PETA), the largest animal rights organiza-
tion, increased from less than 100 in 1980 (Plous, 1991) to over 500,000 in 1995
(Kruse, 1998).
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As the animal rights movement has grown, it has become the subject of social
scientific scrutiny. One of the most notable and consistent findings has been the
central role of women in the movement. Scholars have noted that women are more
likely than men to express concern about the treatment of animals (Driscoll, 1992;
Gallup & Beckstead, 1988; Herzog, Betchart, & Pittman, 1991; Kellert, 1996), to
support animal rights (Peek, Bell, & Dunham, 1996), to oppose animal-based
research (Peek et al., 1996; Pifer, 1994, 1996), and to become active in movement
organizations (Herzog, 1993; Jasper & Nelkin, 1992; Kellert, 1996; Plous, 1991;
Sperling, 1988). Moreover, this gender disparity is not new: in Victorian England
“the majority of those who joined the major [anti-vivisection] societies were
women” (Elston 1987: p. 267).

This paper primarily examines the influence of views of nature (VONs) on
this gender® difference. I investigate whether perspectives of the relationship of
humanity to nature affect the level of support for animal rights. Do men and women
have divergent perspectives on their roles in the natural world and, if so, might this
help to explain the difference between them with respect to animal rights advocacy?

In addition to gender differences in attitudes toward animal rights, these
differences may actually predict these attitudes. Therefore, I will also address the
issue of whether different variables might be important indicators of support for
animal rights among men and women.

Views of Nature and Support for Animal Rights

In their discussion of the Victorian origins of the humane movement, Jasper and
Nelkin (1992) point to the importance of expanding urbanization. As an ever-larger
proportion of the population of Britain and the United States resided in cities, the
relationship of human society to the natural world began to shift. “Nature in towns
and cities had been domesticated, reduced to a few tame symbolic replicas:
household pets, the garden and lawn of the suburban house, and the landscape
paintings that became a staple image of every bourgeois parlor” (p. 17).
Concurrent with this reformed view of the natural world came a reconsidera-
tion of the status of animals. Victorians no longer viewed animals as commodities
or tools, but as companions and even members of the family. For many, animals
became objects of sentimentality rather than utility (Jasper & Nelkin, 1992).
Elston (1987) asserts that the industrialization that accompanied urbanization
played a major role in the rise of animal advocacy as a “women’s” issue. The
Industrial Revolution enhanced the polarization of society into a public male sphere
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and a private female sphere. Women became guardians of the home and, in the case
of the middle and upper classes, the benevolent reformers of the less fortunate.
Anti-vivisection became a component of women’s civilizing role.

Indiscussing the American conservation movement, Franklin (1996) identifies
two broad-based and competing VON: the Romantic and the Darwinian. The
former fosters a picture of nature as peaceful and idyllic and promotes human
communion with the natural world, the latter suggests that nature engenders a
continuous struggle for survival and promotes human mastery over it. Itis the clash
of these two perspectives, he suggests, that precipitates disagreement over issues
such as hunting.?

This division is echoed in the work of other scholars. Groves (1997) refers to
the tendency of animal rights supporters to hold romanticist views of the world. At
the same time, Sapontzis (1987, p. 107) invokes a Darwinian legacy and suggests
that an important ideological element in the human use of nonhuman animals is
“defending the practice of the stronger routinely sacrificing the interests of the
weaker for their (the stronger’s) benefit.” Similarly, Sperling (1988) suggests that
both supporters and opponents of animal rights hold conflicting worldviews.

Of course, dichotomizing VON in this way is an oversimplification. Humans
have multiple and overlapping perspectives on the natural world, and the meaning
of “nature” is often hotly contested and malleable. Individual viewpoints may draw
upon any number of contrasting views and may change as time and circumstances
warrant. Romanticism and Darwinianism should not, therefore, be seen as mutually
exclusive; in any given individual, they may coexist and complement one another.
Nonetheless, I suggest that these two views often compete with one another and
embody rather divergent views of the place of humans within nature. Thus, the level
of adherence to either outlook may affect a person’s concern for the welfare of
animals.

Research suggests substantial gender differences in beliefs about nature. Men
exhibit much more support than do women for the exploitation and control of the
natural world. Women, by contrast, consistently express greater affection toward
animals and concern for ethical relations with nature (Kellert, 1996). This differ-
ence in views may, therefore, explain at least a portion of the observed gender
difference in animal rights advocacy. I expect that women will view nature with
higher levels of Romanticism than will men. Conversely, I anticipate that men will
hold a more Darwinian view of nature. In addition, I suggest that a Romantic
perspective will be associated with higher levels of support for animal rights, a
Darwinian outlook with lower.
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Methods
Data

The data for this analysis were taken from the 1994 General Social Survey (GSS),
a probability survey of individuals, age 18 and older, residing in English-speaking
households in the United States. A total of 2,992 people were surveyed; however,
missing values on one or more items and a split ballot procedure which asked
questions pertaining to animal rights of only a portion of the sample lowered the
number of usable responses considerably. The final samples used here to analyze
opinions on animal rights and animal testing consist of 979 and 981 individuals
respectively.

Variables

Table 1 contains an overview of the variables used in this study.

Two items were used to measure animal rights advocacy. The first was a
relatively broad and general measure of support. Using a 5-point scale, respondents
indicated how much they agreed with the statement, “Animals should have the
same moral rights that human beings do” (ANRIGHTS). The second item assessed
feelings about animal-based experimentation. Respondents indicated on a S-point
scale their agreement with the statement, “It is right to use animals for medical
testing if it might save human lives” (ANTESTS). As Peek et al. (1996) suggest,
the first item distinguishes animal rights advocates from nonadvocates, while the
second addresses an issue about which even activists disagree.

VONs were assessed by two measures that corresponded roughly to the
Romantic and Darwinian perspectives respectively. The first measure asked
respondents to indicate, on a S-point scale, their level of agreement with the
statement, “Nature would be at peace if humans left it alone” (ATPEACE). This
captures only part of the Romantic perspective—that of nature as a halcyon world.
It does not address issues of human communion with nature. The second asked
respondents to indicate, also on a 5-point scale, their level of agreement with the
statement, “Nature is really a fierce struggle for the survival of the fittest”
(SURVFIT). Again, this variable does not capture the breadth of the view. It
addresses the survivalist essence, but not the mastery dimension.

These measures of animal advocacy and VON have important limitations.
Unfortunately, although the GSS provides a high quality large sample of Ameri-
cans, it asks only a limited number of questions on the treatment of animals and
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Table 1. Variable Descriptions

VARIABLE/ Mearr SD Scoring/Higher Score is:
Content Male Female Male Female

ANRIGHTS 238 268 116 1.16  1-5/Support animal rights
Animals have moral rights

ANTESTS 227 252° 100 1.08 1-5/0ppose animal testing
Medical testing on animals

GENDER 000 100 000 000 O-1/Female
Male/Female

ATPEACE 320 322 104 102  1-5More agreement
Nature at peace w/o humans

SURVFIT 369 355¢ 088 088 1-5More agreement
Nature is survival of fittest

AGE 43.76 4380 1552 1522  18-89/Older
Age in years

EDUC 13.70 1344 271 278  0-20/More schooling
Years of school completed

RES16 337 360° 151 155  1-6/More urban
Type place lived at age 16

FUND 203 196 077 077  1-3/More liberal
Religious fundamentalism

ATTEND 336 391® 261 263  0-8/Attend more often
Church attendance

POLVIEWS 429 401 139 135 1-7/More conservative
Political views

SCIBAD 810 8828 229 233  3-15/Niew more negatively
View science negatively

SCIGRN 249 249 088 097  1-5/More agreement
Science solve env. problems

ENVACTN 465 468 095 092  4-8/More activism
Environmental activism

® All means and standard deviations are based on the 459 men and 514 women who had no

missing values on any of the variables used in this analysis.

b ttest of difference in means is statistically significant at .01 level or beyond.

¢ ttest of difference in means is statistically significant at .05 leve! or beyond.
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conceptions of nature. This, combined with the somewhat ambiguous nature of the
items, raises concerns both about reliability and construct validity. Responses to
these items may be subject to substantial situational and temporal influences. In
addition, they capture only thin segments of broad issues. Readers are advised to
treat the findings cautiously. Despite this, I feel that these admittedly rough proxies
provide useful information.

As Jasper and Nelkin (1992) argue, urbanization very likely has played a
substantial role in reconstructing the cultural view of nonhuman animals. Even
within a society, where one lives may have a great influence on one’s perspective.
Research suggests that animal rights advocates primarily are urban residents and
that those involved in agriculture tend to hold the most traditional attitudes toward
animals (Jasper & Nelkin, 1992). I incorporate a measure of respondents’ residence
at age 16 (RES16) to tap the potential importance of being raised in a rural versus
urban environment.

Previous research suggests that adherence to traditional Judeo-Christian reli-
gious views is associated with lower levels of support for animal rights (Groves,
1997, Jasper & Nelkin, 1992; Peek et al., 1996).* As Klein (1984) points out,
“Religion plays a major role in shoring up traditional values in a time of change”(p.
114). An animal rights perspective asks, at minimum, that humans reconsider their
relationship to and usage of animals. Atthe extreme, it demands a major cosmological
shift, placing humans and nonhumans on relatively equal moral footing. Religion,
therefore, may react against animal rights philosophy and shore up a countervailing
anthropocentric ethical perspective. Religiosity is measured by two different
variables. The first addresses the respondent’s level of religious fundamentalism
(FUND); the second is a measure of church attendance (ATTEND).

Previous studies have shown that a conservative political outlook may be
contrary to animal rights advocacy (Groves, 1997; Jasper & Nelkin, 1992; Peek et
al., 1996; Pifer, 1996). Therefore, I include a single-item measure of political views
(POLVIEWS) in this analysis.

Prior research suggests that both age and education may be related to attitudes
about animal rights (Driscoll, 1992; Kellert, 1996; Peek et al., 1996; Pifer, 1996).
In general, the young and those with less education are more likely to endorse
animal rights. Because of this, I include measures of age (AGE) and level of
education (EDUC) in this analysis.

Both environmentalism (Peek et al., 1996; Pifer, Shimizu, & Pifer, 1994) and
attitudes toward science (Donovan, 1990; Pifer, 1996; Pifer et al., 1994) are
potentially consequential elements in support for animal rights. Multiple items to
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assess each are available in the GSS. I ran principal components analyses (varimax
rotation) on four items measuring environmental activism and four items measur-
ing attitude toward science. The environmental variables formed one factor (initial
Eigenvalue, 1.814). Responses to these items were summed to form one environ-
mental activism scale (ENVACTN). Analysis of the attitude toward science
variables suggested two factors (initial Eigenvalues, 1.732 and 1.021). The first
factor is a scale (SCIBAD) composed of the summed responses to three items that
tap subjects’ views of the potential harm caused by science. The second factor is
a single item (SCIGRN) that measures respondents’ opinions about the likelihood
that science will solve environmental problems.

Results

As in a number of previous studies, women display higher levels of animal rights
advocacy than do men. Both #-tests of difference in means (see Table 1) and
zero-order correlations (see Table 2) show that women support the extension of
moral rights to animals and oppose the use of animals in medical testing to a greater
degree than do men.

There seems to be some association between gender and VON. As shown in
Table 1, t-tests demonstrate that the mean score of women on the measure of
Darwinianism is significantly lower than that of men. There is no statistically
significant difference in mean male-versus-female scores with respect to Roman-
ticism. Similar results emerge from the zero-order correlations between gender and
the two VONSs variables. In sum, men hold more Darwinian VON than do women,
but there is no gender difference in the level of Romanticism.

Other zero-order correlations in Table 2 suggest that VONs are linked to
attitudes regarding animal rights; however the results are not unequivocal. Hypoth-
esis 2 receives fairly strong support. Romanticism is significantly and positively
correlated with both support for the extension of moral rights to nonhumans and
opposition to vivisection, indicating a link between holding a Romantic view of
nature and support for animal rights. The relationship of a Darwinian view of nature
and animal rights advocacy is more complicated. Holding such a perspective is
associated with less opposition to animal-based medical testing, but unrelated to
attitude regarding moral rights for animals.Table 3 presents several regression
models for the dependent variable ANRIGHTS. Table 4 presents the same
information for ANTESTS.
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Table 2: Correlation Matrix of Variables

ANRIGHTS ANTESTS GENDER ATPEACE SURVFIT  AGE EDUC

ANRIGHTS ~ 1.000
ANTESTS 458" 1.000

GENDER A30™* 145" 1.000

ATPEACE 263 31 017 1.000

SURVFIT -.014 -163™  -.086™ 129 1.000

AGE -074*  -075™ 056" .053 -011 1.000

EDUC -130"*  -.059* -.032 -200"™*  -.002 -120"*  1.000
RES16 197 034 057 -003 -.003 -150™*  .189***
FUND .040 013 -.062"  -.060" 043 -.001 199
ATTEND 191 -3 28 017 -.078* 106" .056™
POLVIEWS  -180** -154™* -039" -.033 057* JA01%* -.036
SCIBAD A3 17 132 356 .001 078 -314*
SCIGRN 062" -.029 -.015 065 .036 -.001 -.149**

ENVACTN .089** 080 -.006 -013 -013 -073* 315"

RES16  FUND  ATTEND POLVIEWS SCIBAD SCIGRN ENVACTN

RES16 1.000

FUND 096" 1.000

ATTEND -.055"  -256™* 1.000

POLVIEWS  -067** -136™*  .195"* 1.000

SCIBAD -078*> -85 165"  .050 1.000

SCIGRN 044 -.020 .009 .050 046 1.000

ENVACTN 095" 94 079 187 -169™  -146™*  1.000

* p<.05, ** p<.01, **p<.001
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Table 3: Regression Models for ANRIGHTS

ANRIGHTS
(N=1304) (N=1196)
Variable B se B B se ]
GENDER 307 065 130 308" .066 130
ATPEACE - - - 3107 032 272
SURVFIT - - - -.046 .036 -.035
R2= 017" R?=.091**

ANRIGHTS (N = 979)

Variable B se B B se B
GENDER 267 070 114 -.047 .338 -.020
ATPEACE 242* 036 212 318" .050 279
SURVFIT -.042 .039 -032 -.156"* .057 -117
AGE -.006 .002 -.076 -.006* .002 -.081
EDUC -.039** 014 -.092 -.040™ 014 -.095
RES16 .072* .023 .094 .075** .023 .098
FUND -.003 .048 -.002 -.004 .048 -.002
ATTEND -088"™** 014 -.198 -087* 014 -195
POLVIEWS -.084"™ 026 -.098 -.076* 026 -.089
SCIBAD .038* 017 076 037" 017 073
SCIGRN .065 .035 054 067 .035 .055
ENVACTN A24 039 099 .120* 039 .096
GEN *ATPEACE - - - -.145* .067 -219
GEN *SURVFIT - - - 215% .078 346
R2 =194 R? = .202***

* p<.05, ** p<.01, **p<.001 (two-tailed test)
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TABLE 4: Regression Models for ANTESTS
ANTESTS

(N=1322)
Variable B se B
GENDER 312 059 145
ATPEACE - -
SURVFIT - -

R?=.021**
ANTESTS (N = 981)
Variable B se B
GENDER 195 065 .093
ATPEACE 166 .034 163
SURVFIT -193** 037 -162
AGE -.005" .002 -.071
EDUC -.015 013 -.039
RES16 .007 .01 010
FUND .007 .045 .005
ATTEND -049™ (013 -123
POLVIEWS -078" 025 -102
SCIBAD .038* 016 .083
SCIGRN -.010 .033 -.009
ENVACTN 075 037 .066
GEN * ATPEACE - -
GEN*SURVFIT - -
R? = .124**

* p<.05, ** p<.01, ***p<.001 (two-tailed test)

(N=1231)

B se
287" .059
74 028

-203** 033
R? = .074**

B se
787" 316
248 .047

-179* .053
-.005* .002
-.016 .013
.007 .021
.007 .045
-048™ 013
-.070* 025
039" 016
-.002 .033
.081* 037
.158** .063
023 073
R?=.130"*

134
170
-173

373
242
-.150
-.070
-.041
0N
.005
-121
-.091
.087
-.002
072
-.266
-.041
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Multiple regression® suggests that VONs share an important association to
animal rights advocacy but are limited in their ability to explain the role of gender
in such advocacy. Before any other variables are entered, GENDER exhibits
unstandardized regression coefficients (B) of .307 with ANRIGHTS (Table 3) and
312 with ANTESTS (Table 4). When the view of nature variables are entered into
the multiple regression analysis, the fit of the models improve, however the link
between GENDER and ANRIGHTS does not change appreciably. Adding these
variables, however, produces a modest reduction in the relationship between
GENDER and ANTESTS.

Despite their limited ability to explain the effect of gender, VONs display
strong links of their own to animal rights advocacy. The standardized regression
coefficients of the Romanticism variable with both ANRIGHTS (B = .212) and
ANTESTS (8 = .163) are the largest among all the variables. Multiple regression
analysisindicates that Darwinianismis not significantly associated with ANRIGHTS.
The standardized regression coefficient of this perspective with ANTESTS,
however, is the second largest among all the variables (B = -.162).

The link between church attendance and the measures of animal rights
advocacy should also be noted. Although attendance has a significant negative
association with both variables, the influence on willingness to extend moral rights
to nonhuman animals is especially strong (B = -.198).

The full models in Tables 3 and 4 include multiplicative interaction terms to test
whether the effect of VON on support for animal rights is the same for males and
females. The results show that the influence of both VON on extending rights to
animals is moderated by gender (Table 3). Holding a Romantic view of the nature
is associated with greater support for moral rights for nonhuman animals among
both males and females. This relationship, however, is significantly stronger for
males, The influence of holding a Darwinian view also varies with gender, having
a significant negative association for males but a slightly positive association for
females.

Gender also is an important moderating variable with respect to views on
animal testing (Table 4). Once again, holding the Romantic view of nature has a
significantly greater effect for males than for females. The association between
opposition to vivisection and Darwinianism, however, shows no difference based
on gender. Holding a Darwinian view of nature increases support for animal testing
to the same general degree whether one is male of female. In general, it appears that
VON affect male support for animal rights to a greater extent than they do female
support.
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ANRIGHTS

MALES (N = 460)
Variable B se B
ATPEACE 346™* 051 .308
SURVFIT -.165™ .056 -125
AGE -010"™  .003 -133
EDUC -.063" 021 -147
RES16 .098™  .033 127
FUND .063 072 .042
ATTEND -.047 021 -107
POLVIEWS -.095* 037 -113
SCIBAD -.003 .024 -.005
SCIGRN A1 .050 .093
ENVACTN .098 .055 079

RZ = 245™**

ANTESTS

MALES (N = 462)
Variable B se B
ATPEACE 262" 045 271
SURVFIT -184*™ 050 -.163
AGE -.007* .003 -113
EDUC -.033 018 -.090
RES16 .034 .029 .051
FUND .095 .085 073
ATTEND -.011 .019 -.030
POLVIEWS -.077* .033 -107
SCIBAD .023 .022 .053
SCIGRN .004 .045 .004
ENVACTN 074 .049 .070

R?=.176***

* p<.05, ** p<.01, ***p<.001 (two-tailed test)

TABLE 5: Models of Animal Rights Support for Males and Females

FEMALES (N = 519)

B se
152* .052
.053 .055

-.003 .003
-.028 019
.054 .032
-.044 .065
-116™ 019
-.061 037
071 .023
022 .051
133" .056
RZ=.163"*"

FEMALES (N =519)

B
.080

- 208***
-028
-.057
-.016
-.049
-075™
-.060

052"

-.003

.085

se

.050
.054
.003
019
031
0863
019
.037
.023
.050
.055

R? = .089**"

133
.040
-.038
-.067
on
-.029
-.263
-.071
143
019
105

076
-.168
-.032
-.014
-.023
-.035
-.182
-.074

12
-.003

073
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Similar results can be seen when attitudes regarding animal rights are analyzed
within gender. Once again, VONs appear to be especially important in distinguish-
ing men who are animal rights supporters from those who are not. Zero-order
correlations show that men who express more Romantic and less Darwinian
attitudes toward nature score significantly higher on both measures of animal rights
support (see Table 2). These relationships continue to be significant in the full
regression model (Table 5). Standardized regression coefficients show Romanti-
cism to have especially strong links to ANRIGHTS and ANTESTS (B = .308 and
3 = .271, respectively).

Multiple regression analysis also reveals several other relationships. Younger
men and those who express more liberal political views are more likely to assert
opposition to medical testing upon animals than are their older and more conserva-
tive counterparts. These same relationships hold with respect to support for the
extension of moral rights to animals. In addition, such rights are more likely to be
promoted by men with less education, those who grew up in more urban areas, and
those who attend church less often.

Church attendance seems to be the most important factor in distinguishing
women who endorse animal rights from those who do not. Women who attend
church infrequently are significantly more likely to advocate moral rights for
animals as well as disapprove of medical testing upon animals. Standardized
regression coefficients of church attendance with both ANRIGHTS and ANTESTS
are the largest of any independent variable (3 =-.263 and 8 =-.182, respectively).

Each of the measures of VON demonstrates a significant influence in only one
of the models. Women who think that nature would be at peace if humans left it
alone are also more likely to believe that animals deserve moral rights. Whether or
not women hold Darwinist views does not seem to matter. In contrast, such views
are important in the debate over vivisection. Women who see nature as a battle for
the survival of the fittest express less opposition to animal-based testing. Viewing
nature as inherently peaceful, however, is not linked to attitudes regarding experi-
mentation.

The only other variable to display a significant link with attitudes toward
vivisection in the multiple regression model is opinion about science. Women who
harbor negative views of science are more likely to oppose animal testing. This
same relationship occurs with respect to general animal rights support. Negative
views of science are linked to greater endorsement of moral rights for animals. In
addition, the extension of such rights is more likely to be promoted by women who
are environmentally active than by those who are not.
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Discussion and Conclusion

The results of this analysis replicate a finding from a number of previous studies:
Women display greater support for animal rights than do men. VON’s ability to
explain this difference is limited. Women are less likely than men to see nature as
a struggle for the survival of the fittest, but there is no significant gender difference
in the tendency to see nature as being at peace if humans would leave it alone. In
addition, entering variables representing the two VON into multiple regression
models has no effect on the link between gender and willingness to place humans
and nonhumans on the same moral footing—and only a moderate effect on the
connection between gender and opposition to vivisection.

Multiple regression analysis suggests some interesting gender differences. In
general, the models fit better for males than females. Substantially more of the
variance in both measures of animal rights advocacy is explained for men. In
addition, the VON variables display more consistent effects for men.

A Darwinian outlook bears a significant negative relationship to both measures
of animal rights support for males, but only to vivisection for females. Although
both are significant for men, the second relationship is stronger. Possibly, survival
of the fittest relates more to medical testing as this variable invokes the potential
saving of human lives by using other creatures. Humans occupy the top of an
anthropocentric hierarchy. In holding Darwinian views, we may see this position
as justification for using other species to enhance human survival.

Among men, Romanticism is significantly and positively related to both
measures of animal rights advocacy. In both cases it has the strongest association
of any independent variable. Among women, holding such a perspective has a
significant positive association with extending moral rights to animals but is
unrelated to feelings about vivisection. In general, VON are more predictive of
level of animal rights advocacy among males than females.

For women, the issue of religion seems to be especially important. Those who
attend church more often are less likely both to promote the extension of moral
rights to animals and to oppose animal-based medical testing. Among men, greater
church attendance is associated with less support for moral rights for animals but
bears no relationship to attitudes regarding vivisection. For women, the negative
impact of church attendance on opposition to animal testing is an interesting
reversal, given the importance of Christian beliefs in motivating women in the early
antivivisectionist movement (Buettinger, 1997). This shift probably is grounded in
the changing role of women since the 1890s and the movement of front-line animal
advocacy from a compassion-based to a rights-based focus.
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All told, animal rights advocacy seems more common and more broad-based
among women. For men, youth, liberal political views, less education, and growing
up in a more urban area are important indicators of a greater willingness to grant
moral rights to animals. Youth and liberal political views are correlates of greater
opposition to animal testing. For women, these variables become non-significant;
women are more likely to be animal advocates regardless of their age, educational
level, political views, or the size of the place where they grew up.

Viewing science more negatively is an indicator of pro-animal rights positions
among women but not men. This may result from a female’s greater likelihood to
harbor negative attitudes toward science.

Peek etal. (1996) report that both men and women who took a pro-environmental
stance were more likely to endorse animal rights, t suggesting that ecofeminist
accounts of animal advocacy need to address the environmental attitudes of men as
well as women. In this study, | use a measure of environmental activism, rather than
environmental position. Zero-order correlations show that such activism has a
significant positive link to promotion of the moral rights of animals for both men
and women. For men, however, this relationship declines to non-significance in the
multiple regression model. The association for women, in contrast, remains
significant. This provides some support for an ecofeminist perspective that seeks
to link the oppression of women, animals, and nature and to promote both
pro-environmental and pro-animal activism among women (Donovan, 1990,
Gruen, 1993; Kheel, 1993; Warren, 1987).

This study provides some insights into gender differences in animal rights
advocacy; however, it leaves much unanswered. The models explain only a
moderate amount of vaniance, especially in the case of women and with respect to
opposition to animal-based medical testing. Inclusion of other variables might
increase the variance accounted for.

One such variable is “pet ownership.” Most of those involved in the animal
rights movement have one or more companion animals (Jamison & Lunch, 1992).
Jasper and Nelkin (1992) relate increasing pet ownership in the Victorian era to an
increasing sentimentality toward animals. Peek et al. (1996) suggest that women
may be closer to their pets because of their greater likelihood to be in the home.
Possibly, persons who share their homes with nonhuman animals come to see those
animals in more human terms: feeling pain the same way and expressing similar
emotions. This, in turn, may engender sympathy for pro-animal rights views.

Another potentially important variable is occupation. Those whose livelihoods
involve the use of animals or who have an economic interest in their commodification
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(e.g., farmers, furriers, employees of pharmaceutical firms) may exhibit less
support for animals’ rights than those who are not so employed. Of course, there
may be some self-selection bias involved: an animal rights supporter is probably
unlikely to seek employment at a meat-processing plant.

The dependent variables are general. Much is left to personal interpretation.
What is included in moral rights? Some may see this as little more than the right
not to be treated cruelly. Others might assume that this includes all or almost all
rights currently enjoyed by humans. This difference in perception could lead to
marked differences in responses.

It is also possible that men and women have somewhat different conceptions
of the nature of morality. Gilligan (1997) suggests that for women moral problems
arise from conflicting responsibilities, whereas for men such problems result from
competing rights. “[T]he morality of rights differs from the morality of responsi-
bility in its emphasis on separation rather than connection” (p. 208) Thus, women
who respond to the moral rights query may concentrate on the first word of the pair
while men may focus on the last.” As a result, an ethic of connection may lead to
women’s grealer willingness to expand the circle of responsibility in the form of
granting other creatures moral rights.

Medical testing on animals may also invoke vastly different images for
respondents. One person may envision the family dog’s being forced to endure
painful and invasive procedures. Another may see an anonymous white rat
undergoing a test involving minimal pain. This may have a tangible impact. As
Driscoll (1992) and Eddy, Gallup, and Povinelli (1993) point out, the type of animal
used leads to significant differences in how people judge the acceptability of
research. Dogs or chimpanzees, toward whom humans feel similarity or affection,
are less likely to be viewed favorably as research subjects and more likely to incite
opposition to vivisection.

Possibly, the variables used in this analysis do not adequately represent those
aspects of VON that are relevant to animal advocacy. Neither of my VON variables
addresses the issue of an emotional attachment to the natural world. Women
express such attachment to a greater extent than do men (Kellert, 1996), and, “[t]he
emotional force of kinship or closeness to another is a crucial element in thinking
about moral deliberations” (Gruen, 1993, p. 79).

Gender, although significant, by itself explains a relatively small amount of the
variance in attitudes regarding animal rights. Peek et al. (1996) report similar
results in their analysis of a national survey. Despite this, research suggests that a
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substantial majority of animal rights activists are female (Herzog, 1993; Jasper &
Nelkin, 1992; Kellert, 1996; Plous, 1991; Sperling, 1988). The reported gender
difference in activism is larger than might be expected, given the modest differ-
ences in attitudes. This suggests that wornen may be more likely than men to act in
accordance with pro-animal rights attitudes. There are two potential explanations
for this gender difference: one cultural and one structural.

On one hand, it may result from the gendered nature of the question. Given a
cultural history of linking animals, nature, women, nurturing, and emotion, it is
very possible that animal rights are seen by many as a feminine issue. As Donovan
(1990) suggests, “dominance over nature, women, and animals.may be rooted in
the Western male maturation process that requires men to establish their autono-
mous identity against the maternal/feminine” (p. 367). Men may therefore view
activism on behalf of animals as unmasculine and be unwilling to incur the
potentially greater social costs of mobilization.

On the other hand, although possessing similar mobilization potentials
{Klandermans & Oegema, 1987) as indicated by the relatively small mean attitudinal
differences, women may be more likely than men to be the target of mobilization
attempts—a result of greater embeddedness in recruitment networks. Local hu-
mane societies, animal shelters, and other animal welfare organizations are major
recruiting grounds for the animal rights movement (Groves, personal communica-
tion). In addition, veterinarians often display literature and donation boxes for these
organizations. Women may be more likely to volunteer at shelters or take a pet to
the veterinarian, where they make a donation. Both scenartos may provide
recruitment and mobilization possibilities, either through direct interpersonal
contact or placement on a mailing list.

This attitude/behavior disjunction is a line of research that deserves attention.
Both cultural and structural explanations of the observed gender differences are
plausible. Future work should examine the relative impact of each.

Notes

1. Correspondence should be sent to Corwin R. Kruse, Department of Sociology, University
of Minnesota, 909 Social Science Tower, 267 19th Avenue South, Minneapolis, MN 55455.
E-mail <kruse008 @tc.umn.edu>. Thanks to William Brustein, Jane McLeod, Julian
McAllister Groves, the participants in the University of Minnesota sociology colloquium,
and two anonymous reviewers for their insightful comments on earlier versions of this

paper.
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2. Due to the limitations of the data, this study uses sex as a proxy for gender. This is not
todownplay the gendered nature of the issue, nor is it a presumption that scx and gender map
onto one another perfectly.

3. Such disagreements also arise in the often vociferous conflicts between adherents of the
environmental and animal rights movements over issues such as the destruction of
introduced specices (c.g., feral pigs) in order to preservce or repair an endangered ecosystem
or the culling of deer herds to prevent overgrazing. A central issuc is often the individualism
inherent in a rights-based philosophy. From a conservationist perspective, “ethical consid-
eration of its individual members is preempted by concern f{or the preservation ol the
integrity, stability, and beauty of the biotic community” (Callicott, 1993, p. 118). For a
person with a rights-bascd outlook such dismissal of individual-level concern may imply
“cnvironmental fascism” (Regan, 1983, p. 362).

4. But see Peek, Konty, and Frazicr (1997) for a discussion of the potentially contradictory
effects of religious belicf on support for animal rights.

5. In this study I used OLS regression. The variables were entered in the order listed,
beginning with my primary variables ol intcrest, then demographic variables, and ending
with attitudinal and bechavioral variables.

6. Despite already including a substantial number of variables, even the best model in the
current study (ANRIGHTS/Males) accounts for less than 25% of the variance. Perhaps one
lesson of this study is how little we know about the demographic and attitudinal correlatces
of animal advocacy.

7. This distinction between an ethic of connectedness versus separation has been at the heart
of ecofeminist critiques (Donovan, 1990; Kheel, 1993) of male-centered animal rights
theories (Singer, 1975; Regan, 1983).
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