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Human beings, throughout history and across various cultures, have always had a connection with animals. However, a myriad of attitudes towards them exist (Perdew, 2014). The topic of animal rights and welfare encompasses the diverse and broad views shared across the globe, between societies and cultures (Grant, 2006). Ancient Hindu and Buddhist scriptures advocated a vegetarian lifestyle for ethical reasons (Broom, 2011; Keown, 2013); Jain and Buddhist religions consider a wide range of living individuals to be worthy of deserving respect (Broom, 2011); and contemporary stirrings mention such views stemming from broader humanitarian ideologies (Grant, 2006). 
The Animal Rights Movement is a prominent movement, historically and contemporarily. Various existing activist groups and sympathisers, with aligning ideologies regarding the environment and injustice in society, created a movement that spread globally (Jasper and Poulsen, 1995; Grant, 2006). Furthermore, the Animal Rights Movement encompasses the struggles for justice with other activist groups, such as the Black, Gay and Women’s Liberation Movements (Godlovitch, Godlovitch and Harris, 1973; Grant, 2006) and have borrowed many of the strategies and tactics used by the historic activists (Grant, 2006). During the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, animal rights activists campaigned within the public sphere, with political and moral ideologies, for parliamentary reform (Kean, 1995). This submission will introduce the foundations of the Animal Rights Movement, and critically explore the external influences that have impacted the Animal Rights Movement, through the concepts of morality and animal welfare (Grant, 2006; Herzog and Golden, 2009). 
Social movements are based on an issue basis, specifically concentrating on particular issues within society and tend to be divided into two types. One type focuses issues relating to the natural and social environment and defending the aspects that are under threat. The Animal Rights Movement is within this category, tending to oppose the modern industrial order, believing their campaigns can guide society towards a harmonious paradigm in which people, animals and the environment can exist peacefully together (Haralambos and Holborn, 2013). Contemporarily, social movements, including the Animal Rights Movement, have developed new strategies. For example, the use of media, a dramatic protest is planned drawing upon the media’s attention; the advancements in technology, the use of the internet and mobile phones assist with the recruitment of supporters and to organise protests; and  new technology has enabled the Animal Rights movement to become visible on a global scale, linking various campaigns to emphasis their issue (Cohen and Rai, 2000). This submission will attempt to critically understand how society is becoming more connected on a global scale through the role of power in social change and sustainability.

The Animal Rights Movement evolved from the old and respected concept of animal welfare (Grant, 2006), with the first animal welfare charity, the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals (SPCA), establishing in a small coffee shop in London in 1824. Primarily they campaigned to prevent the exploitation and abuse of ‘pit ponies’ – ponies in which worked down on the mines, and farm animals, including the improper treatment of cattle. The SPCA eventually included activism against blood sports, inhumane slaughter practices, fur farming and vivisection (Grant, 2006; RSPCA, no date). There are multiple organisations and groups dedicating their time to advocate for the rights of animals, sometimes working on specific issues, directing their energy to a single cause impacting public attitudes directly (Grant, 2006).
Such activism, regarding animal welfare is still poignant today, although the general ideology is to improve conditions for animals. ‘Welfarists’ (Grant, 2006, page. 11) believe animals and humans exist within a natural hierarchy, and humans can appropriately use animals as capitalistic resources, such as clothing, scientific research, food and companionship; although stating the animals must still be treated as humanely as possible (Regan, 1986; Grant, 2006). In contrast, animal rights activists, such as Regan (1986, page, 179) advocates for:
‘the total abolition of the use of animals in science; the total dissolution of commercial animal agriculture; the total elimination of commercial and sport hunting and trapping’.
Further adding, that factory farming and cosmetic testing violates the fundamental rights of all animals (Regan, 1986; Grant, 2006). Although animal welfarists and rightists identify with the injustice of animals, the welfarists do not acknowledge animals as having rights (Grant, 2006).
Despite the modern progression of humane alternatives to scientific research, animal testing and vivisection are continuously used as a common method (Grant, 2006). The People for the Ethical Treatment of Animals (PETA) (no date) suggest 100 million animals are sentenced to a life in a laboratory cage, being unwillingly poisoned and shocked. However, regarding the position of beliefs in western culture, there is an assumption that animal based scientific research and innovation are predominantly positive, due to the impact on human lives. In contrast, it is argued the planet that all living beings inhabit, is being damaged, alongside human suffering – specifically to individuals from developing nations, indigenous cultures and the working poor (Grant, 2006). On the other hand, the stance is animals do not feel pain (Walker, 2000). Descartes (1640, cited in Walker, 2000) suggests animals only exhibit external manifestations of pain, due to them having no soul. The responses are simply mechanical due to stimuli and they feel no pain since it can only exist with understanding.
The effects of globalisation on agriculture has seen a rise in the non-ethical treatment of farmed animals (Grant, 2006). A typical farm in contemporary western society no longer has pastures or barns for animals, but sheds with no windows, emphasising how the animals are treated more like inanimate machinery than living individuals (Walker, 2000; Grant, 2006). In 1965, the British government set up a committee, the Brambell Committee, to report on animal welfare within agriculture (Broom, 2011). The committee emphasised an understanding of the biological aspects of animals were paramount. Further adding, the animals have needs with a biological basis, and if such needs are not met, the animals will present frustration (Walker, 2000).  As a result of the findings from the Brambell Committee, the Five Freedoms were developed and implicit within their report (FAWC, 2009; Broom, 2011). As stated by the Farm Animal Welfare Council (FAWC) (2009, page 2), the Five Freedoms include:
‘freedom from hunger and thirst, by ready access to water and a diet to maintain health and vigour; freedom from discomfort, by providing an appropriate environment; freedom from pain, injury and disease, by prevention or rapid diagnosis and treatment; freedom to express normal behaviour, by providing sufficient space, proper facilities and appropriate company of the animal’s own kind; freedom from fear and distress, by ensuring conditions and treatment, which avoid mental suffering’.
The Five Freedoms have gained worldwide recognition through farm assurance schemes and national legislations, such as the Codes of Recommendations for the Welfare of Livestock: Cattle (DEFRA, 2003; FAWC, 2009). However, the Five Freedoms has received criticisms regarding their focus on poor welfare and suffering. The fourth freedom, for example, demonstrates a belief of freedom to express normal behaviour, although normal suggests behaviour that is not abnormal. This is seen as difficult to define due to the difference between the behavioural needs and the repertoire on a farm being different to those of their ancestors (FAWC, 2009).
In contemporary western society, hunting with horses and dogs in agricultural areas, is a popular form of sport, with a view of gaining trophies and seeking the adrenaline fuelled thrills (Grant, 2006). The Hunting Act 2004 establishes boundaries for hunters, stating ‘a person commits an offence if he hunts a wild mammal with a dog, unless his hunting is exempt’ (Hunting Act 2004, c. 1). Exempt hunting is defined as using no more than two dogs to flush out or stalk an animal with a view to shooting the animal instantly. Furthermore, hunting can only be carried out on land owned by the hunter, with a view to protecting livestock and property. Opposing views exist within hunting with dogs (BBC, 2014). The Burns Committee Report (2000) suggest that hunting with dogs compromises the hunted mammal’s welfare, and some are likely to suffer in the final stages of hunting. Such suffering includes mammals being killed painfully, the animals suffering fear and pain during the chase, some animals escape the chase however end up with injuries, and the animals hunted in Britain are not necessarily agricultural pests. In contrast, beliefs stem from the animals being hunted continues the natural cycle of life, providing a quick and painless death in the most humane way compared to other methods of controlling wild animal populations (BBC, 2014; Burns Committee Report, 2000).

Gilligan (1982) demonstrates justice and caring as a duo of moral frameworks regarding ethical concerns for the Animal Rights Movement, welfare, liberation and activism. Justice primarily is characterized by abstraction, whilst caring is characterized by being particular; justice emphasises a restrain against aggression, whilst caring places emphasis on connection; and justice raises a concern for consistency and fair resolutions, whilst caring concerns for responsiveness and a satisfaction for needs (Gilligan, 1982; Luke, 1992). Although the Animal Rights Movement is often identified as a justice issue, Gilligan (1982) suggests it is more appropriately understood through the lens of caring. Defenders of the Animal Rights Movement and Animal Liberation, such as Regan (1986) and Singer (1975), often demonstrate through the lens of justice, seeing animal rights as ‘a matter of consistency and fair treatment, rather than in terms of responsiveness and the satisfaction of needs’ (Luke, 1992, page 100). Regan (1982) highlights society deems it unjustifiable to harm a human to benefit another. However, harming an animal deems appropriate if used to benefit a human. This shows an inconsistency, contradicting the formal principle of justice, due to such acts of vivisection, agriculture and hunting causing unnecessary suffering and pain on animals (Regan, 1982; Luke, 1992). Similarly, Singer’s (1975) arguments stands with the considerations of consistency and the commitments that concern the treatment of both animals and humans in an appropriate manner, bringing the principle of equal consideration in relation to the pain and pleasure feeling animals. Further adding, the acceptable practices of farming and vivisection devalue the equal consideration of non-human species (Singer, 1975; Luke, 1992).
All individuals within society have their own considerations and values, based on their belief of good, bad and morals. The more an individual is committed to a value, the more an assumption is made of rightness. The attitude that individuals and societies hold regarding animals demonstrates the fundamental belief system. Attitudes have changed, developing a different set of attitudes towards animals, far from the attitudes of previous generations. However, attitudes towards animals are still changing, further generations may see current views and beliefs as misguided (Jasper and Nelkin, 2005). According to Herzog and Golden (2009), logic pays a role in the moral and ethical decision-making process regarding the use of other species. Whereas, individuals within tribal and agricultural societies view animals in terms of instruments (Jasper and Nelkin, 2005), whilst some individuals base their judgements and decisions around cost factors (Herzog and Golden, 2009). Furthermore, the Animal Rights Movement seems to have an emerging demographic of activists, with many studies finding a large proportion of activists being white middle-class females (Galvin and Herzog, 1992; Jasper and Nelkin, 1992; Pious, 1991; Fessler et al, 2003 Herzog and Golden, 2009). A study, conducted more recently, demonstrated women made up 82% of animal rights activists, suggesting females are less inclined to eat meat, more concerned with the welfare of animals and are more sensitive to disgust; an emotion drawn from an individual’s morals (Herzog and Golden, 2009).
Sunstein (2005) developed an ethical judgement theory consisting of two distinct components in relation to moral decision-making. The first component consists of intuition, an unconscious and emotional process. The second component being a logical cognitive process, consisting of conscious, slow and rationale thoughts. It is believed the logical component provides post hoc justifications for the first component, intuition, reinforcing what is believed to be right or wrong, good or bad (Herzog and Golden, 2009). Judgments regarding the treatment of animals are affected by similar psychological factors also, mediating ethical behaviours towards fellow species (Plous, 2003 cited in Herzog and Golden, 2009) and similarly to human-based moral dilemmas. Certain values reflect conflicts between intuition and reason, for example if an individual is asked to eat their pet dog that had dies of natural causes, the immediate response is negative although they are unable to logically justify their decision, creating a blur in the relationship between humans and animals (Haidt, Koller and Dias, 1993 cited in Herzog and Golden, 2009).

Many animal rights groups across the globe run multiple campaigns with a primary focus on the relationship between animals and humans. For example, PETA use shock tactics in their controversial advertising campaigns (Grant, 2006) which, in hand, impacts public opinion by concerning individuals with how nonhuman species are used (Galvin and Herzog, 1992).  Moral shocks are seen as a necessary part of the recruitment process of activists for the Animal Rights Movement, with the most effective methods using powerful condensing symbols (Jasper and Poulsen, 1995). Due to humans thinking they know the feelings of animals, there is a belief the evidence placed in front of us is clear and direct. The capacity of an emotional circle, in which an individual sees their pet, places the rights of animals as plausible, and images of animals that are suffering will be shocking (Sperling, 1988; Jasper and Nelkin, 1992). The use of visual and powerful condensing symbols, has a simple but effective structure based on the beliefs of good versus evil, some pictures depict happy animals, roaming in their natural habitat and living fulfilled lives. However, in contrast, there are innocent suffering images, highlighting the Animal Rights Movements key issues, for example cats with electrodes implanted in their skulls or rabbits with inflamed eyes. Sontag (1977) suggests that photos portray an illusion of unmediated reality, implying an acceptance of what the camera records is reality. Criticisms exist in regard to the images used, as they are designed to persuade strangers to become activists (Jasper and Poulsden, 1995).
Growing discussions of internet activism and the effectiveness of new media have been prominent since the 1990s. Activists began employing the internet to foster activists and stage protests, building a virtual world of activism on a global scale. The multiple networks of citizens and activists connecting has transformed individuals into diverse and linked communities, providing a new politic of solidarity and alliance, overcoming existing limitations globally (Kahn and Kellner, 2004), creating a sense of power (Haralambos and Holborn, 2013). However, Castells (2012) argues the Animal Rights movement a less powerful network. Further adding, in order to counter the power, an intervention such as a protest could be applied, to try and change existing aims and objectives. Counterpower operates through the networks, in which is a space of autonomy, enabling individuals to link with one another (Castells, 2012).
Although, activists are becoming connected globally, globalisation has increased the suffering of animals. The free-market global capitalism attempts to maximise profits, prioritizing money over life, which directly impacts animals. The connected world has paved the way for double standards. Specific guidelines exist within borders regarding production standards. However, goods and services from other nations are used (Grant, 2006). In 2017, the House of Commons rejected a clause to transfer the current EU’s protocol on animal sentience as part of the Brexit negotiations. However, under Article 13 of the Lisbon Treaty, animals are recognised as beings that are capable of feeling pain and emotion and this is not part of the legislation due to be brought into UK law (Fearon, 2017). It is argued that universally used standards and guidelines would ensure the welfare of animals. Furthermore, encouraging sustainable farming on a glocalisation level will supplement with improving the standards. However, protecting human rights and eliminating poverty would be a step in the direction for achieving compassion with animals (Grant, 2006). This is the view of the 17 Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) which were developed via the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development. The aim of these goals is to mobilize efforts in which will end all forms of poverty and fight inequalities throughout the world (UN, 2016). Until societies across the globe has the equal access to food, fair wages and political freedom, the interests of animals will not be a priority (Grant, 2006).

In conclusion, mixed feelings and attitudes towards animals exist throughout various societies and cultures (Perdew, 2014), whether it is in relation to religious beliefs and traditions (Broom, 2011; Keown, 2013), cultural and societal values (Jasper and Nelkin, 2005; Haidt, Koller and Dias, 1993 cited in Herzog and Golden, 2009) or individual morals (Jasper and Nelkin, 2005; Herzog and Golden, 2009). Furthermore, within the Animal Rights Movement, activists are mixed in their stand point of the fight for animal rights or animal welfare (Singer, 1975; Regan, 1986; Grant, 2006; Herzog and Golden, 2009), although there is a mutual understanding with various other social justice activists (Godlovitch, Godlovitch and Harris, 1973; Grant, 2006). The main point stemming from the welfarists perspective is ensuring the animal is treated as humanely as possible. However, the animal rights activists believe all killing and exploitation of animals, including cosmetic testing, agriculture and commercial hunting, is violating the animals fundamental rights (Regan, 1986; Grant, 2006).
Society deems it unjustifiable to harm a human to benefit themselves or another. However, causing harm to an animal for their benefit is acceptable (Regan, 1982; Luke, 1992), suggesting such behaviour devalues the equal consideration of animals (Singer, 1975; Luke, 1992). However, this does not justify an individual’s own considerations and values which has changed between generations. Furthermore, tribal and agricultural societies rely on the use of animals, either as machines or food (Jasper and Nelkin, 2005. Western societies and cultures have created a blur between the human and animal relationship, taming and training dogs for companionship, then forming a conflict between intuition and reason (Haidt, Koller and Dias, 1993 cited in Herzog and Golden, 2009).
Humans believe they understand the feeling of animals (Sperling, 1988; Jasper and Nelkin, 1992), or the pain they do not feel due to an apparent non-existent soul (Descartes, 1640 cited in Walker, 2000). The capacity of the emotional circle in which we place some animals unlocks a vulnerability to shocking images (Sperling, 1988; Jasper and Nelkin, 1992) enabling the Animal Rights Movement capacity to recruit strangers as new activists through moral shocks (Sontag, 1977; Jasper and Poulsden, 1995).
Within the Animal Rights Movement, activism has been enabled to spread globally due to the virtual world, creating larger solidarity and alliances, overcoming current global limitations (Kahn and Kellner, 2004). This in hand creates a type of power (Haralambos and Holborn, 2013). Although the Animal Rights Movement is seen as not having a large expanse of power, the activists operate via networks, generating a space in which autonomy is formed (Castells, 2012). The power lays with the global capitalistic free-market which focuses primarily on maximising profits, directly impacting upon animals and their fundamental rights (Grant, 2006), currently debated as a reason behind the rejection over animal sentience within the House of Commons (Fearon, 2017). The implementation of new interventions to ensure the worlds sustainability (UN, 2016), universal guidelines regarding production standards (Grant, 2006) and the fair and ethical treatment of animals hopefully equality is sustainable for all species (Grant, 2006).
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