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fare should be disputed in the way of different kinds.
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On Trade Value of Animal Welfare Legidation
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Abgract : Asit ispossbly to beformal legitimacy , animal welfare standards have always been used widely as trade stand-
ards. At present, more than 100 countries have constituted perfect animal welfare legidative systems. This kind of legidation
has positive functions on boosting their international animal trade or protecting their internal animal market. As the animal
welfare legidations are not perfect, China , acountry that produces the most animalsin the world, has aways been the most
losing country in international trade every year. S it is necessary for Chinato reinforceits animal welfare legidations based on
the experience of foreign countries. In the process of reinforcing Chinas animal welfare legidation roundly , we should obey two
principles. Thefirst principle isthat legal statusof mankind and animal are not equal. The second principleis that animal wel-
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