This essay will outline and critically assess the supposed justification of the practice of animal testing for research purposes, specifically focusing on the use of animal testing for medicinal research. This essay will use photographic appendices to support assessments and to clarify and elucidate points made throughout. 
Animal testing is a practice that has been used and documented from as early as 380 BC in writings by Aristotle (384-322 BC) and Erasistratus (304-258 BC) whom both performed experiments on living animals, and Galan (129-199 AD) used animal testing to advance the understanding of physiology, anatomy and pathology (Hajar, 2011).
Although animal testing has been used for many thousands of years, it was not openly objected until the 1800’s when the adoption of domesticated animals become more prevalent, hence fuelling the increased objections of animal testing, and the formation of groups such as the Society for the Protection of Animals Liable to Vivisection (1875) and the British Union for the Abolition of Vivisection (1898) (Knight, 2019). Animal testing in Britain now has been banned for the use of cosmetic product testing, so in Britain now animal testing is only allowed for scientific procedures. 
In 2021, it was reported that 3.06 million scientific procedures were carried out on animals in the UK with 96% of these procedures carried out on mice, fish, birds and rats (Home Office, 2021). In 2021, the tests carried out were mostly used for research into the nervous system as can be seen by appendix one, with the immune system close behind for most researched. Currently it is a requirement that all new medicines must be tested on two different types of animals before they can be used on humans, but there are restrictions and laws in place to protect the animals before these trials can go ahead, such as the Animals (Scientific Procedures) Act (1986) and the Animals Act (1971). The legislations in place aim to make animal testing more ethical and aim to provide some protection for the animals used in scientific experiments although this is not guaranteed (Williams, 2021). 
Animal testing in medicine has been used for many years for the advancement of medical techniques and vaccinations, and while this has and continues to be protested, there are many supposed justifications for the use of animals, the rest of this paper will critically evaluate these justifications. 
Khoo (2017) suggests that scientists justify the use of animals for research and testing because the benefit to human health outweighs the cost or harm to animals, but how can these ‘costs’ be measured? It has been argued that the use of animal research and testing has aided in most medical advancements in the last one hundred years (California Biomedical Research Association, 2013). Many advancements in medicine have been made throughout the years with the aid of animal research, including more recently the development of the COVID-19 vaccine, but it has been well documented that the testing of vaccines on animals has caused and continues to cause significant harm physically and psychologically (Vasquez, 2020). Although it is argued that the result of medicines that save many human lives as a result, many animals must suffer in the process. 
Animal biology is like humans at a genetic level. Species such as mice, share more than 98% DNA similarity with humans. Animals are also prone to similar health problems as humans, for example, sheep, pigs, cats and dogs can get diabetes spontaneously. Animals can be used to understand health and disease and allow researchers to evaluate whether medicines will work in humans (Vasquez, 2020). Due to the differences in DNA though, animal testing does not always accurately reflect humans. Research that has proven advantageous for animals such as mice, has caused more harm to humans than good, for example, Vioxx, a drug used to treat arthritis showed no problems when tested on monkeys, but caused approximately 140,000 deaths in humans after causing heart related issues in 300,000 people worldwide (Vasquez, 2020). 
While undeniably animal research has aided in the advancement of many scientific procedures and medicines, there is also no denying that the process is cruel, immoral and unnecessary. Animals are not able to advocate for themselves, they are unable to consent to these procedures. Animals are being bred to be kept captive in a laboratory to be experimented on, never knowing any life but the one they have. It is cruel to continue to use animals as objects for human gain. Many animals in research settings are put through unimaginable pain for human gratification. 
While scientists are trying to find ways to avoid animal testing, it is currently unavoidable due to the current laws that make it necessary to test on animals before the testing on humans, initial test phases are done in vitro using tissues and isolated organs, a phase conducted in animal models is required before clinical trials in humans (Vasquez, 2020). The cost of animal use means researchers are committed to using alternatives to animal models whenever possible. Unfortunately, the current alternatives are unable to recreate the body completely and therefore have limitations and is where scientists must inevitably resort to animal research (Vasquez, 2020).
the problem with needing medicines to be tested on animals before humans insinuates that humans are more important than the animals, the problem with this is not all humans have the same morals. While many will have no issue with animals being tested on for research purposes, others have a big issue with such an issue. It has been argued that the research could be conducted on consenting adults, rather than defenceless animals. It is often reported that procedures are markedly invasive, and many of these include procedures resulting in death, surgical procedures, major physiological challenges, and the production of genetically modified animals (Knight, 2019)
When considering harms and benefits, it cannot reasonably be concluded that the benefits for humans, exceed the harms inflicted on animals subjected to scientific procedures. Evidence indicates that human benefit is rarely sufficient to justify such harms (Knight, 2011).
to summarise, although it is well documented and noted that animal research has had many benefits to modern medicinal practices, it is evident that many companies and people believe it is entirely unethical and unnecessary, with results from animal research often failing to relate to humans in clinical trials. The use of animals shows clearly how people believe that humans are superior to beings, and that the health of humans is more important than animals. Testing on animals is cruel, animals are unable to advocate for themselves or describe any pain they may feel and rely solely on the scientist’s ability to empathise. Further advancements could be made so that the use of animal studies for human research can be abandoned in the future. 
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2021 Statistics for Procedures on animals
Source: Home Office, (2021). 
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