Outline and critically assess the supposed justifications for either the practice of factory farming or the use of animals in research.

Millions of non-human animals are used in the practices of factory farming, experimentation and many other practices every year. In some cases such as factory farming that can increase to the billions. Although some non-human animals do not suffer and some interests such as there welfare and treatment are considered, this is not always the case. This is especially true in the case of experimentation, where a range of animals from rats, to rabbits, to primates undergo severe physical and mental trauma. Where they are injected with diseases, electrocuted, undergo biopsies, are pumped full of poisons, have chemicals poured into their eyes and killed. The list goes on. Sometimes they undergo psychological torture, simply to see how much stress they can be put under and the affects it has on them. This is especially true of primates who often suffer with extreme PTSD (Post Traumatic Stress Disorder), exhibiting symptoms such as self-injury behaviour, trance like states, depression and anxiety. Again, this list is not exhaustive and primates are not the only non-human animals to suffer with these symptoms. There are many supposed justifications for this practice such as a lack of moral agency, speech and intelligence as well as an argument that they do not feel pain and it is these elements this assignment will address. Although the school of thought that animals do not feel pain, it is still used as justification in some countries and this assignment will take a look at the academia surrounding that thinking, as well as the aforementioned lack of characteristics. It will argue these justifications from Singers argument from marginal cases and the ‘principle of equality’, which highlights and supports the equal value of an animals life, as well as from other areas of philosophy and psychology. 
To understand these principles we must first understand the term ‘speciesism’ that Singer popularized in the book ‘’Animal Liberation’’. For Singer the term ‘Speciesism’ is essentially a discrimination towards another species other than your own and compares the term to that of racism and sexism. As I highlighted in a previous article that although the two are comparable, people who are victims of sexism and racism are aware of their victimisation, whereas an animal is not aware it is the victim of Speciesism and I believe that point is worth highlighting again. Speciesism is a belief that you are better than another species, because you are the species you are. The core of his argument consisting of the Utilitarian idea that the best action is the one with the best outcome. Furthermore he highlights that the greatest characteristic is an animals capacity to suffer and that reason alone means animals are given equal consideration to that of humans. That is not to say that animals should be treated the same as humans, but that their own interests should be considered when making decisions on their treatment and that those interests should be taken seriously (Bentham). Singer further argues that, in the case of experimentation, it would be allowed but only if weighed up against the interest of the human and non human animal. He proposes it may be acceptable to inflict a small amount of pain on an animal, if it is for a much greater interest such as saving many human lives and that the results must be of exponential benefit to either the human or another species. But he also points out that unless the experiments in question could also be done to a human being, then they shouldn’t be, lest it be Speciesism
One argument for the justification for experimentation on animals is the belief that animals feel less pain than humans. It is clearly impossible to actually say how much pain an animal is feeling, in the same way it is not possible to say how much pain another human is feeling, what is known as qualia. We can imagine, but we can’t tell. There are some philosophers, particularly of the past such as Descartes who believed that animals had no consciousness, that they were merely robots or what he describes as ‘automata’ (Osbourne, 2007). Thankfully this is rebuked by many philosophers and lay persons today. I will provide five main arguments as to why Descartes was wrong. Firstly, I believe, as many others do that it is simple common sense. A further two proposed by Singer is that there behaviours give us clues as to their mental state and physical wellbeing such as facial contortions and that they react in a similar way to humans including crying out as well as attempting to avoid the stimulus. He also points to the structure and function of the human nervous system being very similar to that of other animals. These basic functions are universal, at least in vertebrate animals and also very old in terms of our evolutionary history. The fourth argument comes from that of ‘Evolutionary Theory’ (Harrison, 1991) which states that there is no great discontinuity between the human and the non-human animal, implying that human minds and animal minds are not too dissimilar in some ways. There are obvious differences in ‘intelligence’ and potential differences in how pain or other experiences are experienced but again, the same can be said from human to human. The final argument I would propose is that of clear scientific data that supports the fact that animals can suffer psychologically (Bradshaw, 2008). Bradshaw, who specialises in ‘animal trauma’ and ‘trans species psychology’ clearly demonstrates that Primates and Elephants can undergo extreme psychological stress when placed in extreme environments such as in the case of animal experimentation or when they under suffer from certain traumas such as being hunted. These animals suffer from ‘complex PTSD’, comparable to humans who have been prisoners of war or survivors of Genocide. There are some who debate these ideas, for contra, see (Miller 2020) (Harrison 1991). They may not go as far as to say animals do not feel pain, moreover they question the reasons given above. There is a clear necessity within academia, and within one’s own life, to question ideas and beliefs, as it is important that beliefs and ideas do not simply become dogma. However, these arguments are damaging not just to non-human animals but also human animals. It is damaging to the welfare and treatment of non-human animals and can give people, institutions, authorities and governments a permission slip for poor animal practices, which can lead to unaccountability for those actions. 
Other forms of justification include human characteristics that animals lack. The main characteristics often cited include that of moral agency, intelligence and rationality, language (Shapiro) and that they can not plan for the future. These are human characteristics, that many humans believe make us special in some capacity. This is, of course, a very humancentric point of view. Singer debates these arguments with the ‘argument from marginal cases’. Singers argument does not make to the appeals of those who justify animal experiments, but points out that the arguments could be applied to certain embers of the human race. He points out that people with severe mental disabilities and also babies do not have these characteristics. I would argue however, that in the case of babies, that although at the time they lack these abilities, they have the potential to progress and gain these abilities. The same can not be said however for many adults and children who suffer from severe mental disabilities. He is simply pointing out the hypocricy in their argument. If it is justifiable to experiment on an animal for a lack of certain qualities, then it is also justifiable to experiment on humans who lack those qualities. As Callicott points out that humans would be morally outraged by such a thought and it would be a ‘’philosophically indefensible prejudice’’ (Callicott) to base the argument on the fact that animals lack certain characteristics. As humans we have set the benchmark quite high for what moral agency is or what it means. As always we have set the prerequisites. To a certain extent it is also rather subjective and actually leads to a case where someone in a higher power or higher authority could simply argue a case for experimenting on someone they did not like or had very different views from, believing that the other person lacked a certain amount of rationality. It also opens up the danger of criminals, marginalised groups and those on societies fringes being targeted for experimentation. It could be argued that someone who commits a terrible crime lacks moral agency. Some would and sadly do argue that members of marginalised demographics lack rationality. There is also the further argument that some non-human animals indeed do have moral agency (Shapiro), particularly if that bar we have set is lowered a little and is considered to be a ‘’capacity for virtuous behaviour’’ (Shapiro). As examples; Whales attempt to save a fellow whale that has been harpooned, sometimes capsizing boats. Chimpanzees can understand when another is dying and dolphins will keep injured dolphins afloat to stop them drowning (Shapiro). These documented events show instances of moral behaviour and shows us that moral agency and intelligence is not only a human trait. The argument that animals do not have language is also simply untrue. Not only have some Primates been taught sign language but animals do communicate with each other vocally. There is the argument it is not perhaps as rich as our Human vocabulary, but it is language non the less and is also not a valid argument.
There are many more justifications the practice of experimenting on animals and this assignment has merely addressed two but as we can see they are not necessarily valid arguments from Singers view of argument from marginalised cases and the principle of equality, as well as more direct evidence suggesting otherwise. Medical experimentation and cosmetic experimentation are two ways in which animals are experimented on. There can be no question that cosmetic experimentation no longer has a place in the world. Our interests of having new products does not weigh greater than the interest of a non-human animal, if it ever did. There are enough shampoos, cleaning products and make-ups already in the world and if humanity is so insistent on creating more it must find another method to test them. Medical experimentation is a different argument and Singer himself believes the practice can still continue provided interests are weighed accordingly and we are willing to put a human through those tests. Whether that will ever happen remains to be seen, but we must advocate for much better animal practices with regards to experimentation, where not just their capacity to suffer is considered but there wellbeing too. Where they can still live happy, peaceful and ain free lives without stress. Unfortunately however, Singers argument is all too easy to get around. It is a simple case of admitting your speciesism and while racism and sexism hold social connotations, speciesism is nowhere near that level.
We all want to live happy and long lives and want our children to as well. But there is perhaps something more important than the longevity of life, humans are so obsessed with and that is our connection with nature. Humans are now so far removed from it we do not even see ourselves as part of it. Conservation efforts often equate to humans do not go there. Mental health problems are rising and the answer is often to immerse yourself in green spaces and animals have been proven to improve mental health and wellbeing. But as we continue to use animals is such bad practices, there is a question of what it does to ‘us’ as a species. As horrific animal practices go on in the background or invisibly and we ignore or simply don’t care, it only serves not just to damage individual animals, but humans as a species. We ignore the interest of animals and nature around us by putting our own needs, no matter how small, above all else. The literature on these subjects is not read by the average lay person. It is too often a case of preaching to the choir.
In truth it seems like a long road ahead. Although the future looks bleak, I believe there is still hope for humanity and its non-human companions. Hope that there is still scope for change. Challenging people’s beliefs in the hope to change opinion is a difficult task, especially so when it falls on deaf ears. Our true hope lies in educating the coming generations in the hope they will apply, what to some, seems clear and necessary.
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