Is Animal Testing Justified?
Animal research is a hotly debated topic, its proponents advocate for its universal use in all situations and many of its detractors and opponents advocate for its total abolition and ban. And while its name sounds similar to the practice of studying animals in their natural habitats animal research and testing refers to the practice of using animals as a vehicle to test drugs and experiments destined for human hosts. The justifications and reasonings behind this practice span many years and countless instances of the use of animals in research. The questions about its validity as a practice have arisen fully only in the last hundred years and the debate is an intense one, a thorough examination of all the facts is needed in order to determine whether the benefits of the practice outweigh the suffering it causes to animals. Starting through the lens of history, and then examining the arguments of its proponents, opponents and the party that stands somewhere between the two extremes the practices’ validity can be assessed and a reasonable stance discovered. 
A good starting point for examining any stance is to consider the subject's history; in the case of animal testing the history is long, spanning several thousand years it contains many respectable chapters as well as sordid ones. Through the lens of history, the roots of the issue can be discovered and its origins can be examined. In the case of animal testing one of its first appearances was in the case of Galen a prominent Roman Physician in the 2nd Century A.D.[footnoteRef:1] Galen was known to use animals to experiment on to discover biology. In the Roman Empire in his time it was illegal to dissect a human body after death, this was because the Roman people viewed the cutting up of a human body after death desecration of a corpse[footnoteRef:2], because of this Galen had to use animals such as pigs for his dissections. Although he started with apes because of their likeness to people, he quickly switched to an animal that was, in his mind at least, less sentient and therefore less difficult to experiment on. Galen’s discoveries were revolutionary, he discovered many of the functions of the body's systems including the heart, circulatory system, the lungs and respiratory system. While his experimentation on live pigs seems entirely reprehensible and inhumane, the fact that he switched from apes to pigs indicates an unusual level of thought and care for the wellbeing of the animal, the very fact Galen was conscious enough of the suffering of the apes he was using to switch indicated that the nature of his experiments was such that he was genuinely attempting to do the best he could to learn about the body to help the people of the day. The scope of the research Galen is difficult to understate, his discovery of the nature of the human body systems was and is a cornerstone of the medical sciences. If the impact and results of this study are examined, it has shown itself to have been an incredibly reasonable and effective method for learning about human anatomy and physiology. Although not all cases of animals in research are clear-cut examples of good-faith research, Galen is a prime example of how and when animal research can be incredibly important and impactful. [1: Susan P Mattern, The Prince of Medicine (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2013)]  [2: The Science Museum. 2019a. ‘Anatomy: Art and Science’, Science Museum (Science Museum) <https://www.sciencemuseum.org.uk/objects-and-stories/medicine/anatomy-art-and-science> ] 

The debate about animal testing has been going on for a long time, it’s a debate that is not easy to unpack as it is fraught with emotional irrationality on both sides. To move on from the examination of animal testing’s history to its current state an examination for the proponents of this type of testing makes a good starting point. While there are proponents of totally unfettered animal testing their numbers are small and dwindling with time, especially since the nineteen sixties. Most proponents of animal testing hold to the method laid out by W.M.S Russell and R.L. Burch in their 1959 publication ‘The Principles of Humane Experimental Technique[footnoteRef:3] this document aims to try and refine how the scientific community uses their animal for testing. The Russell and Burch book opens with a discussion on the humane treatment of animals in experimentation with particular concern for vertebrates[footnoteRef:4], they discuss that experimental biologists do in fact want to be humane and that they try to avoid unnecessary cruelty: [3: Andrew Knight, ‘The Three Rs and the Humanity Criterion: An Abridged Version of The Principles of Humane Experimental Technique by W. M. S. Russell and R. L. Burch’, Journal of Animal Ethics, 2.1 (2012), p. 107–109]  [4: Knight, The Three R’s, p. 107 ] 

We assume throughout (probably with good grounds, cf. Chapter 8) that experimental biologists are only too happy to treat their animals as humanely as possible. The central problem, then, is that of determining what is and what is not humane, and how humanity can be promoted without prejudice to scientific and medical aims (cf. Russell, 1955).[footnoteRef:5] [5:  Knight, The Three R’s, p. 107] 

Their book lays out a system for ensuring the humane treatment of laboratory animals but introduces a system of three R's as they put it. A system that proposes that all researchers should follow similar principles when it comes to animal testing. All experimentational biologists should first aim to replace their animal with some other method of experimentation. They discuss the possibility of using invertebrates, metazoan endoparasites and even plant life as a suitable replacement where testing is absolutely necessary.[footnoteRef:6] Russell and Burch's arguments about the replacement of animals in research demonstrate that this is not an argument with only two extreme sides to the discussion, Russell and Burch’s view shows that a more moderate position is possible. The next of the three R’s described by Russell and Burch is Reduction, a reduction in the number of animals used in a test. If the number of animals used is reduced the amount of suffering is lessened overall, and while having more than one test subject is needed, according to some experimental biologists, there is no need for thousands of rats to die the authors suggest that reduction is desirable in all laboratories regardless of its humanity.[footnoteRef:7] The third of the three R’s is Refinement, the aim to refine experiments to increase the comfort of the animals. The idea of implementing controlled measures in an experiment for the comfort of its animal participants was a new and novel one when Russell and Burch’s work was published in 1959, this idea is increasingly standard in the animal testing world. The desire to be more humane to the animals isn’t solely in the wheelhouse of those who wish to abolish the practice of animal testing, many of the people who work with animals in testing facilities want to increase the level of comfort the animals experience. [6:  Knight, The Three R’s, p. 108]  [7:  Knight, The Three R’s, p. 108] 

	While there are proponents of animal testing there is an increasing number of people who oppose the idea even with the principles of the three R’s implemented properly. According to PETA, People for the Ethical Treatment of Animals, 52% of adults in the United States are opposed to animal testing.[footnoteRef:8] The use of animals in testing is increasingly unpopular in many, many communities for its unpredictable and sometimes ineffective nature. The cosmetics industry is under huge amounts of scrutiny for its use of animals in the testing of cosmetic products. Another flaw with animal testing was raised with the thalidomide tragedy. Thalidomide was a drug invented in West Germany and produced globally what was advertised as harmless based on the animal tests performed. However the testing done focused on the dosage levels being lethal, and while it was almost impossible to administer a lethal dose, the drug was assumed to not be able to affect babies in expectant mothers. Thalidomide caused many infant deaths, affected the limb development of many others, and is often pointed to as a demonstration of the failure of animal testing.[footnoteRef:9] While the thalidomide tragedy isn’t unique in demonstrating the shortfalls of animal testing, it is one of the examples that was one of the most widespread with it being in circulation for almost five years.[footnoteRef:10] This shows one of the shortfalls of animal testing, it doesn't always work. Animals are not humans, and while many animals, such as pigs or apes share similar physiological makeup and anatomy, humans and animals are different from each other and so tests performed on one cannot reliably be expected to work on the other. This along with the cruelty experienced by animals is one of the leading causes of the decline in popular support for the practice. While the idea of animal testing is increasingly falling out of favour it is far from being gone entirely. PETA calculates that over one hundred and one million animals are subjected to tests in the United States alone. There are increasing calls for use of non-living lab-grown tissue samples in the place of live animals. The increase in the number of people who strongly oppose animal testing doesn’t bode well for the future of the animal testing industry.[footnoteRef:11] [8:  PETA, ‘Experiments on Animals: Overview’, 2017. <https://www.peta.org/issues/animals-used-for-experimentation/animals-used-experimentation-factsheets/animal-experiments-overview/>]  [9:  PETA, 2017. ]  [10:   The Science Museum 2019b. ‘Thalidomide’, Science Museum <https://www.sciencemuseum.org.uk/objects-and-stories/medicine/thalidomide#:~:text=The%20thalidomide%20scandal>]  [11:  PETA, 2017.] 

	With an examination of the facts of animal testing, both now and in the past, it can be demonstrated that animal testing can be done properly, however, there is also a lot of room for it to fail, and still more room for the ways in which animals are treated to grow. Looking back to the early days of animal testing with Galen and his important breakthroughs in the fields of medicine and science an understanding of why animal testing began can be gathered. Galen’s attempts to bypass the Roman desecration laws with animal testing started humanity on the path toward a modern understanding of anatomy and physiology, which was an incredibly important step in the foundation of anatomical science. The three R’s proposed by Russell and Burch laid the modern foundation for the more ethical treatment of animals. The attempts to increase the comfort of the animals while also decreasing their suffering to ensure a more ethical and humane experience was a novel and unique idea when it was proposed in 1959. This idea has since become the normal method in most global laboratories that practice animal testing.[footnoteRef:12] Despite all this, the voice of those who oppose animal testing is growing, and not without good reason.[footnoteRef:13] The issues with animal testing are numerous and not easy to ignore, as painfully demonstrated by the thalidomide tragedy and the excessive numbers of animals that die unnecessarily. Overall animal testing is a net positive some of the time, while in its current form, it is massively overused and far too widespread, when under the right controls and regulation animal testing could be used to great effect to help a lot of people. Although there are positive sides to testing it cannot go unstated that there are also many, many issues facing this practice. There is a call that the three R’s aren’t enough clarity. The practice of animal testing should largely be abolished in most cases, however, to totally abolish the practice would seem imprudent as it is currently one of the major tools in the proverbial belt of science.  [12:  Understanding Animal Research. [n.d.]. ‘FAQs’, Understanding Animal Research <https://www.understandinganimalresearch.org.uk/what-is-animal-research/faqs>]  [13:  PETA, 2017.] 
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Figure 1 While sometimes animal testing may be necessary, this example of a being held in a sterile pen does not follow Russell and Burch’s principle of the 3R’s as it makes no attempt to make the Pig’s time in the pen enjoyable or sustainable for the animal. 
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Figure 2 While this rabbit’s pen does contain a sheltered habitat, indicating at least a peripheral care about the animal’s wellbeing. It is still almost as woefully inadequate as the pig pen in Figure 1 and is still not following the 3R’s of Russell and Burch
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Figure 3 Ironically while the experiment being preformed on these Rats is more drastic and apparent than those in Figures 1 and 2, the conditions the rats are being kept in are far better, they have nesting materials, food and ground cover of different types and are being held in small groups. While there is still improvement this is much closer to being in line with the principle of the 3R’s as outlined by Russell and Burch
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