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Abstract: 

Experimentation in animals is a scientific activity 

that is essential to basic biological and medical 
researchers. Yet this tends to create a classic 

dilemma pertaining to acquisition of knowledge 
for the good of mankind and the inducement of 

burden and pains on animals. This has made 

discussions on animal experimentation 
controversial and often emotional. The burden 

placed on animals, the results and potential 
benefits therefore make studies and discussions 

in Animal Ethics interesting but intriguing. 
Animal Ethics raises several philosophical 

questions about how we should understand 
morality with regard to animals. This research is 

a contribution to the discussion in the field of 

animal ethics and experimentation.  The work 
sets out to question the morality of using animals 

in experimental research and thereby provides 
some kind of leaning toward animal rights. This 

work employs the philosophical method of 
critical analysis to arrive at its conclusion.  
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INTRODUCTION  

 
The rampant use of the environment as natural resources, including non-human animals, to meet up 

our needs, has given rise to environmental challenges, like global warming, ozone-layer depletion, air 

and water pollution, species extinction, etc (Bassey & Pimaro, 2019). We are now rather "compelled" 
to realize that we are not the masters of the planet, but members among other species on it. All parts 

of nature are important for planetary existence and are inter-connected for the ecological balance 
(Bassey, 2019). With this realization, some contemporary moral thinkers have come to criticize this 

anthropocentric moral outlook on nature, and contend that moral consideration should be extended 
to the non-human nature, including animals. 

 
The moral problem regarding the use of animals as our resources and thus subjecting them to 

unbearable suffering lies with the fact that animals, especially higher animals, are capable of feeling 

pleasure and pain like us. Moral philosophers, the 20th century applied ethicists in particular, argue 
that when we take these sentient animals as human resources and inflict pain on them, we are doing, 

wrong to them (Ojong 2019). With such admission, the moral consideration for non-human animals 
had begun, and as a result a new field namely, Animal Ethics had evolved.  This studies man's 

relation to animals from some moral perspectives. Animal ethics can be defined as a branch of 
applied ethics for liberating animals from unjust, unnecessary and inhuman torture (Osuala & Nyok 

2018). The first step to reach at the goal is to understand the moral issues involved in human-animal 
relations through knowledge and reasoning. There has been an aspect of activism too, in addition to 

such academic, theoretical pursuit. The principal issues here in animal ethics are experimentation on 
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animals, rearing and killing animals for food and for recreation pet-keeping, hunting and the like. On 

the theoretical plain, these issues take some such forms, like the limitation of traditional 
anthropocentric speciesist morality, the moral status of non-human animals, the questions of equality, 

rights and justice for animals. 
 

It is believed that the debate about research involving animals ranges broadly over two distinct 
questions. The first one asks whether animal research yields useful knowledge that could not be 

gained from other sources and the second one concerns whether it is morally acceptable for humans 
to use animals in ways that can cause animals harm. These two questions are in fact related: if it were 

the case that we learn nothing useful and distinctive from research that may harm animals, it would 

be difficult to see how, on any reasonable view, it could be morally justified. The question of scientific 
justification is therefore fundamental to the question of moral justification. However, a positive 

answer to the scientific question does not settle the moral question, for it may be the case that an 
experiment that yields useful and relevant information is not ethically acceptable.  

 
In this research work, we discuss the debate about animal research. When our human population 

shows explosive growth, it is other animals that suffer because the demand for animal products, 
medical needs, and food requirements are rising rapidly. This is why Okeke and Akpan (2012) argue 

that it is the urge to save life of some human beings through organ transplantation (arguably to 

safeguard the human populace), even where organ donors are in short supply that has warranted 
genetic scientists and other relevant scientists to engage in research on xeno-transplantation; even 
though such researches are at the detriment of the animals. In modern times, we can see that every 
scientist agrees with the view that animals have contributed to the development of life sciences and 

medicines over the past few years. In fact, scientists think that studies on animals provide a better 
idea of what benefits and complications are likely to see in human beings. The basic assumption of 

using animals in laboratories experiment is to stop some diseases in humans. A question may be 
raised that as a rational human being is it morally justified or permissible to use animals as tools for 

any type of painful research? Our concern here is significant as we are made to understand that 

approximately forty million animals are killed per year to produce fat products (FAO, 2016).  
 
ORIGIN AND DEVELOPMENT OF ANIMAL ETHICS 
 

Traditional moral philosophers have tried to set some universal valid norms to apply to every case. 
They seem to limit themselves to the study of the nature of morality and in finding normative theories 

accordingly. But the problem is, these normative theories though appear to be pure and noble, do not 
work properly in real-life situations. For instance, we may refer to the case of kidney transplantation. 

With advanced medical knowledge and technology, the success rate of kidney transplantation is now 
remarkable. But traditional ethical norms, for example, Immanuel Kant's Categorical Imperative 

regarding ends and means, do not allow kidney transplantation for a dying patient, since Kant does 

not permit us to use a rational person's body as a means (Baumeister 2019). Many such social and 
moral issues in our day-to-day life demand proper direction and guidance from a moral perspective. 

As a result, a new field of ethics - Applied Ethics / Practical Ethics had emerged during the second 
half of the twentieth century. Although applied ethics sets no new independent theory, it tries to 

solve various moral problems of our concrete life with the help of some moral norms. The discipline 
is defined as the general field of study that includes all systematic efforts to understand and resolve 

moral problems that arise in some domains of practical life. It is the study and analysis of specific, 
controversial moral issues, like abortion, animal rights, terrorism, euthanasia, affluence and poverty, 

injustice in natural resource distribution, etc. 

 
Animal ethics, which is our concern here, emerges ab initio within the scope of environmental ethics, a 
well-developed branch of applied ethics, at the beginning of the 1970s, though it has later tended to 
dissociate itself from its mother-field. Anyhow, it studies the crux of human — non-human relations 

from the moral perspective (Franklin 2016). The burning issues of contemporary animal ethics are 
experimentations on animals, animal farming, use of animals for food and recreation, cloning, etc. On 

the theoretical plain, these issues take some such forms, like deficiency of our speciesist morality, the 
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moral status of non-human animals, the question of equality, rights and justice for animals. The 

debate of animal ethics today is specifically concerned about the institutional exploitation of animals 
as sources of our food, scientific experiments, clothes, or entertainment. But environmental ethics is a 

systematic account of the moral relations between human beings and their natural environment. So 
the fundamental difference between animal ethics and environmental ethics is: whereas animal ethics 

emphasizes on individual animal welfare and their rights, environmental ethics is concerned with the 
environment as a whole, with a holistic approach. The later involved mainly with the eco-system 

preservation, saving endangered species, loss of wilderness, pollution, depletion of natural resources, 
etc. So, the relation between these two is a debatable issue. Some contemporary moral philosophers 

contend that these two domains are distinct and different in ideology. Some others argue that, 

although there are differences in their outlooks and deliberations, both are non-anthropocentric in 
view-point. Anyhow, we do not want to enter this debate, rather we here consider it better to take 

animal ethics as a separate discipline. 
 

In the history of human civilization, in its primitive stage, which is known as the hunter-gatherer 
stage, animals were treated with respect, as at that time animals were seen to be sentient, rational 

with non-corporeal spirits in them (Peterle 1977). The root of this respect may be inherited from the 
pre-historic stone-age when several carnivores were large enough to prey human-beings. This 

attitude towards non-human animals lasted, even when there developed agriculture, along with 

animal husbandry. People assumed at that time animals as godly spirits, and cruelty to animals was 
thought to be wrong. But this relationship between humans and non-human animals did not last 
long. With the increasing association with gods, with the agriculture cycle, the practice of animal 
sacrifices increased remarkably to please the gods. Not only that, since then the notion of a 

hierarchical-belief system of beings gradually entered into religious beliefs. That means, it gradually 
came to be believed that animals are inferior to humans and can be used for human purposes. Yet it 

had also been found that vegetarianism was practiced in the very earlier periods. Richard Ryder 
(2005) informed that by the time of the Middle Kingdom in Egypt the priests were mainly 

vegetarians. 

 
Compassion toward animals is also observed even in the pre-Socratic period (Thompson 2017). The 

great philosopher and mathematician Pythagoras (570-500 BC) was a vegetarian and advised his 
followers to treat animals with respect. Pythagoras believed that both humans and animals have the 

same kind of soul, which is indestructible and could be migrated from humans to animals and vice 
versa. The notion, as we know today, is known as the transmigration of the soul. As such, according 

to Pythagoras, we have no right to cause unnecessary suffering to animals, and those who kill animals 
should be treated as murderers (Thompson 2017). Empedocles (495-444 BC), influenced by 

Pythagoras, supports the doctrine of the reincarnation and believed that killing animals is the greatest 

disgrace for humans (Thompson 2017). While Socrates (470- 399 BC) was indifferent with his food, 
Plato (428-347 BC) believed that an ideal society should be vegetarian (Thompson 2017). He thought 

that taking meat is a luxury, and it may encourage people to engage in war. It is, however, not clear 
what his diet exactly consisted of. 

 
But the position of Aristotle (384-322 BC) is totally different. He is probably the most prominent early 

philosopher to argue that animals are lower on a natural hierarchy as they lack reason (Cochrane et 
al, 2018). He contended that since animals have no reason, they bear no moral value at all, and thus 

they may be used as we like and for any purposes. Not only that, but Aristotle also took his idea a 
step further to declare that the barbarian tribes, which he considered as less rational than the Greeks, 
exist to serve the purposes of more rational Greeks! At the beginning of the first century, the Stoic 

philosophers revived Aristotle and denied the moral worth of animals on the same ground that they 
are irrational (Cochrane et al, 2018). We find that the Stoics took ‘reason’ as divine, as well as cosmic 

law, which is possessed by humans only. Furthermore, they believed that everything on this planet 
exists to serve some purposes, and that irrational animal is for rational human beings. Thus the 

mainstream Stoic philosophers held that there is nothing wrong to use animals for food or for some 
other purposes. In contrast to the Stoic philosophers, Plutarch (46-120) and Porphyry (234-305) took a 

different stand on the animal issue and opposed cruelty on them (Cochrane et al, 2018). Their view is 

still relevant, and, they are often quoted with respect by contemporary animal advocates. Probably, 
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Plutarch is the first thinker to advocate in favour of vegetarianism based on universal benevolence, 

rather than on the ground of transmigration of soul. Plutarch did not doubt that animals are sentient, 
so cruelty to them is wrong. Porphyry was greatly influenced by his teacher Plotinus (204-270), who 

believed in the transmigration of souls and criticized animal exploitation on this ground. But 
Porphyry went far beyond to recognize ethical vegetarianism. Daniel Dombroski pays tribute to him 

with this language: ―The most comprehensive and subtly reasoned treatment of vegetarianism by an 
ancient philosopher” murderers (Gheaus 2012: 262). 

 
At the beginning of the medieval period, we find ambivalence in understanding the relations between 

humans and animals. The saints of the early Middle Ages are seen to maintain a friendly relation with 

animals. The priests also were against animal cruelty and their use. St. Benedict (480-547) used to 
advise that religious persons should not eat meat. The early Christians believed that animals are 

significantly different from human beings, and they thought that any humanlike behavior from the 
part of animals is a miracle (Gheaus 2012). In the 12th century, St. Francis of Assisi (1181-1226) is seen 

to preach against animal cruelty. A story tells of him prevailing upon a wolf to stop eating country 
people (Gheaus 2012). Prophet Isaiah also condemned animal sacrifice. But the opposite way of 

thinking is not scarce in the then West. The negative but most influential view to use animals for 
human purposes is found in the Biblical story of creation, i.e., in the Genesis 1:27-8. It states: 

God created man in his own image, in the image of God created he him, male and female created He 

them. And God blessed them, and God said unto them, be fruitful, and multiply, and replenish the 
earth and subdue it: and have dominion over fish of the sea and over fowl of the air, and over every living 
thing that move upon the earth. (Italic added) 
 

This creation myth encouraged a lot to the supporters and interpreters of Dominionism, a view that 
supports human supremacy over nature and allows us to subdue nature for any purpose (Ruetenik 

2016). Such an interpretation of the Bible considers nature as a limitless store-house of resources, 
which we can use as we like. It is not surprising that such an outlook elicits no compassion for 

animals. Peter Singer recounts such Dominionist interpretation as God gave human beings dominion 

over the natural world, and God does not care how we treat it. Human beings are the only morally 
important members of this world (Clarkson 2020). Nature itself is no intrinsic value, and the 

destruction of plants and animals cannot be sinful unless by this destruction we harm human beings. 
Influenced by such a Dominionist interpretation, Thomas Aquinas (1225-1274) [the most prominent 

philosopher of the medieval period] encouraged us to use animals for as and when we like with his 
writings based on Christian theology (Scott & Coetser 2015). However, before Aquinas, Saint 

Augustine (354-430), another celebrated Christian theologian had interpreted the Christian view on 
animals, being greatly influenced by Aristotle. He stated that: When we hear it said ‘Thou shalt not 

kill’, we do not take it as referring to trees, for they have no sense, nor to irrational animals, because 

they have no fellowship with us (Gheaus 2012). Hence it follows that the ‘Thou shalt not kill ‘refers to 
the killing of a man. Aquinas took this view a step further. He argued that non-human animals are 

non-rational and ―ordered to man's use. They are just like an instrument, as they cannot direct their 
actions. As instruments exist for the sake of others, animals also exist for the sake of human beings. 

He proclaimed that there is no sin in using a thing for the purpose for which it is. Now the order of 
things is such that the imperfect is for the perfect, even as in the process of generation nature 

proceeds from imperfection to perfection (Gheaus 2012). Hence it is just as in the “generation of a 
man there is first a living thing, then an animal, and lastly, a man, so too things, like the plants, which 

merely have life, are all alike for animals, and all animals are for man. Wherefore it is not unlawful if 
man uses plants for the good of animals, and animals for the good of man…” (Sampson 2018: 54). 
 

From the beginning of the 17th century, many significant social changes witnessed in Europe due to 
scientific inventions, the emergence of capitalism and the religious reformation by the Protestant. 

Scientists, philosophers, as well as religious personalities, emphasize the importance of humanity and 
encouraged to protect human interests by any means. Animals were then thought to be mere 

resources for us. Rene Descartes (1596-1650), the so-called "father of modern philosophy", has spoken 
of the extreme duality of mind and matter which are opposite to each other (Frierson 2000). Descartes 

holds that the human mind is a separate substance, alienated from the physical world of bodies. And 
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our mind, he thinks, acts as a linkage between God and humans. He upholds as well that only 

humans have a mind, and for that, they can think, feel and express them with language. Animals, for 
Descartes, are nothing but complex automata, having no souls, minds or reason. Descartes thus 

denies our moral concern for animals. The influence of Cartesian doctrine has widely been noticed 
thereafter. “The most powerful argument for the Cartesian position was that it was the best possible 

rationalization for the way man actually treated animals” (Frierson 2000: 127). 
 

Following Descartes, many philosophers came to uphold that only human beings deserve moral 
consideration just because they possess some unique characteristics, like rationality, self-awareness, 

the capacity of using language, understanding duties and responsibilities, and so on. At the same 

time, some important social changes took place which gives a platform to criticize our cruel treatment 
with animals. From that time, pet-keeping seemed to have established itself as a normal feature of 

society. Pets were given individual personal names and are allowed into the house as members of the 
family. The spread of pet-keeping has thus created a psychological foundation of moral consideration 

of some animals. Even though human-centric moral view has still been the prevailing outlook, some 
sensibilities towards non-humans have begun to grow. The anti-cruelty movement began to start 

slowly in England from that time, though not united or under any organizing umbrella. Some people 
targeted bear-batting and bull-baiting, and also campaign against the cruel treatment of horses and 

cattle. Ryder speculates: One reason for this moral awakening was the extreme cruelty which had 

been practiced in England for centuries. Such a campaign against cruel treatment to animals has given 
the basis of the moral consideration towards animals on the ground of their senses and feelings. 
Humphry Primatt (1735-1776), a British philosopher, is probably the first to argue in favor of the 
moral consideration of animals based on sentiency in his A Dissertation on the Duty of Mercy and Sin 

of Cruelty to Brute Animals published in 1776. He clearly stated: “A brute is an animal no less 
sensible of pain than a man” (Felipe 2014: 43). 

 
At the beginning of the 19th century, with the rise of various liberal democratic movements, the idea 

that all humans are equal and that the role of states is to protect the rights of its entire citizenry 

became the fad. But for animals, the idea of rights did not make sense to allow them in some such 
privileges. Animal movements at that time was concerned only with humane treatment of animals; 

and the aim was seemingly animal welfare, rather than to make room for animal rights. It is, however, 
noteworthy that from that time, organized movements for the welfare of animals began. 

 
ANIMAL RESEARCH 

 
When there is explosive growth in human population, it is usually other animals that suffer; the entire 

ecosystem, species, and individuals suffer too. Besides, there are so many people whose demands for 
animal products, medical needs, and food requirements are rising rapidly. The German Animal 

Welfare Act defines animal research as interventions and manipulations in animals if this is 

associated with suffering, pain and injury to the animals. This includes all procedures subjecting 
animals to stress "equivalent to, or higher than, that caused by the introduction of a needle in 

accordance with good veterinary practice" (Winders & Chilakamarri 2019: 54). This means that each 
procedure carried out on animals for scientific purposes must be recorded as an animal experiment 

and approved by an authority. Approval is required for all vertebrates, cephalopods (e.g. octopuses) 
and decapods (e.g. lobsters). The killing of animals for the sole purpose of organ extraction or the 

production of cells does not constitute animal experimentation (Winders & Chilakamarri 2019). The 
main focus of animal research is to improve the understanding of the process that determines cell 

differentiation during the early stages of embryonic development. Researchers used two different 

species to provide comparable information. Amphibian embryos were preferred to mammalian 
models such as the mouse because amphibians produce a large number of eggs that develop 
externally to the mother which are of a size that allows experimental reagents to be injected easily, 
and develop fairly and rapidly. This type of research was generally undertaken on embryos of the 

frogs, and the results gained from developmental studies on these frogs are considered to be readily 
transferable to mammals, including humans, as most of the basic developmental mechanisms have 

been highly conserved in evolution. 



Christopher O. Akpan, Joseph N. Ogar, Samuel A. Bassey 

Bulletin of Pure and Applied Sciences / Vol.39A (Zoology), No.1 /January-June 2020 235 
 

 

Humans are very much one of the animals and "they" are very much one of us. That is why 

researchers have compared proteins on the surface to human and chimpanzee's cells. In modern 
times, we can see that every scientist agrees with the view that animals have contributed to the 

development of life sciences and medicines over the past few centuries. It is quite natural that the 
health and welfare of human beings is the top priority of all governmental and health organizations 

around the world. Different types of pharmaceutical companies test their experimental medicines on 
animals before they are allowed to treat animals in humans and also the way of using animals to test 

the safety of consumer products is fearful. We can see in the contemporary period every medical 
breakthrough in human and animal health has been the direct result of research using animals. 

However, one may say that animals are used in experimental research mainly for the following three 

purposes: 
A) To develop pharmaceutical and other medical products  

B) To advance fundamental research in life sciences and  
C) To test the safety of potentially toxic products. 

Thus, it can be said that animals suffer many of the same health problems as humans. We believe that 
non-human species have a shorter life cycle than human beings and as a result, they can be studied 

through their whole life span. 
 

Scientists think that studies on animals provide a better idea of what benefits and complications are 

likely to see in human beings (Petermann & Fiedler 1999). For example-the basic mechanism of heart 
disease has been studied on dogs, rats, rabbits, sheep and pigs and studies with dogs contributed to 
our most basic understandings of how to manage heart disease. The basic assumption of using 
animals in laboratories experiment is to stop some diseases in humans. Say for example-a rabbit's 

sensory system may be studied in basic research. The rabbit may be used as a model for eye and skin 
irritation tests for environmental toxicity testing. Although these advances may be achieved by other 

means, we don't know what how does our world will look like without animal research (Petermann 
& Fiedler 1999). Thus many studies on living animals, involving mainly mice and rats, have been 

conducted to examine the vertebrate immune system, and most current knowledge is based on this 

research. The immune systems of animals and humans protect them from infection. If the adaptive 
immune system is challenged by a particular infectious agent that it has previously overcome, it can 

do so on subsequent occasions much more quickly and effectively (Mahaliyanaarachchi 2018). 
Research on the adaptive immune system usually involves an initial immunisation of animals with 

foreign (from another animal) biological molecular or cells or microorganisms such as bacteria. 
Immune responses are characterised by the production of immune cells and antibodies, which 

specifically recognise and help eliminate the foreign molecules, cells or microorganisms (all referred 
to as antigens) (Morton 2020). Experiments of this kind provided the first evidence that the cells 

responsible for adaptive immune responses were a class of white blood cells called lymphocytes. In 

these experiments rats or mice were irradiated with X-RAYS to kill most of their white blood cells, 
including lymphocytes, rendering them unable to make adaptive immune responses (Morton 2020). 

When different cell types were transferred into these animals, only lymphocytes were found to 
reverse the deficiency.  

 
The welfare of the animals was usually affected because of increased susceptibility to infections, 

particularly in the gut, due to the destruction of the lining of mucosal cells caused by the irradiation. 
These infections were usually treated with antibiotics. In the first series of experiments of this kind, 

significant numbers of animals died, most likely due to diarrhea (Rowan 1997). In general, it can be 
assumed that the experiments entailed at least some malaise for the animals involved. Moreover, 
much of our knowledge about the functioning of the central nervous system has come from invasive 

animal experiments in which parts of the nervous system are electrically monitored, stimulated or 
destroyed. Many studies have been undertaken in primates, as the cerebral cortex, which is 

responsible for higher brain functions such as thought and speech, is very poorly developed in 
animals other than primates. Besides this, animals can also experience both physiological and 

psychological adverse states. These are intimately linked and dependent upon one another, as the 
physiological and behavioural response to stress affects several biological functions and systems. For 

example, animals housed at artificially low temperatures will be under physiological stress as they 
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expend energy to maintain their core body temperature by huddling together, shivering and reducing 

the blood supply to the skin (Rowan 1997). If such stress is extreme or prolonged, the substantial 
effort will be required to maintain a state of equilibrium. The animals may become aware of this effort 

and suffer as a result. Alternatively, a social animal housed individually in a barren cage at an 
appropriate temperature, relative humidity and light level may not be under any immediate 

physiological stress but will probably experience psychological stress due to boredom and anxiety. 
This can lead to physiological changes such as alternations in heart rate and body temperature and 

disturbed sleep patterns. 
 

We can find that the behavioural science of psychology focuses on understanding behaviour and 

mind in both human and non-human animals through research. This is called cognitive-behavioural 
research. For, modern psychology “the study of behaviour is a cornerstone of experimental 

psychology, shedding light on complex human emotions” (Rollin 2012). Thus, in psychology animals 
are commonly used as models for the human mind and behaviour, particularly for human conditions 

involving logical diseases. Animals are subjected to experiments on vision, hearing, hunger, 
reproduction drugs and so on. It can be said that research on animal behaviour and mind requires 

animals to be conscious and aware, and it may be considered that sometimes animal experiments are 
conducted with a high degree of pain and suffering. Some animals in captivity exhibit "stereotypic 

behaviours”. These are defined as repetitive, unvarying behaviours that appear to have no goal or 

function, such as recurring and excessive gnawing, pacing, circling or jumping. Animals tend to 
develop stereotypes as a result of an inadequate environment, stress, frustrations, or a reduction in 
social interactions. A question may be raised that as a rational human being is it morally justified or 
permissible to use animals as tools for any type of painful research? And also as a natural species is it 

morally justified hurting another natural species in many ways? If man is part of nature; a natural and 
biological being for that matter, why should he be bent on destroying the very structure of nature for 

his selfish interest without thinking of the moral repercussion? (Akpan 2017). Issues like these 
warranted many animal welfare institutions to bring to the fore the morality of using animals in 

scientific research, suggesting that we need to change our attitude towards non-human species. As we 

know that approximately forty million animals are killed per year to produce far products. We may 
claim that it is a barbaric way of research. In contemporary modern society, humans are engaged in a 

serious debate about the rights and wrongs of animal use. According to the utilitarian's, laboratory 
animal researchers require to replace existing live-animals experiment with alternatives and have to 

reduce the number of animals used, and also invented a new type of method that causes animals less 
sufferings. We may say that in an ethical debate over animal research the main conflict is usually 

between the pursuit of human benefits in the one hand and the animal's interest in avoiding suffering 
on the other. Thus there is an ongoing debate about the morality of animal experiment. We can only 

say that all these painful experiments are executed because the pain and joy of others cannot be 

directly experienced by us. 
 
THE CRUELTY OF RESEARCH ON ANIMALS 
 

According to some psychologists, whenever, we place a glass of milk on the breakfast table, we are 
actually “drinking pain” (Attal & Bouhassira 2019). Female dairy cows are forced to have a calf every 

year and are milked during seven of their nine months of pregnancy. This is extremely demanding on 
their bodies and on their psychological states. These dairy cows are literally milk machines, and they 

are not allowed to be mothers, to care for the young whom they have brought into the world. These 
babies are also deprived of their mother’s nurturing. These calves, who were bred by humans so that 

their mothers would keep producing more milk for the dairy industry, end up being slaughtered to 

produce the luxury meat called veal. The life of every nonhuman species inside a locked closet hasn’t 
any control over their own life. They can’t choose when and what to eat, and even they can’t decide 

that when the light of their life will go on and off. Can we imagine about spending our whole life 
inside a locked closet though we do not commit any crime? 

 
The answer may be of course we can’t live like prisoners. But the life of animals used for research is 

just like this: it is a kind of deprivation, isolation, and misery. Animals in laboratories are usually 
injected with diseases that they never normally faced. Tiny mice grow tumours as large as their own 
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body. Kittens are purposely blinded, rats are made to suffer seizers and primates skulls are cut open 

and electrodes are implanted in them. After, enduring these terrifying, painful procedures animals 
are then usually dumped back into a cage without any painkillers. Video footage from inside the 

laboratories reveals the fearful activities that happen with non- human beings. That is why Samuel 
Butler once wrote that “a hen is only an egg’s way of making another egg” (Gooch 2015: 2). And to 

emphasize the business- like attitude of poultry firm Haley adds “the object of producing eggs is to 
make money. When we forget this objective, we have forgotten what it is all about” (Gooch 2015: 3). 

 
Usually, after experiments animals are often burned, cut, addiction to drugs and infected diseases 

often with no anaesthesia. In various experiments, primates are deprived of food and water for up to 

23 hours a day, are bound at the waist and neck in “restraints chairs” for up to 104 hours in a row, are 
subjected to electric shocks, electrodes, and other devices surgically attached and implanted (Sarkar 

2005). Generally we may think that research involving animals will contribute significant role for 
gaining present and future knowledge, which may lead to the protection and improvement of the 

health and welfare of either humans or animals. But in this situation the question that begs for an 
answer is, as a rational human being is it morally justified to use animals as tools for painful research? 

And also as natural specie is man morally justified to hurt another of natural species in such a way. 
 

Approximately one third of all research involving animals is undertaken by the pharmaceutical 

industry to develop new treatments for a wide range of human diseases. The breeding of animals 
under cages handling them for experiments and sacrificing their lives are violating the species specific 
life. The lives of factory and farmed animals are run only for economic profit. The animal welfare 
institute reported that elephants do not live in captivity due to poor living conditions, neglect, 

loneliness, and depression (Sarkar 2005). In modern times animals are subjected to experiments on 
vision, hearing, hunger, reproduction, drugs and so on. Once an experiment is completed researchers 

just euthanize animals as a means of limiting the suffering of animals when they were unable to eat or 
drink without assistance (Sarkar 2005). Humans have a duty to treat sick people as well as save lives 

of people and animals. In order to do so, they must improve their knowledge of biology and 

veterinary medicine. That is why humans carry out animal research where there are no other 
appropriate investigational methods. Similarly on basis of the above mentioned views one may claim 

that animal research does not require further justification. But there are also some people who assert 
that the use for harmful purposes of one species by another without consent is fundamentally 

unethical. But those who disagree assert that there are many significant research questions which can 
only be answered by using animals. Thus, we may say that continuities in the form of behavioural, 

anatomical, physiological similarities provide sufficient grounds for the hypothesis that animals can 
be useful models to study specific aspects of biological processes in humans. Some people who 

support animal research may argue that it is a natural behaviour of every human being to obtain 

knowledge through methodological enquiry and hence for this all research activities hold its own 
significant intrinsic value, but on the other hand, some people thought that if animals were so, like 

humans that result from animal experiments were valid for humans, then these similarities made it 
unethical to use animals for experimentation. 

 
For an animal lover, to be a good citizen implies respect to the neighbours as well as pets; to be 

tolerant, honest, modest and do things which set good examples to our children, family, and society. 
Animal moralists sometimes feel that scientists are quite irresponsible towards future generations. By 

adopting extreme moralistic standard animal activists look at animal researchers as cruel and corrupt. 
We can say that the fundamental pragmatic value of biomedical enquiry for both humans and other 
animals is to relief the suffering for both humans and animals. “If possible, relieve suffering” is the 

fundamental motto of all. Biomedical researchers and relief of human suffering is the basic aim of all. 
 
RESPECT TOWARDS ANIMALS 
 

During the Second World War, it is said that a pigeon played the role of messengers and flew with a 
message for the soldiers. On the way, the pigeon was severely injured but did the job properly which, 

actually saved the life of around 200 soldiers (Snyders 2015). The job of the pigeon proves that 
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animals could be entrusted with some kind of responsibility. They are just like us humans; they can 

breathe, eat, sleep, give birth to young and feed their young as human beings do. We need to say that 
animals are born to be free and enjoy discovering the world and helping people, so why do we harm 

animals? Is it right to interfere with the freedom or the life of animals just because we undertake 
animal research?  

 
We know that animals are being used as good research models for a variety of reasons, but PETA 

argues that as 90% of medicines testing on animal’s falls on animals, there is need for some rethink 
(Snyders 2015). It is the fundamental problem that comes with experimenting on different species as 

well as the ethical concerns that should warrant us to stop any further testing. That is why the 

ultimate goal is to advocate for a world in which the important benefits of such research could be 
achieved without causing pain, suffering, distress, lasting harm or death to animals involved in 

research. It is a fact that different types of laws for research involving animals are currently put in 
place. But inspite of this, animals are deliberately killed or used in many research laboratories, 

factories, and other different fields. Some people argue that the primary reasons given for using 
animals in research is to ensure scientific progress in basic and applied biological and medical science. 

Some people argue that the value of any life is such that it would be wrong deliberately to take life for 
any purpose, even for the saving of a greater number of human lives. This implies the view that life 

has absolute value (Hood 2013). On the other hand, some are of view that human life is much more 

important than the comfort and lives of laboratory animals, and that view clearly supports the 
experiment on animals. They assume that a laboratory mouse does not have any absolute value of 
life. 
 

In case of research using an ‘alternative method’, it does not involve using an animal. Recently the 
term ‘alternative’ has been used to all of the Three Rs (Replacement, Reduction and Refinement) as an 

overarching term referring to any procedure that reduces the harm caused to animals in experiments, 
not only by replacing them (replacement), but also by reducing the numbers used which is called 

Reduction or by causing less animal suffering known as Refinement (Van Zutphen 2004). Reduction 

means reduction in the number of animals used to obtain information of a given amount and 
refinement means any decrease in the severity of inhuman procedures applied to those animals which 

still have to be used (Van Zutphen 2004). Russell and Burch initially defined reduction as reduction in 
the numbers of animals used to obtain information of a given amount and precision. More recently 

this definition has been developed to state the use of fewer animals in each experiment without 
compromising animal welfare (Van Zutphen 2004). These two approaches have a special relevance for 

assuring us that numbers of animals those are used in a specific research are reduced as soon as 
possible. These three RS are probably the easiest process to reduce the suffering of all types of animal 

use.  

 
In animal studies that involve harm to animals, the use of fewer animals will normally minimize,  as it 

were,  collective animal suffering. That is the primary ethical motivation for reduction (Van Zutphen 
2004). But reduction may also have reverse impact. Using too few animals to produce meaningful 

results is unethical as using more animals than necessary (Van Zutphen 2004). Thus many animal 
studies used too few animals to provide reliable data (Curzer 2016). Such studies cause harm without 

benefits and involve poor use of resources. Furthermore, there has arisen a conflict between reduction 
and refinement because lowering the total number of animals used will sometimes place a greater 

burden on each animal that continues to be used. As for example- if a given quantity of plasma can be 
obtained by bleeding the same animal several times instead of bleeding several animals once, can we 
say that we would make the world a better place by doing the former? Refinement urges people to 

minimize any pain or suffering that will be caused by amending experimental procedures. So 
experiments can be refined in many ways. The most direct way is to adapt experimental procedures 

so that they cause less pain or distress. Furthermore, in some experiments appropriate anaesthesia 
can play a vital role in pain management (Curzer 2016). In spite of these, the majority of researchers 

who use animals consider that, despite progress in the implementation of the three RS, animal 
research will remain an essential part of their work. Moreover, the current regulatory frameworks for 

approval of chemical products and medicines require tests involving animals. Members of the 

research community who use animals in their work frequently refer to evidence from opinion polls to 
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support their claim that most people support research on animals because of the benefits to humans. 

They thought that more information on the benefits of research involving animals would help 
engender further support from the public. 

  
CONCLUSION  

 
Animal research has had a vital role in many scientific and medical advances of the past century and 

continues to aid our understanding of various diseases. Throughout the world, people enjoy a better 
quality of life because of these advances, and the subsequent development of new medicines and 

treatments - all made possible by animal research. However, the use of animals in scientific and 
medical research has been a subject of heated debate for many years. Opponents to any kind of 

animal research - including both animal rights extremists and anti-vivisectionist groups - believe that 

animal experimentation is cruel and unnecessary, regardless of its purpose or benefit. There is no 
middle ground for these groups; they want the immediate and total abolition of all animal research. If 

they succeed, it would have enormous and severe consequences for scientific research. 
 

Despite the inherent limitations of some non-animal tests, they are still useful for pre-screening 
compounds before the animal-testing stage, which would therefore reduce rather than replace the 

number of animals used. An example of this is the Ames test, which uses strains of the bacterium 
Salmonella typhimurium to determine whether chemicals cause mutations in cellular DNA. This and 

other tests are already widely used as pre-screens to partly replace rodent testing for cancer-causing 

compounds. Unfortunately, the in vitro tests can produce false results, and tend to be used more to 
understand the processes of mutagenicity and carcinogenicity than to replace animal assays. 

However, there are moves to replace the standard mouse carcinogenicity assay with other animal-
based tests that cause less suffering because they use fewer animals and do not take as long. 

 
Although animals cannot yet be completely replaced, it is important that researchers maximize 
reduction and refinement. Sometimes this is achieved relatively easily by improving animal 
husbandry and housing, for example, by enriching their environment. These simple measures within 

the laboratory aim to satisfy the physiological and behavioural needs of the animals and therefore 

maintain their well-being. Another important factor is refining the experimental procedures 
themselves, and refining the management of pain. An assessment of the method of administration, 

the effects of the substance on the animal, and the amount of handling and restraint required should 
all be considered. Furthermore, careful handling of the animals, and administration of appropriate 

anesthetics and analgesics during the experiment, can help to reduce any pain experienced by the 
animals. This culture of care is achieved not only through strict regulations but also by ensuring that 

animal technicians and other workers understand and adopt such regulations. Therefore, adequate 
training is an important aspect of the refinement of animal research, and should continually be 

reviewed and improved. 
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