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Terrific job!  Just what the course requires. Nice balance of problem presentation (the “What”, “Who”, “Why”, “How”, “Viable alternatives”, and “Future implications” all addressed), with an appropriate amount of research into the contemporary advancement studies.  The only deficit is why you did not consistently provide the reader with precise page locations for every quote or reference to source information.  Other than this, I hope you don’t take offense at some of my suggestions on stylistic matters (in brackets as possible alternatives). Overall I found the paper greatly informative and a meaningful summary of a complex ethical issue.
A-
Abstract

For decades, the use of animals in research studies has posed an ethical dilemma for the medical community.  As the movement for animal rights entered mainstream awareness, increased scrutiny was placed on medical research studies involving live animals.  The debate has sparked strong arguments from both supporters and abolitionists.  Peter Singer, often credited as the pioneer of animal rights, delivered what many consider the most profound document in favor of equality for animals.  Carl Cohen provides a fierce retort urging the necessity of animal research for scientific advancement.  However, with all of the technological advances of the 21st century, one is left wondering if this antiquated method has overstayed its welcome in modern society?

Introduction:

For decades, a debate has been brewing over the use of animals in biomedical research.  As “ethics is the study of morality”(Maguire & Fargnoli, 1999, p. 8), it is easy to see how can questions concerning the validity of animal experimentation arose.  Do humans have the right to use animals for research simply because the human species is more evolved?  Or is there a moral difference between what humans can do and what they ought to do?  The most profound ethical argument against animal research was contributed by Peter Singer.  In his controversial piece, Singer demands equal consideration for animals in order to prevent the unnecessary suffering of any sentient being.  Singer charged that anything less is equal ivocal [the equivalent of] to “speciesism.”  However, Singer is not without his critics.  Carl Cohen argues against Singer touting the morality behind the preservation of human life.  Originally confined to philosophical thinkers and extremists, the debate over animal research has entered mainstream consciousness.  As our understanding of the complex inner workings of animals increases, the videos and images of lab animals locked in cages make the issue at hand even more unsettling.  As science and technology continue to advance, is there still a need for this type of research or are millions of animals suffering each year for the sake of scientific tradition? 

Peter Singer: Animal Rights Pioneer
In 1975, Singer published one of the most influential pieces on animal rights.  In Animal Liberation: A New Ethics for our Treatment of Animals, Singer presents an easily understandable, but solid argument aimed at providing equal respect to all beings.  Singer questions the basis of equality, and whether human interests should always take precedence over the interests of other nonhuman animals.  Singer believes equality for all human beings is not based on a being’s moral capacity or intellectual ability.  For if it were, equality would not pertain to all humans any more than it does to animals.  Each individual possesses varying degrees of intelligence and moral understanding.  Thus, the criteria for justifying the basic principle of equality must lie elsewhere.  Singer embraces the utilitarian notion that “the interests of every being affected by an action are to be taken into account and given the same weight as the like interests of any other being” (Singer, 1985, p. 3).  Thus, if animals are affected by human decisions, their interests deserve consideration.
Singer reinforces his view by emphasizing the reasons why equality cannot be based on personal attributes such as what a person is like, skin color, or sex.  For if equality is to be based on arbitrary characteristics, then sexism and racism would be a valid means of determining equality or, rather, inequality.  Thus, if differences in the intellectual abilities of humans does not allow one to exploit the other, how can this justification be used when it comes to nonhuman beings?  To base this distinction solely on the fact that some beings are human and others nonhuman is to embrace speciesism—a clear preference for one’s own species to the detriment of others (Singer, 1985, page?).

Singer proposes that equal consideration of interests is actually extended to humans beings on the grounds that they can experience suffering.  As Singer states, “if a being suffers, there can be no moral justification for refusing to take that suffering into consideration” (1985, p. 4).  Only by embracing this ideal can the principle of equality be extended to all human beings, including the mentally disabled and babies.  However, it extends its reach beyond human beings to include all nonhuman beings.  Animals can experience suffering much the same as their human counterparts.  Consequently, their interests deserve equal weight in matters affecting their pleasure and/or suffering (Singer, 1979, page?).
For Singer, “pain is pain” (Singer, 1985, p. 5).  Questions of self-awareness and intelligence are irrelevant.  Singer is suggesting that we give the same respect to animal life as to human beings [irrespective of] with a similar[?] mental level.  If we are comfortable with animal experimentation based on limited intellectual abilities, then by this same reasoning, we must be prepared to accept experimentation on human beings at roughly the same mental development as animals.  Infants and those with mental disabilities who will never evolve into a “normal” adult should be research subjects options as well [Are you aware of the notorious Willowbrook Hospital experiments on developmentally disabled children?].  As they are human, they would provide an infinitely better prototype for medical experiments.  Singer is not suggesting we begin experimenting on the disabled, he is merely showing the fault in attempting to rationalize animal experimentation based on limited understanding and mental capacity (Singer, 1979, page?).  Equal consideration of interests lies solely in a being’s ability to experience pleasure and suffering and, thus, animals should be afforded the same respect deserved by [accorded to] of all human beings.
Carl Cohen: Proud “Speciesist”
Carl Cohen, a staunch advocate for the use of animals in biomedical research, provides his own ethical argument in response to Singer.  Cohen tackles the two main reasons touted by those seeking to abolish animal research.  He first addresses the notion that animal research is an infringement on the rights of animals (Cohen, 1986, page?).  Cohen replies to those concerned with animal rights by explaining what attributes are necessary for one to possess rights.  According to Cohen, “rights arise, and can be intelligibly defended, only among beings who actually do, or can, make moral claims against one another” (Cohen, 1986, p. 277).  Consequently, there are certain human attributes, such as free will, human reasoning, and the intuitive knowledge of what is right, that make human beings the only possessors of rights.  Cohen argues that as animals lack any sense of moral judgment and are unable to make moral claims, they do not have the intrinsic rights bestowed upon human beings. [page?]  Cohen goes on to state that simply because animals are alive does not mean they have a right to life. [page?] Instead, human beings have an obligation to treat animals humanely.  However, this does not guarantee a right to life under all circumstances. [page?]
Fault has been found with Cohen’s argument with respect to the rights of babies, young children, and the mentally disabled.  If it is a lack of moral understanding that disallows animals rights, do these groups of humans have rights?  Cohen defends his position by stating that, as a part of the human community, the notion of rights is extended to these individuals.  Simply because they are not fully developed does not mean that they are no longer a part of the human community.  As such, the rights of the community are extended to all of its members.  Cohen embraces the concept of speciesism.  He believes the suffering of humans outweighs the suffering of other nonhuman species.  He feels [In general, we avoid saying that ethicists “feel”; they assert, deduce, argue, conclude, etc.] that human beings have a moral obligation to limit the suffering other humans.  By ceasing animal research, humans are ultimately failing in their ethical duty to serve other humans (Cohen, 1986, page(s)?).

Discussion:


In studying the arguments posed by both Singer and Cohen, I found Singer’s treatment of the subject to be more ethically sound.  He operates on a basic principle—it is suffering that allows a being’s interests equal consideration.  As humans vary on arbitrary characteristics, this criterion cannot be used to exclude nonhuman beings from consideration.  Consequently, the basis for equal consideration, established by our very own society, lies in one’s ability to experience suffering.  As nonhuman beings, namely animals, can experience suffering similar in comparison to that experienced by humans, then animal rights are to be considered in matters that affect them.  Cohen tries to argue against this notion on the basis that animals simply do not have rights.  However, I found he had little substance backing up his stance.  Yes, humans, as a whole, have a level of moral integrity not found in animals, but this line of reasoning falls short as Singer points out.  To say that one’s belonging to the human community allows them a preference over animals is a prime example of speciesism.  Although acceptable by Cohen’s standards, speciesism is [just another form of discrimination] on par with racism and sexism in ethical discussions.

Decision making based on superficial grounds does not fulfill the moral obligations we, as rational human beings, are called to uphold.  Gifted with creative imagination, the ability to reason and analyze, and our adherence to basic principles like equality, human beings have the capacity to seek out alternatives.  There is no denying the foreseeable effects that [conducting] carrying out medical experiments have on animals, namely pain and suffering.  As such, to justify this suffering simply on the grounds that these nonhuman beings are not members of our species is problematic.  Thus, in humanity’s endeavor to establish morality, we must include the interests of other beings or fall prey to a faulty ethical system (Maguire & Fargnoli, 1999, page(s)).

Cohen formulates another argument on the grounds that without animal testing, human suffering would increase exponentially.  Although this [claim, assertion] sentiment is clearly derived from his preference of the human species, it may at first seem a valid point.  As human beings, do we not have an obligation to limit the suffering of our fellow brethren?  Doesn’t this supersede all other obligations?  Therefore, it is important to make note of the many experiments that yield few beneficial results. However, countless animals will suffer, nonetheless.  

Singer discusses one specific instance of unnecessary animal cruelty, the LD50 test.  In this test, concentrated amounts of a substance are fed to animals ranging from mice and rats to dogs.  They continue to be fed this substance until a lethal dose (LD) is produced in 50% of the test subjects.  In other words, the experiment is carried out until half of the study group becomes severely ill or dies.  The theory behind this experiment is that by reaching lethal doses in animals, the substance will be less dangerous to humans.  However, there are many variations between animals and human beings.  Consequently, what proves lethal for an animal may not have any bearing on how it affects a human being.  For example, the drug thalidomide responsible for birth defects in human babies when taken during pregnancy had no effect on the mice and rats it was tested on.  Thus, animal testing is not always a reliable indicator of how the drug will affect humans (Nature Publishing Group, 2010, page?).

The inconsistencies between animals and homosapiens present problems in this type of research rather frequently.  For instance in 2006, six human subjects testing an anti-inflammatory drug in London had serious reactions that landed them in the intensive care unit.  This drug had previously been tested on monkeys in rather high doses.  However, although it proved safe for animals, it did not prove safe for human beings (Callanan, 2009, page?).  As the argument of securing human safety is at the forefront of many endorsements of animal research, I feel it important to include some bewildering statistics.  Chimpanzees share 99 percent of their DNA with human beings, however, even with this great similarity, there remain key differences.  After years of testing HIV/AIDS vaccines, 85 vaccines showed promising results in chimpanzees.  However, not one of them had any worthwhile therapeutic effects on human beings.[Wow!]  If even our closest animal relatives [present] share differences significant enough to make years of expensive research meaningless in the human element, how can one justify the use of mice and rats as a replacement for the human body? (“Ready for Retirement”, 2009, page?)

In an ethical dilemma, it is required that the debate be thoroughly examined.  Thus, one cannot exclude the foreseeable effects of animal experimentation.  Though many experiments yield little promising results in the pursuit of curing human ills, effects on the animals used are always present.  In 2002, 1,137,718 animals (not including mice or rats) were subject to experimentation in the United States alone (Bidnall, 2007, page?).  There are the common foreseeable effects for these animals—pain, suffering, and ultimately death.  However, what becomes of the survivors?  


In this instance, it is worthwhile to look, once again, at our close neighbor the chimpanzee.  Besides the physical ramifications of experimentation, these animals experience a great deal of psychological trauma.  For instance, it is not uncommon for chimpanzees to “begin biting themselves, pulling their hair out, or self mutilating in other ways” when confined in a laboratory (“Ready for Retirement“, 2009, p. 7).  However, the psychological trauma does not end when the testing stops.  For those chimpanzees fortunate enough to escape death, there is “a high prevalence of symptoms of depression, post-traumatic stress disorder, and other anxiety disorders, much like human victims of traumatic experiences”(“Ready for Retirement“, p. 7).  Is human suffering so much more profound than the suffering facing chimpanzees?  Is that how one justifies inflicting disorders we aim to eliminate from the human experience on animals? [Though only imaginary, it is interesting how purported cases of “alien abduction” almost always entail extremely painful experimentation on the human subjects, as if our guilty consciences were trying to generate some empathy for our similar treatment of earth life.]

As an increasingly knowledgeable public continues to question the ethics behind animal testing, the government has made some steps to provide protection to animals.  Although the U.S. government still believes in the necessity of some animal testing, steps are being taken to curtail the unnecessary use of animals in medical research.  This can be seen in the U.S. adoption of the “Three R’s-Replacement, Reduction, and Refinement” (Rowan, 1991, page?).  Replacement calls for scientists to use other alternative [redundant?]  methods of research when possible.  For example, a cell culture test has replaced the use of mice in yellow-fever vaccine potency tests.  Reduction urges researchers to use the minimum number of animals necessary to complete their work.  For example the number of animals necessary for toxicology tests can be reduced from a high of 200 to 10-20 in most cases.  Finally, refinement is aimed at fine tuning research techniques to limit the pain and anxiety inflicted on research animals.  Rowan acknowledges that it is here where science tends to fail.  However, it is now a governmental requirement for researchers to find efficient techniques aimed at minimizing animal discomfort.  This is by no means an end to animal research, but it does address some of the ethical dilemmas surrounding animal research (Rowan, 1991, page?).

Finally, it is important to take a look at the various alternatives to animal research widely available today.  There are many other avenues of research and experimentation that have proved promising and delivered effects of higher accuracy than animal testing.  One proponent of these alternative research methods is Dr. Neal Barnard’s .  Dr. Barnard conducts human research trials and is credited with developing the “first cruelty-free test for insulin” (Barnard, 2007, p. 19).  Dr. Barnard holds that not only are these alternative testing methods more ethical, but they are also more applicable to human beings.  Thus, he urges his medical counterparts to consider new methods of cruelty free research.

One such research technique is the use of human cultures.  In today’s scientific world, it is possible to grow human skin cells in test tubes.  These cells are then layered together to substitute for actual human skin.  This method can be used to replace many toxicology tests previously performed on rabbits.  A similar process grows tissue comparable to the human cornea, thus eliminating the need to rub possibly hazardous chemicals into the eyes of rabbits.  Additional skin cultures can be gathered (with permission) during surgeries like breast reduction.  Thus, real human tissue can used to determine if a particular substance can pass through the skin and poison the body.  Tissue specimens can also be acquired from the National Disease Research Interchange in Philadelphia.  “This non-profit tissue bank makes more than 100 types of human tissues available for medical research” (Barnard, 2007, p. 20).  Not only are these tests more humane, but they also yield results much more applicable to the human body.


Dr. Barnard also encourages use of the physiological chip.  The physiological chip is composed of “cell compartments that are linked by a lifelike circulatory system that mimics the complex function of the human body” (Barnard, 2007, p. 20).  This equipment can be used to test experimental drugs for both beneficial and harmful effects.  These chips also prove useful in studying the possible toxic effects of substances on the liver and other organs.  

One can also not discredit the value of research on actual human beings.  In this vein, Dr. Barnard supports microdosing.  When microdosing is used, the test subject (a human being) consumes a miniscule amount of a substance.  [Sounds like a modern twist on homeopathy.] The amount taken is much smaller than a dose that would be given for medicinal purposes.  Researchers then track the substance through the body, thus discovering how it is transported and absorbed (Barnard, 2007, p. 20).  All of these examples of cruelty-free techniques can help eliminate the need for animal research.  In each instance, the results yielded mimic the actual human body.  Results are not dependent on the functioning of another species.  Thus, research is more accurate and the lives of many innocent animals can be saved.  


The wealth of options available today does not end with those discussed above.  Human cells and tissues gathered from biopsies and post-mortems have contributed to cancer, Parkinson’s, and HIV/AIDS research.  Simple experiments using microorganisms, such as bacteria and fungi, can be early indicators of whether or not a substance is harmful.  Finally, science and technology go hand-in-hand.  Computer programs are currently being developed that mimic the workings of the entire body, thus allowing virtual experiments to be carried out without unnecessary carnage (Callanan, 2009, p. 20-21).

Conclusion [Summary]

The ethical dilemma surrounding the use of animals in medical research is no longer confined to debate in the halls of universities and research labs.  As our understanding of animals continues to grow, debates about the morality of inflicting pain upon them for questionable human gain will continue to plague medical research.  Singer urges an equal consideration of nonhuman beings based on the undeniable suffering medical experimentation inflicts.  We, as a people, can no longer be satisfied with talk of speciesism.  Viable alternatives to animal research exist today.  It is our responsibility to urge the medical field to continue moving forward into the 21st century.  As technology advances, the need for antiquated animal research techniques are becoming less relevant.  Though some still stress the necessity of these tests in approving medical regimens, I find a quote from Sir Alexander Fleming, the founder [discoverer? “father”] of penicillin, to dispel this notion.  “How fortunate we didn’t have these animal tests in the 1940s, for penicillin would probably have never been granted a license, and probably the whole field of antibiotics might never have been realized” (Staff at StopAnimalTests.com, 2008, p. 27).  After all, penicillin kills guinea pigs and proves completely inactive in rabbits, but does wonders for the human body. [Wow!]
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