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CHAPTER-3 
ANIMALS IN RESEARCH AND ANIMAL WELFARE  

 
The fact that animal research provides essential information that is of benefit to 
both humans and animals is well proven and current available vaccines, surgical 
procedures and treatments available......support this argument. In many instances 
this information could not have been provided by any other method. -  Institute for 
Animal Health, Compton Laboratory. 
 
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. We need 

therefore to consider from first principles the arguments in support of, and 

against, research involving animals. For the purpose further discussion, let 

us consider the principal ethical questions in the following manner. 

• Provided there are substantial benefits associated with animal 

research, why should the use of animals require special justification? 

• Can any use of animals by humans be justified? Which specific issues 

need to be considered in the case of research? 

• What role does the unavailability of alternatives play in the 

justification of research involving animals? 

• How does the justification of such research relate to the justification 

of other uses, such as food production? 
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• What is the appropriate role of regulation for research involving 

animals? 

To respond each of these questions, we may consider commonly 

encountered arguments to bring clarity to the debate; to identify agreement 

where it exists; and to understand what lies behind remaining disagreement. 

We hope that this approach will be useful in enabling philosophers to make 

informed judgements about whether or not specific types of research can be 

justified. 

According to the system of biological classification humans are 

within the animal kingdom and belong to the taxonomic group refer to as 

primates, it is more appropriate to use the term human animals and non-

human animals in this context. However, the term animal is used to refer to 

non-human animals in this context. This use of the term animals should not 

be considered to imply differences between humans and animals in their 

ability to suffer or feel pain to an extent that keeps human beings apart from 

all other species .Also it should not be taken to imply differences in moral 

status. Moreover, one may say that animals are the kind of entity, who can 

feel pain, hunger, cold and fear and therefore they deserve our moral 

concern. We think that animal world is different from us and therefore 

meaningless, but this is unacceptable because animal world has its own 

meaning. Both humans and animals can express their interests, as want or 

desire that can be interpreted through their actions. Even many kinds of 

animals are social like human beings. 

While human anatomy does make us unique in our ability to speak, 

not all humans do. For example, a new born baby, dumb person etc. Animals 

not only have a sense of justice, but also have a sense of empathy, 

forgiveness, trust and much more as well . Human beings are genetically 

different from animals but we may say that human beings are the member of 
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the species Homosapiens, chimpanzees are closer to humans genetically and 

evolutionary process, as we have discussed in the second chapter. 

Moral philosophy distinguishes between moral agents and moral 

patients. Moral agents are defined as those individuals who are capable of 

actions that they know are “right” or “wrong”. Moral agents are responsible 

for their actions and have certain obligations to treat others in certain ways. 

Moral adult humans are moral agents. But other individuals -including 

infants, the legally insane, people in a coma, or those mentally incompetent 

adults with severe disabilities such as retardation or dementia- cannot be 

held responsible for their “right” or “wrong” behaviour. These people are 

not moral agents, but moral patients. Say for example- a patient with 

Alzheimer’s disease is not morally responsible if he hits someone in a 

moment of confusion or agitation.  Question may be raised that what about 

the animals? Can an animal be a moral agent? Most people realize that 

animals do not distinguish “right” from “wrong” from “good” from “bad”. 

When animals do something, human would call “nice”- but we cannot say 

that they know they are being nice. Similarly, when they do something we 

would call “bad”- it is not accurate to say that they are doing something 

“wrong”, because, they are unaware of the moral value of their behaviour. 

For these reasons philosophers refer animals as moral patients, not moral 

agents. If we agree that animals have rights , then as moral patients they 

have the right to receive certain kinds of treatment from us, including not 

punishing them for actions for which they are not responsible and providing 

them with medical care when they need it. That is why, whenever humans 

interfere in the lives of wild animals, it is important to determine whether 

these intrusions can be justified? Are they fair? Are they the right thing to 

do? 
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3.1 Why Animal Research? 
When human populations show explosive growth, it is other animals 

that suffer, and the entire ecosystems, species, populations and individuals 

too. The end  is clear, animals lose when human interests come into conflict 

with animals interests. In addition, there are so many people whose demand 

for animal’s products , medical needs and food requirements is rising 

rapidly. 

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 in order 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. Actually humans are very much one of 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 each and every scientists agree 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 product is totally fearful. We can see in the 



 88 

contemporary period every medical breakthrough in human and animal’s 

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 shorter life cycle than 

human beings and as a result they can be studied through their whole life 

span. 

In fact, scientists think that studies on animals provide a better idea of 

what benefits and complications are likely to see in human beings. For 

example-the basic mechanism of heart disease have 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 disease 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, but we don’t know that how does our world will 

look like without animal research. 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 is able to do so on 

subsequent occasions much more quickly and effectively. Research on the 

adaptive immune system usually involves an initial immunisation of animals 
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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). 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. 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 diarrhoea. 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. Beside 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 a number of 

biological functions and systems. As for example- animals housed at 

artificially low temperatures will be under physiological stress as they 

expend energy to maintain their core body temperature by huddling together, 
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shivering and reducing the blood supply to the skin. If such stress is extreme 

or prolonged, 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, relatively 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.71 

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”. 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 the 

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 

                                                           
71 Spani D. Arras M. konig B and Rollick T (2003) Higher heart rate of laboratory mice housed 
individually vs in pairs Lab Anim 37 ;54-62 
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stereotypes as a result of an inadequate environment, stress, frustrations, or a 

reduction in social interactions.72 

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? Many animal welfare institutions  tried to 

raise 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 in order to 

produce far products. We may claim that it is a barbaric way of research. In 

the 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 number of animals used 

,and also invented a new type of method that cause animals less sufferings. 

We may say that in a ethical debate over animal research the main conflict is 

usually between the pursuit of human benefits in the one hand and the 

animals 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. 

3.2 The controversy on animal research: 

         It is a fact that human beings have different relationships with animals. 

They are the source of our pleasure in companions in natural environment, 

wild life, but they are also extensively used for food, clothing, transport, 

sports, racing, and hunting. Sometimes animals are killed when they come 

into conflict with humans. The relationship between human and animals 

                                                           
72 Rodent Refinement Working Party (1998) Refining rodent husbandary ; the mouse Lab Anim 32; 
233-59 
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differ in terms of the benefit they bring to humans and their effects on the 

welfare of animals.                   

                   The term “research” is used in a broader sense encompassing 

experiments undertaken in basic and applied research as well as for the 

purpose of toxicity testing.  Anthropological studies suggest that the main 

difference between human and other primates is a consequence of certain 

environmental influences. The distinctively human abilities to speak and 

read are necessarily made possible by our genotype, but they only develop 

when the appropriate environmental conditions are present. So the 

emergence of humanity was probably cultural rather than biologically 

determined. We think that we are treating other living beings differently 

merely because they are not humans.  

Debate about research on animals is not new .Animals have been 

used in basic and applied research for more than 2000 years ago.  Each and 

every scientist agrees with the view that animals have contributed to the 

development of life sciences and medicines over the past few centuries. In 

ancient Greek period, natural philosophers and physicians wanted to 

increase their knowledge about the way in which complex organisms such as 

humans and animals function.73 Most of the historians in medicine argue that 

many fundamental and early discoveries in physiology were derived from 

studying animals. If we look to the past, we can find that the Catholics 

forbade human autopsy.  Animals are used as primary physiological and 

anatomical models.74 In view of the biological similarities between human 

and other animals scientists assumed that many findings about specific 

mechanisms or processes in animals could be applied to humans. Thus we 

can’t deny that many discoveries were possible only by using animals as 

                                                           
73 Rupke NA, edit. (1987), Vivisection in Historical Perspective (London and New York Croon-
Helm)  
74 Hill RB and Anderson RE (1988) The Autopsy –Medical Practice and Public Policy (London 
Butterworth) 
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models for research. These evidence includes William Harvey’s 

demonstration of blood circulation in 1628, and Stephen Hale’s 

measurement of blood pressure in 1733. 75                 

However during 19th century, there was a dramatic increase in 

scientific exploration in Britain and elsewhere, Physician Marshall Hall 

wrote that “unhappily...the subjects of animal physiology are sentient and 

every experiments is attended by pain and suffering.76Moreover, the study of 

animals developed in medical school across Europe during the 17th and 18th 

centuries, became complex and invasive. Researchers sometimes used un-

anaesthetised living animals as part of their research.  For example, in the 

17th century physician Robert Boyle demonstrated respiration to interested 

audiences by placing an animal in a bell jar, which was then depleted of air 

by a pump, causing the animal suffocate.77 During this period, many people 

were concerned about animal suffering. They thought that lack of respect for 

animals would corrupt human mind. Thus, Thomas Percival quoted 

“cruelty...will steal your heart and every generous principle of your nature 

will be subverted.78 

 From the 1970s onwards, ethical issues  raised by animal research 

receiving increasing attention in academic discussion, and a number of 

influential contributions were made to the debate. In 1975, Richard Ryder 

published Victims of Science in which he mentioned the term “speciesism” 

to link the treatment of animals in the forms of unjustified discrimination, 

                                                           
75 Rhodes p (1985) An Outline of the History of Medicine (London Butterworth)  
76 Dunlop RH and William DJ (1996) Bioethics ,Animal Experimentation and Sentience in 
Veterinary Medicine An Illustrated  History Chap-32,  
77 Thomas K (1996) Man and the Natural World, Changing attitudes in England 1500-1800 
(Oxford: Oxford University Press).  
78 Shakespeare’s Cymbeline Act 1, scene 5: ‘your highness shall from this practice but make hard 
your heart’ : Dunlop RH and William DJ (1996)  Bioethics , animal experimentation and sentience, 

in Veterinary Medicine: An illustrated history (St. Louis MO:Mosby), chapter-32. 
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such as racism and sexism.79  Peter Singer in Animal Liberation, Singer 

argued that the suffering of many animals should be given equal 

consideration to the suffering of most humans. He also wrote that the best 

course of action is the one that has the best consequences, considering the 

interest of all those who are affected by the decision to do something or not 

to do something. We can say that Singer argued from an utilitarian 

perspectives, which is not accepted by all those who opposed animal 

research. But an utilitarian may argue that it is all right to use one million 

mice for cancer research to save only a single human life, because the worth 

of mice is less than the benefit of it gives a human who is under treatment.  

So a major problem with utilitarianism is how to calculate cost and benefit?  

Some utilitarian accept animal experiments when there are no 

alternatives as long as we do our level best to prevent animal suffering. 

Others, like Singer, demand for higher human benefit, would prefer to see 

nearly all such experiments to be abolished. So what all utilitarians agree on 

however is the methodological precept that ethical decisions in animal 

research require us to balance the harm we do to laboratory animals against 

the benefits we derive for humans and other animals. This precept actually 

express the notion that we can work out what is ethical by trading off one set 

of interests against another which is precisely  denied by advocates of 

animal rights. The attribution of rights to animals allows us to insist that 

some ways of treating animals are basically unacceptable,  because many 

people disapprove or  the benefits secured are too small. Tom Regan and 

other adherents of the animal rights view have argued for an wholesale 

abolition of animal-based research.  An experiment will cause only minor 

harm to the animals it involves, not that this experiment is of extraordinary 

importance to humanity at large. The only thing that matters is that when an 

                                                           
79 Ryder, R (1975/1983) Victims of  Science :The use of Animals in Research  (London :Open Gate 
Press) 
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animal is used for an experiment it is treated as a mere means to an end. This 

being so, animal experimentation should cease. 

 An important idea related to animal rights is the principle of fairness. 

The key point here is that what matters is not only the sum of positive and 

negative consequences, as claimed by the utilitarian approach, but the 

distribution of these consequences between individuals. As for example; 

when animals are used in research involving pain , it may be considered fair 

and therefore better, that a large number of animals suffer a small and 

bearable amount of pain than it is that a few animals suffer severe pain- even 

if the  sum of pain is assumed to be larger in the first case. Thus moderate 

rights advocates will probably want to prohibit the experiment so that the 

level of suffering is not visited on  animals by us. Utilitarian’s may not 

object to the experiment, because they think that on balance the benefits will 

probably outweigh the suffering imposed on animals. 

The use of rats as models of arthritis might be a relevant illustration. 

This model is created using injection of collagen, a substance from bone 

joints that causes a form of autoimmune arthritis to develop. Attempts have 

been made to alleviate the pain of the rat with painkillers. However, since all 

available painkillers also directly or indirectly, have anti-inflammatory 

effects, their use may lead to undesirable interference with the research. It 

seems then reasonable to expect that the rats used to test potential drugs for 

arthritis may suffer pain similar to that endure by human arthritis patients.  

Question may be raised that does the scientific use of animals lead to valid, 

useful and relevant results in specific area? And is it permissible for one 

species to cause pain, suffering, and death to another to achieve aim? 

Our human capacity of empathy, which we often use successfully 

when we judge dispositions or moods of other humans in specific situations. 

Since we would feel pain on being exposed to boiling water and would 

rapidly retract an exposed body part, it could seem reasonable to assume that 
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an animal that shows a similar reaction on being exposed to boiling water 

would feel a similar kind of pain. So by using empathy and methodological 

observation, many humans believe that they can assess accurately the 

dispositions and needs of animals.  

 In this context, one may ask, how can we get “inside the mind” of an 

animal to be sure that behaviours which we perceive as signs of pain or 

suffering truly reflect these states? And how sure can we that an animal 

which appears to be behaving normally is not in a state of pain or suffering? 

Philosophically, these and more general questions have been discussed 

under the title of “Philosophy of Mind”. Thus the most radical and sceptical 

approach to assess the dispositions of animals can be found in the 17th 

century philosophy of Descartes and Malebranche. So, based on a dualistic 

conception of mind and body which in their view only applied to humans, 

they took the view that all animals were mere mechanistic automations as 

we have already mentioned in the second chpter. Descartes who had himself 

spent much time experimenting on animals, argued that animals lack a soul, 

which he believed was required for higher cognitive capacities such as self-

consciousness and the experience of pain and suffering. While animals were 

seen as capable of registering physical sensations, and reacting to them in 

different ways, Descartes suggested us that the process were not 

accompanied by conscious experience, claiming that animals which 

appeared to be in distress were really just “mechanical robots that could 

give... a realistic illusion of agony.80  

Thus the philosophical and scientific basis for such views was later 

revised. Voltaire, commenting on his contemporary Descartes, observed, 

“Answer me, mechanist, has nature arranged all the means of feeling in this 

animal, so that it may not feel? Many people found Voltaire’s view more 

plausible. Thus, the acceptance over the past century of Darwin’s theory that 

                                                           
80 Thomas D (2005)” Laboratory animals and the art of empathy” J Med Ethics, 31; 197-202 
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humans stand in an evolutionary continuum with other animals has further 

undermined the view that humans are in biological terms a radically distinct 

species, with exclusive capacities and dispositions. Therefore, no serious 

contemporary philosopher argues that all animals are mere machines. 

3.3 How cruel is research on animals: 
According to some psychologists, whenever, we place a glass of milk 

on the breakfast table, we are actually “drinking pain”. 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 non-

human 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 a prisoner, but the life 

of animals for research is just like this. Of course, 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 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 that how fearful activities are happened with non-
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human beings. That is why Samuel Butler once wrote that “a hen is only an 

eggs way of making another egg”.  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”81 

Usually, after experiments animals are burned, cut addiction to drugs 

and given fatal 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. 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 question may be raised that as 

a rational human being is it morally justified of using animals as tools for 

painful research? And also as a natural species is it morally justifiable to 

hurt another 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. In modern times animals are subjected to experiments on vision, 

hearing, hunger, reproduction, drugs and so on. Once an experiments is 

completed researchers just euthanize animals for limiting the suffering of 

animals when they were unable to eat or drink without assistance.  Humans 

                                                           
81 Poultry Tribune, January 1974. 
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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 human carries out animal research where 

there are no other appropriate investigational methods. 

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, pets, and be tolerant, honest, modest and do deeds which set 

good examples to our children, family, and society. Animal moralist 

sometimes feels 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.  
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3.4 Affect of research on Human and Animals? 
  We have already discussed that how  animals are used to understand 

basic biology, as models for studying human biology and diseases and as 

test subjects for the development and testing of drugs, vaccines, and other 

biological experiments to improve and advance human health. Let us try to 

focus on the issue that how does animal experimentation affect on human 

beings as well as animal community. 

Scientists often believed that there are structural and psychological 

similarities between human being and animals. They believe that we share 

similar biological processes and the data obtained from an animal model can 

be extrapolated and applied to human conditions. But sometimes we can see 

the using of  an animal model is often a critical factor for determining that 

whether or not the expected scientific and medical benefits are secured. It 

has been pointed that sometimes the suitable animal models and the 

appropriate use of them are crucial in improving the success rate of 

pharmaceutical drug development.  We know that different types of 

medicines are developed in the present for humans by using pet animals, 

farm animals and wild life. Modern diagnostic technologies such as 

ultrasound, MRI, and CT Scans are transforming the nature of veterinary 

medicine. Veterinarians today can diagnose and remove delicate brain 

tumours, help difficulties in pregnancies and correct birth defects. Moreover, 

we may say that reproduction technology aids both humans and animals. 

 During the Persian Gulf War new techniques were researched on 

dogs to replace expected limb loss and are now being used to treat severe 

osteoarthritis. But molecular biology and genetics show that animals and 

humans differ in profoundly important ways. Animal models will never be 

able to recapitulate accuracy that happens in human condition, because 

people in general have a longer life, expectancies than most non-human 

species. Generally, diseases that develop in people differ in significant ways 
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from artificially imposed symptoms in animals that have been genetically 

engineered. Researchers thought that animals can accurately predict human 

response is false, even scientists are aware of the inherent flaws that come 

with using animals as models of human disease. They recognize that no 

animal model can recapitulate the human condition. Sometimes, drugs that 

may be effective on animals may not be safe or effective in humans, and also 

there are many examples where reliance on animal models has to be 

misleading. Say for example, the widely used antibiotic, penicillin on animal 

testing revealed that penicillin was ineffective at treating injected rabbits. 

While discussing HIV/AIDS, cancer, heart disease, there are numerous 

examples where animal models were not predictive. Because of these 

reasons Dr Richard Klaussner, former Director of the National Cancer 

Institute, once wrote that, “we have cured cancer in mice for decades and it 

simply didn’t work in humans”.82 Thousands of chimpanzees have been used 

in useless experiment to find a cure for AIDS, but it is now known that while 

it kill humans, won’t kill chimpanzees. We may find that, time and time 

,again  animal experiments have failed when their results have been safely  –

effects including death in people. In 2006, the British medical association 

announced that at least 250,000 people are hospitalised every year as a result 

of adverse drug reactions. One may claim that animals testing are a failure to 

protect people’s life. Furthermore, due to shorter life span of laboratory 

animals it is difficult to identify the side-effects of drugs those are slow to 

develop. 

 So far as the discussion goes on ,it is not clear to us that how much 

we are benefited from animals. But the question remains how should we 

treat them? We think that the use of animals in research and testing is strictly 

controlled. In modern times, researchers realise that use of animals is a 
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privilege, and those animals that are helping us unlock the mysteries of 

disease, deserve our respect and the best possible care. And as a result, 

different types of laws were passed for protecting animals from being used 

as a research model. The EEC Directive on Experimental Animal Protection 

Regulation in Vivo Research was passed in 1986. As a result the standard 

median lethal dose test (LD50) introduced by John .W. Trevan in 1927 was 

revised in view of it being considered inhuman as it caused animals to die in 

pain and suffering.83 From the above discussion we may say that the way of 

experiencing pain, grief, anxiety, and stress to these sentient beings are 

relevantly similar to humans. We all know that horrible death involves terror 

and it is unexpected for human beings dying in pain. Thus, it is a debatable 

issue for researchers creating painful death on non-human animals. 

Apart from this debate, many people wants to know whether animals 

are conscious. Are they truly aware of their surroundings? If being conscious 

means only perceiving the things around, with their senses then animals are 

obviously conscious at least on a perceptual level. Thus, there are different 

degrees of consciousness. In addition to perceptual consciousness, there is 

also what some call a higher degree of consciousness, namely self-

consciousness, an awareness of who are in the world. In various 

experiments, research reveals the fact that a few species apart from humans 

can recognize themselves in mirrors, which reflects some degree of self-

awareness. This, self-directed behaviour suggests us that apes and monkeys 

might have a sense of their own bodies, that this is “me”. So, it is important 

to keep in mind that animals use different senses than we do and that visual 

cues are not the only ones used in self-awareness. 

According to the popular view, those animals who are conscious and 

aware of their pleasure and pain are said to be sentient. In other words, 
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sentience means being responsive to sense impressions. Even though their 

own perceptual experience and the way they sense the world around them 

are usually very different from ours, they can still be conscious in their own 

ways and also experience pain and suffering in their own ways. Their own 

pain and suffering are no less important than our pain and suffering. So, 

sentience is an important feature to consider when we make decisions about 

how to use animals because ,sentient animals experience pain, and just like 

human they do not like it. 

When a lobster, is dropped alive into boiling water, how can we claim 

whether it feels terrible pain the way a person would under similar 

circumstances? Thus, a major problem in this debate over which animals 

truly feel pain is that many animals may not experience pain exactly the way 

we do.  Different animals might have more tolerance in certain situations 

and less in others. Because a lobster is not like us, some people think lobster 

do not feel pain, because their pain is not similar to our pain. However, there 

are differences between species and it is wrong to assume that animals like 

dogs, cats, birds and lobster behave just as humans do in painful situation. 

We don’t do many things in the ways that other animals do, and there is no 

reason to think that we will all feel pain or respond to it in the same way.84 

Different species differ in many ways, including how they perceive and feel 

pain and how they react to it. Although it is true that a lobster cannot scream 

and pull itself out of the boiling water, but that doesn’t mean that it isn’t 

being tortured. Fish have nerves similar to those that are associated with the 

perception of pain in other animals. Fishs show responses to painful stimuli 

that resemble those of other animals, including humans.85 Even some 

animals without backbones such as insects  seem to experience pain and also 
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possess nerve cells that are associated with the feeling of pain in  animals 

with backbones such as humans and other mammals. 

3.5 Laws on Animal Research: 
 Every country regulates different types of legislations which protect 

animals from being subjected to experiments. Question may be raised here 

that what these laws do? These laws are just promoting researchers to limit 

or seek alternatives to the use of animals. Thus, the primary aim of these 

laws is to limit unnecessary suffering of animals in experiments. But the 

animal welfare position holds that there is nothing inherently wrong with 

using animals for human purposes, such as food, clothing, entertainment, 

and research .But that it should be done in such a way that it minimizes 

unnecessary pain and suffering. Some people argued that research involving 

animals needs moral justifications. According to Descartes, animals were 

not sentient or capable of suffering pain or distress. That is why we may 

easily use animals for research. In this context,  there is a debate between 

two groups of people. One  group  argues  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, and other group argues that if 

humans find value in research involving animals , then it requires no further 

ethical justification. 

The legal offence of animal cruelty was first introduced in an act to 

prevent the cruel and improper treatment of cattle’s passed in 1822. This act 

states that “if any person or process having the charge, care, or custody of 

any horse, cow, ox, heifer, steer, sheep or other cattle, the property of any 

other   person or persons shall wantonly beat, of any other person or persons 

shall wantonly beat, abuse or ill-treat any such animal, such individuals shall 

brought before a justice of the court of law. In addition to this, we may 

assert that, legislations were established to regulate the way in which 

animals were treated in specific circumstances. This includes the cruelty to 
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animals Act in 1876. It introduces the requirement of personal licenses for 

those undertaking research and a system of inspection, or experimentation. 

Thus the above discussion describes different aspects of the national 

and international regulatory framework governing research involving 

animals. We have also focused on legislation for the protection of animals. 

Through this discussion we have tried to show that these legislations should 

be viewed from an ethical perspective. We may say that sociability is one of 

the important criteria of morality. Humans can build a meaningful 

relationship not only with humans but also with animals. Then why should 

humans use animals for harmful research? Although different types of laws 

regulate protection of animals from being used in research, but in every 

country law permit medical experimentation on animals, while in some 

countries a particular kind law regulates animals from experimented. 

The goal of animal experimentation law seems much more reasonable 

if one accepts that research on animals is both important for medical 

progress and also morally permissible. However, it is very difficult to say 

that what kind of research would be acceptable from moral perspective. As 

for example, the role of chimpanzees in the development of a test to identify 

hepatitis-c contaminated blood products had a major impact on decreasing 

human morbidity. Such research would not currently be permissible in the 

U.K. We may say that research on animals is morally unacceptable because 

in some cases we can see that animals can be used to produce result that 

benefits other animals. For example- research may seek to develop a vaccine 

for cattle. In that case animals are forcefully used to experience a range of 

negative welfare without their consent. Thus we have to seek the way in 

which we can able to avoid the harmful use of animals. Some people may 

argue that replacement is the only ethically acceptable ethical solution, but 

there is also some type of research that cannot be replaced. As for example- 

the harmful studies to understand the basic biological progress, behaviour, 
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and evolution of animals for the sake of advancing knowledge. The problem 

with these experiments is that such research cannot be undertaken on 

humans, but about the animal organism. We can say that non-harmful and 

purely observational research on animals in natural environment could be 

permissible. Sometimes, it is assumed that if a powerful alien come to earth 

and demanded an end to all animal research, otherwise all humans would be 

killed. then we need to think that human creativity would very quickly 

develop to seek alternative method, which may replace animal experiments. 

Whenever any animal is faced for the service of man, the suffering 

which it has to bear on that account are the concern of everyone , and also 

whenever we injure life of any kind we must be clear as to whether this is 

necessary or not. PETA argues that 90% of medicines testing on animals fail 

on animals. It is the fundamental problem of experimenting on different 

species as well as the ethical concerns that  stop  further testing on animals. 

Most animals are killed at the end of experiments. That is why a world in 

which the important benefits of such research could be achieved without 

causing pain, suffering, distress, lasting harm to death to animals involved in 

research must be the ultimate goal.  In the contemporary period, researchers 

have a strong motivation to use alternatives for animal models whenever 

possible. Forward thinking companies are already exploring modern 

alternatives. Finally, we strongly believe that unnecessary animal testing 

need to be banned, because animal testing is basically unethical, immoral.  

3.6 Prohibition of using animals means respect towards animals: 
During the Second World War, pigeon plays the role of messengers 

and flies with a message for the soldiers. On the way, the pigeon was 

severely injured and did the job properly which saved the life of around 200 

soldiers.86 The job of the pigeon proves that animals have some kind of 

responsibility but not similar with the responsibilities of humans. They are 
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just like us; 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 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 

animals fails on animals. It is the fundamental problem of experimenting on 

different species as well as the ethical concern that we should stop any 

further testing. That is why 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 must be the ultimate goal. 

It is a fact that different types of laws are regulated for research 

involving animals which we have already discussed in our previous section. 

Inspire of these animals are deliberately killed or used in many research 

laboratory, factories, and other different fields. Some people argued 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 can be called the view that life has absolute value. 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 modern times, researchers have strong intentions to use 

alternatives to animal models whenever possible. In case of research an 

alternative means an alternative method that does not involve using an 

animal. Recently the term ‘alternative’ has been used to all of the Three Rs 
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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.  Sometimes animals 

will suffer needlessly in research especially where scientific methodology is 

poor. In such cases researchers does not achieves their scientific goal and 

also fails to generate significant knowledge. That is why the application of 

the Three Rs should begin.  In this connection the House of Lords Select 

Committee reported that- 

‘We are not, however, persuaded that enough effort is always made to 
avoid the use of animals. We are similarly not persuaded that where this 
is possible, sufficient effort is always made to minimise the number of 
animals used, and to minimise the pain and suffering inflicted on each 
animal.87 

Let us discuss Replacement, Reduction and Refinement 
3.6.1    Replacement Reduction & Refinement: 

Replacement means the substitution for conscious living higher 

animals of insentient materials. Replacement process is a highly a desirable 

goal for reducing animal experimentation. Some pointed that the use of 

alternatives to animals is a legal requirement in the UK, and that alternatives 

are always used whenever they are available. Some have argued that large 

amounts of money are spent on the search for alternatives. Generally, animal 

experiments are carried out for going an answer for specific scientific 

questions and the term replacement is used to encompass methods that 

permit a given scientific purpose to be achieved without conducting 

experiments or other scientific procedures on living animals.88 In complete 

replacement method of animals, an alternative method should not require 

any animal-derived biological material. Say for example- mathematical and 
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computer studies of biological process, analysis of epidemiological data, 

research involving human participants or research on isolated human cells 

and tissues in culture.  

 There are some scientific barriers to developing reliable non-human 

methods that can alter the complex integrated physiological systems of 

human and other animals. Thus for the researchers it is extremely difficult to 

using computational systems because of the following reasons- 

• Firstly, the diversity of different tissues and cell types that 

make up a living organism, hundred of different cell types at 

various stages of development may function and respond in 

different ways. 

• Secondly, the ways in which cells and tissues interact, both 

locally and via the bloodstream and nervous system, immune 

reactions germ cell development, metabolism and many other 

normal and disease-related processes involve extensive 

interaction between cells of different types and in various 

locations in the body. 

• Finally , the influence of tissue organisation on the cellular 

environment, oxygen levels, rate of nutrient supply, 

intercellular communication and barrier formation all affect 

how cells behave and respond to external stimuli. 

          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.89 Russell and Burch initially defined reduction as “reduction in the 

numbers of animals used to obtain information of a given amount and 
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precision. More recently this definition has been developed to state the use 

of fewer animals in each experiment without compromising animal 

welfare.90These 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 cut as it were collective 

animal suffering. That is the primary ethical motivation for reduction.91 But 

reduction may also have an reverse impact. Using too few animals to 

produce meaningful results is an unethical as using more animals than 

necessary.92. Thus many animal studies use too few animals to provide 

reliable data93. Such studies cause harm without benefits and involve poor 

use of resources.  

Furthermore, there has been arises 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 animal once, can 

we say that we would make the world a better place by doing the former.94 

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 
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procedures so that they cause less pain or distress. Furthermore, in some 

experiments appropriate anaesthesia analgesia can play a vital role in pain 

management.95 

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 

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. 

 
3.7 Conclusive Remarks: 

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.  

                                                           
95 Morton, DB. “ Experimental Procedures ; General Principles and Recommendations.” In The 
Welfare of Laboratory Animals, edited by E Kaliste. Dordrecht, The Netherlands ; Springer, 2007. 



 112 

No responsible scientist wants to use animals or cause them 

unnecessary suffering if it can be avoided, and therefore scientists accept 

controls on the use of animals in research. More generally, the bioscience 

community accepts that animals should be used for research only within an 

ethical framework. 

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. 

This has already been achieved in tests for acute oral toxicity, where the 

LD50 - the median lethal dose of a substance -  has largely been replaced by 

the Fixed Dose Procedure, which was developed, validated and promoted 

between 1984 and 1989 by a worldwide collaboration, headed by scientists 

at the British Toxicological Society, UK. 

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. 
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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. 

In conclusion, we can say that the use of animals in research can be 

ethically and morally justified. The benefits of animal research have been 

enormous and it would have severe consequences for public health and 

medical research if it were abandoned. Nevertheless, the use of the 3Rs is 

crucial to continuously reduce the number and suffering of animals in 

research. Furthermore, a good regulatory regime - as found in some 

countries - can help to reduce further the number of animals used. Therefore, 

we support a healthy and continued debate on the use of animals in research. 

We recognize that those who oppose animal experimentation should be free 

to voice their opinions democratically, and we look forward to constructive 

discussion in the future with organizations that share the middle ground with 

us.  

Many people hope that animal pain isn’t really so bad. Michael 

Pollan, for example, thinks that human pain might differ from animal pain 

“by an order of magnitude.” Citing Daniel Dennett, he suggests that we 

distinguish pain, which a great many animals obviously experience, and 

suffering, which depends on a degree of self-consciousness only a handful of 

animals appear to command. Suffering in this view is not just lots of pain 
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but pain amplified by distinctly human emotions such as regret, self-pity, 

shame, humiliation, and dread.24 According to this argument, animals don’t 

really suffer, because their pain isn’t amplified by such emotions as regret, 

self-pity, shame, humiliation, and dread. This argument, however, is 

unsound. Imagine that a human being has twisted her ankle and is now on 

the ground, writhing in agony. She’s trapped in a world of pain, waiting for 

it to end. But she doesn’t blame herself for the pain, nor does she fear for her 

future. Her pain is not “amplified by distinctly human emotions such as 

regret, self-pity, shame, humiliation, and dread.” Her pain just hurts like 

hell. This example proves that pain can be very, very bad even if it’s not 

“amplified by distinctly human emotions.” If castrating a pig without 

anesthesia causes the pig that type of pain, then that’s enough for arguments.  

The remaining question is whether intense pain deserves the name 

suffering, if it hasn’t been amplified by distinctly human emotions. Let us 

consider the woman who has twisted her ankle and is racked by pain. Does 

she suffer? She is certainly in a horrible state, and anyone who could end her 

pain has a strong moral reason to do so. Given those facts, we would say that 

she suffers. If someone else wants to use the word ‘suffering’ differently, so 

be it. Instead of asking whether industrial farming has caused more suffering 

than the volcano, we can ask whether industrial farming has caused more 

agony, or more intense pain, than the volcano. And the answer would be the 

same: industrial farming has caused five thousand times more agony, or 

intense pain, than the volcano. Thus, we may conclude that it is unrealistic to 

assume that all experiments on animals end within a short span. Therefore, it 

is very crucial to create a climate in which the necessity and justification for 

using animals is assessed and discussed fairly, and with respect for all the 

views. 
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