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The Search for an Animal Testing Compromise


Every day almost all Americans use products that were tested on animals.  However, when asked whether animal testing is good or bad, people usually respond with a resounding “bad.”  I love animals, and I hate the idea of them being used for selfish purposes merely because we have the power to do so.  Yet, with all of this in mind, it doesn’t seem logical that people would use animals for testing without the need to do so.  The issue requiring inspection is whether animal testing is something that we should be doing as a society?


The use of animals in testing provides us with information relevant to the human body as well as being a guide for further human tests.  The Foundation for Biomedical Research reports “…virtually every major medical advance of the last century is due, in part, to research with animals.” I immediately react to this as the ends justifying the means because the fact that we have benefited from something is not enough to keep it from being wrong.  The Foundation asserts that animal research results in less suffering for animals and humans as a whole.  They claim that scientists care about animal welfare, yet most animals subjects are killed after being experimented upon so that tissue samples can be taken.  I’m presented with the “it’s us or them” philosophy upon which I don’t like to rely because it rules out compromises and discourages deeper, objective thinking.

Knowing that “cruelty free” brands of household products exist, I start to think that there must be alternatives that can do the same tasks.  The Foundation for Biomedical Research says otherwise.  They inform readers that “Companies that claim they conduct no animal testing either contract testing to an outside laboratory or use compounds known to be safe through previous animal testing.”  That would mean that there aren’t really any “cruelty free” products.  It also seems that while we live in such a technological age where computers are used for simulating everything from wars to the economy, they cannot be relied on to completely replace an animal for testing procedures.  The current usefulness of technology is in its ability to identify chemicals as toxic before they are used on animals.  Nevertheless, a product that passes computer tests must still be used on an animal as the final test.  The great deal that we do not know about our bodies, and the surprises that lurk around every corner are not dealt with through the computer tests.


I still don’t like idea that some beings must suffer in order for us to benefit.  This thought is solidified by a question and answer presented by All For Animals: “Which personal care, non-pharmaceutical products are required by law to be tested on animals?  None!”  Now the distinction between personal care and pharmaceuticals does take away from the scope of the argument, but one can still take a strong message away from it.  Animals are being used for purposes that are not absolutely necessary.  All For Animals points out that using alternative methods can save testing companies a lot of money.  They also imply that the progress of testing alternatives is much more useful and astounding than the picture placed in my head by The Foundation for Biomedical Research.  So there is a battle between “pro-testers” and “anti-testers” where the testers give calm, compromising answers while those against seem angry and extreme.  Yet, my heart sways me against testing.  I just need an answer that is practical and gives me piece of mind.


Then I found a three-pronged philosophy called the three r’s.  I know that right away you’re thinking, “Reduce, reuse, recycle.”  That a useful thought because the three r’s I’m introducing work in an analogous manner.  Just as the three r’s of waste production acknowledge an inevitable problem and work toward a common good, the three r’s of animal testing accept that we are reliant on testing but need to improve things.  These three r’s, according to FRAME (Fund for the Replacement of Animals in Medical Experiments), are refinement, reduction, and replacement.  “The Three Rs were first enunciated by William Russell and Rex Burch in their book Principles of Humane Experimental Technique, published in 1959.” Refinement involves lowering the pain and suffering that animals go through during testing.  Reduction is about requiring fewer animals for testing purposes.  Replacement is the strategy of replacing animal testing with alternatives whenever possible.  This makes me feel like there is a way for us to move forward as a society, and it can calm zealousness about animal testing.


I thought that I was done after finding such peace with the practical approach of the three r’s.  Then I stumbled upon the New Zealand Anti-Vivisection Society and learned that they are not content with the three r’s.  They point out the fact that the argument for refinement, reduction, and replacement is actually a pro-animal testing argument.  Under further scrutiny, the three r’s do not actually increase animal rights;  the principle merely appeases those against animal testing and puts more money into such testing.  The New Zealand Anti-Vivisection Society dismisses the reduction of testing and the controlling of testing through laws as reinforcement of animal testing.  They believe that the only logical choice is the total abolition of animal testing.

In the end, I’m not sure what to decide.  This could be one of those necessary evils.  Therefore, my strategy will be a moderate one.  For example, I know that eating meat is wrong, and after thoroughly pondering that, I decided to cut down my consumption of meat rather than stop eating it entirely.  Eating less meat saves animals lives, and is much more acceptable to the masses than a complete halt on meat consumption.  The reduction of animal testing similarly reduces the number of animals being victimized, while keeping animal testing as a resource.  Baffled, I know that people are more important than animals, but I think animals should have rights as well.  We have to draw a line. And until I can determine the number of rabbits that equal a human life, I have no clue where that line is.
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