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The authors of these eight essays attempt to defend animal
research on moral and scientific grounds. Advocates of
vivisection should find the book a serious disappointment.

Frey’s essay, “Justifying Animal Experimentation: The
Starting Point,” should have been at the start of the book.
Instead it is hidden as the last chapter. Frey notes that
most supporters of vivisection attempt to justify it by ap-
pealing to its benefits for humans. But, he argues, this de-
fense is subject to serious objections:

Whatever benefits animal experimentation is thought to
hold in store for us, those very same benefits could be ob-
tained through experimenting on humans instead of ani-
mals. Indeed, given that problems exist because scientists
must extrapolate from animal models to humans, one might
think there are good scientific reasons for preferring human
subjects. (200)

Frey sets the challenge for the other authors: to explain
why, morally, no humans can be subject to the kinds of ex-
periments that animals are subject to and to explain how
researchers can reliably use animal models to understand
and cure human disease. He thinks that the first challenge
has not been met; the second challenge is, unfortunately,
not directly addressed in this book.

Morrison states that he “abhors” positions like Frey’s,
Singer’s and Regan’s. He asserts that all “human beings
stand apart in a moral sense from all other species” (51)
and that all are worthy of “special consideration” (50). Re-
grettably, he fails to defend his view by identifying the
morally relevant characteristics that all humans (even
those with less intelligence, sentience, and autonomy than
animals) possess and all animals lack that might make his
claim true. That omission prevents him from rationally
criticizing opposing views.

To defend vivisection, Morrison appeals to “self-preser-
vation,” he explains (oddly), “in the larger sense, of help-
ing the weak and the helpless from those who consider
themselves competent to decide the fate of others” (51). Of
course, “self preservation” might justify experimenting on
humans: he never explains why that would be wrong. Ani-
mal advocates hold that #// who are “weak and helpless”
should be protected from those who, like Morrison, deem
themselves competent to decide their fate. Morrison di-
vines that vivisectors have “God’s blessing” (51); one won-
ders how he would respond to theologians who suspect
otherwise.
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Appeals to evolution are made in an attempt to justify
a moral view that is poorly disguised as a “biological per-
spective.” Nicholl and Russell state (falsely) that, “Evolu-
tion has endowed us with a need to know as much as we
can” (164). Morrison claims that, “to refrain from explor-
ing nature in every possible way would be an arrogant re-
jection of evolutionary forces” (56). Is it “arrogant” then to
not perform painful and lethal experiments on humans
since that is a possible way to explore nature and satisfy our
“need to know”? Obviously not. In fact, we are often mor-
ally required to resist “evolutionary forces.” And the way
things are or have been never entails how things ought to
be: evolutionary facts never, in themselves, justify moral
Views.

Nicholl and Russell, however, think moral arguments
are “beside the point in terms of providing justification for
our exploitation of animals” (150) because, they claim,
this is necessary for our survival. They claim “it is an evo-
lutionary necessity to regard one’s own kind as more im-
portant than other species” (165). Biologically this is false:
if anything is an “evolutionary necessity,” it is that one’s
own genes get passed down. No moral imperative follows
from that, and no constraint against using humans follows
either.

Nicholl and Russell cry “double standard” (162) when
animal advocates criticize human cruelty to animals but
are silent on animal predation. They take moral advice
from animals. They claim that since animals cannot claim
or understand the concept of rights animals cannot have
rights, but forget that some humans can do neither. Their
sociological observations about animal advocates and their
diagnosis that they are “adaptively unfit” (166) are ir-
relevant. They conclude that unnecessary animal suf-
fering should be avoided but just sentences earlier claim
that theorizing about duties to animals is a “pointless
enterprise” (168). Their and Morrison’s attempt at do-
ing moral philosophy is a disaster. Stronger and more
careful criticisms of Singer and Regan are found else-
where, but not in this volume.

Tannenbaum worries about what might happen if vivi-
sectors were required to ensure animals not only “freedom
from unnecessary or unjustifiable pain or distress, but to
well-being, pleasure, and even happy lives” (93). This is
especially worrisome, according to him, because calls for
this moral consideration come from within the research
community itself. He worries that more scientists will see
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animals as “friends,” not “research tools,” and that animal
research will then stop.

Stuart Zola notes that the distinction between “basic”
and “applied” animal research is not clear. He expresses
worries about restrictions on projects “devoted simply to
increasing knowledge” that might have “serendipitous” re-
sults (90). No calculations of and comparisons to the ser-
endipitous results from nonanimal research are provided.

Brody suggests that since there are “special obliga-
tions” between humans (e.g., parents to children), there
also are “special obligations” to humans that require “dis-
counting” comparable animal interests. But no special ob-
ligations to our friends or family allow us to discount
strangers’ and even enemies’ interests so much that, to try
to benefit ourselves, we deliberately inflict pain, suffering
and death on them and treat them as animals in laborato-
ries are treated. He criticizes impartial moral thinking
but, fairly, notes that his partialist approach requires fur-
ther reflection. To avoid begging the question, it is clear
that much more reflection and argument is needed.

One dissenter, H. Tristam Engelhardt, defends animal
rights. These “rights,” however, include “the right to be
skinned” and “transformed into fur coats {and} trimmings
on hats,” to be used in bullfights and cockfights, and to be
“used to produce knowledge of interest to humans, even if
it will not have any practical application” (178). Animals
even have a “special right to be the object of the culinary
arts of Chinese and French chefs.” Furthermore, he claims,
“pace Singer” (actually, Spira) that it is “appropriate to
blind rabbits for beauty’s sake” (193). Sometimes he advo-
cates human enjoyment as a criterion for the rightness of
causing animal suffering, other times it is necessity or use-
fulness. His moral principles are logically inconsistent.

There is too little discussion of the scientific issues.
Remarks are scattered and, typically, underdeveloped. An
important series of articles and a book, which some of the
authors surely were aware of, is ignored (LaFollette and
Shanks 1993a; 1993b; 1994a; 1994b; 1995a; 1995b;
1996). One chapter is primarily historical, although as one
biologist has argued:

Wind- and steam-powered vessels were certainly vital in the
exploration of much of the globe, but this fact in no way in-
dicates that they should continue to be seen as useful even as
newer and more efficient technologies develop. In this re-
gard, scientific arguments for and against the use of vivisec-
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tion are best addressed in the context of modern medical re-
search. (Gregory 2000, 163)

Those who advance modern medicine through clinical and
in vitro research, computer and mathematical modeling,
epidemiology, and other methods will be shocked by Mor-
rison’s claim that “medicine cannot progress without ani-
mal experimentation” (58).

Readers should carefully identify the scientific objec-
tions to vivisection and the case for nonanimal-based re-
search methods (Greek and Greek 2000; 2002a; 2002b)
and see if this book provides an adequate response and an
independent, positive case for vivisection. The book’s
value might consist in spurring others to articulate stron-
ger reasons why vivisection matters and is morally
justified, despite its high costs for animals and, perhaps,
humans as well. m
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