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Abstract

Consistency is the hallmark of a coherent ethica philosophy. When
considering the morality of particular behaviour, one should look to
Identify comparable situations and test one’ s approach to the former
against one' s approach to the latter. The obvious comparator for animal

experiments is non-consensual experiments on people. In both cases,



suffering and perhaps death is knowingly caused to the victim, the
intended beneficiary is someone else, and the victim does not consent.
Animals suffer just as people do. As we condemn non-consensual
experiments on people, we should, if we are to be consistent, condemn
non-consensual experiments on animals. The aleged differences between
the two practices often put forward do not stand up to scrutiny. The best
guide to ethical behaviour is empathy—rputting oneself in the potentia
victim’'s shoes. Again to be consstent, we should empathise with al who
may be adversely affected by our behaviour. By this yardstick, too,

anima experimentsfail the ethica test.

“Hath not a Jew eyes? hath not a Jew hands, organs, dimensions, senses, affections,
passions? fed with the same food, hurt with the same weapons, subject to the same
diseases, healed by the same means, warmed and cooled by the same winter and
summer, as a Christian is? If you prick us, do we not bleed? ... if you poison us, do
we not die?”

Shylock, Merchant of Venice

I ntroduction

It isnot clear whether Shylock would have been opposed to animal experiments. But
he should have been, if he was being consstent in his ethics. He understood that,
when determining how we should tregt others, we should put ourselvesin their shoes

and ask how we would fed in the same circumstances. In other words, we should



empathise. Just as Jews suffer in the same way as Chrigtiansif they are poisoned, so
do animds. Like Chrigtians and Jews, animals bleed if pricked.

Inthisarticle | will argue that consstency isthe halmark of a coherent ethica
philosophy and that the obvious comparator with animal experimentsis nornt
consensud experiments on people. We regard the latter as unethical, so we should the
former. Asasociety we have no difficulty in empathisng with the victims of human
experiments. Horror at the thought of being experimented upon is no doubt why we
regard the practice as abhorrent. It should not take a big legp of imagnation to
empathise with the victims of anima experiments as wdll. In short: if we would not

want done to ourselves what we do to laboratory animals, we should not do it to them.

Animals suffer

Crucidly for the debate about the mordity of animal experiments, non-human

animds suffer just as human ones do. Descartes may have described animals as “these

mechanica robots [who] could give such aredidtic illusion of agony” (my emphasis)
but no serious scientist today doubts that the manifestation of agorny isred, not
illusory. Indeed, the whole pro-vivisection case is based on the premise that animas
are sufficiently amilar to us physiologicaly, and for some experiments behaviouraly
too, for vaid conclusions to be extrgpolated from experimenting on them.

Of course, the nature and degree of suffering will not always be identical. Some
gpecies of animd will suffer less than people in equivaent Stuations, and people
probably experience greeter distress at witnessing someone close to them suffer
than many animas would, adding to the totdity of suffering in the human context.

Equdly, however, lab animas will sometimes suffer more than people would,

sometimes physicaly, sometimes psychologicaly. Unlike Terry Waite, who



composed novesin his head as a coping mechanism during his five years of
captivity,[1] animals are (as far as we know) not fortified by a sense of misson or
injustice and do not know that their suffering will eventualy come to an end.

The law has sometimes been dow to recognise that animds suffer. However, the
European Union now accepts that animals are sentient beings and therefore
quditatively different from other traded “products’.[2] The European Peatent
Convention and European Patent Directive 3] each acknowledge that the genetic
engineering of animals raises mora issues precisaly because the engineered animds
are lidble to suffer; in principle, a patent could be refused on these grounds[4] And, in
the UK, alicence to conduct an experiment on animasis only required if it isligble to
cause “pan, suffering, distress or lagting harm”.[5] Nearly three million laboratory
animas fell within this definition in 2003,

Suffering, indeed, lies at the heart of al morality. We have mord codes precisely
because our behaviour may adversdly affect others. It is not surprising, therefore, that
anima experimentation has become one of the ethical issues of our time. In arecent
survey caried out by MORI for the Codlition for Medica Progress (CMP), over two-
thirds of respondents said they were either very or fairly concerned about the issue.
The Anima Procedures Committee (APC), the government’ s advisory body, has
recently entered the ethical debate in its report on the cost:benefit test which lies at the
heart of the Animds (Scientific Procedures) Act 1986.[6] “Cost”, of course, refers
principaly to anima suffering. The APC's contribution isintelligent but flawved in

one crucia respect, as| will explain.

Thebattlefor hearts and minds



The CMP isanewly formed codition of multinationa pharmaceutical and contract
testing companies (such as GlaxoSmithKline (GSK) and Huntingdon Life Sciences
(HLYS)), pro-vivisection pressure groups such as the Research Defence Society (RDS),
bodies funding animal research like the Medical Research Council, and a trade union,
Amicus (which has members a HLS). The fact that yet another lobby group has been
st up shows how crucid the battle for hearts and minds on thisissue has become. It is
fair to point out that many CMP members have alarge financid interest in anima
experiments.

It is beyond dispute that the present government, ever ready to promote British
business, has recently entered the propaganda fray firmly on the sde of anima
researchers. It contributed an astonishing £85,000 towards the cost of the MORI
survey.[7] In 2002 the Prime Minister publicly supported Cambridge University’s
controversd planning gpplication to extend its primate facility. Rether

embarrassngly for him, his intervention came on the very day that BBC's Newsnight
caried the BUAV' 48] expose of the suffering endured by primates a the university’s

exidting fadility.

Theethical issuein a nutshéll

So the bettle lines are drawn, sometimes literaly. Although there are, increasingly,
arguments around the scientific efficacy of vivisection, a root it isan ethica issue is

it justifigble to inflict suffering on animaswhen it is not for their benefit but rather

for the benefit of those doing the inflicting (or those they purport to represent)? As
with dl ethicad dilemmas, the proposition is capable of neither proof nor disproof. If a
person’s political opinions are merdly the rationalisation of his or her indtinctive

response, o it iswith matters of ethics. We react to a given Stuation at an emotiona



level and then find the reasons to jugtify our position. The assumptions we makein
addressing an issue will often determine the outcome, and those assumptions will
often be the product of our cultural conditioning. Vivisection is no different from
other issuesin this repect.

The 18th century Scottish philosopher David Hume put it like this:

“The approbation of moral qualities most certainly is not deriv'd
from reason, or any comparison of ideas; but proceeds entirely
from amoral taste, and from certain sentiments of pleasure or
disgust, which arise upon contemplation and view of particular
qualities or characters.”[9]

Adam Smith’s view was that the generd rules of mordity are founded upon
experience of what, in particular instances, our mora faculties and sense of propriety
approve or disgpprove. [10] None of this means, of course, that rationa thought has
no place when conddering ethica issues. As aminimum, we should, firgly, ensure
that we have sufficient facts to make a reasonable judgement; and, secondly, strive for
consstency across ethicaly comparable issues. The debate about anima experiments
suffers from a deficiency in both these prerequisites, as| will try to explain.

| will focus on those anima experiments which can truly be said to be designed to
address particular human diseases. They are, in fact, aminority of those carried out

but it is here that the rival ethical positions are most sharply engaged.

| nformation

A secret system



Anima experimentsin this country are shrouded in secrecy. Under section 24 of the
Animals (Scientific Procedures) Act 1986, the Home Secretary could be sent to
prison for up to two years were he to disclose information given to himin
confidence by aresearcher. The RDS advises researchers to mark everything they
send the Home Office “in confidence” to try to prevent disclosure. A few years
ago, Smith Kline French (asit then was) took ajudicid review al the way to the
House of Lordsin an attempt to stop the medicines regulator even referring to test
data (which SKF had supplied) when considering applications from other
companies. [11] Fortunately the attempt failed, but thisis the secrecy mentdity.
Occasiondly companies openly admit that they prefer their rivals to conduct
‘blind aley’ research, irrespective of the cost to lab animals. [12]

The Home Office damsthat it makes its own judgement about what is confidentid,

but usudly seemsto find areason to join in the conspiracy of silence.

The outcome of some research is published, of course, but only if the researcher finds

it advantageous to do so. He or sheis unlikdy to highlight the anima suffering

involved. Negative results are rardly published. Asresult, duplication isrife, as
internationa indtitutions and the indudtry itself now acknowledge. Where results are
published, an article in the BMJ has recently highlighted the flaws in the system .[13].

The authors concluded: ‘ Systemetic bias favours products which are made by the

company funding the research. Explanations include the selection of an ingppropriate

comparator to the product being investigated and publication bias .

The public is therefore denied the information on which to make sound ethical
judgements about anima experiments. It hasto rely on the media, which traditionally

prefers easy sensationdism to paingtaking investigation and stories about animal



rights militancy to serious argument. Animd protection groups fed they haveto

conduct undercover investigations to educate the public.

The ethical judgement at the heart of the legidation

Crucidly, the culture of secrecy means that the legidation cannot work properly. The
cost:benefit test isamora judgement. Before he grants alicence for animal
experiments, the Home Secretary is enjoined to weigh the likely “adverse effects’ on
an animd againg the likely benefits of an experiment.[14] That is, of course, avaue
laden judgement. How much suffering (if any) is acceptable? Does it depend on the
species? What about the fact that the animal may die in the experiment, or be killed
when it is no longer required? Should commercid benefit suffice? Should society just
do without certain products, such that we do not need to worry about their safety?
What about fundamental research, from which the benefits are by definition
peculative?

Thereis no arithmetical formulato be applied to these ethical questions. In a mature
democracy, how they are answered should reflect informed public opinion. But, thisis
not possibleif the public does not redly know whét is going on and has no
opportunity of influencing regulatory decisons, a however generd alevel. According
to the Home Office, most of its ingpectors—who in practice run the sysem—have
previoudy held licences to experiment on animals, and therefore inevitably bring a
pro-vivisection ethical perspectiveto their task.

Many believe that the Government should publish detailed information about animal

experiments — what they involve for the animals, their purpose and their results -



unless the researchers can, in an individud case, make out a strong objection. That
would reflect the presumption of openness contained in the Freedom of
Information Act 2000 (Fol Act), which has just come fully into effect. Information
can be made public in anonymised form, in order to protect researchers from any
risk of attack; and information which is truly commercidly sengtive can be

omitted for aslong asit retains such sengtivity.

Only inthisway can there be the informed debate essentid for formulation of ethica

principles. It remains to be seen how much difference the Fol Act will make.

The need for consistency

So, the firgt prerequisite to a reasoned ethical judgement—the availability of sufficient
information—is missing with anima experiments. What about consistency across
comparable issues?

Most people would accept that an ethica philosophy should be interndly consistent,
insofar as possble, and that smilar cases should be treated aike. Otherwise, the
philosophy islikdy to be opportunigtic and self serving. To paraphrase John Donne:
no ethical issueisan idand.

In reaching our view about anima experiments, we should therefore search for avdid
comparator and test our view about the former againgt our view of the latter. The
obvious—and | believe correct—comparator is non-consensua experiments on
people. In both cases, suffering and perhaps deeth is knowingly caused to the victim,

the intended beneficiary is someone else and the victim does not consent.



The APC rightly raises the question of consstency in its discourse on the ethics of
vivisection. [15] However, it chooses the wrong comparator. It suggests that the
“appropriate point of comparison should perhaps be with an ‘improved’ food animal
industry”. Certainly, there is an ethical overlap between the way we treat food animals
and the way we trest lab animals. However, the much more pertinent comparator is

non-consensual experiments on people and it is surprisng that the APC missed it.

Recent examples of non-consensual experiments on people

Recent history has withessed many examples of non-consensua experiments on

people. For example:
the barbaric experiments carried out by Nazi and Japanese scientists during the
second world war;
the long running syphilis experiments on black people in Alabama over four
decades up to the 1970s;

the radiologica experiments conducted a the Burden Neurologica Inditutein Bristol
during the 1950 and 1960s by British scientists for the US Office for Naval
Research. According to The Ecologist, holes were drilled at random through the
skulls and into the brains of the indtitute' s patients. Stedl e ectrodes, which had
been coated with aradioactive chemical, were then sent deep into the brain via
these holes, and eectric shocks pumped through them. Some of the patients later
hed tumours deliberately induced in their brains. [15]

Sometimes, the human victim gives no consent at dl; on other occasions, he may give

consent but not on an informed basis. In November 2001, BBC Radio 4'sFile on

Four carried adamning report on the practice of some pharmaceutica companies,

particularly in Eastern Europe and Africa, of abusing the principle of informed
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consent in dinicd trids, including with children and mentaly vulnerable people.
Animas of course, cannot give any form of consent—informed or otherwise. | will

return to the question of consent because it is centra to the debate.

Why experiments on people and on animals are compar able
Some people will argue that, despite the superficid amilarities, non-consensud
experiments on people and experiments on animas are not ethicaly comparable. |

have described these arguments bel ow.

1. People have greater value than animals

It issad that, on the one hand, al people have equd intrinsc valug17] and that, on
the other, al people have greater value than dl (non-human) animas. So, itis
concluded, experimenting on people is unethical whereas experimenting on animasis
ethicd. There are two points here. Firgly, judging relaive vaue is a subjective,
whally unscientific exercise, not least because the criteria one chooses will amost
inevitably determine the outcome. Thereisno set of obvioudy correct objective
criteriaready to be plucked off the shelf. It rather depends who you ask. Just asfor
each human being our own existence isinevitably the most important, however
dtruigtic we may try to be, to the laboratory rat its existence matters more than

anyoneese's.

Secondly, and more importantly, why should the fact (if thisiswhat it is) that A has
more vaue than B mean that A is & liberty to cause pain to B for A’s benefit? Thisis
the crucid gap in logic which pro-vivisectionists rarely address. Let us accept for the

sake of argument that it was provable that the human species was more important than

11



other species—whether because people generaly (though not always) have greater
capacity for rationa thought, may have greater salf awareness, are better able to
empathise, or have more sophigticated culture. It is not explained why those attributes
mean that we can cause pain to those we relegate further down the hierarchy of value.
And, if crud exploitation of other speciesisjudtified on ardative vaue bass, then,
logicdly, so must crud exploitation within our species. Some people, indisputably,
have greater capacity for rational thought, have greater salf awareness, are better able
to empathise, or have a deeper cultura appreciation than other people. However, most
people do not conclude that the more endowed are for that reason entitled to cause
pain to the less endowed for their own benefit.

The racig, the rdigious fundamentaist, and the misogynist do, of course, discriminate
in their treetment of others according to the hierarchies of vaue they espouse. The
mgority of people may profoundly disagree with these hierarchies, but we cannot
prove empirically that they are misconceived. Once one has breached the moral dam
by alowing relative vaue to be the judtification for cruel behaviour in one Stution
(vivisection), there is no rationd basis on which one can tell someone that he does not
have the right to be crud to another person he genuindy (if misguidedly) believesto
be of lesser value.

“The question is not, Can [animals] reason? Nor, Can they talk?,
but, Can they suffer?’ Jeremy Bentham [is this a heading?]

The important point is that the Nazis experimented on Jews because they regarded
them as being of less vdue; those carrying out syphilis experiments on black menin
Alabama no doubt privatdy judtified them on the basis that they were “only” blacks.
The US Bill of Rights deemed daves to be worth only haf a person, with the

predictable exploitative results. In Honduras, Guatemaa, and Brazil they kill street

12



children by the thousand, because, after dl, they are “only” street children, of no more
vaue than lagt night’s rubbish.

In truth, relative value is a very dangerous criterion for making ethica judgements.

2. People are more intelligent than animals

Supporters of vivisection aso point out that people are more intelligent then animals.
This, itiscamed, isamordly distinguishing fegture. It is, of course, true that people
are generdly more intelligent than animals (at least according to our own perception
of intelligence). However, inteligence isamordly neutra attribute, not least because
no mora choiceis exercised in acquiring it. We do not give gregter rightsto the
Nobd prize winning scientist than to the unemployed labourer. As Jeremy Bentham
put it over 200 years ago in hiswell known epithet: “ The question isnot, Can
[animag] reason? Nor, Can they talk?, but, Can they suffer?’ (his emphasis). [18]
In any event, as Bentham noted, some animals are clearly more intelligent than some
people. For example, many animas are more intelligent than people with severe
learning disabilities or advanced senile dementia. If intelligence were the determining
factor, it would be at least as judtifiable to experiment on those people as on those

animds.

3. Only people can exercise responsibility

A linked argument is that, in the mantra of New Labour, rights and responsbilities are
the flip Sdes of the same coin. No oneis entitled to enjoy rights unless dso willing to
exercise respongbility. As people can and do exercise respongbility, they should, it is

argued, therefore enjoy the right of not being experimented upon; animas, on the

13



other hand, often do not exercise respongbility (in the way we understand that
concept) and are therefore entitled to no concomitant right.

In fact, thereis no logica reason why one’ s right to protection from physica harm
should be conditiona on what one can give back. No sensible person would deny
babies, the mentally handicapped or the comatose protection from harm because they

cannot exercise responghility.

In truth, there is no ethically relevant criterion which differentiates experimenting
non-consensudly on people from experimenting on animas. Ultimately, al thet the
proponent of vivisection hasto fal back on is the fact that humans belong to one
gpecies and other animals belong to other species. “we are human and they are only
animas’. Thisisatruism but one only hasto dateit to see that it hasno intringc

mord relevance. There may be a natura inclination, even a genetic disposition, to
“protect one' s own”, but as Richard Dawkins acknowledged in The Selfish Gene,[18]
gpeciesism (the word first coined by Richard Ryder) has“no proper basisin

evolutionary biology”. Why, then, do we dlow it to determine our ethics?

| nfor med consent and benefit

Consent by people

As| have indicated, the question of consent lies a the heart of the debate about
experiments on people and experiments on animals. Experiments on people are
sometimes permitted by law and supported by accepted norms. Indeed, the
Declaration of Helsinki: Ethical principles for medical research involving human
subjectqd20] (the Helsinki Declaration) saysthat “[m]edica progressis based on

research which ultimately must rest in part on experimentation involving human
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subjects’. However, consent is crucid; without it, the experiment may not be carried
out. There are three types of dtuation where consent is relevant in the case of
experimenta trestment on people:

(1) Healthy volunteers. Hedthy individuas—typicaly students needing money—
take part in trials for new drugs for which they have no therapeutic need.
Companies such as GSK advertise for volunteersin publications such asthe
Big Issue. The Helsinki Declaration emphasi ses the importance of informed
consent: “each potential subject must be adequately informed of the ams,
methods, sources of funding, any possible conflicts of interest, inditutiond
affiliations of the researcher, the anticipated benefits and potentia risks of the
study and the discomfort it may entall”. Consent can be withdrawn a any time
“without reprisa”. Similarly, the Nuremberg Code, which arose out of the
post-war Nuremberg Trids, saystha “[t]he voluntary consent of the human
subject is absolutely essentia”. Again, the basic principle is that consent can
be withdrawn

(2) Patients who have capacity. Patients sometimes consent to treatment which,
athough experimenta, may benefit them. People suffering from AIDS
provide the obvious example. The Helsinki Declaration describes this as
“medica research combined with medical care’. Additiona safeguards are put
in place. The benefits and risks of the procedure in question must be tested
againg the best current prophylactic, diagnostic, and thergpeutic methods and
the patient must be given access to the best trestment identified by the study at
its concluson. Again, informed consent iskey. The patient must be told which

aspects of his care are related to the research.
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(3) Patients who do not have capacity. The Hesinki Declaration provides that
“[S]pecid attention is ... required for those who cannot give ... consent for
themsealves’. Presumably, experimentation is only permitted where the person
without capacity stands to benefit directly from the process. In the UK, the law
givesahigh level of protection to patients without capacity, even for nor+
experimenta treatment. For example, under section 58 of the Mental Hedth
Act 1983 aregistered medica practitioner, before embarking on a course of
psychiatric trestment for a patient who is incapable of understanding its
nature, purpose, and likdly effect, must consult two other people who have
been professonaly concerned with the patient. It must be convincingly shown
that the treetment isin the patient’s best interests[21] In some circumstances
the consent of the High Court must be obtained before trestment is given to
patients lacking capacity. What happens is that, where the safeguards are met,
the law in effect presumes that the patient would have given consent had he or
she been able to—because the trestment isin his or her best interests.

In each of these cases, consent is elther volunteered or presumed; and in each case the

subject’ s interests are paramount.

Animals and consent

Animads, of course, cannot give consent. In athergpeutic setting, they rely on their
owners to give consent on their behdf. The fact that trestment may be experimentd is
no bar, provided again that the particular anima may benefit. Aswith patients lacking
capacity, the consent of the animd is, in effect, presumed if the treatment isin its best

interests.
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Animd experiments, by contrast, never benefit the particular animals experimented
upon and are not designed to. Thisiswhy the correct comparison is with non-
consensual experiments on people. A devil’ s advocate might nevertheless argue that,
as with people without capacity, alab anima’s consent might sometimes be
presumed. He might paint an optimistic scenario in which amouse is adequately fed
and watered and is housed in alaboratory in away thet is environmentally enriching
and comfortable . He might dso ask usto imagine that the procedures to which the
particular mouse is subjected are only mild, such asthe occasiona taking of ablood
sample, and not the more invasive procedures to which many lab mice are subjected
(such as the crestion of cancerous tumours and ascitic monoclond antibody
production).

Of course, the mouse would prefer not to be subjected to any procedure. But arational
mouse in its position, so the argument could run, might conclude thet itslife in the
laboratory is nevertheless better than life outside, where it would have to search for
food and live in congtant danger from predators. It might judge that the loss of
freedom and the occasiona mild discomfort (under our scenario) are worth the
security gained. Even if islikely to be killed prematurely, it might reason that, but for
its proposed use in an experiment, it would not have been born in the first place.
Better to have alife cut short than no life, it might ponder in an indgghtful moment.

In redlity, even our hypothetical mouse might well prefer to take its chancesin the
wild, It isareasonable assumption that primates and domesticated species such as
dogs and cats would be most unlikely, under any circumstances, to swap freedom in
the wild or a comfortable home for life in the [aboratory. Clearly, one could not ook
to researchers (or government ingpectors immersed in the culture of lab anima

research) to make an impartia judgement that an anima would have given its consent
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had it been able to. In addition, the suffering experienced by lab animdsisusudly
greater than mild discomfort, often far greeter, even ignoring the distress caused by
confinement in unnatural conditions.

However, the important point for the purpose of philosophica discourseisthat it is
theoretically possible to conceive of cases where, looked at froman animal’s

per spective, the cost of being involved in an experiment might be outweighed by
other congderations, in the same way as a poor student might make that judgement.
Crucidly, however, prevalling mordity treats the two Stuations very differently. The
law is smply not interested in whether an anima might be presumed to consent to an
experiment. Itsinterests are overridden, ultimately rendered a naught. By contrast,
the interests of the human experimenta subject are dways paramount. Intriguingly,

the Helsinki Declaration and the Nuremberg Code embody the fundamenta difference
in gpproach. The Helsinki Declaration requires that experiments on people mus,
where appropriate, be based on information derived from anima experiments; and the
Nuremberg Code says that the experiment “should be ... based on the results of
animd experiments’.

In other words, the codes stress the importance of consent with experiments on people
but brush it asde when it comes to experiments on animals. There is a complete
absence of consstency. Lord Winston recently fel into the same trap.[22] He
complained that doctors trying out new |V F techniques were effectively
experimenting, without informed consent, on patients and babies. His solution? More

experiments, necessarily without any consent, on apes and other primates.

Benefit to other animals

18



It is often pointed out, in defence of anima experiments, that animas dso benefit
from them (from the development of veterinary drugs and so forth). So they may,
athough in fact mogt experiments on animas for the benefit of animalsarein the
context of the farming and pet food industries— in other words, for (human)
commercid benefit. In any evert, here again the glaring inconsstency in gpproach
manifestsitsaf. The propostion isthat it isjudtifiable to experiment on, say, adog
(againg itswill) so that dogs as a Species may benefit. But if that isright, it must, by
parity of reasoning, aso be justifiable to experiment on a person (againg hiswill) so
that people generdly will benefit. However, very few pro-vivisectionists subscribe to

thisview, &t least openly.

Conclusion

Experiments on animas and non-consensua experiments on people are obvious
comparators because both involve physica and psychologica suffering for an
unwilling, sentient victim. In each case consent is neither sought nor presumed and
the victim is not the intended beneficiary.

However, society treats the two cases very differently. Thisis because ethicd deight
of hand is deployed. Different ethica principles are gpplied to the two types of
experimen.

With nonconsensua experiments on people, a deontological approach istaken. The
prevailing view isthat such experiments are inherently wrong, whatever the potentia
benefits to others. Even where consent is given, the interests of the experimentd
subject are emphasised. The Helsinki Declaration states as one of its key principles:
“In medical research on human subjects, considerations related to the well-being of

the human subject should take precedence over the interests of science and society”.
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Science engages in a self-denying ordinance: the interest of the individud trumps that
of humanity as awhole, even though this probably dows the search for a cure for
Aids.

With animals, by contrast, the gpproach isakind of utilitarianism. The law dlows

scientigts to cause pain to animasif others might benefit. The Royd Society has

recently argued that it is the aleged benefits of anima experiments which judtify

them. What it gpparently failed to notice is that, if al that was needed for mora

judtification was a successful outcome, experiments on people would aso be

judtified—indeed, much more so because people are indisputably a much better
scientific mode than animas for inquiries into human disease.

Some people, of course, do adopt a utilitarian gpproach to non-consensud

experiments on people. The BMJ's correspondent at the Nuremberg trid of Nazi

scientists, Kenneth Mdlanby, was prepared to judtify those experiments which
produced benefits. For example, he praised the notorious paper on typhus vaccines
which an SS medica officer, Erwin Ding, published in 1943 as an “important and
unique piece of medica research” which might lead to 20© 000 people being saved
for every victim of the research.[23] We have, fortunately, advanced as a society from
the Machiavellian ends and means guide to amord life—except when it comesto
animas.

In making the sort of mora judgement discussed in this article, the best guide, as
Shylock redlised, isto empathise. The New Oxford Dictionary of English defines
empathy as “the ability to understand and share the fedings of others’. The
Oxford English Dictionary definition is alittle more sophisticated: ‘the power of
projecting one' s persondity into (and so fully comprehending) the object of

contemplation’. Asamora principle empathy finds best expressonin &
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Matthew’ s Golden Rule: “ Do unto others as you would have them do unto you”.
If I do not want pain inflicted on me, | should not inflict it on others. The reason
we should include animalsin our circle of compasson, as Albert Schweitzer put
it, is because they, too, can suffer.
The ancient Greek poet Bion summarised it in thisway: “Boys sone afrog in sport,
but the frog diesin earnest”. In other words, we should look at things from the
perspective of the victim—human or anima—not that of the would-be exploiter. By
this yardgtick, anima experiments must be immord, just as non-consensua
experiments on people are. In each case, the degree of immoraity isin direct
proportion to the degree of suffering caused—experiments causing severe suffering
are moreimmord than those causing only mild, transent suffering.
Consgtency demands that, if we condemn one form of highly invasive physicd
exploitation, we must condemn al forms. In matters of ethics, the identity of the
vidim—nblack or white, Aryan or Jew, man or woman, human or nor+human

anima—should beirrdevant.
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