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and vice versa, which causes failures in animal testing that can be serious. This is stated by 

Aysha Akhtar, neurologist, member of the Oxford Centre for Animal Ethics: “The high clinical 

failure rate in drug development across all disease categories is based, at least in part, on the 

inability to adequately model human diseases in animals and the poor predictability of animal 

models.” As she states in this article, the high clinical failure rates are due to the fact that animals 

are not models similar to humans. This greatly affects the development of a drug, as errors in the 

models can lead to serious effects in the human testing stages. In addition, in cases where the 

drugs work in humans but not in animals, it delays the development process. For example, 

Akhtar states in her article: “PharmaInformatic released a report describing how several 

blockbuster drugs, including aripiprazole (Abilify) and esomeprazole (Nexium), showed low oral 

bioavailability in animals. They would likely not be available on the market today if animal tests 

were solely relied on.” Therefore, if only animal testing had been relied upon, the development 

of these medications would not have been possible. This shows us that animal testing is 

unreliable and can hinder the development process of medications or medical treatments.  

 Due to animal testing being unreliable, the money and time invested in a product could be 

wasted, but without testing on animals these drugs may have worked. Researchers do not usually 

talk about the experiments that fail, so they always highlight the ones that work, and this gives a 

false sense that the experiments always work. On the other hand, in most experiments the aim is 

to see the effects, so researchers deliberately provoke these side effects, which leads to animal 

suffering or death. It is mentioned in The Guardian newspaper article: “But flawed animal tests 

can exaggerate the effects of candidate drugs, and lead to trials that end up being a colossal waste 

of time and money, as well as suffering” (Sample). The fact that the side effects of drugs are 

sought after causes the impacts of the drugs to be exaggerated and results in animals constantly 
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have been determined to feel pain should not be used for testing, and those that are known not to 

feel pain or are not yet proven to feel pain should be used in case it is necessary. 

 Much of the scientific community supports animal testing for health or science-related 

purposes. The main argument is that by being previously tested on animals, the effectiveness of a 

drug or treatment can be determined before being tested on humans and thus avoid serious 

effects on people. It is also argued that the animals used can simulate the effect that a drug might 

have on humans due to their genetic similarity. Stanford University has a section on the Stanford 

Medicine page where they justify the use of animals in scientific research, and they state that: 

“Animals are biologically very similar to humans. In fact, mice share more than 98% DNA with 

us! Animals are susceptible to many of the same health problems as humans – cancer, diabetes, 

heart disease, etc. With a shorter life cycle than humans, animal models can be studied 

throughout their whole life span and across several generations.” Through these arguments we 

can determine that even scientists from a very well-known institution are in favor of animal 

testing and use the above-mentioned arguments to support it. Although these are very solid 

arguments from a recognized institution, we cannot justify the use of animals to test new drugs, 

treatments, or even makeup, because they make animals suffer. Despite 
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 In conclusion, animal testing should be reduced or ended altogether since using species 



Vivallos 7 
 

Works Cited 

Akhtar, Aysha. “The Flaws and Human Harms of Animal Experimentation.” Cambridge 

Quarterly of Healthcare Ethics, vol. 24, no. 4, Oct. 2015, pp. 407-419. 

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4594046/. 

"Animal Experimentation." Gale Opposing Viewpoints Online Collection, Gale, 2021. Gale In 

Context: Opposing Viewpoints, https://go-gale-

com.libproxy.usouthal.edu/ps/i.do?p=OVIC&u=naal_usam&id=GALE|PC3010999220&

v=2.1&it=r&sid=galeopenaccess&asid=ec386800.  

Doke Sonali K, and Shashikant C. Dhawale. “Alternatives to Animal Testing: A Review.” Saudi 

Pharmaceutical Journal, vol. 23, no. 3, July 2015, pp. 223-229. 

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1319016413001096. 

Key, Brian. “Fish Do Not Feel Pain and its Implications for Understanding Phenomenal 

Consciousness.” Biology & philosophy, vol. 30, no. 2, Dec. 2014, pp. 149-165. 

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4356734/. 

Sample, Ian. "Drugs Research Hampered by Substandard Animal Testing Procedures Survey of 

Thousands of Animal Studies for Drugs to Combat Disease Finds Majorih4.22 Tm

0 G
 000912 0 612 792 re

W* n

BT

/F1 12 Tf

1 0 0 1 42h10 1 0 0 1 437.23 294.2
0 g

0 G

[(N)] TJ

ET

Q

q

0.00000912 0 612 792 re

W* n

BT

/F1 124Tf

1 0 0 1 323.13 294.22ombat R
a

 

T

m



0

 

G

y

 

o

f

 

E. 2, . 2, T ease T. 2, M

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1319016413001096
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4356734/

