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On the Ethics of the Use of Animals in science  
   Dale Jamieson and Ton Regan

The use made of animals in Science frequently is carried out in the name of improving the quality of human life: 
· To find cure for cancer, heart disease and other ailments
· To develop safe new products four our consumption 
· To advance our knowledge of the world

3 major areas in science where animals are routinely used:
1) Biological and medical education
2) Toxicology testing
3) Original and applied research, including not only research into the causes and treatment of various diseases but also into the basic biochemical nature and behavior of living organisms.

A critic of 2 extreme arguments
· “The Unlimited Use Position”: it is permissible to use any animal for any scientific purpose, so long as human being is wronged.
· “The No Use Position”: no use of any animal for any scientific purpose is permissible

Analysis of  “The Unlimited Use Position”

1st argument: Cartesian argument named after the 27th century philosopher René Descartes. His ideas influence the course of science. The argument holds that:
1. If a practice does not cause pain, then it is morally acceptable
2. Unlimited use of animals for scientific purposes will not cause them any pain
3. Therefore, the use of any animal for any scientific purpose is morally permissible
Critics
· There is no reason to suppose that they are features that are unique to humans that are involved in pain sensations. Veterinary medicine, the law and common sense, all presuppose that some animals feel pain.
· Acknowledgement of animals’ consciousness and pain makes it hard to exclude them from the moral community.

Who belongs to the moral community? A variety of answers have been proposed.
*All and only rational beings
*All and only autonomous beings (individuals having free will)
Where they all fail: Infants and severely enfeebled human beings are neither autonomous nor rational. Yet, we treat them wrongly if we cause them significant pain for no good reason. Thus, they qualify as members of the moral community.
Neither rationality nor autonomy is a requirement for membership in the moral community.

· Since animals can feel pain, and can also be wronged, they must be members of the moral community.

2nd argument: “Might Makes Right Argument”
1. If a practice is in the interests of the stronger, then it is morally permissible.
2. Humans are stronger than animals.
3. Unlimited use of animals in science will be in the interests of humans
4. Therefore, the use of any animal for any scientific purpose is morally permissible.
Critics
· Interrelatedness of life on this planet. Because we care about animals, we have an interest in how they are treated. Therefore their unlimited use cannot be said to be in favor of humans (3).
· If what is permissible is determined by the interest of the stronger then, strong humans do nothing wrong when they pursue their ends by using weak humans. If we cannot accept this, then we must reject the argument (1).

3rd argument: “The Soul Argument”
1. Moral constraints only apply to beings that have souls.
2. All humans have souls
3. No animals have souls.
4. Therefore, moral constraints apply to what may be done to humans but not to what may be done to animals.
5. Therefore, unlimited use of animals for scientific purposes is morally permissible.
Critics
· What is a soul? This claim is both vague and difficult to support. How do we know that humans have them but animals don’t?
· If animals don’t have a soul, that is they don’t have an afterlife, it follows that there is an obligation to diminish their pain during their only life.

4rd argument: “Knowledge Argument”
1. If a practice produces knowledge then it is morally acceptable.
2. Unlimited use of animals for science purposes would produce knowledge.
3. Therefore, unlimited use of animals for scientific purposes is morally permissible.
Critics
· Torturing suspects, spying on citizens, etc. all could produce knowledge, but surely that alone could not make those activities acceptable. Some knowledge is simply not worth the price in pain to get it, whether those who suffer the pain are humans or animals.
· The Draize Test: a procedure employed to determine if cosmetics would irritate the eyes of humans. The test was deemed unreliable after a survey conducted in 1971

5rd argument: “Important Knowledge Argument”
1. If a practice produces important knowledge, then it is morally permissible.
2. Unlimited use of animals for scientific purposes would produce important knowledge.
3. Therefore, unlimited use of animals for scientific purposes is morally permissible.
Critics
· Surely it is important to know substances that are carcinogenic in humans. But animals’ tests for carcinogenicity in humans are inconclusive.
· If the production of important knowledge makes a practice permissible, then unlimited toxicology testing on humans is permissible since it will provide important knowledge.

6rd argument: “Freedom Argument”
1. Outside limits placed on the scientist’s right to freedom of inquiry or academic freedom are nor permissible
2. Any outside restriction placed on the use of animals would place such limits on the scientist’s freedom
3. Therefore, no outside restrictions on how animals may be used for scientific purposes are morally acceptable.
Critics
· There are limits on what can be done by individuals in exercising their rights. To say exactly what these limits are is difficult, but limits they are. The right to freedom of inquiry is no more absolute than the right to freedom of speech, which has limits.
· The Nuremberg Code of 1947 and the World Medical Association’s Declaration of Helsinki drafted in 1961 stipulate that there are limitations to what can be done in the name of science.




Analysis of  “The No Use Position”

1rd argument: “Pain Argument”
1. If an action causes pain to another being, then it is not morally permissible.
2. The use of animals for scientific purpose causes animals pain
3. Therefore, no use of animals for scientific purposes is morally permissible.
Critics
· Not all scientific uses made of animals cause them pain
· The argument cites no morally relevant consideration in addition to pain, so does not provide thorough-going defense

2rd argument: “Informed Consent Argument”
1. If an action causes pain to another being without that being’s informed consent, then it is not morally permissible.
2. The use of animals for scientific purpose causes animals pain without their informed consent
3. Therefore, no use of animals for scientific purposes is morally permissible.

Critics
· Not all scientific uses made of animals cause them pain
· Animals are not the sort of beings who can give or withhold their informed consent.
· E.g. of a child with appendicitis that refuses an operation, but is still operated without consent. Is it wrong?

3rd argument: “Harm Argument”
1. If an action causes harm to another being, then it is not morally permissible.
2. The use of animals for scientific purposes harms animals 
3. Therefore, no use of animals for scientific purposes is morally permissible.
Critics
· Not al experimentation harms animals
· More fundamentally, it is not true that it is always wrong to harm animals

4rd argument: “Innocence Argument”
1. If an action causes harm to an innocent individual, then it is not morally permissible.
2. Animals are innocent
3. Therefore, no use of animals for scientific purposes is morally permissible.
Critics
· Since animals are not always harmed during experiments it provides no ground for the No Use Position
· E.g. of five friends trapped and they have to make one explode to liberate the exit.
A critic of 2 less extreme arguments

1st argument: Modified Innocence Principle (MIP) - 
It is wrong to harm an innocent individual unless it is reasonable to believe that doing so the only realistic way of avoiding equal harm for many other innocents.

	Counterargument 1: The Moral Agent Argument – against the 			intelligibility 	of animal innocence.
	Only moral agents can be innocent, since animals are not moral agents, they 	cannot be innocent.
	
	(-) The concept of innocence is not restricted to moral agents only, but can 	be meaningfully applied to moral patients: individual who, though can do 	no wrong thus are not moral agents, can still be undeserving recipients of 	wrong done to them. E.g. animals

If we assume that animals can be innocent in a morally relevant way, then we must also assume that MIP does apply to how we may treat the, and thus develop the implications of its applicability to the use of animals in science by means of the following argument:

Modified Innocence Argument 
1. It is wrong to harm the innocent unless we have a really good reason to believe that this is the only realistic way to prevent equal harm for many other innocents.
2. Animals are innocent
3. Therefore it is not permissible to harm them unless the conditions set forth in premise (1) are satisfied.
4. At least a great deal of the use of animals in science harmful to them fails to meet the condition set fort in premise (1).
5. Therefore, at least a great deal of this use is wrong.

E.g. 3 polar bear immersed in crude oil – triviality of experiment. 
The standard measure of the toxicity of a substance is its median lethal dose.
LD as it is called, is defined as the amount of a substance needed to kill 50% of the test animals to which it is administered

(-) Many of substances for which LD is obtained already are known to be relatively non-toxic. As a result, enormous quantities of these substances are administered to the test animals in order to cause 50% fatalities.  Determining the toxicity of substances which are never likely to harm anyone except the test animals to whom they are administered, is blatantly impermissible, given MIP.

(-) The data obtained from LD are often not reliable:
· It is not always possible to extrapolate toxicity data from animals to humans.
· LD tests are not performed in a uniform way. Differences in animals’ strain, sex, age, ambient and nutritional condition, and so forth.
· MIP requires that other alternatives be exhausted before causing harm to an innocent, which is largely not the case with animals used in scientific testing.

Counterargument 2: The Rights Argument 
1. Only those individuals who have rights can be innocent.
2. Animals cannot have rights.
3. Therefore, animals cannot be innocent

2nd argument: The utilitarian position

According to utilitarianism, which is not a selfish theory as it considers pleasure or pain (consequences) equally for all individuals affected, acknowledging that animals are part of the moral community implies that any pain incurred to them does not create the greatest good for the greatest number. Since animals can experience what is pleasant or painful, any action that causes pain and fails to bring about a greater amount of pleasure will be ruled out.

*** Yet they will not accept the prohibition against causing pain as absolute because it could be true that causing harm to some individuals could bring about the best consequences in given cases.

There is still the argument that data from animals’ toxicology testing cannot be accurately extrapolated to humans.

MIP vs. Utilitarianism

· MIP will allow harming an individual only if we have very good reason to believe that this is the only realistic way to prevent equivalent harm to many others innocents. MIP does not sanction harming innocents so that others may reap positive goods.
· It is enough to realize that utilitarianism theoretically could allow more use of animals than MIP allows. 

+   Both theories agree that to harm an animal is in need of moral defense.     Both principles view the harming of animals as presumptively wrong.
Reading Notes on employee/ employer wants and rights (Pgs. 205-224 and 236-266)

Ethical Outsourcing in UK Financial Services: Employee Rights
      Mike J. Henderson

Outsourcing: buying a service that forms part of the value chain of the business from an outside supplier where previously that service was provided through an in-house operation.

The Ethical Dimension to Employee rights

One argument advanced is that ‘ the only rights which employees have are those created by statute or by contract of employment (De George, 1982)

Some of the arguments round the moral responsibilities of business do come close to rejecting employee rights grounded in morality.

Werhane (1985) makes a strong case for the rights of employees.
“Rights to jobs are not property rights because… persons are not property…
Because persons are not property, violations of the rights of persons are more serious, than violation of property rights.”

One way to look at the question of the ethical impact of outsourcing is in fairly strict utilitarian terms, based on calculations of benefits and costs as Hosner suggests.
(-) The weakness of the utilitarian argument is that it is based on calculations that are impossible to complete.

Werhane sees two basics rights: The right to Employee Information and the Right to Fair Pay. She also recognizes the Right not to be Fired, but argues that it is not a basic right.

· The Right To Employee Information
Respect for the employee also entails keeping the employee well informed about his or her job, the quality of his or her work, and the stability of the company. This information is required because employees are persons and persons should retain control of their lives. Only with accurate information can an employee make informed decision about the future. Employer is responsible for the decency and the safety of the work situation.

· The Right to Fair Pay
· Outsourcing can threaten this right because if a management decision substitutes an employee’s current relationship for a relationship with a different employer, not of the employee’s choosing, there’s potential for decisions on pay to be made on a different basis, which may not be a fair basis.
· Fair pay must take into account the whole remuneration package and working conditions e.g. extra benefits.
· Fair must also mean something different from the current level, since otherwise, by definition, everyone would be getting fair pay.

·  The Right Not to be Fired
· This right is linked to the sense that human beings should be treated with respect, as something more than just resources to be manipulated in the interests of the company for which they work.
· This argument does not mean that employers would never be justified in getting rid of their employees. (There is a need for valid recognized reasons)
· The decision to outsource tends to have implications of reduced job security.

· The Right to be Free from Discrimination
· It remains true that the staff who is more likely to be adversely affected by outsourcing in financial services are those working in back office processing where women outnumber men.
· Women in low status jobs are among those most directly affected.
· Failure to promote identifiable groups (minorities/people affected by discrimination) can be seen as both long-term inefficiency and unethical decision-making.

Miller (1996): Ethical human resource management goes hand-in-hand with a long-term strategic perspective.

· The Treatment of staff Left Behind
This concerns the staff remaining within an organization that has outsourced operations. It aims to ensure that these people are also treated in a way that recognizes their moral rights, and again their rights to fair pay and information.
Evidence suggests that remaining staff is more likely to develop stress and anxiety about further upheaval unless clear and positive measures are taken to counteract such responses.

Ethical Aspects of the Impact of Outsourcing on Customers
· The importance and secrecy of customers’ private affairs means that the disclosure of information and the handing over of control of particular operational matters to a third party significantly changes the position.
· Also, the change that takes place as a result of outsourcing may change price and/or quality without the customer intending that this should happen.
· The ethical issue is not that conditions may get worse, but that the change has taken place in a way that treats the customer as having no say.



Ethical Expectations of Investors
· Outsourcing may be a means of increasing the returns earned by the investors, but it may be at cost to those investors who do not believe the decision to be ethical.
· In general, their views present less of a problem for managers because shareholders can easily re-invest elsewhere and do not have the long-term commitment that a customer or an employee may have.
· Likelihood of gain when outsourcing occurs is greater so, concern for a shareholder might be less of an ethical issue.



The Discourse of control
       Stephen Maguire

Control: the process of setting performance standards, monitoring performance, and taking corrective action to achieve organizational goals.

Most management texts agree that control is one of the four main management functions.

There are 3 forms of organizational control that have emerged as the most relevant to large contemporary organizations:

Bureaucratic control: structures work activities through a hierarchical division of positions assigning to each specific task, responsibilities, and a level of authority. Recommended where tasks are routine and external environment is relatively stable.

Clan control: regulates employee behavior through a system of shared goals, values, and traditions, and usually recommended when non-routine tasks are situated in unstable environments.

Concertive control: (new type – fairly new) is achieved by the pressure of peers in self-managed teams and has been successfully adopted for routine and non-routine tasks in stable and unstable environments. (Too early to say if it will become a recommended form, but the 2 first ones are.)

The problem here is whether we should be talking about controlling people at all. The problem is essentially a moral one.

Organizational control was first legitimated by Max Weber’s theory of bureaucracy and Frederick Taylor’s theory of scientific management.

Taylor formalized the shift in the knowledge of production from worker to manager. Taylors’s concern with management control and doing more with less workers continues to influence the contemporary discourse of control.
Recent management trends including: Management By Objectives (MBO), total equity control, delayering, restructuring, de-engineering, downsizing, just in time workers, outsourcing staff functions, and the new employment contract have all been interpreted as ways of increasing organizational control over workers.

Maguire’s argument: he argues that the discourse of control objectifies workers, denies their moral agency and violates the principle of moral equality.
He suggests an alternative discourse, a discourse of accountability that highlights the reciprocity necessary to build ethical organizations.
Accountability encourages self-responsibility, self-monitoring, and self-management. It encourages the type of autonomous reflection required for voicing recognizing moral issues, and voicing moral doubt.
Accountability means a willingness to engage in dialogue to explain and defend one’s actions, it is taking responsibilities for one’s actions. 


Is “control” an apt description?
The normative discourse of control is legitimated if we believe that every conceivable work environment is subject to organizational control.

Pessimism about achieving freedom from organizational control is supported by two findings:
1. Employee behavior is controlled through the internalization of organizational culture which is impossible to avoid 
2. Self-managed work teams, the exemplar of employee autonomy, have been found to be stronger than traditional forms of organizational control. (I.e. is the best autonomy supportive conditions in the workplace ultimately result in stronger organizational control, then it seems that whatever employees do in the workplace is a result of organizational control.)  

His counterarguments to:
(1) Conceding that organizational culture is internalized by employees does not lead to the conclusion that organizational culture is pervasive in controlling employee behavior.
If we accept that internalization of knowledge, beliefs, and values is tantamount to being controlled, we would no longer be able to specify conditions in which we are free from control. We always act from an internal source.
(2) In the same way, it does not follow from specific studies that highlight organizational attempts to control the values of self-managed groups that self-managed teams are inevitably controlling.
Research into contextual factors that facilitate internalization of regulations supports the view that a threshold of supportive conditions must exist to facilitate integration of external regulations in a self-determining style.
Once this threshold is undermined, individuals experience external regulations as controlling rather than supporting.
So these studies have failed to differentiate between autonomy supportive conditions and controlling conditions.





Controlling conditions vs. autonomy enhancing conditions

Controlling conditions are experienced as compulsion, of having to do what one has to do. They characterize the lack of opportunity to provide meaningful input, and the obligation to perform work which is not valued for its own sake or for the ends it provides.

Autonomy enhancing conditions: individuals are able to exercise choice among meaningful options in the absence of pressure. They are able to initiate action and to take responsibility for their actions. They are able to provide meaningful input, and their perspective is acknowledged.




























Affirmative Action and Employment Equity in Canada
       Susan Dimock and Christopher Tucker

The concern in this paper is with the justification of affirmative action programs.
1. The allowance (in some cases requirement) that educational institutions, employers and others adopt affirmative action seems problematic in societies committed to equality. For such programs clearly privilege some over others; they treat people unequally.
2. It would seem that affirmative action policies must be inefficient in a certain way. For such programs allow that a candidate may or must be admitted to the institution or hired even though he or she may not be the most qualified, because he or she belongs to a historically disadvantaged group.
3. Finally, for every person that is benefited by an affirmative action plan, there is another person that is disadvantaged by it.

Two reasons are advanced to defend affirmative action programs (both will be refuted):
· The first approach is that they are required by justice,
· The second approach is that they produce good consequences for society

Justice-Based Defenses of Affirmative Action

Compensatory justice
Idea: members of the groups that are now to be favored by affirmative action have in the past been adversely discriminated against. Unjustified discrimination based on attributed rather than actual characteristics. 

(-) Group membership alone is taken as sufficient evidence that a person has been discriminated against or is entitled to affirmative action assistance.

(-) Just as we cannot identify the victims of discrimination by group membership alone, nor can we identify the beneficiaries of discrimination in that way.

(-) Even with affirmative action programs that grant individuals of ‘disadvantaged groups’ extra points, those who have been most severely disadvantaged will not be able to compete for valuable employment positions; they will lack the knowledge and skills needed even to compete for an affirmative action position.

(-) It is holding the descendants of those who have committed past wrongs responsible for those wrongs, even though they in no way participated in them or had control over them.

Distributive Justice
Idea: those in designated groups have been unjustly deprived of opportunities and benefits in the past which make them unable to compete on the same grounds with others who have not been similarly disadvantaged. The result is distributively unjust.

(-) Problem of identifying individuals solely by group membership arises again.

(-) The argument rests on two dubious arguments. The first one is that without past discrimination, there would in fact be participation in all sectors of the economy equal to representation in the economy. This is very unlikely. The second problem is that this approach assumes that the just distribution of economic positions in society will be equal across groups.

Consequentialist Justifications of Affirmative Action

Idea: affirmative action is justified because it will lead to significant social benefits.
 
+ To better serve the needs of minority cultures
+ To promote diversity
+ Attitudinal changes and the reduction of prejudice

The real consequences of affirmative action according to the authors
 
· The alteration of other’s attitudes
If one consults the psychological literature of the day, affirmative action policies tend to result in increased hostility towards already disadvantaged groups. They cannot be thought to result in changes of attitude of the racist/sexist/ablest/etc.

· Changing attitude about one self
The role model argument: they argue that one perceivably attainable success will inspire, while perceivably unattainable success will deflate.




















 Is Mandatory Retirement Unfair Age Discrimination?
			   Gary A. Wedeking

i. Discrimination
2 questions:
· Is mandatory retirement unjust discrimination against the aged? He argues that it is not
· What, if anything, is to count as unjust age discrimination?

The argument: discrimination is unjust only if it allocates harm and benefits unjustly.

· In many cases of age discrimination, the person the policy decides against may not, either as intended effect or the actual majority in the vast majority of cases, be harmed by the discriminatory policy.

ii. Is the presumption of continuing employment unfair to the unemployed?

The selection principle: I f a policy P distributes harm and benefits in roughly equal proportions between the members of groups f and g, then P does not discriminate unfairly against the members of f relative to g or conversely, i.e. membership in f as opposed to g is not the basis for unfair discrimination due to p.

iii. Mandatory retirement
 
The debate is that, the members of the younger age group (x) receive a benefit (the option of continued employment) that those reaching retirement age (y) are denied.
BUT this cannot be the injustice that the policy perpetrates. For workers in the younger age group will normally receive no advantage at all from the practice of mandatory retirement. For in the long run or short run future they are all faced with mandatory retirement themselves. 

The policy benefits the unemployed who are now qualified for the jobs opened up through retirement.
The people affected by this policy are those who are qualified or ‘nearly qualified for that job’:
(A) The presently unemployed
(B) The employed who are below retirement age
(C) The employed or once employed who are at or above retirement age

It follows from the Selection Principle that the policy does not unfairly discriminate between members of B and C.

After all, members of B and C are (on average) already privileged relative to member of A, so it may be more reasonable to regard the policy as actually increasing equity between these groups.
iv. Is unfair age discrimination possible?

· For many people past economic gain is reflected in present well being. So present treatment under a policy cannot be equated with how one’s present welfare is affected by the policy. 
· [bookmark: _GoBack]The idea that a policy applies to one differently in different periods of one’s life is thereby unfairly discriminatory is not consistent with the view of persons as temporal continuants who will at a point in time ultimately experience the same mandatory retirement policy effect. 
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