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Survival Through Captivity
             In this paper, we will be discussing Tom Regan’s views on the system that the Vancouver Aquarium uses to keep cetaceans in captivity in order to generate profit by using these creatures as a form of entertainment, as well as research purposes, based on Regan’s argument on animal rights. In addition to that, we will also discuss how his views will determine the decision of the Vancouver Park Board to ban the Aquarium from bringing in cetaceans for the purpose of entertainment in the future. In this case, Regan’s stance is that the Park Board’s decision is completely justified in terms of the ban. Regan’s Abolitionist view of animal rights imply that animals should not be used as resources. However, the Vancouver Aquarium used cetaceans for the purpose of entertainment and research from which they can generate profits, and this indicates that the Aquarium treats the cetaceans as nothing but a means to fulfil their self-serving motives. But in my opinion, cetaceans are not always better off in their natural habitat. I believe that animals that are under the care of human-beings can benefit the animals as well. Therefore, I will disagree with Regan’s position that the Park Board’s decision is justified on the basis that some cetaceans can find better homes in aquariums than in oceans in many cases. 
              Regan’s position is mainly based on the concept of “experiencing subjects of a life” which means that individuals who are “experiencing subjects of a life” have inherent value. Beings with inherent value deserve equal respect and they have the right not to be harmed.  According to Regan, “animals that concern us”, are “experiencing subjects of a life” and therefore deserve equal respect and have the right not to be harmed (Regan, 342/Warriner, Slide 22). In this case, the cetaceans are being used for the purposes concerning humans thus these cetaceans have inherent value. 
                 Regan’s position indicates that these cetaceans are “animals that concern us” and therefore have inherent value, they should be treated with equal respect and have the right not to be harmed. Considering the fact that these cetaceans are being used for the sake of providing entertainment and information for humans, they can be viewed as resources; for example, they are being held captive away from their natural habitat in order to be displayed for the pleasure of humans. According to that, the animals are not being treated with equal respect. Regan strongly expresses that, “The fundamental wrong is the system that allows us to view animals as our resources, here for us – to be eaten, or surgically manipulated, or exploited for sport or money.” (Regan, 337). This substantiates that Regan is against the system of using animals in any way that will serve humans and their personal gains. Hence, Regan’s position would conclude that the Vancouver Park Board’s decision is justified, as well as state that animals should not be used by humans for any purpose that serves human motives. 
                  The ban on the use of cetaceans for entertainment and research purposes will cause the shipping of these cetaceans to the Aquarium to come to an end. The Vancouver Aquarium does not capture cetaceans from the wild. In fact, the only cetaceans that they have on display, are the cetaceans “that were born in an aquarium or were rescued and deemed non-releasable by an appropriate government authority.” (Vancouver Aquarium Facts). In recent times, the ocean has become an unsafe place, even for its inhabitants. Therefore, it is quite evident that the Aquarium is actually saving these animals. For instance, an incident had occurred in which a whale was found stranded off the coast with 30 plastic bags and other plastic waste inside of its stomach. The reason for this is the plastic pollution in the ocean. In addition to that, Horton states that, “The rate of plastic pollution is only expected to increase as more and more plastic is used globally.” (Horton). This clearly shows how animals are being harmed even in their natural surroundings. The use of plastics is an act committed by humans, which means that humans are harming the cetaceans indirectly in this way. If we leave the cetaceans in the ocean and stop the shipping of these cetaceans to the Aquarium, then we will be allowing these creatures to live in a harmful environment created by humans. Since cetaceans have inherent value and that they should not be harmed, not bringing them under humans’ protection and care will mean that they will be harmed. This will cause Regan’s premise to fail. 
                  On the other hand, if cetaceans are shipped to the Aquarium then they may have a better home. They will not be physically harmed, and they will have a friendly environment to live in. Additionally, they will be taken care of since they are the responsibility of the Aquarium. If they are being treated right, then they are treated with equal respect.             
                  Although, Regan would argue that they would still be used as resources since they are being utilized for entertainment and his Abolitionist view states that “no medical research on animals” (Warriner, Slide 5) should be allowed, this would be phrased as “fundamentally wrong” (Regan, 337). However, the Vancouver Aquarium claims to be a non-profit conservation organisation which means that they are not generating any profit from their operations. Regan imposes that if animals are being used in any way that does not follow their natural system, then they are being used as resources and thus, they are being harmed. I believe that Regan’s position on the decision of the Park Board is wrong for various reasons. The Aquarium is a home to cetaceans that are officially deemed non-releasable, therefore it is the only home those cetaceans have, even if it is perceived as captivity to the world. This sort of “captivity” not only provides shelter to endangered animals, but also nurses them back to good health through constant care and assistance. In addition to that, the Aquarium is not profiting in any way in return. The Aquarium, in fact, is saving these cetaceans from harm. These actions, on the basis of which Regan would argue that humans are causing harm to animals, are truly the actions that are producing the complete opposite results. This contradicts Regan’s argument. The “animals that concern us” are “experiencing subjects of a life” and so have inherent value. The “animals that concern us” deserve equal respect and have the right not to be harmed. Many cetaceans require humans to rescue them and give them a suitable environment to survive in. Banning the Aquarium from bringing in cetaceans will put many cetaceans in harm’s way. Therefore, the Aquarium should bring in cetaceans.
                Ultimately, in my opinion, Regan’s stance will justify the Park Board’s decision, but I will not agree on Regan’s position circulating this issue because I believe that it is more harmful to not rescue cetaceans given how humans indirectly harm them and how some of these cetaceans are needed to be rescued and cared for by humans, compared to how much harm is done when humans use the cetaceans as tools for their own purposes. I think that if the animals are given a safe environment and they are given good treatment then they are treated with equal respect. 
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