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Essay & Debate Workbook

Animal Rights

Animal Rights
Animal rights is a philosophical concept that considers animals to be of equal or similar importance to humans. Animal rights activists argue that animals must receive equal or similar treatment to that of humans and that animals are not to be killed or enslaved by humans, or even used by humans. Other people believe that humans are of greater importance and value than animals, and that humans can make moral use of animals; but most insist that improvements can (and should) be pursued to improve the animals’ lives. They simply oppose the philosophy of animal rights that states that nearly all uses of animals are morally wrong. 

(People Promoting and People Opposing Animal Rights: In Their Own Words. John M. Kistler – author)
From the use of animals in experiments to develop medicine for people, to the preservation of endangered species in zoos, human beings' responsibility to and for their fellow animals has become an increasingly controversial subject. While most people agree that animals are important to humans and that we must pay attention to their well-being, there also is a good deal of disagreement about the types, if any, of obligations that humans have toward other animals. (Encyclopedia of Animal Rights and Animal Welfare by Marc Bekoff, Carron A. Meaney) 

Essay & Debate Topics:

1. Should animals be kept as pets?

2. Should zoos be banned?

3. Should non-human animals be experimented on for human purposes?

Essay & Debate # 1: Should animals be kept as pets?
Background and Context:

Pets are household animals or animals kept by humans for companionship and enjoyment. The first evidence of human beings living with animals is from about 12,000 years ago. Remains found in early human sites show that men had already domesticated (tamed) wolves and created dogs. This may have been to help them hunt, but they must have quickly come to enjoy the animals’ company and affection. Dogs appear to have been with early humans in many different parts of the world. It was the Ancient Egyptians who first bred wild cats 5,000 years ago to produce the domestic cats we know today. (http://debatepedia.idebate.org/en/index.php/Debate:_Should_humans_own_pets%3F)

Canadians are dedicated pet lovers, spending in excess of $3 billion annually on pet food and 

veterinary services in urban areas of the country. Pet owners are happy to sacrifice their time and 

money in exchange for the unconditional love that pets can give. More than one-half of Canadian 

households (53%) own a cat or a dog, with one-third of all households owning cats and one-third 

owning dogs. One in ten households (13) own both cats and dogs. (http://www.ctv.ca/generic/WebSpecials/pdf/Paws_and_Claws.pdf)

Keeping animals as pets is therefore a common practice among humans. But is this right? Is it good for people, for the animals, and for society to keep animals as pets? 

Should animals be kept as pets?

Your Arguments / Thoughts
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Should animals be kept as pets? - Arguments to consider
	Yes (Affirmative)
	No (Negative)

	Overall, having a pet improves human health. For example, children on farms and in homes with furry pets are less likely to have allergies. Playing with pets also helps to make children and adults happier and to reduce their stress. It may even help people to live longer as scientists and doctors say that when people smile more and enjoy life more, they tend to live longer. And, walking a dog or riding a horse gives healthy exercise to hundreds of millions of people. (http://debatepedia.idebate.org)

Researchers are also finding that the most serious disease for older persons is not cancer or heart disease – it is loneliness. Love is the most important health tonic people have and pets are one of nature's best sources of love. (http://www.petsonwheelsscottsdale.com/index.php?menutopic=The+Healing+Power+of+Pets&submenu=The+Healing+Power+of+Pets&hmenustr=Home) Elderly and lonely people can therefore have better mental health and longer and healthier lives if they have pets.
	Having a pet can be harmful to a person’s health. Many pets, among them cats, dogs, and rodents, are known to produce powerful allergens, which may exacerbate (worsen) respiratory symptoms. In Canada (which has one of the highest incidences of asthma in the world with 20 children and 500 adults dying 

from the disease each year), pet ownership has been found to greatly increase the risk of asthma. Researchers at the University of British Columbia found that pet owners were more likely to suffer from asthma or to have asthma-like symptoms. Dog and cat owners were found to have a 60 percent higher incidence of asthma and a 35 percent higher incidence of asthma-like symptoms than did people without pets. (http://www.yourhealthbase.com/database/a87e.htm) 

	Some distinguished universities recognize the contribution that pets can make to health. Stressed-out students at super-competitive Yale Law School, for example, now have a new way to relax: They can borrow Monty, a Jack Russell-border terrier mix "therapy dog," from Yale's law library for 30-minute sessions. "It is well-documented that visits from therapy dogs have resulted in increased happiness, calmness, and overall emotional well-being," a librarian said in an e-mail to students in March, 2011. Several universities, including the University of Wisconsin at Oshkosh, have similar programs. http://teacher.scholastic.com/scholasticnews/indepth/upfront/news_trends/index.asp?article=n050911
In addition, keeping a pet adds to the quality of life of the animal, especially those animals that have been rescued and restored to health by animal shelters, and then adopted by people who love animals.

http://debatepedia.idebate.org/en/index.php/Debate:_Should_humans_own_pets%3F
	It is often unhealthy for animals to be in a human home. Humans cannot properly meet the animals’ needs in terms of exercise, diet, and environment, so it is cruel to keep them as pets. For example, dogs are pack animals that need companionship, but they are often kept singly and left alone during the day. Also, birds flock together and need to fly, but they are usually kept in small cages. Furthermore, pets are often mistreated by their owners or abandoned. (http://debatepedia.idebate.org/en/index.php/Debate:_Should_humans_own_pets%3F) A recent national survey found that across Canada the number of abandoned dogs admitted to shelters annually is more than 36,000, and some provincial findings suggest that this Harris-Decima poll's estimate is low.  Many of these animals are destroyed when homes cannot be found for them. http://www.mrtimes.com/news/Public+snobby+attitude+when+comes+getting/3522410/story.html

	Most types of pets have been bred over centuries to live with humans, and could not survive in the wild. (http://debatepedia.idebate.org/en/index.php/Debate:_Should_humans_own_pets%3F)Therefore, keeping animals as pets is an act of kindness as it is helping them to survive.
	Breeding animals for the pet trade is cruel. Many dogs are born on puppy farms where conditions are bad, and individual dogs do not receive adequate care. In some countries, cats are de-clawed and dogs have their tails cut to make them easier to sell - both cruel and painful processes. http://debatepedia.idebate.org/en/index.php/Debate

	There is very little risk to human health from pets. Almost always, simple hand washing and good cleaning will keep both pet and owner safe. Diseases which can jump from one species to another are very rare and almost never fatal. 

(http://debatepedia.idebate.org/en/index.php/Debate:_Should_humans_own_pets%3F)
	Keeping pets is a risk to human health. Many animals can pass diseases on to people. In fact, pregnant women risk the health of their babies by handling cat litter. Furthermore, many people are allergic to pet hair or feathers, and have a greater risk of developing asthma or worsening this disease if they already have it. Also, keeping exotic animals as pets, such as snakes and tigers, and aggressive dogs, such as pit bulls, is dangerous. These wild animals can never be completely tamed, trusted, or safe, and each year people are killed or badly hurt by such pets. (http://debatepedia.idebate.org)

	Pets bring a sense of security to their owners’ homes. In fact, for anyone who is consistently left alone, pets can supply a sense of security and protection from intruders. Pets have even been known to warn their owners about dangers, such as fire, in the home.
	Keeping pets gives owners more responsibilities. If they are planning to go on holiday and it is not convenient to take the pet along, the owners will need to find someone suitable to look after their pet. It is usually difficult to find someone to do this, and kennels can be very costly. So, sometimes pets can interfere with people’s social plans.

	Pets offer companionship and love and are an integral part of many people’s lives. Most pet owners love their pets. They spend a lot of money and time caring for them. Many people, too, treat their pets as family members – as their children. So, preventing people from keeping pets would be depriving both animals and humans of a very special and loving relationship. 
	Keeping pets is expensive. Pets are costly to keep in terms of time, money, and energy. There is the cost of pet food and vets’ bills – which can run well over a thousand dollars a year - and also the time that has to be spent grooming and exercising the animals. So, keeping pets can deplete (drain / empty) a person’s energy and bank account.


Also see: 

Should Wild Animals Be Kept as Pets?

http://humanesociety.org/issues/exotic_pets/facts/ 
Should Exotic Animals Be Kept As Pets?
http://www.npr.org/templates/transcript/transcript.php?storyId=101430578
Animals as pets

http://www.bbc.co.uk/ethics/animals/using/pets.shtml
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US & ?print=trueCanada
SeaWorld sued over 'enslaved' killer whales
http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-us-canada-16920866?print=true


The five wild-captured orca "plaintiffs" are based at SeaWorld Orlando and SeaWorld San Diego 

Five killer whales have been named as plaintiffs in a lawsuit which argues they deserve the same constitutional protection from slavery as humans.

A US judge is considering a complaint by People for the Ethical Treatment of Animals' (Peta) against SeaWorld.

It is reportedly the first time a US court has heard legal arguments over whether animals should enjoy the same constitutional protections as humans.

SeaWorld's legal team said the case was a waste of time and resources.

The marine park's lawyer, Theodore Shaw, told the court in San Diego: "Neither orcas nor any other animal were included in the 'We the people'... when the Constitution was adopted."

He said that if the case were successful, it could have implications not just on how other marine parks or zoos operate, but even on the police use of sniffer dogs to detect bombs and drugs.

'Historic case' 

Peta says the killer whales are treated like slaves for being forced to live in tanks and perform daily at the SeaWorld parks in California and Florida.

It is not considered likely that the whales will win their freedom, but campaigners said they were pleased the case even made it to a courtroom. 

The lawsuit invokes the 13th Amendment to the constitution, which abolished "slavery or involuntary servitude" in the US.

Jeffrey Kerr, the lawyer representing the five whales, said: "For the first time in our nation's history, a federal court heard arguments as to whether living, breathing, feeling beings have rights and can be enslaved simply because they happen to not have been born human. 

"By any definition these orcas have been enslaved here."

Hearing the arguments for about an hour, US District Judge Jeffrey Miller raised concerns over whether animals could be represented as plaintiffs in a lawsuit.

He will issue a ruling at a later date.

Peta names the five wild-captured orca plaintiffs as Tilikum and Katina, at SeaWorld Orlando; and Kasatka, Corky, and Ulises, at SeaWorld San Diego.

It is not Tilikum's first time in the media spotlight - he drowned his trainer before horrified spectators in February 2010, prompting a ban on the Florida park's employees entering the water to perform tricks with the orcas. 

The same whale has also been linked to two other deaths.
Dog-mauling death a 'tragic accident,' say police
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A newborn baby boy was killed by the family husky in Airdrie, Alta., say police. RCMP say the family dog attacked the newborn infant Wednesday morning causing serious trauma to the child.
Photograph by: Archive, Calgary Herald

AIRDRIE, Alta. — It remains to be seen what will become of a family dog that bit and killed a newborn boy at his Airdrie home.

While family, friends and neighbours are reeling from the incident, police say there won't be any criminal charges against the couple, who are believed to operate a dog sledding business.

"Unfortunately, it's just a very tragic accident," said Airdrie RCMP Insp. Tony Hamori.

RCMP were called to the residence in the King's Heights neighbourhood of the Calgary bedroom community around 10 a.m. Wednesday where they found the infant with traumatic injuries.

He was taken to Alberta Children's Hospital, but was pronounced dead about 12 hours later.

Police are not releasing the name of the child or details of the attack.

A man who answered the door at the home declined to comment. A woman later emerged to say they were mourning a loss.

Neighbours said they've seen the residents take a team of sled dogs around the community. The neighbours also expressed their condolences and said they were saddened to hear the news.

A woman who knows the couple says the death is shocking.

"I know them and I know their dogs and this is very surprising," said Dawn Donald, who operates Mad Dogs & Englishmen Expeditions in Exshaw, Alta. "Something like this can happen in a split second and it's all our worst nightmare. It could happen to anyone with dogs, not just huskies."

Donald hadn't yet spoken with the couple about the incident, but had reached out to them in support.

"My heart goes out to them," she said. "They love their dogs and they love their children."

Police said there was no previous history of violence with the dog and there had never been issues between the dog and the couple's older son, two and a half years old.

The husky will be quarantined at an undisclosed location for 10 days, said Darryl Poburan, manager of municipal enforcement in Airdrie, adding his department will work with the owners and undertake an investigation to decide on the dog's fate.

The house where the incident is believed to have occurred is registered to a couple who own a dog sledding equipment and supplies company. According to the company's website, the couple have four Siberian huskies.

Although Donald doesn't know details about this case, she said it's possible the husky wasn't trying to harm the infant.

"It could have been a case of the animal showing nurturing instincts, or trying to move the baby," she said. "It might not have been a malicious attack, at all."

Speaking not specifically to the incident, Poburan said that in some cases, there is provincial legislation that deals with dangerous dogs where a judge decides the outcome.

Hamori said officers have been in touch with the grieving family.

"Obviously, it's an unimaginable event so how they're dealing with this goes along with the magnitude of it," Hamori said, adding counselling services have been made available to emergency personnel involved with the case.

Husky breeders say the case is very rare.

"I've never heard of that. I've been breeding since 1995 and the one thing I've always known about Siberian huskies is they make wonderful, loving family members," said Beverley Arseneau of Arctic Ice Kennels. "I'm just in shock, absolutely in shock."

cho@calgaryherald.com

smassinon@calgaryherald.com

— with files from Deborah Tetley

© Copyright (c) The Calgary Herald

Can Pets Help Keep You Healthy?
Exploring the Human-Animal Bond
http://newsinhealth.nih.gov/2009/February/feature1.htm

You take good care of your pet. But what’s your pet done for you lately? Scared intruders from your door? Fetched your slippers? Given you a loving nuzzle? People have lots of reasons for owning pets. Now a small but growing body of research suggests that owning or interacting with animals may have the added benefit of improving your health. 

People and animals have a long history of living together and bonding. Perhaps the oldest evidence of this special relationship was discovered a few years ago in Israel—a 12,000-year-old human skeleton buried with its hand resting on the skeleton of a 6-month-old wolf pup. “The bond between animals and humans is part of our evolution, and it’s very powerful,” says Dr. Ann Berger, a physician and researcher at the NIH Clinical Center in Bethesda, Maryland. 

Today animal companions are more popular than ever. The pet population nationwide has been growing dramatically for nearly a half century, from about 40 million pet cats and dogs in 1967 to more than 160 million in 2006. About two-thirds of U.S. households now own at least one pet. 

“When you see how long we’ve had pets in our lives, and how important they are to us today, I think it’s amazing that the study of human-animal interactions is still so new,” says Dr. Sandra Barker, director of the Center for Human-Animal Interaction at Virginia Commonwealth University. “Researchers have only recently begun to explore this wonderful relationship and what its health benefits might be.” 

It’s true that scientific study of the human-animal bond is still in its infancy. Several small or anecdotal studies have uncovered intriguing connections between human health and animal interactions. However, more rigorous follow-up studies have often shown mixed results. 

“The general belief is that there are health benefits to owning pets, both in terms of psychological growth and development, as well as physical health benefits,” says Dr. James Griffin, a scientist at NIH’s Eunice Kennedy Shriver National Institute of Child Health and Human Development. “But there have been relatively few well-controlled studies. That’s the state of the science, in a nutshell.” 

This past year, NIH hosted several meetings to bring together leading experts in the field of human-animal interactions. The investigators discussed findings to date and ways to improve ongoing research. 

Some of the largest and most well-designed studies in this field suggest that four-legged friends can help to improve our cardiovascular
 health. One NIH-funded study looked at 421 adults who’d suffered heart attacks. A year later, the scientists found, dog owners were significantly more likely to still be alive than were those who did not own dogs, regardless of the severity of the heart attack. 

Another study looked at 240 married couples. Those who owned a pet were found to have lower heart rates and blood pressure, whether at rest or when undergoing stressful tests, than those without pets. Pet owners also seemed to have milder responses and quicker recovery from stress when they were with their pets than with a spouse or friend. 

Several studies have shown that dog owners may get more exercise and other health benefits than the rest of us. One NIH-funded investigation looked at more than 2,000 adults and found that dog owners who regularly walked their dogs were more physically active and less likely to be obese than those who didn’t own or walk a dog. Another study supported by NIH followed more than 2,500 older adults, ages 71-82, for 3 years. Those who regularly walked their dogs walked faster and for longer time periods each week than others who didn’t walk regularly. Older dog walkers also had greater mobility inside their homes than others in the study. 

Man’s best friend may help you make more human friends, too. Several studies have shown that walking with a dog leads to more conversations and helps you stay socially connected. And studies have clearly shown that people who have more social relationships tend to live longer and are less likely to show mental and physical declines as they grow older. “It’s hard to walk a dog and not have someone talk to you or interact with you, compared to walking alone,” says Barker. 

Other research suggests that pet ownership may hold special benefits during childhood. “When children are asked who they talk to when they get upset, a lot of times their first answer is their pet,” says Griffin, an expert in child development and behaviour. “This points to the importance of pets as a source of comfort and developing empathy. In fact, therapists and researchers have reported that children with autism are sometimes better able to interact with pets, and this may help in their interactions with people.” 

Several research teams are examining the potential benefits of bringing specially trained animals into clinical settings. These animal-assisted therapies are increasingly offered in hospitals and nursing homes nationwide. Although there is little solid scientific evidence confirming the value of this type of therapy, clinicians who watch patients interacting with animals say they can clearly see benefits, including improved mood and reduced anxiety. 

“You can see the difference it makes in so many of these patients when the dog is at their bedside,” says Berger, who works to relieve pain in patients with life-threatening illnesses at the NIH Clinical Center. “Our patients are often here for a long period of time. I think the dogs add a bit of normalcy to a very difficult situation. The dog will sit calmly, and the patients don’t have to talk to anyone. They can just pet. I think this helps with some of the suffering.” 

Berger and Barker recently wrapped up a preliminary clinical study looking at how well animal-assisted therapy relieves distress in hospitalized cancer patients coping with pain. The data have not yet been analyzed, but the researchers hope it will serve as a launching point for future investigations. 

“I think we’re just at the tip of the iceberg in terms of what we know about the human-animal bond and its potential health benefits,” Barker says. “This area is primed for a lot of research that still needs to be done.”  

_______________________________________________ 

Wise Choices
Health Risks from Your Pet? 

Kids, pregnant women and people with weakened immune systems are at greater risk for getting sick from animals. Take these steps to reduce your risk. 

· Wash hands thoroughly after contact with animals.

· Keep your pet clean and healthy, and keep vaccinations up to date.

· Supervise children under age 5 while they’re interacting with animals. 

· Prevent kids from kissing their pets or putting their hands or other objects in their mouths after touching animals.

· Avoid changing litter boxes during pregnancy. Problem pregnancies may arise from toxoplasmosis, a parasitic disease spread by exposure to cat feces.
What are the Arguments For and Against Keeping Pets?
Do Animal Rights Activists Want to Take My Pets Away?

By Doris Lin, About.com Guide

http://animalrights.about.com/od/companionanimalspets/a/Keeping_Pets.htm

Because of pet overpopulation, just about all animal activists would probably agree that we should spay and neuter our cats and dogs. But there would be some disagreement if you were to ask whether we should breed cats and dogs if all the shelters were empty and there were good, loving homes available.

Animal industries such as the fur industry and factory farms try to discredit animal protection groups by claiming that activists want to take people’s pets away. While some animal rights activists do not believe in keeping pets, I can assure you that no one wants to take your dog away from you. 

What are the arguments for keeping pets? 

Many people consider their pets to be members of the family, and treat them with love and respect. The feeling often appears to be mutual, as our dogs and cats seek us out to play, to be petted, or to just simply sit in our laps. They provide unconditional love and devotion. To deny them and us this relationship seems unthinkable to some. 

Also, keeping pets does not "use" the animals in the same way that factory farms, animal testing labs or circuses use and abuse the animals. 

The Humane Society of the US argues that we should keep pets: 

So, should we have pets? Of course. Pets are creatures with whom we share a world, and we rejoice in their companionship. You don’t have to anthropomorphize to recognize that the feelings are returned. If we are wise enough to see, they teach us about humility and empathy and loyalty. Their eyes hold the spark of life, the same as ours. Let us be close and cherish each other always. 

The vast majority of animal activists advocate spaying and neutering. However, most will say that the reason is the millions of cats and dogs who are killed in shelters every year, as opposed to any basic opposition to the keeping of pets. 

What are the arguments against keeping pets? 

Some animal activists argue that we should not keep or breed pets regardless of whether we have an overpopulation problem. There are two basic arguments against keeping and breeding pets. 

One argument is that cats, dogs and other pets suffer too much at our hands. Theoretically, we may be able to provide good homes for our pets, and many of us do. However, in the real world, animals suffer abandonment, cruelty, and neglect. 

Another argument is that even on a theoretical level, the relationship is inherently flawed and we are unable to provide the full lives that these animals deserve. Because they are bred to be dependent on us, the basic relationship between humans and companion animals is flawed because of the difference in power. PETA opposes keeping pets, partially for this reason: 

Their lives are restricted to human homes where they must obey commands and can only eat, drink, and even urinate when humans allow them to. Because domesticated animals retain many of their basic instincts and drives but are not able to survive on their own in the wild, dogs, cats, or birds, whose strongest desire is to be free, must be confined to a house, yard, or cage for their own safety . . . Even in "good" homes, cats must relieve themselves in dirty litterboxes and often have their digits removed by "declawing," and dogs often have to drink water that has sat around for days, are hurried along on their walks, and are yelled at to get off the furniture or be quiet. 

How does this issue play out in the real world? 

The opposition to keeping pets must be distinguished from a call to release domesticated animals. They are dependent on us for their survival and it would be cruel to turn them loose on the streets or in the wilderness. 

The position must also be distinguished from any desire to take anyone’s dogs and cats away. We have a duty to take care of the animals who are already here, and the best place for them is with their loving and caring human guardians. This is why animal rights activists who oppose keeping pets might have rescued pets themselves.

Activists who oppose keeping pets believe that domestic animals should not be allowed to breed. The animals who are already here should live long, healthy lives, cared for with love and respect by their human guardians. 

Essay & Debate # 2: Should zoos be banned?
Background and Context:

The word zoo is an abbreviated form of 'zoological garden' and was coined in the nineteenth century. Zoos are collections of various animal species found in nature. The reasons often given for keeping animals in captivity include education, research, recreation, and conservation. The 'zoo culture’ can be traced back to the civilizations of China, Egypt, and Mesopotamia. Some of the common types of zoos are the urban cage-zoos, safaris, and sanctuaries. For a long time, zoos claimed to have protected endangered animal species; however, with a number of organizations becoming increasingly vocal on the issue of animal rights, zoos have become a controversial topic. (http://www.buzzle.com/articles/pros-and-cons-of-zoos.html)

Should zoos be banned?
Your Arguments / Thoughts


Should zoos be banned? - Arguments to consider 

	Yes (Affirmative)
	No (Negative)

	Zoos convey the message that animals have no rights and that it is acceptable to capture, cage, and use them for human purposes. But, it is not OK. As animal rights activists say, non-human animals are of equal or similar importance to humans, and thus, must receive equal or similar treatment to that of humans.(People Promoting and People Opposing Animal Rights: In Their Own Words by John M. Kistler) Humans object to human captivity (except as a legal punishment or of enemies in wartime) for one reason only, that humans have a right to freedom, or just ought to be free … Why shouldn’t this be the case with non-humans too? (Zoos and Animal Rights: The Ethics of Keeping Animals by Stephen C. Bostock)
	Today’s zoos are educational. They are places to meet real wild and exotic animals. They inform and educate people about animals, especially the endangered species; they inform and educate people about nature, the environment, and conservation; and they make people more aware of the need to protect the natural environment. Zoos, therefore, serve a good purpose.

	Zoos are immoral. They exist simply to amuse the paying public and to make money. They are about serving humans, not animals. (debatepedia.idebate.org ) People do not go to zoos for educational reasons; they simply go to be entertained. However, if people truly want to learn about animals, there are better ways to do so. There are television documentaries, such as The Life of Animals and The Blue Planet, which enable people to see animals as they are in their natural habitats. People can also interact and play educational games on the BBC's web sites, which give valuable information about exotic animals and animals that have never been in zoos. http://j.whyville.net/smmk/whytimes/article?id=2941
	Zoos help to protect animals. They protect animals from predators, and from environmental hazards, like forest fires and severe and prolonged droughts.  Animals kept in zoos would have once been in the wild where they would have had to fight to survive. Thus, animals in zoos are better off than they would be in the wild.

	Most of the animals that live in zoos are not endangered, so the argument that zoos protect endangered animals is misleading. Many people think that zoos are preserving endangered species, but in fact they are wrong. Ninety-five percent of animals that are kept in zoos are not endangered, and less than one percent of endangered animals has been introduced back into the wild. Research by the Born Free Foundation has brought these facts into the public domain. (BFF is an organization dedicated to the welfare of animals by demanding that they be kept in their natural environments.) (http://j.whyville.net/smmk/whytimes/article?id=2941)
	Zoos protect endangered species, like the jaguar, the dingo, and the cheetah. They are good places to house endangered animals and to prepare them for re-introduction into their natural habitat. Furthermore, zoos help endangered animals to breed. If natural or human factors have made a species' own habitat a threatening environment, then human intervention can help to preserve that species. debatepedia.idebate.org

	Zoos do not provide the right conditions for their animals. Most zoo animals are imprisoned in cages or in fenced-in, small spaces. As a result, many animals suffer psychological distress, like Tina the elephant, who was kept for 30 years in a small, barren pen in a BC zoo. A/c to debatepedia.idebate.org,  “This distress is often displayed by abnormal or self-destructive behaviour.”  In February, 2009, four zebras died, allegedly from stress, after being forced to share their enclosure with cape buffaloes at the Greater Vancouver Zoo in Aldergrove, B.C. (http://www.nationalpost.com/news/world/story.html?id=2336625)
A 2003 report by the Vancouver Humane Society on the well-being of animals at the Greater Vancouver Zoo had this to say: “Many of the animals in zoos appear to be suffering from boredom and lack of stimulation. For example, monkeys are kept in small poorly equipped cages lacking enough swings, perches, natural branches, and other features to keep them occupied. Lions, tigers, and wolves have all been observed pacing for long periods along their fences - indicating possible stereotypic behaviour triggered by boredom and frustration. A lone cockatoo has plucked its feathers out to the point of bleeding, also a possible indication of boredom and frustration.” vancouverhumanesociety.bc.ca/downloads/reports/GVZC%20report.pdf
	Many zoos today have large, natural-looking enclosures, and do not imprison animals in cages. These zoos have large areas where animals can play, and much is done to ensure that the animals are happy. The animals' enclosures are similar to the animals' natural habitats, and great care is taken to ensure that natural wildlife and plant-life is within most enclosures. debatepedia.idebate.org

In the last 50 years, some zoos have attempted to shift away from menagerie-style venues where parents take their children to gawk (stare) at  caged tigers and giraffes to almost museum-style exhibits that encourage animal lovers to learn and interact with different species. … The animals at facilities such as the Arizona-Sonora Desert Museum and the Haliburton Wolf Centre in northern Ontario are allowed to roam in large areas alone all day, live in real environments and are given the chance to do normal activities like roll in the grass and forage.  

http://www.nationalpost.com/news/world/story.html?id=2336625


	The weakest point about zoos is perhaps how the animals get there. Much capture in the wild, and much trade in and transport of animals, can be extremely cruel. Even where the collecting and transport are professional and humane, the capture of wild animals seems a particularly blatant trespassing upon their rights. (Stephen C. Bostock, Zoos and Animal Rights: The Ethics of Keeping Animals (New York: Routledge, 1993)
	Supporters of zoos argue that, increasingly, when animals have to be taken from the wild today, government agencies, or zoos, or their authorized and qualified agents are doing the collecting and the transporting. This has removed or at least minimized the cruelty associated in the past with animal collection and transportation. (Stephen C. Bostock, Zoos and Animal Rights: The Ethics of Keeping Animals (New York: Routledge, 1993)



	Yes (Affirmative)
	No (Negative)

	Many zoos mistreat their animals. For example, in 2006, animal cruelty charges were laid against the Greater Vancouver Zoo in relation to a baby hippo’s long solitary confinement in a small, dark concrete pen. (http://vancouverhumanesociety.bc.ca/pagegraphics/newsletter/Summer2006.pdf)  

Aquatic animals often do not have enough water, and birds are prevented from flying away by having their wings clipped and being kept in aviaries. debatepedia.idebate.org
	While it is true that some zoos in the past mistreated the animals, there has been a marked improvement in the conditions of zoos world-wide, including the Greater Vancouver Zoo. It will not be fair to shut down all zoos for mistakes committed by a few zoos in the past.


Essay & Debate # 3: Should non-human animals be experimented on for human purposes?
Background and Context:

Animal testing or animal research is the use of non-human animals in scientific experimentation.  It is estimated that 50 to 100 hundred million vertebrate animals world-wide — from zebrafish to non-human primates — are used annually. Most animals are euthanized (killed painlessly) after being used in an experiment. Sources of lab animals vary between countries and species; while most animals are purpose-bred, others may be caught in the wild or supplied by dealers who obtain them from auctions and animal shelters. 

This research is usually conducted inside universities, medical schools, pharmaceutical companies, farms, defense establishments, and commercial facilities that provide animal-testing services to industry. It includes pure research such as genetics, developmental biology, behavioral studies, as well as applied research such as biomedical research, xeno-transplantation, drug testing, and toxicology tests, including cosmetics testing. Animals are also used for education, breeding, and defense research. 

The subject of animal testing is highly controversial. Supporters of the practice argue that almost every medical achievement in the 20th century relied on the use of animals in some way. The U.S. and British governments both support the advancement of medical and scientific goals using animal testing, provided that the testing minimizes animal use and suffering. Others question the necessity of it. These opponents make a range of arguments: that animal testing is cruel, poor scientific practice, unreliable (as it cannot reliably predict effects in humans), poorly regulated, that the costs outweigh the benefits, or that animals have an intrinsic right not to be used for experimentation. 
(http://debatepedia.idebate.org/en/index.php/Debate:_Animal_testing)

Should non-human animals be experimented on for human purposes?
Your Arguments / Thoughts

Should non-human animals be experimented on for human purposes? - Arguments to consider
	Yes (Affirmative)
	No (Negative)

	Human beings are superior to animals. Non-human animals do not have the ability to reason, so experimenting on them for the betterment of the human species is morally justified. It is far more ethical and more humane to perform tests on animals than on humans. Animal testing produces such great benefits for humanity that the practice is considered acceptable by a majority of people world-wide. 

A/c to a 2003 Gallup Poll in the US and Canada, 63 percent of Americans and 59 percent of Canadians found medical testing on animals "morally acceptable."

http://www.gallup.com/poll/9178/Americans-Britons-Odds-Animal-Testing.aspx
	Non-human animals are of equal or similar importance to humans, and must, therefore, receive equal or similar treatment to that of humans. This means that animals are not to be killed or enslaved by humans, or even used by humans. Furthermore, humans often defend their experimentation on non-humans by pointing to supposed differences. One of the many claimed differences is that non-humans, unlike humans, are unable to think or act morally. Yet, there are countless examples of reports of animals from many species who risk their own physical safety in order to help others – conduct that we consider to have high moral value. Dogs go into burning houses to rescue humans; raccoons risk their own safety to help other raccoons who are blind; non-human primates imprisoned in zoos act to protect humans who have fallen into the zoo enclosures, and dolphins are known to protect humans from sharks. (http://www.opposingviews.com/i/the-problem-with-seeing-humans-as-morally-superior-to-animals) 

Indeed, as anthropologist Jane Goodall said: “It is not only humans who have personalities, not only humans who are capable of rational thought and simple problem-solving, and above all, not only humans who can experience emotions such as joy, sorrow, fear, despair, and mental as well as physical suffering.” (Encyclopedia of Animal Rights and Animal Welfare. Contributors: Marc Bekoff - editor, Carron A. Meaney - editor.)

	Human beings have benefited immensely from scientific research involving animals, with virtually every medical achievement in the past century reliant on the use of animals in some way. Developments in the treatment of diabetes, leukaemia, and heart surgery, amongst others, have been made possible through the use of animals in medical research. Animal testing also has a key role to play in developing safe, effective vaccines in the future for diseases like AIDS and malaria, which kill millions of people each year, mostly in the developing world. Professor Clive Page, a member of the Royal Society Animals in Research Committee, said in 2004: "Life-saving medical advances, from the polio vaccine to kidney dialysis, have been made possible only because of the use of animals in research. The Royal Society believes that the benefits to human medicine justify the use of animals in scientific research.” http://royalsociety.org/News.aspx?id=1190&terms=animal+testing&fragment=&SearchType=&terms=animal testing
	Scientific experimentation on animals is poor scientific practice as it cannot accurately predict effects in humans. Animal testing is therefore often unreliable and dangerous. Most animals react differently from humans where drugs and vaccines are concerned. Ignoring these differences has been and will continue to be extremely costly to human health. One of the most famous examples of the dangers of animal testing is the Thalidomide Tragedy of the 1960s and 70s. Thalidomide was a drug that was claimed to have been safely tested on animals. It was marketed as an amazing sedative for breast-feeding or pregnant mothers, and it supposedly would cause no harm to either the mother or the child. Despite this apparent ‘safety testing’, thousands of children, whose mothers had used this drug, were born with severe deformities. Another example of the dangers of animal testing is Clioquinol, which was also said to have been safely tested on animals. Made in the 1970s in Japan, it was marketed as a wonder drug for providing relief from diarrhea. However, its use led to many cases of paralysis, blindness, and death. http://www.psychologicalscience.com/perception/2010/02/week-4---animal-research-due-thursday.html

	Animal testing is necessary to help decide whether a particular drug should be tested on people. Animal experiments eliminate some potential drugs as either ineffective or too dangerous to use on human beings. If a drug passes the animal test, it is then tested on a small human group before large-scale clinical trials. Animal testing is the most effective and accurate way to learn the effects of substances in a living body. Using cell cultures can only reveal side effects on a molecular level and cannot reveal side effects, such as organ failure, rashes, tumors, or cardiac arrest, like animal testing can. Using computer models cannot always predict unknown variables that can be discovered with animal testing. Animals may not have the exact physiology as humans, but animal testing is accurate enough to test whether a substance is even safe enough for human trials. http://www.edubook.com/the-pros-and-cons-of-animal-testing/11965/

	Non-human animals have the right to be treated as beings of value in themselves. This means that animals should never be experimented upon, whatever the potential gain for humanity. To infect monkeys with the AIDS virus or to expose other animals to toxic chemicals and radiation is simply not acceptable, whatever the supposed benefits. http://www.idebate.org/debatabase/topic_details.php?topicID=7

	Yes (Affirmative)
	No (Negative)

	Many regulations and laws are put into place to ensure that animals are treated as humanely as possible. Animal abuse is rare in animal testing facilities. Researchers are looking for the best possible solutions to medical problems. (http://www.edubook.com/the-pros-and-cons-of-animal-testing/11965/) In Canada, the Canadian Council of Animal Care (CCAC) ensures that animals are used under ethical and proper conditions. They cite that animals used for testing purposes must receive optimal care and must be treated humanely and respectfully during the course of their use. (http://www.aboutanimaltesting.co.uk/animal-testing-canada.html)
	In animal testing, in reality, the level of suffering and the number of animals involved are both so high that the benefits to humanity are not morally justified. Countless animals are experimented on and then killed after their use. Others are injured and will still live the remainder of their lives in captivity. The unfortunate aspect is that many of these animals receive tests for substances that will never actually be approved or used. It is this aspect of animal testing that many view as a major negative as many of the animals that are experimented on die in vain because no direct benefit to humans comes from the tests. (aboutanimaltesting.co.uk/using-animals-testing-pros-versus-cons.html)

	Animal testing is necessary to improve the health of humans and to save humans’ lives. It is an invaluable tool for research. Many life-saving medical breakthroughs are the direct result of animal testing: these include organ transplant and open-heart surgery techniques; life saving drugs; effective insulin and cancer treatments; and vaccines for deadly diseases like polio, rabies, rubella, and tuberculosis.  In fact, almost every medical achievement in the 20th century relied on the use of animals in some way. Furthermore, even sophisticated computers are unable to model interactions between molecules, cells, tissues, organs, organisms, and the environment, making animal research necessary. Polio, smallpox, and tuberculosis are just a few of the diseases that have largely disappeared thanks to animal research. A/c to Dr. Michael Conn, animal testing has also resulted in many, many medical advancements, from pregnancy tests to the 2009 H1N1 vaccine. http://www.suite101.com/content/is-animal-testing-in-scientific-research-needed-a169108
	Much of the animal testing done today is unnecessary. Organizations such as People for the Ethical Treatment of Animals (PETA) would like to see medical testing on animals banned completely, arguing that medical testing can be done just as effectively using human tissue and computer technology.

(http://www.gallup.com/poll/9178/Americans-Britons-Odds-Animal-Testing.aspx) 

And, even if there are no alternatives yet to some tests that are done with animals, this does not mean that we should continue to torture, mutilate, or kill animals in an effort to find cures and treatments for human ailments and to discover if certain products are safe for human use. Experimentation on animals is immoral and barbaric and will never be acceptable.



	Animal experiments are widely used to develop new medicines, treatments, and to test the safety of other products. Also, animal testing has the potential to cure terrible diseases, like cancer and Parkinson's.  As Jason Parent asked, “How many people would protest experimentation on animals if they knew it could result in medication to prevent strokes and heart disease?” http://www.suite101.com/content/is-animal-testing-in-scientific-research-needed-a169108
	Most people would be horrified at the suggestion that scientists could use mentally disabled humans as experimental subjects or as forced organ donors. Yet, one of the main arguments used by people who agree with animal experimentation is that animals are mentally inferior to humans and therefore suitable subjects for scientific experiments. This is wrong!

	Without animal research, the progress of medicine would slow down considerably. The strongest argument in favour of animal experimentation is that it is an essential part of scientific progress. As Oxford’s oft-quoted Professor Alastair Buchan reminded us, ‘You can’t make a head injury in a dish, you can’t create a stroke in a test tube, you can’t create a heart attack on a chip: it just doesn’t work’.  Scientific progress is something worthwhile, and, at the very least, its value outweighs the suffering of experimental animals. (practicalethicsnews.com/practicalethics/2008/11/animal-experime.html)
	Experimenting on animals is always unacceptable because: 

· it causes suffering to animals 

· many of the so-called benefits to human beings are not proven 

· any benefits to human beings that animal testing provides could be produced in other ways 



	In answer to the criticism that animal testing is wrong because it often involves human-like creatures, scientists typically use these animals for testing purposes precisely because they are similar to humans. The testing is done on these animals because they are thought to be the closest and best match with regards to applying the data to humans. (aboutanimaltesting.co.uk/using-animals-testing-pros-versus-cons.html)
	Animal testing wrongly involves human-like creatures and is therefore unacceptable. Monkeys, for example, have 97 percent of their genes in common with humans, and share even more striking physical, mental, and emotional similarities. http://www.helium.com/items/343668-the-case-against-animal-testing

	Although in the past many cosmetic companies tested their products on animals, the protests lodged by the animal rights activists’ have had their impact as many companies have stopped testing their products on animals. Avon was the first company to stop testing its products on animals. Major companies, like Revlon, have also stopped testing their cosmetics on animals. Several alternatives are now being used. The European parliament has outlawed cosmetic animal testing, too.( http://www.clearleadinc.com/site/cosmetic-animal.html)
	Using animals to test the effects of cosmetics is a very poor excuse to sacrifice an animal. Thousands of animals are still being harmed or killed to test cosmetics, and this is immoral, especially since there are harmless ways to test these products! Testing, for example, is done on rabbits for eye shadows and soaps in order to assess the level of damage or irritation. This cosmetic testing can cause bleeding or other serious problems in the animals, and many of the animals die shortly after wards. ( http://www.clearleadinc.com/site/cosmetic-animal.html) 







































































� Cardiovascular  - The system of heart and vessels that circulates blood throughout the body.








