An Anti-vivisectionist Reply to pro-vivisectionists most  common arguments, with a focus on Anti-vivisectionists Unmasked 1999 PDF Produced by Seriously Ill for Medical Research (SIMR).

Introduction
This article was written to show the most common arguments and frequently all out lies propagated by pro-vivisectionists, I also briefly look at some questions proposed to anti-vivisectionists. The PDF produced by Seriously Ill for Medical Research (SIMR) in 1999 entitled ‘anti-vivisectionists unmasked’ is a centre for this article, as it raises many of the pro-vivisectionist arguments.  
Through this article I hope to show that vivisection is a false premise, a lottery, on which animals are used to develop and test medicines that then go onto human usage, often with disastrous effects.  Vivisection is fatally flawed on many, many scientific and ethical levels, it is a dangerous and severely outdated supposed form of science (some would call it a pseudo-science), that exists for a small number of reasons (of which the main ones are analysed in this article), and has a limited, if any, human based medical value, especially in today’s society.

I do not call for the reform of vivisection, I call for the abolishment of it, the complete abolishment of such a system, and the proper funding for research into animal based drug development alternatives, many of which exist, and I am glad to say, are in use today.  

Questions

If vivisection is so wrong why does it continue?

There is the acknowledgement that many modern medicines have been developed with the help of animal research is known within the anti-vivisection movement, I do not dispute that animals have been used in the development of modern medicines, but this does not mean that they contributed to the development of these medicines.  
Animals are used in drug development for a few main reasons;

· Drug development can require animals to be used by law, even if there is an alternative.
· Money is also to be gained from vivisection for many different companies, such as the animal breeders, the laboratory equipment suppliers, the scientists, the builders of laboratories and overall the drug companies.  These individuals/companies all have a direct or indirect money based interest in continuing vivisection.  These people and companies have a vested interest in keeping vivisection going, no matter what negative effects, or nil effects, it has.

· If a drug has a side effect and affects many people through death or disability/illness then the company will be basically protected from prosecution as they have the basis of animal testing to provide the scientific and medical validity of the drug.
· Many scientists have a deeply ingrained view of vivisection; they see it as a ‘rite’ for them to do.  It as a tradition in the scientific community, and so they see it as needing to continue.
Any person involved in the anti-vivisection movement who actively denies animal usage in any modern medicine developed is misguided, but so is a pro-vivisectionist who promotes vivisection through the fact animals have been used in medicinal development.  

What medical advancements have occurred without vivisection?
One frequently heard pro-vivisectionist argument is that anti-vivisectionists cannot provide any sensible medical advancements that have not used vivisection, and yes I will admit that to list any drug development that hasn’t used animals is hard to do as animals are often used throughout a drug’s development (for the main reasons noted above).  Pro-vivisectionists say things like ‘…when confronted over such things, anti-vivisectionists resort to naming a few minor medical progresses done without animal testing.’1 However this quote does not state what a few minor medical progresses done without animal testing are.  Some of these few minor medical progresses are;

· 1‘‘it’s true that mortality rates have dropped considerably during this century. However, 92% of this decline occurred prior to the introduction of vaccines and treatments derived through vivisection. Medical historians, McKinley and McKinley of Boston University, report that vaccines and drugs introduced to fight infectious diseases account for only 3.5% of the dramatic decline in mortality rates between 1900 and 1973.’’2
· 2 The discovery of how blood circulates.
· 3. The germ theory of disease.
· 4. The sterilization process and the pasteurization process
· 5. The isolation of the HIV (human immunodeficiency virus).
· 6. The discovery of the mechanism of AIDS transmission.
· 7. The development of x-rays.
· 8. Interpretation of the genetic code.
· 9. Development of a vaccine against yellow fever.
· 10. The understanding of cholesterol biochemistry and familial hypercholesterolemia.
· 11. Development of anti-depressant and anti-psychotic drugs
· 12. The discovery of the chemical and physiological visual process in the eye. 
· 13. Discovery of human blood groups.
· 14. The discovery of the relationship between chemical exposure and birth 
I can list dozens more medical advances done without animal testing.
Also consider that 2/3rd’s of the winners of the Nobel Prize for Physiology and Medicine since 1901 have been awarded to people who did not use animals in their research.  That’s roughly 70 people who have been awarded the Nobel Prize, and not used animals in their research.3
A few minor examples indeed!!

As for the pro-vivisectionist argument of animal usage in drug development and testing being of any use, it isn’t, and very often delays drug/ medical development or stops it altogether- take the example of Pasteur who developed penicillin but when he gave it to an ill rabbit in 19—the rabbit didn’t show any effects as they expel it in their urine very quickly, so Pasteur left penicillin for over --- years until he tested it on a boy by change, starting the modern medical advancement process.  Another example of a drug delayed by animal testing is that of experiments on rats, hamsters, guinea pigs, mice, monkeys, and baboons that revealed no link between glass fibres and cancer. Not until 1991, due to human studies, did OSHA label it carcinogenic.
What can replace vivisection?
A serious consideration for all anti-vivisectionists is the alternatives to vivisection.  Any anti-vivisectionist who does not give a good, solid answer to what could, and should, replace vivisection has no right to say they are anti-vivisection, for you cannot be against vivisection, and not have any alternatives to it.  
So far there exists around 450 different non-animal methods for developing and testing new drugs, of which many are in use now, having replaced outdated and dangerous animal tests.4  The progress of medicine and drug development has relied not on vivisection ( a frequent delayer of medical progress), but on human based research and study, such as autopsy’s, clinical studies, mathematical based models, cell culture study, epidemiology and many, many other replacements that are safer for humans, will cause less human deaths and all animal deaths.  
While many alternatives are being used today, the question arises, why does vivisection still continue?  The sad, and shocking, answer to this is simple- money and the belief in dated and dangerous medical methods as true.  
Isn’t using living animals to develop drugs the only way we can see how drugs will work in a body?

The argument that animals are the only viable way we can test new drugs on a whole working organism is fatally flawed, for not only does it gloss over the major differences between humans and animals (and different species of animals, and even the differences between animals of the same species under various, often highly stressful, lab conditions).  These differences are crucial in many, many ways, and I have given an in-depth analysis of them and their implications for vivisection and drug development in another article, so I will only deal very briefly with it here.5
Humans and non-human animals rarely get the same illness and if they do they vary by degrees that can completely change results obtained from testing human based drugs on animals.  

One major example of animal and human differences is that of heart research being done on animals, frequently dogs.  Yet dogs do not have a heart that is in any way, shape or form viable as a test model for another animal heart, never mind a human heart.  The mass of heart illnesses are caused by two things- a bad diet consisting of lots of ‘bad’ fatty acids and the second cause is combined with the consumption of fatty acids in foods, and that is a ‘bad’ lifestyle, such as smoking, drug consumption (legal or illegal) and lack of exercise or internal body care precautions (such as GP check ups).  You cannot replicate any of this in an animal, less of all a dog, as dietary and social conditions guide many aspects of human heart health.6 
‘‘Heart disease rarely occurs in dogs, and it’s usually because they have been bred to grow abnormally large. In one BHF-funded study, experimenters cut open dogs’ chests and circulated their blood out of their bodies and back in again in order to cause the blood pressure in the dogs’ neck arteries to change rapidly. The experimenters’ conclusion? That a person who bends down and suddenly stands up could experience dizziness and fainting! In another experiment, experimenters implanted electrodes into dogs and injected other dogs’ blood into their bodies. The stated purpose was to find out about blood storage in the liver, even though the experimenters acknowledged that dogs store their blood differently from people.’’7
In my other article on this specific topic I have mentioned many other examples of serious human/ animal differences in physiological and psychological makeup, but here I will just stick to the dog/human heart example.
Government legislation exists to protect animal welfare in vivisection laboratories, so how can you be against the animals being looked after well?
Firstly, a lot of the research regulations are ignored; many examples exist of this.  Just because a Government or local authority issued animal welfare standards or regulations concerning animal welfare in laboratories does not mean it is followed, far from it (see point 6 further in this article for such examples of welfare and legislations being broken).  Second, even if an animal is treated well in a lab (which is heavily disputed) does this then give a scientist the right to test on it?

To cause a subject of life (either a mammal or a non-mammal) gross pain, to treat them as a product to be used and abused when needed, and then killed before the end of their natural life- with all the strictly applied welfare standards in the World in effect, is still morally wrong.  Vivisection cannot in any way be defended by how the test animals are treated (or mistreated as the case often is).

Don’t anti-vivisectionists want to stop people taking medication?
The issue of denying a patient needed medicine is morally wrong, yes, but to use this as an example to then promote further animal testing has no basis.  I do not condemn anyone who uses lifesaving or life-preserving medicines that are on the market- I do not wish to condemn humans to pain or death, rather what I wish to do is to stop vivisection, but this does not mean to stop the production of new medicine, far from it.  What it means is that any medicines on the market now in all probability been tested on animals (many, many others would also have been tested, then rejected as to dangerous or useless for humans), but these medicines did not just develop from animal to the market, in-between there was a mass stage of human based testing, and then follow ups on humans who trialled the drug, and here it is possible that the drug has to go back to the drawing board, for it shows many inconsistencies with humans (after proving fine on animals).  In the case of products like insulin it is now synthetically manufactured, and does not require any form of animal based products.  To say anti-vivisectionists deny drugs already on the market to people who readily need it is absurd, and any anti-vivisectionist must realise that to spend time in this debate is worthless, and distracts from other debates on overall animal welfare and liberation, and human health.  

If vivisection stops, we will not have any more drugs, how can anti-vivisectionists support that?
To say ‘no animal research means no new medicines’ is simply absurd and heavily distorts the truth, for just look at the examples I have listed of what has been achieved medically without animal testing, and what is now being achieved medically without it.  It is ironic that vivisection has often held back medical advancements such as blood transfusion, delayed 200 years by animal tests, corneal transplants were delayed 90 years by animal tests and aspirin (one of the most commonly used drugs available) fails many animal tests.8  
If vivisection is stopped here, it’ll just move to another country that would have much lower animal welfare standards, so why not keep it here in the UK?
The argument that if vivisection is stopped here it will move abroad to lower welfare standards has one easy reply- anti-vivisections will follow, simple!  We do not just ‘want it of our doorstep’, we want a total end to vivisection, in England, Russia, America, Australia, Worldwide, and anti-vivisectionist activists are Worldwide.9
But aside from the ‘worldwide activists’ lets look at the basis of this argument.  It presumes that vivisection is fine, as long as it is under (supposed) strict welfare standards, the UK’s standards often being citied as the most strictest worldwide, it does not even look at the root of vivisection- which is suffering and pain and frequently premature death for millions of mammalian and non-mammalian subjects of life.  This, done under any supposed welfare standards, in any country, is wrong, whether it is in London or Laos.  Also, pressure on the Government and companies involved in transport of animals to other countries is one way of preventing them transporting animals for vivisection to other countries, the flying in of research primitives by air has effectively ended, pressure works, and would be applied whenever and wherever it was needed, in many different forms of direct and non-direct protest.  
Replies to the 10 most common pro-vivisectionist arguments

Replies to the 10 most common tactics of deception (in regards to the anti-vivisection movement) Note: in the original anti-vivisectionists unmasked PDF there was 12 points, I have condensed these into 10 points, as the issues raised in a few of the questions could be answered in the same way.  Also the original point five I have dealt with in another article, so I will not reply to here.
1. Use old photographs of unknown origins (some are not even research animals) in their propaganda to imply that these represent conditions in today’s UK laboratories./ (originally question six) Use pictures of cosmetic testing on animals, despite cosmetic testing being banned in the UK. 
Firstly we must look at the wording of this question.  It does not give any sources whatsoever for what it claims (that anti-vivisectionists use old photographs to imply these represent conditions in modern UK laboratories), so without any sources provided by them, I will need to stick to what is commonly available to those researching anti-vivisection.  Go on any animal rights site, and specifically anti-vivisection site, and you will see pictures of highly distressed animals, caged, bound, chained, dissected, pinned down, with massive tumours on them, red eyes (from irritant tests, or reactions to drugs), with foaming mouths, and frequently piles of animal corpses, discarded after vivisection (or frequently gassed if not used).  These pictures are harrowing, yet are they ‘old’?  Firstly I shall define old, as the statement itself does not.  Old I will say is anything before the Animals (Scientific Procedures) Act 1986, but bringing it into an even more recent context, old can be pre- 1990, or even pre-2000, but the line I draw for recent is 1986, anything before that is ‘old’.  Now some pictures of vivisection are from around the 1980s (I have rarely seen any pre-1980s, unless they are focusing on mass tests like those at Porton Down, England in the 1950s/ 60s). I take note of any vivisection pictures post 1990 as being modern, for methods in laboratories today are like they used to be in the 1990s, animal quantities have decreased (at least in the larger mammalian section) and more alternatives are in place now, but the basic activity of vivisection has not changed.  An animal suffering through vivisection in the 1990s differs little from an animal suffering in 2005, except for the year gaps.
Any picture that is un-sourced I will be cautious of, for an un-sourced picture could be anything, even a fake.  However even if there are a handful (and they would be a very small number indeed) of fake pictures circulating in the anti-vivisection movement, the bulk of true pictures outweigh them.  Vivisection is a hellish process, one that is harrowing enough in its real form without needing to be replicated.  

So basically this argument (even without any sources to back up what they say) is heavily flawed.
2. Concentrate on species such that we feel close to, such as cats, dogs and monkeys.  Together these make up less than 1% of all research animals.

It is true that a bulk of anti-vivisection literature (and pictures) concern these three aforementioned mammalian animals, but they do so as these animals are used in research, and show the most obvious signs of pain, distress and discomfort at being tested on, in the case of monkeys, there is also some evidence they have the ability to learn and adapt simple language skills.10 Any anti-vivisection site or book will have pictures of these three animals (and often rabbits to) along with other animals used in vivisection, non-mammalian animals such as lizards (less common), birds and rodents such as mice (the main animal used in vivisection).
The figures for all animal tests in the UK for the year 2003 totalled roughly 2.6 million animals used.  A short breakdown of the amount of animals used in such tests were (rounded to closet whole numbers):
· 1. 1,810,000 mice.
· 2. 486,000 rats.
· 3. 43,000 guinea pigs.
· 4. 17,000 rabbits.

· 5. 4,000 hamsters.
This is only five short examples of the amount of rodent animals used in vivisection in UK laboratories in 2003.  5,088 dogs were used in tests- of which 4,984 were beagles.  547 cats were used, one of the lowest animal counts for 2003.  3,073 primitives used, a total of 8,708 animals. This is the most recent detailed data available from Government sources11,  however in regards to 2000 statistics, only a year after the PDF was published, it is interesting to note that 7,632 dogs were used, 1,813 cats were used and roughly 3,690 primates.  So it is interesting to note that when this PDF was written the animals they mention in this point were used more than they are now- in 2000 such animals used totalled 13,135 of all animals used.  In 2000 overall 2.71 million animals were used in vivisection, so cats/ dogs and primitives do make up less than 1% of all animals used in vivisection, but this is not the principle point, that is that they are still used. 13,135 dogs, cats and primitives died in vivisection tests in 2000, 13,125 animals to many.

Of the total vivisection procedures conducted in the UK over 2003, 1,636,309 of them were done without anaesthetic, totally over 60% of all animal tests, so the common pro-vivisectionist argument that animal tests are done under anaesthetic falls apart under such statistics.12 
Broken down this works out as a dog being used in vivisection at a rate of nearly 14 dogs a day, 1.7 an hour. 547 cats were used in vivisection in 2003, an equivalent of 1.5 a day.  For mice 4,960 were used per day, equivalent to 206 an hour for the year of 2003.  After all of these totals, it is also worth noting that tens of thousands of other animals do not make the yearly Home Office statistic, they may die in transport, through fighting, accidents in labs, as surplus or- where thousands of animals are used yearly, specifically big mammalian animals such as pigs, donkeys and primates- are used in weapons testing.13
Also, on a moral argument, even if animals ‘we feel close to’ are used in anti-vivisection literature, why should they not be?  Saying they are used in not any form of an argument, for these animals, whether they are cuddly and cute or not, still deserve to be treated with respect and care, and for any available moral patient (which I’m sure any scientist would be) to care for their basic needs and desires, one of which is not to be harmed, which vivisection does in abundance.  Who is to decide the perimeter for animals that are to be tested on?  What is the basic premise of being able to use these living beings?  The AVUM PDF does not answer these fundamental questions.
3. Quotes scientists’ comments out of context and/ or deliberately misinterpret scientific literature to ‘prove’ their case.

Scientists are quoted in anti-vivisection arguments and literature, yes, and many of the hundreds of scientists and medical experts quoted are anti-vivisection themselves.18 To quote someone out of context is wrong and to use anything they said and twist it to fit your argument is wrong, but to use something they have said to support your ideas is not wrong, as long as its original context is kept.  Also for such an argument, no sources are advanced (another serious presumption made without any form of sourcing).  The anti-vivisectionist movement may be out to ‘prove’ vivisection is harmful to animals and humans and morally indefensible, but it does not need to twist and distort scientific evidence to find quotes to support it, enough solid scientific evidence already exist that does support it.  
Maybe the best people to do the talking on this point are the scientists themselves;

1) We use a method [vivisection] which continues to lead to terrible mistakes, which kills thousands of people and which contributes to our environmental problems...none of which can be predicted under animal laboratory conditions. I have had talks with many doctors and scientists, who are perfectly convinced that animal testing is dangerous, not only for the animals, but also, and most of all, for us, human beings...
Dr. Madeleine Petrovic, Dr at Law, Austria, Chairwoman Austrian Green Party in Parliament, Vice-President, DLRM. DBAE Scientific Congress, May 1995.

2) Perhaps the time has come to formulate a moral code which would govern our relations with the great creatures of the sea as well as those on dry land. That this will come to pass is our dearest wish.
Jacques Cousteau (Marine biologist).

3) Doctors who speak out in favour of experimentation do not deserve any recognition in society, all the more so since their brutality is apparent not only during such experiments, but also in their practical medical lives. They are mostly men who stop at nothing in order to satisfy their ruthless and unfeeling lust for honours and gain.
Dr. med. Hugo Knecht (Linz: 1909).

4) Biomedical research does not need animals. It is foolish and even dangerous to follow this traditional way. The difference between man and animal is so great that it usually leads us into error.
Professor L. Sprovieri (paper presented at Symposium on Thoracic Surgery, Sorreno).

5) The reason why I am against animal research is because it doesn't work, it has no scientific value and every good scientist knows that.
Dr. Robert Mendelsohn, M.D., 1986, Head of the Licensing Board for the State of Illinois.

6) Practically all animal experiments are untenable on a statistical scientific basis, for they possess no scientific validity or reliability. They merely perform an alibi for pharmaceutical companies, who hope to protect themselves thereby.
Herbert Stiller, M.D. and Margot Stiller, M.D., Tierversuch and Tierexperimentator, 1976.
(There are hundreds more, but there are sites and books dedicated to these quotes so I won’t fill this article up with quotes!!)14
The EMP commissioned a survey of 500 GPs in 2004 and the replies were:

· 82% were concerned that animal data can be misleading when applied to humans 

· only 21% would have more confidence in animal tests for new drugs than in a battery of human-based safety tests 

· 83% would support an independent scientific evaluation of the clinical relevance of animal experimentation15
4. Publicise the rare examples of medicines that have serious side effects yet ignore the 99% that do not.

The anti-vivisection movement does frequently publish examples of medicines that have serious side effects for this is a central argument against vivisection.  All of these drugs were tested on animals, and yet they went on to cause tens of thousands of deaths and hundreds of thousands of injuries and illnesses, due to their side effects, this is not just ‘rare examples’, over 60 strong examples exist of a hundred or more people killed or severely injured by legal drugs tested safe on animals. The examples go from the 1950s up to recent times.16 Again, in this point there is no effort made to source anything said, so I would regard it, and the statistic they provide, with suspicion.
5) Claim that animal research is only being conducted for profit by companies despite the fact that much animal research is carried out by non-profit making organisations like hospitals, universities and charities.

Animal testing is done predominately for profit; the drug industry is the World’s most profitable industry.  All levels involved in vivisection have vested economic interests in the procedure.  Such levels are:

1) Universities, hospitals and private institutions that receive millions of tax payers money each year, but a true amount is impossible to find as there is so much secrecy around funding of vivisection and animal testing laboratories and the various sources the money comes from.  As Dr Vernon Coleman writes in his book why animal tests must stop ‘‘most of the cash comes from three major sources: government, industry and charitable organizations. Between them the money men dish out vast quantities of money contributed by taxpayers, shareholders and people who have put money into collecting tins in the belief that they are helping to fight cancer, heart disease or some other disabling disease.  A considerable amount of money arrives in the hands of animal experimenters via defence and war ministries. When money come from this direction the amount of secrecy involved always vast becomes even greater. The fears and guilt driven paranoia of ordinary animal experimenters are compounded by the deep rooted fears and very special paranoias of the military establishment. 
The largest portion of the money that is spent by industry on animal experiments comes from drug companies (making products for doctors to prescribe and for customers to buy over the chemist's counter) and cosmetic companies; together they spend a fortune on testing and investigating new ingredients and potential new products. But the involvement of industry is not limited to these two areas; companies which make products as varied as food additives, industrial and agricultural chemicals and household cleansers all do an enormous amount of testing on animals too.’’ 
2) Private industry, including animal breeders and suppliers; manufacturers of animal feed, cages, lab equipment of all sorts, restraining devices and stereotaxic devices, etc.
3) The pharmaceutical and chemical companies.
4) Politicians who receive payments from the vivisection lobbies.
5) Health care. In 1995 alone, America spent over $1.4 trillion on health care.
6) Vivisectors who are employed and paid to experiment on animals.20
Non-profit organisations send of a lot of their research into laboratories linked with large drug corporations, and the example of University’s is a prime one, for University laboratories are frequently sponsored by large drug corporations, or they even promote for them to be built.  Not for profit groups who are involved directly in the vivisection industry are a direct part of the economic system of vivisection, and as such they may not be run for profit, but they are a major part of an industry run for profit, so they cannot disconnect themselves from it.
6) Infiltrate animal research laboratories as undercover employees and make unsubstantiated allegations of animal cruelty.

This is perhaps one of the shallowest arguments there is against anti-vivisectionists.  It ignores major infiltrations done on labs such as HLS on three separate occasions, in 1981, 1997 (where undercover investigator Zoe Broughton exposed HLS workers physically abusing dogs, a total disregard for the animals welfare and a severe lack of medical competence) and 2000.  HLS in the US was infiltrated in June 1997. The film shot by the investigator (in the US) clearly shows blatant animal abuse:

‘’In one scene you can clearly see a monkey being cut open during a necropsy (an animal equivalent of an autopsy) whilst still alive. In another scene a researcher yells at a frightened monkey: "Calm down before I bite your face!  On another tape, technicians yell and scream as a monkey is strapped down. One says sarcastically: "I'm sure the sponsor will love that." A second technician comments "bring up their heart rates just a little bit more." Whilst a third says: "You can wipe your ass on that data. In another incident a technician holds a monkey in mid-air as he administers a tuberculin test material into the animals’ eyelid. Asked by the undercover investigator if he can do it this way, the vivisector replied: "Nope, not supposed to, never saw it, never did it, can't prove it."
All of these investigations uncovered disgusting treatment of animals by HLS workers, and complete and utter disregard for animal welfare, sometimes with the regulations on the wall, being totally ignored.   ALF exposures in the mid/late 1980s in the US exposed horrific conditions at the City of Hope laboratories (1984), the raid on the University of Pennsylvania smashing their veil over severely brain damaging monkeys and in 1985 the Animal Liberation Front gained access to the psychology labs at the University of California at Riverside, removed laboratory doors form their hinges, and liberated over a 1000 animals. It was the A.L.F.'s largest liberation ever - 21 cats, 9 opossums, 38 pigeons,70 gerbils, 300 mice, 300 rats, 300 rabbits, and a little baby monkey named Britches. To say any of these animals were treated in a humane, clean or safe environment- even at a basic level- would be an obvious ignorance of the facts on thousands of pictures, hundreds of documents (some highly classified) and hundreds of hours of videos.  
 All of these investigations helped to put public pressure on HLS, and bring to the forefront of public debate the issue of vivisection.  The ALF have also done infiltrations of factory farms and laboratories, showing the disgusting conditions test animal live in, and the conditions they die under to, there are too many of these to list here, but they run into the dozens, many of them are on the website21, with images, films, documents (leaked) and diaries.

People and institutes that are pro-vivisection have a large PR industry and money to promote the disgusting things they are doing and the supposed good it does.  Investigations are a way to totally blow this slick PR lid of, and hard evidence (such as a video, pictures, documents or even liberated animals themselves) are hard to argue against, no matter how good your PR is.

7) Equate campaigns against apartheid, slavery or for women’s suffrage with the campaign for equal rights of animals.

Animals are not humans, but humans are animals.  All the aforementioned human based campaigns were done by humans, for humans, yet the animal rights movement does not fight for human rights or liberation, it fights for animal rights and liberation.  Firstly, the argument assumes that the animal rights movement sees animals as wanting fully equal rights as humans, this is what they say and so must be taken as there view on the movement, it is wrong.  The animal rights movement does not see animals as equal to humans in all senses, an animal does not want or desire the same rights as a human, and vice versa, a dog has no need to have the desire or right to democratic elections, a main human desire and right, and a human does not need to have space to outstretch their ‘wings’ (arms) in order to have a free flying range, which is the desire and right of most birds.  What animals have a right to is freedom from a forced pain, suffering, misery, and early (but avoidable) death, the freedom from being treated like a disposable commodity and the overall freedom from fear.  All of these freedoms and rights are heavily restricted, or completely absent in a vivisection lab.  
Root freedoms and desires such as the desire to choose food, drink, mates etc is shared among both humans and animals, they both also have the right to be free from what was listed above.  To deny these rights to human or animal is to deny basic freedom and desires from anyone, animal or human, and to basically state your authority over them.  On the desire basis to be free from this authority, the aforementioned campaigns, and the animal rights movement have a shared, common interest.  There have been examples of animal rights campaigners who have also been concentration camp prisoners (Tony Faramus and Isaac Bashevis Singer's being two prominent examples) or suffered from various forms of abuse.  
8) Claim that animal research can be completely replaced by non-animal methods such as cell and tissue cultures.
Throughout this article I have stated the many viable alternatives to vivisection, many of which are in use now.  
9) Claim that animal research is diverting money from public health education.

The fact animal research is diverting money from public health education is in part true.  Animal testing is used by some Universities and training Colleges to teach medical students, however this number is very low- ‘‘In fact, more and more medical students are becoming conscientious objectors, and many students now graduate without having used animals; instead they learn by assisting experienced surgeons. In Great Britain, it is against the law for medical students to practice surgery on animals (my italics), and British physicians are as competent as those educated elsewhere. Many of the leading U.S. medical schools, including Harvard, Yale, and Stanford, now use innovative, clinical teaching methods instead of old-fashioned animal laboratories. Harvard, for instance, offers a Cardiac Anesthesia Practicum, where students observe human heart bypass operations, instead of dog labs; the Harvard staff who developed it have recommended that it be implemented elsewhere.’’22     
These educational facilities know the unreliability of animal based experiments, especially animal based dissection for internal analysis, and so have stopped it and replaced it with many other methods, such as computer based models, plastic models, videos, pictures of past dissection and teacher based training.  However, the Government still puts money into vivisection as a practice overall, not just in regards to the public health education sector.  
10) Claim that our health is in danger because animals are used to develop and test new medicines and vaccines.
Our health is in danger because of animals being used to develop and test new medicines and vaccines, I’ll outright claim that!  Throughout this analysis I have given many, many examples of how drugs tested on animals proved fatal to humans or left tens of thousands disabled/ ill.  I do not feel the need to stress this point any more.  The quote by the Doctor A. Brecher is a prime example of how dangerous drugs tested on animals can be to human health-
‘‘[Vivisection] is not science - it is a lottery. However, we are not playing games. At stake are health and life. There is absolutely no connection between vivisection and human health. The day it was decided to develop medicines using animals, it was a sad day for mankind.
Dr A. Brecher, M.D.’’ 23
