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Examining the Downsides of Phasing out Animal Testing
     The morality of animal experimentation has always been a contentious issue. On one hand it seems cruel and inhumane to endanger animals by exposing them to chemicals or trials that may deteriorate their health. It's difficult for most people to come to terms with an animal, such as their pet hamster being experimented on in a laboratory. However, many believe that animal testing is necessary to prevent suffering of the masses. People for The Ethical Treatment of Animals (PETA) is the most widely renowned animal rights organization. PETA works around the clock with government agencies, such as the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and chemical companies like DowDuPont in an attempt to completely get rid of animal testing. At first glance it seems virtuous of chemical companies to cooperate with PETA to put an end to animal experimentation, however some are skeptical of the motivations of these companies.
     Sharon Lerner wrote an article that was published by the Intercept exploring the implications of restrictions on animal testing. The article highlights a new plan put forward by the EPA to eventually phase out animal experimentation. Lerner details how testing chemicals artificially instead of on mammals will lead to inadequate results and loose chemical regulations. Lerner ultimately concludes that chemical companies are cooperating with peta because they seek to benefit from lax regulations.
     While the article may seem like an ad-hominem attack at first, Lerner does not commit a logical fallacy at any point in the article. Lerner supplies proper evidence to raise doubt about the motivations of chemical companies, such as DowDuPont. In her article, Sharon Lerner reveals the problems that arise from the absence of animal testing to the readers of the intercept. through her expert use of logos and ethos.
     The term, ad hominem describes an attack on the motives, or character of the accused. An accusation becomes an ad hominem fallacy when it overly relies on emotions rather than evidence, or the assertion is not relevant to the argument. Lerner heavily utilizes logos to expose the true motivation of companies like DowDuPont. Lerner reveals that DowDuPont is the maker of many dangerous chemicals, Including “1,3-butadiene, a chemical that a division of the EPA recently found — using animal testing — to cause cancer as well as reproductive and developmental problems” (“EPA move to phase out animal experiments could mean the end of toxics regulations”). Without animal testing DowDuPont would not have had to stop their production of dangerous chemicals like 1,3-butadiene. Much of the evidence presented is used to question the ulterior motives companies have for limiting chemical testing on animals. A scientist expressed that synthetic “cells don’t replicate human metabolism. So, when it comes to bioactivation, they’re going to miss all that – and they know that.” (Lerner). Including that, some scientists fear that’s the exact reason they are “moving toward eliminating tests on animals. “If you require that, to regulate, you need to show an adverse affect for a chemical, and you can’t see an adverse affect in cells, then it’s to your benefit to only do testing in cells,” (Lerner). Lerner also highlights some moral inconsistencies when making her argument, “it seems unlikely that the real issue for Wheeler, a former coal lobbyist reported to have invested in a burger restaurant, is animal welfare.” (Lerner). Questioning the opposing side’s moral fiber could be misconstrued as an ad hominem attack; however, it is not a fallacy because the claims are relevant to the conclusions being drawn. Raising doubt about opposite side’s motives does not make an argument fallacious if the attributions are based on proper evidence, and relevant to the argument.
     Lerner uses pathos in her argument but is not overly reliant on it. The use of pathos in the article helps to convey the weight of the situation. Lerner states that without tests on animals, there will be less regulation and humans will become the “guinea pigs” (“EPA move to phase out animal experiments could mean the end of toxics regulations”). Fear is utilized throughout the essay to create a sense of urgency for the reader. Pathos is never the overused in the article and any emotional appeal has evidence alongside it.
     Finally, Lerner establishes credibility through her skillful use of ethos. The people who are included to support the argument are all experts. Lerner adds the credentials for every individual that is used as a source. For example “Jennifer Sass, A senior scientist at the Natural Resources Defense Council” and  “Laura Vandenberg, a professor at UMass Amherst’s School of Public Health” (“EPA move to phase out animal experiments could mean the end of toxics regulations”).  who give their input on why it is dangerous to get rid of animal testing.  
     Overall, Lerner presents a successful argument detailing why animal testing is necessary. The analysis of the motivations of companies like DowDuPont is essential to explain why the absence of animal testing will bring harm to many people. Lerner uses strong evidence to back her claims and avoid a logical fallacy. The use of pathos establishes the importance of regulation and animal testing without eclipsing the rest of her points. All of the sources used add to the credibility of the argument. Collectively, Lerner successfully uses rhetorical devices to make her claim. 
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