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have not been able to come to terms with our biases and
prejudices in the matter of human race relations, religion
and sexuality. What hope remains for our attitude to-
wards animals?

Schweitzer® fully grasped the enormity of this problem
and realized that we are indeed far from a final solution.
He thus concludes his brilliant essay entitled ‘The ethic
of reverence for life> with the following words, and I

can think of no better way than to end this essay with
them:

‘Wherever any animal is forced into the service of man,
the sufferings that it has to bear on that account are the
concern of every one of us. No one ought to permit,
insofar as he can prevent it, pain or suffering for which
he will not take the responsibility . . . The ethic of rev-
erence for Iife . . . inspires us to join in a search for op-
portunities to afford help of some kind or other to the
animals, to make up for the great amount of misery
which they endure at out hands, and thus to escape for
the moment from the inconceivable horrors of exis-
tence.’®

—
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In late 1994, Jane Goodall, the eminent primatologist and now a noted advocate for the noninvasive use of animals
in research, gave a call ta academicians the world over to participate irn q dialogue. This was essentially aimed not
only at raising the awareness of researchers, but more importantly, at opening up a serious discussion on the ethics
of using laboratory animals in often painful and sometimes relatively unwarranted basic and medical research. We

reprint below some excerpts from this call.

~ Editors

On the use of animals 1n research and education

Jane Goodall

Green World Center, PO Box 45, Highgate Springs. Vermont 05460, USA

The use of nonhuman animals for the purposes of hu-
mans has long been taken for granted in our culture, and
has been institutionalized by entire industries. In recent
years, however, a new awareness of animals has been
developing, and new attitudes and practices have come
into being.

Over the last two decades, the ethical and broad sci-
entific implications of the use of animals in laboratory
experiments have come to be examined more and more
critically, and new research methods have been devel-
oped. There may now be some consensus among scicn-
tists, as well as among the public, that the use of animals
raises ethical questions that must be dealt with,
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However, discussion of the use of animals in general
and as experimental subjects in particular has been po-
larized and contentious. Research scientists and animal
rights advocates have regarded each other with distrust,
and constructive dialogue has been scarce. Stereotypes
of the researcher as unfeeling, and of the animal advo-
cate as fanatical, have been persistent.

It is time for the ethical, scicntific and practical issues
raised by the use of animals in research and education to
be aired anew, with a fresh measurg of good will.

By and large, institutions of higher learniag have not
paid enough attention to the status and treatment of ani-
mals i1n society and in the institutions themselves. We,
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Animals are frequently subjected to avoidable torture. This
ammal 1s fstulated —a process of cutting a circular hole of
about 25 ¢cm and covering with a removable plug so as to draw
the contents from inside whenever needed.

therefore, urge that educational programmes and public
forums, such as conferences, symposia, debates, film
showings and seminars, be organized to consider the full
range of questions raised by animal experimentation and
by the use of animals in academic settings.

For example:

¢ What are the ethics of using animals as tools for
human purposes, and of invasive or otherwise harmful
experimentation on animals? Do animals have a right
to be treated as ends in themselves and not as means
only?

¢ What are the practical limits on the pain and sufter-
ing to which nonhuman animals in laboratories can be
subjected? What kind of protection is given by existing
taws and institutions? How common are practices that
involve unalleviated pain? Are such experiments ever
justified? Is there a conflict between limits on pain and
suffering and the advancement of science or academic
freedom?

¢ What animals are subjected to what experiments at
your school? What are the experiments most harmful to
animals? Do any involve causing pain without adminis-
tering pain killers?

¢ To what degree have animal experiments been use-
ful and valuable? What role have they played in the
history of medicine? With respect to the future: would
human health suffer if medical research were guided by
a new vision in which animal experiments had no place?
Would it benefit?
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¢ There is an array of research methods, includ-
ing clintcal study, epidemiology, in vitro tissue culture
research and computer modelling, that do not use
animals. What is the adequacy and scope of these
methods?

¢ Animal experniments generally begin not with sick
animals in need of healing, but with healthy animals,
who may then be innoculated with approximations of
human diseases, or exposed to toxic substances, or
subjected to a variety of surgical or other proce-
dures. Psychological experiments have included work
on such themes as ‘maternal deprivation’ of pri-
mates and ‘learned helplessness’, and military experi-
menters subject animals to wounds and burns. What
would be the effect on medical science if experiments
were limited to attempts to heal already sick or injured
animals?

¢ Is the elimination of animal experiments a worth-
while goal? What about reduction in numbers of animals
used, replacement of animals with nonanimal methods,
and ‘refinement’ of experimental procedures? lf such
voals are worthwhile, how should they best be achieved?
What is being done towards these ends today, and what
is not being done that could be? How much room for
improvement is there?

¢ Under what conditions are the animals at your
school housed and cared for? Are their cages kept
clean? Are their physical needs cared for adequately?
Do they have veterinary care? Are their psychological
and social needs met? How does the disruption of nor-
mal family life affect them? Do they receive loving at-
tention? Can they be visited by members of the
community? 1f not, why not?

¢ Millions of animals each year are killed for dissec-
tion to teach students life sciences. Is dissection neces-
sary as an educational tool? What options are in use at
your school for students who conscientiously object to
dissection?

¢ Who are the suppliers of animals for dissection at
your school? How many animals are killed each year for
dissection? How much is paid for them? What are the
conditions under which these animals are bred or cap-
tured and under which they are maintained and killed?

Are visits to the suppliers’ premises possible?
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For help organizing a forum, The Green World Center
will provide consultation, advice, and resources con-

cerning

(a) organizing forums, film showings, educational

activities and events;
(b) educating yourself and others about the issues re-

lated to animal experimentation;
(c) learning about animal experimentation on your

campus.
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Resources include speakers, literature, and an excel-
lent Canadian Broadcasting Company video on animal
research with David Suzuki.

If you think you might like to help in any capacity, or
1f you just want to learn more about animal experimen-
tation, please write to or phone:
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Walter Miale

Green World Center

PO Box 45, Highgate Springs, Vermont 05460, USA
C.P. 29, Philipsburg (Qubec) JOJ 1NO, Canada
Phone and fax: 514-248-7575; if busy: 514-2483868
e-mail; F1C4@MUSICB.McGill.CA

Human—-animal interactions

N. K. Waran

Institute of Ecology and Resource Management, School of Agriculture, University of Edinburgh, West Mains Road, Edinburgh

EH9 31/G, Scotland, UK

There has been limited research conducted on the

importance of the human—-animal relationship. This
paper describes the ways in which human behaviour
or attitude might influence the welfare of tamed
animals.

That man is important in an animal’s environment is not
disputed. Direct interactions between humans and ani-
mals have always been a part of the animal production
system. The way in which the animals respond to human
contact is governed by the way in which they perceive
humans, and this is influenced both by their early devel-
opmental experience and by their natural responses or
genetics. In general, it is believed that domestic animals
are less fearful of humans, their flight distances are
shorter than their wild counterparts, and they are more
able to cope with human intervention. But animal re-
sponses are at least in part governed by fear. The fear
response of animals is thought to be one cause of a
chronic stress situation. Simply by being in, and impos-
ing themselves on, the environment of an animal, hu-
mans induce fear and adverse reactions in the animals'.
Animal responses to humans have been measured. For
example, in battery-housed hens there was an increase in
the resting heart rate from 140-240 beats/min up to
280-350 beats/min when a human entered the building;
and rose to 480 beats/min when the human approached
the cage and encroached upon the birds’ natural flight

zone {(or personal space).

Effect of handling animals

Recent studies have shown that diffcrent handling pro-
cedures influence the performance and behaviour of

animals. Growth rates in pigs were shown to be ad-
versely influenced by what were termed ‘aversive’ and
‘negative’ handling. Pigs were conditioned to elicit a
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particular response from a human every time they inter-
acted. The aversive treatment involved prodding with an
electric prod every time a pig approached a human, and
negative treatments involved a human approaching the
pig in an upright posture and reaching towards it.
Growth rates were approximately 10% lower in these
treatments than in minimal contact or positive contact
treatments. The reduction in growth rate was attributed
to the chronic psychological stress experienced by the
animal as a consequence of the handling treatments. In
order to test this, the morphology of each treatment
groups’ adrenal glands was examined; it was found that
the area of the adrenal cortex in pigs that experienced
aversive treatments was almost 30% greater than those
subjected to minimum, or positive treatments-.

In other studies’, reproductive performance has been
shown to be influenced by handling treatments. When
gilts were conditioned to expect to be scratched and
stroked by humans, or pleasantly treated, they were €as-
ily mated at second oestrus, with a pregnancy rate of
87.5% as compared to only 33% in gilts that had been
conditioned to expect a shock from an electric prodder.
Boars in the unpleasant treatment groups weére on an
average 31 days older before they demonstrated a fully
coordinated mating response, and their testicles were
10 cm? smaller. Measures of the concentration of plasma
cortiosteroids in the absence of humans showed higher
concenirations in all pigs following the unpleasant
treatment.

Thus, it appears that different forms of handling can
influence growth and productivity, and that it is prob-
able that this is due to the animals® fear response to hu-
mans. There are several more examples of the effect
humans have on farm animals: milk yield has been
shown to vary between stockpeople; handling can nega-
tively affect ovulation rate in ewes; regular handling
during early development can enhance growth in broil-
ers (neat-producing heus), and so on. It is obvious that
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