
Authorities Pursuing 
Raiders of Federal 
Research Facility 

Federal authorities for the first time are 
pursuing the animal rights activists who 
stole 27 cats and 7 miniature pigs from the 
US Department of Agriculture research fa- 
cility at Beltsville, MD. The theft of a dog 
in December 1982 and another dog in 
January 1983 from the National Naval Med- 
ical Research Center in Bethesda, MD, was 
not purpused by federal authorities. 

Both the Federal Bureau of Investiga- 
tion and the Department of Agriculture’s 
inspector general are conducting investi 
Rations of the break-in at the animal paris- 
itology institute. The intruders cut through 
a chain-link fence and smashed several 
padlocks to gain entry to the facility. Of 
the cats stolen, 11 were reported to be 
infected with toxoplasmosis. 

A group called the “Band of Mercy” 
claimed responsibility for the break-in and 
theft of the animals. 

Of the 22 break-ins and thefts of animals 
by animal rights activists since 1979,7 have 
taken place in Maryland. The Band of 
Mercy also claimed responsibility in 1982 
for breaking into a laboratory at the Uni- 
versity of Maryland’s College Park campus 
and taking 48 rabbits. 

The Animal Liberation Front has 
claimed responsibility for the thefts of both 
dogs from the naval center and six rats 
from a laboratory at The John Hopkins 
University. True Friends claim credit for. 
stealing 4 chimpanzees from a Rockville 
research facility and People for the Ethical 
Treatment of Animals were responsible for 
the seizure of 17 monkeys from a Silver 
Spring laboratory. 

William M. Samuels 

APS MEMBERSHIP APPLICATIONS 

Membership applications may be 
obtained from APS Membership 
Services, 9650 Rockville Pike, Be- 
thesda, MD 20814. Applications re. 
ceived between February 1 and July 
1 are considered for nomination by 
Council at the Fall Meeting, and 
those received between July 1 and 
February 1 are considered for nom- 
ination at the Spring Meeting of the 
Society. 
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OPINION 

Are Animal Activists Humane? 

Although antivivisectionists have been a 
part of society for over a century, it is only 
recently that animal activists have been 
with us. Is there a difference between 
these two? If so, need we, as experimental 
biologist, be concerned? 

I believe we have ample cause for con- 
cern and unless we begin to support our 
profession in a conscientious and active 
manner there soon will be much less of 
our profession to support. 

Ever since animal experimentation be- 
gan, a concern has been expressed that 
biologists are cruel to their charges. An 
extreme view by some is that all animal 
experimentation is inhumane and that no 
good purpose is served by such experi- 
ments. Dr. Michael W. Fox, scientific di- 
rector for The Humane Society of the 
United States (HSUS), has stated that “An- 
imals are frequently used as models for 
various human ailments. However, since 
the causes of human diseases are primarily 
mental, social, and environmental, the use 
of animals as appropriate models must be 
severely questioned.” 

Those who first expressed this view 
were abolitionists and appropriately called 
themselves antivivisectionists. Their goal: 
to ban all animal experimentation. 

In spite of the fact that antivivisectionists 
have had modest success in some coun- 
tries, it is generally recognized in the 
United States that banning animal experi- 
mentation would destroy medical prog 
ress, a progress few are willing to abandon. 
Antivivisection is not a cause to which the 
United States population rallies, thus the 
introduction of the euphemism “animal 
activist” and its partner “animal rightist.” 
Although the names have changed, the 
face of the organizations have not, as Patri- 
cia Forkan noted in the spring 1982 issue 
of the Humane Society News: “Eliminating 
animals in biomedical research and testing 
has been a goal of the HSUS since its 
founding 28 years ago.” 

In the United States there are approxi- 
mately 400 antivivisection organizations: 
some quite small, some large, and most 
well financed. In this category, I include 
such diverse groups as The Humane Soci- 
ety of the United States and People for the 
Ethical Treatment of Animals (PETA). The 
budget of these two groups alone runs into 
the millions of dollars annually. When 
added to all other animal activist groups, 
the total runs into the hundreds of millions 
of dollars each year. 

It is important to understand that the 
shared goal of most of these societies is to 
prohibit all research using animals. In 
other words, these societies are antivivisec- 
tionists in spite of the reluctance of most 
organizations to use that term. Their ap 
preach was perhaps described best by Dr. 
John McArdle, who said, when he was the 
HSUS director for laboratory animal wel- 
fare, “Never appear to be opposed to ani- 
mal research; claim that your concern is 
only about the source of the animals used.” 

Such views seldom are expressed 
openly. Rather, they are masked by general 
statements implying that the groups are 
only interested in humane treatment of 
animals or that only pound animals (un- 
claimed cats and dogs) not be used for 
experiments. To this end their efforts have 
been directed at closing pounds to animal 
researchers. The goal is to achieve by the 
year 2000 a total ban on the use of un- 
claimed pound animals for research. 

Eleven states now prohibit pounds from 
releasing or selling their animals for re- 
search. Massachusetts even prohibits the 
use of any pound animals, thus requiring 
all cats and dogs used for research or ed- 
ucational purposes to be purpose bred. 

Can any medical school afford $500 per 
dog for teaching purposes? Can investiga- 
tors afford such costs? Such costs are pro 
hibitive, raising expenditures lo-40 times, 
depending on the size and age of the ani- 
mal required. 

I urge investigators currently using cats 
or dogs to reestimate their yearly budget, 
figuring $500 per animal rather than the 
figure used in the original budget. The 
new figure will be staggering. 

In spite of the fact that these laws have 
been passed in the name of humane treat- 
ment, they in no way address that issue. 
These laws do not reduce animal deaths, 
but rather increase them. Each year, 
13,000,OOO unwanted cats and dogs are 
killed by animal shelters, while 250,000 
are used in research. Should a pound clos- 
ing law be passed on the national level, 
13,500,OOO animals would die as a result 
of the need for 250,000 purpose-bred dogs 
and cats. 

As physiologists, we have not yet come 
to grips with the import and the power of 
the animal rights movement. The move- 
ment’s leaders are deadly serious people 
with a hidden agenda: abolish animal re- 
search. 
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