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In the last ten years, animal rights activists
have broken into more than eighty research
and educational institutions across the
United States, stealing research animals and
destroying millions of dollars® worth of
property. These break-ins are part of a fierce
misinformation campaign designed to dis-
credit all scientific use of animals—despite
the meticulous regulation of such research
and the monumental benefits it has yielded.
Preying on society’s unfamiliarity with sci-
entific procedures, many animal rights
groups advocate an end to all human uvse of
animals: for food and clothing, in research,
and even as pets (as pet status implies hu-
man dominion over animals).
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goals and tactics of the animal rights move-
ment. Afier surveying the movement’s his-
tory and organization, Lorenz Otto Lutherer
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events that surrounded them. By recognizing
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ticipate and guard against an incident and, if
4 break-in does oceur, respond effectively to
the extensive media campaign that is likely
to follow. Crisis management procedures.
the role of institutional animal care and use
commitiees, ways t0 build community sup-
port for an institution and its research, secu-
rity measures, and legal aspects such as
litigation strategies and open meeting re-
quirements are thoroughly discussed.
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Foreword

SEVERAL plaques and framed documents, all expressing
support for me and my research, hang on the wall of my bed-
room. These exhibits of support date from February 1, 1990,
to January 4, 1991. That is, from about six months to a year
and a half after the break-in. They are out of sight of visitors
because I don’t know how to feel about them: it is clearly not
an honor to have been the victim of a massive propaganda
campaign, or even to have acknowledgments of that fact; how-
ever, it is gratifying that sensible people take stands against
the intellectual dishonesty and criminal behavior of the ani-
mal rightists. No matter that these stands came late, after
many investigations, when it was safer to take them. I hung
these tokens so I would think about them, which I do a little
every day—some days checking for a name in case a response
is expected. They are little puzzles and reminders of people
who have touched my life and of a need to make sense of an
experience that revealed a confounding and hostile world.

My experience with others who have been targeted (there
are relatively few of us) suggests that our reactions are diverse
and include a bewildering enjoyment of the opportunity to
be in the public eye, a pathetic state of fright, and a consuming
and insane preoccupation with the problem and one’s re-
sponse to it. The severity of the experience has been differ-
ent for each of us, and I make no judgments about these dif-
ferent reactions.

For my part, my broodings were alleviated by reading
Primo Levi’s The Drowned and the Saved and Bruno Bet-
telheim’s The Informed Heart. The perspective obtained from
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X . FOREWORD

these authors’ attempts to understand their experiences in the
German concentration camps showed me. on the one hand,
that my burden is small and insignificant and, on the other
hand, that there are parallels between the techniques of Nazi
Germany and those of the animal rights movement. This move-
ment uses propaganda to accomplish its goals; it cares noth-
ing about the truth and is even attempting to rewrite the his-
fory of science to discount the role of animal research. The
movement has infiltrated our schools; it condones terroristic
acts as a means to its end; it uses legal bullying to silence its
critics; it is anti-intellectual and antihuman.

My conviction from this experience is that this movement
can be stopped by doubt. Propaganda works because of the
absence of doubt. Doubt is critical thinking, and, with it,
although we may not arrive at the truth, we can ferret out
many lies.

Joun M. Orem
Texas Tech University Health Sciences Center
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introduction

TERRORIST acts by radical elements of the animal rights
movement are an international phenomenon. In the last ten
years, animal rights activists have broken into more than
eighty different research and educational institutions across
the United States, stealing research animals and documents
and vandalizing or destroying millions of dollars’ worth of
property. Arsonists did in excess of three million dollars in
damage at each of two targeted institutions. Additional at-
tacks have been directed against agricultural facilities.

Is any research facility likely to be a target for an attack by
animal rights activists, can it be prepared, and, if so, will it
really make a difference? The answer to these three ques-
tions is emphatically yes. As the initial successes of the ani-
mal rights movement in the national legislative arena began
to plateau and even wane, the number of terrorist attacks on
research instituitions increased markedly. At this point, no
institution is immune on the basis of size, geographic loca-
tion, or even type of research begin conducted. The purposes
of these attacks are multiple: to intimidate the research com-
munity; to divert funds from actual research; and, foremost,
to provide the basis for a national propaganda campaign to
garner additional donated funds for the movement by con-
vincing an uninformed public that animal research is cruel,
noncontributory to human or animal health, and a waste of
taxpayers’ dollars.

With this agenda, the activists need only to allege cruelty;
it is unnecessary for them to document it. Because the cam-
paign is national, the location of the target 1s more a function
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of demographic criteria than of the nature of the targeted re-
scarch or the stature of the institution. The major campaign
against a targeted institution, in fact, will be waged miles
away from that institution in regions where it is less well
known and not represented. A pattern is developing which
suggests that future targets may be selected in new regions to
portray the image that problems pervade all of biomedical
research. Allegations of cruelty have also been made against
agricultural facilities, zoos, circuses, leather goods stores,
and other operations involving the use of animals.

Being prepared does not guarantee immunity from such
an attack, but certainly being unprepared invites an attack.
Even if an institution is not the direct target, the claims against
one institution can be brought to bear against another. Being
prepared to answer the attack is the responsibility of every
research institution in the country. Research is the means by
which we obtain knowledge; legitimate application of that
knowledge is the basis of progress, and those privileged to
participate in this process have an obligation to share that
knowledge. It is the uninformed public, suspicious of the
scientific method it does not understand, that is prone to be-
lieve the claims of the activists. Thus, the targeted investiga-
tor and institution, the victims, actually become vilified as
people pay more attention to the activists’ claims than to the
criminality of the break-in.

What steps an institution or organization can take to be-
come prepared and how it assesses its state of preparedness
can be addressed by asking a series of questions.

What Do You Know about the
Animal Rights Movement?

A review of the multiple attacks that have taken place across
the United States over the past several years reveals a pattern
which can be useful in planning a strategy to deal with the
initial attack before the fact, as well as the events likely to
follow an attack.

Most institutions and organizations are well-versed in the
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process of disseminating knowledge but have little experi-
ence in dealing with a disinformation or propaganda cam-
paign. Actually, being accustomed to dealing with facts with
a free exchange in an open forum may prove to be a handicap
in this instance. Dealing with this campaign requires a thor-
ough knowledge of the background of the animal rights move-
ment, its tenets, and its players.

Does Your Institution or Organization Have a
Crisis Management Plan?

University administrators, for example, by the very nature
of their positions, instinctively feel that crisis management is
one of the talents they have had to develop most rapidly. How-
ever, after experiencing an attack by animal rights activists,
institutional officials quickly come to the conclusion that this
is like no other crisis they have dealt with previously. It in-
volves a subject about which both the general public and
most members of a crisis management team will know very
little. It involves many more components that most crises,
including security, public relations, legal, and scientific staff,
animal care and use program personnel, and administrators
at the highest level. All must be educated about the problem
and prepared for a cohesive response before an attack, so
that an efficient response can be initiated rapidly.

How Effective Is Your Animal Care Program?

The attack will be made for the purpose of “exposing” some
project which can be claimed to be cruel and without merit.
The animal care and use program is the mechanism by which
the research institution monitors its research internally, ensur-
ing that projects conducted are meritorious, that their design
does not involve unnecessary discomfort for the animals, and
that the animals are maintained and used in an optimal man-
ner while in the institution. It is to the institutional animal
care and use committee, and the records of its deliberations,
that institutional officials can turn for immediate informa-
tion about the targeted project and assurance that no prob-
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lems exist. If the program is running effectively, no prob-
lems should exist. Having a model program will not make
you immune from attack, but it represents a critical factor in
your ability to make a proper initial response and to deal with
what will come later.

What Is the Level of Community Awareness
about This Problem?

The attack itself is merely the first of many media events
designed to provide an avenue for the animal rights activists
to win the minds of the general public and to elicit their dol-
lars and active support. This effort involves a campaign built
on an emotional appeal: creation of an impression of cruelty is
in itself sufficient when the targeted audience is uninformed.
Trying to educate the public after the fact is a formidable if
not impossible task. Even if you never are attacked directly,
increasingly large segments in your community will receive
information about what is purported to be cruel, unnecesary
research being done elsewhere, and they will extrapolate this
to your institution. Such extrapolations are the basis of efforts
to eliminate public animal shelters as a source of research
animals in communities often far removed from the location
of the institutions which will use them. Education of the pub-
lic on this matter is difficult not only because most people
know little about the process of research and the regulations
governing use of animals in research, but also because peo-
ple inherently tend to sympathize with the stated, immediate
objectives of the activists without being aware of their total
complex agenda.

How Adequate Is Your Campus Security?

Design of research buildings quite logically is focused on
accommodating the research activities for which they were
intended. In some institutions, research units are built in
close proximity to clinic and diagnostic areas to make access
easy for persons involved in both activities. Few of those
buildings, old or new, were designed with security as a major
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concern. The cost of installing security devices to meet the
threat of an attack is astronomical and in some areas almost
impractical because of existing building design. Addition-
ally, the underground groups which carry out the actual break-
ins are sophisticated enough at forced entry to bypass most
modern security systems. This puts the burden on security
personnel. Often the number of personnel is marginal for
conducting routine duties, and the cost of adding sufficient
additional personnel to provide high-level security capable
of dealing with trained, sophisticated terrorists is also very
high. The burden of investigating an actual break-in or deal-
ing with a bomb threat is outside of normal operations. It
requires a totally different type of training, and often is com-
plicated by the fact that some of the perpetrators may cross
state borders to participate in the attack and then flee quickly.
Cooperation from law enforcement agencies with jurisdic-
tion across state lines is difficult to obtain. Even if a protest
march is the worst scenario with which security personnel
have to deal, this too has the potential of involving violence
and civil disobedience.

Is Legal Counsel Ready to Deal with This Issue?

The role of legal counsel can begin with advising security
officials on questions related to dealing with demonstrators
and progress to defending a targeted investigator and/or the
institution against a suit. The institution will receive formal
requests from persons wishing to attend meetings under open
meetings laws and wanting information released under open
records statutes. The latter may require continuing interpre-
tation. The misrepresentations made by activists will raise
questions as to whether the statements constitute libel and
whether the institution should seek legal redress.

Is Your Public Relations Office
Knowledgeable and Involved?

Because this is, in fact, a propaganda campaign, the public
relations office serves a primary role in combatting it. In order
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to be effective at any level, the staff must be knowledgeable
about the question and must understand how a propaganda
campaign is waged. In addition, the public relations office
must begin a proactive campaign to educate not only the com-
munity but also personnel within the institution, and the in-
stitution’s benefactors and alumni. If an attack does occur,
the public relations office must be completely involved in
developing the counterattack.

Are You Prepared to Support the Targeted Investigator?

As the institution deals with an attack, there is a tendency to
forget about the targeted investigator as an individual; there
is even a tendency to worry more about protecting the insti-
tution than the investigator. One of the techniques used by
the activists is to isolate the investigator from possible sup-
port groups. This type of attack has the potential to devastate
not only the research but also the researcher as an individual.

Do You Have the Necessary Contacts
Qutside Your Institution?

Animal rights activists clearly recognize the potential value
of the notion “divide and conquer.” Research institutions and
researchers are competitive and often insular. This is true
especially when research and operating funds are limited.
Both reseachers and administrators have been heard to remark
that if the activists are busy attacking another institution, they
probably will leave us alone for the immediate future. In re-
ality, a campaign against one institution is against all institu-
tions. Successful opposition requires a united front. Most
likely, the scientists in the best position to defend your tar-
geted investigator work at other institutions. Umbrella orga-
nizations, involving representation from many institutions,
are best suited for this effort. Even with a well-developed
crisis management plan, when a crisis occurs, those who have
dealt with the same problem previously become an invalu-
able resource. Cohesive institutional response must include
ready access lo multi-institutional support.
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Additionally, the various industry groups that use animals—
for research, food and clothing production, entertainment—
must learn to communicate with each other and to under-
stand each other’s missions, goals, and problems related to
the animal rights movement. They must all realize that they
are facing a common adversary. Isolation of the researcher
from the institution is a concern throughout this volume; iso-
lation of one industry group from another is a potential prob-
lem that will only add fuel to the animal rights fire.
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The History and Philosophy
of the Animal Rights Movement

OVER the past several decades, a new movement has evolved
which has attempted to redefine the relationship between peo-
ple and animals. A major increase in interest in the move-
ment has occurred since the publication in 1975 of the first
edition of Peter Singer's book Animal Liberation, which has
come to serve as the bible for what is known as the animal
rights movement. Discussion of the likenesses and differences
between animals and humans probably began with Aristotle,
but Singer’s book made the concept of animal rights a popu-
lar issue for philosophical and ethical debate (Derr 1992).
Singer put forth the idea that all sentient beings—that is,
any living organism that has a nervous system and can sense
discomfort—has the right not to sense discomfort. The lead-
ership of this movement does not differentiate among beings
in terms of the extent of development of the nervous system,
or the capacity of a brain to process sensory information,
relate it to previous experience, and have it recognized at a
conscious level as discomfort or pain. Thus, the movement
considers the cockroach equivalent to the human, deserving
of the right not to suffer, and any attempt to ascribe any dif-
ference has been termed “speciesism” (Singer [1975] 1990,
6). The implication made by the movement is that people can
violate an animal’s rights in the same way that humans vio-
late the rights of other humans. The fight for the rights of
animals has been called equivalent to the fight for rights for
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women or minorities, except that the cause for animals is even
greater in that they cannot speak for themselves (Singer [1975]
1990, 9). This philosophy ignores the reality that nonhuman
animals impose discomfortand pain on other nonhuman ani-
mals and humans. For Singer, a “love” of animals is imma-
terial and even dangerous in that pet ownership represents
domination over animals and, therefore, a violation of their
rights.

Thus, the primary objective of this movement is to end all
human use of animals, which is a goal very different from
the long-established tradition of concern for animal welfare,
particularly in Western civilization. However, the leadership
of the movement has gained mainstream support by project-
ing an apparent concern for animal welfare. Multiple new
organizations whose leadership holds with the tenets of the
animal rights movement have arisen over the past few years
and now receive the bulk of the money and support formerly
given to animal welfare groups by those concerned about ani-
mals. Animal rights activists have made a concerted effort to
gain influential positions in the traditional animal welfare or-
ganizations in order to have access to resources and mem-
bership of these organizations, with the objective of reshaping
their orientation. Young people involved in the animal rights
movement have little appreciation of classical animal wel-
fare programs. Other segments of the population are unaware
that the objectives have changed, and the welfare organiza-
tions have yet to admit and publicize the differences.

Animals and people always have had a special relation-
ship. Throughout history, we have depended on other ani-
mals for survival. We have needed and used them for food,
clothing, and transportation. Through long and close asso-
ciation, people developed a high level of respect for animal
life and a concern for animal welfare. With the coming of the
industrial revolution, the closing of the fronticr, and the ur-
banization of society, the nature of human interaction with
animals changed for most of society. The companion role for
animals increased, and the connection between agricultural
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production and animal products in stores became obscure as
only a very small segment of the population was involved
directly with animals in other than a companion role. People
began to attribute human characteristics to animals (anthro-
pomorphism) and increasingly popularized and romanticized
them in books, movies, and comic strips.

Few people today consciously consider the real world of
nondomestic animals in which predators, starvation. and cli-
matic stress prevail. Many people in the animal rights move-
ment seem to view humanity as the only predator, denying or
choosing not to believe that there is a predator chain in na-
ture. The killing of animals as part of medical research and
in agriculture seems foreign to many people. It is in this cli-
mate that fraudulent claims that such research involves cru-
elty and torture can be accepted readily by an uninformed
public.

Origins of the Movement in England

Efforts to protect animals and promote their humane treat-
ment were at the foundation of the animal welfare movement.
This movement began on an organized basis in Great Britain
early in the nineteenth century with the Society for the Pre-
vention of Cruelty to Animals, founded in 1824, This subse-
quently became the Royal Society for the Prevention of Cru-
elty to Animals (RSPCA). Most members of this and other
animal welfare groups recognized the need for legitimate use
of animals and sought only to improve the way in which they
were used.

Extensive use of animals in biomedical research began
shortly thereafter with the development of experimental phys-
iology in continental Europe during the middle of the nine-
teenth century. Animal experiments were considered a legit-
imate use of animals by most animal welfare groups, and
they mounted no opposition to it. However, some members
who were opposed broke away to form their own organiza-
tions which began the “anti-vivisection” movement. The
term “vivisection” referred to the cutting of living tissue,
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and those who opposed this practice became known as “anti-
vivisectionists.” The first such organization in Great Britain
was the Society for the Protection of Animals Liable to Vivi-
section, founded in 1875. The anti-vivisection movement had
several periods of increased activity which correlated with
other social movements or the emergence of a charismatic
leader such as George Bernard Shaw, who had gained public
recognition and support in another venue. These periods were
usually short and the number of people involved was always
very small. However, the movement had its impact because
its supporters were vocal and often well-known.

In 1865, during a period of heightened activity of the anti-
vivisectionist movement, the British Physiological Society
was formed—not to foster the exchange of scientific infor-
mation as is true of such societies today, but to oppose efforts
by anti-vivisectionists to have restrictive legislation passed
in the Parliament. Interestingly, spokespersons for the anti-
vivisectionists used some of the same claims that are made
today: that research involving animals would not contribute
anything toward our ability to treat and cure disease. Speak-
ing before the British Parliament in 1875, Sir George Duck-
ett of the Society for the Abolition of Vivisection stated that
“vivisection is monstrous. Medical science has little to learn,
and nothing can be gained by repetition of experiments on
living animals™ (Hubbell 1990).

In the next few years, the whole nature of medicine changed.
The American Association of Physicians was founded in 1886,
and the scientific basis of medical practice began to be estab-
lished under the leadership of physicians such as William
Osler. Several landmark observations had been made using
animals, and these in part provided the impetus for the change
in the nature of medicine. In 1876, Joseph Lister reported to
the Royal Commission on Vivisection that his discovery of
the sterile, absorbable, catgut suture could never have oc-
curred without animal experiments. In 1878, Robert Koch
published his experiments with mice and rabbits that docu-
mented how infections occur, leading to techniques for iden-
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tifying specific infecting organisms. Elie Metchnikoff’s stud-
ies provided the basis for the theory of cellular immunity. In
the early 1880s, Louis Pasteur successfully protected sheep
from anthrax and, in 1885, after studies using dogs and rab-
bits, successfully treated a boy with rabies. Studics using
dogs demonstrated that removal of the thyroid produced the
symptoms of myxedema, a disease now also known as hypo-
thyroidism. In 1896, the effects of adrenaline were first dem-
onstrated using animals; and, in 1889, Hermann Minkowski
reproduced the symptoms of diabetes mellitus by removing
the pancreas from a dog. Indeed, almost all medical advances
since Duckett issued that statement, and there have been
many, have been dependent on animal research at some point
in their development.

In the late nineteenth century, the anti-vivisection move-
ment was directed specifically at stopping biomedical re-
search. During the twentieth century, it began to gain more
momentum as it came to be embraced by many who had been
condemning British society in general and for whom this
cause became another avenue in which to mount a protest.

Significant to the momentum of the anti-vivisectionist move-
ment was the ongoing British class struggle. Even by the
twentieth century, most of British wealth was still controled
by landowners or “landed gentry.” Even though a middle
class developed during the industrial revolution, some peo-
ple still made it their cause to embarrass the wealthy to pro-
test the unequal distribution of wealth. Fox hunting was a
sport in which only the wealthy could engage and, therefore,
was a visible image symbolic of the landed gentry. It was,
perhaps, only natural that some of the more radical members
of the anti-vivisection groups would link their cause with
that of people attacking the upper class through hunting. The
hunted fox was the uniting factor for these two groups and
the Hunt Saboteur movement began in 1962. The association
between class struggle and a cause related to animals con-
tinues today as animal rights groups mount campaigns against
the wearing of furs, considered a representation of wealth.
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As the British animal rights movement grew, new, more rad-
ical groups emerged (Henshaw 1989, 12). In 1971, Ronnie
Lee formed a local chapter of the Hunt Saboteurs Associa-
tion in Luton. Although actively interfering with the fox hunts,
the Hunt Saboteurs projected a nonviolent image, indeed
being careful not to fight back when struck by angered fox
hunters. On one occasion in 1972, Lee’s friend Cliff Good-
man suffered an eye injury, and this incident cemented Lee’s
conviction that a more violent form of protest should be
mounted. He had been impressed with the publicity received
by an anti-establishment group called the Angry Brigade.
That same year, Lee and Goodman formed the Band of Mercy.
The name sounded respectable and was suggestive of an or-
ganization of high ideals. However, their activities became
increasingly destructive and violent, and in 1973 they com-
mitted two acts of arson at a Hoechst pharmaceutical plant,
causing an estimated forty-six thousand pounds sterling in
damage (Henshaw 1989, 14).

In 1975, Lee and Goodman were apprehended when they
returned to the scene of a break-in, and, after a sensational
trial, they were convicted and sent to prison. During the trial
and afterward, sympathizers advanced a theory which has
been used many times since, that their actions—certainly
criminal—were justified because they were used in an effort
to stop activities which they claimed to be much more crimi-
nal in nature,

By the time of his release from prison in 1976, Ronnic¢ Lee
had obtained the status of a martyr in the minds of many,
and, encouraged by this recognition, he formed the Animal
Liberation Front, or ALF, which now operates throughout
the world. There was nothing lofty-sounding in this name,
and a war had clearly started. In its first year of operation
with approximately thirty members, the ALF claimed to
have inflicted over a quarter of a million pounds in damage.
Ten years later, the membership was estimated at over fifteen
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hundred and the annual damage estimate was close to six
million pounds (Henshaw 1989, 52).

According to Lee, the ALF’s goals were “to inflict an eco-
nomic loss on people who exploit animals, resulting in less
profit for them to plough back into their animal exploitation
business. . . . The long-term aim is to increase activities, to
escalate events to a point where all of these industries are un-
der threat and can’t operate™ (The Maldon Institute 1991, 14).

A group calling itself the Band of Mercy has claimed credit
for some terrorist acts in the United States over the past few
years, but it is the ALF which has claimed responsibility for
most of the acts of violence associated with the animal rights
movement today. The ALF is an underground organization.
In Great Britain, multiple regional cells developed, mostly
without any formal, identifiable connection to each other.
Occasionally, a “press officer” is identifiable through public
statements, but care is taken to shield that person from any
traceable connection with the acts themselves. Any hierar-
chical structure that does exist is designed to prevent discov-
ery. Several British members have been apprehended and
sent to prison including Ronnie Lee, who is currently serv-
ing a ten-year sentence for conspiracy to commit arson, (o
commit criminal damage, and io incite others to commit crim-
inal damage (Henshaw 1989, 180). However, in the United
States, no members of the ALF have been apprehended.
Law enforcement agencies in both countries have listed the
ALF as a terrorist organization. In Britain, Scotland Yard
established in 1986 the Animal Rights National Index (ARNI)
unit to operate a database of intelligence on the animal rights
movement. During 1989, the unit documented 422 reported
crimes linked to the animal rights movement, including the
planting of fourteen explosive devices (Baltimore Sun June
12, 1990 p. 2).

Prominent animal rights groups in the United States claim
repeatedly that they arc nonviolent, that they have no ties
with the ALF, in this country, and they they do not condong
its actions. However, after most terrorist acts, these groups
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wage a major propaganda campaign bascd on material they
say was provided to them anonymously by the ALF. The
very fact that they act as the public relations agencies for
persons committing criminal acts puts them in the position of
actively condoning such acts. As a result of the U.S. animal
rights groups propaganda campaign, many persons write let-
ters in support of the terrorist acts to targeted investigators
and institutions. Further, many publications by animal rights
organizations regularly carry advertisements asking for con-
tributions to the ALF Support Group.

Animal Rights vs. Animal Welfare

The basic premise of the animal rights movement is that peo-
ple do not have the prerogative to assume that we are in any
way different from other “sentient™ beings—that is, other
organisms that have a nervous system and the capacity to feel
pain. Thus, all such organisms have the “right™ not to expe-
rience pain. It is this concept of suffering that led Ingrid New-
kirk, national director of the People for the Ethical Treat-
ment of Animals (PETA), to state, “Animal liberationists do
not separate out the human animal. A rat is a pig isadogisa
boy” (McCabe 1986).

According to the philosophy of the animal rights move-
ment, humanity does not have the right to use any animal for
any purpose. Thus, the scope of the movement’s agenda ex-
tends far beyond the restricted opposition to use of animals
in biomedical research that was at the heart of the anti-vivi-
section movement. It also is quite different from the agenda
of the traditional animal welfare movement, which sought to
improve all conditions under which animals were used. Rel-
ative to use of animals in research, centrist animal welfare
organizations sought to ensure that research techniques were
continually refined to minimize potential pain and discom-
fort. These bodies wanted research to be designed to reduce
as much as possible the number of animals used and, when-
ever feasible, to replace the use of animals by nonanimal
techniques.
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In contrast, many of the leaders of the animal rights move-
ment are at best abolitionists but in several cases anarchists
when it comes to human use of animals. They advocate ces-
sation of all use of animals, not only that related to biomed-
ical research. For example, meat and dairy production for
food, as well as wool and leather production for clothing, are
unacceptable. The vegetarian diet must be produced without
resorting to killing insects which might threaten the crops.
Even killing of rats, mice, mosquitoes, and cockroaches
should be eliminated, despite the important disease-preven-
tion aspects of their control. Hunting and fishing are pri-
mary targets of the movement.

Many supporters of this movement fail to realize that the
essence of the animal rights philosophy precludes pet own-
ership because it is a condition under which humans exert
dominion over animals. However, the term *animal compan-
ion” is commonly used as a positive ideal in animal rights
literature. How animals live in domestic society as compan-
ions to humans without humans exerting dominion over the
animals is not addressed.

Several prominent animal welfare organizations, such as
the Humane Society of the United States and the American
Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals (ASPCA),
with chapters at the state and local level, were established
long ago. They dedicated their efforts toward improving the
way in which animals were treated on many fronts and their
campaigns were clearly identified. They operated from the
premise that man has the moral obligation to treat animals
“humanely.” That very word, coming from the Latin word
humanus, refers by definition to qualities considered to be
exclusively human such as being kind, tender, merciful, and
sympathetic. In contrast, the animal rights movement oper-
ates on the premise that animals have inherent moral rights.
That is a very different concept with far different implica-
tions. However, the transition from the welfare movement to
the rights movement has evolved without most people being
aware of the vast difference.
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With the progression of the animal rights movement, there
has been a tremendous proliferation of new groups on all lev-
els. Some of these new groups were formed by members of
more traditional groups who had pushed for the adoption of
the animal rights agenda and, not meeting their full objec-
tive, moved away to form a splinter group. This had the ini-
tial effect of diluting the original groups and adversely af-
fected the financial base they had available for operating.
Animal rights activists have made efforts to take over the
boards of directors of some of the traditional welfare organi-
zations because of the financial and membership bases al-
ready established within them. In several instances, such as
with the Toronto Humane Society, this has resulted in court
proceedings in an attempt to resist the takeover.

The Movement in the United States

The American Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Ani-
mals (ASPCA) was founded in 1867 and the Humane Soci-
ety of the United States (HSUS) almost one hundred years
later in 1954, Originally, the activities and philosophies of
both of these organizations were oriented primarily toward
animal welfare. Several state societies for the prevention of
cruelty to animals (New York, Pennsylvania, and Massachu-
setts) were founded in 1866-67. The founder of the Pennsyl-
vania SPCA became more interested in opposing the use of
animals in biomedical research than in supporting general
animal welfare issues, and so, in 1883, started the American
Anti-Vivisection Society in Philadelphia. The anti-vivisec-
tion movement grew with the formation of other groups and
rmaintained a steady campaign against use of animals in re-
search, including attempts to have restrictive legislation passed.

The welfare and the anti-vivisection movements maintained
separate paths for a long time. However, with the origin of
the animal rights movement, everything began to change. A
natural alliance was formed between the anti-vivisectionists
and the animal rights movement. Further, as the animal rights
movement gained momentum, differences between its phi-
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losophy and that of the welfare movement often became
blurred. The membership ranks of welfare organizations
swelled, with the new members espousing the rights philoso-
phy. Thus, during the early 1980s, the position of many of
the more established organizations moved away from the tra-
ditional approach toward one supporting the animal rights
movement. This shift was in many ways schizoid, with the
organizations denying the shift, even hiding the shift, while
at the same time hiring staff who clearly were anti-vivisec-
tionists or animal rights advocates. These staffers occasion-
ally issued statements espousing their philosophy as represen-
tatives of these organizations. For example, John McArdle,
the director of laboratory animal medicine for the HSUS dur-
ing this time, told attendees at an HSUS convention, “Never
appear to be opposed to animal research. Claim that your
only concern is the source of animals” (McCabe 1986). Later,
the HSUS hired Brandon Reines, who had published exten-
sively his anti-vivisectionist views and his convictions that
animal-based research was totally invalid and noncontributory.

John F. Kuhlberg, president of the American Society for
the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals, stated in a letter to a
syndicated columnist that the ASPCA “was founded on an
animal rights philosophy that recognized an animal’s right to
be neither harmed nor abused when in our care or under our
control™ (Landers January 16, 1991). His critics have pointed
out, however, that he knows that the animal rights philoso-
phy precludes people having any control over animals, and
that this is inconsistent with the welfare premise upon which
the ASPCA was founded. They also note that the ASPCA
was founded over 110 years before the animal rights philoso-
phy was first advanced. The general public, unaware of these
inconsistencies, cannot recognize how great a shift in direc-
tion this implies for the activities of the ASPCA.

As David Hardy has noted in a monograph on the move-
ment, “only recently was the view . . . that all species are
created equal revealed to its followers.” Hardy points out
that, even though the animal rights movement often quotes
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such revered scholars as Plato, Aristotle, Immanue]l Kant,
Jeremy Bentham, and Arthur Schopenhauer as supporting
animal rights, the fact is that these scholars favored the hu-
mane treatment of animals by humans. It was never men-
tioned in their writings that animals had rights anything like
human rights. Hardy concludes that once it embraced the
idea of equal rights for all species, the movement elevated
the concept to a fundamental truth, “a moral absolute in an
otherwise shifting and relativist world” (Hardy 1990, 14).

People for the Ethical Treatment of Animals (PETA) is
now the largest, best-financed, most active animal rights
organization in the United States. The PETA 1990 annual
report lists revenues for that fiscal year as over $9,200,000;
staff number 120, and membership is estimated at in excess
of 350,000, This is an organization which started with under
twenty members in the spring of 1980 under the leadership
of Ingrid Newkirk and Alex Pacheco.

Ingrid Ward Newkirk was raised by a British family in
India where she first remembers observing cruelty to ani-
mals. She has lived in the Washington, D.C., area since 1967,
serving in various animal control positions until 1978, when
she became director of a pound in Washington, D.C. Her
first action in that position was to end the sale of pound ani-
mals to laboratories. While working as a cruelty investigator
for the Washington Humane Society, Newkirk met Alex
Pacheco, a twenty-two-year-old student and animal rights
activist who volunteered at the Humane Society. In 1980,
Pacheco gave her a copy of Singer’s Animal Liberation. Al-
most immediately, PETA was born (Maldon Institute 1991,
10).

Pacheco received initial attention as the person who ex-
posed supposed cruelty to monkeys in a laboratory in Silver
Spring, Maryland (see chapter 3). Pacheco and PETA made
the monkeys a celebrated cause by repeatedly using pictures
of a monkey Pacheco claims was mistreated in the lab. Pa-
checo apparently was drawn to the animal rights movement
after a visit to a slaughterhouse. During his travels over the
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next few years, he participated in protests against whaling
and became a member of the Hunt Saboteurs Association in
Great Britain. Years later, Newkirk and Pacheco hired Kim
Stallwood at PETA. Stallwood had previously been one of
the leaders of the British Union for the Abolition of Vivisec-
tion (Henshaw 1989, 159).

PETA activities, such as the “Save the Whales” campaign,
seemed to follow traditional welfare lines and drew a great
deal of public interest and support. Perhaps few of those
contributing to this campaign knew how or even whether
PETA used the money to protect whales, but people saw this
as a legitimate concern, made contributions, and became
members of PETA. As a result, PETA began to accumulate
large resources and to develop its mailing list. The contributors
received other literature from PETA and were exposed to
claims about biomedical research. The air of legitimacy given
by the whale issue in many cases promoted ready acceptance
of PETA’s stance on other issues. Campaigns against the fur
industry, the use of animals in product testing, in agricul-
tural production, and in biomedical research are now PETA’s
major emphases.

Neal Barnard, PETA's chief medical advisor, also serves
on the board of directors for the New England Anti-Vivisec-
tionist Society and is a committed animal rights activist. Al-
though his training is in the area of psychiatry, he writes col-
umns for both PETA News and Animals’ Agenda which relate
to nutrition. These articles routinely espouse vegetarian diets
and claim that most diseases can be prevented by eliminating
meat from the diet.

Barnard also is the founder of the Physicians Committee
for Responsible Medicine (PCRM). Major positions taken
by this organization are that preventive health care (primar-
ily avoiding meat) is the best approach to the control of dis-
ease and that animal-based research has not contributed to
the treatment and prevention of disease, and will not. On
April 8, 1991, PCRM issued a press release to announce its
plan for the “new four food groups™ to include grains, le-
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gumes, vegetables, and fruits. In an April 13 story, the Wash-
ington Post quoted Barnard as stating that “these foods [meat
and dairy] are simply not necessary in the human diet.” A
related story in the same issue of the Post stated that the U.S.
Department of Agriculture considered eating meat and dairy
products an important part of a balanced diet and would in-
clude them in the “eating right pyramid,” which they were
developing for publication at that time. PCRM actively speaks
out against individual research projects and has been active
in U.S. courts to stop certain research-related activities (see
chapter 8).

PCRM is a group that appears to suggest physician sup-
port of the animal rights movement and apparent legitimiza-
tion of its condemnation of animal-based research. How-
ever, it represents the position of only a very small minority
of physicians, and a recent resolution passed by the Ameri-
can Medical Association condemned PCRM both for its
stand on use of animals and for implying that it spoke for a
significant number of 1.8. physicians (see chapter 2). The
public relations efforts of PETA, PCRM, and other animal
rights groups are directed toward the media, legislators, and
the general public. Significant efforts are also directed at
school-age children because they can influence their parents
and will be the public of tomorrow.

As the leaders of the animal rights movement wage their
propaganda war to elicit support, the extent of their overall
agenda is seldom cited. Many people active in the movement
are essentially single-issue activists, who are unaware of or
uninvolved in the total program. For the most part, they have
become involved in a particular issue because of propaganda
which has influenced them negatively in an area in which
they were sensitive and uninformed. For example many peo-
ple who might otherwise support the use of animals in re-
search have been convinced to oppose it, not on the merits
of the question, but because their strong emotional attach-
ment to their own pets is brought to mind when they hear
stories of supposed cruelty to animals in research labs. The
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argument that the research is also unnecessary is then easier
to accept. Opposition to hunting attracts another single-issue
group, who may not object use of animals in research but are
offended by hunting for sport. Only a small segment of the
population actively engages in hunting; however, there is
another segment that strongly opposes hunting, and these
people are being mobilized to support antihunting legislation
and even go out into the field to try to stop hunters phys-
ically. Most people in this country—even most antihunters—
still eat meat, but some can be induced into joining selective
campaigns against agriculture because they have been con-
vinced that some traditional agricultural production prac-
tices are unusually cruel.

As outlined above, some form of anti-vivisection senti-
ment has existed for many years. The animal rights move-
ment in the United States currently is enjoying popularity
like no other anti-vivisection movement has previously. This
has happened for several important reasons having little to
do with the concept that animals have inherent rights. First,
the leadership of the movement is skilled in using highly
sophisticated propaganda techniques. Second, the advances
in communication techniques make it easier to reach the
public by muliiple means. Third, some aspects of the mind-
set of the public makes many segments susceptible to mis-
information.

Science in general is not well appreciated in today’s soci-
ety. Many recent studies have concluded that science educa-
tion in this country is inadequate, and science literacy is ex-
tremely low. The public has little understanding of research
in general and in particular of how medical advances are
made, and the medical community has not communicated
this information broadly. Thus, by effectively using the pro-
paganda techniques and multiple communications avenues
available, it has been relatively easy for animal rights activ-
ists to convince people that use of animals in research is rou-
tinely cruel and often. if not always, unnecessary.

The animal rights movement is a complex entity, made up
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of people with different levels of involvement and different
reasons for involvement. Some may be casual supporters,
sending in their donations in response to a television adver-
tisement, while others carry their involvement to the extent
of committing violence. Some may be single-issue adher-
ents, supporting a ban on wearing fur or hunting. while oth-
ers embrace the movement on all fronts. Some may support
the movement because they support other “rights™ issues
while others do so because they see a parallel with groups
such as those in the environmental movement.

This diversity has led to splits within the movement. Gary
Francione, director of the Rutgers University Animal Rights
Law Clinic who supported PETA’s actions for many years,
now contends that PETA emphasizes “animal rights over hu-
man rights.” Francione says, “Animal rights makes sense
only if you accept a very broad notion of human rights”
(Rosenberg 1992, 24). James M. Jasper, coauthor of The
Anmimal Rights Crusade: The Growth of a Moral Protest,
cites the “formation of a spate of groups championing the
rights of animals just as earlier movements had championed
those of women, minorities and gays. Because animal rights
‘really grabs’ people emotionally, it has attracted people who
otherwise are not politically active, along with the liberal
activists who are also drawn to environmentalism, feminism
and the anti-nuclear movement” (Rosenberg 1992, 22). PETA s
Ingrid Newkirk also believes that the animal rights move-
ment is a natural outgrowth of other protest movements that
have sprung up since the 1960s. “The environmental move-
ment was helpful because it got us thinking about the uni-
verse as our home and about our relationship with other spe-
cies. All the movements that have come along in the last ten
years, including animal rights, are part of our newly awakened
sense of fair play,” she said (Rosenberg 1992, 21).

Writing in Audubon, Richard Conniff cites a line in an ani-
mal rights pamphlet that states, “the various species of sen-
tient creatures on Earth constitute a single, complex, inter-
connected, and mutually dependent web of life, and humans
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are part of, not apart from, this biological network™ (1990,
124). To Conniff, this type of thinking represents a group of
people who have been able to live all their lives “under the
delusion that nature is essentially benign, and that death is
the exception rather than the rule. [They] long not for protec-
tion from nature but for some fleeting oneness with it.” Con-
niff concludes, “In reality, the animal rights movement has
elevated ignorance about the natural world almost to the level
of a philosophical principle.”

Most dangerous in the movement are those who can jus-
tify violence to achieve the goal of rights for animals. In
1987 Tom Daley, associated with the ALF in England, advo-
cated assassination of researchers in a BBC interview. “In a
war,"” he said, “you have to take up arms and people will be
killed. 1 will totally defend petrol bombings and shootings.”
Daley went on to mark one researcher, saying, “the sooner
he is killed, the better” (Horton 1988, 8).

Such violence is still only a threat in the United States, but
researchers are looking to the future with caution. Richard
Simmonds, director of laboratory animal medicine at the
University of Nevada at Reno, predicts that “as the true mes-
sage of the animal rights activists is understood, the public
will accept their message less readily. I think this will cause
them to become even more frustrated. And I predict that
we’re going to see more violence” (Royte 1992, 80).



Truth and Fiction:
The Propaganda War

THE object of any attack by animal rights activists, no mat-
ter what form it takes, is to create an initial media event and
sct the stage for an active, protracted propaganda campaign
to follow. Obviously, the initial event will be well planned
and designed to have a spectacular and effective hook to at-
tract the media. In order to capitalize on this event, the activ-
ists will stage a well-orchestrated series of media events sched-
uled to follow rapidly and establish the basis for a long-term
campaign. It is for this reason that an institutional public re-
lations department must be knowledgeable about the area
and prepare a plan for dealing with such a crisis. Because
neither the timing of the attack nor the research project to be
targeted will be known beforehand, the task of responding
will be formidable enough without having to try to develop a
strategy de novo.

Perhaps the most important aspect of preparation is the
clear understanding that it will be a propaganda campaign,
and, thus, the antithesis of what a public relations depart-
ment is accustomed to dealing with. Optimally, the institu-
tion is disseminating “good news” to sympathetic media. It
is the job of the public relations office to present the facts and
answer the questions. But when there is an attack by animal
rights activists, the facts are immaterial. Reporters are at your
doorstep with what will be the lead story, and each outlet is
vying for the most graphic, sensational claim. The questions

20
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are accusatory, and most likely neither the reporter nor the
audience will understand your answers.

This chapter seeks to identify the strategies of a propa-
ganda war, illustrate how propaganda is used by the animal
rights movement, and suggest ways in which an institution
can respond. Propaganda strategies to be investigated in this
chapter include the following: (1) gaining media and public
attention by means of a criminal act made to appear justifi-
able; (2) directing claims against an institution and more par-
ticularly an individual, rather than against medical research
in general; (3) using invective, misstatements of fact, and
items taken out of context; (4) eliciting emotional responses
with graphic visual images; (5) using sympathizers with pro-
fessional degrees in the role of medical experts to lend cred-
ibility; and (6) sustaining media coverage by using highly
inflammatory publicity vehicles such as protest marches and
other forms of harassment.

The Hook

The emerging pattern of animal rights break-ins at research
institutions reveals that these attacks now are occurring in
regions where such activity has not taken place previously.
As a result, this type of event is novel to the local reporters,
who, at the same time, are anxious to report that their region
is part of a national phenomenon. An animal rights attack is
reported as part of a national trend rather than as a criminal
activity. In most instances, the media report on a criminal act
by highlighting its criminality, painting a sympathetic pic-
ture of the victim, and concentrating in the initial and fol-
low-up stories on the search for the perpetrators. However,
in this case, because of a well-orchestrated propaganda cam-
paign, the targeted investigator and institution are no longer
the victims but the vilified: the criminal act has lost its crimi-
nality and is instead painted as justified. This poses a night-
mare for the public relations department to deal with, let along
try to prevent.

Long before the attack, extensive planning has led to se-
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lection of the institution, the project or investigator to be tar-
geted, the statements to be made, and the “evidence” to be
released on various occasions immediately following the at-
tack. Most likely, activists have determined that the institu-
tion is unprepared and that there are animal rights sympa-
thizers in the immediate and surrounding locale. Researchers
may have been selected on the basis that they are not accus-
tomed to interacting with the press or public, or that they
project the image of the “mad scientist.™

Activists have claims ready for release to the press which
are full of complex layers of misinformation and nonsequi-
turs, reinforced with testimony from activists labeled experts
by the movement, The press and the public are ill-equipped
on a first reading to assess the claims and recognize their
propagandistic content.

The attack often will be staged during nonwork hours,
making it difficult for the institution to break the story in its
own manner before activists have made their claims to the
media. Finally, the perpetrators are skilled terrorists, un-
likely to be apprehended during the act. By the time the story
hits, they have left not only the immediate scene but also the
state.

An animal rights group had formed on the campus at Texas
Tech, and others were located in surrounding towns and
across the state of Texas prior to the break-in at Lubbock on
July 4, 1989. This small core of people already believed that
atrocities were being committed in all research institutions,
including Texas Tech, and were just hoping that evidence
would surface to support their beliefs. Because Texas Tech
had never entered into a public discourse on the benefits of
animal research, news of the break-in, and even the fact that
Texas Tech used animals in research, came as a surprise to
many members of the community.

The attack came on a holiday, delaying the scheduling of a
press conference by the institution. This lack of institutional
preparedness gave the activists plenty of time to preempt
‘Texas Tech’s press conference with their own news release
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and then follow two days later with their own press confer-
ence in Lubbock, staged to obliterate any positive effects of
the institution’s initial statement. The supposed evidence—
photographs and a videotape obtained in the break-in—was
presented at their news conference to justify the action. In-
vective was used against the investigator, and so-called ex-
perts delivered their statements. In addition, PETA distrib-
uted a listing of “American animal liberation actions” at the
press conference, including the Texas Tech break-in. The
activists created a sensational story for the media, and the
chorus was in place to cement the impression that unspeak-
able horrors were taking place at Texas Tech. In three short
days, the hook had been set and the tide appeared irreversible.

Targeting the Individual Rather than
Biomedical Research

In the current era, a large segment of the public is very con-
cerned with health and fitness, to the extent that a whole range
of products and business entities have arisen as a result, and
“news from medicine” features are prominent in the media.
The AIDS epidemic has spurred public desire for greater ef-
forts to achieve new cures. Given this setting, a direct attack
on the medical community in order to stop use of animals in
research might seem to have limited appeal. However, when
an individual is attacked on the basis of presumed cruelty,
people can easily become indignant without thinking that the
attack represents any threat to their current or future health.
This process is made easier if people can be convinced that
the research done by this investigator is worthless and is
done for ulterior motives. Further, by attacking a single indi-
vidual, an activist group ensures that other members of the
scientific community, and even institutions and organiza-
tions employing or supporting the individual concerned, will
be less likely to take an active stance in the defense. This
isolation of the individual has profound significance relative
to the long-term aspects of the propaganda campaign.

The initial press release by PETA (see figure 1) concern-
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ing the vandalism at Texas Tech was issued on the morning
of July 5, 1989. The release contained a clear attempt to dis-
sociate PETA from the break-in by using quotes attributed to
the ALF and indicating that the information had come to
PETA just that morning. There was no attack on biomedical
research in general anywhere in the press release. The pri-
mary emphasis of this statement was directed at the targeted
investigator, John M. Orem, Ph.D., attempting to create the
impression that his research was cruel and worthless, and
that he was a cruel animal abuser. It made no mention of
what Orem studied or the possible implications of his re-
search for understanding of disease. The absence of such
mention served to imply that there was no reason for his
studies. Indeed, the statement that he “abuses, mutilates and
kills animals as part of the federal grant gravy train” not only
suggested that he was cruel, but that he did cruel things for
the grant money. This press release used statements out of
context, half-truths, and inflammatory description of some
of his techniques for the specific purpose of creating the
image of cruelty.

Both the title “Dr.” and any reference to John Orem’s
Ph.D. degree were missing from the press release. Rather,
there was a statement that he “has no medical training,”
implying a lack of qualifications to do his research. Actually,
during his graduate studies at the University of New Mexico
and his postdoctoral work in the Sleep Disorders Center in
the Stanford University School of Medicine, he had received
extensive specialized training in neurophysiology, the neural
control of breathing, and sleep disorders. The first sentence
of the press release was filled with emotive adjectives such
as “gruesome” and “despicable” in order to create an imme-
diate judgment about him in people’s minds and make it easy
to hate him.

By now, no one was questioning whether the charges were
true, but rather how anyone could possibly do these things.
This is the question asked in most of the letters sent to him as
a result of the ensuing propaganda campaign. Obviously,
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only a monster could do these things, so he must be a mon-
ster. Orem as an individual, and not biomedical research
using animals, has become the target. However, those who
have come to hate him also have come to hate biomedical
research in the process.

It is easy to hate the investigator, even when you consider
biomedical research important. It is easy to hate the investi-
gator, even when you love your alma mater, which employs
him or her. It is easy to suspect the investigator, even when
you are involved in research or practicing medicine yourself,
It is easy to wonder about the investigator, even if you have
funded or employed the individual for many years. The pro-
cess of isolation has begun, making the investigator even
more vulnerable and the potential success of the attack even
greater. It is now possible that a once supportive administra-
tion could respond to future appeals to investigate, stop
funding, remove the investigator from research, and not sup-
port any legal action the investigator might wish to take.

The Use of Secondary Arguments

The ultimate objective of the animal rights campaign is to
end all use of animals by humans. One portion of this cam-
paign is directed at stopping the use of animals in biomedical
research. This requires extensive or at least vocal public sup-
port. Such support would not be obtained if the real question
of the merits of using animals in biomedical research were
openly debated. Even today, legitimate polls indicate that
almost eighty percent of the public supports such usage, in
spite of the efforts of animal rights activists and the fact that
the medical community has done essentially nothing to in-
form the public about this issue (Gallup Survey 1989, Texas
Poll 1991). Thus, the activist groups are faced with having to
obtain additional support on another basis. Hence, as has
been described by Dr. Frederick Goodwin, they resort to
using secondary arguments that have nothing to do with the
real question (Goodwin 1990). It is nearly impossible to deal
with such arguments by trying to argue the actual question.
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Few among the general public recognize the connection be-
tween claims of atrocities and the animal rights movement’s
total agenda. We must highlight this agenda, because the
public now deals only with the issue of the supposed torture
of animals.

Cruelty, worthlessness, and waste of taxpayers’ money
are common themes in the secondary arguments. The pri-
mary charge against John Orem, the individual, was cruelty.
The aura of cruelty becomes even more significant if it is
related to a project which is worthless. Additionally, the ref-
erence to the “federal grant gravy train” implies that re-
searchers use grant money to increase their personal wealth,
that this is their motivation for torturing animals, and that
they get rich by wasting tax dollars on worthless projects.
The element of class struggle, seen three decades ago in con-
nection with opposition to fox hunting in Britain, is being
used again as part of the appeal. Many people feel a strong,
underlying antagonism because of a sense that their taxes are
high because the rich do not pay enough. This antagonism
surfaces and is directed at reseachers, based on the notion
that they are getting rich off tax dollars. Also, by attacking
funding mechanisms for research, one can attack research
itself indirectly.

The Use of Invective

The first paragraph of the initial PETA press release stated
that the ALF “removed to safety the only cats ever to survive
gruesome, despicable, wasteful and barbarously cruel ex-
periments conducted by . . . John Orem.” Later in the re-
lease, PETA implied that Orem was an “animal-Nazi.” Using
the term “Nazi” helps to establish the desired image; the
statement that he “abuses, mutilates and kills animals™ so-
lidifies the image in the mind of anyone who likes animals.
Such invective immediately puts the claims on an emotional
level, leaving no room for considering whether or not the
claims are true. Arbitrarily calling anyone a Nazi has the
clear intent of drawing an association with a group that most
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people consider evil. It is worth noting that Hitler was an
anti-vivisectionist and Nazi Germany the only country ever
to ban the use of animals in biomedical research (Horton
1989). The first set of adjectives are used to make implica-
tions about the experiments, but, subconsciously, they are
immediately applied to the experimenter. The subsequent
verbs form a direct accusation of the experimenter.

Use of invective in itself constitutes a type of secondary
argument. The object is to establish negative impressions
about the targeted investigator without ever having to debate
the facts about the research. When the investigator, institu-
tion, or other support groups want to talk to the media and
the public about the merits of research in general and the
merits of the targeted research in particular, or to show how
the claims of cruelty are false, or to discuss the broader ob-
jectives of the animal rights movement, the subject will al-
ways be brought back to the personality of the investigator.
This is a character assassination, designed to draw attention
away from the substantive issue. It is a way of gaining sup-
port from people who actually have no interest in the issue
and would not participate in a discussion of the principles
under attack. Use of invective serves to make people over-
look these principles.

Misstated and Out of Context

Although most people have had some direct or indirect ex-
posure to hospitals and medical procedures, this exposure is
usually very limited. Being in an operating room while under
anesthesia hardly permits gaining an appreciation of what
was involved in the procedure. Many people even fail to real-
ize that the anesthesia prevented their own sensation of pain
when they expound on anesthetized animals suffering in bio-
medical research. Relatively few people have been observers
in a medical, surgical, or neonatal intensive care unit. Thus,
they have no real concept of the techniques used in treatment
of humans in these settings. Consider that some medical and
nursing students pass out during their first day in an operat-
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ing room with their initial exposure to blood., the cutting of
tissue, an open abdomen, tubes inserted in airways and blood
vessels, and equipment all around.

Further, most people are unfamiliar with medical termi-
nology. Thus, it is comparatively easy to take portions of
descriptions of techniques used in experimental procedures
as published in the medical literature and have them seem
monstrous to the uninformed public. The effect becomes
even greater when these descriptions are taken out of context
or “translated” erroneously. Defenders of the research are
tempted to address each such misstatement in order to give
the public the correct information. However, given the image
that has been created initially, explanations can further con-
fuse an uninformed audience, or sound like a justification.

Although such explanations are initially ill-advised, it is
important for several reasons to dissect carefully each claim
made by the activists. Documentation of the facts related to
procedures will be essential when responding to an investi-
gation. These are the claims which are filed when the request
for an investigation is submitted, and these are the claims
which the investigation must address. Also, on occasion, a
story will be written by a reporter who has sufficient back-
ground and openness of mind for it to be worthwhile to cite
some examples of how descriptions have been manipulated.

PETAs first press release on the break-in at Texas Tech is
similar to literature circulated later by numerous animal rights
groups in that descriptions of Orem’s techniques were inac-
curate. As an example, PETA plated considerable emphasis
on one procedure that Orem had not used in many years. His
studies are directed at the changes in breathing which occur
during sleep. Although cats naturally sleep mostly during
the day, the periods of deep sleep can be increased if, as is
true for the human, the cat gets less than their usual amount
of sleep the night before. PETA referred to the cats in Orem’s
study as “sleep-deprived,” as if they had not been permitted
to sleep for very extended periods. There are techniques
which can be used to delay deep sleep for several hours. The
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technique in question involves putting a cat on a small plat-
form in a fifty-five-gallon drum containing a half-inch of
water in the bottom. Cats do not like to get their feet wet, so
they stay on the platform during the night. They nap rather
than sleep soundly because the size of the platform does not
permit them to lie down fully. The PETA news release de-
scribed this setup as a “dark, water-filled drum” in which
the cats would “stay awake for fear of drowning.™ The drum
was described as “full™ of water to convey the image that the
cat could drown, though clearly a cat would not drown in a
half-inch of water. One of PETA’s expert witnesses com-
plained about it being dark in the drum. Who in the public
when hearing this stopped to think that the cat was in the
drum at night, a time when even a cat in the wild is exposed
to darkness?

Subsequent stories about Orem’s experiments published
by animal rights groups even used pictures and diagrams
from unrelated sources to augment the notion of torture with
lurid visual images.

The Use of Visual Images

The importance of radio as a broadcast medium has dimin-
ished in part because it carries no visual impact. Most large
newspapers, competing for circulation, emphasize photo-
journalism. Magazines and outdoor advertising depend on
the visual image. Life magazine was the most popular maga-
zine for decades before television because it was dedicated to
an abundance of excellent photographs and a minimum of
text. Television has become the leading media outlet because
it supplies constant visual stimulation. Some people even
turn off the sound when they watch television. The concept
that a picture is worth a thousand words should not be under-
estimated.

Animal rights activists are expert at using visual images.
With any attack, they assemble a series of pictures which
create the image they desire to use at the center of their pro-
paganda campaign. These are displayed at news conferences,
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used in their publications, provided to anyone doing a story
on the attack, and printed on posters, handbills, and bill-
boards. The pictures are selected to represent something
with which the public is unfamiliar, and which can be por-
trayed as sinister. The associated text will direct the public’s
impression of this image, and the impression projected has
no bounds, given the novelty of the image or the perceived
similarity of it to something imagined as bad. Again, this
creates a powerful, immediate impression whieh is difficult
to dispel with any amount of explanation.

At Texas Tech, Orem’s experiments require that he place a
small “headcap” on the top of the cats’ heads. Obviously,
this makes the cats look strange, and pictures of cats with
headcaps were used to establish negative visual images of his
research. The headcaps are mounted while the cats are under
anesthesia, so it is a painless procedure. Screws in the cap
extend into the underlying skull to pick up signals for record-
ing the electroencephalogram (EEG), used to monitor the
sleep-wake state. This cap is used to immobilize the head
atraumatically during recording sessions. It also protects a
small opening in the skull through which recording elec-
trodes are passed. This procedure is painless because the
dura (or covering) over this area of the brain, which contains
all the sensory nerve endings, was removed during a pre-
vious procedure under anesthesia. Such recordings some-
times are done in unanesthetized humans (for other reasons)
and they are totally unaware of the presence of the electrode.
Orem’s cats ignore the headcaps and often sleep during the
recording sessions.

When the break-in occurred at Texas Tech, none of the
animals which were stolen were being used in the experi-
ments. Because of the need to repair equipment, Orem was
unable to conduct experiments and did not prepare any other
cats until considerably after the break-in. Had he been able
to do so, media representatives could have had the oppor-
tunity to see for themselves that these animals were well cared
for and that the headcaps did not alter their normal behavior.
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Pictures had been taken of other cats with headcaps during a
reconnaissance raid (see chapter 3), and these pictures were
used in the PETA media campaign as though they were pic-
tures of the animals said to have been “liberated” during the
attack. At the PETA news conference in Lubbock on July 7,
Ingrid Newkirk stated that Orem “implants electrodes into
the brains of cats and turns them into electrical appliances
that one can plug into the wall.” After this statement, widely
circulated in animal rights publications, anyone looking at a
picture of a cat with a headcap could easily conclude that the
cap was actually an electrode and picture the cat with hair
standing on end from the shock received as some extension
cord was plugged into a wall socket. Most people think of an
electric shock as unpleasant, even potentially fatal. How
easy to assume that this is what the cats experience, even
though, in fact, they never receive any electrical stimulation.

“Expert” Testimony

One well-established propaganda technique is transference,
the practice of making a statement appear to be credible merely
on the basis of the title, position, or degree of the person
making it. In this case, if a statement is made by someone
with an M.D. or D.V.M. degree, people often believe it with-
out checking further. There is a very small cadre of physi-
cians and veterinarians who are actively associated with the
animal rights movement and regularly speak on its behalf.
Regardless of the research project involved, these physicians
and veterinarians make the same claims: that the project is
an embarrassment to science, that the researcher 1s unspeak-
ably cruel, and that the project’s findings are worthless. Many
members of the public who are not entirely convinced by the
initial claims or who withhold judgment in case the studies
might be important can be convinced to join the bandwagon
by seemingly authoritative statements. Quotations by these
“experts” are referred to many times in publications by ani-
mal rights groups, are cited in letters to newspaper editors,
form the basis for formal complaints to government agen-
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cies, and appear again and again in the hate mail. Some of
these “experts™ even testify at congressional hearings. Media
representatives routinely contact these individuals for state-
ments to be quoted in their stories.

Most of the so-called experts testifying for the animal
rights groups have no research training or research experi-
ence, and there is no evidence of their having any expertise
in areas related to the research about which they speak. Un-
fortunately, those who are the real experts with knowledge
and experience in the immediate area are seldom heard. In
the case of the research targeted at Texas Tech, many other
professionals internationally recognized for their work in
areas directly related to John Orem’s research issued very
strong statements in support of his work. These included a
Naobel laureate in physiology and medicine, who was presi-
dent of the Society for Neuroscience, and the presidents of
the Sleep Research Society and the American Sleep Disor-
ders Association. When representatives of the media cover
an international incident, they often solicit the opinion of a
former secretary of state because they recognize his qualifi-
cations as an expert in that area. Unfortunately, neither they
nor the public are readily able to identify appropriate com-
mentators when it comes to the medical community. Again,
it is the fault of that community for not having provided the
necessary information beforehand.

A 1988 poll conducted by the Roper organization (Ameri-
can Medical Association 1989) found that ninety-nine per-
cent of all licensed physicians in the United States feel that
use of animals in research has contributed to medical prog-
ress, and ninety-seven percent feel that use of animals must
be continued in this research. Clearly, those physicians who
oppose the use of animals represent a very small percentage.
However, they are extremely vocal, leading the public to be-
lieve that they represent the views of many physicians. Thus
their statements have considerable impact.

Some of these individuals have formed organizations and,
in speaking for an organization, are perceived as having even
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more leverage for their statements, even though the actual
number of members with professional degrees is very small.
The choice of the names for these organizations is interesting
in itself. The Physicians Committee for Responsible Medi-
cine (PCRM) and the Medical Research Modernization Com-
mittee are names that imply broad and lofty agendas which
few people would associate with the animal rights move-
ment. Yet, their primary objective is to serve as professional
advocates for the animal rights movement. Specifically, they
try to convince the public that animal research was not im-
portant for past advances in medicine, that there are suitable
alternatives which can be used for any research necessary in
the future, and that most diseases can be prevented by a suit-
able diet, especially one free of meat. These groups also try
to create the impression that the majority of physicians op-
pose animal-based research. In June 1990, the American
Medical Association House of Delegates approved a resolu-
tion expressing

strong objections to the Physicians Committee for Responsible
Medicine for implying that physicians who support the use of ani-
mals in biomedical research are irresponsible, for misrepresenting
the critical role animals play in research and teaching, and for ob-
scuring the overwhelming support for such research which exists
among practicing physicians in the United States.

Animal rights activists attempt to discredit supporting state-
ments made by other scientists on the basis that scientists
will support any and all research because of their vested in-
terest. Unfortunately, the public has little apreciation of the
fact that scientists are highly critical of each other for the
very reason that their training makes them inherently skep-
tical. They are always on the line to defend their findings to
their peers—and to do so on the basis of complete documenta-
tion to support their position, not on the basis of preconceived
ideas. Evaluation of the work by others when reviewing re-
search proposals, manuscripts for publication, or experi-
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mental protocols submitted to an animal care and use com-
miltee requires the same degree of objectivity. Conclusions
drawn will range from approval to disapproval. In contrast,
the “experts” for the animal rights groups who criticize indi-
vidual scientific projects start from the perspective of being
opposed to all research involving animals and have yet to
state approval of any project they have evaluated.

Statements by such individuals were quoted after the break-
in in stories attacking Texas Tech in animal rights publica-
tions. They also constituted a significant portion of the com-
plaint filed by PETA with the Office for Protection from
Research Risks (OPRR) at the National Institutes of Health
(NIH) against Texas Tech. It became important to rebut them
as part of the response to the investigation by OPRR (see
chapter 3).

Posters, Handbills, and Videos

The animal rights movement uses a sophisticated program
for mass distribution of the material which, in addition to
their own publications, includes the use of posters, hand-
bills, billboards, and videotapes. While an institution is con-
cerned about fighting the campaign locally, the movement is
distributing defamatory information in many other regions
where that institution has no representation.

Circulation of this material is intended to influence more
people and galvanize them into several specific actions, some
of which are designed to be almost self-perpetuating. The
circulated material calls for protest marches to dramatize the
claims about the research and to draw attention to the pro-
claimed waste of taxpayers’ dollars. Protest marches may not
influence many of those who witness them, but they provide
an opportunity to pass out literature, and serve as media
events. Protest marches also serve to stir up letter-writing
campaigns.,

These letter-writing campaigns are designed to accom-
plish several purposes. The material circulated may contain
suggested form letters addressed to specific individuals. Some-
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times, animal rights literature asks that you merely sign a
form letter and return it with a contribution to the sponsoring
group, which will distribute all the letters in one package as if
it were a petition. The fundraising potential should not be over-
looked and is one more reason that attacks are staged. “Sur-
veys” and “referenda” are sent to people on purchased address
lists for the purpose of spreading propaganda and raising
money. The questions themselves, which violate all prin-
cipals of legitimate opinion surveys, are written so as to bias
the reader. Typically, they read: “Before reading this mail-
ing, were you aware that . . . ? Did you realize that . . . ?
Did you know that . . . ? Given the fact that . . . 7” The
final question is the request for money: “Would you be will-
ing to make a small financial contribution . . . 77 (PETA
1990; National Humane Education Society 1990).

Letters to the researcher are intended to intimidate. Let-
ters to the president of an institution, threatening to cut off
donations, are another form of intimidation, intended to scare
the administration into abandoning the investigator. Check-
ing the names of those who wrote to Texas Tech shows that
some of these individuals never have been associated with
the institution and never have contributed anything to it. In-
excusably, some institutions have actually returned an inves-
tigator’s funds to the granting agency because of this type of
pressure. Letters to the funding agency are intended to in-
stigate an investigation and to have funding suspended or
cancelled.

Finally, letters to Congress also are intended to force in-
vestigations, force suspension or cancellation of funding, or
to leave an image which results in a member of Congress
supporting some type of restrictive legislation (see chapter
9). The average legislator knows little about the process of
research, is uninformed about existing regulations pertain-
ing to the use of animals, and has little understanding of the
animal rights movement or the motives behind it. Legislators
do know, however, that the amount of mail they receive com-
plaining about presumed cruelty in research is greater than
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on any other subject except Social Security and the budget
deficit (NABR Update February 5, 1988). They receive al-
most no mail supporting use of animals in research, and few
visits from researchers, because researchers are otherwise
occupied and unaware of the threat. A legislator’s assump-
tion will be that this mail represents the majority view in the
district or state and that this may play a part in any reelection
bid.

In the case of Texas Tech, the picture of the cat with the
headcap was featured prominently in all distributions. Tt was
even used on billboards erected in several large cities in Texas.
The letter-writing campaign led to over twelve thousand let-
ters being received at the institution in the first two years
after the break-in. How many went to congressmen and NTH
is unknown, but obviously they were sufficient to prompt the
director of the National Heart Lung and Blood Institute to
take the unprecedented action of having an institute of the
NIH conduct its own investigation (see chapter 3).

More than a year after the break-in, the activists launched
another intense campaign of letter-writing to Congress, per-
haps intended to instigate additional investigations. The in-
stitution became aware of this because of inquiries from sev-
eral congressmen. Some institutional officials might view
this effort to provoke new investigations as superfluous, given
the results of the previous investigations. However. this un-
doubtedly was part of the original plan for several reasons.
First, it served to keep the activists’ supporters encrgized.
Many really were convinced that previous investigations had
been whitewashes and that an investigation by another orga-
nization, not related to the scientific community, would fi-
nally reveal the “truth.” Second, animal rights groups can
increase their funding by soliciting contributions to support
such an effort. Third, it created another series of media events
which could be fully utilized, no matter what the findings of
such an investigation might be. The claim of a whitewash is a
media event in itself. Fourth, the activists know that each
contact with Congress in which claims of cruelty can be
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made helps to solidify current support and may add new sup-
port. Finally, if an investigation does take place, it places
new financial, time, and emotional burdens on the targeted
investigator and the institution. It is even possible that there
could be an order to suspend funding during the investiga-
tion—which could drag out over years. Thus, an effort to
spark an investigation by a federal agency or Congress is not
as superfluous as it might appear on the surface. It is critical
to maintain open lines of communication with Congress mem-
bers who can inform the institution of such efforts. They can
act as your agent in Washington should an investigation be
threatened.

During the break-in, the ALF stole a vidcotape which
Orem had made and had shown at a scientific meeting at
which media representatives were present (annual meeting
of the Federation of American Societies of Biology, Wash-
ington, D.C., 1987). The purpose of the videotape was to
help illustrate to other researchers what he was doing and
what he was finding. The original footage of the videotape
was produced as a split-screen presentation, showing both
the cat and a display of the electrical activity being recorded.
It was directed toward a scientific audience who could un-
derstand what they were seeing because of their familiarity
with the techniques and subject matter. Further, the researcher
was able to describe events on the tape as the audience viewed
them. PETA extracted sections of this tape, as well as seg-
ments from a local newscast used without the station’s per-
mission, to construct its own videotape for propaganda pur-
poses. The narrator of the videotape is a Broadway actor,
illustrating another use of the transference technique.

Of course, most people in the audience watching PETA's
version do not have the scientific background to understand
what they are observing. PETA amplified a tone present on
the original tape in order to create the impression that it was
stressful to the cat. They also conveniently edited out seg-
ments showing the cat happily playing with the technician
after the recording session had been completed. The dia-
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logue dubbed over the video contained the same invective
and misstatements that PETA had used previously concern-
ing Orem’s research. This dialogue shaped the impression
the video made and very few viewers would bother to note
the appearance of the cat, the quality of its fur, the fact that
its ears were up and forward, typical of an unthreatened,
happy cat. Those within the institution who have seen the
cats and the experiments recognized the potential power of
this videotape. It is being circulated by PETA for showing at
universities, in schools, at PTA meetings, at church meet-
ings. and to local officials.

Animal rights activists had shown a similar videotape to
the media, local citizens, and local officials as part of their
efforts to stop the sale of animals for research from the local
shelter in Amarillo, Texas, in 1987 (see chapter 3). That tape
claimed to include clips taken clandestinely to demonstrate
cruelty in the research laboratory. Audiences shuddered at
clips showing incisions being made in an animal, never stop-
ping to realize that the absence of bleeding meant that the
animal was already dead and the pictures were staged.

Continuing Media Events

The original attack is the initial event designed to attract the
media. The first press release and the early news conference
ensure adequate media follow-up and represent the launch-
ing of the propaganda campaign. Local supporters and offi-
cials of animal rights organizations follow quickly with let-
ters to editors. A series of orchestrated protest marches brings
out the media again, and the continuing coverage makes it
appear that there is sufficient public interest to warrant fea-
ture stories in out-of-town newspapers and state and national
media. Posters and the stories in animal rights publications
reach new audiences and stir up new protest marches.

It is noteworthy that the feature story on the Texas Tech
break-in in PETA News was published in the November/
December 1989 issue rather than soon after the break-in in
July. By delaying publication of this story, PETA was able to
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stir up a whole new round of protest activities at a time when
attention to the issue appeared to be dying down. Also, it
followed by less than two months the formal filing of a de-
mand for an investigation. The letter-writing campaign that
followed the story in PETA News was intended to convey the
impression to the investigating body that the public knew
that these experiments were cruel and worthless, putting
pressure on that body to come up with the same conclusions.
PETA issues press releases each time it calls for investiga-
tions or files formal complaints, and these in themselves are
additional media opportunities. Local animal rights groups
schedule nationally known animal rights activists to speak
periodically, each address serving as a media event to obtain
further coverage of their claims.

In summary, multiple techniques are used to portray an
immediate image of cruelty associated with the use of ani-
mals. An uninformed and/or sympathetic public is often
quick to accept the cleverly presented claims at face value.
Once convinced, many will never again question the initial
conclusion they drew, and they may even refuse to listen to
the truth. This is why repetition of claims over a long period
in many locations serves the purpose of the movement.

There are countless types of events which can be sched-
uled over time, made to appear like something new and news-
worthy, so that media coverage continues to keep the flames
fanned. The basic objectives are to reach more people, ob-
tain more converts to the movement, and receive more con-
tributions to support further operations. These long-term
goals are more important to the organization’s continued
vitality than is succeeding in stopping the targeted research.
However, should the research be stopped, this represenis a
major coup in the propaganda war. The greater the pressure
and the longer it lasts, the greater is the hikelihood that the
project might be shut down. Even if it is not, the basic objec-
tives of the propaganda campaign are being met.



The Anatomy of an Attack

AN attack by animal rights activists can assume one of sev-
eral different forms. The break-in is the most common, but
“revelations” by a laboratory technician serving as a plant or
simply a press conference to denounce a specific research
project have been common in the last decade. In any case,
many aspects of the initial attack and actions that follow will
be common to all forms. In the confusion that results from an
attack, it is easy to forget that this is a very complex scenario
that has been carefully planned by experts down to the last
detail. Confusion can impede an effective response and tim-
ing of the response is critical, so it is important to start with a
clear idea of what may happen.

The process begins with the animal rights activists making
a careful selection of the target and planning the attack in
detail. Choice of a target involves consideration of investiga-
tor, project, species used, institution, and location. Infiltra-
tion of the laboratory, reports from sympathizers within the
institution, or a reconnaissance raid will provide the infor-
mation necessary to plan the timing, conduct the raid, and
formulate the initial media releases. Pictures may be taken
during this reconnaissance period so that they can be ready
for immediate release, often with misleading captions. Ac-
tivists peruse scientific publications by the targeted investi-
gator, looking for photographs, drawings, descriptions of
experimental methods, and other statements which could be
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used—most likely in an altered form or presented out of con-
text—to support their claims. This material is then circulated
to supporters who have professional degrees and can prepare
“testimonials” to bolster the claims, even though these indi-
viduals may have no expertise in the specific area under study
and probably no research experience whatsoever. The plan-
ning will include developing a series of events and possible
alternatives to take place after the attack, because the attack
itself serves as the prelude for these events.

The immediate aftermath and the long-term events are cen-
tered on an extensive, well-planned, and effective propa-
ganda campaign which convinces many concerned but for
the most part uninformed citizens that the claims of cruelty
are accurate. As a result, many become unwittingly involved
in the planned, purposeful harassment of the researcher and
the institution. Timing of the raid and subsequent media
events is carefully arranged to maximize the chances of suc-
cess, the exposure, and the impact. Eventually, the activists
will demand investigations which will endure for many months
and cost the institution much time and money,

Calls for investigations provide additional media oppor-
tunities. If investigation results indicate that there is no sub-
stance to the claims, a new claim of the investigation being a
whitewash again draws the interest of the media. The fact
that the original claims were unsubstantiated draws little
media attention.

The final step will involve legal action such as freedom of
information requests to obtain information to use as the basis
of a suit against the institution. The actual attack is but the
opening volley in a long, extended siege which can only be
dealt with successfully through careful preparation.

The “Informer” in the Industrial Sector

The planted laboratory worker scenario often is used in in-
dustrial settings, targeting a small, commercial research
company. In July 1988, PETA held a press conference in
which an employee of Biosearch Inc. of Philadelphia, wear-
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ing a disguise, presented supposed documentation to support
over one hundred allegations of fraud, animal cruelty, and
general misconduct. The alleged violations included falsi-
fication of records and test results; subjecting unanesthe-
tized animals to painful and unnecesary procedures; cutting
up animals that were still alive; and failure to provide ade-
quate food and water. The ensuing propaganda campaign led
to multiple incidents of harassment. Employees were threat-
ened and their cars were subjected to vandalism. Company
phone lines were completely blocked by programmed, mul-
tiple calls, and then phone service was disconnected by the
telephone company responding to a request from a caller
identifying himself as the company president. Having stopped
service in respose to a fraudulent call, the telephone com-
pany at first refused to resume it until the president appeared
in person with proper identification.

Multiple investigations were initiated, all of which con-
cluded that there was no basis for any of the charges. An
investigation conducted by the U.S. Food and Drug Admin-
istration (FDA) and the U.,S. Department of Agriculture was
initiated “in response to a Congressional inquiry . . . re-
questing an investigation into allegations of fraud, animal
cruelty and general misconduct submitted in written text
- - . to the U.S. Congress. The basis of these allegations
stem from statements made by two [PETA] representatives
who were employed for a time at the firm” (FDA 1988). The
FDA report stated that “the allegations were found replete
with inaccuracies, misinterpretation and false accusations.”
In investigating one of the charges, the inspectors could doc-
ument that the entries in the informant’s log describing mis-
deeds were actually entered sixteen days before the alledged
violations were supposed to have occurred.

Investigations like this are routinely labeled as white-
washes by animal rights groups. It should be noted that in
this instance, the inspectors were in the laboratory animal
area within six minutes of their unannounced arrival at the
company. Their investigation included extensive questioning
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of former employees. In order to investigate the charge of
shaving animals with dull clippers, the investigators did not
only check the clippers in use and the past invoices for sharp-
ening and maintenance; they also accompanied an employee
to the outside repair shop to observe whether he was recog-
nized as a regular customer.

The American Association for Accreditation of Labora-
tory Animal Care continued their accreditation of Biosearch
after conducting their own investigation. The district at-
torney of Philadelphia deliberated over a period of two years
about possibly conduciing an investigation, apparently con-
vinced by the publicity that criminal charges against Bio-
search might be warranted. However, he concluded that there
was not sufficient evidence to proceed with an indictment.

Although all investigations concluded that there was no
basis for the charges, Biosearch needlessly suffered exten-
sive harassment by persons incited by the propaganda cam-
paign and had to divert substantial financial resources to deal
with the attack. Biosearch officials suffered considerable
emotional trauma during the many months of harassment as
they dealt with the investigations and were subjected to char-
acter assassination in the media. Many members of the gen-
eral public believed the charges, given the well-planned and
well-developed nature of the attack. Many contractors strongly
considered withdrawing their projects from Biosearch, purely
on the basis of the fraudulent charges that had been made.

Biosearch survived a situation which clearly had the po-
tential to put it out of business. One might consider its sur-
vival a victory, but this would be a short-sighted conclusion,
considering the lasting trauma to the individuals concerned
and the media mileage obtained by the activists. Most of the
public will remember the nature of the charges, but only a
few will remember that they were unfounded.

The Informer in the Academic Sector

One of the earliest and most publicized incidents of an ani-
mal rights attack in the academic sector took place in 1981 at
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the Institute for Behavioral Research in Silver Spring, Mary-
land. One of PETA’s founders, Alex Pacheco, took a posi-
tion as a volunteer worker in the laboratory of Edward Taub,
Ph.D., who was using monkeys to study paralysis. Taub was
excited about the apparent interest of this young college stu-
dent who even asked to work at night. Little did he know that
Pacheco was a confirmed animal rights activist who had
started a campus animal rights organization, had been a mem-
ber of the Hunt Saboteurs Association during a brief stay in
Great Britain, and a year earlier had been a cofounder of
PETA. Neither did he know that one month earlier, Pacheco
had led an animal rights demonstration at NIH. While work-
ing in Taub’s laboratory, Pacheco contacted prominent ani-
mal rights activists, some of whom he brought into the lab
clandestinely, and took pictures and videotape footage to be
used later in an attack against Taub and his research [Carlson
1991]. Pacheco was, in fact, conducting a long-term recon-
naissance mission, and Taub was about to become a target.

Five months after Pacheco started to work, he used the
photographs, video, and affidavits from the activists he had
brought into the lab to convince the local police (Montgom-
ery County) to issue a search and seizure order. Several days
later, they raided Taub’s laboratory and confiscated the mon-
keys. The activists had alerted the media about this sup-
posedly secret raid, and local television station crews were
present to record the raid. The activists were on hand to dis-
tribute previously prepared literature and monkey pictures
taken during the reconnaissance period.

For weeks following the raid, pictures of the monkeys
were prominent on newscasts in the Washington, D.C., area
and around the country. Subsequently, they were featured in
publications by PETA and other animal rights organizations.
These photographs presented images that effectively pro-
Jected the impression of extreme cruelty to animals, and the
“Silver Spring monkeys” soon became the celebrated cause
of the movement.

Pacheco’s photos plus others taken by the police at the time
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of the raid also created a strong impression of slovenly hous-
ing conditions for the monkeys, and this made more believ-
able the impression of inadequate veterinary care. All of
these images were key factors in the police decision to raid
the laboratory. The publicity connected with the raid made
the 119 charges originally filed against Taub easily believ-
able, and the impression that he had mistreated the monkeys
hung over him from the day of the raid. The publicity led to
extensive pressure on the NIH, resulting in their first sus-
pending and then terminating funding for the project.

The sensation created by the photos, videotapes, state-
ments by animal rights activists, and the number of charges
certainly took attention away from those who were guestion-
ing their validity. The raid on Taub’s laboratory took place
just after he had returned from vacation. Curiously, the ani-
mal caretakers, who previously had had excellent attendance
records, apparently did not show up for work for seven of the
fifteen days Taub was gone. This clearly would have led to a
short-term deterioration of husbandry conditions immedi-
ately prior to the raid. Other staff persons testified under
oath that the conditions normally were not as depicted. The
USDA veterinarian who had conducted an unannounced in-
spection gave similar testimony.

Taub originally was charged with 119 counts of cruelty
resulting from claims made by Pacheco. During the first
trial, 113 of the counts were dismissed, but Taub was con-
victed on six, one each relating to his decision not to bandage
self-inflicted wounds on six monkeys. This basically was a
decision that he had provided inadequate veterinary care.

After working with similar experimental procedures in
monkeys for twenty-five years, Taub was an expert in deal-
ing with problems that might develop in these animals. The
experiments involved surgically cutting the sensory nerves
(deafferentation) from a limb to duplicate the paralysis situa-
tion being studied. In the absence of any pain sensation, the
animals occasionally chewed on their own limbs. These
wounds were kept clean but Taub elected not to bandage them
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on the theory that the bandages might encourage further
self-mutilation. At his trial, veterinarians familiar with this
type of situation concurred with his decision. Several others,
who had no such expertise and were sympathetic to the activ-
1sts, testified that bandages should have been used. At a sec-
ond trial, conviction on only one of the counts was upheld.
The prosecution alleged that because of inadequate veteri-
nary care, a bone infection developed which forced amputa-
tion of a limb seven weeks after the raid. According to Taub,
the pathology report which was not presented at the trial
explicitly ruled out the presence of any infection. This final
charge was subsequently dismissed, but the dismissal has
been attributed to a technicality because the Court of Ap-
peals ruled that his research involving federal funding did
not come under Maryland statutes. By the time the convic-
tion was overturned, Taub had spent five years in court, his
research program had been destroyed and his career inexora-
bly altered (Taub 1991).

The attack on Edward Taub continued all the elements of
future attacks. His research involved a species which evokes
human sympathy, namely monkeys. The experimental ob-
Jectives were difficult for the public to understand. The wounds
on the monkeys and some of the experimental apparatus
provided excellent visual images which could be parlayed
into almost immediate emotional sympathetic responses. The
studies were conducted at a small institute. There was an
extensive reconnaissance. The investigator had been out of
town just prior to the time of the attack, the media had been
notified of the event, and the activists were there and ready
with their prepared claims, photographs, and information for
release. An intensive propaganda campaign was unleashed
and legal battles continued.

Denunciation of a Researcher Without a Break-in

Michael Carey, M.D., is a professor of neurosurgery at the
Louisiana State University (LSU) Medical Center. He served
in Vietnam and performed surgery on many soldiers who
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had received gunshot wounds to the head. He was dismayed
subsequently to see statistics that showed that postoperative
recovery rates from this type of wound were no better in Viet-
nam than they had been during the Korean War or World War
I1, in contrast to the improvement that had occurred in treating
other types of wounds. He found that there were very few
experiments reported in the literature dealing with this prob-
lem. Based on his experience and the previous literature, Dr.
Carey proposed experiments using anesthetized cats to study
the problem, and his proposal was funded by the Depari-
ment of Defense. The research has potential significance not
only for the military but also for the civilian population in
which gunshot wounds to the head represent a serious medi-
cal problem.

In August 1988, a number of animal rights activists pick-
eted at the LSU Medical Center, protesting Carey’s work.
There was no prior break-in. Pamphlets were distributed
containing misinformation, including statements that no an-
esthesia was used when, in fact, the cats were always anes-
thetized during procedures. The distribution of information
about this project was intense, including “testimony” from
PETA’s so-called experts. This study was selected as a target
because merely stating that cats were being shot in the head,
regardless of the fact that they were anesthetized, created a
powerful visual image which implied suffering. Dissemina-
tion of the propaganda about Carey’s project was so effective
that even many other investigators began to believe that the
animals were not anesthetized.

The resulting write-in campaign against this research suc-
ceeded in initiating investigations. A report from an internal
investigation commissioned by the president of the LSU sys-
tem was very supportive of Dr. Carey’s program. An investi-
gation by the General Accounting Office (GAO) was initi-
ated on the request of Representative Robert Livingston
(R-La.) and over two years elapsed before that report was
released in December 1990. Additionally, members of the
conference committee meeting to finalize the Department of
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Defense appropriations bill for 1990 managed to include
wording that suspended Carey’s funding until after comple-
tion of this investigation, even though such wording had not
been present in cither the Senate or House version. The GAO
commissioned a panel of experts to review Carey’s studies.
As reported in Science, that panel considered the research
goals to be “valid,” the model “unique and suitable,” and,
contrary to the impression promulgated by animal rights ac-
tivists, they confirmed that the animals experienced no pain
(Holden 1991).

Inexplicably, the GAO forbade the review panel from
talking to Carey or visiting his laboratory. Instead, they re-
ferred questions to another panel they assembled. of which
none of the members had expertise related to the special
problems of anesthesia which occur with this type of injury.

When the preliminary report was issued, the American
Medical Association, along with other scientific and medical
groups, spoke out harshly against the GAO investigation. Ac-
cording to Jerod M. Loeb, AMA’s assistant vice president for
science and technology, “the GAO investigation of Carey’s re-
search was egregiously unfair and denied him due process. The
GAO’s abrogation of the traditional peer-review process poses
a grave threat to all of science™ (Skolnick July 24/31 1991).

Richard Traystman, a professor of anesthesiology at Johns
Hopkins University School of Medicine and a member of the
original panel, noted after the release of the GAO report that
he believed the appointing of a scientific panel was just for
show and that the whole investigation was orchestrated by
animal activists. "I was shocked and angered by the extraor-
dinary bias and the many false accusations in the prelimi-
nary report,” he said (Skolnick July 23/31 1991).

As a result of Carey's treatment by the GAO, the AMA
House of Delegates passed a unanimous resolution calling
for the AMA to work with Congress to establish an accept-
able method for reviewing federally funded research proj-
ecis before grants or contracts can be withheld from any in-
vestigator or institution.
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In April 1991, the secretary of the army announced that
Dr. Carey’s research would be completed, but further work
would only involve final analysis and publication without
any additional animal experimentation. In the meantime,
Carey had been called to active duty in the Persian Gulf,
serving at an evacuation hospital near the Kuwait-Iraq border.
In a letter dated April 4, 1991, to the National Association
for Biomedical Research, he wrote,

Fortunately, casualties were light . . . we were told to expect 200-
300 wounded Americans per day per ‘evac’ hospital for 15-30
days. That would have been terrible! But you can see that there is a
definite need for wound research—our troops may not be so lucky
next time! . . . Lately our hospitals have been inundated with [raqgi
women and children. . . . Many of these children have brain wounds
fram missiles. They are pathetic and I feel so angry and helpless
that Representative Livingston and the animal activists have stopped
my research. (NABR Update May 2, 1991)

An ALF Attack

The attack against Texas Tech has emerged as the prototype
for this type of activity. It was obviously intended to be the
centerpiece for the most massive propaganda campaign yet
staged by the animal rights activists. They have pursued this
campaign vigorously in spite of the fact that the science is
valid, the potential application of the experiments has clin-
ical importance, the review process was rigorous, review
can continuing monitoring involve community animal wel-
fare people, the animal care program is methodical and thor-
ough, and the animals are not subject to pain or discomfort.
A recapitulation of the events associated with the attack against
Texas Tech provides what could be a blueprint for such a
scenario.

The Planning of an Attack

When the informant scenario is used in a commercial set-
ting, the attack is directed against the entire company. How-
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ever, with the other approaches, as with Taub, Carey, Orem
at Texas Tech, the attack is directed against a specific project
and a particular individual. By targeting an individual, the
attackers can isolate the researcher from peers and the insti-
tution. At first, both the administration of the institution and
the researcher’s peers will wonder if there is some truth to the
initial charges, and subsequently, as the media campaign
continues, they will tire of the fight and somehow begin to
view the targeted investigator—rather than the animal rights
activists—as the cause of their misery.

It is important to emphasize that in almost all instances,
the charges that are made are totally baseless. If an institu-
tion has a first-rate animal care and use program and its ani-
mal care and use committee is functioning in the proper man-
ner, then the obligatory first assumption that the charges are
baseless can be checked completely and rapidly through that
committee and its records. However, a first impression that
this will be sufficient would be a mistake.

The attack will have been meticulously planned, not only
in terms of its actual conduct but also as regards selection of
the institution and the targeted investigator. Although early
attacks were limited to the east and west coasts, other arcas
across the country are now being targeted in order to increase
the scope of coverage and create the impression that the en-
tire biomedical research community is involved in torturing
animals. A chosen institution may not be the most prominent
in a state or located in a metropolitan area. If the propaganda
campaign is to be waged in large metropolitan areas, it is
potentially more effective to conduct the attack elsewhere so
that the attacked institution is not available to refute charges
on a daily basis.

Typically, the researcher will have been targeted because
he or she works alone, has been outspoken against the animal
rights movement, or even because that researcher can be pho-
tographed in a manner which conveys a sinister apearance. It
can be assumed, although it is not always the case, that the
project involves animals which are commonly pets, such as
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dogs or cats, or some type of animal for which there is great
concern, such as monkeys. Further, there will be some aspect
to the study which can be dramatized to convey an image that
cruelty exists. The mention of shooting cats in the head with-
out stating why it was done and that it was done under anes-
thesia conveys such an image. This also applied in the case
of Texas Tech. Although none of the cats stolen during the
ALF attack was being used in experiments at the time, pic-
tures taken during a reconnaissance raid were circulated to
the press and distributed through mailings and other means
as if they were pictures of the stolen cats. Descriptions of
techniques taken out of context or misrepresented as half-
truths were used to reinforce the impression of cruelty.

During the planning stages of the attack scenario, non-
scientists calling themselves “researchers” and working for
an animal rights organization have gone through the publica-
tions of the targeted investigator and picked out items which
they feel can serve as effective propaganda tools when pre-
sented out of context or misrepresented. These then are passed
along to animal rights spokespersons with professional de-
grees who develop their prepared statements in support of
the misrepresentations.

In the meantime, the people to be involved in an actual
attack are conducting reconnaissance and practice missions.
This planning is done in a very professional manner because
the perpetrators are highly skilled in terrorism (as is described
in chapters 2 and 7).

The Reconnaissance Raid

Although no informant came forward with a public statement
at Texas Tech, it is likely that someone within the institution
was providing information during the planning phase. At least
one reconnaissance raid took place, and the time of that raid
was determined later by the police. The picture most widely
circulated by PETA was taken during that raid and shows a
cat with one eye larger than the other (see figures 5 and 7).
This was the result of a transient Horner’s Syndrome which
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was carefully documented in daily health records maintained
by veterinarians and laboratory personnel to have been pres-
ent only between the last week of March and the first week of
April in 1989; by coincidence or not, this corresponded with
Animal Rights Week activities held by the campus animal
rights organization. When the attack came in July, only those
facilities used by the targeted investigator, John Orem, were
broken inio. Further, the immediate statements by PETA
and its so-called experts indicated that a great deal of time
had been spent previously in reviewing Orem’s scientific
publications and sclecting items that might appear damning
when presented out of context or as half-truths.

The Texas Tech Story

The story of the Texas Tech break-in actually starts with ani-
mal rights activities in Amarillo, Texas, in June-July 1987.
Amarillo is the site of a Texas Tech Regional Academic
Health Center. Local animal rights activists mounted a cam-
paign to stop sale of animals for research from the city ani-
mal shelter. Letters to the editor had been written advocating
a ban, and the activists presented a petition containing sev-
eral thousand supporting signatures. This petition, offered
in support of a ban, had asked the misleading question of
whether people would want their pets tortured in research.
Many activists appeared at the Animal Control Board and
the City Commission hearings. They submitted the peti-
tions, gave emotional speeches, and showed a videotape pur-
porting to reveal atrocities in research laboratories. Although
only a few speakers represented the scientific community,
both the board and the commission voted to continue sales.
Afterward, the activists threatened to vote the commis-
sioners out of office. Eighteen months later, when the issue
reappeared, activist representation at the commission hear-
ings was reduced while that of the scientific community was
markedly increased. However, the commissioners, facing
what was predicted to be a close election (because of another
issue) the following week, responded to the threat of losing
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support and voted to suspend sales. Interestingly, they all
lost their bids for reelection.

This decision made in Amarillo represented the first suc-
cess of the animal rights movement in West Texas. After the
break-in, some of the leaders of the campaign to close the
pound there staged protest marches both in Amarillo and in
Lubbock. It is known that they communicated with people
in Lubbock, but the full extent of their activities in Lubbock
is not known.

Activism in Lubbock started officially in Septembr 1988,
when an animal rights group was formed on the Texas Tech
campus there. This group, known as the Animal Rights Co-
alition (ARC), was sponsored by several faculty members
from the Department of Philosophy and was the focus of
campus animal rights activities in a community where no
such activities had surfaced previously. Local appearances
by prominent persons in the animal rights movement signal
an increase in activism in that community or region and
should increase the level of suspicion that an attack may be
imminent. Such an increase has been a harbinger of an im-
pending attack in many locales.

The ARC sponsored several activities during their Animal
Rights Week, including a speech by Tom Regan, a professor
of philosophy who has been a primary national spokesper-
son for those advocating complete abolition of the use of ani-
mals in rescarch. On April 24, 1989, several weeks after his
talk at Texas Tech but before the break-in, Regan delivered a
speech at a protest march at the NIH. In this speech, he par-
odied a series of nationally publicized telephone conversa-
tions in which George Bush had inquired of a prominent sup-
porter in Lubbock how people in that area were assessing his
performance thus far as president. Lubbock was touted in the
media as “the new Peoria,” a city representative of national
public opinion. In Regan’s version, the president had in-
quired about how things were in Lubbock and had been told
that everything was fine, but that all the cages in the labs
were empty. This speech was recorded and transcribed. Those
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who saw that transcription did not deliver a copy to Lubbock
or Texas Tech until after the break-in.

The Break-in

The actual break-in apparently occurred during the early
hours of July 4, 1989. At 8:30 a.m., an institutional veteri-
narian, making her daily rounds, discovered that five cats
had been stolen. She notified security personnel who deter-
mined that entry had been made into Orem’s office, his two
laboratories, and his animal holding facility. Approximately
fifty thousand dollars’ worth of damage had been done to
equipment and several items—a videotape, teaching slides,
pictures, and a copy of his last will and testament—had been
stolen from his office in addition to the cats stolen from the
holding facility.

That the attack occurred on a holiday was significant for
several reasons and further reflects the extent of planning.
First, few people associated with the institution were in the
building, and security was less than normal. Second, many
people knowledgable in the area or holding responsible posi-
tions were out of town. The targeted investigator was away
on vacation, but returned by chance that afternoon. The new
president of the university had been in office for only four
days. Third, the activists, in their subsequent media presen-
tations, played on the Independence Day theme to declare
that there should be a celebration for the “liberation™ of the
stolen animals, thus glorifying a criminal act. Another ele-
ment of timing that cannot be dismissed is the fact that the
targeted investigator had recently been awarded a five-year
renewal of his grant from the NTH.

Although a sophisticated crisis management plan to deal
with this eventuality was not in place at the time of the break-
in, appropriate administrators were called together that eve-
ning to formulate an institutional response. With input from
faculty knowledgeable about the work, some of whom were
out of town but had been contacted during the day by tele-
phone, the decision was made to hold a news conference the
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next morning. Again because of the holiday, contact with
support groups around the country was deferred until the
next day. The American Physiological Society was unique
among these groups in issuing a press release in support of
Orem and the institution within two hours after being con-
tacted on July 5.

Dueling News Conferences

By the time the news conference was held at 10:00 a.m. cen-
tral standard time on July 5, reporters covering the conference
already had received a press release from PETA. The press
conference, which had been designed to be preemptive, turned
out to be an occasion at which the institution was being asked
to respond to the charges made by PETA. In addition to charges
of eruelty, there were charges that the research was worthless
and had no possible application for clinical medicine. This put
the investigator in the position of being asked to justify his
basic research in terms of clinical applicability: a double-
edged sword because of lack of understanding by the public of
the very nature and importance of basic research. Orem’s re-
search on the neural control of breathing during slecp already
had provided information which was essential to the current
understanding of Sudden Infant Death Syndrome (SIDS),
though he was not specifically studying this syndrome.

Members of the Texas Tech Institutional Animal Care and
Use Committee (IACUC) had maintained frequent contact
with the Office for Protection from Research Risks (OPRR)
at the NIH to seek guidance on difficult issues in order to
ensure that the institution was in compliance. Therefore,
they recognized the importance of informing OPRR of the
attack and made this contact on July 6.

On July 7, just three days after the attack, Ingrid Newkirk,
cofounder and national director of PETA, held a news con-
ference at a hotel in Lubbock. Persons who were not mem-
bers of the press were excluded, with the exception of the
Texas Tech philosophy professor who was serving as advisor
to the campus animal rights group. Items stolen during the
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raid and pictures taken during the reconnaissance and actual
raids were displayed. A doctored version of the stolen vid-
eotape was shown, accompanied by very misleading com-
mentary by Newkirk. It should be noted that the original vid-
eotape had been made by the targeted investigator and shown
several months earlier during an invited presentation at a sci-
entific meeting (see chapter 2). Newkirk claimed that PETA
had no involvement with the break-in and that the material
had been left anonymously by members of the ALF (and
received on a holiday). Also present at this press conference
was Kenneth Stoller, M.D., who delivered a short statement
attacking Orem’s work. Interestingly, he had published an
article attacking the use of animals in research in the previous
month’s edition of the Animals ' Voice, a radical animal rights
publication distributed at the press conference (Stoller 1989).

The Continued Propaganda Campaign

Press coverage of the break-in and the PETA news confer-
ence on July 7 was exiensive throughout the state of Texas.
The mail brought hate letters by July 8. Over ten thousand
letters addressed to Orem, the University president, and the
chairman of the IACUC were received at Texas Tech during
the first eighteen months after the break-in. On July 7, 1989,
the first of many bomb threats was received by the university
police. Over the next several weeks, many letters to the edi-
tor were printed in the local newspaper. Although some were
supportive, the vast majority were highly critical. Even early
on, many of the writers indicated that they were also writing
to Congress and to the director of the NIH to call for an im-
mediate investigation of Orem’s research and the institu-
tional animal program and for revocation of Orem’s funding.
Most letters included some of the stock phrases used in PETA
press releases, indicating the complete acceptance by a seg-
ment of the population of whatever PETA claimed. Some
were written by officials of animal rights groups such as
PETA, PCRM, and the Voice for Animals in San Antonio.
Some letters from outside the Lubbock area attacked specific
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letters of support in the local paper, indicating close
monitoring of the editorial pages of that paper by groups
headquartered well outside of Lubbock.

On July 15, the institution was contacted for interviews by
local reporters because they had been notified that there
would be a protest march later that day in front of the federal
building. About seventeen protestors showed up carrying
colored posters using the picture of the cat taken in the re-
connaissance raid. The group called themselves “Lubbock
Citizens Concerned about Animals and Our Tax Dollars.”
Videotape of the march filmed by university police con-
firmed that the marchers were prominent members of the
ARC who had been joined by several persons from out of the
city and out of the state.

The August 1989 issue of the Voice published by Voice for
Animals featured the claims made against Orem, It also con-
tained a form letter to be signed and sent to the president of
the university, the secretary of health and human services,
and the director of the NIH. A statewide protest march sched-
uled for August 18 was announced in this and other publica-
tions by animal rights groups and on posters put up in most
of the metropolitan areas in Texas. Marches were held in San
Antonio, Dallas, Austin, Houston, Corpus Christi, and Am-
arillo. None was held in Lubbock, demonstrating the tech-
nique of using a nonlocal target to gain support for the ani-
mal rights movement in other major metropolitan areas. In
some of these cities in which other medical schools were lo-
cated, students and faculty who were members of a cFAAR
group (Coalition for Animals and Animal Research) and
members of local iiFAR groups (incurably ill For Animal
Research) staged countermarches. These groups passed out
literature in support of biomedical research. The result was
that they obtained essentially equal coverage by the media.

The Investigations Begin

In response to the letter-writing campaign, congressional
pressure on the NIH led the director of the National Heart



THE ANATOMY OF AN ATTACK s 59

Lung and Blood Institute (NHLBI), the institute at the NIH
which funded Orem’s research, to initiate an investigation.
Orem protested the intent to hold this investigation for sev-
eral reasons, First, the Office for Protection from Research
Risks (OPRR) is the duly constituted organ within the NIH
to conduct such investigations, whereas individual institutes
have no such authority. Second, NHLBI refused to specify
the charges which had provoked the investigation and pre-
sumably would form the basis of the inquiry. If the intent
were to review his science and his techniques, this was a vio-
lation of normal procedures, because his past and proposed
work had just gone through a peer review. The score he had
received on that evaluation of his proposal was one of the
best given by that peer review body and had resulted in re-
newal of his funding for a five-year period. If the intent were
to investigate the institutional animal care and use program,
this fell under jurisdiction of OPRR; NHLBI could have ob-
tained information from OPRR without initiating an investi-
gation. If the intent were to placate the animal rights activ-
ists, this was being done at the expense of the investigator by
an agency that should have been lending him active support.
The only answer forthcoming was that he should submit to
the investigation or risk losing funding. Again, this demon-
strated a lack of sophistication on the part of the scientific
community.

The site-visit team conducted its investigation on Sep-
tember 18, 1989, Four distinguished scientists from outside
the NTH reviewed the study, the techniques used, the facility,
and the animal care and use program. Representing the insti-
tution were Orem, his animal carctaker, the vice president
for research, the director of the vivarium (animal care and
holding facility), and three members of the IACUC, includ-
ing a veterinarian who served in one of the community-
member slots on the committee. The report of the site-visit
team to the NHLBI was released by the NIH to Texas Tech
and members of Congress on October 25, but the NTH itself
made no statement. The report stated that “the research is
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important and of the highest quality,” and that “charges
made against Dr. Orem and Texas Tech University are un-
founded.™ There was “no basis for recommending modifica-
tion of any procedures used in the experimental protocol
. . . [and] the Texas Tech review process that assures protec-
tion of animals used in research is a model of excellence™
(NIH, NHLBI 1989).

PETA labeled the report a whitewash. This should not
have been surprising, as in their original press release and in
letters to the editor by PETA officials demanding an investi-
gation, the organization had indicated that it would consider
any investigation that was held to be a whitewash. Thus, in
the anatomy of an attack, the institution should expect the
animal rights movement not only to call for investigations,
but also to dismiss the findings as a cover-up.

On the day of the site visit by the NHLBI, PETA filed a
formal complaint with the OPRR and announced this action
with another press release. The complaint was based upon
three sources of information: first, the written opinions of
their professional “experts”; second, “evidence” obtained
during the break-in; and third, on USDA inspection reports
obtained under freedom of information provisions. None of
the “experts” had any qualifications related to the area of
rescarch, no “evidence” had been obtained during the break-
in, and the citations extracted from the USDA reports were
presented completely out of context. After months of evalua-
tion, the OPRR released its report in March, 1990 (NIH,
OPRR, 1990). The report concluded:

The purported evidence provided by PETA consists almost en-
tirely of stolen copies of published scientific papers and USDA
inspection reports. All of these materials were readily available
through legal means. . . . The only evidence not available through
legal means consisted of the photographs of the stolen cats and the
stolen videotape of Dr. Orem’s standard laboratory preparation,
neither of which revealed any violations of the [Public Health Ser-
vice] Palicy. . . .

OPRR concludes that there has been no substantive evidence
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presented or found that would support the contention of noncom-
pliance with the PHS Policy on the part of Dr. Orem or the Univer-
sity. To the contrary, a consistent pattern has emerged that demon-
strates that University officials, veterinary and animal care staff
and investigators at [Texas Tech University Health Sciences Cen-
ter] have a clear understanding of the intent of the PHS Policy and a
dedication to appropriate care and use of laboratory animals,

However, PETA’s distribution to the public of the statements
by its “experts™ and the misrepresentations of the USDA ci-
tations received substantial press coverage and had greater
influence on that segment of the public interested in believ-
ing the worst about animal research than did the clearing re-
port by OPRR.

In September, five days after PETA filed its complaint
with OPRR, the president of the university initiated his own
internal investigation. That investigation also found no basis
for any of the claims, but, coming when it did, close behind
the two previous investigations, it proved to be one more
traumatic experience for the investigator. It was perceived by
the investigator as evidence that he was being isolated by the
administration—that even they still had some doubts about
him and his research.

From a strategic perspective, activists know well that the
longer their pressure is maintained, the greater the chance of
internal frictions developing under these siege conditions.
Under a good crisis management plan, the administration
should do its internal investigative work immediately and use
the information sources available to it. If the investigation
reveals no basis for the allegations, the administration should
openly support the investigator throughout the process. It is
entirely appropriate for the institution to request OPRR to
conduct an investigation if this is done early. This has the
advantage of preempting something that the activists will do
anyway at a later time, and it will allow the institution to use
the report in a more effective manner. The investigation
commissioned by the NHLBI respresents an example of an
agency bowing to pressure from animal rights activists. It is
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unclear why NHLBI administrators did not recogize OPRR as
NIH’s investigative body. An early request by the university
for an OPRR investigation might have prevented NHLBI'S
unprecedented investigation.

The Propaganda Campaign Continues

On November 1, 1989, Neal Barnard, head of the Physi-
cian’s Committee for Responsible Medicine (PCRM), gave a
talk on the Texas Tech campus on invitation from the ARC.
At this same time, a feature article appeared in PETA News
(PETA News Nov./Dec. 1989). It provided a new impetus
nationally, and the amount of hate mail received went up
accordingly.

Texas Tech received several formal requests between No-
vember 3 and December 4 and again on February 25, 1990,
for names of members of the IACUC, IACUC records, and
permission to attend IACUC meetings. These were submit-
ted to the office of the state attorney general for rulings. Such
a request for minutes and records of the IACUC strongly
suggests that PETA or another such organization will file a
suit against an institution on the basis of what will be claimed
to be procedural errors (see chapter 8). This was the strategy
used against the University of Oregon after investigations
found no evidence supporting the claims made against that
institution following a break-in there in 1986.

On January 1, 1990, several protestors marched briefly in
front of the Texas Tech Health Sciences Center, demanding
that Orem be fired. Again, the demonstration occurred on a
holiday. Marches continued to be held sporadically in other
cities in Texas, especially during Animal Liberation Week
and in conjunction with the June 10, 1990, March for Ani-
mals in Washington, D.C.

The campaign against Texas Tech moved to the East Coast
as the ALF conducted a break-in on January 13 at the Uni-
versity of Pennsylvania. targeting a researcher who had been
a member of the site-visit team sent by NHLBI. A slogan
painted on the wall of his office claimed that the attack was in
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retaliation for his support of Orem. Following this attack,
this researcher received threats against himself and his fam-
ily. He also had opposed animal rights activities at his insti-
tution, and this clearly was another attempt to intimidate a
particular researcher while warning peers not to speak out in
defense of someone who had been targeted.

On January 28, an attempt was made to reenter Texas Tech
facilities and, presumably, Orem’s laboratory. Two aspects
of this attempt deserve comment. First, Orem had just re-
sumed his studies; it seems probable that someone inside the
institution had passed on this information. Second, the ama-
teurish nature of this attempt suggested that the perpetrators
were not members of the ALF but rather locals who had been
incited to stage their own break-in effort. This, then, was
probably a “copy-cat” type of operation. Increased security
did succeed in thwarting the intruders’ entry, but they were
not apprehended. This amateurish attempt was reported only
by the local media.

During late February, PETA released a videotape contain-
ing footage from a local television station, used without per-
mission, and segments from the videotape stolen from Orem’s
office. This tape was distributed to animal rights groups
around the country to be shown in all possible sectors of the
community. Letters from Orem to the presidents of two col-
leges in Texas where showings had been announced led to
cancellation of the showings. The letters indicated that since
the videotape contained his intellectual property. used with-
out his permission, legal action was being considered and
those institutions could be included if it were shown. Texas
Tech legal counsel wrote a similar letter to all television sta-
tions in the state, warning against showing the videotape. To
date, this proactive approach has been successful. The tape
is not being shown on television stations in Texas.

Although expected, no demonstration was held in Lub-
bock on July 4, 1990. In May, PETA paid for billboard signs
in several large cities in Texas. The billboards showed the by
then commonplace picture of the cat with a headcap and car-
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ried the message *“Texas Tech killed this cat. They call it sci-
ence; we call it cruelty.” In Lubbock, the sign company noti-
fied Texas Tech of its order and was persuaded by a university
official to insist on a different format which did not mention
Texas Tech. Additional pressure by one of its major clients
led to the altered version being taken down after three days.
Similar pressure elsewhere might have produced a similar
effect. Billboard denunciations appeared in other parts of
Texas in the fall, and the owner of one company stated that
he ran the message because he needed something to fill his
quota of public service announcements and thought this
would qualify.

Texas Tech continues to receive hate mail from as far away
as Canada, Great Britain, and Austrialia. Harassment of
Orem and the institution continues. A Family Day dinner
sponsored by the Texas Tech parents’ association and a foot-
ball game were picketed in the fall of 1990 by an animal rights
group from Dallas. Group members later hung posters on
lampposts and brochures from doorknobs in Orem’s neigh-
borhood, all attacking Orem and the university. This same
group filed information requests and tried to set up a debate
with Orem or other Texas Tech faculty during Animal Liber-
ation Week, 1991. No Texas Tech faculty participated in the
event. In the fall of 1991, the National Anti-Vivisection So-
ciety asked readers of its NAVS Bulleiin to write letiers of
protest to Texas Tech on another animal-related issue: that
Texas Tech used cats unnecessarily in intubation training
(“Texas Tech Does It Too” 1991).

The fact that none of the claims made in the case against
Texas Tech could be substantiated has made no difference.
Officials at most institutions, including Texas Tech, initially
assume that when the claims are obviously invalid, the ani-
mal rights activists will realistically cease their campaign. In
many cases, this naive perspective influences the institution
not to respond. However, with each incident, each set of
claims, each call for an investigation, the accompanying
media attention and even coverage in their own publications
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has provided the animal rights activists a vehicle by which
they have been able to enlist new backers, raise more money,
and remotivate current members. It makes no difference to
the movement whether the claims are valid or not.

Beginning with the planning stages prior to an attack, a
long-range agenda has been defined and will be followed to
the end. Understanding the mentality involved and being
able to anticipate the agenda is invaluable in dealing with the
situation. Beyond that, there are lessons to be learned by the
scientific community from the strategies used by animal
rights activists. They understand and use the tactic of intim-
idation well. However, the experience with the billboard in
Lubbock and the cancellation of showings of the PETA vid-
eotape demonstrate that intimidation can work both ways.
Aggressive use of the media, aggressive approaches toward
educating the public, and a preemptive agenda of activities
are all essential in dealing with an attack.



Fig, 2. John M, Orem, Texas Tech University Health Sciences Center.
Photograph by Artic Limmer, Texas Tech, Office of News and Publica-
tions. Reprinted by permission.



#i5. 3. John Orem'’s animal holding room, as discovered by Texas Tech
University Health Sciences Center police on the morning of July 4, 1989,
Photograph by Darrel Thormas, Texas Tech University Student Publica-
tions. Reprinted by permission.



FiG. 4. John Orem discusses security precautions for his research with
police at the Texas Tech University Health Sciences Center. Photo-
graph by Artie Limmer, Texas Tech, Office of News and Publications.
Reprinted by permission.
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PCTA 516 » Washington, DC 20015
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months following the Texas Tech break-in. Courtesy of Texas Tech, Office
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FiG. 8. Center, Dr. Lorenz Lutherer discusses the benefits of ammal-based
research with animal rights activists at a campus demonstration as Texas
Tech medical students look on. Photograph by Mark Marmawal, Texas
Tech, Office of News and Publications. Reprinted by permission.



ric. 9. Graffiti removal following the ALF break-in at the University of
Arizona. Photographs by Lori Stiles. Reprinted by permission of the Uni-
versty of Arizona, Office of Public Information.



FiG. 10, Debris from vandalism at the University of Arizona ALF break-
in. Photograph by Lori Stiles, reprinted by permission of the University of
Arizona, Office of Public Information.



Effectsonao
Targeted Investigator

IN the immediate aftermath of an attack, when the claims of
cruelty are made through the media, the institution’s admin-
istration will feel compelled to tell its side of the story and to
set the record straight with supporters, students, faculty, and
community. Although the institution is under attack and its
spokespersons on occasion may become subject to strong
verbal barrages, there is little that is personal about this as-
pect of the attack. Damage to the physical plant can be re-
paired and soon forgotten, and few scars will remain for the
institution. However, the attack on the targeted investigator
is personal, frightening, and can have long-term effects. It is
designed by the perpetrators to be just that way. Adminis-
trators must constantly keep in mind that the effect on the
investigator is much different and much more dramatic than
the effect on the institution, and that, at times, the institution
itself will appear to the investigator to be the worst encmy.
This sense will be engendered when the administration
asks the initial question as to whether there is anything the
targeted investigator has done or is doing in the laboratory
that has justified the attention leading to the attack. This
question must be asked, because the institution cannot risk
taking a supporting stance and then having to make public
retractions, should problems be discovered later. Unfortu-
nately, the very process of asking questions and obtaining
answers sets a theme which is not well suited for addressing
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this particular type of crisis. It puts the institution in the po-
sition of dealing with an issue in a logical, factual manner
while the opposition is assaulting the investigator and institu-
tion with misrepresentations of fact and blatant emotionalism.
Normal institutional processes take time, and in this situation
there is no time. When the institution delays its response, it
has lost the first major battle.

The way in which the information is obtained is important
both in terms of the morale of the investigator and the time
required to obtain that information. If the institution has a
well-functioning animal care and use program, it can learn
all it needs to know about the targeted project within an hour
or less, even on a holiday. This is a critical step that is often
ignored by many institutions. The initial assumption should
be that any charges made by animal rights activists will be
false, because the members of the crisis management team
should be well informed about the movement and how it
operates.

It will be inevitable, however, that institutional officials,
in spite of their awareness, will—even if only subconsciously—
blame the targeted investigator for their having to deal with
this problem. They will wonder whether the institution would
have been attacked had that investigator not been at the insti-
tution. It should be remembered that the answer is probably
yes, because selection of the project may have related more
to the institution and its geographical location than to the
project itself.

If even those within the institution best informed about the
animal rights movement can wonder subconsciously about
whether the attack was directed against this particular inves-
tigator fora reason, it should be obvious that other investiga-
tors within and outside the institution will raise this question
at a higher level. What then will be the level of suspicion on
the part of nonresearchers within and outside the institution?
The attack itself, without any charges as yet having been
made, has achieved the first objective of the activists, to iso-
late the targeted investigator.
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Isolation of the investigator is critical in the plan of attack,
and the consequences of such isolation, likewise, must be a
critical clement of the institution’s response. The adminis-
tration must realize that when initial suspicion is directed at
an investigator, the effect will be to center attention on the
scientist rather than on the attackers. The scientist, in es-
sence, becomes the object of blame for the attack, because
human nature requires that there be someone to blame, and
the terrorists who perpetrated the attack remain faceless, not
identified or apprehended.

The investigator can remain subject to blame for an ex-
tended period. The administration will begin to recognize
that the attack is an evolving propaganda campaign that will
continue for a protracted period. If the investigator left, would
the situation continue? If the investigator and the institution
had not made an effort to defend themselves, would the ac-
tivists still be so aggressive? At this stage, some administra-
tors and colleagues develop a feeling close to resentment.
After all, everyone has many more important things to do
than worry about this individual. Administrators begin mak-
ing statements such as, “How long do we have to keep hold-
ing his hand?"” Beyond the developing resentment, there are
feelings among the faculty and administration that they might
become stigmatized and even targeted themselves through
too close an association with the investigator.

Animal rights activists consistently target individual in-
vestigators. This inevitably results in the isolation of the
investigator. This isolation is important for several reasons.
First, they are using secondary arguments. They are not
choosing to discuss logically the merits of research involving
animals; they are obliquely attacking such research by at-
tacking an individual and, by inference, trying to convince
the public to oppose such research. It is much easier and
much more effective to attack an individual than to attack an
institution or a concept. Second, other researchers and even
colleagues tend not to be supportive, saying to themselves
that they “really do not know for certain about these particu-
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lar studies or this particular investigator.” Thus, although
they might have been ready to stand up and speak to the im-
portance of biomedical research, they have been silenced
because the issue has been made to revolve around an indi-
vidual and not the merits of biomedical research. Third,
because an individual has been attacked, other potential sup-
porters keep quiet for fear of being attacked themselves.
Finally, even the institutional support can be eroded as ad-
ministrators actually begin evaluating the possibility of dis-
associating the institution from the situation when they are
asked to make public comments and take up legal challenges.

The reactions and feelings of the investigator change fre-
quently as time and events pass. The longer the situation
continues, the greater the urge to go into isolation. At the
same time, the investigator senses a deepening involuntary
isolation and begins to resent colleagues and the institution
for real or imagined neglect. Thus, the investigator and the
institution actually become unwitting contributors to the
process fostered by the activists. The amount and type of
support provided to the victim have a pronounced impact on
this sequence and the long-term prospects for recovery from
this traumatic event.

On July 1, 1989, John Orem felt good about life, the world,
and himself. His recent research proposal to the NIH had
received an excellent priority score during the peer review
process, and he had been notified that he would be funded
for an additional five years. Even though he had been funded
for the previous eleven consecutive years, this was a tremen-
dous relief given the shortage of funds and the small number
of people being funded. A number of very satisfying, novel
observations had resulted from his research over the past
year, and he had been invited to present these findings at an
international symposium in Japan scheduled later in the year.
Although his intellectual curiosity made him anxious to pur-
sue these observations as soon as possible, he had decided
that it would do him good to take a few days off, something
he seldom did. On July 1 he was hiking in the Colorado
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Rockies at twelve thousand feet and watching wild animals
in their natural habitat. Three days later, he returned home to
find the note that told him that the ALF had broken into his
laboratory earlier that day.

His responses throughout the subsequent scenario were
both emotional and intellectual. Having worked as a research
scientist for most of his adult life, Orem’s initial reaction was
purely intellectual: what really happened, what was taken,
was anything damaged, and who did it? At that stage, many
of the facts were not as yet clear. In addition, an inevitable
question was, Why me? Could I have done something differ-
ent so that I would not have been attacked? Already, his train-
ing was leading him astray. He was relying on the learned
behavior of a scientist to deal rationally with a situation that
had no rational basis.

As a humane scientist concerned about the welfare of his
animals, he had hired an extra technician solely for the pur-
pose of providing daily care and social well-being for the
cats. His experiments require that his animals be in superb
condition, accustomed to the investigators, surroundings,
and procedures, and free of fear of pain and mistreatment. It
is logical that animals, like humans, do not sleep normally if
they are being mistreated or experiencing pain. A health
check on each animal was done every day and careful rec-
ords were maintained. The cats were kept in a large room
with windows providing access to sunlight and were free to
roam in that room uncaged unless they were sick or recover-
ing from surgery. A scratching pad and toys were available
in the room, and members of the research team spent time
daily playing with the cats. John Orem was not targeted be-
cause his animals were mistreated. But he was forced to eval-
uate his animal care program, looking for a rational cause for
the attack, unable immediately after the break-in to accept
the fact that someone would do this just to stage a media event.

The second stage of his reaction came quickly. Anger
flared when Orem first surveyed the damage to his lab and
office in the late afternoon of July 4, 1989, Fear and anxiety
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developed with the recognition that personal items such as a
copy of his will had been removed from his office. Grief and
sadness followed the recognition that cats he had grown to
know had been stolen and most likely he would never see
them again. The emotions evoked were equivalent to those of
the victim of any violent crime.

The third stage came with the news conference held at the
Texas Tech Health Sciences Center the morning after the
break-in had been discovered. There was some consolation
in the fact that university officials were appearing in public
with him. However, this was tempered by the recognition
that they knew very little about either his research or the ani-
mal rights movement. Additionally, he became nervous as
he realized that this was a totally new experience he was
about to face. He was accustomed to talking to students in
the classroom and other researchers at national meetings,
and being challenged with difficult questions in both situa-
tions, but somehow he knew that this would be different.
And it was. Just before the news conference, the members of
the press had received a press release from PETA. The lead
sentence of this release stated that the ALF had “removed to
safety the only cats ever to survive gruesome, despicable,
wasteful and barbarously cruel experiments conducted by
psychology [sic] professor John Orem.”

The emotive opening of the PETA news release had shifted
the emphasis from the criminality of the break-in to the ap-
parently horrible behavior of John Orem. Ignored was the
fact that a recognized terrorist group had committed forced
entry, theft, and fifty thousand dollars worth of vandalism
and destruction of equipment. In secret interviews published
later, persons claiming to have participated in the break-in
stated that they had been armed (Patowski October 1989).
Orem and Texas Tech were on the defensive; the real victims
had become the accused and the criminal act had become
heroic. Administrators must recognize early the unique as-
pects of this type of criminal activity and deal with it on a
basis different from other crises.
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For Orem as well as for the institution, this was a phase of
frustration, a state of intellectual and emotional confusion.
The first press release by PETA was filled with misrepresen-
tations, half-truths, erroncous statements, and statements
taken out of context. Reporters demanded that he answer the
claims against him. But how do you explain the facts when
the listeners lack the scientific background to understand
what you are saying and are not listening anyway?

Emotionally, John Orem was enraged at being called an
“animal-Nazi” and by statements that he had “no medical
training™ and was a person who “abuses, mutilates and kills
animals as part of the federal grant gravy train.” Could he
possibly win on either the intellectual or emotional front?
Almost subconsciously, his frustration and anger were sub-
jugated by an ingrained behavior calling for a scientific ex-
planation of the specifics in a civil manner. In retrospect,
attacking with controlled indignation the more obvious and
easily understood absurdities of the claims (e.g., “How could
a cat drown in a half-inch of water?”) would have been far
more effective than relying on scientific discourse. Orem’s
frustration was to rise severalfold with the news conference
held by PETA on July 7 in Lubbock. When he read that In-
grid Newkirk had stated at this news conference that he “turns
cats into electrical appliances you can plug into the wall,” he
knew that this was something for which he was not prepared.
There was no intellectual framework within which he could
respond to such a statement. The continuing discourse was
bewildering and, although he tried to make honest re-
sponses, these were ineffective and often obfuscated the sit-
uation to the advantage of the attackers. This was a propa-
ganda war that neither he nor those around him were pre-
pared to fight.

That news conference highlighted another technique that
PETA was to use very effectively against Orem. A physi-
cian, Kenneth Stoller, took the podium as PETA's “expert”
witness to proclaim, “Extensive review of two decades of
published works by . . . John Orem reveals that he and his
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colleagues have produced mountains of esoteric neurolog-
ical information . . . which I, as a pediatrician, can safely
state has absolutely no relevance to the treatment of any sleep
disorder.” Note that he was able to review extensively two
decades of published scientific work (more than six hundred
pages) in the three days after the break-in. One might ask if
he had been sent this material to review before the break-in
and by whom. If he did not know about or suspect the break-
in beforehand, it would seem that his appearance at this news
conference indicated that he at least condoned it.

Although Orem and Texas Tech received letters of support
from many real experts, these were balanced and intelligent—
not sensational or outrageous—and failed to convince the
press that the really sensational story was the malignancy of
the attack on the researcher. Needless to say, neither the ac-
tivists nor their advisors were dissuaded by these letters.

Requests for interviews continued because every writer felt
that this would be the “big story.” Most, although quoting
Orem, carried more quotes from the activists. Thus, giving
an interview only served to provide one more vehicle for the
animal rights propaganda. Unsuspecting reporters wrote
their “balanced” stories by printing the misrepresentations
right next to the truth. However, not granting an interview
gave Orem the appearance of guilt.

Defending his research in terms of its potential clinical
significance was also frustrating. Its significance had been
referred to in response to a question at the first press con-
ference and disputed by PETA’s “expert™ at its news con-
ference three days later. This posed a fundamental problem
for John Orem. He had no doubt about the possible relevance
of his work to sleep disorders, but as a basic scientist, he
knew very well that basic research cannot be directed at pro-
ducing an immediate clinical application and that one often
cannot know the final impact of basic research on clinical
medicine for decades and more. He was a scientist who did
research for the purpose of advancing knowledge.

The debate about whether his research was “worthwhile”
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highlighted how little the general public understands and
appreciates research. Extensive thought about this question
led Orem to write an editorial piece on basic research which
was published in the Chronicle of Higher Education (Orem
1990). This intellectual activity provided a brief respite from
the emotional roller coaster that he was experiencing.

But, for Orem, the feeling of helplessness became per-
vasive. Other researchers were asking him why he was not
forgetting about the whole thing and returning to the lab.
Many institutional officials had not spoken to him since the
initial press conference. His only feeling of support came
from a small group of colleagues within the institution who
were concerned about the potential damage that could be
done by the animal rights movement and from several ad-
ministrators and researchers at other institutions in Texas
who were reacting to the propaganda campaign against him
in their locales.

Each day more hate mail arrived, including envelopes
containing condoms supposedly contaminated with the HIV
virus. Bomb threats against the institution and negative arti-
cles in the media continued. Driving home every evening, he
worried about whether his house would still be standing or
whether it had been burned down, as had been threatened in
numerous letters he had received. His fears were reinforced
in February 1990 when the dean of the University of Ten-
nessee College of Veterinary Medicine was killed and police
issued a national warning that a militant animal rights group
had threatened to kill one scientist per month for a year (UUSA
Today Feb 27, 1990, 4D.). (No substantiation of any animal
rights connection to the murder has since been made.) John
Orem faced his future in a state of panic. Helplessness, iso-
lation, loneliness, and fear are not conducive to scientific
thought and effort,

Support seemed to be waning. The attack on John Orem
was in fact an attack on the NIH and all biomedical research,
yet the investigations by the NIH into his research continued.
It was this institution, considerably larger than John Orem
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and Texas Tech and the symbol of biomedical research world-
wide, that should have come to his defense long ago, he
reasoned.

When the extremely positive report of the investigation
commissioned by the NHLBI was submitted to them, they
released it with no mention of their support for Orem’s find-
ings. Orem, like many of his colleagues, felt that after
the investigation the NIH should have been at the forefront
of organizations denouncing the spurious attacks against
him.

Another haunting question frequently asked Dr. Orem
was why he or the institution did not file some type of legal
action related to the misstatements contained in press re-
leases, printed stories, and the videotape released by PETA.
Legal action had some appeal for Orem because of his desire
to clear his name and go on the offensive. However, he dis-
missed suggestions of possible legal action because of a
stronger desire to put the situation behind him.

With time, his damaged equipment was repaired, more
cats were trained, and Orem was able slowly to begin work
in the lab again. His self-confidence was buoyed by an invi-
tation to speak at a meeting of the National Association for
Biomedical Research in January 1990 and at a symposium
held at Texas Tech in March 1990. Having been a target, he
felt a responsibility to the scientific community to speak out
against the animal rights movement and to act as a spokes-
person for biomedical research. He felt that, as a symbol of
the terrorism against science, he needed to educate both the
general public and other researchers. :

After each presentation, Orem was bothered by having
become the “celebrated victim.” With the wide circulation
of his picture, he could not escape the feeling that every-
where he went, people recognized him and made some com-
ment to themselves and to people around him. Some even
asked him if indeed he were John Orem. Some who knew
him casually seemed to consider him as sort of a hero. This
also evoked mixed emotions. He was being recognized, spo-
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ken to, and essentially asked to perform because of what had
happened to him.

In short, John Orem will never be the same person. Before
the attack, he was quiet, reflective, and tended to his own
business. He had moved out to the country to restore an old
house. He enjoyed the solitude and the natural surroundings.
He was serious about his work, set high standards, and inter-
acted primarily with his colleagues. Previous students and
investigators working in his area came from other parts of
the country and from abroad to spend time with him in his
laboratory. He did not divert time from his work to spend on
committees unless asked to serve. He avoided socializing at
the medical school. He made few judgments of others unless
required to do so. When he was faced with something or
someone he did not like, he suppressed his anger and his
response. He appeared unemotional. He was a serious scien-
tist who kept to himself, but within his circle of friends, he
was a humane, sensitive, and intelligent colleague. How-
ever, to most who did not know him, he may have seemed an
arrogant loner. The animal rights activists thought they had
the perfect target: someone who would not fight back and
whom no one would want to defend. An early statement by
another faculty member in the institution that “he probably
got what he deserved” suggested that the activists’ assump-
tions were not entirely mistaken.

However, John Orem did become emotional. He fought
back and spoke out in an arena in which he was totally un-
familiar, in spite of his misgivings. Except for transient peri-
ods, he suppressed his anger over this episode for over a year
after the attack. That probably was positive in terms of his
role in the institutional response, but undoubtedly made it
harder for him as an individual to deal completely with the
situation.

Moreover, others did come to his defense. His cadre of
supporters at Texas Tech and around the world encouraged
him to stand up to his attackers. His bitterness toward his
protagonists will never dissipate totally. but he came away
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from the experience determined that his research must con-
tinue. Although support by Texas Tech and some other insti-
tutions was at times less than he had hoped for, it was suffi-
cient to allow him to make the adjustments that he in the long
run had to make for himself.



Straotegic Planning
aned Crisis Maonagement

THE traditional function of a public relations department is
woefully inadequate in dealing with an animal rights attack.
Key additional strategic planning in advance and a crisis man-
agement plan that involves all players, from the president to
the police chief, are vital. Once an attack has occurred, the
institution will be involved in a propaganda battle with the
animal rights movement for an extended period, and the pub-
lic relations office will be command central for the institution.

Strategic Planning

Perhaps the most important lesson for the chief public rela-
tions officer to learn in preparing for animal rights activity is
that this movement does not play by the rules. Adherence to
the facts is seldom an element involved in its long-term sirat-
egy after a break-in. The aim is to turn the break-in into an
heroic rather than an illegal act, and to turn the institution
into the accused instead of the victim.

In spite of the fact that the publicity strategy of the move-
ment is not grounded in the ethics taught in public relations
school, it is still a powerful force to be dealt with. The power
behind the movement is a professional, sophisticated public
relations machine. Influencing public opinion is its major
mission, and to date the movement has been very successful
in outmaneuvering the mostly unprepared traditional public
relations offices of universities and medical schools.

86
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Once an animal rights attack or break-in occurs, it is too
late for the public relations office to gear up on the animal
rights movement. Thus, the natural first step in planning for
animal rights activity is to know the opposition. Background
reading by the public relations staff is an absolute necessity.
Copies of excellent, fairly brief articles can be obtained from
many of the support groups listed in the Sources section of
this book, and a library of such material should be estab-
lished for future reference. The background information
should cover several important arcas: (1) the nature of the
research process and the difference between basic and ap-
plied research; (2) the ways in which animals are used in
biomedical research and the benefits that have accrued both
to humans and animals as a result of such research; (3) the
existing regulations covering use of animals in research;
(4) the traditional relationship between humans and animals;
(5) the difference between animal welfare and animal rights;
(6) the real agenda of the animal rights movement; (7) an
explanation of how the animal rights movement operates;
and (8) the history of attacks on research institutions.

The movement is best understood by delving into its own
publications, from philosophical tracts such as Peter Singer’s
Animal Liberation to periodicals such as the Animals’ Agenda,
subscribed to by the movement’s members. The zeal of the
activist is highlighted through the movement’s message ex-
pressed in its own words. In addition, the movement has a
stragegic plan, and it is often explained in monthly period-
icals. For example, hardly an issue of the Animals' Agenda is
published without an article suggesting a new strategy for
future success.

Once public relations officers have digested sufficient
background material, they should distill it into a brief for key
administrators. Those include the institution’s president,
police chief, vice president for research, legal counsel, and
chairman of the institutional animal care and use committee
(IACUC). The IACUC may also be a source of good back-
ground information. Letting these administrators know the
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key issues involved and the history of the movement will
help crystalize the message that an animal rights siege is a
serious matter deserving careful attention by the administra-
tion. This will often be an uphill battle; the common experi-
ence has been that the uninformed administrator will believe
that by doing nothing the institution will not attract attention
and this will be the safest way to proceed. Making a case
to the administration for strategic planning and a proactive
campaign to educate the public about the benefits of bio-
medical research may be one of the most difficult tasks for
the public relations officer.

To update those involved in strategic planning, a public re-
lations staff member should be assigned the task of keeping up
with the issue through the various newsletters published by
both sides. The movement is a popular feature topic in maga-
zines and newspapers, and the public relations staff should
monitor clips in order to measure the pulse of what is happen-
ing and what type of information is being presented to the public.

The National Association for Biomedical Rescarch (see
listing in the Sources section) publishes NABR Alert and
NABR Update. Both supply excellent overviews of the na-
tional scene and pending legislation.

The Support Network

Biomedical research socictics have been organized in many
states 1o act as support organizations for biomedical researchers
and their institutions and to educate the public about biomedical
research, They all publish newsletters and distribute clips to
member institutions, and are excellent resource organizations.

Another key element in a successful campaign to counter
an animal rights attack is the national network of organiza-
tions such as the American Association of Medical Colleges,
the American Medical Association, and NABR. In addition,
national professional societies involved in biomedical re-
search are valuable resources. These organizations have de-
veloped material to educate the public about the benefits of
and need for animal-based research and represent an impor-
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tant communications link for the dissemination of new mate-
rial and exchange of information. It is essential to establish
communication with these groups before a crisis arrives;
attendance at some of their programs can provide a rapid
education for public relations staff and establish contacts on
a personal basis. The Council for Advancement and Support
of Education (CASE) is also becoming involved in this issue.

Should an attack occur, the public relations officer should
immediately make personal contact with counterparts in these
support organizations. They can provide up-to-the minute
information immediately after a break-in and can give coun-
sel as to what to expect next. In addition to these support
organizations, institutions that have experienced animal rights
activity previously are also members of the network. Know
that the network exists to help other bodies enact a strategic
plan; rely upon the network should the institution become an
animal rights target.

Finally, the patient advocacy group called the incurably ill
For Animal Research (iiFAR) and medical student groups
from around the country are becoming strong voices in sup-
port of animal research and important sources of informa-
tion in the network.

The Local Scene

Knowing the local scene is also critical to a successful strat-
egy. If a community has an animal welfare group (as opposed
to an animal rights group), the public relations office should
contact the officers. Make sure that they know that proce-
dures are in place at the institution to ensure safe and humane
treatment of all laboratory animals. The support of a local
animal welfare group can be extremely important to an insti-
tution under attack. Often animal welfare groups are in no
way supportive of the radical philosophies and tactics of ani-
mal rights groups. However, in recent years, there has been a
national trend toward infiltration of the more moderate groups
by radical activists. Every institution must have a public re-
lations office that knows the situation in its community. Uni-
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versity student animal rights groups are often more radical
than welfare groups made up of local citizens. As mentioned
earlier, one key sign that hostile animal rights activity may
occur at an institution is a sudden burst of publicity, fund-
raising events, or letters to the editor in the local newspaper
by the local animal rights group.

A common tactic of an active local animal rights group is
to approach local government officials and civic leaders,
urging them to pass antiresearch ordinances or publicly con-
demn your institution’s research program. Across the coun-
try in the past decade, many local groups have led campaigns
to prohibit sale of pound animals for research purposes. Pound
closure campaigns are highly emotional and almost always
are aimed at pet owners with the terrifying message that re-
searchers are waiting at the pound to claim Fido and “tor-
ture™ him in their laboratories. Each institution should send
an official to meet with local government leaders and explain
the benefits of biomedical research as well as the source of
laboratory animals. The possibility always exists that activ-
ists will seek legislation that will affect research in many in-
stitutions. Do not make the mistake of communicating with
local officials only when a capital campaign is under way or
when the football team is experiencing a winning season.
Work aggressively to inform local leaders, invite them to the
institution, allow them to interact with researchers, and keep
an open dialogue on the subject of animal research. Above
all, dispel the myth of the ivory tower academic and the mad
scientist researcher long before the first visit to the city coun-
cil by an animal rights group. Should there be an increase in
animal rights activity, the public relations office should be
the first to be aware of it through its monitoring of clippings
and contacts with the local media, and should alert the admin-
istration to this development and its possible consequences.

The Media Tour

Should an attack occur, local media will almost immediately
be contacted by an animal rights group with press releases,
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accompanying photographs, and commentary from their so-
called medical experts. Since a trained science or medical
reporter is common only in the largest media markets, expect
that the story will be covered by a general assignment re-
porter with no scientific training. In smaller markets, the re-
porter will be young, perhaps even an intern, and perhaps
impressionable to the sensationalistic claims made by the ac-
tivists. The key to a successful strategy is to maintain contact
with all local media outlets in times of good news as well as
bad news. Select a researcher or institutional veterinarian
who deals well with the public and ask that individual to help
organize media tours of the vivarium and laboratories. A
dress rehearsal of the tour by public relations staff members
acting as reporters will allow the researchers to understand
the types of questions media representatives may ask and
what areas or topics they might find most interesting.

Such tours serve two purposes. First, they are critical to
give a general assignment reporter background in this com-
plex topic. Should activists target local labs at a later date,
the reporter will not begin an assignment completely unin-
formed on the issue, and thus will not be quite so ready to
believe the misinformation supplied by the movement. Sec-
ond, establishing an open channel of communications on
research topics with the local media will make reporters
much less likely to believe that the institution has anything
to cover up. Since general assignment reporters change beats
frequently, and the turnover of personnel is particularly
rapid in smaller media markets, this must be a continuing
process.

Printed material for future reference should be distributed
to the media after the tour. State biomedical research soci-
eties, NABR, and student groups can provide general infor-
mation brochures. Every institution conducting significant
biomedical or agricultural research involving animals should
produce a brochure explaining the benefits of the research
and addressing the misinformation that is distributed by the
animal rights movement.
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Central to strategic thinking in dealing with the animal rights
activists is an understanding that a plan should go into effect
whether an institution becomes a target or not. The move-
ment is involved in an assault against all research institutions
and science in general. That attack must be countered by all
institutions with a long-term plan to educate the public about
biomedical research, the reason that animals are used in re-
search, and regulations on humane treatment of animals that
govern such research. Every institution has a responsibility
to its researchers and to the community to tell the story of
biomedical research. The public relations office can put to-
gether a speaker’s bureau and offer to address civic groups,
church groups, and, most important, school groups.
Organizers of the bureau should give careful considera-
tion to selection of speakers. If the institution’s vice presi-
dent for research is a polished speaker, he or she would be a
fine choice. Young researchers relate well to school groups
because they are seen as recent contemporaries instead of
authority figures. Graduate students and medical students
are particularly effective speakers before student groups and
groups of practicing physicians. A medical student who can
explain to a group of physicians how the threat to biomedical
research is also a threat to their profession can be a very ef-
fective speaker before the local medical society. In Texas,
medical students have organized across the state into a group
they call Student Organization for Animals and Animal Re-
search (SOFAAR). Their aim is public education and their
mission is to speak to as many groups as possible across the
state. The chapter at Texas Tech University Health Sciences
Center scheduled a three-day training session where the mem-
bers studied the history of the animal rights movement, learned
the art of public speaking, practiced making presentations in
front of a camera, and reviewed basic public relations strat-
egy. Thirty students gave up their evenings to participate.
Funds to finance the training session, interestingly enough,
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came from a donation by a group of local physicians who
wanted to assist their young colleagues-to-be in the public
education campaign. The Texas Tech SOFAAR group also
produced a brochure for physicians’ waiting rooms and an
organizational and training manual that is published by the
Texas Society for Biomedical Research (see Sources section
of this book) for distribution to other prospective chapters.

Opinion Pieces

Another effective tool for long-term public education is the
op-ed piece in local newspapers. A public relations office
can assist a willing faculty member in preparing several opin-
ion pieces to distribute across the state. These articles are
also effective in internal publications. Remember that many
faculty and staff within an institution will not understand bio-
medical research and the regulations surrounding it, much
less the significance of the animal rights debate. Before an
attack occurs, it is critical that the case for biomedical re-
search has been made in internal publications. Of course,
immediately following a break-in there is suspicion about
the targeted research. If the public relations staff has already
made its case before staff and faculty, they will have pro-
vided many on campus with a degree of understanding and
confidence about their institution that might not otherwise
have prevailed.

The Campus Debate

A campus debate featuring locally or nationally prominent
animal rights activists pitted against institutional faculty can
be a difficult assignment for the public relations office. Even
the well-known activist speaking alone in a lecture format
can be troubling for an institutional public relations office.
But a background on how such events are handled on other
campuses and what significance they might have as regards
future local animal rights activity is critical.

A common thread that runs through many animal rights
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attacks has been the appearance of a nationally known speaker
on campus some months before an attack. The more success-
ful these appearances, the larger the new membership of the
local animal rights group.

To ensure that the potential class of new zealots hears a
balanced debate, the public relations office should attempt to
prepare scientists for the upcoming challenge. A scientist ac-
customed to conducting debate at professional meetings and
in scientific literature is hardly prepared to volley with an
expert trained in persuasive speaking and well aware of the
tenets of propaganda. The scientist may well be overwhelmed
before even making one of the many valid points rehearsed
before the program because the opposition is skilled in ma-
nipulating the audience and the course of the debate. It is for
this reason that several institutions have sent their scientists
to special public relations training courses specifically de-
signed to prepare speakers to debate extremists. These courses
involve several days of role-playing and mock debates, all
videotaped for study and review.

The public relations staff can undertake such training of
scientific spokespersons locally. The course should stress
these basics for the speaker: be ready with numerous exam-
ples of the benefits of animal-based research, both to people
and to animals; rchearse three to five main points that can be
made and repeated; and take the high moral ground, under-
standing that the debate will hinge upon emotional issues and
not upon science. In addition, the scientist-debater should
know how to counter sweeping generalizations and misstate-
ments of fact and history made frequently by the other side.
(For organizations that can provide useful information, see
the Sources section of this book.)

It is also crucial for the public relations office to know the
background and qualifications of the movements’ speakers
and to find previously published articles by them or review
material by similar spcakers. Several national networks sup-
porting animal-based research keep videotapes of the move-
ment’s best-known speakers. These are a must for review
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before the lecture or debate. Many of these speakers give
variations of the same address for several years. Their points
are more easily refuted or questioned if they have been re-
viewed ahead of time.

The Crisis Management Plan

The steps outlined above will prepare a climate of under-
standing in the community and the institution. Once the
public relations staff has educated key administrators, com-
munity leaders, and faculty and staff, they have laid strong
ground work for dealing with the long-term reality of the
animal rights debate and have made enormous strides toward
being prepared, should an attack occur. The crisis manage-
ment plan will give a framework for dealing with an actual
attack.

When the July 4, 1989, break-in occurred at Texas Tech,
no crisis communications plan was in effect. The director of
public relations, the provost of the health sciences center, the
chairman of the IACUC, and the targeted researcher did meet
the evening after the break-in to formulate a plan. But the
feeling that evening was very much one of uncertainty and
doubt. The director of public relations serves both the uni-
versity and health sciences center, but had no background in
the animal rights movement and no firsthand experience in
dealing with activists. Although the provost, the IACUC
chairman, and the researcher all were well informed, they
were also asked to brief a president who had been on the job
for only four days. Although a crisis communications plan
did not exist, the key players did make an effort to contact
the network of support groups for advice before any strategy
was developed.

As a result of not having a crisis plan in effect, the institu-
tion’s efforts were reactive rather than proactive during the
first days and weeks after the attack. Mistakes were made,
including acting out of ignorance or simply not acting at all.
This much is clear in reflection on those early days: the ani-
mal rights movement carefully chooses a target that is not
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prepared to deal with its propaganda campaign. Formulating
a crisis plan and informing the administration and local com-
munity about research will not ensure that you will be free of
animal rights activity, but without such action the institution
will play catch-up for many months while the animal rights
movement capitalizes on the lack of preparation by yet an-
other targeted institution.

Responding to the Attack

It may be impossible, in fact, even to achieve a standoff in
the early siages after an attack by an animal rights group.
The temptation will be to remain quiet under the presump-
tion that the “bad guys’ and the media will go away and find
a new target. However, silence is always assumed to be an
admission of guilt and does not represent a viable option.

A crisis management plan calls for a predetermined group
of university administrators to come together immediately
upon word of major activity against the institution. That word
usually comes from the chief of police, who informs the
institution’s president, provost, general counsel, vice presi-
dent for research, chief public relations officer, and scien-
tific spokesperson. The group reviews all information before
drafting a plan of response and communicating with the
media. The public relations officer acts as spokesperson on
the official position of the university. The scientific spokes-
person—a researcher or faculty member who is confident
before the camera and speaks with authority—answers all
media questions about the science involved. The accom-
panying chart (figure 11) outlines a basic model for a crisis
communication plan.

One of the most important factors initially is the rapidity
with which the institution responds. It is imperative that the
institutional statement reach the press before that of the ac-
tivists. This means that the institution will have little time to
ascertain the facts and develop a statement. In other words,
key staff must know the research that is conducted at the
institution, and staff must have an emergency plan rehearsed
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that includes possible statements of support for the benefits
of scientific exploration in general and animal-based re-
scarch in particular. The thrust of these statements should be
to establish that a crime has taken place and to establish the
institution and researcher as the victims of an antiscience at-
tack. It is essential in the beginning to establish the princi-
ples that research is important and that animal research has
been critical to the many advances in medicine. Similarly, it
needs to be pointed out immediately that the objective of the
animal rights movement is to stop all use of animals, includ-
ing pet ownership. The media should be given a list of the
multiple previous terrorist acts against other research stitu-
tions, together with descriptions of the damage done, to con-
firm that these are terrorist acts.

An effort should be made to anticipate the claims that will
be made against a target. First, this will serve to identify the
type of information needed by those within and outside the
institution who will act as spokespersons. Second, it may give
the institution the opportunity to preempt these charges and
help direct the attention of the media to the fact that a crime
has been committed. A well-prepared public relations of-
ficer can predict many of the charges by categorizing the re-
search project into one of the many current fundraising themes
of the movement. For example, the “cuddle factor” of the
cats at Texas Tech fit well into PETA’s campaign to raise
funds from pet owners. It may prove invaluable if you can
reach the media first, inform them of the many similar at-
tacks, describe the ultimate purpose, describe the research
and its purpose, predict some of the claims that will be made,
and indicate that such claims made in other instances have
proven to be false. This will minimize the shock effect of the
claims on the media when they are made and make it easier
for an institution to tell its story.

It is important to make contact immediately with the net-
work described above and the experts who can support the
institution’s position. Invite a well-known expert to the cam-
pus to appear at the first press conference. The expert’s pres-
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ence in support of a position will create a positive impression
in its own right. The institution can expect the attackers to
bring forth their own so-called experts to denounce the tar-
geted research.

How an institution uses targeted investigators is a difficult
question. They should stand up for themselves, at least ini-
tially, even if the public relations office is concerned about
their skills in interacting with the media. It is the job of the
public relations office to protect employees in general, It is
important to note that, while investigators may want to speak
to their innocence, they are the ones who will have the least
credibility, because the charges are directed against them.
How an institution uses an investigator in the wake of an
attack must be to some extent predicated on that person's
appearance, verbal presentation, knowledge of the issue,
and ability to withstand pressure.

An official statement condemning the criminal act from
the institution’s chief executive should appear with the initial
press release. If possible, it should also be delivered live at a
press conference. It is important that the statements related
to security issues and proprietary information be coordi-
nated through the general counsel’s office.

Requests for Interviews

Media requests for interviews with the targeted investigator
may last for many years following a break-in. Two years
after the Texas Tech break-in, the targeted investigator was
fielding several requests a month. He changed his office and
home telephone numbers within twenty-four hours of the
break-in. That was sufficient time for him to realize that his
concept of privacy was quickly changing. He was receiving
not only requests for interviews but also death threats.

The investigator or any institutional official would be un-
wise to schedule an interview on animal research or on possible
animal rights activity without first asking the public relations
office to do the necessary background work on the inter-
viewer. At Texas Tech one newspaper reporter, not screened
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before she arrived on campus. was convinced that the re-
searcher she was interviewing had committed atrocities against
animals. She approached the investigator with hostility and
hurled accusations at him throughout the interview. The
researcher soon knew that the hope of an objective article did
not exist. In-depth checking of her previous writing on ani-
mal rights would have turned up enough information for the
public relations office to suggest that the interview be
declined.

A strategy by the PR office that involves an investigation
into every media request will alert administrators and scien-
tists alike that some interviews should be declined. Some tar-
geted investigators may be unable to deal with the media and
should give no interviews after the initial press conference.
In the absence of the investigator, another scientific spokes-
person previously trained in interacting with the movement
should be ready to speak to the media.

Conclusions

Dealing with the propaganda arm of the animal rights move-
ment is as taxing to a public relations office as dealing with
the terrorist element is to a police department. But in both
cases, preparation and background work can enable the staff
to prevent enormous potential damage. These steps are abso-
lutely necessary to become prepared to deal with animal
rights activists:

® know the history of the movement and its current activities;

= know the chronology of a break-in and its expected aftermath
from studying the experiences of other institutions;

® prepare a crisis management plan that can be put into effect
within hours if necessary;

® outline proactive, educational steps your institution can take
to educate the institutional employees, the general public and
the press about animal-based research and the animal rights
movement.



The Animal Care and Use
Program and the IACUC

ENSURING the proper care and use of animals in a research
institution is the responsibility of the institutional animal
care and use program. Because attacks by animals rights
activists are directed at purported improprieties in the care
and use of animals, the institution must give this program
high priority. Administrators must demonstrate that the pro-
gram is a high priority through their public and financial
support. In turn, investigators and administrators of the pro-
gram must understand its importance and fully support it.
The Institutional Animal Care and Use Committee (IACUC)
is at the center of this program and often is criticized by both
researchers and activists. Many researchers resent the added
level of bureaucracy and additional paperwork required. They
may be concerned that this paperwork represents one more
information source that activists can use to attack their work.
Futher, some even regard the process as a foolish submission
to the demands of activists whose objective is not improve-
ment in animal welfare but the abolition of all animal-based
research, Indeed, while the process evolved as an attempt to
respond to activist pressures, the extremists in the movement
refuse to acknowledge it as a positive move. They mistak-
enly portray the IACUC to the public as merely a “fox in the
henhouse” operation, and, because they want total abolition,
they refuse to concede that there are good programs. As has
been indicated, having an exemplary program will not in it-
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self protect an institution from being attacked, but it will go a
long way toward minimizing any damage which may result
from an attack and will permit the institution to take the of-
fensive when under attack.

Most members of the research community have always felt
that their license to use animals in their work placed on them
the responsibility to treat these animals in an exemplary fash-
ion. Moreover, they understand from a scientific perspective
the importance of maintaining high housing and treatment
standards in order to ensure the validity of experimental re-
sults. However, scientists have failed to communicate to the
public this concern and their efforts to maintain proper care
and use of animals in the laboratory.

Concerns by the Research Community
About Animal Care and Use

Early legislation regulating the use of animals in biomedical
research resulted from pressure by animal welfare groups.
However, the scientific community had earlier taken the ini-
tiative in optimizing conditions for animal care and use. As
early as 1908, the American Medical Association published a
set of “Guidelines for Laboratory Animal Care” (Smith et al.
1988). Although short, they very precisely covered the prin-
ciples of proper procurement, optimal housing and care, po-
tential significance of the experiments, requirements for anes-
thesia, use of sterile surgery, and painless euthanasia. As the
amount of research using animals increased, institutions rec-
ognized the need for a more prominent role for veterinarians,
and veterinarians promulgated higher standards. As re-
searchers began to use more species of animals not commonly
a part of the normal veterinary practice, laboratory animal
medicine evolved as a new branch of veterinary medicine.,
Postgraduate programs were developed to provide specific
training for veterinarians who would specialize in this area.
In 1946, twenty years before passage of the Animal Wel-
fare Act, professionals working in the area and concerned
about the care and use of animals in biomedical research
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founded the National Society for Medical Research (NSMR).
Other similar professional organizations followed over the
next twenty years: the American Association for Laboratory
Animal Science (AALAS) in 1950, the Institute of Labora-
tory Animal Resources (ILAR) in 1952, the American Col-
lege of Laboratory Animal Medicine (ACLAM) in 1957, the
American Association for Accreditation of Laboratory Ani-
mal Care (AAALAC) in 1965, and the American Society of
Laboratory Animal Practitioners (ASLAP) in 1967, AAALAC
provided a mechanism for voluntary accreditation of facili-
ties before this was required by regulation.

In 1963, the Guide for Laboratory Animals and Facilities
was published as a means of providing institutions with some
defined standards for caring for and using research animals
in a professional and humane manner. It was developed by
the Committee on Care and Use of Laboratory Animals of
ILAR, for the Commission on Life Sciences, under the aus-
pices of the National Research Council, and was revised in
1965, 1968, and 1972. In 1972, its name was changed to the
Guide for the Care and Use of Laboratory Animals 1o reflect
better the expanded scope of the recommendations made.
Further revisions followed in 1978 and 1985. The Guide was
distributed by the U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services, Public Health Service, NIH. Classically, the NIH
required any institution to which it awarded funds to commit
itself to operating under the recommendations of the Guide.
Many other funding agencies had the same requirement.

In order to demonstrate the commitment, the institution
filed an “assurance letter,” which simply stated that the ani-
mal care and use program of the institution was operated
according to the recommendations of the Guide. The institu-
tional veterinarian served as the humane officer and was re-
sponsible for administering the program, maintaining ade-
quate facilities and health standards, and for reviewing grant
applications, mostly in terms of proper use of anesthetics
and analgesics. Investigators themselves, through their insis-
tence on having access to healthy animals, effectively en-
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sured that the veterinary staff performed this function. As
réflected by the number of revisions of the Guide, standards
have continued to be raised as new and better information
and equipment became available. Perhaps the weakest link
in this process was the fact that institutional administrators,
having to prioritize multiple financial demands, often were
not able (or elected not) to make the expensive alterations in
facilities as rapidly as they were recommended. The discrep-
ancies which sometimes developed provided a basis for com-
plaints by welfare groups about facilities. Unfortunately, the
superb health care generally being provided and the superi-
ority of even outdated facilities over animal holding facilities
outside of the research arena (such as animal shelters and
kennels) often is overlooked to this day.

Regulations Affecting Animal Care and Use

The Animal Welfare Act, passed in 1966 (Public Law 89-
544), was the first legislation in this arena (see chapter 9).
The main impetus for introduction of this legislation was a
concern that pets were being stolen for sale to research insti-
tutions, but the final version was a comprehensive package.
The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) was given the
responsibility of drawing up regulations covering not only
registration and licensing of dealers and research institu-
tions, but also setting standards for facilities and for humane
handling, care, treatment, and transportation of animals used
in research. At the same time, the USDA began an inspec-
tion program to ensure that these regulations were being fol-
lowed. This inspection process has been upgraded contin-
ually since then. The number of inspectors has increased as
has their knowledge of laboratory animal medicine. With
this has come stricter interpretation of regulations and a more
intense inspection program. Now each institution receives
several unannounced inspections every vear as well as fol-
low-up inspections to make sure that any observed deficien-
cies are corrected within the shortest reasonable period of
time. Everything from rusty casters on cages to dust on air-
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handling vents in an operating room is noted on an inspec-
tion report, which becomes an open record. Animal rights
activists capitalized on a citation against Texas Tech in which
a cat cage was described as too small. In reality, the cage size
was correct, but the square footage of floor space had been
reduced below the specified level because a technician had
put an oversized litter box in the cage the day before the
inspection.

The scope of coverage of the Animal Welfare Act was in-
creased with subsequent revisions, but major changes in the
administrative aspects of animal care and use programs were
introduced with the passage of two new pieces of legislation
in 1985. The first of these involved a series of amendments
to the Animal Welfare Act (Public Law 99-198) and the sec-
ond was the Health Research Extension Act (Public Law
99-158).

The Health Research Extension Act was directed at extra-
and intramural research sponsored by the Public Health Ser-
vice, but most if not all funding organizations made com-
pliance a requirement for funding awards. The requirements
of this act were reflected in the revised Public Health Service
(PHS) Policy on Humane Care and Use of Animals. The re-
vised PHS Policy became effective at the end of 1985. New
requirements included submission of an assurance letter
which fully describes the animal care and use program; es-
tablishment of an institutional animal care and use commit-
tee (IACUC) appointed by the chief executive officer of the
institution and having a defined composition and role; semi-
annual evaluation of the program and inspection of facilities
by the IACUC; specified reporting requirements for the
IACUC, to include minority reports; and development of a
training program for all individuals using or caring for ani-
mals. Institutions submitted assurance letters to the Office
for Protection from Research Risks (OPRR) at the NIH which
carefully scrutinized them before approval. No institution
was eligible to receive funding without having an approved
letter of assurance. Furthermore, the director of the NIH was



106 * TARGETED

given the power to revoke NIH funding at any institution
which did not take appropriate corrective action after notifi-
cation that it was not meeting required guidelines.

The Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service of the
USDA developed the regulations to implement the amend-
ments to the Animal Welfare Act. As first proposed, these
drew nothing but criticism during periods of public com-
mentary. The scientific community argued that they were
much too detailed and were focused on overexacting specifi-
cations, or so-called engineering standards. Many of these
specifications had no scientific basis and would not have
contributed to better care for animals. However, their imple-
mentation would have been prohibitively costly, especially
since no funding had been appropriated for implementing
these new regulations. In contrast, animal rights groups,
coming from the perspective that animals should not be used
anyway, clamored for even more stringent regulations. After
literally years of debate, and interagency conflicts within the
government, the first two parts of the USDA regulations
came out in August 1989 in a form more nearly compatible
with the PHS Policy.

Part three was published in the Federal Register on Febru-
ary 13, 1991 (vol. 56, no. 32). Again, the final versions re-
lied more on “performance” standards than on “engineer-
ing” standards. In an effort to minimize the cost impact,
some of the regulations requiring major capital expendi-
tures, such as those requiring changes in cage size, could be
phased in over a three-year period. However, in June 1991,
several animal rights groups including the Animal Legal
Defense Fund filed suit in the U.S. District Court in Wash-
ington, D.C., against the USDA, the Department of Health
and Human Services, and the Office of Management and
Budget to set aside some provisions of the regulations as
released in final form.

The Animal Legal Defense Fund and the HSUS also filed
suit in the same court to force the USDA to include rats,
mice and birds under the regulations of the Animal Welfare
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Act. For many years, the secretary of agriculture used dis-
cretionary powers provided by the act not to include them.
Animal activist groups claimed that this was a misuse of that
discretion. The research community did not oppose the prin-
ciple of such inclusion, and most institutions operate under
the Public Health Service Policy under which rats, mice and
birds are included. The USDA, however, resisted their inclu-
sion because they have not been provided the necessary funds
to expand their current activities. In January 1992, a federal
judge ruled against the USDA and ordered that they recon-
sider the petition to include rats, mice, and birds. The USDA
subsequently requested a protective order which would per-
mit them to appeal the decision after the usual sixty-day lumit
if they so decided.

Institutional Support of the
Animal Care and Use Program

Under both sets of regulations (PHS, USDA), the institutional
animal care and use committee (IACUC) is the central com-
ponent of an institutional animal care and use program. Fora
program to work successfully, the administration, veterinary
staff and investigators in an institution must recognize, ac-
cept, and support the important role played by this committee.

Administrations must deal with many other important is-
sues. Most administrators are essentially unaware of the sig-
nificance of the animal rights movement and the effect it
could have on their institution. Thus, proper administrative
support often is lacking in areas of animal care and use. It is
imperative that the chair of the IACUC seek support from
the administration, informing them of potential problems in
effective operation of the committee or the program. The
IACUC should work through the administration to ensure a
commitment to a first-class program with qualified commit-
tee members, The IACUC chair should also seek admin-
istrative support in legal matters. For example, if a potential
legal action surfaces, the IACUC chair should seek access to
the legal counsel through proper administrative channels. By
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law, it is the chief executive officer of the institution or the
CEOQO’s immediate administrative designate who is ultimately
responsible for the program.

This program cannot function adequately without suffi-
cient financial support. Adequate monies must be available to
update facilities when required and to staff animal resource
centers adequately. The IACUC requires staff support and a
budget to cover operating expenses and travel of members to
national meetings relative to IACUC function. At these meet-
ings, IACUC members and appropriate administrators learn
about changes in regulations, exchange ideas with their coun-
terparts for improving programs, and establish contacts which
are critical for networking. Without direct communication,
few administrations will recognize the size of the workload
assumed by members of an IACUC. Probably no other insti-
tutional committee demands as much time. To date, a few
institutions are providing some compensation to the mem-
bers for the additional workload.

By law, the veterinary staff must have some representa-
tion on the IACUC. Certainly it is important to have input
from veterinarians because of their expertise in veterinary
medicine. However, it also is critical from the perspectives
of running and monitoring the institutional animal care and
use program. Whereas oversight of the entire program usu-
ally was the responsibility of the director of the vivarium,
many of these responsibilities now fall to the IACUC as 1t
contributes to formulation of many policies, conducts in-
spections, does semiannual evaluations, and makes reports
to the administration and to OPRR. It is essential for the vet-
erinary staff to have a full understanding of the program and
the working policies adopted by the committee, as well as to
participate in the formulation and continuing evolution of
policy. Because veterinarians administer many aspects of the
program, have contact with the investigators, and monitor
the animals, it is essential that they be familiar with indi-
vidual protocols. Such familiarity comes best from involve-
ment in the committee deliberations related to these proto-
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cols. Oceasionally, based on their observations, they may feel
that further committee discussion of a protocol may be ad-
visable. Finally, they will be major participants in the train-
ing and monitoring processes coordinated by the committee.

For investigators, writing more protocols, having them re-
viewed and approved by an IACUC, increasing record-keep-
ing on use of animals, participating in training programs,
and having their laboratories inspected are added burdens
which build instant antagonism against the program. It seems
like just one more in a series of governmental or institutional
intrusions which further erode precious time in the labora-
tory. Very few investigators are thoroughly aware of the ani-
mal rights movement, and those who are conclude that they
would never be subject to an attack themselves. Obviously,
most are correct, but this reflects a narrow-minded, highly
individualistic, and seemingly arrogant stance. Unfortu-
nately, this attitude has contributed significantly to the mo-
mentum gained by the animal rights movement.

Few investigators see the IACUC as a mechanism which
might someday offer them a measure of protection, either
directly or indirectly. Few recognize that a problem any-
where in the institution, even if it is in no way related to their
project, has the potential of leading to total suspension of all
extramural funds to an institution. When any project is at-
tacked, even without cause, or any potential problem exists
and is not corrected, every project is at risk. If an IACUC
comes to a negative decision about a protocol, the regula-
tions clearly state that the decision cannot be overridden by
an institutional official. That removes the possibility that an
individual within the institution can bypass the system sim-
ply by having power within the institution. This is an impor-
tant provision for legitimizing the process, but it also puts a
heavy burden on the committee to weigh its decisions care-
fully and not to act in a capricious manner. There are always
some investigators who do not take suggestions easily and
whose first response may be to claim to an administrative
official that their academic freedom is being violated. That
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official must be familiar enough with the regulations and the
process to be able to support the committee in those in-
stances. However, committee members, in turn, must keep
an open mind and must have an adequate, well-publicized
mechanism by which an investigator can provide additional
information, in writing or in person, and have the oppor-
tunity to convince the committee to change its stance. The
scientific members of the committee are researchers them-
selves, have to submit their own protocols for approval, and
are not antagonists of the researchers.

Some researchers, frustrated by the system, have even
used the terminology “face of PETA™ to refer to IACUCs,
feeling that IACUCs would not exist except for the animal
rights movement. But the real face of PETA was reflected in
the referendum passed recently in Cambridge, Massachu-
setts, which established a position for a single individual
with the power to evaluate and inspect all research projects
within the city limits and levee fines up to three hundred dol-
lars per day for anything deemed to be unacceptable.

Fortunately, an IACUC has leeway in making decisions,
but increasing regulations tend to impose generalized re-
strictions, requiring the committees to examine variances on
an individual basis and to justify their decisions. This means
that they must require more detailed information from the
investigator. Investigators resent the intrusive nature of the
process so deeply that they tend to reject immediately com-
mittee suggestions that a technique be altered or sufficiently
justified, These suggestions or requests for additional infor-
mation are considered further intrusions that border on the
invasion of academic freedom. Researchers fail to realize
that committee members may actually agree with them, but
need written justification for the record in order to issue the
variance requested. This problem is minimized when an ad-
ministration has made clear to the investigative community
that there are legal requirements for the process.

Many investigators have found the process beneficial when
the IACUC and the training program it is responsible for are
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working well. The committee, through its own expertise,
can make suggestions which improve proposals, especially
those of less experienced investigators. The increased inter-
action between veterinary staff and investigators, which a
good program should foster, also can have great benefit to
the investigator in many areas. Because many members of
the committee are themselves investigators, they should be
able to put themselves in the place of an investigator to whom
they are suggesting changes, and be able to deal with that
person in a nonconfrontational manner.

The IACUC and its role in the institution will not disappear
in the near future. It is, in fact, all that stands in the way of
having a system established in which review is done perhaps
outside of the institution, by people who have no expertise in
research or in medicine and may even lean toward the animal
rights perspective (see chapter 9). Thus, it is critical that the
IACUC be an integral and accepted fact of life within the in-
stitution and that investigators support the system, recognize
the need for it, and use it to their benefit whenever possible.

The report of the site-visit team sent by the NHLBI to in-
vestigate research at Texas Tech after the 1989 animal rights
attack stated that the review process designed to assure pro-
tection of animals used in research was “a model of excel-
lence™ (NIH. NHLBI 1989). The report released by OPRR
after its investigation concluded that “a consistent pattern”
demonstrated “clear understanding of the intent of the PHS
Policy and a dedication to appropriate care and use of labora-
tory animals” (NIH, OPRR 1989). While one would hope
not to be subjected to such investigations, and a good pro-
gram cannot protect one against being targeted, it is impor-
tant to have a good program if an attack occurs. Negative
reports by the investigative bodies would have provided the
activists with a propaganda bonanza.

Composition of the IACUC

Both the PHS policy and the USDA regulations set minimum
requirements for IACUC composition to include scientists,
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veterinarians, and community representatives. Determining
composition involves much more than simply meeting the
requirements of the regulations. The scientific members from
within the institution must be sufficiently committed to the
program to be willing to undertake a tremendous work load.
Each should have a broad-based scientific and research back-
ground and they should collectively represent expertise in as
many areas as possible. Protocols a committee often has the
most trouble addressing are those in areas in which the scien-
tific members have little expertise. In these instances, the
problems often are not with the proposed experiments, but
with committee members’ uncertainty about aspects of the
work due to their lack of expertise. The scientific members
should be accomplished investigators respected for their
research capabilities. breadth of background, scientific judg-
ment, integrity, and fairness. They should represent many dif-
ferent units within the institution so that investigators readily
recognize open lines of communication with the committee.
All of this contributes to investigators’ understanding the ne-
cessity for incorporating committee suggestions for protocol
modification.

It 1s also helpful to have several persons with M.D. and
D.V.M. degrees on the committee. The M.D.s provide use-
ful input about the clinical problems to which many of the
experimental proposals are addressed and can explain these
aspects to community members. They also can serve as ef-
fective bridges with clinicians who submit proposals that
require modification. The D.V.M.s should be able to pro-
vide information about techniques, especially related to hus-
bandry, animal models, anesthetics, and analgesics. They
also provide a reference source for anyone who would like
reassurance that an animal will not experience discomfort
from a given procedure.

At Texas Tech, one of the community members who has
served on the IACUC since its beginning is a velerinarian in
private practice. The other lay members felt comfortable
having a veterinarian who had no involvement with research
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or the institution as a resource within the committee. There
are three other veterinarians on the committee. one of whom
also has a Ph.D. and is involved full time in research, while
the other two are from the vivarium, the animal care facility.

Community members play an important role on this com-
mittee. They must be recognized in the community as having
a genuine concern for animals, and they must be seen as peo-
ple not casily intimidated. While blanket opposition serves
no useful purpose, they must be willing to voice their con-
cerns on individual protocols. Institutions may choose to fill
lay slots on the committee in many different ways. At Texas
Tech, the choices made turned out to be highly fortuitous. In
addition to the veterinarian in private practice, there are two
people who have long been active in community animal wel-
fare projects and are well recognized locally and in sur-
rounding towns for these efforts. One has served since the
TACUC was formed. They accepted service with some res-
ervations because they were uncertain of what they would
find and, based on their emotions, preferred that animals not
be used in research. It is important to emphasize that al-
though this was how they felt, as people involved in saving
the lives of animals, they were not animal rights activists and
recognized that some use of animals in biomedical research
was necessary. Their concerns related to which animals,
how many, under what conditions, and for what. Initially,
the chair and one other scientist on the committee met infor-
mally with these members to review for them the process,
regulations, and the sections related to animal use on grant
application and manuscript review forms, and to take them
on a tour through the laboratories and animal holding facili-
ties. This went a long way toward assuring them that the
institutional members of the IACUC took their responsibil-
ity seriously and that they as community representatives
would be active participants.

Initially, these lay members had some degree of skepti-
cism and routinely asked the community veterinarian for con-
firmation of answers they received from institutional mem-
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bers. Asthey became convinced that they were getting legiti-
mate answers, heard institutional members asking the same
questions they were planning to ask, found institutional mem-
bers more negative about some issues than they were, and
discovered that their concerns were always addressed, they
gained confidence in the system and became invaluable to
the process.

Committee members in turn soon discovered that the ani-
mal welfare groups have an extensive network for exchange
of ideas about common problems. This is especially true for
people working to adopt animals out of a local shelter and to
arrange low-cost spay and neuter clinics and vaccination
programs. In this case, the network extended for several hun-
dred miles, and these lay members were continuously asked
about the process. They were conducting our one and only
public relations campaign in the community prior to the
break-in; it was being directed at a very important segment
and was positive. They were asked by the group adopting
animals out of the animal shelter from which Texas Tech pur-
chases animals whether they could arrange a tour of the
facilities. Five members of that group drove 150 miles on a
Saturday to tour the Texas Tech facilities and learn about the
program. They left very appreciative of the time spent with
them and expressing wonder that they had been allowed in
the institution. This reflected a commonly held perception
by the general public that no outsiders are permitted to view
research facilities. This perceived “veil of secrecy” arouses
suspicion and is highlighted in the propaganda of animal
rights groups.

Immediately after the story broke about the break-in, the
community members were contacted by their local news-
paper and asked for comments. They made a strong state-
ment that they had visited the facilities, were very familiar
with the Texas Tech animal care and use program and how its
IACUC worked, and, as a result, had full confidence that
animals bought from that shelter were treated well when
used in research at Texas Tech. That was one of the mosi
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favorable newspaper stories printed at that time (Odessa
American July 6, 1989). Both formal and informal requests
for information have been received since then as to the source
of the cats used by Orem. This would suggest strongly that
there are ongoing attempts to eliminate this source, and hav-
ing had this informational contact remains important.

The Program Process

With the onset of IACUC review of protocols, every effort
was made by the committee at Texas Tech to inform all in-
vestigators of why the procedure was being instituted, exactly
what was required, why it was required, and that the com-
mittee welcomed all suggestions for improvement of proce-
dures. The initial forms were supplemented and modified as
experience was gained. An effort was made to obtain all nec-
essary information in the simplest way possible. In addition
to the protocol form, there is an amendment form which
makes it ¢asy to change a title, procedures, approved labora-
tory workers, or the number of animals allotted. There is a
standard form for use by the reviewer to make comments and
recommendations on an original proposal or an amendment.
These make it easy to present the proposal to the entire com-
mittee and serve as a permanent record of the review.

The number of animals requested by an investigator must
be justified on the protocol, and an approval specifies the
number of animals which can be purchased or used in one
year. Forms were developed for purchases, transfers, or breed-
ing of animals, and all these must be processed through the
vivarium which keeps records of the number used relative to
the number approved. Additionally, each investigator keeps
a daily use record and submits a quarterly report to the vi-
varium. Each investigator is provided with a notebook con-
taining originals of all forms, and this book also is used o
maintain copies of protocols, amendments, and any other
correspondence with the committee. These are reviewed by
committee members during semiannual inspections.

Each protocol is distributed to one or more scientific mem-
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bers of the commitiee for initial review prior to the meeting
of the entire committee. Assignment is by area of expertise
whenever possible. When questions arise during this initial
review, reveiwers usually ask a second member of the com-
mittee to read the protocol. Every effort is made to contact
the submitting investigator for needed clarifications, sug-
gested additions, and even modifications prior to the meeting.

During a meeting, each protocol is described by the initial
reviewer, who makes a recommendation for action. It is not
unusual for many questions to be asked and even a lively
debate to ensue. Most of the time, especially if the initial
reviewer has done a complete job, questions are answered
satisfactorily and it is clear that unanimous approval will be
given. Conversely, when some members want more infor-
mation or continue to feel that some modification is neces-
sary, their concerns are met either by tabling the protocol or
by approving it pending receipt of satisfactory responses to
committee suggestions.

Especially in the early phases, questions arose about areas
not clearly spelled out in the regulations. In these situations,
clarification was sought from OPRR. Through this process,
the committee avoided making arbitrary decisions subject to
possible reversal later and was able to provide investigators
with the basis for decisions. An unexpected benefit of having
done this was that officials at OPRR were familiar with the
Texas Tech program and how it operated long before they
received the complaint from PETA following the break-in.
OPRR people knew the Texas Tech individuals involved and
knew how conscientious those individuals were. Discus-
sions with people at OPRR highlighted the need to contact
them after the break-in, and all of this helped in responding
to questions and investigations occurring as a result of the
break-in.

As new regulations were added and policies changed as a
result, it became clear that memos to investigators from the
committee were not well received. As part of the education
and training program, the IACUC developed a monthly news-
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letter which is sent to all investigators as well as to many
other institutions by request. This is used to disseminate in-
formation about techniques and also to educate investigators
about the activities of animals rights groups. It has proven to
be an effective and noninflammatory way of disseminating
information about policy changes or additions.

Similarly, when semiannual inspections began, they were
referred to as “visits,” which created much less anxiety.
This still permitted detection of problems, and suggestions
for improvement could be made without creating animosity.
Interestingly, as the community members and investigators
met each other as part of this process, it markedly increased
the trust on both sides. It actually became difficult to com-
plete inspections in a reasonable time, because the lay mem-
bers ask many questions out of interest and the investigators
want to describe their experiments at length. In developing
the inspection process. all IACUC members were notified
immediately when the USDA inspector arrived to do inspec-
tions. This gave everyone, including the community mem-
bers, the opportunity to observe one of these inspections and
gain an appreciation of the inspection process. Community
members, even the veterinarian in private practice, were lit-
erally amazed at the stringency of the requirements and the
depth of the USDA inspections. As part of the inspection and
monitoring process, the veterinary staff visits cach labora-
tory on a periodic basis. Most important, this has served to
establish interaction between the investigators and the veteri-
narians, resulting in a great increase in consultations.

Record Keeping

At the time of the break-in, the IACUC at Texas Tech was
very conscientious about keeping complete records and fil-
ing complete reports. It was felt that this was important in
maintaining a first-class program. Indeed, this was a means
of tracking development of policies and maintaining con-
sistency in decisions. It was very helpful when reviewing
renewals of protocols or amendments. Investigators were
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given extensive information to understand fully why a modi-
fication was requested. After the attack, because of the re-
quest for records from groups attacking the university and
public threats of suit against the committee, written reports
became very much less detailed.

This documentation is important when a request to review
a specific project is received. Well after the break-in and the
start of the propaganda attack against Texas Tech, PETA re-
quested a review of Orem's work. The committee reviewed
his work, and a report stating that the claims were false was
approved unanimously.

However, as described in chapters 2 and 8, multiple re-
quests have been received from activists for copies of min-
utes and other records. Portions of the records can, and prob-
ably will, be taken out of context as part of the propaganda
campaign, making this type of record-keeping a double-
edged sword. Animal rights activists also request these rec-
ords to find supposed procedural errors that they can use as
the basis of a suit against the institution and the IACUC.
There is no good answer to this dilemma. In Texas, an at-
torney general’s opinion stated that notations in minutes
which are actions must be released, while those given as rec-
ommendations need not be released. Although untested in
court, this opinion has led some institutions to hold delibera-
tions in subcommittee and only to vote yes or no in the full
committee meeting. Since the regulations require that all
members of the committee must have had “access” to each
protocol prior to approval, this type of process might be
open to challenge.

Unfortunately, institutions are having to modify a system
for the protection of animals that was working openly and
well, This is, in itself, very revealing about the true objec-
tives of the animal rights movement. Each institution must
make certain that its community IACUC members are in fact
advocates for the humane care and use of animals, that they
are recognized by the community as being so, and then this
must be publicized in the community. A major propaganda
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thrust made by the animal rights activists is that there are no
regulations, IACUCs are a sham, and there are no commu-
nity representatives who either care or know what is going
on “behind closed doors.” After the break-in at Texas Tech,
there was feeling within the institution that, although they
were willing to speak out, the community members on the
IACUC should be protected. The concern was that they might
be threatened and harassed. In hindsight, several IACUC
members and others in the institution now recognize this as
an error. Community members should be told at the begin-
ning of their service on the committee that they may have
reason to interact with the media. If an animal rights activity
occurs, they should be briefed in the same manner as univer-
sity officials under the crisis management plan. The names
of all members of the committee eventually were revealed
through freedom of information avenues, and those request-
ing the names could have used the fact that Texas Tech had
not released them freely as evidence that the institution had
something to hide. Once again, this illustrates that proactive,
open communication is the most effective—and indeed a
necessary—posture.



Questions of Security

IT is extremely difficult to establish a security program to
prevent an attack. However, it is far more difficult to deal
with the aftermath of an attack, although adequate prepara-
tion at each stage certainly makes it easier. The administra-
tion must recognize the need to support the security program
to the fullest extent possible and the director or chief of the
institutional police must appreciate the requirements of such
a program. Police personnel must have a thorough under-
standing of how a break-in and the subsequent events are
staged, a profile of the activists, some specialized training,
and contacts established for outside assistance as necessary.

The most sophisticated security and surveillance devices,
while highly desirable, cannot provide adequate prevention
ot protection for an institution. Active monitoring by trained
personnel is obligatory. Background information on employ-
ees is extremely useful. It is also important for the security
force to be aware of activities by animal rights activists in the
community and to know who the players are.

If a break-in does occur, the investigation must be started
immediately and include specialized outside help. In addi-
tion to conducting an investigation, personnel will be in-
volved in such things as being on guard for a second attack,
screening threatening mail, dealing with protest marches,
and responding to bomb threats. These are things which
police personnel at most research institutions have not been
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trained to do. The task is made worse by the fact that most
employees, including researchers, will consider these ef-
forts intrusions.

The Perpetrators

The vast majority of supporters of the animal rights move-
ment are neither philosophers nor terrorists. They are legit-
imately concerned about the welfare of animals, and many
are unaware of the changing agenda which has led to the
term “welfare” being replaced by “rights.” Most are not
marchers or even letter-writers, but they still tend to believe
any charges of cruelty. A much smaller group 1s very much
involved, ready to partake in protest activities. They are com-
mitted to the animal rights movement, and they are marchers
and letter-writers. Although few of these people probably
would actually participate in a break-in, many would con-
done it, provide information which they felt might be useful
for the break-in, and protect the perpetrators after the fact.
In a survey done among activists at a large animal rights rally
on June 10, 1990, in Washington, D.C., 61 percent of the
respondents were in favor of laboratory break-ins (Plous
1991). Ingrid Newkirk has been quoted as saying, “When [
hear of anyone walking into a lab and walking out with ani-
mals, my heart sings” (Rosenberg 1992).

The actual perpetrators of a break-in believe in what they call
“direct action.” They even hold some disdain for those who
only march. Part of their motivation may relate to the chal-
lenge and thrill associated with conducting covert operations
rather than to any philosophical commitment to animal rights.

Break-ins at research institutions are by definition crimi-
nal acts. However, they involve much more than illegal en-
try. Some participants may be armed, and as part of the
break-in, they commit malicious vandalism, larceny, theft,
destruction of equipment, and arson. One of the objectives
of these actions is to intimidate researchers and research
institutions. The break-ins are correctly termed terrorism,
and those who commit the break-ins are terrorists.
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The group which has claimed credit for the greatest num-
ber of terrorists acts in the United States is the Animal Liber-
ation Front (ALF). Between 1977 and the end of 1989, it
committed over 80 terrorist acts, stole over 2,400 animals,
and did more than six million dollars’ worth of damage
(Hardy 1990, 32). It is an underground group with a mem-
bership estimated at approximately one hundred, scattered
around the country. In 1988, the ALF Support Group was
founded to provide financing of ALF operations. Animal rights
publications such as the Animals’ Agenda routinely carry ad-
vertisements by this group soliciting funds (June 1989, 29).

The ALF's organizational structure is typical of that of
terrorist groups: a small leadership cadre, and several tiers
below that of people responsible for conducting the raids and
for support, with minimal communication between the levels
(Grellman 1990). The ALF is modelled after the terrorist
groups that operated in this country during the Vietnam War
and groups operating internationally over the past two dec-
ades (Sweat 1990). The ALF manual, modelled after other
terrorist manuals, calls for “direct action” and contains ex-
plicit instructions on choosing a target, gathering intelli-
gence, planning an operation, types of actions to be taken,
and how to do them. ALF members are skilled at bypassing
the most sophisticated security system, and they have stated
that some members are armed during an incursion (Patowski
1989, 102). Clearly, preparation for protecting against or
dealing with a break-in must anticipate that the perpetrators
will be professionals who will have the added advantages of
surprise.

After years of break-in activities, law enforcement agen-
cies began to pay attention to the ALF in 1987, when its mem-
bers committed arson resulting in approximately $3.5 mil-
lion damage at the University of California, Davis. The fire
destroyed a major portion of a nearly completed veterinary
diagnostic laboratory building on the campus of the School
of Veterinary Medicine. The FBI participated in the investi-
gation and, for the first time, listed the ALF as responsible
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for a terrorist act (Grollman 1990). In fact, the 1987 arson
was the fourth act of terrorism at the University of Califor-
nia, Davis, for which the ALF claimed responsibility, as
reported in a listing of break-ins distributed to the media by
PETA at the July 7, 1989, press conference in Lubbock.

Most likely it was the escalation in the degree of violence
which finally brought the FBI into the investigation of the
arson at Davis. On April 2, 1989, the ALF claimed responsi-
bility for approximately two million dollars of damage at the
University of Arizona using incendiary devices. Again, the
terrorists damaged buildings in which the projected activ-
ities were entirely directed at questions of animal health. In
Great Britain, where the ALF originated, there has been a
marked increase in violence according to the Animal Rights
National Index of Scotland Yard (see chapter 2). In March
1989, the ALF detonated an explosive device in the admin-
istration building at Bristol University in Britain. The use of
explosive devices increased the potential threat to human
life. In June 1990, again in Bristol, unidentified animal rights
groups planted bombs in the cars of two researchers. Both
escaped without serious injury, but in one of the incidents, a
thirteen-month-old child was seriously injured by fragments
(Baltimore Sun June 12, 1990).

In April 1990, a report in the London Daily Express quoted
police spokespersons as stating that the ALLF members who
bombed the university building in Bristol “are now manip-
ulating the poll tax street mobs under the guise of the Class
War group . . . we know the ALF and Class War are inex-
tricably bound together” (London Daily Express April 15,
1990). In the United States, the press release issued by the
ALF soon after the arson at the University of Arizona stated
that, in addition to being an “act of mercy and compassion for
the individual animal victims,” the attack was committed “as
part of a larger international campaign against the scientific/
medical industry’s misguided, anti-human, anti-earth, profit-
oriented practices.” These two examples suggest links between
the terrorist extremists of apparently different movements.
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The Modus Operandi

Any attack is carefully planned. Intelligence gathering is an
important part of this planning. It is part of the process of
picking a target, and local people are recruited to secure the
information required to do the planning. The recruits may be
employees of the institution or people from the community
not associated with the institution who unobtrusively wander
through the facilities or take a job as a plant. PETAs New-
kirk states that “Our people take undercover jobs in indus-
tries and other facilities that use animals. They wear hidden
cameras and Xerox documents” (Rosenberg 1992). The in-
formants could be dedicated to the cause or people not asso-
ciated with the animal rights movement but paid for perform-
ing this function. A good example of PETA’s intelligence
gathering process is its advertisements placed in university
newspapers offering two-hundred-dollar cash rewards for
photographs revealing cruelty in laboratories (Paisano, Uni-
versity of Texas at San Antonio, February 27, 1990).

Each institution will undoubtedly have some dedicated
animal rights activists working within it who represent possi-
ble sources of information. They may not be plants, but based
on something seen or heard, they become convinced that a
research project conducted within the institution is cruel.
Based on incomplete or inaccurate information, they are
ready, and may even feel compelled, to reveal their “find-
ings.” This is why the institution must have a mechanism
through which employees can have questions answered and
concerns addressed in a confidential manner, and all em-
ployees must know that this mechanism exists. Former or
current employees who are disgruntled are perfect candi-
dates to pass on information that they feel could hurt their
boss or the institution. Any internal question-and-answer pro-
cedures should be open to janitorial staff and maintenance
workers, who have access to many areas and may wonder
about the animals they see. Laboratory technicians also have
direct access. The technician who works late hours and week-
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ends for no pay may be too good to be true. Unfortunately,
no one is completely above suspicion, including police and
security personnel, students, and physicians. There are a
few physicians who are dedicated animal rights activists.
Visitors often have free rein in research institutions. These
include workers making repairs, salespersons, and job inter-
viewees. If clinic or hospital facilities are in close proximity
to laboratories, visitors and patients often end up in the wrong
place by mistake. No one knows everyone working in the
facility and, therefore, strangers are seldom challenged about
their presence.

There now are a multitude of animal rights organizations
operating in the United States. There will likely be several
groups active within any particular region, and it is impor-
tant to identify those groups as well as to be familiar with the
ones active on a national level. The membership and activ-
ities of local groups should be monitored closely. Some mem-
bers may even hold sensitive positions within the institution.

Informants to the animal rights movement will be instructed
to obtain information about specific projects: what is being
done, where is it being done, what is the security in the area,
and what is the security in the building? As discussed in
chapter two, some projects and some investigators can be
considered the most likely possible targets. Projects being
conducted at satellite facilities may be the most vulnerable
because security at these sites is often less extensive. It is
important that the police are aware of these so that security
precautions can be heightened in these areas. Clearly, per-
sonnel profiles, especially of employees with access to these
areas, are important to obtain,

Once a target has been selected, a more advanced stage of
intelligence gathering will be required. Some of the same
people involved in the initial intelligence gathering may be
used again. This time there may be a reconnaissance mission
to obtain information not otherwise available. Discovery that
a lock has been picked or an alarm triggered in a sensitive
ared should be a warning. However, the reconnaissance may
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be done during working hours, with the perpetrators being
ignored because they appear to have business in the area. If
there is a reconnaissance raid, activists to be involved in the
break-in may participate, using this as a practice run.
Perpetrators of a break-in often come from out of state
and cross back over state lines rapidly after the attack. Trans-
portation may be provided by members of a lower-level sup-
port element. This support element may also be involved in
the temporary holding of stolen animals. It is important to
know about veterinarians in the immediate vicinity for two
reasons. First, a few veterinarians are animal rights activ-
ists, and the animals could be in temporary holding with a
sympathetic local veterinarian. Second, those holding the
animals might take them to a veterinarian for care if a prob-
lem develops, and this could provide a lead as to the where
abouts of the animals and the people holding them. The break-
in will be conducted during off-hours and most likely on a
holiday when police and security might be relaxed, normal
functions in the building have been suspended, and time to
discovery will be maximally delayed. Often the intruders
will wear gloves and protective clothing to minimize the
chances of leaving evidence behind. These will be discarded
before leaving the building. The riskiest aspects for the
intruders are the noise made in destroying equipment and the
difficulty in carrying animals to transportation vehicles in an
unobtrusive manner. Clearly, these will be considerations in
selecting the area to be attacked. For these reasons, they
often will select a satellite animal facility, if one exists.

The Immediate Aftermath

Immediately after discovery of a break-in, the area must be
sealed off so that adequate attempts can be made to recover
any physical evidence left behind. Other areas along pos-
sible exit routes should be carefully examined and people
throughout the building interviewed concerning what they
might have observed. Members of the crisis management
team should be notified immediately, and the chief of police
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and the public relations department should coordinate care-
fully the statements released to the media. Other local, state,
and national law enforcement agencies should be notified as
quickly as possible and assistance requested as appropriate.

The perpetrators probably will not leave the area by public
conveyance. This may mean that they will nse local activists
to provide the transportation or a “safe house.™ Therefore, if
any local activists have been identified previously as likely
candidates for providing support for an attack, they should
be put under surveillance immediately.

It is likely that within two to three days, PETA spokesper-
sons will present a news conference in town. Again, local
activisis may be providing transportation and housing and
making arrangements for the news conference. Security per-
sonnel should attend such a press conference, interviewing
participants if possible.

The Long-term Aftermath

The first concern from the longer range perspective is that
someone may attempt a second break-in. Although the origi-
nal perpetrators could return (this possibility is outlined in
the ALF manual), another attack more likely may be at-
tempted by local activists who become motivated to take up
direct action themselves, or others in the community prone
to committing copy-cat crimes. In any case, the targeted
project will most likely be the same, and this makes it casier
to increase security in appropriate locations to thwart such
an attempt and perhaps apprehend those involved. Although
a break-in clearly signals the need for increased security, re-
quests for additional funding to accomplish this may be met
with reluctance on the premise that the activists got all they
needed the first time, thereby eliminating the likelihood of
additional attempts. However, multiple break-ins have oc-
curred at several institutions. There were three animal rights
attacks levelled against the University of California at Davis
before the multimillion-dollar fire there in 1987,

Protest marches are common animal rights activities to
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consider. They will be held at the institution, in a high-vis-
ibility place in the community, or at a location where sym-
bolically they could obtain redress for their grievances. For
example, the march might be staged at the local federal build-
ing if a targeted research is funded by federal agencies.
Although institutional security officers will have no author-
ity outside institutional property, they should attend these
marches, even tape them. The tape will be useful in further
identification of local activists and may reveal the presence
of people from out of town and out of state. Photographing
cars parked in the vicinity is important. Some of them may
be used in transportation related to a raid, and license plate
numbers can be used to identify participants in a march.

If a march is held at the institution, institutional police
will be involved directly with crowd control and potential
sit-ins. The march will attract the media and possibly even
counterdemonstrations from within the institution. Before
any such activities take place, the institution must develop a
policy related to demonstrations, designating areas similar
to the “free speech” areas used for protests during the war in
Vietnam. Demonstrators may come with the intent of con-
ducting confrontational acts for the express purpose of being
arrested to gain media attention. Plans must be developed in
advance as to how to handle such a situation, and police per-
sonnel must be trained to deal with it.

As a result of the early publicity, the institution and the
targeted investigator will receive various threats. Many tele-
phone threats will come directly to the police department,
but a plan must be developed to route all other such calls to
this office. Call tracing and recording should be instituted
whenever possible. Bomb threats may start soon after an
attack. These threats will increase at any time that the insti-
tution holds an event related to research and when there is a
high-visibility propaganda push in any part of the country.
They may all turn out to be idle threats, but the nsk is too
great to ignore them. Police cars, institutional computers,
animal holding areas, research labs, and administrative of-
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fices are favorite targets. Conference centers become targets
when advertised meetings related to research or the animal
issue are being held. Plans must be drawn up for conducting
bomb searches. This includes identifyving the location of the
nearest law enforcement agency that has an explosive-sniff-
ing dog and making prior arrangements for use of this capa-
bility if the occasion arises. Some bomb threats may desig-
nate an area or a time which forces evacuation of the area
while a bomb search is being made. If the institution has
patient treatment areas closely adjacent to research areas,
this could create a real problem. At Texas Tech, one evacua-
tion forced by a bomb threat led to a potentially serious situa-
tion when obtaining blood for a critical patient being treated
in the emergency room was delayed by the necessary evacua-
tion of blood bank personnel.

Threats to an investigator also pose several serious prob-
lems. They come not only by telephone but also by mail. All
mail coming to the investigator, and any other persons deter-
mined to be vulnerable—such as the chair of the IACUC—
should be screened by trained police personnel, using X-ray
and other facilities. The threat also exists for mail delivered
to these people’s homes, and arrangements can be made with
postal authorities to route all mail through the security of-
fice. Postal inspectors can provide information about ways in
which such screening should be done.

In most cases, the researcher will quickly tire of reading
the hate mail which comes. However, someone should screen
it for a number of reasons. The character of some of the mail
will suggest that the sender might be someone who could
possibly carry out a threat; efforts to identify and check on
the sender should be attempted, although these probably will
be unsuccessful. At the very least, mail screening might give
a warning that increased security may be needed for the in-
vestigator. As propaganda campaigns intensify in specific
regions, this 1s usually signalled by an increase in the mail
from those regions. Activists’ plans may be revealed by state-
ments made in these letters: an increase in mail from a region
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in which there is another research institution may reflect an
increase in animal rights activity in that region, which could
signal an impending attack on that institution. Authorities
from that institution should be notified. The toll-free lines
maintained by animal rights groups also should be mon-
itored for information about their planned activities.

Police must consider the targeted investigator to be at some
risk. As discussed in chapter four, the level of violence is
escalating and with it the potential for a researcher to be
attacked directly. Police can provide researchers with advice
about security measures at home and precautions to be taken
during travel. Additionally, institutional police can commu-
nicate with local law enforcement agencies about the poten-
tial danger and can request extra patrols in the investigator’s
neighborhood when there are indications of an immediate
threat. In the same way that animal rights activists may be
employed in your institution, some may also be employed
with various law enforcement agencies. Most likely, that
agency never has had to deal with this problem, knows little
about it, and the potential conflict of interest between an ac-
tivist employee and police business may never have arisen or
been considered. Even a trusted employee who has always
performed well and has the complete confidence of superi-
ors may be a potential leak, wittingly or unwittingly, for con-
fidential information.

Building Security

The activities of most research institutions are scattered among
several buildings. Often, these buildings were not constructed
with security in mind. Multiple entries, multiple hallways,
convoluted hallways, areas without control doors, and multi-
ple employee traffic patterns all pose problems in control-
ling access to a particular area. Because of funding limita-
tions, the installation of expensive security devices may have
to be limited to select areas in a building where high-profile
projects are being conducted.

It is important to remember that there are some standard
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security techniques that are cost efficient. These include is-
suing and enforcing the wearing of identification badges,
coding radio messages, and establishing a key control system.
The IACUC, office of contracts and grants, office of the dean
for research, security office, and individual investigators all
have paperwork that could be useful in the intelligence-
gathering process conducted by the activists, This material
should be stored in secured areas and properly destroyed.

Unfortunately, most employees in any institution have lit-
tle understanding of the problems faced and dealt with by
security and police personnel. They insist on the luxury of
leaving their offices unlocked after hours when they are away
for a few minutes. They fail to realize what can happen in
those few minutes, and resent the fact that security personnel
may lock the door in their absence. In turn, security person-
nel tire of the complaints they receive due to incidents like
this and so become lax in locking doors and challenging per-
sons they do not recognize as belonging in the area. Any
institution that attempts to increase security will hear many
complaints from employees upset with the added inconve-
nience. The administration must explain to all personnel the
reasons for added security.

Finally, it is essential for police personnel to establish con-
tacts with law enforcement agencies in surrounding areas
and educate them about the problem so that working rela-
tionships with these agencies can be utilized if the need arises.
If informed and cooperative, the agencies may be able to
provide an institution with information which could help
prevent a break-in. Given that even many FBI agents know
nothing about this group of terrorists, you can assume that
local officers are uninformed also. An issue of a police mag-
azine with national circulation even ran an advertisement for
PETA (Police 1990, 60).

The apparent success of terrorist break-ins reflects the
high level of planning, expertise, and organization of the per-
petrators, lack of a good understanding by institutional offi-
cials of what is happening, lack of adequate security at most
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institutions, and ineffectiveness in mobilizing joint efforts
by all the law enforcement bodies needed to deal with solv-
ing these crimes. It is extremely difficult to conduet an ade-
quate investigation because these activists operate across
institutional, municipal, county, and state borders. Legisla-
tion recently passed by Congress may help to provide some
national scope to investigations, but its effectiveness is unde-
termined (see chapter 9).

The challenge of increasing security is a difficult one.
Given the relative infrequency of break-ins, administrators
may not see this as a high priority item, even though im-
proved security is cost effective compared with having to
deal with a break-in after it occurs. Unfortunately, if you do
increase security, and by so doing actually avoid a break-in,
the value of the preventive measures may go unappreciated
by many. Awareness of the problem and the methods by which
animal rights terrorists operate will permit you to make a
significant improvement in security measures even when
funds are limited. Education and communication are para-
mount in this effort. One of the most effective measures
would be the establishment of an active communication net-
work among police departments of all research institutions
for the purpose of exchanging information in a rapid manner.
Already, some greater communication is beginning to occur,
and this process must be extended.



Legal Issves

IN the progression of events that constitute an animal rights
attack, from initial planning to the long aftermath following
the break-in, the final stage of the pattern is often played out
in the courtroom. In the last ten years the animal rights move-
ment has come to rely more and more upon the legal system
as a final attack against a targeted investigator or institution.

The movement also uses the legal system as a parallel ap-
proach to legislative efforts, as a means of obtaining media
attention, as a rallying point for soliciting funds, and as a
means of attempting to coerce or intimidate individuals and
institutions, The increase in legal activity parallels the in-
crease in the involvement of lawyers in the movement and
the formation of such groups as the Animal Legal Defense
Fund, Attorneys against Vivisection, and the Rutgers Ani-
mal Rights Law Clinic. The objectives of this latter group
are “to train [law] students how to litigate using the vehicle
of amimal rights cases; in effect, teaching students how to be
animal rights lawyers” (“Animal Rights and Animal Welfare
Directory of Organizations” 1990).

This chapter offers a brief overview of major animal rights
court cases in the last ten years. In addition, it assesses the
major issues facing institutional legal counsel as they pre-
pare to deal with an animal rights attack.
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In the Courts

The celebrated Silver Spring monkey case, which wound its
way through the court system for more than ten years, is an
excellent example of the success the animal rights groups,
particularly PETA has had in using the courts to enhance
fundraising goals and perfect propaganda techniques, even
though many decisions have been adverse to the animal rights
movement.

Seventeen monkeys were confiscated in September 1981
by the Montgomery County police from Edward Taub’s lab-
oratory at the Institute for Behavioral Research in Silver
Spring, Maryland. As described in chapter three, Taub was
charged with cruelty to animals by the Montgomery County
palice. The police requested that the NIH provide temporary
housing and care for the monkeys during the trial; later the
Circuit Court for Maryland served an order naming NIH as
the custodian of the monkeys.

Taub was tried and initially convicted on six counts of cru-
elty to animals; later an appeal was successful in overturning
all but one of those convictions. In August 1983 the final con-
viction was overturned by the Court of Appeals of Maryland.

Several animal rights groups sued the NIH over the future
care and housing of the animals. Almost three years after
Taub’s conviction was overturned, the United States Fourth
Circuit Court of Appeals ruled that the animal rights groups
did not have standing in the court to sue on behalf of the
monkeys. The plaintiffs petitioned to be reheard by the Court
of Appeals in October 1986, but this petition was denied. In
January 1987, the plaintiffs petitioned the Supreme Court to
hear their case; in April, the Supreme Court refused, with-
out comment. These various decisions seem to support car-
lier court rulings that people cannot sue on behalf of animals.

Caring for these monkeys was a difficult task, so the NIH
had transferred them to the Delta Primate Center in Loui-
siana where they could receive proper care. As some of the
monkeys aged, their health began to deteriorate in spite of
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the excellent care given. The veterinarian in charge became
concerned about the monkeys’ deterioration and sought per-
mission to perform euthanasia. This opened the way for a
new series of court battles.

In late 1986, a panel of veterinarians and primate behavior
experts examined the monkeys still at Delta, concluding that
euthanasia was the best possible course for humane treat-
ment of the animals. In 1987, the Louisiana Society for the
Prevention of Cruelty to Animals conducted its own study,
disagreeing with the original panel’s findings in favor of
euthanasia. A third panel was convened in 1988; their find-
ings were consistent with those of the first panel and they
also noted that the animals could not live safely in any habitat
other than individual laboratory enclosures. Thus, in late
1988, euthanasia was scheduled for three of the monkeys in
extremely poor health. Animal rights groups quickly sought
and received a restraining order from the Louisiana state
court to prevent the procedures, thus, in effect, further pro-
longing the suffering of these animals. The case moved to
the Federal District Court and then the Federal Court of
Appeals for the Fifth Circuit in Louisiana. In January 1990,
the court lifted the restraining order on one monkey, Billy,
who appeared to be in pain. Euthanasia was performed im-
mediately. The court allowed the animal rights groups to
send a representative to observe the process.

Additional monkeys died of natural causes during the next
year. Then, in April 1991, Delta announced their intention to
kill two of the remaining four monkeys. These animals were
not eating and had lost considerable weight, PETA immedi-
ately petitioned for a temporary restraining order. The re-
quest was granted by Supreme Court Justice Anthony M.
Kennedy, who ordered the NIH to present arguments the
next day in support of their proposal. Upon hearing the argu-
ments, the Supreme Court voted eight to zero to allow eutha-
nasia of the animals. Brain mapping on the monkeys was
performed by researchers before the animals died, but while
they were under deep anesthesia. The results of these brain
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mappings have yielded significant data with potential appli-
cation to how the human hrain reorganizes in adaptation to
long-term deafferentation (Pons et al. 1991).

PETA has been successful at making enormous news out
of the “plight” of the monkeys to its new and growing mem-
bership. PETA fundraising literature and articles in the pop-
ular press during the various trials referred to each monkey
by name and asked for donations to support PETA's efforts
in the courts to keep the monkeys alive. The irony of the
situation is that PETA’s actions were seen as heroic in the
minds of those who somehow wanted to end the suffering of
these primates, It could be argued that PETA's supporters
never considered the possibility that the prolonged court ac-
tion would impose extended suffering on these animals. The
rescarcher’s protocols had originally described experiments
in which survival after surgery was limited, but PETA and
the courts turned these monkeys into celebrated victims.
Perhaps PETA’s fundraising program simply could not af-
ford to let the monkeys die.

Other Legal Action Against Animal Research

Five different types of legal action have been employed by
various animal rights groups in the last few years. By far the
most common action taken by the animal rights movement
against research involving animals has been a suit to gain
access to state university institutional animal care and use
committee (IACUC) meetings and/or records. Since private
universities or corporations are not subject to open records
and meetings laws, they have not been affected by this sort
of legal action.

There has been a lack of uniformity of the court decisions.
State laws vary widely on the public's access to governmen-
tal records, and each university involved in such a suit has
had a different policy dictating how the request was handled.
One of the earliest court cases to open animal care and use
committees to the public occurred in California when several
animal rights groups sued the IACUCs of the University of
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California system. The court there ruled that the meetings
were not subject to the state’s open meetings act. However,
the state court in Massachusetts ruled that open meetings
laws did apply to IACUC meetings, and thus meetings and
records of meetings in that state are open to the public. In
other states, courts have ruled to open certain aspects of the
IACUC process. In North Carolina, for example, the court
ruled on appeal that the public should have access to IACUC
documents that did not contain trade secrets. The court also
ruled that institutions could redact the records to remove
names, addresses, and biographies of researchers.

In Texas. the attorney general was asked to determine
whether the state’s IACUCs are subject to open records laws
before any legal action s filed. The state’s public univer-
sities asked for the ruling after several institutions received
letters indicating possible legal action against IJACUCs.
In September 1990, the Texas attorney general ruled that
TACUC minutes and records of state institutions are subject
to the state’s open records act. Thus, committee documents
are not exempt on their face, but they may be protected to the
extent that they contain “opinion, advice or recommenda-
tion” or information that may be commercially valuable, At
the date of publication of this volume, no animal rights group
in Texas has sued to test the attorney general’s ruling in court,
although the threat of such a suit is currently a popular topic
in the fundraising literature of several Texas animal rights
groups. In April 1991, one such group—the Society for Texas
Animal Rights (STAR)—held a press conference in Lubbock
to threaten such a suit against the IACUC at Texas Tech Uni-
versity Health Sciences Center. The local media refused to
carry a story about the threat of legal action, and, thus, the
press conference did not result in the hoped for statewide
publicity.

Alleged Failure to Comply with Federal Law

The Animal Welfare Act, first passed in 1966, has spawned
several law suits in the last twenty-five years. Most of these



138 ®  TARGETED

have alleged that the U.S. Department of Agriculture has
failed to enforce the provisions of the act. Often, research
facilities have been named as codefendants in these cases.
Because the Animal Welfare Act does not provide a cause of
action for private individuals to bring suit against the De-
partment of Agriculture, these cases have been dismissed for
lack of standing. It is because of these court rulings that ani-
mal rights groups have sought federal legislation granting
individuals the right to sue for enforcement of the Animal
Welfare Act. Representative Charles Rose (D-N.C.) has in-
troduced such legislation repeatedly; to date only one sub-
committee of the House Judiciary Committee has scheduled
a hearing on the legislation.

The federal Administrative Procedure Act has also pro-
vided animal rights groups with a vehicle for suing over mat-
ters of policy. The Animal Legal Defense Fund sued the
Department of Agriculture, the Department of Health and
Human Services, and the Office of Management and Budget
in 1989, alleging delay in publication of new animal welfare
regulations. One reason for the delay was the extensive pub-
lic comment that followed initial publication of the proposed
rules and the extreme differences in the positions of those
making comment. The last of the three parts was published
in February 1991, making this particular suit moot. How-
ever, in 1990, the Animal Legal Defense Fund together with
the Humane Society of the United States filed suit claiming
that the secretary of agriculture had arbitrarily excluded
some species from coverage by the Animal Welfare Act (see
chapter 6). In January 1992, the federal court in Washington,
D.C., ruled against the USDA.

Student Suits Against Dissection

Suits by students who refuse to dissect laboratory animals in
biology classes have been supported by animal rights groups
and have been the focus of popular media events used by
these groups. PETA even publishes a toll-free number for
students seeking legal advice in quests to be excused from
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dissection labs. These cases have not only involved public
secondary schools, but also universities, medical schools.
and veterinary schools. Many suits have been resolved by
compromises between faculty, administrations, and students
involving what are stated to be mutually acceptable alter-
natives. However, the U.S. District Court ruled on February
27, 1992, that a veterinary student has no constitutional right
to require curriculum changes at Ohio State University. The
judge wrote in his decision that “the court recognizes no
right, constitutional or otherwise, of a student that requires
an educational institution to tailor its curriculum or method
of teaching to that student’s personal beliefs” (NABR Update
March 31, 1992).

Libel and Intimidation

Two libel cases involving PETA deserve mention. In the first,
Alex Pacheco sued Peter Gerone of Tulane University in
March 1990. Gerone is director of the Tulane Primate Cen-
ter, previously known as the Delta Primate Center. Gerone
elected to countersue for malicious prosecution, and the case
was settled out of court. Records of this case have been sealed
s0 that no details of the settlement are available. However,
the settlement apparently did not support Pacheco’s attempt
at silencing an outspoken critic.

The second case involved a court battle between orangu-
tan trainer and Las Vegas showman Bobby Berosini and
PETA. In this case, Berosini sued PETA for invasion of pri-
vacy; misapropriation of names, likenesses, and characters;
and defamation. PETA filed a counter-suit against Berosini,
claiming that he abused the animals and that their ownership
be transferred to an animal sanctuary. Bobby Berosini won
his case against PETA and a sizable judgment. The counter-
suit was dismissed with prejudice by the judge. PETA
has appealed the decision. In addition, PETA and its offi-
cers were [ined fifty thousand dollars by the court for of-
fenses ranging from manufacturing evidence fo stating that
the proceedings of the court were corrupt (“Entertainer
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Awarded $4.3 Million in Defamation Case” August 11,
1990).

Berosini charged that the defendants in his suit taunted
and harassed the orangutans in his show with the intent to
upset them so that they would be unsuitable for performance.
Berosini disciplined the monkeys before a show on an eve-
ning in July 1989. He charged that individuals unlawfully
trespassed into the hotel where his show was held, purpose-
fully harassed the animals and then secretly videotaped him
disciplining the orangutans. The defendants in the case then
distributed the video to a nationally syndicated daytime news-
entertainment television program.

Berosini’s attorney, Harold P. Gewerter, has discussed the
case in public forums several times since its completion. He
explains to audiences around the country that the only way to
stop the animal rights harassment of research, entertainment,
agriculture, and food production is to pursue the movement
aggressively in the courts. He believes that PETA has long
been able to intimidate its opponents with its own threats of
legal action because of the size of its war chest and because
PETA officials know that the research establishment is naive
in dealing with propaganda attacks (Gewerter 1990).

The Researcher’s Legal Recourse

As the scientific community recoils from the storm of propa-
ganda surrounding attacks on individual researchers, many
have wondered if there is no legal recourse a scientist can
take to stop the propaganda and long-term harassment by the
animal rights movement. At a recent symposium on legal
matters held by the National Association for Biomedical Re-
search, several attorneys suggested that there is a statute that
might allow recourse to the scientific investigator attacked
by the animal rights movement.

This statute, the Racketeer Influenced and Corrupt Orga-
nizations Act (RICO), essentially forbids the commission of
a pattern of crime. As defined by the statute, a pattern of
crime is the commission of two or more major crimes, such
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as arson, interstate transportation of stolen goods, or inter-
ference with commerce through threats. According to David
Hardy, at attorney at the symposium, “the RICO statute has
obvious application to ALF and, quite likely, to the above-
ground parallel groups which aid and finance its activities.”
As Hardy points out, RICO allows victims to sue for treble
damages plus costs (including attorney’s fees) and to obtain
an injunction barring future violations (Hardy 1990, 39).

Hardy recounts how RICO has been effectively used against
antiabortion activists in southeastern Pennsylvania. A trial
Jjury found in that 1989 case that the individual antiabortion
activists had harassed an abortion clinic’s clients and em-
ployees, unlawfully entered the clinic property, and destroyed
medical equipment at the clinic. In addition, the jury found
the defendants liable under RICO for treble property dam-
ages for trespassing and for punitive damages. The Court of
Appeals affirmed the judgment and pointed out in its deci-
sion that First Amendment rights of freedom of speech and
of assembly did not “shield from government scrutiny prac-
tices which imperil public safety, peace, or order” (Hardy
1990, 40).

On appeal, the activists argued that their actions could not
be deemed extortion under RICO because they did not real-
ize cconomic gain from those actions. But the court ruled
that successful fundraising results were gencrated by actions
in violation of the rights of the abortion clinic. In addition,
the salary of one activist, the executive director of the group,
might be considered economic gain that resulted from his
activities. Perhaps more important, the court ruled that eco-
nomic gain was not nencessary to establish extortion. Hardy
concludes:

The RICO statutes offer the prospect of imposing sanctions not
only against ALF and other underground groups, but also against
members and directors of the aboveground parallel organizations
which conduct trespass demonstrations, home picketing, and other
harassment of animal researchers.
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In spite of the promise RICO action holds for exerting de-
terrent effects on the animal rights movement, no targeted
researcher has yet decided to take the movement to court.
Most individuals who have already suffered the trauma of
being attacked may be reluctant to embark on a legal battle
which is guaranteed to be a multi-year endeavor by the time
it finally goes to trial and through appeal processes. The dis-
covery phase of a legal action and atiendant publicity will be
at least as traumatic as the aftermath of the attack and far
more protracted. The initial costs will be extensive, and there
is no guarantee of victory. The institution with which the
individual is affiliated may be unwilling to deal with the pub-
licity and unable to bear the potential expense. However, as
the scientific community organizes to fight this battle and as
funds are raised for future action, it is inevitable that such
RICO suits will be brought. They hold the most promise not
only for subduing the movement in the courtroom but also
for damaging the movement in the minds of the general pub-
lic. RICO laws have come to symbolize protection against
gangsters, and after well-publicized convictions under these
statutes, the general public would be much less eager to do-
nate money to groups linked with gangsterism.

Advising the IACUC

Advising the Institutional Animal Care and Use Committee
on such matters as record-keeping, open meetings requests,
and open records requests could be a full-time job for coun-
sel in an institution involved in a prolonged battle with the
animal rights movement. Rather than allow the IACUC to
become overwhelmed with legal maneuvering by an animal
rights group set upon opening committee meetings, the coun-
sel should proactively investigate the relationship between a
state’s open records and meetings laws and the operation of
the IACUC. As mentioned above, each state has different
laws on these matters, and this fact may be overlooked by
IACUC members who hear stories from their colleagues
across the country concerning recent IACUC cases. Even
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though the legal counsel is not traditionally involved in seek-
ing out a group like the IACUC to advise it before a request
for counsel, legal consel on a campus involved in a prolonged
animal rights attack should anticipate the open records or open
meetings request and be prepared with advice accordingly.
Fighting Back

As the security department develops a plan for dealing with
protests, demonstrations, confrontations, vandalism, and
break-ins, the legal department’s advice is crucial. The or-
chestrators of a sophisticated, well-planned animal rights at-
tack will deduce from the institution’s actions and response if
they are dealing with an organization that has done its home-
work and is awarc of measures it can take. Past experiences
at other institutions that have dealt with animal activists can
be instructive in proactive planning, including legal action.

For example, the University of California, Los Angeles,
had experienced protests and violent disruptions for a two-
year period between 1987 and 1989. The offices of the dean
of the School of Medicine had been occupied, causing the
closing of outpatient clinics; a research laboratory had been
burglarized; the chancellor’s offices had been occupied; and
finally, the homes of several faculty members had been the
targets of loud and unruly protests that blocked neighbor-
hood streets. Last Chance for Animals, a radical California-
based group responsible for all these activities, announced
that members would once again protest on the campus on
May 12, 1989. Last Chance for Animals had also filed suit
against UCLA, charging that the university could not bar
them from demonstrating on its campus.

UCLA filed a cross-complaint in the action that was pend-
ing in the Superior Court of the County of Los Angeles nam-
ing as defendants the group and the individuals whose names
appeared on the original complaint. The cross-complaint
charged that the behavior of the group and the individuals
had been deliberately disruptive and malicious and consti-
tuted harassment, civil conspiracy, trespassing, and viola-
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tion of the civil rights of the UCLA faculty. The cross-com-
plaint also sought a restraining order against the group.

The judge immediately issued a temporary restraining or-
der against Last Chance for Animals and several of its mem-
bers. The order prohibited Last Chance for Animals and any
of its members from coming with one hundred yards of the
personal residence of any member of the UCLA faculty, or
otherwise blocking the streets in the residential neighbor-
hoods of those homes. The order also prohibited blocking
ingress or egress of any facility on UCLA property.

At a hearing on the cross-complaint two weeks later, the
judge issued a preliminary injunction against the group pro-
hibiting it from threatening or harassing faculty, damaging
property, blocking or breaking into a UCLA facility, or inter-
fering with or obstructing teaching or research on the campus.

Last Chance for Animals appealed the injunction but never
filed a brief in the appeal. They were then unsuccessful when
their original suit came to trial. They had argued in the suit
that the University of California system should not be able to
enforce a statute to keep protestors off its campus. Although
they first atiempted to settle with UCLA in a modified version
of the injunction, they finally agreed to a permanent injunc-
tion, containing all the stipulations of the original injunction.

According to Christine Helwick, counsel for the Univer-
sity of California system, protests in front of faculty homes
have continued, but under different circumstances. They are
considerably subdued and never headed by leaders of the
group. Those leaders, fearful of prosecution under the in-
junction, allow newer members to organize the demonstra-
tions. This forced abdication of power has significantly quicted
the group, according to Helwick. She also concludes that the
legal action had “incredible p.r. value,” and was seen as a
major show of support to the faculty from the administration
(telephone interview August 1, 1991).

In the aftermath of an animal rights attack, legal counsel
will play a key role in advising administrators about what
proactive steps they might take and what recourse they have
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in dealing with harassment by the animal rights movement,
Even without an attack, administrators may have to deal with
open meetings, open records, and freedom of information
requests. Should an attack continue for years and lead to liti-
gation, the legal counsel could be a major influence in deter-
mining the ultimate outcome. The institution with a legal
department well versed in the litigious nature of the animal
rights movement is in a far superior position to deal with the
challenge.



The Legisiative Arenda

THE early anti-vivisection movement in the United States
succeeded in having a bill introduced in the U.S, Senate as
early as 1896. This bill, known as the Gallinger-DC bill, was
promoted by the Washington Humane Society and would
have applied to research done in the District of Columbia. It
would have limited research involving animals to only that
which could be identified as having very apparent applica-
tion to clinical medicine. Researchers would have been li-
censed by a lay commission empowered to judge the clinical
applicability of the projects (Smith et al. 1988). The bill was
narrowly defeated but only after the American Medical Asso-
ciation recognized its potential restrictive nature and became
actively involved in marshalling opposition from medical
school faculty and practicing physicians. It was reintroduced
in 1900 but never made it out of committee in spite of the fact
that Senator Gallinger (R-N.H.) was chair of the commuttee.
After this defeat, the anti-vivisectionists turned their activ-
ities to the state and local level. One of their major efforts
was the placing of a referendum to ban animal experimenta-
tion on the ballot in California in 1920. This came after pre-
vious attempts to pass such legislation in California had met
with failure. The Hearst newspaper chain strongly supported
the efforts of the anti-vivisectionists, but educational out-
reach by the medical community prevailed and the referen-
dum was defeated by almost two to one (Smith et al. 1988).

146
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The Animal Welfare Act, passed in 1966, was the first sig-
nificant national legislation related to the use of animals (see
chapter 6). By 1985, when Congress passed the amendments
to the Animal Welfare Act and the Health Research Exten-
sion Act, the animal rights movement was well established.
The movement’s lobbying efforts and testimony before con-
gressional committees had some impact on the final form of
this legislation. A concerted effort was made to identify mem-
bers of Congress who would introduce national legislation
aimed at restricting the use of animals, especially in research.
Most of this legislation was aimed at either banning some use
of animals or creating restrictions which increased costs to
the point of eliminating substantial amounts of research.

Legislation at the National Level

In 1986, Representative Robert Mrazek (D-N.Y.) introduced
a bill (HR 4871) to prevent use of pound animals in any re-
search funded by the NIH. Animal rights groups lobbied
heavily for this measure and were able to spark a massive
letter-writing campaign to members of Congress based on
their propaganda to the public that it was scientifically in-
valid to use pound animals, that dogs and cats were being
tortured in such research, and that their use would promote
theft of pets to be sold for research. Advocates ignored the
fact that the approximately tenfold greater cost for purpose-
bred animals would actually increase the likelihood that a
few unscrupulous dealers might risk buying stolen animals.
Their other mistaken premise was that the only cats and dogs
held in pounds are lost pets, rather than wild or abandoned
animals. Those few animals that would be sold for research
after the prescribed holding time are ultimately put to death
by the pounds if they are not sold. The Mrazek bill was even
dubbed the Pet Protection Act. A similar total ban had been
enacted previously at the state level in Massachusetts. The
Mrazek bill was reintroduced during several successive ses-
sions in Congress but never passed.

Several other notable bills continue to be reintroduced in
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each new Congress. In 1986, Representative Charles Rose
(D-N.C.) first introduced his bill (HR 4535) to amend the
Animal Welfare Act to permit individuals acting on their own
behalf or on behalf of an animal to initiate a civil action against
the government for the purpose of making the USDA enforce
the act. Although opponents did not object to the concept of
enforcement, they successfully argued that this would have
legislated “standing” and opened the door for nuisance suits
which could have brought research to a standstill.

In 1987, Representative Robert Torricelli (D-N.Y.) intro-
duced HR 1708, the Information Dissemination and Research
Accountability Act. One provision of it called for establish-
ment of a national center staffed by twenty presidential ap-
pointees who would review all grant applications involving
animals and approved for federal funding to determine
whether, as stated in the text of the bill, “such proposal is
essentially duplicative of other research.” This bill was in
response to a favorite claim by animal rights activists that
most research is duplicative and a waste of taxpayers’ dol-
lars. The claim of wasted tax dollars played on the public’s
lack of understanding about research and the fact that all find-
ings require independent confirmation, and therefore some
duplication. The bill also ignored the nature of the existing
review process, by which experts who are most familiar with
previous work in a given area evaluate all proposals for pos-
sible unnecessary duplication. It further ignored the preclu-
sion of truly duplicative research by the severe limitation on
dollars available for research and, hence, the number of proj-
ects that could be funded. The proposal that a staff of twenty
could conduet such review in a timely manner and do it for
the entire spectrum of disciplines covered by the proposed
research was not feasible. This legislation would have served
to delay markedly research approved by such a process. Fund-
ing the process and the library to accompany it would have
placed a significant further drain on funds available for re-
search itself.

Also in 1987, Representative Barbara Boxer (D-Calif.)
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first introduced a bill (HR 1635) related to consumer product
testing which attempted to ban some tests and put severe re-
strictions on other forms of testing involving animals. Boxer’s
bill was a result of the “cruelty free” product campaign be-
ing waged by the animal rights movement to imply that test-
ing involving animals is not necessary for ensuring product
safety. One of their positions, that sufficient nonanimal tests
are available, is not accurate, although the science of product
safety testing is moving away from animal models (Goldberg
and Frazier 1989). But that progress is a result of the advent
of several nonanimal adjunct methods that were adopted as
cost-saving measures by consumer product companies. These
adjunct methods are effective in preliminary testing of new
ingredients, but final testing still requires the use of animal
models. In fact, several companies, bowing to the pressure
of the movement, label their products “cruelty free™ because
the company hires an outside source to do the final tests or
uses ingredients that have been previously tested on animal
models.

As mentioned, after PETA and other animal rights groups
filed suit to gain custody of the Silver Spring monkeys, the
lower courts ruled that these groups did not have standing to
bring such a suit. In 1987, the Supreme Court refused to hear
the appeal, and, as a result, Representative Robert Smith
(R-N.H.) unsuccessfully sponsored legislation (HR 2883) to
direct the Secretary of Health and Human Services to trans-
fer the monkeys from the Delta Primate Center to the sanctu-
ary run by Primarily Primates, Inc.

As time passed without animal rights legislation being en-
acted, the frustration of the movement was reflected by an
increase in the number of break-ins and the amount of dam-
age done. At the same time, the research and agricultural
communities became more concerned and more involved.
They began to communicate with members of Congress. As
a result, Representative Vin Weber (R-Minn,) started the
Animal Welfare Caucus to support the legitimate use of ani-
mals. Bills specifically directed against persons committing
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break-ins in research and agricultural facilities were intro-
duced in 1989. The Animal Research Facilitics Protection
Act sponsored by Senator Howell Heflin (D-Ala.) passed in
the Senate, but the companion legislation in the House, the
Farm Animals and Research Facilities Protection Act intro-
duced by Representative Charles Stenholm (D-Tex.), failed
to get out of commitiee prior to adjournment in spite of hav-
ing 235 cosponsors. Both bills were reintroduced and passed,
and the conference committee version was signed into law as
the Animal Enterprise Protection Act in August 1992. This
law serves to highlight a national tone of nonacceptance of
the activists’ violent actions and also facilitate entry of na-
tional law enforcement agencies into the investigation of
these incidents, which frequently involve individuals cross-
ing state and local boundaries.

Although the possibilities for passage of truly restrictive
legislation at the national level appear to have waned, bills
will continue to be introduced. Especially dangerous is the
potential for restrictive riders to be attached at the last min-
ute to bills that are assured of passage. The conference com-
mittee for the Department of Defense Appropriations Bill
passed by the One hundred-and-first Congress (HR 5268)
included language to stop funding of Michael Carey’s re-
search, even though this had not been part of either the Senate
or House versions of that bill (see chapter 3). This is another
tactic that can have severe repercussions. Finally, any Con-
gress member can call for an investigation by the General
Accounting Office, as also happened in Michael Carey’s case.

State and Local Legislation

With the lack of major success at the national level, the animal
rights groups began to concentrate their legislative efforts at
the state and local level. The first real legislative success was a
bill passed in 1983 in Massachusetts which prohibited all
local, city, or town animal officers from selling pound ani-
mals for use in research. In addition, that legislation con-
tained a clause effective in 1986 which prevented importa-
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tion of pound animals into Massachusetts for use in research.
In that case, animal rights activists had pushed for a state-
wide referendum to ban immediately all use of pound ani-
mals for research. The research community naively con-
cluded that the cost of educating the public in an effort to
fight this referendum would be prohibitive and were not con-
vinced that they would win even after such an expenditure.
Consequently, they agreed to not oppose this legislation with
the idea that the delay in the ban on importation represented
a “compromise” with the activists which would defer any
further efforts at restrictive legislation. The day after the ini-
tial bill became law, the New England Anti-Vivisection So-
ciety and the Massachusetts Society for the Prevention of
Cruelty to Animals published a full-page advertisement in
the Boston Globe (January 8, 1984) stating, “We've won a
major battle, now help us win the war.” Backers of the Mrazek
bill used the fact that research institutions in Massachusetts
had not opposed the pound closure legislation in that state as
an argument in support of the national legislation. Only then
did officials from research institutions in Massachusetts be-
gin to write letters to Congress describing the extremely
negative impact that pound closure had had on important
research in that state.

Activists attempted to get restrictive legislation on farm-
ing passed by the Massachusetts legislature in 1988. This
legislation would have introduced multiple regulations af-
fecting the use of farm animals, and, because of the costs
involved, would have effectively eliminated the family farm
in Massachusetts, according to state farm organizations.
When this legislation was resoundingly defeated in the legis-
lature, the activists succeeded in getting it on the ballot as a
referendum. This time, a massive public eduction campaign
opposing the movement was instituted and produced a marked
switch from what had been perceived as public sentiment on
this measure. It was defeated soundly with seventy percent
of the voters voting against it.

Activists working at the local level have been able to delay
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construction of research facilities, by claiming that activities
within these facilities will threaten the environment. For ex-
ample, in 1988, the Palo Alto Humane Society persuaded
the Santa Clara Board of Supervisors to require Stanford
University to complete an environmental impact report be-
fore it would approve a construction permit for a new eigh-
teen-million-dollar research facility. Stanford officials later
estimated that preparing the impact statement and the delays
in construction cost over one million dollars (NABR Update
July 8, 1988). _

Later that same year, activists opposed the proposed locat-
ing in Fairfax, California, of the Bucks Center for Research
in Aging because animals were to be involved in the research.
The trustees decided to look elsewhere. Two years later, with
the center scheduled to be located in Marin County, Califor-
nia, activists from around the country bombarded the county
supervisors with over twenty-five hundred cards and letters
in response to a campaign by the animal rights group In De-
fense of Animals (Marin Independent Journal June 15, 1990).
This mirrored the earlier campaign to spotlight nationally
the referendum against the sale of furs in Aspen, Colorado,
which was defeated. Activists in Marin County used the
environmental impact statement requirement to delay con-
struction. As reported nationally on television, that impact
statement was to address the question of whether the conduct
of animal-based research would negatively impact the self-
image of the citizens of Marin County.

There are several reasons why local efforts are more likely
to be successful than state or national ones. At the local level,
access to public officials is easier. It is more likely that an
elected official is also a personal friend of someone associ-
ated with an agenda for change. An animal rights group on
the local level, for example, can easily identify a network of
local sympathizers who will work actively to support candi-
dates for public office who might vote the animal rights agenda.

Actions can be initiated by a local animal rights group
without fear of the national scientific community becoming
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involved. Even local physicians, volunteer health organiza-
tions, and patient support groups frequently do not know
about the issue or are reluctant to become involved.

Local officials usually are uninformed about animal rights
and unaware of the possible impact of their actions. In the
face of no opposition, they respond to the well-orchestrated
campaign of the activists who, with phone calls, letters, and
large turnouts at public hearings on ordinances, convey the
impression of massive community support. Local politicians
are under closer scrutiny and are more accountable to their
constituency, because their actions are conducted locally and
reported in the local press. Also, local activists can bring up
actions at the most opportunc moments. For example, local
officials may be under fire because of some totally unrelated
action, and, just prior to their bids for reclection, they will be
reluctant to ignore or vote against any other proposition which
appears to have popular support.

While local legislation may on the surface appear to have
little national impact, a series of many small victories can
eventually add up to a national victory. A local legislative
initiative that may reflect the views of only a small number of
local citizens may pass because it is unopposed. However, it
will constitute a victory for the animal rights movement and
give the impression of representing community sentiment,
Each local victory is cited as justification for passing similar
legislation elsewhere, and, added together, these local victo-
rics may have an influence on the outcome of legislation
nationally. It is incumbent upon institutions to recognize the
importance of local politics both within and well outside of
their immediate community. Efforts to educate the commu-
nity represent one of the most important approaches to this
problem.

During the past few years, because of proactive efforts by re-
search institutions, anti-break-in bills similar to the national
legislation have been passed in nearly half of the states. In
many states where these laws have been enacted, it is now
illegal to enter a laboratory without permission, release ani-



154 ®  TARGETED

mals, interrupt an experiment, or remove documents or pho-
tographs related to research. In 1991 Montana and North
Dakota also made it illegal to videotape or photograph in a
research facility without express advance permission (Chron-
icle of Higher Education August 7, 1991, A15). In many states
where anti-break-in laws have passed, the legislation allows
injured parties to sue for damages, including the costs to re-
peat experiments. Some states allow for treble damages when
the plaintiff prevails in a civil suit against an animal research
vandal. A bill passed in the state of Washington in 1991 added
language not found in the national legislation. The law per-
mits the University of Washington and/or its researchers to
obtain mjunctions to prevent impairment of or damage to
their research, or personal harassment of the researchers or
their families by people opposing animal research.

Local initiatives proposed by animal rights activists have
been defeated when the opposition takes a strong stand, from
writing letters to the editor to calling for a referendum. Polls
continue to demonstrate that the vast majority of the popula-
tion recognize the benefits derived from animal-based re-
search and continue to support it. However, polls also show
that the general public is unaware of the regulations which
currently exist to assure animal welfare, as well as of the full
scope of the animal rights agenda (Texas Poll 1991). The
risk that additional restrictive legislation can be passed
locally and nationally will continue until the public becomes
better informed. But acceleration in passage of state laws
stiffening punishment for vandalizing rescarch facilities is a
positive sign that the public is coming to understand the
movement’s threat.



Conclusion

THE phenomenal growth of the animal rights movement in
the last ten years is attributable to several factors. First, the
leadership has been extremely active, and they have been
effective in presenting their message to the public through
optimal use of the media. The carefully orchestrated claims
of cruelty to animals, most always proven subsequently to be
erroneous, are nevertheless widely accepted because of the
propaganda techniques employed. Second, the techniques
work because of a growing lack of scientific literacy in this
country and the absence of a public education campaign on
this issue by the scientific community. Third, the animal
rights movement has won the sympathy of a segment of the
public caught up in multiple “rights” movements. Also,
many people feel a need to get back to basic values in the
face of overwhelming scientific and technical progress, and
may even wish to turn back progress in an effort to save the
environment from too much manipulation by humanity. The
growth of the movement has been fed by a notion that hu-
mans have assumed too much dominion over the planet.

The animal rights movement has gained significant accep-
tance because of humanity’s need to protect other species, to
be good caretakers of life on earth. However, preoccupation
with “rights” for animals has supplanted the traditional con-
cept of animal welfare. The distinction has become blurred
for older generations and was never made by the younger
generation. Many people who support the movement with
their money and influence do so for reasons having to do with
welfare, not realizing that the true agenda of the animal rights
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movement is, in fact, the complete abolition of the use of any
animals in any way by humans. This agenda is reflected by the
diversity of the campaigns—biomedical research, agricultural
production, furs, product testing—mounted by major animal
rights groups such as PETA. Many in the scientific commu-
nity have believed that by attacking on so many fronts, the
movement would only antagonize more people and mobilize
a much more extensive opposition. Indeed, the opposition
has grown, but also many single-issue groups have been
brought into the movement.

Finally, the scientific community has had a misconception
about the scientific literacy and sophistication of the general
public. When those working with animals found themselves
the target of an attack and were forced to deal with the growth
of the movement, they often resorted to sophisticated scien-
tific explanations which were interpreted as evasive or even
arrogant by those who were sympathetic to the movement.
Scientists, physicians, and administrators of biomedical re-
search were largely ineffective in dealing with the animal
rights movement because they assumed that the public held
the scientists’ and physicians’ roles in society in high esteem.
Those involved in the advance of biomedical and scientific
progress had not stopped to consider that the mainstream of
society did not understand the fundamental tenets of their
profession: that basic research leads to an advance of scien-
tific knowledge which, in turn, leads to applied research that
improves the human and animal condition. At the same time,
they also had not faced a growing public relations problem
of increased health care costs coupled with the public per-
ception that taxpayers’ money was being wasted on unneces-
sary and duplicative research.,

Direct attacks have awakened the scientific community to
the imminent danger of continuing to underestimate and ig-
nore the animal rights movement. Now that the movement
has claimed responsibility for multiple acts of violence, many
researchers no longer feel immune from becoming a target.
Groups of physicians, medical students, civic leaders, and



CONCLUSION . 157

teachers have joined biomedical scientists in a national move-
ment to educate the public about the process of science and
the value of animal models in biomedical research. The bio-
medical community must aggressively tell its story and also
point out the hidden agenda of the animal rights philosophy
to the public.

Several events occurred in 1991 which many people felt
would have a negative impact on the animal rights move-
ment. In April of that year, at the same time that PETA was
awaiting a Supreme Court decision they hoped would pre-
vent the euthanasia of one of the Silver Spring monkeys, the
Washington Posi published a front-page story describing
how PETA had performed euthanasia on several rabbits that
it was holding at its Aspen Hill, Maryland, sanctuary. Con-
trary to their previous publicity aimed at raising funds to
protect these animals that they had “rescued™ from an ele-
mentary school, they killed these rabbits presumably be-
cause they had no place to house them. Peter Gerone, direc-
tor of the Tulane Primate Center where the Silver Spring
monkeys were housed, raised an embarrassing question
when he asked, “With the ten million dollars that they
brought in last year in revenue, they couldn’t build some
hutches for some rabbits to keep them alive?” (Washington
Post April 13, 1991, Al). Editorial pages across the nation
grasped the inconsistencies in the two positions, one renam-
ing the group “People for the Unethical Treatment of Ani-
mals” (Washington Times April 12, 1991). The resultant
publicity generated by media accounts of euthanasia at
Aspen Hill led the USDA to inspect PETA’s sanctuary to
ensure that the organization held the proper licenses to keep
animals. Upon inspection, the USDA learned that PETA
held no appropriate license to care for and exhibit the ani-
mals they held and that they were in violation of several reg-
ulations of the Animal Welfare Act—the same regulations
for which PETA had successfully lobbied and that they fre-
quently use as weapons against biomedical laboratories
(NABR Update April 21, 1991).



158 ®  TARGETED

PETA launched another sort of fundraising campaign in
August 1991 that could have been even more damaging to
their image. They developed a full-page advertiscment which
ran in the Des Moines Register on August 9, 1991. The ad
graphically described how mass-murderer Jeffrey Dahmer
killed and mutilated his victims and concluded that “It’s still
going on" because “over 16 million sensitive individuals lose
their lives every day for nothing more than the fleeting taste
of meat,” PETA s connection between Jeffrey Dahmer’s vic-
tims and livestock raised for meat production was a shocking
new sort of fundraising campaign to the families of Dahmer’s
victims, the livestock industry, the media, and even the lead-
ers of the vegetarian movement, all of whom expressed shock
at the “tasteless” ad. As the spokesperson for the National
Pork Producers Council stated, “I think people can see through
this in a millisecond. It shows how crazy these people are—
not those who contribute, but the leadership” (Des Moines
Register August 8, 1991).

It would be folly for the biomedical research community
and for higher eduction in general to assume that the animal
rights movement will self-destruct in time. It is still not clear
just how the public will react to tactics such as those de-
scribed above, The explosive ad about Dahmer may be an
indication of frustration on the part of the leadership of the
movement that their agenda has not been embraced more
extensively. If so, there is reason to expect that the move-
ment’s true believers will become even more radical and
embrace terroristic tactics out of frustration. If this happens,
the animal rights movement may suffer a loss of public ac-
ceptance, but the biomedical community will not feel a less-
ening of terroristic pressure against its members from the
underground arm of the movement.

The animal rights movement has launched a most suc-
cessful grass-roots fundraising campaign based upon our
society’s love of pets, small creatures, and all defenseless
animals. The organizations in the movement have been per-
ceived as dedicated to improving the lot of suffering ani-
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mals, by millions who have sent their donations believing
that they were helping animals in some measurable way. As
long as their radical agenda remains unknown to the major-
ity of their donors, the movement will continue to flourish.
Polls show that while the number of people who support bio-
medical research remains high, many of these people are
still unaware of the regulations governing such research and
susceptible to believing future fraudulent claims. Further,
young people are being influenced before they have any
exposure to either research or the medical problems requir-
ing further research. A 1992 Gallup Youth Survey reports
that 66 percent of teenagers surveyed support animal rights
even if it means ending laboratory and medical tests using
animals (7SBR Reporter March 1991, 2). For the coming
generations, many of whom have not yet been touched by
illness and death, supporting animal rights is fashionable
and without risk.

To desire to gain mainstream acceptance will, in the end,
elude the animal rights movement if they embrace terrorism
and radical maneuvers. Their need to move in this direction
will depend on the degree of public acceptance of their tenets
through other means. The scientific community has two great
responsibilities at this time. The first is to continue to make
sure that all use of animals in laboratories is necessary and
responsible. In addition, the community must continue the
campaign of public education about science, about the dif-
ference between animal welfare and animal rights, and about
the critical role that scientific research has always played in
improving the lot of humans and of animals.
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