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‘some ammal researchers -and

in.coming years

vocates comrmt v101ent acts that undermme

ey .need ‘to undercut our efforts? -

advocates could set back_the efforts of all

-f’vzolenc as physrcal force used s0:as to in- :
jure, damage or: destroy” In.the Unrted :

he 1 u_se of ammals in research and |
Ytesting is an issue that went from ]
'-relatlve obscunty in the 1970s to

:_prommence 1n the 19803 In the_'-
: process “of garnrng currency.'
among the  general pubhc ‘the |-
laboratory-anunal issue became preemlnent_ 1
in the animal- advocacy movement ‘There is _'
cause for opimxsm about the: prospect that | i
the momentum. generated in_the 80s will ;' '
be translated into important gains on behalf | ;
of ammals in the ?90s,: desplte attempts by';; :

:laboratorles has taken ‘se\

'organrze and flght _back The progress made_ :
- however, - could .be 'sig-"| ‘Sur
-_mﬁcantly compromlsed if acts of v1olence_.; cut
.are undertaken’ by those who, espouse the”
‘cause of animal  protection. ‘Will animal ad- ;-

‘whatever gains ‘the movement has achleved ; ':-:' |
or preclude additional garns‘? Will any such |-
acts “give ‘our ‘opponents -the aninunition - i

ust as a Afalling " tide lowers all- boats j.
-_v101ence ‘on’the part. .of only some a '_I_J_lal_"

States, violence .on behalf of anrmals m__--
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The HSUS is,
and always

has been,
unequivocally
opposed to
violence in the
name of animal

protection.
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In speaking out
against violent acts,
we have questioned
the perpetrators’
means of trying to
advance their cause,
but we have not
questioned their
commitment to

animal pr'otectr’on,

22

__nghts achvrsts as ‘tetrorists. ” The story was

: throngh n nv101ent means. There is at the

: been apphed broadly and uncntlcally A
-June 1990 . news-wire story began, “The na-

tion’s top. health official portrayed animal-

ng niessages left for laboratory per-
To be sure, however vandahsm and

the pursu1t ‘of social change

18- HS _unequlvocally opposed to
vrol ce. onducted in the name of animal

statemens of our opponents who have seiz-
ed -upon the issue for-its propaganda value.

* Harly in 1990 The HSUS, in conjunction
w1th the American Socrety for the Preven-
‘tion of Cruelty “to Animals and the
Massachusetts Society for the Prevention of
Cruelty fo. Ammals ‘drafted and endorsed
a resoluion ‘on nonvlolence The three

organlzatrons drstnbuted the resolution to |

scores- of other animal-protection groups
and, encouraged thein to endorse it as well.
On January 29,1991, the three sponsors ran
a; full— age advernsement in the New }brk

‘and other * ‘joint resolutions for the 1990s”
(see the text of the resolutions on page 24)
in addmon to a list of the endorsing
orgamzatlons

To inform the scientific community of the
position expressed in the resolution on non-
violence, The HSUS sent a letter to the
editor of the leading international scientific
journal, Science. That letter appeared on
September 21, 1990. We have also written
to Secretary Sullivan to take issue with his
repeated characterization of animal-
proteckion activists as terrorists.

In testimony submitted to two congres-

sional committees that were considering
legislation designed to protect research-
#cilities from being subjected to lllegal acts,
I wrote:
Let me begin by stressmg our long—standmg
and firmly held view that we abhor violence
in any form and have consistently used, and
encouraged the use of, legal means for
achieving the protection of animals. -The
HSUS not only opposes arson, vandalism,
theft, and threats and acts of violence
against people but also believes that such
acts do not advance the cause of animal
protection.

In spealsing out against violent acts, we
have questioned the perpetrators’ means of
trying to advance their cause, but we have
not questioned their commitment to animal
protection. Nor have we overlooked the fact
that violence and intimidation have also
been directed at animal protectionists.

It is undeniable that our opponents are
exploiting the issue of violence as a pro-
paganda tool. In his 1990 report to the
members of The HSUS, delivered at the
society’s annual conference in October,
President Jolm A. Hoyt observed:
1t should be clear to the most casual ob-
server . . . that many animal users, such
as the furriers, researchers, and agribusi-
ness leaders, are attempting to discredit all
animal activists by placing labels such as
“Violent’” or ‘‘destroyer of property’’ on
everyone and every group working on behalf
of animals. And, unfortunateby, they are suc-
ceeding in convincing a large segment of
Congress and the American public that what
they say is so.

It is not surprising, therefore, that there
is a growing backlash against almost any
kind of activism on behalf of animals.
Animal-research advocates are already in-
voleng the specter of violence to advance
their agenda beyond simply discrediting
animal protectionists. In addition to seek-
ing federal and state legislation that would
prohibit viclent acts, our opponents have
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sought legislative provisions that would erect
iron curtains of secrecy around laboratories.
They have aggressrvely opposed greater
public involvement in, and access to,
ammal—research review committees, argu

result. .
The chref ratlonales for vrolence in the

tage and intimidation. Repalrrng damage to

: allocated for- ammal research. Inéimidation’
is meant to drrve the scientists sub_]ected to
it and -other " scientists out of the ammal—
research field. . :

Sabotage and rntrmrdatlon may have the
intended effects .over the short term, but

zamrﬁcatlons is there any evidence that they

economic damage mﬂrcted to date has been
tent already ‘have done so —and Jnadvertently
well "as ‘a new awareness of animal.
protectron issues. Few' people who viewed
1984, which depict experiments performed
on baboons, could thereafter cling to the

ammal-research laboratorres LA

some ammal advocates feel that they have
1o other recourse in the face of what they

ing -that vrolence and drsruptron would

name of: ammal rrghts are economic sabo- -
laboratories is -costly, as is installing new -

security. systems; when such expenditures .
are required, ‘less money is likely ‘to ‘be .

even if one . leaves ‘aside ‘their ‘ethical | w

produce success ‘over the long term? The

relatrvely insignificant. “Attempts at in- -
tirnidation can backfire—and to a certain ex-.

burld resolve wrthln the target ‘population. | s

" Thete is no question that some nonviolent | |
but lllegal actions have fostered 1ns1ghts that -
might not otherwrse have come to light as -} ref

the vrdeotapes stolen from the University of :
Pennsylvanra S head-rnJury laboratory -in -

naive view that all is well i in the natrons i

Unfortunately, incidents of theft and other_ -
lllegal acts .are llkely to occur .as long as .

believe o be intolerable “conditions for .| [
animals. Itrs of course, imperative to in- | |
stitute measures that will not only prevent ||
condrtlons from becomlng mtolerable but

tended to serveas a vrsual arch 5t their work In’

and its head was cémented to a helmetlil
device was desngned to jerk the animal’ ’s he: d extreir
1y rapidly and thereby inflict brain damage The fap

pearance ofa drsonented and mcapaerta

%% The vrdeotapes were shol by researchers and in-

a typical experrment a baboon was 'rapped toa table :

also depict laboratory personnel _;okmg about the" ap- -

anesthetlzed ammal about to be ln;ured expenmentally
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Animal-research ad-

vocates are already

invoking the specter
of violence to ad-
vance their agenda
beyond simply dis-
crediting animal

pr'otectiomists,
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