
Letters 
Author Responds to Review 

A review of my book, Alternatives 
to Pain in Experiments on Animals, re­
cently appeared in your journal (Volume 
2(3):159-161, 1981 ). I appreciate the re­
viewer's favorable comments and have 
benefited from several of his correc­
tions, for instance that the Ames Test 
identifies mutagenic chemicals but not 
tumorigenic cells. I was also mistaken in 
saying that Chemie-Gruenenthal, the 
manufacturer of thalidomide, was ac­
quitted when on trial for inadequate 
testing of the drug, when in fact they set­
tled out of court. My three paragraphs 
over-condensed a complicated case, but 
my main point was that animal testing is 
often misleading. As I said, the testing of 
human embryonic material, as in the Lash 
and Saxen experiment, could have dem­
onstrated the teratogenic potential of 
thai idom ide. 

While I should prefer to maintain a 
"dignified silence" rather than to in­
dulge in peevish rebuttal with your re­
viewer, I cannot resist one or two com­
ments. I did not in fact confuse the two 
British Committees CIAR and CRAE: the 
CIAR report I cited appeared in a CRAE 
publication. CRAE was my authority for 
the statement that the number of ani­
mals in Britain used in acute toxicity 
testing in 1975 was about one million, 
disagreeing with the reviewer's conten­
tion of one million in a// toxicity testing. 

There are several other points which 
represent an arguable difference in em­
phasis, and several which, again, are the 
result of too much condensing of com­
plex scientific data. For the latter I sin­
cerely apologize to my readers, since my 
aim is to make these matters clearer, not 
add to the confusion which exists both 
in the public mind and, indeed, in the 
way many experiments are reported. 
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Dallas Pratt, MD 
228 E. 49th St. 

New York, NY 10017 

11 Harvest" of Monkeys in Breeding 
Colonies 

The editing of my manuscript, "Breed­
ing and use of nonhuman primates in the 
U.S.A.," which was published in your jour­
nal in January 1981(2(1):27-37) produced 
an error in meaning which I should like 
to correct for the record. My original 
manuscript, in the section dealing with 
the rhesus monkey colony on Cayo San­
tiago, Puerto Rico, states: "A colony of 
approximately 800 animals is maintained 
with a daily supplemental provision of 
food and fresh water. The colony has 
been highly successful over the years. 
To maintain the desired population of 
800 monkeys, surplus animals produced 
on the island are harvested periodically." 
In the published version, it says: "This 
highly successful colony has been main­
tained at a population of approximately 
800 with a daily supplemental provision 
of food and fresh water and killing of 
surplus animals." 

The animals, which have been har­
vested over the years, have been sent to 
various zoos, production colonies, and 
research institutions. The editorial change 
gives a completely different meaning 
and indicates a waste of an important 
national biomedical research resource. 

Joe R. Held, DVM 
National Institutes of Health 

Bethesda, MD 20205 

We regret that this error was not caught 
by the author or by us before the article 
went into print. However, we feel bound 
to point out that "harvest" has become a 
confusing term when used in relation to 
animals: In some contexts, it has func­
tioned as a euphemism for "kill." Unfor­
tunately, we did not know that the word 
was being used in Or. Held's article (and 
in his letter) to mean "collect," and we 
are grateful to Dr. Held for setting the 
record straight.- Ed. 
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Monkey Housing: Every Litter Bit 
Helps 

Pleased as I am by the acknowledge­
ment paid by Dr. Rowan to the Universi­
ty of Stirling's use of woodchip litter in 
monkey housing (2(3):113, 1981), I can­
not take credit for it. A.S. Chamove in­
troduced the innovation, and, with a 
postgraduate student, made a thorough 
study of its effects (Chamove and Ander­
son, 1979). 

It is worthwhile elaborating on some 
of their findings, as several advantages 
of the system emerged: 

Hygiene: The woodchip litter condition 
resulted in less contact with excreta 
than did the normal bare-floor condi­
tion. The monkeys on litter have cleaner 
coats and observation windows remain 
less soiled. 
Behavior: Of the various effects, perhaps 
the most important is that aggression is 
reduced by a factor of 5 in the litter 
condition. 
Cost: Counting the cost of the litter 
itself, the I itter condition is twice as 
economical since cleaning time is cut by 
almost 60%. 
Odor: The litter condition is less offen­
sive, as judged by a smell-test, than the 
bare-floor condition, even after 6 weeks 
without changing the woodchips. 

In summary, after 40 months of con­
tinuous use to date, no harmfu I effects 
have emerged. The benefits are obvious. 

Reference 
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Scotland 
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Livestock Abuse in Trucks and 
Sale Yards 

In my opinion, the number one ani­
mal welfare problem in the U.S. is the 
abuse of livestock during transportation 
and while they are passing through mar-
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keting facilities. The problem is greatest 
in the southeastern, south central and 
southwestern regions of the country. Most 
of the abuses which occur are already 
outlawed under existing federal, state, 
city and county anti-cruelty and humane 
laws. The problem is that the laws are 
not being enforced. 

I have witnessed deliberate cruelty 
occurring on a regular basis in many 
livestock operations. Based on my ex­
tensive travels throughout the U.S., I es­
timate that 10 to 15% of livestock mar­
kets, feedlots, ranches and slaughter 
plants are allowing gross cruelty to oc­
cur. These are not isolated incidents. 
Specific examples of abuses include kick­
ing mother cows in the face with spurs; 
hitting calves at a sale barn with boards 
with nails in them; trucks with broken 
floors; slamming heavy overhead gates on 
the backs of cattle; over-powered hy­
draulic squeeze chutes. This resulted in 
rupturing the animal internally. Hydrau­
lic squeeze chutes are safe handling de­
vices if used correctly (Grandin 1977, 
1980a). 

Physical abuse and poor husbandry 
practices cost the livestock industry 
money. Stopping these abuses would save 
the industry millions of dollars annually 
by reducing death losses, sickness, loss 
of weight gains and bruises. Why are 
these abuses allowed to continue? The 
cattle industry is segmented. The basic 
segments in the southern regions are 
rancher, local auction, trucker, order 
buyer barn, trucker, feedlot, trucker and 
finally the slaughter plants. 

Each person along the marketing 
chain simply passes the death losses, 
bruises and sickness to the next person 
in the chain (Grandin 1980b). The cattle 
industry as a whole loses money. Each 
individual along the chain collects his 
money, but he does not see the losses 
come directly out of his pocket. Losses 
are also tolerated for tax and other fi­
nancial reasons. 

Here are some typical examples of 
passed-on losses: A small rancher in the 
Southeast is not going to vaccinate, de­
horn, castrate and prewean his young 
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