
these findings. One significant point is 
that the painfulness of the research 
emerges as by far the most important cri­
terion in respondents' disapproval. Of the 
other three variables examined, the spe­
cies of animal and the purpose of the ex­
periment also make a significant differ­
ence, but whether or not the research 
involves killing the animal is given rela­
tively little weight by respondents. Re­
spondents tended to disapprove of pain­
ful research regardless of its medical 
benefits (if the research was described 
as painless, then the purpose of the re­
search gained importance dramatically 
as a criterion). Likewise, respondents 

tended to disapprove of the non-medical 
use of research animals regardless of its 
painlessness (if the research was medical, 
however, then the pain criterion gained 
in importance.) 

Among Australian college students, at 
least, it would seem that the traditional 
justification of animal research in terms 
of its medical benefits to humans will 
have little effect unless the issue of pain 
is also addressed. 

Mary T. Phillips 
34 Morton Street 
New York, NY 10014 
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Editorials 

The Issue of Science and The Issue of Care 

A.N. Rowan 

Dr. Edward Taub, Director of the 
Behavioral Biology Center of the Insti­
tute for Behavioral Research was, on 
November 23, 1981, found guilty of 6 
counts of cruelty to animals. Dr. Taub 
has cried "victimization" and has at­
tempted (with some success) to rally re­
searchers to his defense. However, sci­
entists should beware of taking up this 
case as a cause celebre. Taub was not 
being tried because his research was 
cruel (and hence unjustified); he was be­
ing tried because his laboratory was 
grossly unsanitary and because he did 
not provide adequate veterinary care. 
According to one respected laboratory 
animal veterinarian, the conditions were 
"atrocious," and the cages depicted in 
the police photographs looked as though 
they had not been cleaned properly for 3 
months or more. 

Dr. Taub and his supporters do their 
cause no good when they argue that the 
primate facilities at IBR are no worse 
than the primate facilities at other insti­
tutions. The facilities at all the institu­
tions I have seen do not have rodent 
feces lying in moldy piles on the floor, 
nor is there extensive caking of fecal 
material on the cages, and there is no 
broken cage wiring protruding into the 
living area of the animal. 

In the final analysis, the case turned 
on whether or not the monkeys received 
adequate veterinary care. Dr. Taub arg­
ued that deafferentated monkeys have 
very special needs and that only he and 
a handful of other specialists in the field 
know how to take care of them. Perhaps 
this is why no veterinarian saw the mon­
keys during the 2 years preceding their 
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confiscation. Dr. Taub, who has no vet­
erinary training, was forced to admit in 
court that he could not have diagnosed 
the osteomyelitis found in one animal, 
which later forced NIH veterinarians to 
amputate the limb to prevent the condi­
tion from spreading. 

The question of whether or not the 
deafferentated limbs should be bandaged 
if they develop lesions was also a matter 
of controversy. Dr. Taub, according to 
his own published work, used to advocate 
bandaging but, within the last few years, 
had apparently decided that it was bet­
ter to let wounds and the stumps of bitten­
off fingers heal by themselves. However, 
he would still use bandages, as the pho­
tograph of one filthy and rotting band­
age on an IBR monkey limb indicated. In 
this case, was there some special reason 
for breaking with his new-found belief 
that bandaging deafferentated limbs 
was bad, or was he still so ambivalent 
about the practice that he would some­
times apply bandages and sometimes not? 

In addition, Dr. Taub does not ap­
pear to have been very creative in at­
tempting to deal with the problem of 
care for deafferentated monkeys. Some 
researchers have used E I izabethan col­
lars to prevent the animals from placing 
their arms in their mouths. However, 
such collars need to be properly padded 
and fitted to prevent the development 
of pressure sores, and the cages have to 
be large enough to accommodate them. 

Another possible preventive measure 
is padding of the cages. Several of Taub's 
monkeys either had broken bones or 
showed evidence of earlier fractures. 
These do not occur because the animal 
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bites its arm; they happen because the 
animal catches the arm in some part of 
the cage. Cages could be modified to 
prevent this without too much trouble. 
The IBR cages had no such modifica­
tions- instead many had broken wires, 
some of which protruded into the living 
area of the cage. 

Dr. Taub could also have consid­
ered the possibility of pulling the 
canines of the monkeys (and perhaps 
even the incisors) as a possible means of 
preventing serious self-mutilation. Of 
course, such a course of action in itself 
raises new questions about animal wel­
fare but, in this case, it may have been 
better for the overall welfare of the ani­
mals to perform the operation. 

In the final analysis, we have no 
doubt that the conditions under which 
the animals were kept, conditions that 
had been documented in 1977 (by the 
USDA and the NIH) and then again in 
1981, were totally unacceptable. The 
scientist's responsibility to provide the 
best possible care for the animals that 

Editorial 

are used in biomedical research was def­
initely not met. 

Other scientists who perceive this 
case as a threat to the whole process of 
laboratory experimentation will not help 
the growing debate over ethical issues in 
animal research if they rush to defend 
the conditions at I BR. In the final analysis, 
the intentions or affiliation of Pacheco, 
the whistle blower, are irrelevant. Even 
without his testimony and his photo­
graphs, evidence given by the police and 
other witnesses clearly demonstrates 
that the care and sanitation were well 
below professionally accepted standards. 
And it is not only animal welfare sup­
porters who feel this way. One practic­
ing research scientist, with extensive ex­
perience in research on primates, has 
stated to me that: if this, in fact, repre­
sents the current standard of medical 
research in this country, then it should 

be stopped. 
(The details of the case, with relevant 
background material, are given elsewhere 
in this issue of the journal). 

The Slippery Semantics of a Word: 

"Dominion" 

M.W. Fox 

The word "dominion," which is in­
terpreted by many as equivalent to 
"domination," is defined primarily (in 
Webster's dictionary) as indicating "sov­
ereignty." Roget's International Thesau­
rus interprets dominion as "realm, do­
main or jurisdiction" and therefore makes 
"dominion," "domination," "sovereignty," 
and "supremacy" synonymous. Thus, 
the passage in Genesis 1 :26 that pro­
claims that man has "dominion over the 
fish of the sea, and over the birds of the 
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air, and over the cattle, and over all the 
earth, and over every creeping thing that 
creeps upon the earth," can be interpret­
ed as meaning that he has been granted 
sovereignty, jurisdiction, or domination. 
The passage does not state, however, to 
what degree humans, as dominionists or 
sovereigns, may exploit the rest of crea­
tion: no ethical limits are set. Thus, the 
term "dominion" is ambiguous insofar 
as it does not denote to what degree hu­
mans, as dominionists or sovereigns, may 
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exploit the rest of creation. But in other 

parts of the Bible there are very clear in­
junctions to "dress and to keep" the 
earth, to treat animals humanely, and to 
rest beasts of burden on the Sabbath. 

Therefore, while there is ambiguity 
in the use of the word "dominion" in the 
context of the Genesis passage, inter­
pretation of "dominion" as domination 
or license to exploit animals- for what­
ever purpose- becomes impossible when 
the passage is placed beside the many 
injunctions in the Bible that advise us to 
treat animals with kindness; the idea of 

domination can be seen as heretically 
and hubristically self-serving. In this edi­
tion of the journal, J.A. Rimbach reviews 
Old Testament and post-biblical Jewish 
literature, which reveals clearly that the 
teaching of reverence for life is an inte­
gral part of the J udeo-Christian tradition. 
Furthermore, evidence is clearly pre­
sented to show that any narrow inter­
pretation of the word "dominion" as 
meaning "domination" is both incorrect 
and contrary to the essence of the J udeo­
Christian tradition. 
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