
I~ 

2. I agree with Dr. Baxter's second point 
that "nature selects for outcomes." Yes, 
it is those genes that are passed on, which 
were carried by the individuals that achiev­
ed an adequate food intake resulting in 
survival and reproduction, regardless of 
how this came about. However, I believe 
that if an animal obtains adequate feed 
only after significant pain or hunger (in 
other words after some depression of its 
welfare), while another animal in the 
same environment does so with less dis­
comfort, there will usually be some real 
side-effects accompanying the depres­
sion in welfare, so that in the long run 
selection will favor the genotypes whose 
welfare is not depressed. This leads me 

Pigeon experts know that pig­
eons cannot be exterminated. At most 
they can be moved about. The great­
est American practitioner of the sci­
ence of moving pigeons about was one 
Lewis Neid, of St. Paul, Minnesota. 
The Neid technique might not work 
in Washington, but it was perfect for 
St. Paul. At the height of Neid's 
career, St. Paul had only three tall 
buildings: the State Capitol on a hill 
to the north, the Arch-Diocesan Cath­
edral on a hill to the northwest, and 
the first National Bank building, on 
what was called the upper levee. Neid 
hired himself out as pigeon remover 
to church, state, and commerce, but 
never to all three simultaneously. In 
this way, the pigeons always had a 
safe haven in at least one of the three 
buildings, while each of the three 
great estates of St. Paul could feel 
that they were rid of pigeons most of 
the time. 

Eugene McCarthy 

Eugene McCarthy is the former senator 
from Minnesota. This article was re­
printed from The New Republic, Februa­
ry 14, 1981. 
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to repeat the point in my paper. I believe 
that the desert mammal no longer suffers 
frorri thirst (i.e., plagued by a feeling ac­
companying thirst) in the same way as 
would a human who had had nothing to 
drink for 3 days. Thus, I do believe that 
genetic adaptation will, in general, also 
take care of the welfare aspects of psy­
chological traits. However, I realize that 
this is a question that is very difficult to 
resolve experimentally. 

R.G. Bei/harz 
School of Agriculture & Forestry 
University of Melbourne 
Parkville 3052, Victoria 
Australia 

John Steinbeck told a little story­
a personal story as wine-dry as the 
hills of Baja California where it is laid. 
With a companion, he was resting in 
the shade while a couple of Indian 
friends scoured the hills for borrego, 
or bighorn sheep. He wrote that this 
is "the nicest hunting we have ever 
had .... We do not like to kill things­
we do it when it is necessary but we 
take no pleasure in it.'' Toward eve­
ning, the Indians return without sheep 
but with solid evidence thereof. "On 
the way back from the mountain, one 
of the Indians offered us his pocketful 
of sheep droppings, and we accepted 
only a few because he did not have 
many and he probably had relatives 
who wanted them .... For ourselves, 
we have had mounted on a small hard­
wood plaque one perfect borrego drop­
ping. And where another man can say, 
'There was an animal, but because I 
am greater than he, he is dead and I 
am alive, and there is his head to prove 
it,' we can say, 'There was an animal, 
and for all we know there still is and 
here is the proof of it. He was very 
healthy when we last heard of him.''' 

This article is reprinted from John Steinbeck 

and Edward F. Ricketts, Sea of Cortez: A 

Leisurely Journal of Travel and Research 

(New York: Viking, 1941), pp. 163-167. 
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Editorials 

Reader Survey 

Andrew N. Rowan 

As many of our American readers 
know, we recently polled 600 subscrib­
ers to find out what they think of the 
journal to date and how they feel we 
should develop in the future. We receiv­
ed an excellent response- 26% (156) re­
turned completed questionnaires and data 
from these are presented in Tables 1 and 2. 

In general, we believe that these re­
sults indicate that the journal is moving 
in the right direction. However, eight re­
spondents gave the journal a "poor" 
rating, and there was definitely less en­
thusiasm among scientists than among 
animal welfare advocates. Of those who 
graded the journal as being poor, the 
major criticism was one of bias. Thus, 
one respondent noted "While the journal 
may try to present a spectrum of opin­
ions, I feel that it does not. The journal 
appears to be essentially an organ for 
pro-animal welfare views." It is certainly 
true that the bulk of our published arti­
cles favor animal welfare, but this is merely 
a reflection of the fact that most of the 
articles submitted for publication tend 
to be written from an animal welfare per­
spective. When we have had articles that 
do not fit this mold (e.g., Lindsey, I]SAP 
1:229-233; Turner and Strak, 1jSAP 2:15-18; 
and Hutchins eta/. in this issue), we have 
usually had to solicit them ourselves. 

Perhaps it was unrealistic of us to 
hope to receive articles arguing opposite 
points of view, given our sponsorship and 
the known interests of the editors. How­
ever, we are disappointed that some in­
dividuals who hold different views have 
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reportedly decided not to submit arti­
cles to the journal because "they do not 
want to give us any legitimacy." Under 
such circumstances, we feel that the ad­
mittedly biased context of the journal is 
more the result of a lack of trust and dia­
logue in the past, than of any hidden agen­
da on our part. We hope that those of 
our readers who would like to see more 
debate will either contribute their own 
thoughts or else encourage their colleag­
ues to submit articles. 

One interesting suggestion was that 
we should follow the example of The Be­
havioral and Brain Sciences. This is a per­
iodical, recently brought to my atten­
tion, in which a paper is distributed to a 
range of respected academics in the field 
who then comment on it. The author is 
given a chance for a final rebuttal. We 
may be able to adapt this idea to our jour­
~al, although we will probably have to pub­
lish the original article and comments in 
successive issues because of space con­
traints. 

We were also intrigued by the com­
ments of several that there was too 
much of a vegetarian slant in the jour­
nal. There have undoubtedly been occa­
sions when the question of ethical veg­
eterianism has been discussed, but we 
are surprised that we have been perceived 
by some (including an animal activist) as 
having too much of a vegetarian slant. 

Comments on Subject Matter 
Many of our respondents wanted to 

see more hard data on farm and labora­
tory animal issues and, to be frank, so 
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A.N.Rowan 

TABLE 1 Rating of Journal's Impact* 

Excellent 

Institutions 7 

Individuals 
a) Res. Scientists & 

Veterinarians 13 

b) An. Welf. Professionals 
& Activists 32 

c) Other (e.g., attorneys, 
farmers) 9 

TOTAL 61 [42%) 

Good Moderate 

15 2 

19 8 

15 5 

10 3 

59 [40%) 18 (12%) 

Editorial 

Poor 
1 

3 

2 

8 (6%) 

*Only 146 returns contained information on identity of respondent 

TABLE 2 Does the Journal Need More or Less Objectivity 

Institutions 
Individuals 
a) Res. Scientists & 

Veterinarians 
b) An. Welf. Professionals 

& Activists 
c) Other [e.g., attorneys, 

farmers) 

TOTALS 

would we. Up until now, most of the hard 
data has appeared in the News and Ana­
lysis section with the rest of the journal 
given over to opinion and review arti­
cles. However, we will have a number of 
original articles appearing in future is­
sues, which will help to mitigate some of 

this criticism. 
We have also had many requests for 

articles on animal population control, 
ranging from problems of urban strays. 
to predators to rodent pests. We admit 
that we have had far too little material 
on this topic but hope to improve next 
year. For example, we have accepted a 
paper on feral dog control in Cyprus and 
have solicited two articles on the impact 
of spay/neuter programs on urban animal 
populations. We hope that this will stim­
ulate a more detailed examination of an­
imal control and shelter operations. 

Behavior and ethology was another 
area that produced many requests for 
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More 
15 

34 

23 

12 

84 [58%) 

Less 

3 

3 

6 (4%) 

Stay the Same 
7 

8 

25 

14 

54 (38%) 

more articles. Respondents asked for ma­
terial on the usefulness of ethological 
data in addressing animal welfare prob­
lems and the whole issue of sentience. In 
that regard, the Focus piece on pain and 
anxiety in animals in this issue of the 
journal may be of interest. We do not 
have any plans to seek out contributions 
on animal behavior, but it is obviously a 
research area of great importance to the 
journal, and, as such, will receive high 
priority. 

There were many other topics which 
were mentioned by the respondents. 
Space precludes a discussion of all of 
them, but we would like to assure our read­
ers that we have made a list of their re­
quests and will use that list to establish 
priorities in the future. We would like to 
thank our readers for all the support we 
have received and urge you to continue to 
communicate your concerns and interests. 
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The Language of Animal Exploitation 

Michael W. Fox 

A detailed, cross-cultural linguistic 
analysis of terminology related to var­
ious forms of animal exploitation might 
give considerable insight into how pro­
fessional and vested interest groups per­
ceive and value animals and how sensi­
tive they are about what they do. Dairy 
cattle, breeding sows, and laying hens 
have been called "production units" and 
"biomachines." These are examples of 
how language can be laundered to as­
suage guilt, gain public respectability, or 
avoid public ridicule. There are myriad 
other examples. Unwanted cats and dogs 
are "put to sleep," rather than killed; 
surplus pets are euthanized (which means 
mercy killing), rather than depopulated. 
Seals, deer, and other wildlife are "har­
vested" (as if they were apples) rather 
than slaughtered. Recently, farm groups 
have voiced their distress about the idea, 
advanced by some humane education 
groups, that we eat animals. They do not 
find this concept palatable, especially 
when addressed to children, and would 
prefer to see us talk of "eating meat." It 
is true that we do not consume whole ani­
mals- but meat does come from whole 
animals! 

Scientists often use the term "sacri­
fice" in place of "kill" when speaking of 
laboratory animals. This usage represents 
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a significant choice of terms, since it im­
plies that the animals are dying for hu­
man benefit, or for the sake of the ad­
vancement of knowledge. I find the word 
"pet" demeaning when speaking of com­
panion animals like cats and dogs, and 
animals that are denominated by the 
sterile term "specimens" by zoologists 
and naturalists can hardly be perceived 
as more than objects or things. Animals, 
even though they, like us, have gender, 
are rarely referred to as "she" or "he" 
but as "it." They are also deanimalized 
further by the use of such pronouns as 
"that," rather than "who" or "whom." 
Also, teachers of English, writers, jour­
nalists, and others could help by banish­
ing from our vocabulary the demeaning 
inferences made about animals when they 
are used in reference to essentially hu­
man traits and shortcomings: e.g., "pig," 
"swine," "sloth," "bitch." 

The hypothesis that our language 
serves not only to distance us from ani­
mals, but also tends to reduce them to 
the level of insensitive objects, deserves 
testing. Such language also conveys an 
aura of respectability to ethically ques­
tionable forms of animal exploitation, 
and even sanctifies some forms, as in the 
"sacrifice" of laboratory animals. 
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