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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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