A Preemptive Strike
for Animal Research

Faced with a protest against a project involving research on
monkeys, NYU called a press conference to defend the work

New York
WHEN OFFICIALS at New York University
heard that a research project on campus was
to be the target of an animal rights protest,
they rolled out some big guns for a preemp-
tive strike. On 21 April, the day before the
protest took place, the university assembled
a collection of scientists and senior govern-
ment officials for a press conference to publi-
cize the benefits of animal research.

The next day’s protest, held in conjunc-
tion with World Laboratory Animal Libera-
tion Day, turned out to be a bust. About
300 people showed up, but the event re-
ceived little press coverage.

How much of a role the press conference
played in blunting the protest
cannot be determined, but
NYU’s aggressive tactics in tak-
ing on the animal rightists is
winning plaudits from research-
ers around the country.

The university held a similar
press conference last year when
the same research project was
the target of a protest by a
group called Trans-Species Un-
limited. The researcher in-
volved, Ron Wood, says he has
since gotten an “avalanche of
support.” Wood uses long-tailed
macaques to develop standards
for industrial solvents, and he is
starting a study of crack cocaine
addiction.

This year, NYU officials
brought in Frederick Goodwin,
head of the Alcohol,
Abuse and Mental Health Ad-
ministration (ADAMHA); Charles Schus-
ter, head of the National Institute on Drug
Abuse (NIDA); and spokesmen for the As-
sociated Medical Schools of New York and
the American Medical Association (AMA).
There were also statements from Louis W.

Sullivan, secretary of the Department of

Health and Human Services, drug czar Wil-
liam Bennett, and James B. Wyngaarden,
director of the National Institutes of Health,
who expressed his “deep outrage” at activist
attacks on biomedical research.

In spite of the low attendance at the NYU
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protest, there are no signs that anti-animal
research activism is on the wane nationwide.
According to a list compiled by the Founda-
tion for Biomedical Research, at least 37
demonstrations were planned by groups in
15 states for World Laboratory Animal Lib-
eration Week. The total number is expected
to be several hundred.

Earlier this month, on the night of 2
April, members of the Animal Liberation
Front broke into three buildings at the
University of Arizona, released 1100 ro-
dents, rabbits, and frogs, set two fires, and
destroyed equipment—resulting in losses es-
timated at about $500,000.

The animal rights movement is, however,
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Sending a message. This advertisement, created free of charge by a
Drug New York agency, has run in several newspapers.

being met with an increasingly vigorous
response, as was evident by the lineup at the
NYU press conference.

m The NIH leadership is finally beginning
to take the issue very seriously. Wyngaarden
issued his first strong public statement on 6
April in a letter to the University of Arizona.
Expressing his “outrage” at the “despicable”
tactics of the activists, he said “the American
people need to know how the so-called
animal ‘rights’ organizations (as distin-
guished from animal welfare organizations)
have crippled and destroyed the productive
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work of dedicated scientists. . . .”

m A New York advertising agency, Bozell,
Jacobs, Kenyon & Eckhardt, has created at
no charge an advertising campaign for the
Foundation for Biomedical Research. Large
displays have run in several major national
newspapers (see photo).

m The AMA, following a pow-wow with
federal health officials as well as some au-
thorities from Britain (the birthplace of the
animal rights movement), is planning a new
educational program in which it hopes to
enlist support from voluntary health organi-
zations. These organizations, with the ex-
ception of the American Diabetes Associa-
tion, have been reluctant to take indepen-
dent stands for fear of alienating potential
contributors, according to Goodwin.

Goodwin says the AMA, with money
from ADAMHA, has been holding “focus
groups” of citizens to determine their reac-
tions to various types of publicity. They
have found, he says, that although people
have a “yuck response” to pictures of animal
experiments, the response is more favorable
when these are coupled with visual represen-
tations of medical gains from the research.

m Several campuses of the University of
California have followed Berke-
ley’s lead and have formed facul-
ty-student organizations to sup-
port the use of animals in re-
search. These groups were orga-
nizing counter-demonstrations
to coincide with a big animal
rights demonstration that was
held in Sacramento on 24
April.

While break-ins and demon-
strations capture the bulk of
public attention, the real con-
cern of scientists is, as NIDA
director Schuster says, that new
regulations on animal care and
use “will price us out of exis-
tence.” The latest regulations
implementing amendments to
the animal welfare act were pub-
lished in the Federal Register on
15 March by the Department of
Agriculture. But Schuster says
that owing to a lawsuit by animal activists,
the proposals were published before NIH
had a chance to complete its review of them.
He says the regulations, involving highly
controversial rules on the care of primates
and dogs, are estimated by ADAMHA to
cost in the neighborhood of $40,000 to
$70,000 per grant.

There is growing concern that some scien-
tists are choosing to avoid research that
involves the use of animals. For example,
Goodwin says that Robert Post, the NIDA
clinical investigator who discovered the
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“kindling” action of cocaine through probes
in the brains of primates, has given up
research with animals because it now re-
quires “jumping through too many bureau-
cratic hoops.” (Kindling refers to convul-
sions deep in the brain caused by cocaine,
which are triggered by smaller and smaller
amounts in the habitual user.)

Goodwin, who has been the live wire in
the government with regard to responding
to animal rights activism, says the federal
health establishment is finally abandoning
its “bunker mentality.” One of the first signs
of change occurred last year when Schuster
accused Cornell University of setting a “di-
sastrous precedent” by abandoning, under
pressure from activists, a project involving
the use of cats by researcher Michiko Oka-
moto.

Goodwin believes that researchers are fi-
nally beginning to recognize that animal
rights activism is not a passing fad, but a
much deeper phenomenon, fed by a conflu-
ence of forces—including “growing scientif-
ic illiteracy” and “post-Watergate skepti-
cism” toward authority and experts in gener-
al. “For a long time we took them [activists]
at face value,” he says. When NIH originally
tried to placate them by endorsing the devel-

opment of alternatives to animals, “that just
encouraged the opposition to get Congress
to put money into alternatives, and gave
imprimatur to the notion that alternatives
might be around the corner.” He believes
that the “moderate” response by the scientif-
ic community, which readily accepted—at
least in public—the appropriateness of more
stringent safeguards, “merely pushed the
center of the debate in a more radical direc-
tion.”

Now, says Goodwin, science is threatened
by the fact there is “no apparatus for dealing
with long-term structural issues” such as
animal rights and scientific fraud and mis-
conduct. “There is no reward system in
science for doing anything other than sci-
ence.”

The animal rights movement, meanwhile,
remains a potent political force. In spite of
the more aggressive stance by federal offi-
cials and institutions such as NYU. So far,
Congress has not made any move to miti-
gate the impact of costly new regulations.
The only significant initiative pending at the
moment is a bill introduced by Senator
Howell T. Heflin (D—AL) that would make
lab break-ins a federal offense.
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AIDS Researchers Upset by Refusal to
Share Probes on Mysterious Microbe

The strange case of Shyh-Ching Lo of the
Armed Forces Institute of Pathology in
Washington is causing a furor in the already
fractious world of AIDS research. Lo re-
cently published a paper* in which he claims
to have discovered a new “virus-like infec-
tous agent” in AIDS patients but he is
refusing to give samples of the mysterious
microbe to other researchers—even those
working for the federal government.

Lo and his coauthors state that the virus-
like particles, which they found in the or-
gans and lymph nodes of seven of ten AIDS
patients, may represent a new opportunistic
infection or “an agent which plays a more
fundamental role as a cofactor in the process
associated with infection by HIV.” But they
are not sure what they have discovered.

Intrigued by the report, and prodded by
questions from the news media about the
importance of such a discovery, some of the
federal government’s most powerful AIDS
researchers now want samples of Lo’s virus-
like agent and certain molecular probes he
used in his studies. Though the researchers
say that Lo may have uncovered nothing

*S.-C. Lo et al., “A novel virus-like infectious agent in
patients with AIDS,” Am. J. Trop. Med. Hyg. 40, 213
(1989).
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more than a contaminant, they are certainly
interested in learning more. But Lo is not
cooperating.

“I don’t know what he i1s working with,
but he must distribute this material so that
people can work with it. That is the way that
science is done. That is the way that things
move forward,” said Malcolm Martin of the
National Institute of Allergy and Infectious
Diseases. “This whole business is crazy.”

Anthony Fauci, head of AIDS research
for the National Institutes of Health and
director the National Institute of Allergy
and Infectious Diseases, said, “His unwill-
ingness to work with other scientists is very
unscholarly . . . very unscientific.”

Robert Gallo of the National Cancer In-
stitute was more direct: “I want those re-
agents.”

Prem Sarin of NCI, a colleague of Gallo’s,
contacted Lo about the virus-like agent and
probes last week, but Sarin said he was told
by Lo that the probes and an isolate of the
microbe were not available.

Lo declined to answer repeated phone
calls and a request for an interview by
Science. The director of the Armed Forces
Institute of Pathology, Navy Captain Rob-
ert Karnei, said that Lo had applied for

patents and that the lab would not share
reagents with researchers unless they entered
into collaborative research agreements with
the Armed Forces Institute. Karnei said Lo
was now collaborating with several federal
and nonfederal researchers, but he would
not say who they were. “We’re keeping that
under wraps,” said Karnei. Told that Fauci
characterized the withholding of probes and
information as “bush league,” Karnei re-
sponded: “That’s his opinion.”

Colonel Douglas Wear, chairman of the
department of infectious and parasitic dis-
case pathology at the Armed Forces Insti-
tute of Pathology, supported Lo’s position,
questioning whether researchers requesting
probes and reagents had pure motives. Said
Wear: “Do people want to confirm other
people’s work or do they want to make their
own discoveries?”

But Fauci said that perhaps Lo’s resistance
to discuss his work or share reagents arose
from a fear that “Gallo would put his ma-
chine on it.” Gallo himself said that fears of
“Big Bad Bob” and his research machine
were being used to keep legitimate research-
ers from studying Lo’s agent. Gallo sent a
formal letter to Karnei requesting reagents
and samples of the virus-like agent.

To Wear, though, Lo has already done
enough. Wear said that the Lo paper con-
tains a printed sequence of 160 base pairs
taken from the DNA of the virus-like infec-
tious agent. Using the polymerase chain
reaction method, this sequence was used by
the Lo team to search for homologous DNA
in the tissues of AIDS patients. Wear
seemed to believe that this short sequence
should be sufficient to satisfy Gallo.

He was mistaken. “They’ve published on
the goddamned thing and now that it’s out
there I really think that the reagents should
be made available,” as well as the agent itself,
said Gallo.

If the agent turns out to be a virus, it is
one with a large amount of DNA. Lo
reported that the genome had more than
150 kilobase pairs and said that it is different
from all known members of the human
herpes virus, from vaccinia virus, monkey
herpes virus, and mouse cytomegalovirus.

“It could be a novel agent,” said Bernard
Fields, a virologist at Harvard. “But it is
very important for others to now confirm
his findings and work with the virus.” Fields
said that only two virus families have such
large genomes: the herpes viruses and the
pox viruses.

Fields could not understand why at this
point Lo did not share his reagents with
others: “It’s only to his credit, if other
people confirm the finding. I don’t see what
the problem is. It’s his, whatever it is.”
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