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Animal Care Legislation

Congress has passed, and the President has signed, a bill that estab-
lishes federal controls over the transportation, sale, and handling of
animals intended for research use (Science, 19 August). The bill is a
compromise in which neither advocates nor opponents of federal control
got what they wanted.

The position of scientists on this matter has long been clear. As far
back as 1881 the Medical Congress meeting in London unanimously
resolved: “That this Congress records its conviction that experiments on
living animals have proved of the utmost service to medicine in the
past, and are indispensable for its future progress; that, accordingly,
while strongly deprecating the infliction of unnecessary pain, it is of
opinion that, in the interest of men and animals, it is not desirable to
restrict competent persons in the performance of such experiments.”

Advocates of federal control—the antivivisectionists of the past who
now prefer the more positive sounding label animal welfare—contend
that substantial unnecessary pain is inflicted; that animals are often il
fed, ill housed, and ill cared for in research laboratories and on the
premises of animal dealers; that state laws do not prevent these abuses;
and that federal controls are therefore necessary.

In the past, many legislative proposals have been introduced, but not
brought to vote. Recently, however, the advocates of legislation have
worked with unremitting vigor, and some time ago it became clear that
some form of legislation was likely to be adopted. Congress still, how-
ever, had a number of choices. Should federal controls apply only to
animal dealers, or also to research laboratories, and perhaps to research
procedures? Should the legislation apply only to cats and dogs, or also
to other animals? (Logically and ethically there would seem to be no rea-
son to distinguish between a dog and a pig, but the emotional arguments
center on cats and dogs, not on, pigs or Drosophila.) Should the legisla-
tion concern itself only with safeguards and restrictions, or should it also
offer positive aid to the improvement of animal-care facilities and pro-
cedures? The advice Congress received on these issues pointed in all
directions. Congress did what the whole legislative process is designed to
do: effect a compromise between conflicting points of view. The advo-
cates of legislation have gotten part of what they asked for. But Con-
gress acted with restraint; research will not be seriously handicapped.
Additional government regulations have been established; regulatory
machinery will be developed; and the taxpayer will have an additional
bill to pay.

The long history of the controversy and the fact that no one got all
he wanted make it seem unlikely that the argument will now end. Those
who want stronger controls will continue to press. The new legislation
is a compromise between what they wanted and the complete absence
of federal controls. Another compromise in a few years is possible, and
if that one comes, it will be between the present provisions and the
stronger controls then being asked for. More stringent legislation need
not be enacted, however, if biologists can persuade Congress that self-
regulation through the American Association for the Accreditation of
Laboratory Animal Care and other professional organizations is adequate
to safeguard the welfare of the animals that are essential for biological
and medical research and education.—DAEL WOLFLE



