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Nicholas Wade appeared in Science, 8 October 1976. It seemed that
at least some of the scientific community wished to dissociate itself
from the experiments that the Museum was conducting.

The Museum was vulnerable. The demonstrations hurt its image,
and the cancellations of members’ subscriptions that began pouring
in were threatening to hurt its budget. Finally the National
Institutes of Health stopped funding the experiments, and the
Museum dismantled the laboratories where the work had been done.

We had won a rare victory. Perhaps for the first time in American
history, the public protests of ordinary citizens had saved animals
from suffering in a scientist’s laboratory.

Admittedly, it was a small victory. The Museum’s experiments
had involved about sixty cats. When you consider that about 70
million animals are used in United States laboratories each year,
and nearly 4 billion farm animals die annually in the United States,
that isn’t a great triumph. But it showed that we could win, and we

were determined to use this first victory as a stepping stone to larger
things.

THE REPEAL OF POUND SEIZURE

Our next target was a New York State law known as the Metcalf-
Hatch Act. This law allowed researchers to seize stray dogs and cats

from the very pounds ostensibly built to save them from the misery of
the streets. For twenty-seven years New York animal welfare groups
had been trying in vain io get this insulting law repealed. We felt that
it was a betrayal of the public which had worked to create the animal
shelters. Both the law iiself and the failure ofthe animal movement

to get the law repealed were symbols of the powerlessness and

political ineffectiveness of the animal welfare movement. So |

organized a coalition and started lobbying the state legislators.
We soon discovered that in all these years no one had tried to talk

to the legislator who had been the chief stumbling block in the way of

repeal: Senator Lombardi. As chairman of the relevant committee,
he had prevented the issue from being even debated. The animal

groups had accused him of being in the pay of the pharmaceutical
industry and had taken the attitude that there was no pointin talking
to him. We went the other way. We checked him out and found that
he had a good track record; we went to him and indicated that we

were not looking to start a fight, but that we wanted to get the issue
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debatedon its merits and voted on. We suggested that whatever his
beliefs about the issue, we had the democratic right to have the issue
debated. Because we approached him without animosity, we were

able to develop a really good relationship with him. He maintained
his opinion that pound seizure should not be repealed, but he
allowed the issue to be debated, which was crucial. When the debate
was over the issue was voted on, and we won. We then put out a press
release thanking Senator Lombardi for giving us a fair shake. This

was important. It showed that we weren’t out to ‘get’ anybody, but

only wanted to get things done for animals.
This was a second victory, and again an important one for our

morale; but it was still largely symbolic, involving maybe a few

thousand animals. Now it was time to move on to something much
more significant.

THE DRAIZE TEST

We had begun by saving sixty animals and had gone on to save a few

thousand. Now we decided to take on the Draize test, which involves
hundreds of thousands of rabbits every year. We had two reasons for

selecting the Draize test as our next target. First, David Smyth, head

of the British Research Defence Society, a group which exists to

counter attacks on animal experimentation, had admitted in print
that the Draize test would be a good candidate for replacement by
non-animal-using methods, both because it clearly caused suffering
and because the development of an alternative should not present
any major scientific problems. So from the start, when we asked for

the development ofan alternative to the Draize test, we were covered

against the criticism that it wasn’t possible. Here we had a scientist

who was the head ofa pro-research group saying thatit was possible.
The other reason for choosing the Draize test was that it is very

dramatic. For instance, the United States Government Consumer
Product Safety Commission had a film which was used to train

technicians to do the Draize test. The film shows lye, ammonia, oven

cleaner, and then it shows the rabbit, the experimental tool on which

these substances are to be tested. The same government department
also put out a set ofcolour slides consisting ofclose-ups of the eyes of

rabbits after they had undergone the Draize test. The slides were

supposed to serve as a basis ofcomparison for technicians seeking to

grade the amount ofdamage caused by various products. They were


