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IPPL UNCOVERS MILITARY INVOLVEMENT
IN PYGMY CHIMPANZEE PROJECT

Evidence has come to light which suggests that a project alleged-
ly designed to foster the conservation of the Pygmy chimpanzee (Pan
paniscus) may have as its real purpose the attempt to bring this
endangered species into use as a laboratory animal, with the strong
likelihood that it would be used to study injury or trauma of military
importance, such as burns, shock and bleeding.

The October 1975 issue of the IPPL Newsletter reported that the
Yerkes Primate Center in Atlanta, Georgia, USA, had acquired 5
Pygmy chimpanzees from Zaire, Central Africa, on a lend-lease
basis, in order to evaluate the species’ potential as a laboratory
primate. IPPL disputed claims made by the project’s sponsors, the
Yerkes Primate Center and the U.S. National Academy of Sciences,
that the project would help assure the survival of the Pygmy chim-
panzee. That same issue of the Newsletter also reported that Dr.
William McGrew of the University of Stirling, Scotland, had
organised a petition opposing the project. This petmon received
wide support from chimpanzee field workers invited to sign it. The
March 1976 issue of the IPPL Newsletter noted that supporters of the
project had chosen to defend it by attempting to ridicule and deride
its critics rather than by addressing themselves to the substantive
issues involved.

The contract between the U.S. National Academy of Sciences/
Yerkes Primate Center and the Zairean Institute for Scientific Re-
search states that the purpose of transferring the 5 Pygmy
chirnpanzees to the USA is to ‘‘establish the biomedical importance
of the species,”” and that a breeding colony will only be set up after
this importance is established. This “‘importance’’ was apparently
quickly determined through study of the Pygmy chxmpanzees at
Yerkes, in spite of the death of two of the animals.

The business meeting of the Sixth Congress of the International
Primatological Society was held on 26 August 1976 in Cambridge,
England, and was chaired by Dr. Geoffrey Bourne, Director of the
Yerkes Primate Center. At this meeting, Dr. Bourne appears to have
used his position as chairman to anndunce that he and Mr. Joseph
Engel of the National Academy of Sciences had just returned from
Zaire, where permission had been given for the capture of 50 Pygmy
chimpanzees for transfer to islands in Lake Tumba in Zaire. Bourne
also remarked that a Jot of ‘‘misinformation’’ had been circulated
about the conservation aspects of the project. At the end of his
announcement, Dr. Bourne gave no opportunity for comments or
questions from the membership of the International Primatological
Society. Members of the audience had to result to catcalls, coughs,
and foot-stamping to attract his attention. Critical questions were
asked by Dr. Robert Sussman of the Department of Anthropology,
Washington University, St. Louis, Missouri, Dr. Jan Moor-
Jankowski, Director of the Laboratory for Experimental Medicine
and Surgery in Primates, New York, and Dr. Thomas Struhsaker, of
the New York Zoological Society. The issue was dropped only
because of the lateness of the hour.

In order to clarify the true purpose of the project, IPPL contacted
the Office of Naval Research for documents pertaining to the project
under the Freedom of Information Act (5 U.S.C.§552). The
documents furnished by the Office of Naval Research suggest that
the purpose of the project is not conservation of the Pygmy chimpan-
zee, but its introduction to biomedical research. Examples of these
documents follow.

1) In an undated statement entitled ‘‘Pygmy Chimpanzee
Project,”” Dr. Bourne describes the main purpose of the project as
‘“‘to establish the Pygmy chimpanzee as an important future animal
model for the biomedical and behavioral research community.”” He
proceeds to define the three phases of the project: a) the capture of a
few Pygmy chimpanzees from the wild and their transfer to Yerkes
Primate Center for study, b) the capture of more specimens from the
wild, and their transfer to a breeding colony, and ¢} utilisation of the

species in research programs.

2) Attached to the statement is a paper on the.*‘Scientific Signifi-
cance of the Pygmy chimpanzee.”” This paper describes how the
project originated. Preliminary negotiations were conducted by a
team which visited Zaire in April 1972. Dr. Richard Thorington of the
Smithsonian Institution is mentioned as being a member of this
team. Dr. Thorington later became Chairman of the Primate
Specialist Group of the International Union for the Conservation of
Nature (IUCN). To the disappointment of many opponents of the
project, JUCN appears to have done nothing to prevent its fruition,
although the organisation has classified the Pygmy chimpanzee as
‘“‘vulnerable to extinction.”” Further, although IUCN has an African
Board member, Dr. Emanue] Asibey of Ghana, it apparently did not
inform him of either the project or the petition opposing it, of which a
copy had been submitted to TUCN.

One paragraph of this ‘‘Significance’” statement is of especial
interest:

In the case of an extremely rare and endangered species
such as the Pan paniscus which is now excluded by convention
from the international traffic, their availability to science can
be assured only by systematic breeding programs within the
country of native habitat.

Clearly, this project, and similar projects designed to exploit en-
dangered primate species in their habitat countries, is designed to
mitigate the effects of national and international legislation to
protect the world’s vanishing wildlife.

3) In aletter dated 17 January 1975 addressed to Dr. Joseph Pol-
lard, Director of the Biological Sciences Division of the Office of
Naval Research, Dr. Geoffrey Bourne states that the budget for
Phase 1 of the project is U.S. $25,000, of which the Kaiser

Foundation had already contributed $10,000, the Eli Lilly Pharma-
ceutical Company $3,0Q0, and the Merck Sharp Dohme Pharma-
ceutical Company $5,000. The letter proposes that the office of Naval
Reasearch contribute $4,000.

4) The Office of Naval Research’s ‘‘Procurement Request and
Approval” for the project, dated 29 January 1975, allocates $4,000
for the Pygmy chimpanzee project. Of this sum, $2,000 is to come
from the Navy, $1,000 from the Army, and $1,000 from the Air
Force. A section of this document entitled ‘‘Description of Work’’
notes: .

This is Phase 1 of a project to determine the value of Pan
paniscus as an animal model for the study of a variety of
medical conditions of concern to military medicine, under the
joint sponsorship of the Office of Naval Research, the Army
and the Air Force.

5) An office of Naval Research ‘‘Research and Technology. Work
Unit Summary’’ dated 29 January 1975, states:

The Pygmy chimpanzee is smaller, more intelligent, and
agile than the Pan troglodytes. It may be more closely similar
to man. As a laboratory animal, it would be more economical
of space and food requirements.

6) A memorandum numbered NR-200-070, Code 442, which is
attached to the aforementioned documents, seeks to explain the
Navy’s unlikely-seeming interest in the forest-dwelling Pygmy
chimpanzee.

(The Office of Naval Research’s) interest is possibly small,
but the investment is correspondingly little and justified by
the need for better animal models particularly for the study of
shock. The best animal for this work at the moment is
probably the baboon which is large and often dangerous.
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Much work done in the past with dogs is not instructive with
respect to the reactions of primates to the effects of burns,
bleeding and shock.

The need to use an endangered primate {or any other primate)} for
the study of induced burns, bleeding, and shock, when there are so
many humans traumatically injured every day, must be questioned.
Further, the Pygmy chimpanzee is not a ‘‘miniature’’ chimpanzee
weighing a fraction of the weight of other chimpanzees, and more
likely to submit docilely to the infliction of traumatic injury. An adult
male animal can weigh as much as 100 pounds, far more than a
baboon, and could be more dangerous. The Navy appears misin-
formed on this point. .

7} An Office of Naval Research budget paper shows that the
Office paid $4,000, the expense of shipping the 5 Pygmy chimpan-
zees from Zaire to the USA, as well as the expense of a Zairean
technician who accompanied the animals. It is not clear whether this
was the original $4,000 allocated for the project, or a supplemental
appropriation.

8) An undated ‘‘Application for Renewal of Funds” for the
Pygmy chimpanzee project submitted to the Office of Naval
Research by Dr. Bourne, seeks a further $6,000 to enable Dr.
Bourne, and Mr. Joseph Engel of the National Academy of Sciences,
to visit Zaire to negotiate for permission to initiate Phase II of the
project, the capture of animals from the wild to form the breeding
stock for the colony. The request was granted, with the U.S. Army
and Navy each contributing $3,000. Dr. Bourne and Mr. Engel
visited Zaire in August 1976 and appear to have been successful in
obtaining permission to capture and move 50 Pygmy chimpanzees.

Two of the documents recently obtained by IPPL mentioned the
controversy surrounding the project. The first is a letter dated 4
March 1976 from Dr. Robert Jennings, Program Director for Bio-
chemistry at the Office of Naval Research, to Lt. Col. Richard Spetzel
of the U.S. Army. The letter atternpts to allay the Army’s reluctance
to get involved in the controversial project. Jennings takes note of
the ‘‘unfortunate and very unfair publicity’’ accorded to the project.
On the basis of a visit he recently made to the Yerkes Primate
Center, Jennings states that any criticism is “‘entirely unjustified.”’
In an exiraordinary tour de force of logic, Jennings reasons that the
salvation of the Pygmy chimpanzee lies in the laboratory, not the
jungle:

The Pygmy chimpanzees at Yerkes receive daily expert
veterinary care and are in excellent shape. Note that those
that did not have this opportunity died. It suggests to me that
the establishment of the proposed breeding colony is far
better insurance against the disappearance of this species
than leaving them to diseases and hazards of wild existence . .
. . The purpose for which {the 5 Pygmy chimpazees) were
removed from their normal habitat is humanitarian not cruel
as implied {in the petition): while it is true that our desire is to
establish a better model of experimental animals, it is not true
that all such research involves pain and sickness . . . .

Jennings speaks glowingly of the ‘“‘love’’ shown to the Pygmy
chimpanzees by the staff of the Yerkes Primate Center, including Dr.
Bourne, and remarks, ‘‘I can think of no better hands in which to
place the welfare of the species.”” He concludes that, ‘‘the criticism
must be motivated by some other factor than concern for the welfare
of the animals.”” He concludes that this factor is malice.

The other reference to the controversy occurs in a letter dated 19
January 1976 from Dr. Bourne to Dr. Pollard of the Office of Naval
Research. Dr, Bourne notes that IPPL has learned who is financing
the project and counsels the Office not to answer any letters from
IPPL. :

In response to an enquiry from IPPL, Dr. Pollard stated that the
Office of Naval Research plans to continue funding the Pygmy
chimpanzee project. He justified the Navy’s continued interest by
stating: ‘It appears that the Pygmy chimpanzee is physiologically
and biochemically more similar to man than most animals presently
used in medical research.”” He added that the Navy supported a
broad basic research program with ohe underlying purpose:

These programs are related o the problems of stress and
disease experienced by the sailor and marine in his combat
assignment. To carry out this effort it is of utmost importance
that valid animal models be available which will bridge the
gap between the test tube and the human.

In response to an IPPL enquiry, Dr. H. C. Campbell of the Eli
Lilly Pharmaceutical Company confirmed that the company had
contributed to Phase I of the project, since ‘‘The Pygmy chimpanzee
appeared to be an attractive alternative to some of the primates

currently used in medical research because of its size.”” Dr. Camp-
bell appears not to be aware that the size difference between the

< regular and Pygmy chimpanzee is not great, and that a large Pygmy

chimpanzee is bigger than a small regular chimpanzee (Pan troglo-
dytes).

IPPL OBJECTIONS

IPPL considers that the entire Pygmy chimpanzee project is open
to questicn on practical, academic, legal, and ethical considerations.

PRACTICAL CONSIDERATIONS

"The Yerkes/NAS plan provides for the release of the captured
Pygmy chimpanzees on islands in Lake Tumba. Lake Tumba is a
long, somewhat narrow lake in Egquateur Province, Zaire. The
Zairean Institute for Scientific Research has a field station at Mabali
close to the lake. Mabali Station has comfortable living facilities used
by the Belgians in colonial days, and would be the center for the
project.

During 1973-1975 Dr. Arthur Horn of Southwest Texas State Uni-
versity, San Marcos, Texas, conducted a 25-month field study of
Pygmy chimpanzees in Zaire. According to Dr. Horn, there are only
a few islands (4-6) in the lake, only one of which is larger than 2-300

- meters across. Dr. Horn estimates the size of the largest island to be

around 1 square kilometer {about 250 acres). This island is close to
the west bank of the lake and is about 15-20 kilometers by boat from
the Mabali Station on the east bank. This would be a boat-ride of
approximately 45 minutes on a 40 horsepower boai. Although there
are no Pygmy chimpanzees on the islands in Lake Tumba, they have
a varied fauna including monkeys. The environmental impact of the
release of 50 Pygmy chimpanzees on one or more islands does not
appear to have been studied by sponsors of the project, although it
appears likely that the entire ecological balance of the islands might
be shattered.

According to Dr. Horn's survey, confirmed by reports from other
field workers, the densityof Pygmy chimpanzees does not exceed one
individual per square kilometer in any part of Zaire, and is usually
much less. If 50 animals were released on an island approximately
one square kilometer in area, they would probably destroy the
habitat in a very short time, and many would starve to death, and
others die in aggressive encounters provoked by the overcrowding
and competition for food. Dr. Horn assumes that project plans would
include bringing food from the mainland for the Pygmy chimpan-
zees, but foresees problems should this be attempted. Heavy
provisioning (hundreds of pounds of food a day) would be required.
A fleet of boats would be needed to make daily trips in all weather
conditions. Breakdowns could cause serious problems, since Mabali
is a day’'s travel from Kinshasa, the closest place where spare parts
could be obtained. However, the Pygmy chimpanzees would not
necessarily select the food supplied from the outside {whether fresh
fruit or commercial pelleted food) over the food available on the
island, or they might wander from the areas where the food was
deposited, so the habitat might be wrecked in any case, with adverse
consequences on the island’s wildlife.

A further complication is that the inhabitants of the villages
around Mabali do not have much surplus food; therefore, a complex
food collection system involving several villages would have to be
organized. Dr. Horn notes that, although the well-organized effort
that would be required would not be impossible, it would be
extremely difficult to establish and maintain. ™ Should the
provisioning shuttle be cut off for just a few days, chimpanzees
would starve to death. Zaire is. not however immune to political
turmoil, and the possibility that resident supervisors from overseas
might have to leave in a hurry cannot be excluded. In a severe
famine, the Pygmy chimpanzees might fall victims to predation by .
starving humans. o

To establish an island colony of 50 Pygmy chimpanzees, & much
larger number of animals would probably have to be captured. They
would reportedly be captured by netting: since this method of
capture would be extremely stressful on the animals, some injuries
and deaths could be expected. It is likely that there would be further
losses in the weeks aftex capture, since stress 'aggrava'tes the
parasites with which the captured animals coexist in the wild. Deaths
of animals in the island colony would also be likely, and there would
be a need for replacements. In the case of an epidemic which would
be quite likely in the crowded conditions, and with the exposure of
the animals to human infections, the entire colony might be lost.
Since netting expeditions are tedious and complicated, the tempta-
tion to buy animals for the project from native poachers would be
hard to resist. This is not'mere speculation, as two of the five Pygmy
chimpanzees shipped to Yerkes were not netted, but purchased from
poachers. There is no evidence that either the Yerkes Primate Center
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or the National Academy. of Sciences made any objections to this
purchase. Rather, they implied in their public statements that these
two infants were also netted, and exploited the fact that one had gun-
shot pellets in its body to justify the need for a ‘‘conservation’”
project, alleging that the species was heavily hunted. )

Should the Pygmy chimpanzees in the colony breed successfully,
and the offspring be removed for biomedical experimentation, -this
would lessen the value of the colony for behavioral observations. The
removal of the offspring would also reduce the relevance of any
breeding program to the preservation of the Pygmy chimpanzee. In
the event of successful breeding and the discovery of a disease for
which this species would be a ‘‘useful’’ animal model, it is likely that
plans for a small free-ranging colony would be expanded, and a large
caged colony be established. It is likely that biomedical interests
would press for export of Pygmy chimpanzees to the United States.

1t is likely that the project sponsors would not be content with
using only Pygmy chimpanzees. In a letter to Dr. William McGrew
dated 20 May 1975, Dr. Bourne stated that colonies of gorillas might
eventually form part of the project. The Yerkes Primate Center
possesses no Mountain gorillas at the present time, although it
purchased 16 wild-caught Lowland gorillas a decade ago.

In the light of these as well as additional considerations, IPPL
considers that any movement of Pygmy chimpanzees from their
natural habitat to areas where they are entirely dependent on human
intervention is undesirable. It would have an adverse effect on the
survival chances of the species as a whole and grave implications for
the well-being of the Pygmy chimpanzees captured for the project.

ACADEMIC CONSIDERATIONS

Dr. Horn states that the word 'Pygmy chimpanzee’ is really a
misnomer, as it gives the false impression that the animal is small,
whereas, in fact, it is only slightly smaller in size than the regular
chimpanzee. A large Pygmy chimpanzee weighs close to 100 pounds
and is hardly 2 ""Pygmy.”’ Dr. Horn does not believe that the Pygmy
chimpanzee is a separate species, but merely ‘A chimpanzee that is
a little smaller than the average for the common chimp.”” Horn also
feels that the assertion made by Dr. Bourne that the Pygmy
chimpanzee is more intelligent than other chimpanzees and closer to
man is unsupported by any evidence. In short, Horn asserts: ‘‘To me
these points cut away any possible justifications whatsoever that the
Yerkes Primate Center and National Academy of Sciences have for
attempting to exploit a threatened species and bypass the prohibi-
tions on exporting them.”

LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS

The project appears to IPPL to violate Section 7 of the U.S. En-
dangered Species Act of 1973 (Public Law 93-205), which states in
part:

All. .. federal departments and agencies shall utilize their
authorities in furtherance of the purposes of this Act . . . by
taking such action necessary to insure that actions authorized,
funded, or carried out by them do not jeopardize the continued
existence of such endangered species.

The activities of all the fecderal agencies taking part in this project
might be considered as illegal under this Section of the Act.

ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS

A serious question of professional ethics arises as the result of
Dr. Bourne’s claim that the Pygmy chimpanzee project is designed
to preserve the species with the simultaneous acceptance of money
from agencies which clearly expect to derive experimental animals
from the project. As far as IPPL knows, no efforts were made to seek
financing for the project from conservation organizations such as the
World Wildlife Fund. Instead, Dr. Bourne turned to the military and
pharmaceutical companies, major users of primates in research.
Nonetheless, in 2 20 May 1975 letter to Dr. McGrew, Bourne stated:

Unless some active conservation method such as the
program we propose is undertaken, the Pygmy chimpanzee
will in fact die out. The time for talking is past and some
positive action is needed.

If Dr. Bourne has no inteation of providing Pygmy chimpanzees
for experimentation, does he have a legal right to enter into
contractual obligations with agencies whose sole goal in supporting
the project appears to be to secure such animals? If he does intend
that the Pygmy chimpanzee should become an ‘‘animal model of
human diseases,”” is it ethical to make such deceptive pronounce-
ments as the one quoted above?

Perhaps the most important moral objection to this project is one
that can be extended to the use of all endangered species of primates
in research activities allegedly for the purpose of producing ‘‘humsan
benefits.”” With the world's population having passed
4,000,000,000, and the Pygmy chimpanzee population probably
numbering far less than 100,000, dces Man have the moral right to
exploit the species in exploratory research for his own well-being or
in order to refine his techniques of making war on his fellowmen?

WHAT T0O DO

IPPL has corresponded with officials of both the Yerkes Primate
Center and the National Academy of Sciences, and feels that further
correspondence with these agencies would be futile. It is therefore
recommended that concerned individuals contact their senators and
congressmen in Washington, D.C., seeking their cooperation in
stopping the project. Enclose a copy of this article in case they are
not familiar with the situation. The Secretary of the Interior might
also be requested to explore legal means to prevent the removal of
any Pygmy chimpanzees from their habitat. Comments should also
be addressed to the Secretaries of the Army, Air Force, and
especially the Navy, in Washington, D.C.

CONTRIBUTIONS SOUGHT
FOR IPPL FREEDOM OF INFORMATION FUND

The Freedom of Information Act {(FOIA) is a U.S. federal law
designed to help citizens obtain information concerning federal
agencies and their actions and decisions on matters affecting the
pubdic.

Federal agencies engage in two types of activities of interest to
people concerned about primates: they administer and enforce laws
that affect primates, and they award grants or contracts for research
using primates.

By using FOIA, you can obtain copies of records in the possession
of the agencies dealing with these matters. It was by invoking FOIA
that IPPL learned of military involvement in the Yerkes Primate
Center/National Academy of Sciences project, information which,
we hope, will cause the project to be stopped.

FOIA authorizes agencies to charge reasonable fees to locate and

copy the material. Although agencies are directed to waive fees
when disclosure of the requested information is in the public
interest, fees are seldom waived in practise: in many cases the
agency concerned does not want the information made public, and
requesting large fees is a way to discourage the person or
organization seeking material. The National Institutes of Health
recently asked IPPL to pay $154.00 for the 1975 Annual Reports of
the Primate Centers and refused to waive the fees, although disclos-
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sure of these records is in the public interest, since these centers cost
millions of dollars a year to operate.

IPPL is therefore establishing a Freedom of Information Fund to
enable us to obtain: 1) copies of grants and' contract applications
and awards and progress reports (peer review comments are exempt
from disclosure}; 2) reports of Department of Agrieulture
inspections of zoos and animal dealers; 3} Annual Reports of re-
search facilities using primates (which are obliged to report painful
or stressful research involving animals to the Department of Agri-
culture); and 4) records pertaining to administration of the Lacey
and Endangered Species Acts.

We should appreciate your cheques earmarked for this vitally
important fund. All contributions are tax-deductible. Should you be
concerned about conditions in any zoo or some research being
conducted in your community, please send us details and we can
advise you on using FOIA to solve the problem.

The Society for Animal Rights has published an informative
booklet entitled How to Use the Freedom of Information Act. 1t is
available from the Society at 900 First Avenue, New York 10022, at a
cost of $1.00 including postage. The booklet includes sample letters
to agencies.
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-““THE NIH CONNECTION"’

Wildlife conservation authorities in both Thailand and Indonesia
have vetoed the establishment of breeding colonies to produce infant
‘gibbons for export to the U.S. National Institutes of Health (NIH). In
return for gibbons, NIH offered to provide money for conservation
activities in both countries.

Gibbons have been totally protected in both Indonesia and Thai-
land for many years and their commercial export banned. Until
recently, some gibbons smuggled out of their countries of origin
reached the U.S.A. in spite of this protective legislation. This can be
attributed to the high prices {up to $1,000) paid for gibbons on the
international black market. Some of these smuggled gibbons were
destined for NIH contracting agencies, including the Comparative
Oncology Laboratory, School of Veterinary Medicine, University of
California at Davis, a National Cancer Institute contractee. During
the time that gibbons were available through the black market, NIH
did not propose the establishment of breeding colonies. Such
proposals coincided with the cessation of the illegal importation of
gibbons into the U.S.A. This cessation resulted from the following:

1} The listing of all gibbon species on Appendix I of the Conven-
tion on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna
and Flora and on the U.S. Endangered Species List,

2) The apparent closing of the ‘‘Singapore Connection’’ (see
“Singapore Tightens Wildlife Controls,”’ this issue}, and

3) The exposure of the series of illegal gibbon shipments from
Thailand to the Comparative Oncology Laboratory at the University
of California at Davis, which resulted in stricter law enforcement at
both Thai and U.S. ends.

With continued smuggling out of the question, it appears that
NIH has had to resort to a subterfuge, euphemistically called ‘‘con-
servation’’ in an attempt to obtain gibbons.

At the present time, there appear to be at least 70 gibbons in
NIH-financed laboratories in the United States. The National Cancer
Institute supports large colonies of gibbons at the Comparative On-
cology Laboratory, University of California at Davis and the
Bionetics Laboratory in Kensington, Maryland. These animals are
presumably being used in a relatively discriminating way, at least
until more gibbons become available. It was with the purpose of ac-
quiring more gibbons for the National Cancer Institute that
Benjamin Blood, D.V.M., Executive Director of the U.S. Interagency
Primate Steering Committee, visited Thailand and Indonesia in
February 1976. The Committee has as its main purpose facilitating
primate procurement for U.S. government agencies using primates,
and is under the chairmanship of Joe Held, D.V.M.

THAILAND

In Thailand, Dr. Blood first contacted Dr. Joseph T. Marshall of
the U.S. Army Medical Component in Thailand. The U.S. Army
Gibbon Laboratory (SEATO Medical Research Lab.) is one unit of
this component. Dr. Marshall introduced Dr. Blood to Dr. Warren
Brockelman, an American lecturer in the Department of Biology at
Mahidol University, Bangkok, who had formerly been associated
with the U.S. Army Gibbon Laboratory. Dr. Blood indicated NIH's
interest in financing primate conservation in Thailand in return for a
supply of infant gibbons for U.S. laboratories. Dr. Brockelman
arranged for Dr. Blood to meet Thai members of the Mahidol
University Biology Department: he has informed IPPL that his role
during and subsequent to Blood’s mission was to ‘‘help get the
negotiations placed into the hands of the most responsible Thai
officials, conservationists, and scientists.”” Dr. Blood also met
officials of Thailand’s Wildlife Conservation Division, Royal Forest
Department, and won the support of the leader of the Association for
the Conservation of Wildlife, the only one of Thailand’s many
conservation groups likely to support modification of Thailand’s
export ban on gibbons. .

Shortly after Dr. Blood’s departure from Thailand, a meeting was
held at Mahidol University attended by Drs. Marshall and Brockel-
man and 7 Thais, these latter being an official of the U.S. Army
Medical Component {Thai Section), the Director of the National
Laboratory Animal Center, two university professors, and 3
employees of the Royal Forestry Department. Such groups as
Friends of the Earth {Thailand), the Society to Conserve our National
Treasure and Environment (SCONTE), and the large student groups
were apparently not invited to attend: these groups would certainly
have opposed any suggestion for a project involving export of
gibbors. No primatologist was among those present. At the meeting

it was decided that Thailand should establish a “*National Committee
on Primate Research and Conservation’” to make policy and plans to
develop primate research in Thailand. Drs. Brockelman and Mar-
shall and an employee of the Royal Forestry Department were
selected to draft a grant proposal in accordance with Dr. Blood’s
request, even though the proposed committee had no official author-
ization to take over the formulation or execution of primate policy for
Thailand: this authority lies in the hands of the Wildlife Conserva-
tion Division, and any project involving purchase, possession, or
export of gibbons could not be initiated without the Department’s
consent. It is significant that previous illegal exportations of gibbons
from Thailand to the U.S.A. were not mentioned at the meeting,
although both Americans present were familiar with the incidents.
However, it is possible that, had the committee been briefed on the
episodes involving the Comparative Oncology Laboratory, and the
fact that no action had been taken against the importing laboratory
by U.S. law enforcement authorities or NIH, it would have been less
willing to negotiate a project to supply NIH with still more gibbons.

The Subcommittee of three proceeded to draft a proposal, al-
though it appears that the Thai member did not play a role in the
drafting process, leaving it entirely in the hands of the Americans.
The proposal called for the establishment of a colony of 200 gibbons.

Production of 50 infants a year was anticipated, even though
gibbons are known to breed poorly in captivity. Of these 50 infants,
30 would be exported to NIH at a cost of U.S. $150 per gibbon, a
“‘bargain’’ compared with the price of $1,000 per gibbon offered by
NIH in 1975 {(see ‘‘Contract for 30 Gibbons not Filled,”” this issue).
The original 200 gibbons would be acquired from private owners and
the U.S. Army, which had in its possession at the time about 30
survivors of a gibbon colony which once numbered 200. In return for
its cooperation, Thailand would receive NIH assistance in conserva-
tion projects.

Although the draft proposal is confused, four separate programs
can be disentangled, 1) a breeding program to produce infant
gibbons for export, 2) a rehabilitation program for former captive
gibbons, 3} an educational program to train Thais in primatology,
and 4} a ‘conservation program. However, the draft budget
attached to the proposal suggests that the last 3 programs may be
primarily ‘‘window-dressing”” for the first, since no funds were
proposed for rehabilitation of gibbons, training of Thais, or
conservation. The only items budgeted for were the gibbon breeding
colony and a survey. The budget was, according to Dr. Brockelman,
"‘put together in great haste by Dr. Joe Marshall and Albert New . . .
T'had not even seen it.” (Dr. Albert New of NIH visited Thailand in
August 1976 to expedite the project: however, he denies any role in
drafting the budget). The budget showed clear signs of hasty
preparation. For example, the sum allocated for feeding 200 adult
gibbons was $1500 per year, or U.S. $0.02 (2 cents) per gibbon per
day, a completely inadequate sum. In contrast, $2,000 was allocated
to “‘feed’” fuel to one truck. The American project director was to be
paid U.S. $25,000, while 14 Thai employees were to share $22,000.
After 3 years, NIH funding was to stop. The assumption was that
funding would materialize, or that sufficient money could be made
from the sale of gibbons to medical research establishments to pay
for the upkeep of the colony, both very tenuous assumptions.

To IPPL, the establishment of any colony of animals without
permanent funding appears negligent and irresponsible. NIH has
already dropped funding for the Tigoni Primate Center in Kenya,
which has breeding colonies of several African primate species. The
fate of the Center is still unresolved.

At this point, a concerned Thai conservationist felt that it was
necessary to send a copy of the gibbon breeding proposal and
supporting documents for an outside opinion of the project’s merits.
As a consequence, a preliminary critique of the draft proposal
appeared in the Banghkok Post on 28 August 1976. The resulting
controversy over the project led to the abandonment of the initial
proposal. Pong Leng-EE, Chief of Wildlife Conservation in Thailand,
has informed proponents of the project and IPPL that Thailand will
not permit export of gibbons to NIH. In fact, export of all primates
from Thailand was banned from 1 March 1976, and remains banned,
according to Khun Pong. However, there are no grounds for
complacency. Proponents of exploitation of gibbons are working on a
new proposal, which includes ‘‘gibbon breeding and management,”’
and it is likely that NIH will seek to geneiaic pressures on other
agencies of the Thai Government in order to obtain approval of a re-

written proposal.
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INDONESIA

In February 1977 Dr. Blood visited Indonesia on his quest for
gibbons. There he appeared to have adopted a different, “tougher”’
approach. IPPL has obtained a copy of a “‘Record” of a meeting held
at the Institute of Biology in Bogor, Indonesia, on 7 February 1976.
This ‘Record”” was typed by Blood at the American Embassy,
Djakarta, Indonesia, which extended him full support. Those present
at the meeting were Dr. Blood, the Director of Indonesia’s National
Institute of Biology and her assistant, the Director of Conservation in
Indonesia, the Director of the Bogor Museum, two animal exporters,
and Dr. Wendell Wilson of the Washington Regional Primate
Center. Until recently, Dr. Wilson was studying the effects of
logging on Indonesian primates at the expense of the Weyerhaeuser
Foundation. The Weyerhaeuser Logging Company is reported to be
the biggest commercial exploiter of forests inhabited by gibbons in
Kalimantan, the Indonesian part of the island of Borneo.

According to'the ‘‘Record, initial discussion at the meeting in
Bogor centered on Indonesia’s general ‘‘needs’ in respect to
primates, including field studies of ecological adaptation and
population dynamics, support for primate conservation activities,
and provision of primates for research purposes. Discussion
appears tc have zeroed in on the availability of primates, specifically
gibbons, for biomedical research. This can be assumed to be a U.S.
rather than an Indonesian priority. According to the “‘Record,”” “‘it
was recognized’’ that all the aforementioned aspects of conservation
required attention, but that, “‘it was not realistic to attempt all at
once, or for all species.”” Therefore, “‘it was decided”” that work
should start with the establishment of gibbon breeding colonies to
supply gibbons for U.S. research programs. Three components of a
program that might win U.S. financial support were enumerated,
presumably by Dr. Blood. These were identified as:

1) “developing a reserve area (either an island or other
demarcated tract) for theé breeding of gibbons’’

2] ‘‘breeding of gibbons in pens (sic) or cages, both in Indo-
nesia and the U.S.A."”

3) “capture and utilization or rehabilitation of gibbons in
areas where the destruction of forest habitat . . . will inev-
itably cause their destruction”’

Dr. Blood, apparently feeling confident of the meeting’s support
for his approach, commented: ‘'I agreed to explore the possibilities
for financial support in the U.S. for this project.”” The next step, he
said, was to send a mission consisting of 2 or 3 consultants io Indo-
nesia to draft plans and develop a budget. These consultants were {o
visit Indonesia ‘‘as early as May {but not} later than early in July.”’
Again, NIH appears to be trying to get a hasty decision from a
country in which it wishes to procure gibbons. NIH did not aprear
interested in long-term financing of the project. Likewise, Blood
stated ‘it could at least be partly supported afier the first few years
by income from gibbons made available for research.”’

In contrast to his apparently careful handling of Thai contacts,
Dr. Blood stated firmly to Indonesian representatives at the meeting
that *‘It must be understood and agreed by all concerned that some
gibbons will be made available for research in the U.S.”

In several ways, the NIH activities in Indonesia are more dan-
gerous than those in Thailand. The Indonesian project would involve
capture of animals from the wild, and, therefore, might possibly
become a front for illegal trafficking in gibbons poached in the wild
and experted as project gibbons. It is not stated who would select the
gibbons to be caught for the project. It would be very difficult to keep
track of which gibbons were to be rehabilitated, exported, or
utilized. In addition, the goodwill that surrounds the orang-utan re-
habilitation projects in Indenesia would not surround any gibbon
project which invelved export of and experimentation on gibbons.
Owners of pet gibbons would be unlikely to cooperate with any such
project by donating animals, thic making it entirely dependent on
capture of animals from the wild. ]

An Indonesian conservetionist has made the following comments

on the NIH aciivities.:

This is & most unfortunate situation. On one hand, foreign
experts severely criticize {our) government for noi strictly
enforcing nature protection laws, and then, on the other hand,
equally reputable foreign agencies offer large sums of money
50 that these same Jaws czn be circumvented and protected
animals be exported and used for medical research. People . .
. here .. . agree that this program would just become a smoke-
screen for catching and exporting wild-caught gibbens . . . we
have one well-known animal dealer invalved in this scheme. 1
need not spell out for you the dangerous consequences for
nature protection in this country if this project goes through.

Although the Blood “‘Record”’ of the meeting with Indonesians at
Bogor gives the impression that there was unanimous approval for
NIH plans, an Indonesian conservationist has informed IPPL that
this was a misunderstanding on Biood's part. Indonesian wildlife
conservation authorities have, in fact, vetoed any project on the lines
outlined by Blood. However, as in the case of Thailand, there can be
no grounds for compiacency. NI is reported to be trying to further
its designs by bypassing the Indonesian wildlife authorities and
seeking support within the Indonesian biomedical community.

COMMENTS

IPPL would be pleased to see NIH finance conservation programs
in accordance with the wishes of ‘habitat countries. For example,
Indonesia is plenning a series of rain-forest national parks and
Thailand is attempting to strengthen the protection of its national
parks and wildlife sanctuaries as well as improve training programs
and equipment for wildlife officers and rangers. It would be most
appropriate for NIH to support unconditionally programs in Indo-
nesia and Thailand which will contribute to the preservation of
primates and their habitats. Both Thailand and Indonesia argently
need funds for conservation activities, Both countries have
extremely diverse and rich fauna and flora which are relatively
unstudied, and forest habitats are disappearing at an alarming rate.
Sound academic and technical programs in ecology and animal
behavior should be instituted as soon as possible. Threatened
species should be bred in captivity where required, but strictly for
the purpose of preserving the species. However, Thailand and
Indonesia should not allow themselves to be coerced into modifying
their long-standing policies of total protection for gibbons in order to
obtain support for vital conservation activities.

Reprinted with permission of Skin and Allergy News

" have come 10 the conclusion, gentlemen, that a drug is any
substance which, when injected into a rodent, produces a paper.”
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RANGERS KILLED IN THAI PARK

Two game wardens, Boonchuay Thangthong, 32 years old, and
Charuay Klinpan, 27 years old, were killed in Ramkamhaeng
National Park, Thailand, on 16 January 1977. They were riding on a
motorcycle from their office in the park to a road construction site.
Three kilometers from their office, they were shot with M16 machine
guns. Park authorities had recently arrested several wildlife
poachers in the park and taken action to prevent illegal timber
cutting. Ramkamhaeng National Park had only 9 wardens to protect
350 square kilometers of land.

This incident, which is one of many such incidents in recent years
in Thailand, further emphasizes the undesirability of agencies such

as the National Cancer Institute issuing high-priced contracts for
animals not legally available, {see ‘‘Contract for 30 Gibbons not
filled,”” this issue). The end-result of such contracts may well be pre-
mature death for rangers trying to protect wildlife against poachers,
or rangers not daring to leave the park headquarters to do their
work.

The incident also raises questions about whether NIH's view of
primate conservation priorities for Thailand and Indonesia {counting
primates and partial legalization of gibbon capture and export) has

any relevance whatever to the real needs of Thailand and Indonesia
at this time.

Thai Poachen

And Gun

CONVENTION NEWS

In November 1976 a meeting of Convention member countries
was held in Berne, Switzerland. It was decided to move chimpanzees
(Pan troglodytes) and Pygmy chimpanzees {(Pan paniscus) from
Appendix I of the Convention to Appendix 1. (Appendix I is for
species in immediate danger of extinction and Appendix II for
species not yet close to extinction but likely to become so if trade is
not strictly regulated). The Convention members also voted that all
primate species not on Appendix I should be placed on Appendix I
of the Convention, in spite of opposition from biomedical interests.

Seven more countries have joined the 26 already implementing
the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species. They
are Australia, India, Iran, Norway, the United Kingdom, the USSR,
and Zaire.

Among major wildlife importing countries which have failed to
join the Convention are France, Japan, and the Netherlands. En-
forcement of the Convention is complicated by the fact that several
primate habitat countries have not joined the Convention: these
include Kenya, Tanzania, Indonesia, Malaysia, Thailand, Paraguay,

and Bolivia.
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HELP SAVE THAILAND'S KHAO YAI PARK

IPPL has received an urgent appeal from the Friends of the Khao
Yai National Park Association, Bangkok, Thailand, to help preserve
the integrity of beautiful Khao Yai (Big Mountain) National Park,
one of the finest national parks in Asia.

The park is threatened by a plan to construct two large dams
within 1ts borders and a third on the periphery. A similar plan was
proposed several years ago, but dropped at the last minute, after
construction camps had already been built.

Khao Yai National Park contains several primate species,
including the highly endangered Pileated gibbon {Hylobates pilea-
tus) and the white-handed gibbon (Hylobates lar). These species are
on both the U.S. Endangered Species List and Appendix I of the
Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species. Xhao Yai
park also contains langurs, macaques, and lorises.

The construction of the proposed dams would essentially destroy
Khao Yai National Park (as well as watershed) by almost splitting it
in two, making exchange of animals between north and south areas
almost impossible and reducing the area available for wildlife. Con-
struction of access roads would open up large areas of the park to log
and wildlife poachers. Once an access road is built in Thailand,
illegal side roads spring up on both sides, and this means the end of
the forest and its wildlife.

Pileated Gibbon

Concerned individuals and organizations in all countries are
urged to write separate lettérs to one or all of the ‘following officials
requesting that the forest and wildlife of Khao Yai Park not be
jeopardized by dam construction: :

His Majesty King Bhumibol Adulyadej
Chitrlada Palace
Rajvithi Road
Bangkok, Thailand

Mr. Tanin Kraivixen
Prime Minister
Bangkok
Thailand

The Director-General
Royal Forestry Department
Phaholyothin Road
Bangkhen, Bangkok
Thailand

Letters should alsc be addressed to the Thai Ambassador in the
capital city of your couniry of residence.

Please do not postpone this opportunity to save the lives of
thousands of primates. Write today!

Endangered by Dam Construction




DR. MOHNOT CALLS FOR MORATORIUM ON RHESUS EXPORT

Addressing the Conservation Symposium at the Sixth Congress
of the International Primatological Society held in Cambridge,
England, in August 1976, Dr. S.M. Mohnot, IPPL Representative for
Central and West India, called for a moratorium on the export of
Rhesus macaques (Macaca mulatta) from India. Dr. Mohnot stated
that the export of hundreds of thousands of Rhesus monkeys from
India in recent decades has seriously affected Rhesus monkey pop-
ulations, and that, pending a thorough review of the entire situation,
no more Rhesus monkeys should be exported.

BANGLA DESH TO EXPORT MONKEYS

The Wall Street Journal (22 November 1976) carried an article
with the headline ‘‘Bangla Desh Wants to Get into the Monkey Busi-
ness.”” Since its separation from Pakistan in 1971, Bangla Desh has
protected its wildlife, in spite of country’s grinding poverty. How-
ever, according to the Journal, ‘‘Bangla Desh is anxious to develop
exports and the U.S. is eager to find new sources of Rhesus
monkeys."’

The negotiations on the U.S. side are in the hands of Dennis
Johnsen D.V.M. of the National Institutes of Health. Dr. Johnsen is
Executive Secretary of the Primate Research Advisory Committee
and the Animal Resources Advisory Committee, a position to which
he was appointed in 1976 after many years with the U.S. Army’s
Medical Research and Development Command. This period included

several years with the Army’s controversial gibbon laboratory in -

Bangkok, which appears to have been involved in questionable
export of gibbons and research on gibbons. (See IPPL Newsletter,
October 1975, ‘“This Month’s Award,”” which tells how Dr. Jobnsen
led a research team which sacrificed three juvenile female gibbons in
a dog heartworm experiment.)

Dr. Johnsen visited Bangla Desh to arrange for a survey of
Rhesus monkeys, which, he says, ‘‘will probably be undertaken by
primate experts from Johns Hopkins University under an NIH
contract.” Johnsen is also drawing up a tentative agreement with
the Government of Bangla Desh for long-term supply of Rhesus
monkeys to the United States. Dr. Johnsen is quoted as saying,
““This is the first country that has given us the invitation to do what
we’ve wanted to do in several countries, that is, to survey the avail-
ability of the animals.”’

WANTED

An Indian magazine has asked IPPL to supply color and black and
white photographs of Rhesus monkeys in laboratory situations,
including restraint apparatus.

Please send photographs to IPPL, P.O. Box 9086, Berkeley, CA
94709. Please indicate any credit line you wish, and provide a
caption.

IPPI, “HOT LINE™

Frequently, events affecting primate well-being occur between
publication of Newsletters. We are therefore compiling a list of
people in all countries who are willing to write letters of praise or
protest on behalf of primates at short notice. Please contact either
our U.S. or U.K. office if you are willing to help. Please provide
your telephone number. :

REPRINTS AVAILABLE

Reprints of IPPL’s Special Report on ‘‘Chimpanzee Rehabilita-
tion,”” which tells of Stella Brewer and Raffaella Savirelli’s work
retraining captive chimpanzees to live in the wild, are available from
IPPL's U.S. office for $1.00 and from our British office for 50 pence.
Discounts are available on bulk orders for classroom use or other
purposes.

NEXT IPPL NEWSLETTER

The next IPPL Newsletter will tell you about the plight of a
complete troop of 185 Japanese macaques moved to Texas from
Japan, but now offered for sale by their deceased owner’s widow.

There will also be an article about a half-million-dollar National
Science Foundation-sponsored project in Spain, in which gibbons
and monkeys are receiving brain implants to modify aggressive
behavior in preparation for use of simlilar devices on humans one
day , bringing the ‘‘Brave New World'’ a step closer.

Don't forget to renew your membership or subscription if it is
overdue. Remember, all contributions are tax-deductible.

NEW GUIDELINES ON PRIMATE USE

The U.S. Interagency Primate Steering Committee has developed
new criteria regarding the use of primates in scientific research
which it hopes will be adopted by all agencies of the US government
performing or funding research on primates. These criteria are:

1) that the research proposed can be done best with primates,
i.e., that no other known system or other kind of animal could
produce comparable results, ’

2) that the species of primate chosen is the most appropriate,
and that a more plentiful species would not be adequate,

3} that the number of primates used is the minimum that will
produce acceptable results,

4) thet the primates will not be sacrificed during or at the end of
studies except where termination is part of the investigation, and,

5) -that, if sacrifice is deemed necessary, body material will be
shared where feasible.

One would have liked to think that researchers and funding
agencies would have been observing these criteria all along, and not
inflicting unnecessary death and suffering on primates (or any other
animals). The fact that it was necessary to develop these criteria
shows that unnecessary killing of primates, inappropriate use of rare
species, and excessive sample sizes are serious preblems. It is a
positive step that this has been officially recognized: it remains to be
seen whether the criteria will be enforced.or remain just a**piece of

paper.”’ MONKEYS AND COCAINE

The Chicago Sun-Times {24 October 1976) carried an article with
the headline ‘‘Seductive Cocaine Takes Monkeys on a One-way
Trip.”’ The story, written by William Braden, told how researchers at
the University of Chicago School of Medicine have been studying the
effects of cocaine on Rhesus monkeys. According to the article, the
monkeys are attached by tubing to an abundant supply of cocaine.
By pressing a lever, they can activate a pump that injects the drug.
The article notes that cocaine stimulates activity, and that lever-
pressing is an activity: thus, the monkeys may be pressing the lever
to relieve boredom rather than to get another dose of cocaine. The
monkeys, according to the article, overdose, develkop convulsions,
and die. The researchers are quoted as saying that monkeys are not
humans, ‘and thus their reactions to drugs may differ from those of
humans, and that, further, reactions of individual humans to drugs
Eke cocaine differ according to culture and social conditions. Getting
monkeys to take marijuana, heroin, LSD, cocaine, alcohol, and other
drugs, and then withdrawing the drugs, is carried on at many
universities, since funding is relatively easy to obtain. Whether the
work has any applicability or value to humans is questionable.
Therefore, whether humans should inflict their addictions on other
primates becomes an important ethical question.

NOBEL PRIZE FOR KURU RESEARCH

The IPPL Newsletter (September 1976) told how researchers at
the National Institute for Neurological Diseases and Stroke (NIH)
had inoculated 126 chimpanzees with kuru, a fatal neurological dis-
ease caused by cannibalism, which is disappearing rapidly with the
enforcement of laws against cannibalism in New Guinea.

This research was awarded a half-share of the Nobel Prize for
Medicine this year on the grounds that it might one day help exlain
other diseases in which a'*‘slow virus’’ might be implicated.

The Nobel Prize for Medicine is adjudicated by the Royal Carol-
ine Institute in Sweden, a medical institute which receives substan-
tial grants from the U.S. National Institutes of Health. Researchers
are nominated by their institutions, and the Institute selects the
winners. IPPL has contacted the Institute to enquire whether such
criteria as sample size and species selection are taken into considera-
tion in awarding prizes for research which involves the destruction of
animals. '

Both Time and 