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Introduction

A lot has happened since our last newsletter in September; the Press Office celebrated its first year of operation on December 1st, 2005, having been quoted in more than 120 media articles as well as having it's press officers interviewed on numerous television and radio programs. After a long absence, the ALF and other underground animal liberationists now have a press office who can explain THEIR side of the story--the animals side of the story--to the media, and it's been incredibly successful. Recently we appeared before the US Senate Committee on the Environment and Public Works (view the hearing), as well as on a CBS News 60 Minutes segment entitled "Burning Rage". There has been an unprecedented number of stories in the media concerning animal liberation, and the exploiter's view has been challenged in an increasingly serious and aggressive manner by the Press Office. Journalists from all over the nation are not only welcoming Press Office information, but are printing and airing more informative pieces regarding the philosophy, history and struggle of the underground animal liberation movement. Those who abuse, torture and kill animals for personal greed and vanity are beginning to get the message: their behavior is no longer going to be tolerated by the liberation community. 

Testifying before the US Senate Committee, Press Officer Dr. Jerry Vlasak forced members of the Committee, executives of Huntingdon Life Sciences, members of the New York Stock Exchange, and a standing-room only crowd to listen to six minutes of vivid descriptions of the horrific animal suffering and death going on in vivisection facilities and HLS in particular; never before had the abusers and their apologists been as publicly humiliated. Beads of sweat poured down the face of Mark Bibi, General Counsel for HLS as he and other animal abusers were forced to listen to intimate details of animals’ limbs being severed, and chemicals being forced down the throats of primates. Photos of the tortured animals were refused display by the Senators, but remained propped up nearby for all to see, and a DVD of undercover footage of animals inside HLS were handed directly to the Senators, their staff and other officials throughout the audience. For the first time ever, right inside our nation's Senate office building, the animal abusers were countered by animal liberationists in their own arena, but refusing to play by their rules. For a compete transcript of Dr. Vlasak's comments to the Senate and an expose on Committee Chairman James Inhofe, see below articles. 

The year has not been without controversy, with some of our opposition expressing increasing discomfort and fear with the renewed pace and publicity the liberation movement has acquired; some have even wasted their time and that of the animals criticizing the Press Officers publicly. To those who stand in privilege while animals continue to be exploited, tortured and killed in agony, we can only say that we must not allow anyone to restrain or contain our movement; we must not back down and we must do what's right for our non-human brothers and sisters. If your very own human family were being tortured to death inside HLS, would you still decry the use of violence in their self-defense as being morally justified? Would you still publicly condemn advocating liberation using "whatever means necessary"? How will you explain this to the generations that follow us, and to those who fight more vociferously than even we can imagine, as if their own species were being annihilated? 

Below is the latest essay by Dr. Steven Best, detailing the progress of the liberation movement and its consequences in the mainstream animal welfare community. Enjoy this quarter’s issue, and as always, let us hear what you think. The Animal Liberationists, and not us, decide how far they are willing to go to end animal torture. We are here to explain to the public at large, via the media, why animal liberationists take the steps they do to end the misery and evil humans perpetrate on those who are completely innocent and who are counting on all of us to stand together in unity on behalf of those animals imprisoned and killed because of human arrogance, greed and vanity. 

 “It is never governments or well funded organizations that affect revolutionary change, but the common people, unwilling to sit back any longer and watch the animals they love be destroyed.” -Rod Coronado

The Direct Path to the Future: Avoiding the Iron Cage of Movement Bureaucracy
Steve Best

“Hegel remarks somewhere that all great, world-historical facts and personages occur, as it were, twice. He has forgotten to add: the first time as tragedy, the second as farce.”  Karl Marx

The modern animal “rights” movement is only a few decades old. In a relatively short time, it has clearly made its presence felt in society. There are many promising signs of evolution in the social attitudes and treatment of animals, ranging from increased legal penalties for animal abuse to the growth of the animal law field and growing popularity of animal studies in higher education.  Nonetheless, it would be a serious mistake to conclude that we are “winning” or making “progress” in a truly significant way, or that we can ride into the future on the wings of the mainstream organizations and their legislative-based tactics.

Fallacies of the Mainstream

After over three decades of growth and advocacy, the US environmental movement has not accomplished any major goals and easily succumbed to eco-fascists such as Ronald Regan and George W. Bush. No amount of protests, demonstrations, lobbying, or mass mailings has been able to stop the mounting global ecological crisis which plays out in global warming, rainforest destruction, chemical poisoning, species extinction, and countless other ways. As Mark Dowie shows his must-read book, Losing Ground, the situation, in fact, has steadily deteriorated and has reached crisis proportions, despite the emergence of huge environmental organizations and growing popularity of the environmental cause.

Similarly, whatever PR gloss one cares to throw on the last few decades of the animal advocacy movement, one has to confront the startling facts that ever more animals die each year in slaughterhouses, vivisection labs, and animal “shelters,” while the fur industry has made a huge comeback. Similarly, after three decades of activity, the animal advocacy movement remains overwhelmingly a white, middle-class movement that has gained few supporters in communities of color or among other social justice movements. 

So if we are counting the number of casualties in this war of liberation, to single out one criterion, our side is hardly winning. Over the past two decades, Americans have dropped $40 billion on animal protection issues, some $2 billion a year, as 3,000 volunteer organizations worked billions of hours. And for what? More death and bigger cages?

As activists lounge around swank hotels preaching to the choir in endless conferences and Ego Fests, the enemy is growing in number and strength. Meanwhile, the key tactics that have truly proven their worth and work where others fail – the methods of the ALF, SHAC, and direct action in general – have been rejected and reviled by vast swaths of the movement. These ideologues are under the spell of Gandhi, King, and “legalism,” the system-created ideology that urges dissenters to seek change only in and through non-violence and the pre-approved legislative channels of the state. As the opiate of the people, legalism disempowers resistance movement and leaves corporations and governments to monopolize power, deploy violence at will, and flout the laws whenever necessary and convenient. 

Many individuals and organizations – none more aggressively than the Humane Society of the United States (HSUS) -- in fact have unctuously adopted the murderous voice of the corporate-state apparatus and denounced direct action as violent, terrorist, and antithetical to the values of the animal advocacy movement. The lethal virus of McCarthyism has infected our own movement. The moral purists and legalists implore direct action advocates to purge the “violent and extremist” element so that the voices of reason, compassion, and moderation can prevail. And prevail they will, we are asked to believe, with enough professionals, bureaucrats, lobbyists, and lawyers filling the hallways and chamber rooms of Congress, persuading our “elected representatives” who -- of course! -- serve only the interests of the people, and never the will of corporations. 

It is unfortunate that such naiveté still impedes social movements today, for the entire history of state repression, political corruption, and corporate hegemony belies this bullshit at every turn. In the accelerating phase of ecological crisis, it is now do or die and we do not have the luxury to wait for change to unfold in the long march through the institutions.

Lessons from the Environmental Movement

The animal advocacy movement is poised for ever-greater failures as it replicates the mistakes of the environmental movement. At the turn of the decade in 1970, the future of the new environmental movement seemed bright. Riding the crest of 1960s turmoil and protest, environmentalism quickly became a mass concern. The first Earth Day in 1970 drew millions of people to the streets throughout the nation. The 1970s became “the Decade of Environmentalism,” as Congress passed new laws such as the Clean Air and Water Act and the government created the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). Environmental organizations planted roots in Washington, DC, grew vast membership bases, spewed out expensive mass mailings, and walked side-by-side with the rich and powerful as they lobbied for a better world.

The movement’s recipe for success, however, quickly turned into a formula for disaster as large environmental groups increasingly resembled the corporations they criticized and, in fact, themselves evolved into corporations and self-interested money-making machines. Behemoth organizations such as Friends of the Earth, the Wilderness Society, and Nature Conservancy formed the “Gang of Ten.” They were distinguished by their corporate and bureaucratic structures whereby decision-making originated from the professionals at the top who neither had nor sought citizen input from the grass roots level. 

The Gang of Ten hired accountants and MBAs over activists, they spent more time and energy in mass mailing campaigns that actual advocacy, and their money was squandered on sustaining their budgets and bureaucracies rather than protecting the environment. They brokered compromise deals to get votes for legislation that was watered-down, constantly revised to strengthen corporate interests, and poorly enforced. As an entrenched bureaucracy with its own interests to protect, they not only did not fund or support grass roots groups, they even fought against them at times. They formed alliances instead with corporate exploiters and legitimated greenwashing/brainwashing campaigns that presented polluters and enemies of the environment as friends of the earth – as when the Environmental Defense Fund bragged that something significant happened when they partnered with McDonalds to end plastic foam containers, as the rainforests continued to be pillaged for Big Macs and Quarter Pounders. The EPA became a farce that protected the interests of corporations over citizens and the earth, while lulling the populace into thinking that there was genuine “regulation” of corporations and environmental hazards.  

The significant gains in the environmental movement came in the late 1970s and early 1980s, with the emergence of thousands of grass roots organizations not beholden to patrons, corporations, and politicians, along with the direct action tactics of Paul Watson and the Sea Shepherd Conservation Society, Earth First!, and the Earth Liberation Front.

Problems in Our House

Looking back on the last two decades of environmental politics, it is clear that mainstream organizations are an impediment to the radical changes necessary in society to stop corporate ecocide. With ecological crises mounting, an ever-growing division between the world’s rich and poor, and transnational corporations gaining increasing power and control over all nations, it is clear that tactics of compromise, reform, and moderation cannot stop the juggernaut of capitalism and speciesism and that more radical and confrontational methods are necessary. 

Unfortunately, the same problems and pathologies that crippled the potential power of a mass environmental movement are replicating themselves in the animal advocacy movement. As Gary Francione, Joan Dunayer, and others have complained, it is hard even to find a consistent animal rights philosophy and politics in the movement, as most campaigns in fact are corporate-compromising, welfarist campaigns dressed up in a rights language and seek a reduction in suffering rather than the abolition of the root causes of exploitation. 

Through the influence of the ALF and SHAC, a militant direct action presence has entrenched itself in the animal advocacy movement (the ALF beginning in the 1980s and SHAC in the late 1990s), but in most cases direct action is either shunned or vilified for fear of state repression or losing the almighty funding and patron dollars through contamination with controversy.

The New Goliath

HSUS, in particular, has distinguished itself as a divisive force by pulling out of national and regional conferences that include direct action speakers. Rather than evince respect for diversity, rather than debate instead of run, HSUS not only has withdrawn into its own insular conference world, it has publicly attacked the ALF and SHAC. In a recent interview, Mike Markarian, HSUS Executive Vice President of External Affairs, crossed a clear line when he demonized ALF activists as criminals and applauded the FBI for going after them (see Volume I Number 4 of the North American Animal Liberation Press Office newsletter at: http://www.animalliberationpressoffice.org/).

HSUS is a vast, global empire unto itself, with offices throughout the world, 10 regional offices in the US, and tentacles in a web of other organizations and affiliates. While it has no relation to local humane societies and animal shelters anywhere in the US, HSUS does control dozens of legal corporations throughout the world, such as Earthvoice, the Wildlife Land Trust, Earthkind USA, and the UK World Society for the Protection of Animals. Like other transnational corporations, the HSUS conglomerate survives through endless expansion and growth. In 2002, it took over Ark Trust, producers of the Genesis Awards for animal-friendly TV and film. It absorbed the Fund for Animals in 2004, and in 2005 it snapped up Miyun Park and Paul Shapiro from Compassion Over Killing, a pro-open rescue group willing to break the law to rescue animals, a clear no-no for HSUS.

From its 30,000 members and annual budget of $500,000 in 1970, it has morphed into a body of 9 million members with an operating budget of nearly $100 million in 2005. Such a behemoth has a homogenization effect on the movement whereby it monopolizes donations to animal causes, commands ever more media, disseminates welfarist ideology, co-opts edgy activists useful to its programs, and maligns direct action approaches while staying disengaged from local humane societies and animal shelters as a whole (unless they are willing to pay a fee for services and advice).

Certainly, HSUS has helped animals in various ways and chalked up a number of legislative victories against cockfighting and other atrocities, and under Pacelle’s leadership it advocates a vegan agenda. But it also is a vast bureaucratic organization with its own interests and needs (such as paying Pacelle’s $300,000 annual salary) that has adopted many of the unfortunate characteristics of mainstream environmental movements. 

No such empire and bureaucracy can be sustained without its lifeblood – money – and fundraising, patron satisfaction, and forging corporate ties thereby occupy a good deal of HSUS time and energy. In 2003, HSUS had $116,205,882.00 in total liability and net assets, yet spent around $3.5 million on the crucial problem of animal sheltering (far better than in 2002, when they gave less than $150,000 to local humane societies and shelters). They did, however, spend over $15.6 million on fundraising and accrued $6.3 million in administrative costs.

HSUS acquired over tens of million of dollars in donations to aid animals gravely affected by hurricane Katrina. They helped to save many animal lives, but also came under intense fire from activists on the ground that they were inept and inefficient. One has to wonder if a more flexible organization structure would not have been more effective. And how much of that largesse supports its bloated bureaucracy and fundraising needs, and how much goes directly to the animals? Would such funds not have been better utilized by shelters and rescue organizations at the grass roots? 

In 1994, Pacelle told Animal People that his goal was to build “a National Rifle Association of the animal rights movement,” suggesting he seeks a powerful organization dominated by single-issue politics. Such an approach means in practice the kind of compromise politics that vitiated the environmental movement, such that HSUS is prepared to bargain with or support nearly any politician (however right-wing) or corporation for a vote. This was evident in their recent support for the Central American Free Trade Agreement (CAFTA -- an agreement modeled on NAFTA), whereby they gained tenuous support for some animal issues, but lent their support in turn for a trade policy that threatens small farmers, violates the rights of workers, promotes factory farming (and thus greater meat and dairy consumption), and favors transnational corporations that grow wealthy through the plunder of southern nations.

Do or Die

If the animal rights movement is ever to become more than just another “interest group,” if it is to achieve it goals of animal liberation, and if it is to realize its potential for radically transforming human identity and society, it will have to study past social movements and learn from their successes and failures – the environmental movement in particular -- in order to draw the right lessons and not repeat the same mistakes. Activists need to be critical of large mainstream organizations, fight to maintain philosophical and tactical diversity, and demonstrate the vital importance of grass roots, direct action, and underground approaches.

For a long time, the direct action community has tolerated the opprobrium of mainstream organizations like HSUS, accusing them of discrediting the values and impeding the progress of the movement. As we consider the level of radical tactics necessary to defend animals and the earth, and ponder the fallacies that have guided this movement for too long, maybe it’s time to turn the tables.

The message of the animal rights/liberation movement has nothing to do with profits, corporations, and fundraising, and everything to do with a revolutionary transformation of human consciousness and social institutions.

Statement by Dr. Jerry Vlasak 
Senate Sub-Committee on Public Works and the Environment 
Hearings on Eco-Terrorism@ and Animal Rights
SHAC and the Anti-HLS Campaign 
October 26, 2005 
I. Introductory remarks 
Good afternoon, my name is Dr. Jerry Vlasak. I'm a practicing trauma surgeon, but more importantly for today's purpose, I am a Press Officer with the North American Animal Liberation Press Office. I am also a former vivisector, who at one time bought into the fraud, fallacy and pressure from the drug companies, and believed that vivisecting animals is legitimate science. I have since come to know better and stand here today in support of the struggle for animal liberation. 

The stated purpose of the Animal Liberation Press Office is: to communicate the actions, strategies, philosophy and history of the underground animal liberation movement to the media and the public, and that's what I hope to do here today. 

The actions of activists who care enough about animals to speak out in no uncertain terms, and at times to risk their own lives and freedom, have a message that is most urgent and one that deserves to be heard and understood. Often animal liberation speech and underground actions either go unreported in the media or are uncritically vilified as "violent" or "terrorist", with no attention paid to the suffering that industries and individuals gratuitously inflict on animals. The Press Office seeks to clarify the motivation and nature of these actions taken in defense of animals. 

II. HLS 
Huntingdon Life Sciences (HLS) is the largest contract testing lab in Europe, and operates facilities in the UK and New Jersey. They kill 500 animals a day; over 180,000 per year. They carry out experiments which involve poisoning and torturing animals to death with household products, pesticides, drugs, herbicides, food colorings and additives, sweeteners and genetically modified organisms, oven cleaner and cosmetics. 

HLS has been infiltrated and exposed in undercover footage 5 times in recent years by journalists, animal rights campaigners and members of the public; each time horrific evidence of animal abuse and staff incompetence has been uncovered, including workers punching beagle puppies in the face, simulating sex with animals in their care, dissecting primates while they are still alive and falsifying experiments to get their clients' product on the market. 

A 1999 inspection of their Occold (UK) facility by the Good Laboratory Practice Monitoring Authority revealed 41 deficiencies, including errors in standard operating procedures, training issues, record keeping, quality assurance, equipment, labeling and facilities. 

520 violations of the UK Good Laboratory Practices Act were documented in an expose by the Daily Press (UK) in 2000. They are the only UK laboratory to ever have their license revoked by the government. 

In East Millstone, NJ in 1997, an investigator from the People for the Ethical Treatment of Animals brought information to light that forced Huntingdon to plead guilty to animal cruelty violations and pay a $50,000 fine. 

Some examples of the horrific and unscientific testing done at HLS include the following: 

An estimated 12,800 animals died in the research of the sugar substitute Splenda. HLS used pregnant rabbits, beagle dogs, and primates to test Splenda, administering up to 1200 times the estimated daily intake. Thirty two beagles were used and after weeks of having the substance pumped into them, they were killed by exsanguinations, having their throats slit. The primates in the Splenda experiments suffered brain defects, mood swings, severe weight loss, anxiety, fear loneliness, and then ultimately, death. The rabbits experienced convulsions, intestinal disorders, and trauma-induced death. 

A 2003 report documented the lab carrying out an experiment on a refrigeration component, long since banned in production, for the Japanese Refrigeration and Air Conditioning Association. This egregious and fraudulent study forced seven month old beagle puppies to inhale the pollutant, which caused severe head tremors, pain, whole body shaking, unconsciousness and eventually death. 

On a daily basis animals used in vivisection are drowned, suffocated and starved to death; they have their limbs severed and their organs crushed; they are burned, exposed to radiation, and used in experimental surgeries; they are shocked, raised in isolation, exposed to weapons of mass destruction, and rendered blind or paralyzed; they are the given heart attacks, ulcers, paralysis, and seizures; they are forced to inhale tobacco smoke, drink alcohol, and ingest various drugs, such as heroine, cocaine ;and in my very own home town of Los Angeles at UCLA medical center, primates are now being forced to ingest the drug Ecstasy. And they say activists are violent? 

III. SHAC 
The campaign to Stop Huntingdon Animal Cruelty (SHAC) was set up at the end of 1999 by a group of activists who had successfully closed down Consort Kennels which bred beagles for experimentation, and Hillgrove cat farm, which bred cats for the same purpose. 

In what has become an international campaign in more than 18 countries, a campaign that knows no limit to the creativity and length to which many demonstrators will go, SHAC has exposed HLS for the cruel, unscientific, and corrupt company they are. The global, anti-Huntington Life Sciences campaign is an innovative and selfless campaign, and has received worldwide media coverage for the success of its methods, the intelligence of its tactics and the determination of its supporters. 

It is important to realize that SHAC USA is not one group, or hierarchical entity, but an ideology, a paradigm shift if you will, in the way the public views the atrocities perpetrated by companies such as HLS. Thousands of people worldwide have come together and protested the evil perpetrated upon innocent animals by HLS. While some groups like SHAC USA are legal, incorporated non-profit organizations, others are just loosely knit, caring individuals of like-minds. It is ridiculous to think that SHAC is one group with a top-down organization that controls all activities worldwide. 

Tactics routinely utilized by SHAC groups around the world include: 

Regular leafleting and demonstrations outside of business complexes of all manner of HLS business allies. 

Boycott campaigns have met several HLS allies. Banks such as The National Westminster Bank, Bank of New York, the Royal Bank of Scotland, and even Bank of America have seen thousands close their accounts and seek new financial services out of ethical consideration. 

Banners and highly visible signs are hung in and around companies under protest, drawing attention of community members, employees, and members of the press to the relationship between the protested company and HLS. 

Websites parroting the same look of corporate websites of protest targets are often erected under critical URLs. StephensKills.com or BNYkills.com caused press attention to the Huntingdon relationship and were the source of a PR headache. 

National SHAC USA demonstrations see upward of 400 B 500 activists converging to protest the lab and the few companies that keep it afloat. 

Residential picketing of corporate executives are a common tactic of animal activists. Similar to Cindy Sheehan's "Camp Casey", activists often protest outside the homes of those bankers, insurance brokers, board members, and VPs of companies that support HLS. 

IV. About the Animal Liberation Movement 
By the accusations against SHAC campaigners, some are trying to disguise where the real violence exists, the real blood-letting that is perpetrated behind the tightly-barricaded walls of Huntingdon laboratories. 

Activists watch all this, and become embittered and frustrated that the above ground arm of the struggle is not making progress by legal means, so they begin utilizing more radical tactics. Well, these tactics have their place; they always have. Menachem Begin, former Prime Minister of Israel and before that, former member of the Israeli terrorist group Irgun, personally planted a bomb at the British headquarters in the King David Hotel in 1946, leaving 90 dead and 45 wounded. He was awarded the Nobel Peace Prize 32 years later in 1978. 

The Algerians used violent tactics in the streets of Algiers in 1954-55, and American colonists used it in our own revolutionary war of 1776. Those who freed the slaves over 100 years ago and the suffragettes who fought for women’s right to vote didn’t ask for their rights and freedoms by saying “Please sir...”. Instead they fought hard with many personal sacrifices, and they won. 

Nelson Mandela was a lawyer who tried every legal means he could find to displace the oppressive apartheid regime in South Africa. When he realized his inability to make change legally, he took up arms and was imprisoned by the government for decades, only to pick up a Nobel Peace Prize after the regime was overthrown. 

Nonviolence is not a moral principle, but a strategy, and there is no moral goodness in using an ineffective weapon. - Nelson Mandela 
The final, and only effective alternative for the American anti-slavery movement was coercion. If institutions could not be changed legally, and ethical education could not persuade a critical mass of people to change their minds, and if insufficient support cannot be found, is not the only way left to right a moral wrong is by employing force? This is the only correct position to take. 

All movements for social change are resisted by those who profit from the status quo. John Brown recognized this in 1850 as he battled slave owners of the American South, Malcolm X recognized it as he fought a century later for the rights of "free" blacks, and animal liberationists know it today as they fight for the freedom of non-human animals. 

Far from being terrorists, activists are using the only avenue left available for the self defense, we call it extensional self-defense, of animals. These are actions that most people would engage in if it were their own families or loved ones being slaughtered. 

If Americans owned up to their own secret speciesism, racism and nationalism, and pretended that it were white, middle-class kindergartners from Kansas being pumped full of bleach and anally electrocuted, without question, most would likely be ready to take up arms themselves to end such a holocaust. 

V. NYSE De-listing 
On September 7, 2005 HLS was due to begin trading on the NYSE under the symbol LSR. Moments before trading was to begin, and with HLS executives on the stock exchange floor to celebrate, the listing was cancelled without comment. There was no direct or indirect reference or mention of animal rights action. 

Did NYSE president Catherine Kinney halt the listing because she had just realized the financial temerity of HLS, or did she decide that a company as debased and cruel as HLS should not be associated with her exchange? Or did she, as many including this committee=s chairman have claimed, capitulate to animal rights campaigners and their threats to protest the exchange if they traded the shares of this pariah, HLS? Mr. Inhofe specifically warned the exchange not to "capitulate to threats." 

The New York Stock Exchange's reluctance to admit the lab is understandable, as the company is very resistant to the light of public scrutiny demanded of truly socially positive and profitable corporations. Its financial prospects are as dubious as its research on animals. 

Currently HLS stock still trades on the OTCBB under the symbol LSRI. It was de-listed from the London Stock Exchange in 2002; the company reincorporated in Maryland and underwent a reverse 5:1 stock split. It's split-adjusted price today is a bit under $2.00 per share. 

Chairman of the Board and CEO Andrew Baker owns 27% of the stock, and in June fronted the company another $43 million in a leaseback offer giving him personal ownership of the company's land, buildings and equipment, which he leases back to them. 

Even after that massive infusion of cash, HLS still reports a whopping $75.9 million debt. A $50 million bond is payable in mid 2006. 

No commercial bank or insurance company is willing to do business with HLS, and at least 25 market makers have thus far refused to deal in their stock. 

HLS has not paid a dividend in many years, 2 of its directors are 3 rd world-based and have no experience in the field, and its annual shareholders meetings are held secretly in Panama. Hundreds of customers and suppliers have cancelled their contracts with HLS, choosing not to do business with a company dealing in the torture and killing of defenseless animals. Is this the kind of business that belongs on any stock exchange? 

In the last 2 weeks, HLS share price has gone into a downfall, as company after company sheds their stock from their portfolios. More than a million shares have been divested, as companies are informed about the vile business carried out by HLS. One company, Awad, stated that had they known about the cruelty at HLS, they probably would have never invested in them. 

Oct. 20, 2005-WASHINGTON MUTUAL SELLS OFF 188,430 OF THEIR SHARES IN HLS!
Oct. 19, 2005- ROYCE & ASSOC. SELL OFF 120,000 SHARES! 
Oct. 19, 2005-THOMSON, HORSTMANN & BRYANT, INC SELL OFF 123,500 SHARES!
Oct. 18, 2005- CORTINA SELLS OFF THEIR 165,000 LSRI SHARES! 
Oct. 13, 2005- AWAD SELLS OFF THEIR 250,000 SHARES IN LSRI! 
Oct. 12, 2005- GREENVILLE CAPITAL MANAGEMENT SELLS OFF THEIR 251,000 SHARES IN LSRI! 

Companies that still hold large chunks of HLS/LSRI shares at the time of this writing include:
Buffalo Micro Cap Fund 
Dalton, Greiner, Hartman, Maher and Co. 
John Hancock Advisors 
Gilder, Gagnon, Howe and Co. 
Palisade Capital Management LLC
American Century 

IV. CCF
When it met in May of this year to discuss "animal enterprise terrorism", this committee heard from David Martosko, director of research for a lobbyist group called Center for Consumer Freedom(CCF). 

The Center for Consumer Freedom, formerly known as the Guest Choice Network, was set up by one Richard Berman with a $600,000 "donation" from tobacco company Philip Morris. Berman arranges for large sums of corporate money to find its way into non-profit societies of which he is the executive director. He then hires his own company as a consultant to these nonprofit groups. Of the millions of dollars "donated" by Philip Morris between the years 1995 and 1998, 49 percent to 79 percent went directly to Berman or Berman & Co. 

On November 16, 2004, Citizens for Responsibility and Ethics in Washington (CREW) filed a complaint with the Internal Revenue Service alleging that CCF has violated its tax exempt status. The complaint alleges that CCF engaged in prohibited electioneering, made substantial payments to the founder of the organization, Richard Berman, and to Berman's wholly owned for profit entity Berman & Co., and engaged in activities with no charitable purpose. CREW executive director Melanie Sloan told Forbes magazine, "It doesn't seem to me that someone should get a tax deduction while they're writing public relations memos about how people should be able to smoke in restaurants." 

VII. Summation 
Each of the witnesses that have testified before me have their own financial interests at stake in the continued oppression, torture and murder of non-human animals by HLS. Neither I nor any of the thousands of people campaigning in hundreds of groups under the SHAC umbrella have anything to gain in the closure of this hellhole, other than the knowledge that 500 animals will no longer suffer and die every day in HLS Laboratories. 

HLS is only one representative of the Global Vivisection Complex, an outdated, inefficient and wasteful entity whose time has come and gone. What are the major medical breakthroughs in the areas of cancer research, HIV/AIDS treatments, Parkinson's or other debilitating diseases that have come out of vivisection laboratories like HLS? 

According to recent opinion polls, only 13% of the public have confidence or trust in the Pharmaceutical Industry . In August of 2005, Opinion Research Corporation International found that 67% of the US would rather donate to medical research that does not involve animal experimentation. 

In the 21st century, there is absolutely no need to torture and kill non-human animals to advance human medicine. The majority of physicians in the UK, according to a recent poll, are against animal experimentation and feel it is not necessary for medical research. Here in the US, there are thousands of physicians like myself who realize there is no need to kill animals in order to help humans, the vast majority of whom get sick and die because of already known, preventable lifestyle variables such as diet, smoking, drugs and environmental toxins. In a country where 45 million people do without reliable access to ANY medical care, there is no reason to waste hundreds of millions of dollars testing drugs and procedures on animals. In a world where 20,000 children are dying from lack of access to clean water each week world wide, there is no reason to waste hundreds of millions of dollars testing drugs and procedures on non-human animals. 

Huntingdon is the poster child of an abhorrent, unnecessary and wasteful industry that not only murders millions of innocent, suffering animals, but dooms countless humans to their own unnecessary suffering because scarce health-care dollars are wasted on useless animal research and testing. HLS will be closed, and will serve as a lesson to other vivisection companies to use modern modalities and stop torturing animals, or they too will become targets of the animal liberation movement. 

Senator James Inhofe: Top Terrorist Threat to Planet Earth 

"With all of the hysteria, all of the fear, all of the phony science, could it be that man-made global warming is the greatest hoax ever perpetrated on the American people? It sure sounds like it." Senator James Inhofe 

From humble beginnings as Tulsa mayor and a small businessman, Senator James Inhofe has morphed into one of the most dangerous neocons and right wing extremists of our time. On the front lines of Bush's war against civil liberties, peace, and the environment, Inhofe is leading the drive to plunge the planet into chaos and destruction for the glory and profits of the military mega-machines and transnational corporations. Behind the flattering self-portrait Inhofe paints in his autobiography lies a profoundly ignorant, corrupt demagogue and power-mongering shill for Bush, the war against Iraq, and global corporate plunder. Online news magazine, Slate , wrote that Inhofe is "widely considered one of the dumbest members of Congress," but should have added he is also one of the most dangerous. 

Inhofe was elected to the Senate in 1994, and re-elected in 1996 and again in 2002. A champion of Israel, corporate power, and the war on Iraq, Inhofe is a member of the Senate Armed Services committee. A militant anti-environmentalist, he has presided as Chairman of the Senate Environment and Public Works Committee (EPWC) since January 2003. 

Thus, Inhofe is a key player in the crucial matters of national security and environmental policies. In 2005, these two roles came together symbiotically in his assault on the animal rights and environmental movements as criminal, extremist, and terrorist forces who must be stopped in their tracks. In June, Inhofe held a special hearing on the theme that aboveground animal advocacy groups such as the Humane Society of the United States (HSUS) and People for the Ethical Treatment of Animals (PETA) are “front groups” for the Animal Liberation Front (ALF), an underground organization devoted to illegal raids to free captive animals and property destruction against animal exploiters(1). In October, Inhofe called another session to hear more of the same FBI and industry testimony against the direct action group, Stop Huntingdon Animal Cruelty (SHAC). His goal was to whip up support for his effort to criminalize legal tactics that have proven effective against the vile chemical testing company, Huntington Life Science(2). 

With gavel grasped in his greedy clutches, Inhofe is the Senator Joseph McCarthy of the day. Whereas McCarthy presided over the Red Scare of the 1950s that attacked “communists” as threats to national security, Inhofe spearheads the Green Scare of our day that vilifies “ecoterrorists” as a menace to the American Way. As McCarthy chaired the powerful House Un-American Activities Committee (HUAC), Inhofe lords over the influential Environment and Public Works Committee. What McCarthy did to civil liberties, Inhofe seeks to revive, as he updates McCarthy's persecutorial policies for the current era locked in struggle over the rights of nature. Ultimately, however, Inhofe is far more menacing than his fascist predecessor Joseph McCarthy, as Inhofe's offenses against democracy and the constitution extend to crimes against nature and all future species who require a viable planet to live. 

5 Star General in the Army of God 
"When we win this revolution in November, you will be doing the Lord's work, and He will richly bless you for it." Senator James Inhofe, Christian Coalition Rally, October 2002 

Personifying hypocrisy, Inhofe smears liberals and animal rights/environmental activists as extremists, but he himself is an extremist of the highest magnitude and a cancerous tumor in the body of democracy. In 1972, as an Oklahoma state senator, Inhofe recommended that Jane Fonda and George McGovern be hanged for treason. He has denounced the Red Cross as a " bleeding heart " organization and assailed the Environmental Protection Agency (hardly a foe to corporate polluters!) as a “Gestapo bureaucracy.” Infamous for his strident denial of human-induced global warming as nothing but a “hoax,” Inhofe is one of the most aggressive advocates of the “Earth Last!” philosophy advanced by the Bush administration and the far, far Right 

Brandishing the Bible and morality as weapons, Inhofe is an evangelical, Christian fundamentalist who wants to implode the boundary between religion and the state, a foundation of American “democracy.” In a time when the rise of the New Right awakens fears of a New Reich, Inhofe dismisses concerns about the separation between church and state as "the phoniest argument there is." Like Bush and other Christian fundamentalists who believe they are soldiers in God's war against liberals, activists, and infidels, Inhofe is but the flip side of Muslim fanatics he denounces. Bush, Inhofe, and the religious Right demonstrate that the alleged “clash of civilizations” (Samuel Huntingdon) is nothing but a “clash of fundamentalisms” (Tariq Ali). Both Christian crusaders and Muslim jihadists claim speak on behalf of the one God/Allah and proclaim the One and Only Truth; both curse all who dare to disagree and uphold their sacred texts to justify their violence and terrorism. 

Inhofe sponsored the Religious Freedom Amendment that would allow government to promote religious beliefs and permit prayer in schools and other institutions, while adding that he considered Christianity alone to be a “real religion.” Shortly after 9/11, Inhofe strode into the Senate chamber to proclaim that God allowed the terrorists to attack the US on 9/11 because the US was not lending sufficient support to Israel. Leaning on a literal reading of the Bible, Inhofe decreed that any accommodation to Palestinians in the West Bank violates God's will that only his chosen people inhabit the land. 

Inhofe received a zero rating from NOW, Population Growth, and the League of Conservative Voters for his regressive views and voting record on their respective causes. Not surprisingly, however, he earned a 100% rating from the Christian Coalition. Logically enough, this Evangelical Holy Man and Keeper of Family Values is homophobic to the core. In 1994, Inhofe ran for the Senate on the platform of “God, Guns, and Gays.” This message allowed him to champion Christianity, promote the NRA, and demonize gays and lesbians, while suggesting that the deadly violence against homosexuals often unleashed in the US is justified by God's will. In 1999, Inhofe put his prejudices into action by blocking Clinton's nomination of James Hormel for ambassador to Luxembourg, merely to smite Hormel for being openly gay. 

Torture First, Ask Questions Later 
As a member of the Senate Armed Services committee, Inhofe has urged increases in the military budget, lobbied for a national missile “defense system,” and advocated a far more extensive role of the US military in world affairs in order to “serve vital national interests.” Inhofe revealed his dogmatic and repugnant character in a May 11 2005 hearing on American atrocities at Abu Ghraib and other prisons. Rather than assisting others investigating the serious charges that US forces tortured prisoners in Iraq, thereby violating international law and making a mockery of the claim to moral superiority over the Saddam Hussein regime, Inhofe attacked the messengers. For Inhofe, the only outrage was that politicians and the media were questioning US policies at all, rather than deploring the atrocities committed by Hussein and championing the “liberation” of the Iraqi people. Propagating the “guilty until proven innocent” logic of McCarthyism, Inhofe sneered that those in jail were “murderers,” “terrorists,” and “insurgents” put in their rightful place. He intoned that whatever punishment the captives received – which included humiliation, sexual assault, psychological torment, mocking religious beliefs, threats of attack with vicious dogs, and outright murder -- it paled in comparison to the crimes of Hussein and the manner in which foreign barbarians would treat US prisoners. 

Inhofe excoriated the “many humanitarian do-gooders right now crawling all over these prisoners looking for human rights violations while our troops, our heroes, are fighting and dying.” Drawing on the “few bad apples” theory espoused by apologists for US war crimes, Inhofe whined about the attention paid to a handful of soldiers who did some “alleged” bad things. If remotely plausible then, Inhofe's argument certainly has been thoroughly refuted since, as further US abuses and war crimes have come to light. The revelations that shame the US before the world include the secret CIA torture jails in numerous countries and the use of napalm, white phosphorous, and other chemical weapons against Iraqi resistance fighters and citizens. Hardly an anomaly resulting from a few sadistic soldiers, torture is an officially sanctioned policy, one written and endorsed by Alberto Gonzalez shortly before he took over the highest legal office of the land as US Attorney General. US “liberators” have killed more people and committed atrocities than Saddam Hussein, who now appears to have been a benevolent dictator in comparison to rule of the US military and Halliburton. 

Inhofe's smug testimony before the Senate Armed Services committee is significant because it reveals that he is wholly uncritical of the Bush administration he so faithfully serves, that he is a blind and ardent supporter of the terrorist war against Iraq, and that he is wholly insensitive to ethical issues of any kind. One cannot expect him to understand animal rights if he has no sympathy for human rights. 

Inhofe's “guilty before proven innocent” mindset is worth emphasizing as it belongs to a shining knight in the corporate-state witch hunt against the animal and environmental advocacy movements, to a person who occupies a powerful office whereby in the stench of ignorance and corruption he sits in judgment over others and influences the policies of law. 

Inhofe the Eco-Barbarian 
“I'm an advocate of sound science.” Senator James Inhofe 

Inhofe is the most aggressive opponent of the environment in Congress today, and has led the neocon war against crucial forms of environmental protection such as the Clean Air Act, the Endangered Species Act, and Superfund legislation. Inhofe is a strong proponent of oil and gas drilling in areas currently off-limits, including the Atlantic and Pacific coasts and the Alaskan Artic National Wildlife Refuge, said to be America's last great wilderness area. Inhofe seeks to revise air pollution laws to favor big energy companies and rejects any legislating aimed at reducing greenhouse gas emissions on the grounds that there is "no convincing scientific evidence" for global warming. Inhofe's role as Chairman of the Senate Environment & Public Works Committee is a classic case of the fox watching the henhouse, as he is backed by the large energy corporations that he in turn supports 

Inhofe states that his duties as Chairman include “strengthening our Nation's infrastructure, continuing strong environmental protections and improving national security.” Inhofe maintains that he “is dedicated to restoring common sense and sound science to the regulatory decisions of the Environmental Protection Agency on such issues as climate variability, clean air mandates, wetlands, and endangered species.” (3) Translated from doublespeak to plain English, Inhofe seeks to deregulate industries and scale back the “Washington DC bureaucracy” in order to grant corporations carte blanche powers to destroy biodiversity and the environment in their insatiable quest for resources, profit, and power. 

Inhofe fulminates against “environmental fear mongers” and warns the nation of the “growing threat of far left environmentalism.” Amidst mounting worldwide concern from scientists, governments, and citizens, Inhofe glibly dismisses global warming as propaganda, as “the poster child of the Left,” and, incredibly, as “the greatest hoax ever perpetrated on the American people.” As he no doubt sees the earth as a corrupt material state of being that humans must endure before the Judgment Day and eternal salvation/damnation, Inhofe can only understand the urgent concerns of environmentalist as a defiled secularism and blasphemous pagan worship of nature gods, thereby violating the imperative of the Christian God to worship and obey him only, the mandate that Bush, Inhofe, and the born again right seek to impose on the nation. 

Having read though numerous reports funded by the energy industry, Inhofe poses on the world stage as an expert on global warming. He embodies the contradiction of a Christian fundamentalist upholding the eternal law of God while at the same time appealing to “science” to shore up his argument, but he is only playing a language game in a secular field, fully believing that one book -- the Bible – trumps all other claims and authorities. Donning his secular mask and simulating the voice of reason and moderation, Inhofe scoffs at the growing scientific consensus that fossil fuel emissions are heating up the planet as a tyranny of a misinformed majority, while insisting that that his own conclusions are correct and supported by the "painstaking work of the nation's top climate scientists." Yet, just as Inhofe invokes the rhetoric of “less government” to mask his support of corporate domination, so he appeals to the norms of “sound science” to obscure his use of junk science funded by corporations such as ExxonMobil. 

Inhofe's first intervention in the global warming debate occurred on July 28 2003, when he delivered a 12,000-word speech on the Senate floor, entitled "The Science of Climate Change." Inhofe outlined conclusions he claimed he reached after several years of study, and argued that his conclusion is supported by empirical evidence such as satellite data and the "painstaking work of the nation's top climate scientists." Inhofe denies there is any global warming or other climate changes that are human-caused (“anthropogenic”), rather than naturally occurring. 

Consequently, he rejects the Kyoto Treaty and supported the US policy not to participate with nations throughout the world to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. Negotiated in Kyoto, Japan in December 1997, the Kyoto Protocol was a historic agreement among world states to recognize the grave problem of global warming and respond with a collective will. To date, the treaty has been ratified by 156 countries (who collectively are responsible for 61% of global emissions) -- with the US (responsible for 25% of global emissions) being the most notable exception Giving voice to corporate complaints and US policy, Inhofe argues that the treaty places an unfair burden on the US by requiring more from it than China, India, and other developing nations, despite the fact that the US is the leading producer of greenhouse gases. Inhofe dismisses the Kyoto treaty as nothing but a tool used by European countries to undermine US competitiveness on the global market. He objects that it would harm the American economy and cause the loss of millions of jobs (as he most unconvincingly invokes compassion for the poor), all for a policy he views as politicized science devoid of factual support and replete with uncertainties. 

As the tobacco industries once argued – in the face of overwhelming evidence to the contrary – that there is no proven link between smoking and cancer, that the data is uncertain, and that more studies are required, so Inhofe and fellow eco-barbarians insist that the evidence for global warming is uncertain and that more research is required – a position they clearly can hold indefinitely, while the planet heats up and the sea levels continue to rise. 

If such is possible, Inhofe is even more regressive than Bush, for at the G8 summit of world leaders in summer 2005, Bush actually acknowledged that human beings are warming the planet (which Inhofe continues to deny) – as he stood alone in opposition to mandatory emissions controls, which he said were too costly. 

Lysenkoism and Junk Science 
“I believe it is extremely important for the future of this country that the facts and the science get a fair hearing. Without proper knowledge and understanding, alarmists will scare the country into enacting its ultimate goal: making energy suppression, in the form of harmful mandatory restrictions on carbon dioxide and other greenhouse emissions, the official policy of the United States.” Senator James Inhofe 

From 1927-1964, Trofim Lysenko controlled Soviet biological and agricultural research. He repressed all research in genetic science in the belief that it contradicted socialist doctrine rooted in the goal of improving human beings through social engineering. “Lysenkoism” is the mentality that denies scientific facts and hinders scientific investigation to promote a political ideology and interest position. One finds it alive and well in the US today, not only in fundamentalist attacks on evolution and stem-cell research, but also in assault on the science supporting global warming. Inhofe is our very own Trofim Lysenko. But whereas Lysenko merely crippled Soviet scientific progress for decades, as it flourished elsewhere, Inhofe's dogma is contributing to the destabilization of the planetary ecosystem and thereby to unimaginable levels of suffering, death, chaos, and species extinction. 

In Orwellian fashion, Inhofe couches his anti-science outlook with pro-science rhetoric. This “scientific” approach, however, ignores or attacks the best available science – which overwhelmingly verifies the anthropogenic hypothesis – as it relies on work funded by ExxonMobil and conservative organizations. 

As cogently laid out in Chris Mooney's article, “Earth Last,” Inhofe's argument against global warming is fatally flawed on numerous grounds. First, Inhofe relies on authors whose objectivity is highly suspect (as he upholds science fiction writer and contrarian Michael Crichton as an eminent authority!)(4). One author cited by Inhofe, Harvard astrophysicist Willie Soon, failed to disclose that his research was partly funded by the American Petroleum Institute. With co-author, David Legates of the University of Delaware, Soon was involved with the George C. Marshall Institute, a contrarian organization that rejects the androgenic hypothesis. The institute's president, William O'Keefe, previously chaired the Global Climate Coalition, an anti-Kyoto body, and was CEO of the American Petroleum Institute. In 2002, Soon and Legates received $90,000 from ExxonMobil, an organization for whom Soon is a registered lobbyist. His objectivity in question, Soon replied, "I keep my Exxon work and my Marshall work separate.” 

The corruption of “science” and opinion for hire is widespread, as ExxonMobil funds hosts of intellectual mercenaries, including journalists, scientists, and conservative “think tank” researchers. In 2003, for example, it gave over $8 million to individuals who promote its viewpoint. In the past 6 years, it has spent over $55 million in lobbying efforts, finding friendly reception with politicians such as Inhofe. 

A second reason why Inhofe's arguments fail is that he has misrepresented scientists to suits his purposes. Appropriating the work of meteorologist Tom Wigley, for example, Inhofe attributed to him his own belief that the Kyoto Protocol merited no US support because it would have a miniscule long-term impact on climate change. Outraged by this misrepresentation, Wigley complained in a letter to Senators Tom Daschle and Bill Frist that his real position was not that the Kyoto Protocol is futile and unworthy of support, but that it is only the first of many vital steps that the US and world nations must take collectively to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and dependence on fossil fuels. 

Third, Inhofe ignores mountains of solid research by credible organizations and research teams of hundreds of scientists that support the anthropogenic theory, and he has even attempted to suppress reports that contradict his claims. As a member of the Competitive Enterprise Institute, a conservative organization funded by ExxonMobil, Inhofe sued the government in order to suppress an important report commission by the Clinton administration (the “National Assessment” report) that presented a detailed synopsis of the impact climate change could have on different regions in the US. The clear purpose of the lawsuit was to prevent the public from learning about its alarming findings in case they learn to reject greenwashing campaigns and awaken from their complacency to the nightmare unfolding on planet earth. 

So far, unfortunately, neocon propaganda tactics have worked. A June 2005 Gallop Poll showed that only about half of Americans believe the effects of global warming have already begun, when in fact the devastation already has begun. It seems that almost 100% of the public are captives to production/consumption imperatives, mesmerized by entertainment spectacles, brainwashed by FOX News and other corporate media, and simply indifferent to the most important urgent issue of the day. And, of course, yet another benefit of Bush's “war on terror” is that it keeps Americans preoccupied with “national security” rather than environmental security, but the two issues are wholly inseparable. 

Earth to Inhofe: The Evidence Is In 
Inhofe's politically-driven, anti-scientific agenda mirrors the actions of the Bush administration which critics claim has the worst ever environmental protection record. As Robert F. Kennedy spells out in his expose, “Crimes Against Nature,” the Bush's administration installs corporate pirates in cabinet positions relevant to their industry interests, solicits junk science to quiet public fears over issues such as global warming, cherry-picks and rewrites scientific data until it suits its anti-environmental/pro-corporate policies, suppresses reports warning of environmental hazards and problems, and even disbands scientific advisory committees when necessary to advance corporate interests.(5) In line with this policy to suppress truth and dissent, Rep. Joe Barton (R-TX) recently launched a blatant intimidation campaign by pressuring three professors documenting human-induced global warming to submit all their work in this area for review. 

The Bush team used professional PR companies to disseminate lies about Saddam's Hussein's alleged chemical and nuclear weapons and justify an attack on a nation that had nothing to do with 9/11, but everything to do with its geopolitical ambitions and quest for control of world oil resources. In both Iraq and the US, Bush and his cronies paid journalists to publish their propaganda as truth, and they have used the same tactics to promote falsehoods about global warming. And Inhofe is a top commander in Bush's War on Truth. 

Inhofe is correct that consensus is not evidence of truth (a scientific majority once ridiculed continental drift and Einstein's theory of relativity), but he is dead wrong to claim that the weight of evidence does not overwhelmingly support the conclusion that planet is heating up due to human not natural causes. Inhofe right observes that the science of climate change contains uncertainties, but he mistakenly holds that key conclusions are not well-established facts. According to the Environmental Protection Agency, “ Scientists know for certain that human activities are changing the composition of Earth's atmosphere. Increasing levels of greenhouse gases, like carbon dioxide (CO 2 ), in the atmosphere since pre-industrial times have been well documented. There is no doubt this atmospheric buildup of carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases is largely the result of human activities.” 


Even once-hardened skeptics have changed their positions about global warming; in fact, precious few if any skeptics exist among climate scientists not on the payroll of ExxonMobil.(6) The best recent data often stems from the collaborative efforts of hundreds of scientists from many nations, or organizations such as the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), a collective of over 2,500 leading climate scientists, economists, and risk experts created in 1988 by the United Nations Environment Program and the World Meteorological Organization. From their First Assessment Report in 1990 to their Third Assessment Report in 2001, the IPCC shifted from a cautious conclusion that the science for human-induced climate change is sound and possibly portends major environmental impacts to an urgent warning that the earth may warm up by six degrees Celsius by the end of this century. 

Increasingly, the world community is lining up against Bush. Staunch ally Tony Blair rejects Bush's position, the UK head of Shell oil has warned about dire consequences of global warming, and Blair's top scientific advisor called Bush's position “indefensible.” Dr. Rajendra Pachaur, Bush's own appointed chairman of the IPCC argues that we have already reached a critical point of no return that threatens the future survival of the human species if major changes are not made immediately. Even the Pentagon – certainly no left-wing, alarmist, wacko organization that Inhofe can mockingly dismiss -- is trying to get the message across to Bush that environmental disasters will bring about social chaos and possibly global warfare (including nuclear weapons), as nations take desperate measures to acquire and protect scare resources. Clearly, Bush's supreme goal of “national security” is impossible without environmental security. 

While Inhofe and Bush continue to defend the interests of energy corporations, to ignore the grave problem of fossil fuel addiction, and to fight costly wars to gain possession of foreign oil supplies, the earth is hemorrhaging, responding to the effects of industrial economies spewing ozone-destroying gasses into the environment over centuries of time. 

Since the late 19 th century, there has been an increase in the global average surface temperature of the planet of about 1°F, affecting northern and southern hemispheres and the oceans as well. Snow cover is receding and mountain glaciers are shrinking, as artic ice caps melt and crash thunderously into the sea, raising water levels globally. Since scientists first began to keep temperature records in the 1860s, the last ten years have been the warmest on record. One quarter of the world's coral reefs have been destroyed by rising water temperatures. In 2005, there were more named hurricanes than any previous year, and killers like Katrina and Rita drew their crushing power from the warming waters of the Gulf of Mexico. 

Scientific evidence continues to mount. As I write in November 2005, for instance, at least three major reports have been released. A multi-year study undertaken by 300 scientists concluded that the artic is warming twice as fast as the rest of the world, and that the ice cap is now 40 per cent thinner than in the 1970s. Another study using data obtained from drilling to the bottom of artic ice showed that current carbon dioxide levels are the highest in the last 650,000 years. Also, findings from the National Oceanography Centre in Southhampton, England, show that Gulf Stream currents that carry warm water from the tropics northward toward Britain have weakened by 30 per cent in the last twelve years, as a result of global warming disruption, threatening to transform its relatively mild climate into one as cold as Canada's. Greenhouse gases, in other words, have already changed the circulation of the oceans. 

The chaos and destruction caused by Hurricanes Katrina and Rita in 2005 will barely register on the scale of disasters likely to come. As projected in the IPCC's Third Assessment Report, scientists predict a continued global warming of 2.5°-10.4°F over the next century. As sea-levels continue to rise – according to one estimate they may rise up to three feet by 2100 -- low lying islands will vanish, and major cities like New Orleans and Bangladesh may also be submerged under water. Millions of desperate environmental refuges will overwhelm the ability of societies to respond. As floods overtake some areas, droughts will overwhelm other areas; some parts of the world will experience dramatic heating, while others will undergo significant cooling. Deaths from skin cancer, malaria, and other diseases will skyrocket. Already, the icy habitats of polar bears, seals, and penguins are threatened, as global warming will continue to be a key factor in species extinction overall. 

The Greatest Threat of All 
As evident from hurricanes Katrina and Rita, dangerous climate change and social chaos is happening right now, and the specter of global warming is not merely an imaginary sci-fi dystopia or a hypothetical concern for future generations. What scientists once dismissed as improbable – the ability of human beings to alter the entire planetary ecosystem -- is now a fact, and the history of human existence has irrevocably changed as we enter the new Era of Global Warming. Even if world governments stopped all greenhouse gas emissions immediately, significant disruptions are inevitable, as seas and temperatures will continue to rise for decades or centuries to come. 

So, it's no longer a question of avoiding the effects of global warming, but of minimizing and managing it, of saving as much biodiversity as possible, and of trying to salvage a viable future for the human species. The challenge is daunting. While an important first step toward global regulation, the Kyoto Protocol aims only to reduce emissions from industrial nations by 5%, whereas the consensus among climate scientists is that emission cuts as great as 60% are needed immediately to avoid the worst consequences of climate change. 

Yet, Bush, Inhofe, ExxonMobil, and other reactionary forces of the current era are responding to the catastrophe of global warming as the Soviet government responded to the meltdown at Chernobyl in 1986 – with denial, cover-up, propaganda, and criminal neglect. Similar to the movie, The Day After Tomorrow (2004), where Vice President Becker contemptuously scoffs at global warming until tsunamis, ice, and tornadoes wreak global havoc, so Inhofe is implacable and blind to the catastrophes already unfolding and may not awake to scientific facts until his state of Oklahoma is torched into a scorched desert. 

From every imaginable perspective, the earth is in grave decline. Our era is one of species extinction, overpopulation, rainforest destruction, desertification, pollution, and global warming. Recently, 1,360 researchers and 600 peer-reviewers from 95 nations, collaborating for a four year period, released the fourth Millennium Ecosystem Assessment report.(7) Considered by many to be the most authoritative study to date on the state of the planet, the report specifically addressed the business and industry community to warn that that human beings have inalterably changed the planet to the point that the survival of future generations is threatened and far-reaching solutions are urgently required to address an emergency situation. 

Showing far more reason and foresight than Bush and Inhofe, UK Prime Minister Tony Blair has stated that climate change is our biggest environmental challenge, and his chief scientific advisor, David King has said, more to the point, that climate change is a fare great threat to humanity than international terrorism. Instead of turning his attention to this monumental challenge that calls the future of humanity and biodiversity into question, Inhofe -- Chair of the Environment and Public Works Committee -- is preoccupied with persecuting animal rights and environmental activists and groups, continuing the legacy of Senator Joseph McCarthy in his persecution of dissent, whether voiced in the underground or aboveground and mainstream communities. 

Future generations struggling to cope with the consequences of centuries of industrialism, fossil fuel addition, corporate greed, and political corruption will brand Inhofe as a key individual responsible for massive climate change, and the subsequent social and ecological havoc it will unleash on a global and long-term scale. Already, climate change has had a drastic impact on animals and is a key contributing factor to the death of hundreds of thousands, perhaps millions, of people in poor countries.(8) 

Make no mistake about it: Inhofe is an extremely dangerous ideologue and demagogue. Hypocrisy embodied, this Zeus-like figure who hurls thunderbolts at “eco-terrorists” has waged war against the forces of resistance that alone can save this planet, while being one of the greatest terrorists on the planet today. Inhofe blasts environmentalists following sound science as fear-mongers, while in reality he himself peddles fear about the threat of “eco-terrorism,” trying to make the public think the problem is with animal and environmental activists rather than corporations and corrupt politicians. 

Inhofe's goal is to delude the public into thinking that global warming is a politically-motivated myth, that environmentalism is a harmful scam, that corporations are responsible and vital to human well-being, that government regulation is a hindrance to progress and the American Dream, and that terrorists are those who criticize or resist the omnicidal attack on the planet, not those who in fact are leading it. 

To appease a handful of large energy and oil companies, Bush, Inhofe, and others in government have mortgaged the future of life on this planet. The sooner the world's peoples recognize the true threats and formulate proper political strategies, the better able our species can effectively address the crisis that will unfold with increasing intensity and destructive power. Never before has humanity faced such a crisis. Never before have we needed to form a collective will. Never before has radical, revolutionary, militant, and totally immoderate forms of political struggle been more necessary than now. 
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(6) University of California, San Diego science historian, Naomi Oreskes, analyzed 1,000 research papers on climate change selected randomly from those published between 1993 and 2003, and found that not one study explicitly rejected the idea that people are warming the planet. See “The truth about global warming”: http://seattletimes.nwsource.com/html/nationworld/2002549346_globewarm11.html . 

(7) See: http://www.millenniumassessment.org/en/index.aspx 
(8) See “Animals `hit by global warming” http://www.axisoflogic.com/artman/publish/article_19772.shtml , and “Climate change and pollution are killing millions, says study,” at: http://www.axisoflogic.com/artman/publish/article_19766.shtml . 

ECONOMIC SABOTAGE from Notes on Green Anarchy & Primitivism  
Summarizing Primitivism for purposes of exploration and debate with Michael Albert
By John Zerzan, Eric Blair,
and Green Anarchy Collective 

It's amazing that so many insurrectional anarchists allow themselves to be drawn into energy-draining, rhetorical debates with liberals who attempt to turn strategic issues into moralistic ones, i.e. their attempts to define property destruction and economic sabotage as "violent", and thus, control the rage of those who have clearly identified their oppressors and who are rising up against their rule. Reverence for property is loyalty to capitalism and to the values of the system that some of us are serious about destroying, not reforming. We know that our enemy worships property, and that the source of their power - in the world that they've created – is their stolen property and wealth and we have no reverence whatsoever for anything the system uses to oppress us. If we're attempting a genuine jailbreak out of the prison of this society, if we're ready to make a move on our oppressors while there is still time, then we have to strike blows against them that hurt, and this is not going to be accomplished through voting or peace vigils. Our enemy - the industrial mega-machine - has to be weakened before it can be completely destroyed, and this can be very effectively accomplished by striking ruthless, crippling blows at the System's key, strategic pressure points, with the intent of impairing the industrial cancers' ability to spread and replicate itself. Movements like the Earth Liberation Front have demonstrated that economic sabotage can be effective in forcing specific industries out of business; our task now is to put this system in it's totality out of business. 

REVOLUTIONARY VIOLENCE

While most of us strive for a peaceful and harmonious existence among ourselves and the rest of life, it is important to recognize the context we currently live within. Most of the world's people are living under deplorable conditions, not because they have not become "civilized" or
"modernized", but instead are forced to be the workforce and dumping ground for, or dependent on, the so-called "first world" powers. Those of us living in the "first world" are also suffering from this rotten set-up. With extreme alienation, physical deterioration, psychological distortions, and spiritual emptiness, there is no question we are all quickly headed down a
one-way path of ultimate doom. Needless to say, it is also undeniable that we are on the verge of ecological collapse. With this being said, it is important for us to take responsibility for this situation and to take action now. . . as we understand that time is running out! 

Inherent in being a revolutionary anarchist is the notion of insurrection, or the promotion and insurgence of uprising for the purpose of liberation.
This can take many forms, but reform of the systems of domination cannot be viewed as revolutionary. While most actions anarchists take would be considered non-violent, there can be no limitation set on our resistance. As anarchists, we should flatly refuse any ideological and philosophical confines to how we choose to resist. Physical interaction with authority needs to move beyond the passive and symbolic. In fact, many anarchists embrace revolutionary violence as a necessary and natural reaction to oppression. If we look anywhere in the natural world, we see that self- defense is instinctual. This cannot be overridden by hypothetical ideals. It is important to question ideological limitations stemming from a place of extreme privilege. Most people on earth do not have the comfort to decide what the most "righteous" response to domination should be, and often the stakes are life and death. It is not a matter of individual reflection or ideological refinement; it's do or die. This is not to say that everyone needs to engage in violent resistance, but rather, to say that it exists, it is justifiable (in many situations), and should not be condemned. 

Revolutionary violence, in a variety of forms, is a necessary response to the system's institutionalized violence, and necessary for the continuation of all of life. Yes, we need to heal the wounds caused by this death-trip we call civilization, but the healing process can only go so far until we are able to stop the infliction of these wounds by our oppressors. As Franz Fanon suggested, there is also a kind of catharsis and deepening in connection between one another in the act of revolt and in the physical removal of one's oppressor. Although some cannot or refuse to see that we are all looking down the barrel of a gun, it is there and we must respond to it in an act of self- defense and of liberation. 

http://www.zmag.org/summprim.htm 

Doctors Sue Merck Over Vioxx Animal Tests
	PCRM Press Release
July 14, 2005

Merck Relied on Animal Experiments Showing Vioxx 
to Be "Safe," While Ignoring Critical Human Data 

WASHINGTON—In a lawsuit filed this week, the Physicians Committee for Responsible Medicine (PCRM) alleges that Merck & Co. wrongfully relied on tests showing Vioxx was safe in animals while ignoring mounting evidence that the drug is dangerous to humans. Vioxx, a best-selling painkiller, was pulled off the market last fall, after the APPROVE clinical trial showed cardiac risk to humans. This is believed to be the first time a U.S. pharmaceutical company has been sued specifically for relying on animal tests. 

“Merck endangered public health by relying on inapplicable animal tests rather than relevant and available human data,” says Dan Kinburn, PCRM associate general counsel. The injured plaintiff, Nancy Tufford, a PCRM member from Minnesota, is seeking $1 million in damages because she developed congestive heart failure while taking Vioxx. 

The lawsuit charges that Merck was well aware of the limitations of animal testing—that animal studies are often inconsistent, species-dependent, and not useful in predicting drug safety or efficacy in humans. At least nine of 11 mice and rat studies, for example, showed COX-2 drugs to be beneficial for animal hearts. The suit accuses Merck of using these and other inapplicable animal data to justify keeping Vioxx on the market. It also states that Merck knew of more effective safety assessment methods, such as post-market surveillance of patient reactions, in vitro tests using human cells and tissues, and computer modeling, but failed to employ these methods. 

At a news conference held in Washington, D.C., today, Dallas-based cardiologist and PCRM consultant John J. Pippin, M.D., F.A.C.C., shared the results of his research into the Vioxx tragedy, including a new “smoking gun.” Dr. Pippin presented data from an unpublished study on African green monkeys that Merck used as additional evidence of Vioxx's supposed safety. 

“Animal tests clearly show Vioxx to be safe, but these tests simply do not apply to humans,” Dr. Pippin said. “Merck was wrong to rely on data from mice, rats, and African green monkeys when faced with compelling evidence that human patients are at risk,” says Dr. Pippin. “Ultimately, Merck's reliance on scientifically flawed animal tests led to human injury and death.” 

Muhammad Mamdani, PharmD, M.A., M.P.H., senior scientist and leader of the Drug Research Group at the Institute for Clinical Evaluative Sciences in Toronto, Ontario, also participated in the news conference. Dr. Mamdani, the lead author of a recent human-based study in The Lancet that links Vioxx to congestive heart failure, has stated that studies with mice and monkeys are not always predictive of a drug's effect in human patients. 

Founded in 1985, the Physicians Committee for Responsible Medicine is a nonprofit health organization that promotes preventive medicine, especially good nutrition. PCRM also conducts clinical research studies, opposes unethical human experimentation, and promotes alternatives to animal research. 

New Report Shows Increasing Support for Non-Animal Research

PCRM's Good Medicine 
Autumn 2005• Volume XIV, Number 4
Kristie Stoick, M.P.H. 

According to the National Center for Charitable Statistics, there are 41,443 health-related charities in the United States. How does a donor wade through this veritable haystack to find the best ones? How do people identify and support the most important, scientific, and cutting-edge health charities? 

Worthwhile charities are sometimes identified by checking financial statements to ensure that donations aren't wasted. But is that enough? 

A new PCRM report shows that a growing number of Americans don't think so. These donors also want to know whether their contributions are going to support animal experiments or toward more innovative research or programs. 

PCRM's research staff recently analyzed data from three telephone surveys taken over a 10-year period by an independent pollster, Opinion Research Corporation International of Princeton, New Jersey. (The company conducts these surveys on our behalf every few years.) The most recent poll was conducted among a random sample of 1,012 adults, July 18–21, 2005. The results were very encouraging. 

The report shows a clear trend toward humane giving, meaning that more donors care about whether their money is used to support animal experiments. Sixty-seven percent of adults polled in July 2005 said they were more likely to donate to a health charity that has a policy of never funding animal experiments than to one that does. That's up 11 percentage points since 2001 and 16 percentage points since 1996. 

The survey also asked, “When donating to a health charity, how important is it that your donation be used for innovative research without animals rather than animal experiments?” Seventy-one percent of respondents said that it was somewhat, very, or extremely important; the proportion of 18- to 24-year-olds so responding was 83 percent. 

PCRM members have long been aware that no health charity has to conduct cruel animal experiments to help advance human health. Non-animal research, including clinical, in vitro , and epidemiological research using the latest computer simulation and imaging techniques is not only more humane, it is also more applicable to human health. The general public now seems to agree. 

For a copy of the full report, visit www.HumaneSeal.org . 
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