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Abstract 
The American Medical Association (AMA) was a major player in debates 
about vivisection in the late 1800s to mid-1950s. This article provides 
an overview of arguments and guidelines the AMA once offered in favor 
of the practice in 1909. 

 
Vivisection and Allopathic Medicine 
Live animal experimentation, or vivisection, has existed since ancient times, and 
debates over its ethical implications in health care were considered in the United States 
in the 1860s,1 when allopathic medicine was becoming more popular but struggling to 
establish and maintain credibility. Medical professionalization happened to coincide with 
the rise of a burgeoning and controversial animal protection movement. The American 
Medical Association (AMA), as the face of organized, scientific medicine, was a major 
player in vivisection debates, especially from the late 1880s to the mid-1900s. Not only 
did the AMA argue in favor of vivisection, but it also created guidelines for ethical 
conduct in animal experimentation to promote human health. 
 
“Blessed” Work? 
An entirely new construct of the field of medicine and how it should be practiced was 
being created in the late 19th century on the basis of empirical evidence (which 
necessitated experimentation on animals), and, because the field of medicine was 
largely unregulated at the time (this was the era of the “snake oil” salesman), the public 
initially viewed these changes, and physicians who practiced vivisection, with concern.2 
The fact that vivisection, at a time of growing awareness of animal welfare, was a part of 
this professional transformation only added to the controversy. Antivivisection activists 
organized around the principle that cruelty to animals was immoral. They believed that 
the practice would lead to a slippery slope of cruel acts and would deform the moral 
character of not just the physicians performing  experiments, but of society in its 
entirety.2 As Bates has argued, “Vivisection was seen as different from other forms of 
cruelty, such as the mistreatment of farm and draught animals, partly because those 
responsible were linked with the healing and academic professions, whose morality was 
supposed to be beyond reproach, and also because it had implications beyond animal 
welfare: for the way society made ethical choices, for how science should be conducted, 
and for how humans saw themselves in relation to the rest of creation.”2
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The vivisection debate was the AMA’s first real test: could it bring the public and the 
policy makers along on its journey to change the face of medicine with some degree of 
moral authority? By the late 19th century, antivivisection was a cause célèbre, bringing 
together disparate members of society to garner mainstream support, despite 
vivisection accounting “for only a tiny fraction of the vast amount of suffering inflicted on 
animals by human hands,”2 a fact the AMA frequently invoked. 
 
AMA’s Ethical Defenses of Vivisection 
Beginning in the 1880s, the AMA created numerous committees and councils devoted 
to defending the practice of animal experimentation from restrictions that would “be an 
injury and hindrance to the pursuit of medical knowledge and the improvement of the 
medical art.”3 In response to a particularly intense period of antivivisection activity 
beginning in 1908, the AMA formed the Council on Defense of Medical Research.4 Its 
aim was “first, investigating the conditions of animal experimentation and the opposition 
to it; second, taking precautions against abuse of animal experimentation and against 
misconceptions of the conditions and purposes of medical research; [and] third, 
diffusing information regarding laboratory procedures and the results of laboratory study 
of disease.”5 In order to combat the claim that students were operating on animals in 
private places outside of proper supervision, it also advocated “that teachers of the 
medical sciences speak to students concerning the importance of the experimental 
method in medical research … the desirability that every care be taken to obviate 
discomfort and pain in using animals for research and instruction, and the urgent 
necessity that students avoid any act or word that would tend to rouse a feeling against 
the humane use of animals for educational and research purposes.”5 

 
In order to accomplish its third goal, the Council created a series of pamphlets on the 
importance of vivisection to various medical breakthroughs, such as “Vaccination and 
Its Relation to Animal Experimentation” (Jay Frank Schamberg, 1911) and “The Fruits of 
Medical Research With the Aid of Anesthesia and Asepticism” (Charles W. Eliot, 
1910).6,7 These pamphlets (as well as mainstream magazine and newspaper articles 
authored by members of the Council) also pushed back against the idea that vivisection 
was immoral and cruel. The documents focused primarily on the following points. 
 
Western religions and customs allow for the belief that man’s dominion over animals is 
absolute. A 1909 pamphlet says of Western religion, “Most widely prevalent—and 
sanctioned at one time or another by religious practices among all peoples—is the view 
that man is the overlord of the animals and may use them for his pleasure and profit, 
even to the point of robbing them of life.”8 The author posits that though Buddhists may 
believe in transmigration of souls, this is so uncommon a belief in the American context 
as to be “non-existent.”8 A 1949 Hygeia article is similarly explicit, stating: “Religion 
approves it. We are to use the beasts of the field.”9 

 
Animals themselves benefit from the practice. These “chain of being” arguments based 
on Christianity not only were used to defend the practice of vivisection but also were 
reflected in the language used by the AMA and other physicians when describing the 
benefits of experimentation to the animals themselves. In “The Role of Animal 
Experimentation in the Diagnosis of Disease,” Dr M. J. Rosenau contends that in having 
a more exact knowledge of the causes and channels of infection and disease in “lower 
animals,” we are also able to create more intelligent and humane efforts to conserve the 
health and comfort of our livestock.10 The literature abounds with examples of animals 
saved by experimentation, from cows with bovine tuberculosis to dogs with rabies. An 
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example from 1941 asserts that “Animals which otherwise would have been left to roam 
the streets to starve and to be found, as they are often found, lying dead from motor 
vehicle accidents, make their contribution under ideal circumstances to the 
advancement of the science of care of animals and man.”11 

 
Laws and customs of the US allow for the use of animals for personal pleasure. The 
AMA argued that a society that fails to condemn meat eating, wearing leather, castrating 
farm animals, and so on would be hypocritical to deny using animals for the most 
valuable human purposes. A 1915 pamphlet states: “If experiments on animals must be 
prohibited let the same law prohibit castration of animals and the dehorning of cattle.”12 

 
A similar line of argument was that if one believes that choosing the life of a human over 
that of an animal is ever justified, then the moral argument is finished, and the only 
thing left to discuss is under what circumstances. The psychologist James Rowland 
Angell’s pamphlet contends that while those who believe no animal life can or should be 
sacrificed to save a human life cannot be reasoned with, this belief is not shared by 
most people or even most antivivisectionists. Accordingly, the only problem remaining is 
“determining the circumstances and conditions which warrant particular forms of the 
method.”8 

 
Physicians are morally above reproach. The medical establishment also promoted the 
idea that medical practitioners have, by the very nature of their chosen profession, 
devoted their lives to easing suffering and are therefore assumed to be moral and 
compassionate. In 1896, the AMA adopted a resolution condemning legislation to 
restrict the practice of vivisection. In it, the delegates note that even to consider these 
laws “is an unjust reflection upon the humanity of those engaged in animal 
experimentation.”13 Physicians and their allies proclaimed that physicians are “normal 
men, not at all lacking in the ordinary feeling of humanity, quite as merciful as the 
average non-medical man of the educated class.”14 

 
It is not practical or desirable in medical practice to harm animals. It is not in the 
medical establishment’s interest to harm the animals unnecessarily, both from a moral 
and a scientific perspective. In his 1910 pamphlet, Dr W. W. Keen states: “I have seen 
their experiments, and can vouch personally for the fact that they give to these animals 
exactly the same care that I do to a human being. Were it otherwise their experiments 
would fail and utterly discredit them.”15 Dr Samual S. Maxwell explains: “The 
experimenter, even if he were really cruel, would usually defeat his own ends by the 
infliction of pain.”15 

 
It is the duty of every American physician to save American lives. Not only did the AMA 
believe it was the responsibility of medical professionals to ensure the health of the 
human race using the best means at their disposal, but it also argued that during times 
of war it was downright unpatriotic to work against their efforts. In response to the 
American Red Cross’ refusal to take a position on animal experimentation during World 
War I, the AMA reaffirmed its belief in the importance of vivisection and that “the 
necessity for such animal experimentation is greater and more urgent at this time than 
ever; and that those who interfere with it in any way, thereby interfere with the conduct 
of the war and fail in the gratitude owing to our defenders.”16 

 
In the 1940s, this argument was reused. Then-AMA President Herman Louis Kretschmer 
wrote an article in Hygeia essentially accusing antivivisectionists of hindering war 
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efforts. He wrote: “Several times, right in the midst of the war effort, some of the 
physicians of Chicago have had to interrupt their teaching and research work because of 
the pernicious activities of the antivivisectionists.” He went on to say that “many of the 
splendid results achieved in the treatment of casualties in this war would not have been 
possible [without vivisection].”17 

 
Sacrificing a “lesser good for a greater good and encountering a moderate evil to 
escape a greater evil”9 is morally just. A 1910 pamphlet, referencing pioneers in the 
field of medicine, put forth this question: “Who is the more cruel: Dr. Carrel, in devising 
this life-saving method of transfusion of blood by experimenting on two living dogs, and 
saving . . . already, and even thousands in the future; or the women who would shackle 
him, shut up the Rockefeller Institute and thrust these poor patients into their graves? 
Does not the work of Drs. Flexner, Jobling and Carrel and their assistants not only justify 
the existence of the Rockefeller Institute, but also bid us tell them Godspeed in their 
mission of mercy, and give them and those engaged in similar blessed work all over the 
world our confidence, encouragement and aid?”15 The AMA thus viewed medical 
progress as an unalloyed good which could not be negated by occasional injury to 
“lesser animals.” 
 
AMA Defines Ethics of Animal Experimentation 
Although initially loath to put any restrictions on laboratories whatsoever, the AMA 
eventually came to believe in 1909 that it was important to disseminate a set of rules, 
drawn up by the Bureau for the Protection of Medical Research of the AMA, to convince 
opponents that the medical profession was taking their concerns seriously. Still hostile 
to the idea that men in the medical profession could be said to do anything unethical, 
the Council, in creating these rules, notes: “Although they probably do not change in any 
respect the already good conditions under which animal experimentation is conducted, 
they indicate to newcomers in the laboratories and to interested and intelligent people 
the intent of the investigators and the precautions which they take against suffering.”5 

 
The rules were as follows: 
 
I. Vagrant dogs and cats brought to this Laboratory and purchased here shall be held at least as long as at 
the city pound, and shall be returned to their owners if claimed and identified. 
 
II. Animals in the Laboratory shall receive every consideration for their bodily comfort; they shall be kindly 
treated, properly fed, and their surroundings kept in the best possible sanitary condition. 
 
III. No operations on animals shall be made except with the sanction of the Director of the Laboratory, who 
holds himself responsible for the importance of the problems studied and for the propriety of the 
procedures used in the solution of these problems. 
 
IV. In any operation likely to cause greater discomfort than that attending anesthetization the animal shall 
first be rendered incapable of perceiving pain and shall be maintained in that condition until the operation is 
ended. Exceptions to this rule will be made by the Director alone and then only when anesthesia would 
defeat the object of the experiment. In such cases an anesthetic shall be used so far as possible and may 
be discontinued only so long as is absolutely essential for the necessary observations. 
 
V. At the conclusion of the experiment the animal shall be killed painlessly. Exceptions to this rule will be 
made only when continuance of the animal’s life is necessary to determine the result of the experiment. In 
that case, the same aseptic precautions shall be observed during the operation and so far as possible the 
same care shall be taken to minimize discomforts during the convalescence as in a hospital for human 
beings.5 
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AMA’s Post-1950s Activism 
Toward the second half of the 20th century, the AMA spent less of its time on defending 
vivisection. A JAMA article on the AMA’s historical role in the use of animals in 
biomedical research states that, in the 1960s, “The AMA and the NSMR [National 
Society for Medical Research] recognized the need for uniform standards for the care of 
laboratory animals to convince the public and Congress that federal regulations were 
not necessary to ensure the humane treatment of research animals. In 1963, the AMA 
Board of Trustees organized the AMA Task Force for Laboratory Animal Care.4 From that 
time, the AMA has occasionally reiterated its support for the practice of animal 
experimentation in medicine. Although the language may have changed, the general 
principles behind the AMA’s ethical support of vivisection have remained. As recently as 
2015, the House of Delegates reaffirmed its policy that “The AMA encourages medical 
school faculty who use animals in the education of students to continue instruction of 
students on the appropriate use and treatment of animals.”18 

 
References 

1. Recarte CA. The Vivisection Controversy in America. Franklin Institute, University 
of Alcalá; 2021. Accessed November 1, 2023. 
https://institutofranklin.net/sites/default/files/2021-03/Vivisection-in-america-
Case-Study-DEF.pdf  

2. Bates A. Anti-Vivisection and the Profession of Medicine in Britain: A Social 
History. Palgrave Macmillan; 2017.  

3. Fishbein M. A History of the American Medical Association, 1847 to 1947. WB 
Saunders Co; 1947.  

4. Smith SJ, Evans RM, Sullivan-Fowler M, Hendee WR. Use of animals in 
biomedical research. Historical role of the American Medical Association and the 
American physician. Arch Intern Med. 1988;148(8):1849-1853. 

5. Report of the Council on Defense of Medical Research. In: American Medical 
Association. House of Delegates Proceedings, Annual Session. American 
Medical Association; 1909:2073. Accessed November 1, 2023. 
http://ama.nmtvault.com/jsp/PsImageViewer.jsp?doc_id=1ee24daa-2768-4bff-
b792-e4859988fe94%2Fama_arch%2FHOD00003%2F00000027&pg_seq=43  

6. Schamberg JF; Bureau on Protection of Medical Research. Vaccination and its 
relation to animal experimentation. American Medical Association; 1911. 
Defense of Research Pamphlet I. Accessed June 4, 2024. 
https://books.google.com/books?id=4dJ2EtJdNxIC&printsec=frontcover&source
=gbs_ge_summary_r&cad=0#v=onepage&q&f=false  

7. Eliot CW; Council on Defense of Medical Research. The fruits of medical 
research with the aid of anesthesia and asepticism. American Medical 
Association; 1910. Defense of Research Pamphlet IX. Accessed June 4, 2024. 
https://books.google.com/books?id=BZs0AQAAMAAJ&pg=RA8-PP3&lpg=RA8-
PP3&dq=%22Defense+of+Research+Pamphlet+IX%22&source=bl&ots=Y6POa
5MEtL&sig=ACfU3U1agAfnzAicEWy2jyrAiJn-
uUfegA&hl=en&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwiDzayc_7-
HAxV0vokEHW44A9IQ6AF6BAgNEAM#v=onepage&q=%22Defense%20of%20Re
search%20Pamphlet%20IX%22&f=false 

8. Angell JR; Council on Defense of Medical Research. The ethics of animal 
experimentation. American Medical Association; 1909. Defense of Research 
Pamphlet V. Accessed June 4, 2024. 
https://books.google.com/books?id=EPw1AQAAMAAJ&printsec=frontcover&sou
rce=gbs_ge_summary_r&cad=0#v=onepage&q&f=false  

https://journalofethics.ama-assn.org/article/how-should-clinician-researchers-model-regard-nonhuman-animals-bred-and-used-human-centered-science/2024-09
https://institutofranklin.net/sites/default/files/2021-03/Vivisection-in-america-Case-Study-DEF.pdf
https://institutofranklin.net/sites/default/files/2021-03/Vivisection-in-america-Case-Study-DEF.pdf
http://ama.nmtvault.com/jsp/PsImageViewer.jsp?doc_id=1ee24daa-2768-4bff-b792-e4859988fe94%2Fama_arch%2FHOD00003%2F00000027&pg_seq=43
http://ama.nmtvault.com/jsp/PsImageViewer.jsp?doc_id=1ee24daa-2768-4bff-b792-e4859988fe94%2Fama_arch%2FHOD00003%2F00000027&pg_seq=43
https://books.google.com/books?id=4dJ2EtJdNxIC&printsec=frontcover&source=gbs_ge_summary_r&cad=0#v=onepage&q&f=false
https://books.google.com/books?id=4dJ2EtJdNxIC&printsec=frontcover&source=gbs_ge_summary_r&cad=0#v=onepage&q&f=false
https://books.google.com/books?id=BZs0AQAAMAAJ&pg=RA8-PP3&lpg=RA8-PP3&dq=%22Defense+of+Research+Pamphlet+IX%22&source=bl&ots=Y6POa5MEtL&sig=ACfU3U1agAfnzAicEWy2jyrAiJn-uUfegA&hl=en&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwiDzayc_7-HAxV0vokEHW44A9IQ6AF6BAgNEAM#v=onepage&q=%22Defense%20of%20Research%20Pamphlet%20IX%22&f=false
https://books.google.com/books?id=BZs0AQAAMAAJ&pg=RA8-PP3&lpg=RA8-PP3&dq=%22Defense+of+Research+Pamphlet+IX%22&source=bl&ots=Y6POa5MEtL&sig=ACfU3U1agAfnzAicEWy2jyrAiJn-uUfegA&hl=en&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwiDzayc_7-HAxV0vokEHW44A9IQ6AF6BAgNEAM#v=onepage&q=%22Defense%20of%20Research%20Pamphlet%20IX%22&f=false
https://books.google.com/books?id=BZs0AQAAMAAJ&pg=RA8-PP3&lpg=RA8-PP3&dq=%22Defense+of+Research+Pamphlet+IX%22&source=bl&ots=Y6POa5MEtL&sig=ACfU3U1agAfnzAicEWy2jyrAiJn-uUfegA&hl=en&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwiDzayc_7-HAxV0vokEHW44A9IQ6AF6BAgNEAM#v=onepage&q=%22Defense%20of%20Research%20Pamphlet%20IX%22&f=false
https://books.google.com/books?id=BZs0AQAAMAAJ&pg=RA8-PP3&lpg=RA8-PP3&dq=%22Defense+of+Research+Pamphlet+IX%22&source=bl&ots=Y6POa5MEtL&sig=ACfU3U1agAfnzAicEWy2jyrAiJn-uUfegA&hl=en&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwiDzayc_7-HAxV0vokEHW44A9IQ6AF6BAgNEAM#v=onepage&q=%22Defense%20of%20Research%20Pamphlet%20IX%22&f=false
https://books.google.com/books?id=BZs0AQAAMAAJ&pg=RA8-PP3&lpg=RA8-PP3&dq=%22Defense+of+Research+Pamphlet+IX%22&source=bl&ots=Y6POa5MEtL&sig=ACfU3U1agAfnzAicEWy2jyrAiJn-uUfegA&hl=en&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwiDzayc_7-HAxV0vokEHW44A9IQ6AF6BAgNEAM#v=onepage&q=%22Defense%20of%20Research%20Pamphlet%20IX%22&f=false
https://books.google.com/books?id=BZs0AQAAMAAJ&pg=RA8-PP3&lpg=RA8-PP3&dq=%22Defense+of+Research+Pamphlet+IX%22&source=bl&ots=Y6POa5MEtL&sig=ACfU3U1agAfnzAicEWy2jyrAiJn-uUfegA&hl=en&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwiDzayc_7-HAxV0vokEHW44A9IQ6AF6BAgNEAM#v=onepage&q=%22Defense%20of%20Research%20Pamphlet%20IX%22&f=false
https://books.google.com/books?id=EPw1AQAAMAAJ&printsec=frontcover&source=gbs_ge_summary_r&cad=0#v=onepage&q&f=false
https://books.google.com/books?id=EPw1AQAAMAAJ&printsec=frontcover&source=gbs_ge_summary_r&cad=0#v=onepage&q&f=false


AMA Journal of Ethics, September 2024 735 

9. Kraatz WC. Anti vivisection versus your health. Hygeia. 1949;27(2):120-122. 
10. Rosenau MJ; Council on Defense of Medical Research. The role of animal 

experimentation in the diagnosis of disease. American Medical Association; 
1913. Defense of Research Pamphlet III. Accessed June 4, 2024. 
https://books.google.com/books?id=BZs0AQAAMAAJ&pg=RA2-PA1&lpg=RA2-
PA1&dq=defense+of+research+%22The+role+of+animal+experimentation+in+t
he+diagnosis+of+disease%22&source=bl&ots=Y6OU73LMyQ&sig=ACfU3U1hET
fRP0leXmQROTjm77S0mMd0sw&hl=en&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwicqbO2ocKGAxXS
ElkFHUQrCpwQ6AF6BAgGEAM#v=onepage&q=defense%20of%20research%20
%22The%20role%20of%20animal%20experimentation%20in%20the%20diagno
sis%20of%20disease%22&f=false  

11. Ancient propaganda against animal experimentation revived. JAMA. 
1941;117(1):36-37.  

12. Maxwell SS; Council on Health and Public Instruction. Biological research; its 
value and dangers. American Medical Association; 1915. Defense of Research 
Pamphlet XXVIII. 

13. Senn N, Osler W, Gould GM, Gaston JM, Maclean D. Association news: 
resolutions. In: American Medical Association. House of Delegates Proceedings, 
Annual Session. American Medical Association; 1896:987. Accessed November 
1, 2023. http://ama.nmtvault.com/jsp/PsImageViewer.jsp?doc_id=1ee24daa-
2768-4bff-b792-
e4859988fe94%2Fama_arch%2FHOD00003%2F00000014&pg_seq=6 

14. Arthur WH. Some of the ethical aspects of animal experimentation. In: Tondorf 
FA, ed. A Vindication of Vivisection: A Course of Lectures on Animal 
Experimentation. Georgetown University School of Medicine; 1920:26-31. 

15. Keen WW; Council on Defense of Medical Research. What vivisection has done 
for humanity. American Medical Association; 1910. Defense of Research 
Pamphlet XIV. Accessed May 29, 2024. 
https://babel.hathitrust.org/cgi/pt?id=dul1.ark:/13960/t88g9pj43&seq=1  

16. Blasingame FJL, ed. 1846-1958 Digest of Official Actions. Vol 1. American 
Medical Association; 1959. 

17. Kretschmer H. Animal experimentation. Hygeia. 1945;23(8):573. 
18. Animals as experimental subjects H-460.989. American Medical Association. 

Updated 2015. Accessed November 10, 2023. https://policysearch.ama-
assn.org/policyfinder/detail/%22Animals%20as%20Experimental%20Subjects%
20H-460.989%22?uri=%2FAMADoc%2FHOD.xml-0-4237.xml  

 
Jorie Braunold, MLIS is the archivist for the American Medical Association in Chicago, 
Illinois. She has an MLIS in library and information sciences with a focus on archives 
from Dominican University.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://books.google.com/books?id=BZs0AQAAMAAJ&pg=RA2-PA1&lpg=RA2-PA1&dq=defense+of+research+%22The+role+of+animal+experimentation+in+the+diagnosis+of+disease%22&source=bl&ots=Y6OU73LMyQ&sig=ACfU3U1hETfRP0leXmQROTjm77S0mMd0sw&hl=en&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwicqbO2ocKGAxXSElkFHUQrCpwQ6AF6BAgGEAM#v=onepage&q=defense%20of%20research%20%22The%20role%20of%20animal%20experimentation%20in%20the%20diagnosis%20of%20disease%22&f=false
https://books.google.com/books?id=BZs0AQAAMAAJ&pg=RA2-PA1&lpg=RA2-PA1&dq=defense+of+research+%22The+role+of+animal+experimentation+in+the+diagnosis+of+disease%22&source=bl&ots=Y6OU73LMyQ&sig=ACfU3U1hETfRP0leXmQROTjm77S0mMd0sw&hl=en&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwicqbO2ocKGAxXSElkFHUQrCpwQ6AF6BAgGEAM#v=onepage&q=defense%20of%20research%20%22The%20role%20of%20animal%20experimentation%20in%20the%20diagnosis%20of%20disease%22&f=false
https://books.google.com/books?id=BZs0AQAAMAAJ&pg=RA2-PA1&lpg=RA2-PA1&dq=defense+of+research+%22The+role+of+animal+experimentation+in+the+diagnosis+of+disease%22&source=bl&ots=Y6OU73LMyQ&sig=ACfU3U1hETfRP0leXmQROTjm77S0mMd0sw&hl=en&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwicqbO2ocKGAxXSElkFHUQrCpwQ6AF6BAgGEAM#v=onepage&q=defense%20of%20research%20%22The%20role%20of%20animal%20experimentation%20in%20the%20diagnosis%20of%20disease%22&f=false
https://books.google.com/books?id=BZs0AQAAMAAJ&pg=RA2-PA1&lpg=RA2-PA1&dq=defense+of+research+%22The+role+of+animal+experimentation+in+the+diagnosis+of+disease%22&source=bl&ots=Y6OU73LMyQ&sig=ACfU3U1hETfRP0leXmQROTjm77S0mMd0sw&hl=en&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwicqbO2ocKGAxXSElkFHUQrCpwQ6AF6BAgGEAM#v=onepage&q=defense%20of%20research%20%22The%20role%20of%20animal%20experimentation%20in%20the%20diagnosis%20of%20disease%22&f=false
https://books.google.com/books?id=BZs0AQAAMAAJ&pg=RA2-PA1&lpg=RA2-PA1&dq=defense+of+research+%22The+role+of+animal+experimentation+in+the+diagnosis+of+disease%22&source=bl&ots=Y6OU73LMyQ&sig=ACfU3U1hETfRP0leXmQROTjm77S0mMd0sw&hl=en&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwicqbO2ocKGAxXSElkFHUQrCpwQ6AF6BAgGEAM#v=onepage&q=defense%20of%20research%20%22The%20role%20of%20animal%20experimentation%20in%20the%20diagnosis%20of%20disease%22&f=false
https://books.google.com/books?id=BZs0AQAAMAAJ&pg=RA2-PA1&lpg=RA2-PA1&dq=defense+of+research+%22The+role+of+animal+experimentation+in+the+diagnosis+of+disease%22&source=bl&ots=Y6OU73LMyQ&sig=ACfU3U1hETfRP0leXmQROTjm77S0mMd0sw&hl=en&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwicqbO2ocKGAxXSElkFHUQrCpwQ6AF6BAgGEAM#v=onepage&q=defense%20of%20research%20%22The%20role%20of%20animal%20experimentation%20in%20the%20diagnosis%20of%20disease%22&f=false
https://books.google.com/books?id=BZs0AQAAMAAJ&pg=RA2-PA1&lpg=RA2-PA1&dq=defense+of+research+%22The+role+of+animal+experimentation+in+the+diagnosis+of+disease%22&source=bl&ots=Y6OU73LMyQ&sig=ACfU3U1hETfRP0leXmQROTjm77S0mMd0sw&hl=en&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwicqbO2ocKGAxXSElkFHUQrCpwQ6AF6BAgGEAM#v=onepage&q=defense%20of%20research%20%22The%20role%20of%20animal%20experimentation%20in%20the%20diagnosis%20of%20disease%22&f=false
http://ama.nmtvault.com/jsp/PsImageViewer.jsp?doc_id=1ee24daa-2768-4bff-b792-e4859988fe94%2Fama_arch%2FHOD00003%2F00000014&pg_seq=6
http://ama.nmtvault.com/jsp/PsImageViewer.jsp?doc_id=1ee24daa-2768-4bff-b792-e4859988fe94%2Fama_arch%2FHOD00003%2F00000014&pg_seq=6
http://ama.nmtvault.com/jsp/PsImageViewer.jsp?doc_id=1ee24daa-2768-4bff-b792-e4859988fe94%2Fama_arch%2FHOD00003%2F00000014&pg_seq=6
https://babel.hathitrust.org/cgi/pt?id=dul1.ark:/13960/t88g9pj43&seq=1
https://policysearch.ama-assn.org/policyfinder/detail/%22Animals%20as%20Experimental%20Subjects%20H-460.989%22?uri=%2FAMADoc%2FHOD.xml-0-4237.xml
https://policysearch.ama-assn.org/policyfinder/detail/%22Animals%20as%20Experimental%20Subjects%20H-460.989%22?uri=%2FAMADoc%2FHOD.xml-0-4237.xml
https://policysearch.ama-assn.org/policyfinder/detail/%22Animals%20as%20Experimental%20Subjects%20H-460.989%22?uri=%2FAMADoc%2FHOD.xml-0-4237.xml


 

  journalofethics.org 736 

Citation 
AMA J Ethics. 2024;26(9):E730-736. 
 
DOI 
10.1001/amajethics.2024.730. 
 
Conflict of Interest Disclosure 
Author disclosed no conflicts of interest.  
 
The viewpoints expressed in this article are those of the author(s) and do not 
necessarily reflect the views and policies of the AMA. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Copyright 2024 American Medical Association. All rights reserved.  
ISSN 2376-6980 


