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I will make several assumptions. First, researchers and
animal care personnel frequently become attached to their
nonhuman subjects. The most extensive
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However, they also make a convincing argument that we
have additional obligations to some animals based on the
fact that we have personal relationships with them.

Nell Noddings (1984) takes a similar tact. She believes
that fairness and impartiality should not be the critical com-
ponents of ethical decision making. Rather, she holds that
morality ultimately stems from the emotion of caring. In thisys thaeh1984)
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owners or companions, and that accords them special moral
status" (p. 180).

Philosophers such as Noddings (1984), DeGrazia
(1996), Burgess-Jackson (1998), and Varner (2002) agree
that when one takes on a pet, one incurs a set of special
ethical duties. However, these obligations are not always
clear in the case of human-research animal relationships.
For example, DeGrazia contends that there is a moral im-
perative for pet owners to ensure that their nonhuman com- im 18006 Tc 0.h.009541Tj
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use committee (IACUC1) to an animal care technician.
Federal regulations mandate that IACUCs include a vet-
erinarian, a scientist, a nonscientist, and a member not
affiliated with the institution. However, there is no
stipulation that they include an animal care technician.
Although some IACUCs do include an animal care tech-
nician, this practice does not appear to be common; a
recent survey revealed that only 27% of the 476 re-
sponding IACUCs included a technician (SCAW 1997).

This policy has two obvious advantages. First, be-
cause they work closely with the research animals, tech-
nicians have particularly good insights into some
aspects of experiments relevant to the evaluation of pro-
tocols. Second, representation on the IACUC gives ani-
mal care staff the message that the institution as a whole
takes their ethical concerns seriously.

3. Institutions should acknowledge the delicate ethical and
psychological stresses that researchers and technicians
can experience when they form bonds with laboratory
animals. Administrators can convey their acknowledg-
ment in a number of ways. Several writers have advo-
cated the formation of professionally led discussion
groups to help laboratory personnel o8ofessiona pro personneTj
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