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This submission urgently requests the deletion of part 6 of the Animal Welfare Act 

which allows animal research and protects animal researchers by exempting them from 

restrictions in other sections of the Act. It also requests that no data obtained from 

animal tests carried out overseas be accepted as evidence of product safety by the New 

Zealand Government. 

 

The history of the use of animals in human medical research is a history of failures, 

frustrations, wasted resources, missed opportunities and unnecessary delays in 

advances all justified by the odd fluke or, as in the case of penicillin, cases were 

researchers have ignored animal data and proceeded with human trials regardless. The 

advances that have been made in medical science have been made in spite of the use of 

animals, as this submission will show there are huge amounts of false positives recorded 

where treatments have succeeded in animals then gone on to fail in humans. What will 

never be known though is the number of false negatives. For all anyone knows we may 

have already tested cures for many of the diseases that have plagued humanity of 

generations but discarded them as useless as they did not work in mice, dogs or 

monkeys.  

 

To quote Neurologist Dr Aysha Akhtar, M.D., M.P.H. “Medicine now deals with the 

subtle nuances of biology and disease. Yet, experimenters continue to rely on faith that 

animal models accurately replicate human diseases. That's not good enough. Our loved 

ones who are suffering from illnesses deserve science, not faith.”  
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The request is made for the following reasons: 

 

(1) Animal tests are scientifically invalid, giving unpredictable and misleading results, whether 

applied inter-species or between members of the same species, due to genetic, physiological metabolic 

and psychological differences between species, as well as variances between individual organisms of 

the same species. 

 

 Inconsistent results from animal research have caused an on-going history of health damage and 

deaths since vivisection became the preferred method of research. For example in 2006, the Diabetes 

Research Institute (DRI) announced that after over thirty years of experiments on mice and rats1, 

researchers discovered2 that the internal structure and function of the human pancreatic islet cell, 

which is central to the development of diabetes, are dramatically different from that in the "well-

studied rodent". DRI now consider the use of the rodent model as “no longer relevant for human 

studies”. One of the researchers, Per-Olof Berggren, adjunct professor at the Diabetes Research 

Institute and professor at the Rolf Luft Center for Diabetes Research at Karolinska Institutet in 

Stockholm, Sweden, stated: 

 

“We can no longer rely on studies on mice and rats. It is now imperative that we focus on human islets. 

At the end of the day, it is the only way to understand how they function.” 

 

The inability to recreate human diseases accurately in other animals is an inherent and fundamental 

flaw in the use of animal experiments. It is something that has been shown to be the case for many 

other diseases, as will be shown in this submission. 

 

Thalidomide, DES and Clioquinol are only three of the many pharmaceutical drugs 'safety-tested' on 

animals and causing thousands of health disasters worldwide. Each year, many animal tested products 

get withdrawn from world markets when their damage to human health becomes obvious. 

 

                                                 
1
 Diabetes Research Institue Foundation press release http://www.diabetesresearch.org/page.aspx?pid=409 

2
 Carbera, O., Berman, D. et al (2006). “The unique cytoarchitecture of human pancreatic islets has implications for islet cell 

function”, Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences; Feb 14 2006; vol.203 no.7 pg2334-2339. 

http://www.diabetesresearch.org/page.aspx?pid=409
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(2) Multiple scientific, non-animal tests are available for both medical and recreational purposes. 

Please refer to the “Available Non-Animal Tests” section on page 7 of the NZAVS submission in support 

of SOP 341 for an overview of some of the available non-animal tests available for safety testing. 

Animal testing for toxicology is no longer international standard practice having been replaced by more 

reliable, scientific techniques using human cells and human proteins in in vitro studies. For example, in 

2008 the Environmental Protection Agency, the National Institute of Health, and the Food and Drug 

Administration in the U.S.A. announced a joint plan to replace all toxicity testing on animals with more 

modern, robust testing methods. 

 

More and more non-animal tests for medical research are being developed all the time. Huge amounts 

of resources are being devoted to the development on non-animal tests as the failures of animal 

models become widely accepted and acknowledged. Asthma research is one area where this has been 

happening in a big way. Asthma does not occur naturally in non-human animals and research has relied 

on treating asthma-like symptoms artificially induced in animals. Unsurprisingly this has resulted in a 

huge failure rate of asthma treatments when they are trialled in humans. Now leading researchers in 

asthma are turning to silicon chip models of the human lung3, as they correlate to the actual human 

organ a lot better than any animal lung as respiratory systems between animals can differ significantly. 

As the referenced article points out, the only thing slowing adoption of this new technology is the 

reluctance of the regulatory bodies.  

 

                                                 
3
 Wall Street Journal, June 18 2013. “Forget Lab Rats: Testing Asthma Drugs on a Microchip” 

http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424127887324049504578545154163286708.html 

http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424127887324049504578545154163286708.html
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(3) To ban the use of animal models would force researchers to upskill and adopt scientific methods 

resulting in benefits to human health, and to animal welfare. This reform would in turn enhance our 

reputation internationally as a scientifically progressive nation concerned for the health of its 

population, and for its animals. 

 

Often researchers will use animals as it is more convenient for them. For example the use of animals in 

Stroke research is common as artificially inducing the symptoms of a stroke is easy; all that is required 

is to have major blood vessels to the animal’s brain clamped off. This makes for an easy research 

model but a fundamentally flawed one. It ignores the complex physiology that causes the natural 

disease in humans (strokes are usually linked to atherosclerosis, high blood pressure and diabetes). The 

use of animal models for strokes has produced over 150 drugs that were found to be effective in the 

simple animal model yet all 150 failed in humans.4 

 

                                                 
4
 Macleod M. “What can systematic review and meta-analysis tell us about the experimental data supporting stroke drug 

development?” Int J Neuroprot Neuroregener 2005; 1: 201 
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(4) The law as it stands has a double standard that allows the abuse and mistreatment of animals 

under the guise of science. People often express bewilderment at the double standard imposed by 

laws that penalise animal abusers at large, but reward those who abuse, mutilate, cause them 

prolonged suffering and procure their deaths behind closed doors in the name of scientific research. 

 

Vivisectionists justify the practice by claiming its necessity for human health and medical progress, 

when history has proved that vivisection has caused innumerable iatrogenic disasters, and that it has 

hindered rather than abetted medical progress. 

 

The vivisection lobby begins its brainwashing process early in life with programmes in schools designed 

to convince children that vivisection is a blessing to humanity, and a painless experience for animals. It 

is therefore easy for people to become desensitized at an early age, and for the general public to 

accept vivisection as beneficial and normal, especially as the media reinforces this mindset with regular 

accounts on new breakthroughs thanks to pre-clinical trials on mice, monkeys et al. Breakthroughs that 

have consistently led nowhere when the results have been applied in practice to human patients. For 

example there have been many media reports of successes in animal research relating to the 

development of HIV vaccines. Yet all of the about 90 vaccines developed successfully for chimpanzees 

have failed in humans5. This has also occurred in research to find cures for sepsis infections, where all 

of the 150 cures developed successfully for mice failed, and even caused the infection to worsen in 

some cases, when used in humans6.  

 

                                                 
5
 Bailey, J. (2008). “An Assessment of the Role of Chimpanzees in AIDS Vaccine Research”, ATLA 36; pg. 381-428. 

6
 Seok, Warren, Cuenca et al (2013). “Genomic responses in mouse models poorly mimic human inflammatory diseases”,  

Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences; Feb. 26, 2013; vol. 110 no. 9 pg. 3511. 
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(5) Public opinion is generally against the use of animals in research. When vivisection is perceived by 

the public as too ludicrous and bizarre to ignore, as in the case of testing psychoactive substances on 

animals, the public reasonably demands that such testing be prohibited by law. 

 

Over 90% of New Zealanders have shown in opinion polls, submissions and a petition to Parliament 

that they do not want legal highs to be tested on animals, or data from such tests carried out overseas 

to be admitted as evidence of products' safety for human consumption. Similar poll results are shown 

for other  
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Now that the Primary Production Select Committee has the opportunity to include our 

recommendations in the Animal Welfare Amendment Bill, we strongly urge the 

Committee to bring about the reforms desired by the majority of New Zealanders in the 

interests of people's health and animal welfare. 

 

 

Thank you for considering our submission on the Animal Welfare Amendment Bill, 

 

New Zealand Anti-Vivisection Society Incorporated. 

 

   

 

 

  


