IF YOU SUSPECT THE MEAT YOU EAT IS DANGEROUS,
YOU’RE RIGHT — AND HERE ARE THE FACTS TO PROVE IT.
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INTRODUCTION BY NEAL BARNARD, M.D., PHYSICIANS COMMITTEE
FOR RESPONSIBLE MEDICINE, WASHINGTON, D.C.

“This excellent book will kindle doubts in those still regularly eating animals.”
— Peter D. Wood, D.Sc., Ph.D., Emeritus Professor of Medicine, Stanford University
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“THIS IS A BOOK THAT WILL CHANGE
AND SAVE LIVES....1 HOPE YOURS IS
ONE OF THEM.” —LINDA McCARTNEY

YOU DON’T NEED MEAT was first published
in the United Kingdom, where it quickly
became a runaway #1 bestseller. Written with
a charming mixture of science, humor, and
ethics, this completely revised and updated
edition will give you all the facts you need
about the meat you eat— both from a humane
perspective and as a basis for getting and
maintaining a healthy body.

YOU DON’T NEED MEAT DISHES THE DIRT
ON SOME NASTY NEWS, INCLUDING

EVERYTHING THEY DON’T WANT YOU TO KNOW —
“They” being the agribusinesses, corporate
fast-food chains, advertisers, lobbyists for the
meat industry, and other players in the vastly
profitable meat market that the media peddles
to us and our children night and day.

APOCALYPSE COW — How Mad Cow Disease, and
the lies that have swirled around government
efforts to conceal the facts from the public, has
endangered our food supply worldwide.

HEALTH RISKS — What you don’t know can hurt
you—for example, are we really so sure that
bovine leukemia can’t cross the species barrier?

These and many other under-publicized and
controversial questions are addressed here
head-on in a style that is refreshingly cheerful
and entertaining. Peter Cox gives us all a great
deal of vital food for thought.
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FOREWORD

My friend Linda McCartney was kind enough to write a Foreword to
the 1992 edition of this book, which is reproduced below. Her untimely
death in 1998 from breast cancer robbed us of an important voice.

For many years now some of us have been saying “Stop eating ani-
mals” because we know that it is pointless and cruel. My friend Peter
Cox is one of those who has been saying it loudest.

Unfortunately the majority of those who are steeped in the tradi-
tion of meat eating either closed their ears or said they didn’t care
about the moral arguments.

But now, in this remarkable book, Peter has researched arguments
that the majority cannot ignore—not if they care for their health. Or
their lives.

His conclusions are—for the meat eater—alarming. Those who
believe that meat is somehow good for you should read the facts con-
necting it to heart disease, high blood pressure, and cancer before
swallowing another mouthful.

This is a book that will change lives and save lives. I hope that

yours is one of them.






PREFACE

This little book has had an interesting evolution. An instant bestseller
when it was published in Britain all of fifteen years ago, it was less
than half the size of the volume you now hold in your hands. From
there, it went to Germany, Japan, Holland, and several other coun-
tries, arriving back in the U.K. again some five years later, where it
was rewritten and greatly expanded. Then it went traveling all over
again; back to Japan and Germany and other ports of call too numer-

rewritten

ous to mention. And so, eventually, it’s arrived in America
once more and further expanded. Since Britain is guilty of unleashing
such dubious delights as beef eating and Mad Cow Disease on the
world, please consider this book as one Brit’s way of saying “Sorry!”

Some people have said some very kind things about it along the
way, and I blush to repeat them, but sometimes these things have to
be done. Britain’s most eminent food critic, Derek Cooper, scared me
a great deal when he wrote, “I think from now on Peter Cox ought to
lock his bedroom door at night; otherwise he might well be woken up
by heavy breathing in the small hours and find two men in white coats
trying to stun him with a bolt pistol prior to suspending him from a
convenient meat hook . . . he just published the most forceful indict-
ment of the meat industry I have yet seen; there must be large groups
of men yearning for his blood in every cattle ring and slaughterhouse
in the country. Since reading You Don’t Need Meat 1 have crossed
over the road every time | have approached a meat market.”
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Elle magazine said, “Cox’s argument is riveting; his conclusions are
utterly disturbing.” I understand it takes quite a lot to disturb Elle
magazine, so I guess that’s a compliment. The Financial Times, how-
ever, was sure | was a modern-day Adolf Hitler. They wrote, “For
Peter Cox, vegetarianism has all the appearance of a particularly aus-
tere religious order. . . . Austere men are often dangerous: Cromwell,
Robespierre, Mussolini and Hitler, for example. . .. Cox and Hitler
share a trait: they both believe the future belongs to vegetarians.”
Austere, moi? Surely they were jesting.

The Nursing Times reassured me a great deal when they concluded
that I was not, in fact, severely delusional (and I think they are more
of an authority on mental health than the Financial Times is): “Cox
brings together in a readable form much recent research into nutrition
and diet. This is a controversial and provocative book but, whatever
one’s ultimate conclusions concerning Cox’s views, the arguments
cannot be lightly dismissed; neither can they be relegated to the
‘lunatic fringe’ of food faddism.”

Even the Meat Trades Journal concluded that “Peter Cox is a
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very convincing man,” although they went on to say that I was
probably the sort of person who, if I wasn’t writing books, would
probably be undertaking dastardly acts of despicable violence and
terrorism.

This eruptive theme was continued by the Birmingham Post, who
found the book “Explosive! If you’ve ever thought twice about the
contents of the beef burger you’re eating or felt unease when the latest
meat-related disease hogs the headlines—then you should buy this
book. . .. One of the most thought-provoking tomes you may read
this year. . . . Do yourself a favor and buy this book now.”

And even the conservative-minded Daily Telegraph welcomed the
book “because it will rattle the cages, or perhaps crates, of people
paid a lot of money to protect the interests of factory farming.”
Another national newspaper, The Observer, whined, “The trouble
with Mr. Cox’s book is that, having read it, it’s all or nothing.” Then
they decided, I think, to come down on my side with the resigned,
tight-lipped comment, “Pass me the tofu.” Raw tofu? I think I'd pre-
fer to eat Mussolini’s hair shirt.

“Peter Cox’s arguments are fascinating,” said The Lancet, quite
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simply. (“Fascinating,” I hope, because they’re good arguments—not
because they’re fascinating examples of delusional psychosis.)

Today newspaper was more interested in my bank balance than
anything else, writing, “Peter, who first spat out meat at the age of
two, has sold more than half a million books—which must, at a con-
servative estimate, make him a millionaire.” Now that’s a good exam-
ple of delusionary thinking.

The magazine Vegetarian Living more or less canonized me when
they wrote: “Peter Cox is both energetic and amiable, with the kind of
charm normally found in the diplomatic service. As he has become
our foremost vegetarian ambassador perhaps this is not surprising.”

But I was soon brought down to earth again by London’s Evening
Standard, who went for the jugular: “Peter Cox appears to have an
identity problem, having at a young age confused himself with plant
life.” They didn’t specify which plant, precisely, I had confused myself
with, but it’s true that I’ve always been weirdly attracted to carrots.
Now I know why.

The Sunday Times also had their suspicions about me, although
somewhat nicer ones: “Peter Cox looks like an off-duty TV presen-
ter,” wrote their reviewer, “And he’s really not too loathsome at all.
If, like him, you are taking on an £11 billion-a-year industry more or
less single-handed, you need to be energetic, organised and brave. I
suspect he may be some kind of genius.” But what kind of genius, pre-
cisely? To my frustration, they didn’t say. Since Hitler was an evil
genius, I didn’t find that comment necessarily reassuring.

At least the Sunday edition of Independent liked my clothes. “Peter
Cox is a smartly turned-out former executive,” they wrote, “with an
impressive track record in advertising—an unlikely candidate to be an
advocate of an alternative culture. But he is the meat industry’s most
effective foe. . .. If Mr. Cox’s past campaigns are anything to go by,
his latest assault on meat-eating will have the following consequences:
his wife will receive warnings that he is about to be killed and be told
how his corpse is about to be jointed; representatives of butchers and
farmers will denounce him ‘as an evangelist with few scruples’; and
tens of thousands of people will become vegetarian.”

Well, there you have it. Although it’s startling to be compared to
Hitler, and nice to be called a genius, ’'m fortunate enough not to be
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troubled too much by either excessive praise or bloodcurdling threats.
The only thing that really counts, for me, is your reaction to this
book. After the first edition was published (in the days before e-mail—
remember them?) it was my great pleasure to receive many hundreds
of letters from readers with comments, thoughts, opinions, and infor-
mation. For me, it was those letters, and sometimes the comments of
members of the audience when I was giving a talk, that meant every-
thing to me. Today, of course, we have e-mail, and if you feel like
dropping me a line, I'd be truly delighted to receive it. The address is
below.

Thank you for reading this book—I hope you enjoy it and find it
useful.

To write to Peter Cox and to check for updates to this book, please
visit www.yesitive.com/nomeat.



INTRODUCTION

Meat-eating. Never before has any part of the diet come under such
scrutiny or been so hotly debated in circles spanning science, medi-
cine, ethics, and environmentalism.

In medicine, it has certainly become an important consideration in
treating patients. No matter what kind of issues we’re dealing with,
from high blood pressure to migraine headaches, good nutrition is
essential to healing and prevention alike. In research studies at the
Physicians Committee for Responsible Medicine (PCRM) in Washing-
ton, D.C., we’ve seen hundreds of people drop meat from their menus
in favor of healthy plant foods. With this one simple change, we see
body weight and blood pressure normalize, cholesterol levels drop,
and immunity gain new strength.

Recently, we began a new focus on nutrition for cancer care, offer-
ing educational cooking classes for cancer survivors and their families.
Led by our registered dietitians, participants roll up their sleeves and
learn to prepare healthy, delicious meals packed with cancer-fighting

nutrients. Not a single meal contains meat—or any animal product,
for that matter. Invariably, these cancer survivors feel empowered
with life-saving information that wasn’t provided by the hospitals that
treated their disease. Once they understand why meat is not part of
the cancer-fighting menu, they no longer see it as an edible indulgence.
Rather, they see it as the package of carcinogens it really is.

In the early 1990s, Dean Ornish, M.D., led a groundbreaking study
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to test whether a meat-free diet could improve the health of his
patients with heart disease. By trading animal products for whole
grain foods, vegetables, bean dishes, and fruits, along with moderate
exercise and cessation of smoking, his patients began to recover. Not
only did arterial blockages stop worsening, for most they began to dis-
solve away.

We have experienced similarly phenomenal results in our clinical
research at PCRM. A study of women with menstrual pain found that
simply eliminating hormone-boosting foods such as meat, dairy prod-
ucts, and eggs significantly reduced physical pain, tension, and irri-
tability. The study also made medical history by showing the greatest
cholesterol-lowering effect ever reported in women under fifty. And
that’s without medication or its troubling side effects.

In 1999, PCRM researchers studied whether a vegan diet, without
the added benefit of exercise, could help people with Type 2 diabetes.
The results were rapid. Without counting calories, subjects lost weight
and saw their blood sugars drop dramatically. Kidney abnormalities
improved, and many reduced or eliminated their diabetes medica-
tions. These are powerful findings that people anywhere can put to
work in their daily lives.

Of course, if you told anyone in the general population that they
“don’t need meat,” their surprise might be akin to hearing “you don’t
need air, water, or sunlight”—that is—until they give it a try. It’s not
that there is a lack of information available on all sorts of meat-eating-
related topics. Epidemiologists are tracking heart disease and cancer
rates among omnivorous and vegetarian populations, showing clear
benefits for the latter group. Scientists are busy studying mad cow dis-
ease and its human variant Creutzfeld-Jakob disease. And anthropol-
ogists can brief you on the meat-eating habits of distant ancestors.
(Did they or didn’t they? The answers may surprise you.) Tragically,
these telling studies reach the public at a dangerously slow rate, if at
all. And that’s where Peter Cox comes in.

You Don’t Need Meat delves deeply into all aspects of our meat-
eating culture, starting in the modern slaughterhouse, reviewing stud-
ies on diet-related disease epidemics, and questioning commercial
influences on government food policies. You’ll be shocked to learn
how much information is convoluted through advertising and the
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leverage of businesses that profit from animal agriculture. This book
unearths information that everyone should be taugiit, beginning with
the first nutrition lesson in grade school. He translates complex scien-
tific studies into language that we all can understand and immediately
put to use. If you’ve ever considered getting away from meat, but
didn’t know where to begin, this book is the place. Peter has a gift for
bringing humor and hope to even the bleakest aspects of animal agri-
culture. No matter what your notions about vegetarian diets, Peter’s
thoroughly researched volume will leave you questioning old beliefs
and welcoming new ideas.

Beyond a deeply thought-provoking journey, readers of this book
will gain invaluable information on staying healthy, even regaining
health that may have been lost over the years. It is a wonderful contri-
bution for doctors and their patients everywhere, and for anyone who
would rather not become a patient at all.

Sometimes, patients tune out their doctors when we preach the
virtues of exercise, a good diet, and other healthy lifestyle habits. You
Don’t Need Meat so thoroughly conveys the reality of what meat and
other animal products are doing to industrialized human populations
that we can’t help but stop and listen. Take this opportunity to hear
the whole story. What you learn just may save your life.

Neal Barnard, M.D.,
Physicians Committee for Responsible Medicine,
Washington, D.C.






A NOTE ON MEANINGS

As you will see, I detest pinning labels on people. However, we do
need to be clear about the meaning of words used in this book; other-
wise, we’ll end up in an awful mess. So here are the words used to
describe the different sorts of diets generally associated with or
included within the term “vegetarian”:

» Vegetarian: Someone who does not eat fish, flesh, or fowl.

» Lacto-vegetarian: Essentially the same as above, but a little
more precise. Someone who does not eat fish, flesh, or fowl,
but who consumes dairy produce. Usually encountered only in
scientific or pedantic use.

» Ovo-lacto-vegetarian: Even more precise. Someone who does
not eat fish, flesh, or fowl, but who consumes dairy produce
and eggs. Again, not a term used in everyday speech. For most
practical purposes, “vegetarian,” “lacto-vegetarian,” and
“ovo-lacto-vegetarian” all mean the same thing.

» Vegan: Someone who doesn’t consume or use any animal
products. He or she avoids all fish, flesh, and fowl; eggs and
dairy; and the use of animal products such as leather, silk
and wool. Sometimes called “strict vegetarian,” which is
unnecessarily severe—a better description would be “pure
vegetarian.”
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Inevitably, with the huge upsurge of interest in vegetarian living,
various other terms have been used, often inaccurately. For example,
it is incorrect to call someone who refrains from red meat, but who
still eats chicken and fish, a vegetarian. Other terms, such as “semi-
vegetarian” or “demivegetarian” are occasionally encountered, although
they have very little practical meaning.



EVERYTHING YOU’RE
NOT SUPPOSED TO KNOW

I was twelve years old before I ever heard the word “vegetarian,” and
when I did, I didn’t like it much. I grew up in a remote farming com-
munity of the British Isles, where there was no sewage system or elec-
tricity, and the water had to be pumped by hand from the well. I
pretty much believed myself to be an isolated oddity of nature because
I hadn’t eaten meat since the age of two, and my parents firmly
believed I was going to die, for the same reason. Many endless hours
were spent sitting anxiously in the doctor’s office.

“Is he eating meat yet?” the doctor would inquire.

“No!” my mother nervously replied, feeling guilty that she was fail-
ing in her duty to bring up a healthy boy child.

“Well, he doesn’t look too bad, for the moment,” the doctor would
conclude. “Better bring him back again in six weeks.”

And so it went on: more trips to the doctor, the death sentence
postponed by another few weeks, more anxiety and anguish from my
distracted parents, no sign of any dietary compromise from their
fanatical son, and all the while, the doctor’s pen poised and ready to
make out the death certificate: This child died from failure to eat
meat.

Except, it didn’t happen.

Mostly, I was in pretty good physical shape—big enough to play
second row in rugby, a rather brutal English game—and although my
diet was somewhat restricted (my poor mother was driven to her wit’s
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end trying to devise meals her finicky son would eat), there were no
occurrences of rickets, anemia, edema, or plague. If anything, I
seemed to be somewhat healthier than other kids my age.

Then, one day, someone told me what [ was. “You’re a vegetar-
ian!” he exclaimed. My first instinct was to hit him as any right-
minded boy would who’d just been insulted.

“What’s that?” I scowled.

“Someone who doesn’t eat meat! Like you!”

The truth slowly dawned. I wasn’t entirely a freak of nature, then.
There were others like me. How strange. Then I learned there was
something called the Vegetarian Society. | wrote to them, got their
newsletter, and was horrified. I had nothing in common with these
people at all, other than the fact that we both excluded certain foods
from our diet. They seemed middle-aged, obsessive, absurdly self-
important, and fixated on something called nut cutlets. I happily went
back to being a lone vegetarian.

The name struck me then, and still does, as being disagreeable; and
rather than use the “V word,” I preferred to say, “I'm sorry, but I
don’t eat meat,” whenever it was offered. Note the apology.

If you like toast, you don’t call yourself a “toastarian” (or if you
did, most people would rightly think you’d taken leave of your
senses). Similarly, if you appreciate an occasional dry martini, you
wouldn’t describe yourself as a “martinarian,” unless you wished to
cultivate a reputation for eccentricity. So why, then, should I be
labeled after something I don’t eat? It makes little sense to me, and in
any case, I like to think of myself as something more than a set of
dietary preferences. “Meet Peter Cox, the vegetarian™ is about as
illogical as “Meet Peter Cox, the free-hairian” (because I don’t wear
hats). Such is the blight of pinning labels on people.

Actually, it gets even worse, because as you’ll see later in the book,
I’ve moved on to veganism now. Can we let that one pass, just for the
moment? 'll explain all in due course. Otherwise, we’ll be on this
page all day.

To conclude: Everything I'd learned about my deviant way of eat-
ing during the first three decades of my life can be summed up as

follows:



EVERYTHING YOU’'RE NOT SUPPOSED TO KNOW 3

1. It’s dangerous, almost certainly life-threatening, and should
only be attempted under strict doctor’s supervision.

2. It has a name. Not a very nice one.

3. Other people do it, too, but they’re even weirder than me.

And so [ would have continued, but one day, my life took an unex-

pected turn, as lives invariably do.

EPIPHANY

I’d just turned thirty, and had recently left the advertising business.
It’s a great business to be in when you’re young, and an even better
business to leave when you’re not. [ was toying with a few other busi-
ness ideas, but nothing seemed to pass the spreadsheet stage satisfac-
torily. Then one day, my wife said, “The Vegetarian Society is looking
for a Chief Executive.”

It seemed intriguing. Despite eating a vegetarian diet virtually all

2]

my life, I knew nothing about “vegetarianism,” and the prospect of
being a “professional vegetarian” initially seemed hilarious. However,
they were an old, established nonprofit group apparently looking to
update their image, and I was someone who could do that for them.
Since the staff of some two dozen people was spread between a base in
Manchester, England, and another in London, the first task was to
make sure everyone was singing from the same song sheet.

The main challenge, however, was much more fundamental: what,
precisely, were we supposed to be doing? Were we a pressure group?
An animal rights group? A social tea party? There were many widely
varying views, as indeed there had been since the founding of the soci-
ety one and a half centuries earlier.

The first organized vegetarian movement in the West was born in a
unique time of extraordinary religious, political, and social upheaval.
We tend to think of our world today as being a chaotic place, but it
can’t hold a candle to the events of the midnineteenth century. Con-
sider just a few taking place at that time. In 1848—the year after the
Vegetarian Society was established—Marx and Engels produced The
Communist Manifesto, and the first women’s rights convention was
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held in Seneca Falls, New York. The horror of the Irish Famine was in
full swing, killing a million or more people and generating extraordi-
nary new levels of immigration to America. With increasing ferocity,
the British Empire was struggling to retain its grip on its far-flung ter-
ritories, such as India, China, and Canada, with war and revolution
the inevitable backlash. In 1849, Thoreau published On the Duty of
Civil Disobedience. Two years earlier, the Mormons sought religious
freedom and founded Salt Lake City. Charles Darwin’s on the Origin
of Species would offer up a scientific challenge to the religious inter-
pretation of man’s place in the world in the next decade, and in 1861,
America itself would be torn apart in the Civil War that set neighbor
against neighbor, and brother against brother. Although Charles
Dickens’s novel A Tale of Two Cities (published in 1859) was ostensi-
bly set at the time of the French Revolution some seventy years earlier,
its sentiments, and indeed his opening words, perfectly captured the
zeitgeist of this extraordinary period:

It was the best of times, it was the worst of times, it was the age
of wisdom, it was the age of foolishness, it was the epoch of
belief, it was the epoch of incredulity, it was the season of Light,
it was the season of Darkness, it was the spring of hope, it was the

winter of despair . . .

From this fiery melting pot of great good and great evil belched
forth many new movements and factions, and one of them was the
Vegetarian Society. It is no coincidence that the society first took root
in Manchester, England, cradle of the Industrial Revolution.

Manchester was the center of the new economy, the nineteenth cen-
tury’s equivalent of Silicon Valley, the most talked about and the most
written about city in the Western Hemisphere. Extreme wealth and
terrible poverty existed cheek by jowl, the one a consequence of the
other, as the famous French social critic and writer Alexis de Tocque-

ville vividly describes:

A sort of black smoke covers the city. The sun seen through it is a
disc without rays. Under this half-daylight 300,000 human beings
are ceaselessly at work. A thousand noises disturb this damp,
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dark labyrinth, but they are not at all the ordinary sounds one
hears in great cities. . . . From this foul drain the greatest stream
of human industry flows out to fertilize the whole world. From
this filthy sewer pure gold flows. Here humanity attains its most
complete development and its most brutish; here civilisation
works its miracles, and civilized man is turned back into a

savage.!

So here, in Manchester—this cutting-edge city where the future was
literally being forged—was where organized vegetarianism found fer-
tile ground. It was a reform, protest, healthy-living, and religious
movement all rolled into one. Yes, religious: many of the first vegetar-
ians in Manchester were followers of the Swedish scientist, mystic,
philosopher, and theologian Emanuel Swedenborg, who saw meat
eating as “the most vivid symbol of our fall from grace and the source
of all evil.”?

Vegetarianism was therefore one of the earliest of all protest move-
ments, and in its many elements, there could be found something for
almost everyone. Its emphasis on consuming healthy, wholesome food
(most manufactured foodstuffs of the time were scandalously adulter-
ated) was a forerunner of today’s consumer movement. Its denuncia-
tion of the appalling cruelties of the slaughterhouse, and endorsement
of compassion and consideration to all living things, has clear paral-
lels in today’s environmental movement. Its assertion that animals—
like women—might possibly have rights, brought it into direct conflict
with the status quo, and has obvious political parallels today. In shorrt,
the early vegetarians of Manchester were dangerously free-thinking
people. Indeed, some of them had to flee quickly across the Atlantic
for their own safety, and from this grew the American vegetarian
movement. Its chief proponent, Sylvester Graham, was one of the
founders the American Vegetarian Convention in 1850. His immor-
tality is assured, of course, by the flour and the crackers that still bear
his name today.

The vegetarian movement acquired many and varied notable sup-
porters, among them Gandhi, Tolstoy, and George Bernard Shaw, but
the Vegetarian Society itself became something of a dying ember. It
was more of a support group for its members than an active move-
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ment. That was the situation I inherited, and since there was insuffi-
cient support for a more proactive agenda, I decided I"d only be wast-
ing my time to remain there; so I resigned.

Then something interesting happened. I'd been midway through
negotiating an agreement with a publisher to put out a range of vege-
tarian books on behalf of the society. I phoned the publisher to say
that I was leaving. “What will you do next?” he inquired. I said that I
wasn’t sure, but I'd probably start a business of some sort.

“Well, while you’re planning that,” he said, “why don’t you write
a book for us?”

“Sure,” I replied, thinking nothing of it.

Ah, the naiveté of youth.

Aside from climbing Everest without oxygen, writing a book is pos-
sibly the most grueling torture yet devised by the human race. And a
blank piece of paper (nowadays, a blank computer screen) is the most
terrifying object yet created. After the first day, I went to bed early,
exhausted with brain fatigue, and convinced I'd contracted a ghastly,
debilitating disease. The second day, I managed to produce two hun-
dred words. Then I stopped, because I’d said everything I could think
of. That’s what working in advertising does to you.

Then it came to me: research! That’s what writers did, wasn’t it? I
clearly needed to do some research. So I went to a medical library,
down a gloomy and far-flung corridor of a musty Victorian teaching
hospital. It felt like a time trip into another era.

Big surprise.

I didn’t expect to find much, if anything, and in truth I didn’t even
know what I was looking for. But I was desperate, in the way that
authors and condemned men grow desperate when their time is run-
ning out. What I found was astonishing.

Going back to 1978, I unearthed an amazing piece of research
(which Tll get to after a short digression) that was published in The
American Journal of Clinical Nutrition and authored by Dr. Roland
L. Phillips, one of America’s most respected epidemiologists.? I had to
check that word when I first encountered it. “Epidemiology” is defined
as “the study of the relationships of the various factors determining
the frequency and distribution of diseases in a human community.”*

To put it more simply, epidemiology is scientific detective-work.
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The easiest way of comparing the health of meat eaters to vegetari-
ans is just to watch them over a long period of time, and see who dies
of what. Basically, it’s not too difficult to do, although obviously it
can takes years before you start to see any results. From the scientist’s
point of view, the main danger is that you’ll die before the experiment
has finished.

In some ways, epidemiology is a seriously overlooked discipline. It
isn’t as glamorous as the “wet” sciences, which make headlines with
the latest high-tech brain transplant or potential cure for cancer. But
because it concentrates on studying the way things actually are in the
real world, it is capable of giving us extremely relevant insights into
health and disease. You’re going to see the results of some epidemio-
logical studies now, and while you are considering them, please
remember that the knowledge these studies give us has been obtained
at a high cost—many millions of people have died to bring us the ben-
efit of these findings.

Roland Phillips and his team were very interested in a subgroup of
the American population called Seventh-Day Adventists. This group
was particularly fascinating because their church advocates a very dif-
ferent diet and lifestyle than the typical meat-based American one. So
the first thing Dr. Phillips did was to locate a large number of Seventh-
Day Adventists. We’re not talking about a few dozen, or even a few
hundred people here. Dr. Phillips’s sample size was massive—25,000
people, all of them residents of California. Obviously, the more peo-
ple you study, the less likely it is that a few freak results are going to
skew the analysis. In this case, the huge number of people involved
makes the study very reliable, indeed.

Then the members of Dr. Phillips’s team just waited. Every year,
for six years, they would contact each one of those people, just to see
if he or she was still alive. If the person had died, a death certificate
was obtained, and the underlying cause of death was determined.
Patience and tact are two key qualities for a good epidemiologist! At
the end of the six-year period, the team had some highly significant
results.

Compared to the average, meat-eating, Californian population, the
risk of dying from coronary heart disease among Adventists was far,
far lower. For every 100 ordinary Californians who died from heart
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disease, only 26 Adventists males had died—that’s about one-quarter
the risk. Among females, the risk was one-third. You can see this illus-
trated in Figure 1.1.

This is very forceful evidence. It isn’t theoretical, or hypothetical, or
a scientist’s opinion or some other piece of cunning public relations. It
is a straightforward, nonarguable, nonnegotiable fact. It is, quite sim-
ply, what happened. Counting dead bodies is pretty convincing, even
for the most hardened skeptics.

Now the next question, of course, is why? Well, one reason must be
the fact that most Seventh-Day Adventists do not smoke. “OK,” say
the skeptics, “it’s nothing to do with eating meat, it simply proves that
smoking isn’t healthy. And we knew that already!” Unfortunately for
the skeptics, that explanation doesn’t hold up. You see, Dr. Phillips
and his team had considered possibilities such as that, as, indeed,
good epidemiologists should always do. So they next compared
deaths from heart disease among Seventh-Day Adventists to deaths

Standardized mortality ratio

0 Ll L} L
General Male Female
population  vegetarian vegetarian
SDAs SDAs

Figure 1.1. Deaths from heart disease. Seventh-Day Adventists compared to
the general population.
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from heart disease among a representative group of nonsmokers, as
studied by the American Cancer Society. Clearly, if Adventists were
healthier purely because they didn’t smoke, then deaths rates in these
two groups should be the same.

But they weren’t—not by a long shot. The cold figures showed that
Adventists had only half the risk of dying from heart disease, when
compared to nonsmokers (actually, people identified by the American
Cancer Society as “never having smoked”). So there was clearly some-
thing else very special about the Adventist lifestyle.

What could it be? Perhaps people with religious faith die less often
from heart disease? Perhaps they have less stress in their lives? Perhaps
they secretly take a magic potion that protects them? A determined
opponent could throw up any number of possibilities to explain away
these findings.

And that’s where the sheer good science of Dr. Phillips’s research
really paid dividends. He thought that people might raise all kinds of
possible explanations, such as these, and he accounted for them. Dr.
Phillips realized that although the Adventist church advocated the
vegetarian lifestyle, it wasn’t compulsory. Some Adventists still ate
meat. So he included this aspect in his research. He found that about
20 percent of them ate meat four or more times a week, about 35 per-
cent ate it between one and three times a week, and the remaining 45
percent never ate it at all. To a bright mind, these facts created a
unique scientific opportunity.

Why not simply compare the health of Adventists who never ate
meat (i.e. vegetarians) to those Adventists who did eat it? In a flash, it
would eliminate all other confounding factors. So that’s what Dr.
Phillips did.

You can see the result in Figure 1.2 on the following page. Among
Adventist men who ate meat, the death rate from coronary heart dis-
ease was only 37 percent of the normal death rate for the average
meat-eating population in California—impressive in itself, and cer-
tainly proof that the nonsmoking Adventist lifestyle is pretty healthy.
But among those Adventists who were vegetarian, the death rate plum-
meted even further—right down to 12 percent of that of the normal
population. Twelve percent!

Let me just put this another way, so that we’re really, really certain
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Figure 1.2. Deaths from heart disease. Seventh-Day Adventist vegetarians
compared to Seventh-Day Adventist nonvegetarians.

that we understand each other. Vegetarian Seventh-Day Adventist
men are about ten times less likely to contract coronary heart disease
than a “normal” meat-eating person.

Now, one of the great things about large-scale studies such as this is
the longer you are prepared to wait, the more interesting and more
accurate the results become. So that’s what happened next—they
waited, and watched. For twenty years. Eventually, Dr. Phillips’s team
published the final results of the study, which had literally observed
people growing old and dying over two decades.® This landmark proj-
ect provided the first ever scientific proof that the more meat you eat,
the more at risk you are of getting heart disease.

Look at Figures 1.3 and 1.4 (on pages 11 and 12) and you’ll see a
summary of the results. The relative risk of fatal heart disease closely
correlates with the frequency of eating meat. Those Adventist males
who consumed meat one or two times a week were 44 percent more
likely to die from heart disease than Adventist vegetarians. Those who
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Figure 1.3. Weekly meat consumption correlated to risk of fatal heart disease,
for males.

consumed it between three and five times per week were 60 percent
more likely to die from heart disease. And for those who consumed it
six or more times a week the rate rose to 62 percent. For females, the
rates are 38, 25, and 58 percent, respectively. The significant finding is
that even a small amount of meat—once or twice a week—greatly ele-
vates the risk.

For men in one particular age group—forty-five to fifty-four—the
stakes are particularly high. For these people, prime candidates for
heart disease, the risk for meat eaters, when compared to vegetarians,
is 400 percent greater!

Your head is probably spinning, and I apologize for that. I know
mine was when I first came across this study. But quite clearly, it must
be seriously flawed. I mean, if it was correct, your doctor would have
told you, wouldn’t he or she? And certainly, the government and its
various agencies would surely by now have broadcast the message
high and low: more meat means more heart disease, so go vegetarian!
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Figure 1.4. Weekly meat consumption correlated to risk of fatal heart disease,
for females.

Any administration that had the interests of its citizens at heart
(excuse the pun) would most certainly have publicized this extraordi-
nary news without any delay. Unless I missed something, they didn’t:
so undoubtedly this study must be wrong. A freak, perhaps. Or a
bizarre statistical quirk.

I continued researching.

The next thing I found was a study from Japan. Inspired by the
insights gained from the American Seventh-Day Adventist studies, sci-
entists from the National Cancer Center Research Institute, in Tokyo,
embarked on a similar study.® Similar, that is, in concept—but even
broader in scope. In this case, the Japanese decided to follow not a
mere 25,000 people, but an astonishing 122,261 individuals, tracked
over sixteen years. The logistics alone must have been daunting: each
man (they only studied males in this survey) had to be interviewed at
home, by specially trained public health nurses.

Because the size of the study was so large, it was possible to divide
the participants into various subgroups according to their dietary and
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lifestyle preferences. After much hard work and computing time was
expended in analysis, two lifestyles emerged as being very high risk
and very low risk, respectively: The high-risk lifestyle included smok-
ing, drinking, meat consumption, and no green vegetables.

The low-risk lifestyle was, not surprisingly, precisely the opposite.
In Figure 1.5, you can see how the lifestyles compare. Deaths from all
causes were elevated by 1.53 times greater among those who smoked,
drank, ate meat, and didn’t eat green vegetables. The risk of heart dis-
ease was 1.88 times higher in this group, and the risk of any kind of
cancer was 2.49 times higher.

So far so good—and probably just what you were expecting to see.
But the statistical power of this huge study was able to reveal, for the
first time, some extraordinary relationships between meat consump-
tion and ill health. Let me summarize:

» The Japanese found that simply adding one factor—meat—to
an otherwise healthy lifestyle had a serious effect on mortality.

The difference between the lowest risk group (no smoking, no

o 2.49

2 1.88

Standardized mortality ratios

Low risk  Highrisk Highrisk  High risk
(All causes) (Heart (Cancer)
disease)

Figure 1.5. Risky lifestyles: how two opposite lifestyles compare.



14 YOU DON'T NEED MEAT

drinking, no meat eating, and lots of green vegetables) and
those people who led a similar lifestyle but ate meat was that
the meat eaters boosted their risk of dying from heart disease
by 30 percent.

+ At the other end of the scale were the two most unhealthy
groups. We generally think of smoking and drinking as
unhealthy habits, and the study confirmed this—people who
smoked and drank (but consumed green vegetables and didn’t
eat meat) were 39 percent more likely to die from any cause
than the healthiest group. However, even more unhealthy
were those people who smoked, drank, ate meat, and didn’t
consume green vegetables. These people increased their risk of
dying from any cause by another 14 percent! In other words,
the vegetarian lifestyle was conferring some protection, even
on the smokers and drinkers!

Well, that’s the Japanese, of course. Probably something funny in the
water over there, which makes these statistics meaningless to Westerners.

Then I found a study from Germany.

When the German Cancer Research Center advertised in Der Vege-
tarier, the German magazine for vegetarians, for participants in a sim-
ilar tracking study, they were following a rather different angle. The
scientists were particularly interested in the way the vegetarian diet
seems able to protect against cancer. It is thought that nitrate con-
sumption is linked to the development of cancer, and many vegetables
contain nitrates. So why don’t more vegetarians contract cancer? One
possibility is that their overall diet contains other elements (vitamins
A and C, for example) that protect them and lower their risk. This
was one of the main areas the researchers were keen to investigate.
Eventually, a total of 1,904 subjects were recruited.

After five years, the results began to emerge. Deaths from all causes
were very low, indeed—only 37 percent of the average meat-eating
population. All forms of cancer were slashed to 56 percent of the nor-
mal rate, and heart disease was down to 20 percent.”

Perhaps this was due to a lack of smoking? As in the two studies
quoted previously, the researchers had already taken that into
account. Even when vegetarian smokers were compared to nonvege-
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tarian smokers, it was found that the vegetarians’ rate of heart disease
was still only 40 percent of the average population’s. Clearly, the veg-
etarian diet was playing a significantly protective role.

[ don’t know. All this data was seriously spinning my head. And the
results all seemed to be saying the vegetarian lifestyle is far, far health-
ier than the meat-eating one. Not at all what I’d been brought up to
believe.

Then—please take a deep breath—I found a study from dear old
Britain.

This one tracked the health of 4,671 British vegetarians (actually, it
tracked their causes of death) for seven years and, knock me over with
a feather, it reached very similar conclusions.® For male vegetarians,
the death rate from all causes was 50 percent of the general popula-
tion’s; for females, 55 percent. Looking at heart disease alone, for the
male vegetarian the death rate was only 44 percent of normal, and for
female vegetarians, 41 percent.

The study also compared the vegetarians to a similar population
group—customers of health food shops—and found that they were
also at less risk for heart disease—60 percent of the average popula-
tion. Presumably, this reflected health food shoppers’ greater interest
in their own health, and avoidance of smoking. However, when the
two groups were compared, it was obvious that the vegetarians had
reduced their risk of heart disease by a third when compared to the
health food shoppers.

Finally (I think you’ll be pleased to see me use that word), I found
the great-granddaddy of them all. The China study. Hold on for a few
more paragraphs, please, this is important.

If the Japanese study was impressive in terms of the number of par-
ticipants, the China study is unprecedented in terms of the depth of
information produced. So much so, in fact, that it made headline news
in the New York Times.” Under the headline “Huge Study of Diet
Indicts Fat and Meat,” the report began:

Early findings from the most comprehensive large study ever
undertaken of the relationship between diet and the risk of
developing disease are challenging much of American dietary
dogma. The study, being conducted in China, paints a bold por-
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trait of a plant-based eating plan that is more likely to promote
health than disease.

A “plant-based eating plan™ . . . whatever could they mean? Surely
not the “V word”?

Two major surveys were undertaken, one in 1983 and the other in
1989-90. In the 1983 survey, 367 items of information were col-
lected on how people live and how they die in 138 rural Chinese vil-
lages; 6,500 adults and their families were surveyed. In the 1989-90
survey, more than 1,000 items of information were collected on
10,200 adults and their families in 170 villages in rural China and
Taiwan.

“This 1s a very, very important study,” commented Dr. Mark Heg-
sted, emeritus professor of nutrition at Harvard University and former
administrator of human nutrition for the United States Department of
Agriculture. “It is unique and well done. Even if you could pay for it,
you couldn’t do this study in the United States because the population
is too homogeneous. You get a lot more meaningful data when the
differences in diet and disease are as great as they are in the various
parts of China.”

Let me summarize some of the key findings of the China study to
date:

o While 70 percent of the protein in average Western diets
comes from animals, in China only 7 percent of the protein
does. Although most Chinese suffer very little from the major
killer diseases of the West, those affluent Chinese who con-
sume similar amounts of animal protein to Westerners also
have the highest rates of heart disease, cancer, and diabetes.
Suspicious, or what?

» The Chinese consume 20 percent more calories than Western-
ers do. This should mean that they are fatter than Westerners,
but the reality is that Westerners are 25 percent fatter than the
Chinese! This is almost certainly due to the fact that the Chi-
nese eat only a third as much fat as Westerners, but twice as
many complex carbohydrates. That’s another way of saying

“plants.”
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o Current Western dietary guidelines suggest that we should
reduce the fat in our diets to less than 30 percent of our calo-
rie consumption. The Chinese study reveals that this is by
no means enough to effectively prevent heart disease and
cancer—it should be slashed to something closer to 10 to 15
percent.

* You don’t need to drink milk to prevent osteoporosis. Most
Chinese consume no dairy products and instead get all their
calcium from vegetables. While the Chinese consume only half
the calcium Westerners do, osteoporosis is uncommon in
China, despite an average life expectancy of seventy years.
“Osteoporosis tends to occur in countries where calcium
intake is highest and most of it comes from protein-rich dairy
products,” says Dr. T. Colin Campbell, a nutritional bio-
chemist from Cornell University and the American brains
behind the study. “The Chinese data indicate that people need
less calcium than we think and can get adequate amounts
from vegetables.”

o The study also reveals that meat-eating is not necessary to pre-
vent iron-deficiency anemia. The average Chinese adult, who
shows no evidence of anemia, consumes twice the iron an
average American does, but the vast majority of it comes from
plants.

The main nutritional conclusion from this study is the finding that
the greater the consumption of a variety of good-quality, plant-based
foods, the lower the risk of those diseases commonly found in West-
ern countries (e.g., cancers, cardiovascular diseases, diabetes). Based
on these and other data, the scientists behind the study predict that the
majority of all such Western diseases could be prevented until we were
about age ninety years old if we were prepared to cut out meat and
basically go vegetarian.

Says Dr. Campbell: “We’re basically a vegetarian species and should
be eating a wide variety of plant foods and minimizing our intake of
animal foods.”

Well, all that gave me plenty of food for thought.
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EXCUSE ME?

[ don’t know what you think of the preceding five studies I’ve men-
tioned, but I know what I thought. Either these studies are the result
of deranged and misguided minds run amok, or somebody’s been
keeping the truth from me for decades. Remember, I’d been vegetar-
ian all my life and had been conditioned to believe that it was an
unnatural and perilous thing to do. Now, suddenly, I had plain evi-
dence in front of me that contradicted everything I’d been taught to
believe. It was like the frog all of a sudden learning that he was, in
fact, a prince (well, let’s not stretch this analogy too far . .. ).

So why hadn’t [ been told? Why hadn’t we been told?

Imagine you have stock in a drug company. One day, the company
announces that it has a new product that will immediately slash heart
disease by 50 percent. No question about it. No side effects. No ifs or
buts. It works.

Now, do you think that would make headline news around the
world? Do you think you would be a very, very rich bunny, and a
very, very happy one, too? You bet you would.

So that’s the problem I faced. If all this good news about the vege-
tarian diet is true, why haven’t we been told?

The first group of people we turn to when we want health advice is
the medical profession. So that’s where 1 turned, too. Surely, they
should know the truth? After all, the research results you’ve just seen
were published in medical and scientific journals, and you’d expect
that most doctors would keep up to date with these things.

Well, they try to. But the trouble is, an awful lot of other work gets
published in scientific journals, too. Dr. Vernon Coleman, a doctor

and medical writer, explains what happens to all this research:

There are so many medical journals in existence that a new sci-
entific paper is published somewhere in the world every twenty-
eight seconds. . . . Because they know that they need to publish
research papers if they are to have successful careers, doctors
have become obsessed with research for its own sake. They have
forgotten that the original purpose of research is to help
patients. . . . Believe it or not, much of the research work that



EVERYTHING YOU’RE NOT SUPPOSED TO KNOW 19

has been done in the last twenty years has never been analyzed.
Somewhere, hidden deep in an obscure part of a medical library,
there may be a new penicillin. Or a cure for cancer. You don’t
have to go far to find the evidence proving that many scientific
papers go unread: approximately twenty percent of all research
is unintentionally duplicated because researchers haven’t had the
time to read all the published papers in their own specialized

area.!?

So the first reason more doctors don’t know the truth about the
benefits of the vegetarian lifestyle is, simply, because they just don’t
come across the evidence. But even if they did, there are two further
problems: First, there’s no one to sell it to them. This may sound
rather cynical, but the truth is that doctors respond to the information
they are fed, and most of it comes from one direction—the drug indus-
try. Research has shown that by far the greatest influence over doc-
tors’ prescribing habits is the nonstop barrage of promotion that these
companies produce.'! By contrast, only 12 percent of their prescribing
decisions are influenced by articles in professional journals. Second,
doctors have traditionally focused on studying disease, rather than
promoting health. As Dr. Joe Collier, a clinical pharmacologist who
has studied and written about the drug industry, puts it:

“Doctors fail patients because they are preoccupied with, even
obsessed by, disease. Right from their earliest days at medical
school, training concentrates on the recognition and treatment of
disease, rather than its prevention. . .. Disease is so much a part
of a doctor’s horizon that it may be difficult for a patient to
escape the consulting room without an illness being diagnosed

and at least one medicine being prescribed.”!?

Then we come up against the medical system itself. The sad truth is,
information from major studies such as those described above are
rarely used to offer advice that will improve people’s lives. When med-
ical science comes across studies thar show that vegetarians have less
heart disease than meat eaters, it doesn’t respond by saying “Great!

Let’s advise all our patients to go vegetarian!” Instead, it asks itself,



20 YOU DON’T NEED MEAT

“What is it about the meat eaters that makes them so unhealthy?”
This then generates yet more research, as you will see.

Dr. T. Colin Campbell, the mastermind from Cornell University
behind the China Study described above, explains this mode of think-
ing: “One line of investigation suggests that evidence is not sufficient
for serious dietary recommendations until mechanisms are identified
and understood. However, this logic is rather nihilistic. If this were
necessary, then it should also be reasonable to require a full mechanis-
tic accounting of the effect of the same food constituent upon other
diseases as well. Such logic contradicts the true complexities of biol-
ogy and discourages hope of public health progress ever being
made.”!3

In other words, it isn’t necessary to understand every last detail of
the cause-and-effect relationship between meat eating and disease in
order to start taking action now. Another expert, Dr. O. Turpeinen,
of Helsinki, who himself has produced some fascinating work, which
we will consider a little later, expressed it like this: “It is not always
judicious to wait for the final results and the irrefutable proof before
taking action. Many lives could be saved and much good done by
starting a little earlier. Although we do not yet have an absolute proof
for dietary prevention of Coronary Heart Disease, there is strong evi-
dence for its effectiveness, and its safety.”!*

So studies such as the five mentioned above usually go unpubli-
cized, and serve to generate more theories, which are then explored
and tested, often by conducting animal experiments. You may be
amazed to learn, as I was, that researchers have known for decades
that feeding a naturally vegetarian species, such as rabbits, a meat diet
will produce heart disease. And they’ve also known that in naturally
carnivorous species, such as dogs, it is virtually impossible to produce
clogging of the arteries, even when large amounts of cholesterol and
saturated fat are fed to them.'S Now for heaven’s sake, doesn’t this
information tell us something about the sort of diet we humans should
be eating?

What have they been doing all this time? Why haven’t they given us
this vital information?

What they’ve been doing is yet more research. Looking in ever
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closer detail at the mechanisms of disease. And, oh yes, producing
wonderfully profitable new ranges of drugs and medications to avoid
heart disease, treat heart disease, and fight cholesterol.

AN APPOINTMENT WITH THE DOCTOR

This is all rather depressing. It suggests that, although we already have
a medicine that can prevent and treat heart disease and many other
major problems of our time—it’s called the vegetarian diet—it will
never become widely recognized or prescribed. When I went to inter-
view a hospital dietician, whose job it is to help people with high cho-
lesterol levels reduce them by dietary means before drug treatment is
prescribed, I was amazed to find her including meat and other animal
products in the diet sheets she was giving out.

“Why aren’t you encouraging people to go completely vegetarian?”
I asked her. “Surely you’re aware of the weight of evidence in favor of
the vegetarian lifestyle?”

She replied dismissively, “Oh, people would never do that. There’s
no point giving people diets that you know they just won’t follow.”

It seemed to me that she was denying her patients potentially life-
saving information, based on little more than her own prejudice. As
a result, many of them could be condemned to a lifetime of taking
cholesterol-lowering drugs.

Luckily, some doctors don’t share this dismal attitude. Dr. Bruce
Kinosian, an assistant professor of medicine at the University of
Maryland in Baltimore, is one. “If you can lower cholesterol with diet,
why use drugs?” he says. “There are clearly people who need drugs to
lower their cholesterol, but there are other options out there that may
be more cost-effective and are not being emphasized. There are a lot
of people with high cholesterol levels in this country, and as a matter
of social policy, you don’t want to get in the habit of prescribing pills
to everyone.”

So there are a few glimmers of hope out there. In a free society, it is
difficult to suppress the truth forever, particularly when it is some-
thing so eminently sensible as the vegetarian way of living.

In the course of my own research, I had heard about Dr. David
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Ryde, a British family doctor, and I was curious to know if everything
I’d heard was true, especially the revelation that he happened to be the
lowest-prescribing general practitioner in Britain. Dr. Ryde is in every
respect a conventionally trained and qualified doctor, but he has grad-
ually acquired a reputation for preferring to treat his patients through
dietary means. The vegan diet, to be precise. So I visited him in his
office.

An athletic and vigorous man greeted me at the door with a big
grin. [ later learned that he is actually thirty years older than he looks.
First, I asked him how he came to be vegetarian.

“The seeds were planted when I was walking home from school
one day,” he told me, “and I saw some pigs being beaten. That set me
thinking. Was it really necessary to inflict so much cruelty just to have
bacon for breakfast? Anyway, at the age of twelve, I stopped eating
meat and fish, much to the horror of my parents. But they couldn’t
deny I was healthy enough—I was captain of athletics, rugby, and
swimming at school, and I could easily cycle 100 miles or more in a
weekend.

“When I went to medical school, we were taught nothing about
nutrition. They simply said there were two types of protein—‘first
class’ and ‘second class.” It was only years later that I began to under-
stand that plant protein could be entirely satisfactory for human
needs. I was still keenly interested in sport, playing rugby for the
county, and for the United Hospitals.

“Eventually, I began to become interested in the science of nutri-
tional medicine, and I started to offer my patients nutritional advice.
Some patients simply didn’t want to know—they’d take the attitude
that they didn’t want a lecture, they just wanted me to write a pre-
scription for some pills—that’s what they regarded as ‘proper’ medi-
cine. But other patients were more willing to try something new, and I
started to get some extraordinary results.

My first was a patient with severe angina. His condition had been
deteriorating for about five years, and he’d been into hospital, was
taking all the medication, and so on. But his condition was, frankly,
almost terminal.

It was a really pitiful sight to see him struggle to walk the few yards
from the car to the surgery. Now a person in such a desperate state
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will listen, and they will try anything. So I suggested he try a strict veg-
etarian diet, actually a vegan one.

“Just one month later, he could walk one mile, from his home to
my surgery. Three months later he could walk four miles, while carry-
ing shopping. ‘It used to take him a quarter of an hour to climb three
flights of steps,” his daughter told me. ‘Now he’s up in a few seconds!’

“That was my first success, and it encouraged me to try it with
other patients. Another interesting case was a professor of medicine,
actually the dean of a medical school. He had been taking antiulcer
medication for four years, with little success. I suggested he try a
vegan diet, and after three days, there was a remarkable improvement
in pain reduction. A year later, he had lost about ten pounds of
weight, and he looked a new man, light-hearted and happy.

“Another interesting case was a woman with severe headaches, and
a blood pressure of 185/120. I suggested she try a vegan diet, and the
pressure soon came down to 115/75. Now you’d never seen that kind
of reduction using medication. And she felt fantastic! Which was
another benefit, because antihypertensive medication often leaves
patients feeling exhausted.

“I’ve seen results such as these in my patients too often to attribute
them to coincidence. Really, this kind of treatment has no side-effects,
and the benefits are so worthwhile, that there’s no reason not to try it.”

“What sort of reaction have you had from your colleagues?” 1
asked.

“In the early days, they used to warn me that I wasn’t prescribing
enough medication. When they charted the prescribing rates of GPs
[general practitioners], I would always be right at the bottom, way off
the graph. And I think that worried some people. But these days, I'm
asked to give talks to colleagues and to administrators. Obviously, my
methods are far less costly to the health service than usual.

“I also feel strongly that we doctors need to examine more closely
what actually goes on in the consulting room. You know, the truth is
that patients don’t usually come and see us because they’re ill; they
come because they’re worried. They’re anxious about some aspect of
their health. Now, if all we do is simply send them away with a bottle
of pills, we have actually reinforced their anxiety, which can make a
cure harder.”
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He paused, and smiled.

“Fundamentally, we must remember that we’re not vending
machines!”

Dr. Ryde isn’t alone, but he is in a minority. Other caring members
of the medical community have come to the same viewpoint as he has
(that we are basically a “vegetarian species,” as Dr. Colin Campbell
calls it) and that we are today eating the wrong sort of food—with

disastrous consequences. For example, I could mention

» Dr. Neal Barnard, president of the Washington, D.C.-based
Physicians Committee for Responsible Medicine (PCRM),
which encourages doctors to practice medicine based on nutri-
tious vegetarian diets and other positive lifestyle changes,
rather than reliance on, and the use of, drugs and surgery.'®

e Dr. John A. McDougall. As a plantation physician in Hawaii,
Dr. McDougall cared for 5,000 people, mostly of Chinese,
Japanese, and Filipino ancestry. He observed that his first-
generation patients, those who migrated to Hawaii from their
native lands, were in excellent health and always trim. Their
children and grandchildren became fatter and sicker. The only
thing that changed was their diet. The older folks lived on a
traditional diet, mostly rice and vegetables. Their offspring,
raised in a modern society, learned to eat richer foods—meats,
poultry, eggs, dairy products, and highly processed foods. He
became fascinated by the effect of diet on health, wrote many
bestselling books, and now runs a world-famous clinic. “The
most powerful medicine ever imagined,” he says, “is right
there on your dinner plate.”!”

o Dr. Dean Ornish. Founder, president, and director of the non-
profit Preventive Medicine Research Institute in Sausalito,
California, he is also a professor of clinical medicine at the
University of California, San Francisco, and a founder of the
Osher Center for Integrative Medicine there. For the past
twenty-three years, Dr. Ornish has directed clinical research
conclusively demonstrating that the meat-free diet and other

lifestyle changes can reverse even severe coronary heart dis-
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ease without the need for either drugs or surgery. He is the
author of five bestselling books, including the New York
Times bestseller Dr. Dean Ornish’s Program for Reversing
Heart Disease. We'll look at Dr. Ornish’s work in detail
later.'®

o Dr. Michael Klaper. A surgeon, at the University of California
Hospitals in San Francisco. Dr. Klaper began to realize that
many of the diseases his patients brought to his office—
clogged arteries (atherosclerosis), high blood pressure (hyper-
tension), obesity, adult-onset diabetes, and even some forms
of arthritis, asthma, and other significant illnesses—were
made worse, or actually caused by the food they were eating.
This prompted him to undertake a serious study of the link
between diet and disease, eventually leading him to implement
nutritionally based therapies in his practice. The results were
dramatic. Nearly all of his patients who followed his vegan
diet, exercise, and stress-reduction programs soon became
leaner and more energetic, while their elevated blood pressure
and cholesterol levels returned to safer values. (In twelve
weeks on this same program, Dr. Klaper’s own cholesterol
dropped from 242 mg/dl to 140 mg/dl, while a twenty-two-
pound “spare tire” of abdominal fat melted away—without
dieting or restricting calories. He also observed that many of
the chronic diseases mentioned above improved or resolved
completely, often allowing his patients to reduce or discon-
tinue their medication entirely. He is now director of the non-
profit Institute of Nutrition Education and Research, which
seeks to educate physicians and other health professionals
about the importance of nutrition in clinical practice, and is a
member of the Nutrition Task Force of the American Medical

Student Association.!?

These and other doctors, such as Dr. William Harris,?® Dr. Joel
Fuhrman,?! and Dr. Robert Kradjian?? have all spoken out about the
health impact of the meat-free way of living. And even though their

voices are loud and clear, they are still very much in a minority. Why?
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REDUCE ME TO TEARS

I think one of the answers to this perplexing question lies in the way
much of modern scientific research operates. For a start, most
research today is undertaken with a commercial aim: usually that of
finding or creating a drug that can be sold to a profitable market
niche. This is also the reason why many of the diseases that afflict
Third World countries aren’t given much attention by the pharmaceu-
tical companies—they’re simply not going to produce the return on
investment that companies require. As far as dietary means of pre-
venting or treating disease, well, where’s the bottom line? If you can’t
patent it, package it, and sell it for a good markup, forget it.

As you’ll see later, the vegetarian (and especially, the vegan) diet
can work wonders for your cholesterol level. But that’s not going to
increase anyone’s share price. “The ultimate wonder cure for a lousy
lifestyle has arrived: the anti-cholesterol pill,” reported a British news-
paper. “Take one a day and you can go back to junk food, throw
away the running shoes, and even take up smoking again and still
escape a heart attack.” Since Britain has one of the highest death rates
from coronary heart disease in the world, the British market is cer-
tainly worth grabbing. Comments a stockbroker, “The drug compa-
nies want people to ignore dieting, even though it is much more
effective than drugs for 90 per cent of people. Ideally the industry
would like to prescribe anti-cholesterol drugs to everyone with a fam-
ily history of heart disease—the market is enormous.” And a doctor,
who had just been whisked off to Rome for a lavish drugs company
sales pitch adds, “Anti-cholesterols are the hottest property in the
drug world and people are being hounded into their massive use even
before some of the long-term trials are completed. In theory they
allow people to live on hamburgers and sausages and yet have the
blood cholesterol of a Chinese peasant who eats rice and soybeans.”*

There’s another reason, too, and it is well described by the term
“reductionism.” When studies are published that demonstrate the
superiority of the vegetarian diet—in either a preventative or curative
capacity—most doctors and scientists seem to respond (if they
respond at all) by searching for the one “magic ingredient” that makes
vegetarians healthier. Is it the lower animal fat in their diet?> Or the



EVERYTHING YOU’RE NOT SUPPOSED TO KNOW 27

larger amounts of vitamins A and C? Or the trace minerals? Or the
amino acid pattern in the protein? If they could just put their fingers
on it, then the problem would be solved. Meat eaters could make suit-
able adjustments—eat leaner meat, or take a few more vitamin pills—
and then they’d be as healthy as vegetarians.

And that’s the problem with reductionism: a classic case of not
being able to see the wood for the trees. Reductionist science produces
masses and masses of data. This is, in fact, a chronic problem with
science today: too many people are providing too much information,
yet too few people have time to read and digest it. [ suspect that in
some cases scientists are repeating the same work without knowing it.
Too many people talking—too few people reading, digesting, analyz-
ing, and synthesizing.

The aim of reductionist science is to find the single magic bullet . . .
that one missing piece of the jigsaw . .. the ultimate answer . . . the
quest for the Holy Grail. Hence most medical research today has as its
aim the isolation of a pure form of a chemical compound with a
clearly defined (stoichiometric) chemical formula, which can be
administered in quantitative doses and shown in statistically designed
clinical studies to significantly and reproducibly affect the outcome of
the disease.

But what if it doesn’t exist?

What if our belief in magic bullets is just that—magical, illusory,
not based in reality? In that case, no amount of scientific research, and
no amount of expenditure, will ever find it. A reductionist approach
toward medical research also, sooner or later, runs into the law of
diminishing returns, whereby we have to spend more and more eco-
nomic resources in order to achieve less and less. That’s why, for
example, all the cancer charities you know seem to have an inex-
haustible appetite for money—and many of them are the best-funded
charities in existence. The only message we all seem to receive loud
and clear is “Give us another billion or so, and give us another
decade” and then, at last, we may finally have a cure that works.
Yeah, right.

The straightforward reality is that all the ingredients of a healthy
vegetarian diet work together to preserve health and combat disease.
We know how some of them work, we think we know how others
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work, and we know nothing about how yet others might work. But
that’s not the point. The point is, it does work. So why aren’t we all
vegetarian by now?

MESSING WITH YOUR MIND

If you’re of a cynical turn of mind (I’'m sure you’re not, but the next
person who reads this book might be), you could be thinking right
now, “I hear what you’re saying, Cox, but give me a break—you
know very well that, in another week or two, the news will be full of
experts saying exactly the opposite is true.”

And you know, you’d be right to say that. We’re bombarded with
advice, much of it contradictory, from the media. What’s a poor guy
or gal to believe?

Well, I'd encourage you to be even more cynical. I'd suggest you
might like to ask some rather uncomfortable questions, like “Where
did the story come from? Was it planted by a PR company (much of
today’s news is). If so, who are their clients? Who paid for the
research? Who’s paying that bow-tied, media-trained expert on TV?
These are nasty, suspicious questions that demonstrate a deplorable
lack of faith in human nature . . . So ask them.

Most people hate lawyers, but I have a soft spot for them. They
often have witty and clever minds, can do little harm outside of a
courtroom, and are mostly just frustrated authors, bless em. The real
enemy today is the PR person.

A top PR person can handle almost any impending media disas-
ter—for a fee, of course. They will do precisely what you want them
to do, say what you want them to say. If you want them to find a doc-
tor who will stand up at a press conference and say, “People who don’t
eat meat will die from moonbeam poisoning,” then they will assuredly
find just such a doctor. They may have to send halfway round the
world to get him, of course, but if your budget’s big enough, it will be
done—money can buy these things. And they will do it all with a grin
on their bright little faces, and not one twinge of conscience in the
place where their hearts used to be. That, incidentally, is pretty close
to a definition of a psychopath.

Now, the scientists who undertake epidemiological studies don’t
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employ PR people, of course, so when their research is published in
the professional journals, it rarely makes headline news. The head-
lines go to the PR merchants and their clients. I happened to be in the
offices of one of the world’s biggest PR practices a year or two ago,
speaking to the account director for a big meat client (by day, 'm a
literary agent, and I was there on unrelated business concerning one of
my own authors). The “Mad Cow” crisis had just grabbed the head-
lines again. Meat sales were plummeting, and I wondered aloud how
she was going to handle it all. She turned to me, and sighed deeply.
“We can handle most disasters and emergencies,” she said. Then she
paused dramatically. “But even we can’t polish shit.”

POLISHING IT

This is how they do it. As the “meat crisis” in Britain lurched from
one disaster to the next, the Meat Trades Journal gave the game away.
“SHOWDOWN!” it screamed in huge letters across its front page.
“Top Nutritionist Joins Forces with the Meat Promotions Executive
to Quash the Health Lobby.” The story continued: “One of the
world’s top nutritionists has joined forces with the Meat promotions
Executive in a bid to kick the health lobby’s arguments into touch.”*

The scientist’s name was Derek Miller, and he was no ordinary
hype merchant. One of the world’s top nutritionists, he occupied
many senior positions as an advisor to governments, the United
Nations, and other highly influential bodies. So when the meat indus-
try succeeded in “taking him on as an advisor,” they couldn’t contain
their glee. And there it was, in black and white. Miller’s job was to
“quash the health lobby” and to “kick their arguments into touch.” It
couldn’t be much plainer—this man, a world-respected scientist, was
now going to be used to suppress the truth about meat eating and
health.

Further into the story, an even more outrageous statement was
made: “He believes that meat is not only good for you, but that it is
impossible to live without it.”

Impossible?

There’s no risk of confusion here. No chance of differing interpre-
tations, differences of opinion, differences of emphasis. A nutritionist
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of Miller’s reputation and expertise would certainly be aware of stud-
ies similar to those you’ve just seen. He must have known that mil-
lions of vegetarians worldwide were living healthier lives than meat
eaters. So we’re left with just one conclusion.

It was a lie, and he was a liar. Worse than that, in fact: a man paid
to lie. A man who should certainly have known better. A man whose
reputation as a nutritionist would guarantee him access to television,
radio, the press—and whose expert status would rarely be questioned
by ever-respectful journalists. What a great find for the meat industry,
indeed.

“I personally am all in favour of having a go at the vegetarian
lobby,” said Mr. Miller. “Their moral arguments are not on [target]
and their nutritional arguments are rubbish.”

Moral arguments? Mr. Miller was singularly ill-qualified to talk
about morals.

PRIME TIME

The subtle art of molding the public’s perception (that’s yours and
mine) of your product can take many forms. Sometimes, it’s as simple
as changing the name you call your product. For example, when the
word “fat” acquired a negative image among consumers, the meat
trade simply decided to ban the word.

“Fat lambs are now being called prime lambs. Fatstock is known as
primestock, and fattening cattle are known as finishing cattle,”
reports the Meat Trades Journal. Commented a livestock auctioneer,
“There’s no doubt that fat had become a nasty word in many people’s
minds.”?3
And it’s not just the “F word” that arouses nasty associations, as

the following news report makes clear:

The editor in chief of the Meat Trades Journal urged that the

<«

words “butcher” and “slaughterhouse” be eradicated and

replaced by the American euphemisms “meat plant” or “meat

2

factory.” Alternatively, butchers could adopt the Irish word
“victualler.” This would distance consumers from awareness of

the “bloodier side” of the meat trade. ... [The editor argued
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that| the meat trade’s cause was not helped by the “blood-
spattered whites” of Smithfield porters as they strolled “in front
of the secretary birds.” They and butchers should be put into vel-
vet overalls. “It will reduce cleaning bills and any adverse reac-
tion from the fainthearted.” These days the word “butcher” was
spread over newspaper headlines about the Ripper or the after-
math of bomb attacks. A change of nomenclature might only
seem a verbal difference but it would “conjure up an image of

meat divorced from the act of slaughter.”2¢

But the “newspeak” (should that be “meatspeak”?) doesn’t stop
there. The Meat and Livestock Commission now wants terms such as
“hormone-free,” “chemical-free,” and “additive-free” prohibited
when used to describe organically produced meat, because they “can
be confusing and sometimes misleading and inaccurate,” and lead to
legal problems, bad publicity, and lack of public confidence.?”

It goes on and on. Pig farmers are now being encouraged to stop
using the words “growth promoters” to describe the drugs they give
to their animals to (guess what?) promote growth. And the names
given to the cells that these poor animals spend much of their lives in,

2]

“flat-deck cages” and “farrowing crates,” are now considered to be

“too emotive.” They’re going to be replaced by “nurseries” and
“maternity units.”??
Maternity units<

George Orwell would be proud.

MEAT NAZIS MUST DIE

Since the meat industry has untold millions to spend on advertising
and promotion, it is perhaps surprising that their track record isn’t
better. Sometimes, their advertising slogans seem to be downright
counterproductive. In Britain, they adopted a slogan that shouted
“Where’s the Meat?,” which reminded millions of people that meat
eating was a declining habit, and another, “Meat’s Got the Lot,”
which emerged at the time that food poisoning, antibiotic, and hor-
mone contamination were also hitting the headlines. At other times,
they have seemed unconsciously humorous, such as the “Slam in the
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Lamb” slogan, which to me seems like an Australian euphemism for
sexual intercourse. But of course, that’s just me and my funny mind.

The American meat industry is equally cursed. When they spent a
fortune on a series of very high-profile advertisements featuring star
names, they burned their fingers not once, but twice. “Sometimes,”
Cybill Shepherd was depicted as saying, “I wonder if people have a
primal, instinctive craving for hamburgers. Something hot and juicy
and so utterly simple you can eat it with your hands. I mean, I know
some people who don’t eat burgers. But ’'m not sure I trust them.”

Frankly, ’'m not at all sure I trust Cybill Shepherd, especially when
she’s being paid to peddle me a burger, and it is indeed gratifying
when such fatuous copywriting gets its comeuppance, as it duly did
when Cybill subsequently confided to Family Circle magazine that
one of her own beauty tips was trying not to eat red meat.?®3° Shep-
herd later maintained that she had not, in fact, made the statement,
attributing the error to a misinformed publicist. Nevertheless, the beef
barons who had paid for the $23 million ad campaign must have
found the whole thing rather heartbreaking.

When James Garner agreed to appear promoting “Real Food for
Real People,” his reward was even worse—prompt admission to a
hospital for heart surgery. Members of the Farm Animal Reform
Movement thoughtfully sent him a vegetarian cookbook, a rather
brilliant publicity coup that seemed to get more high-profile media
coverage than Garner’s original advertisements.*! And to add insult to
injury, the Beef Industry Council had a “Hubbard Award” (named
after a nineteenth-century advertising shyster) bestowed on it by the
Center for Science in the Public Interest, for “misleading, unfair, and
irresponsible” advertising. “Popular beef products, such as hamburg-
ers, are, by definition, not lean and contain large amounts of fat,” said
Bonnie Liebman, director of nutrition for the CSPI. “Real beef isn’t so
healthful when it’s eaten by real people.”3?

One of the biggest Freudian slips of recent times was spotted when
college student Erik Pyontek from Trenton, New Jersey, saw a poster
promoting meat products in his supermarket.’? Entitled “America’s
Meat Roundup,” it depicted a tall blond cowboy proudly holding the
American flag, hand on hip, his firm-jawed gaze courageously meeting
the horizon. Pyontek went away and dug up a picture in a high school
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history textbook he’d been reminded of and yes, there it was, a tall
blond Aryan proudly holding the Nazi flag, hand on hip, his firm-
jawed gaze courageously meeting the horizon—the same all but for
the Swastika. “We’re not trying to send out any subliminal Nazi mes-
sages,” screeched a spokesperson for the ad agency that created it.
Nevertheless, the common symbolism of the two images is very
telling.

The art of advertising copywriting is a fine one. On the one hand,
you have a responsibility to be accurate in what you say. On the other
hand, you have to sell the product. Sometimes, the distinction be-
tween accuracy and salesmanship is blurred, as in the recent British
“Meat to Live” advertising campaign. The advertisements typically
feature a selection of male models doing typical he-man stunts, hand
stands, and so on, thus trying to create a masculine, athletic image for
their product—all very predictable and bland. However, the accompa-
nying text is more interesting. “Without a regular supply [of iron],”
one of the advertisements claims, “you could well suffer from listless-
ness or, in extreme cases, anemia. . . . This, on its own, is a powerful
reason for eating meat.” Is it? The British Advertising Standards
Authority considered that this turn of phrase might give the impres-
sion that meat was essential to a healthy diet, and warned the Meat
and Livestock Commission not to create this impression in future
advertisements.>*

“Healthwise,” said another meat ad, “it’ll steel you against the ele-
ments too.” Again, the Advertising Standards Authority considered
the wording to be ambiguous, and asked the Meat and Livestock
Commission not to imply that eating meat could provide health bene-
fits that couldn’t be obtained by eating a balanced, meat-free diet.

But if their public aspect has been less than irreproachable, at least
the Meat and Livestock Commission appreciate the benefits of a vege-
tarian diet where it counts—at the very heart of their organization.
For when a journalist from Marketing magazine had lunch there, he
was relieved to discover that “the staff canteen offers a vegetarian
option every day for those who prefer not to ingest what they sell.”3’
Nothing like a little hypocrisy, is there?
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MEET THE MAD COWBOY

Howard Lyman will probably break your arm if you ever meet him,
not because he’s a dangerous person (although the American beef
industry thinks he is) but because his handshake is like putting your
hand into a vice and tightening it very hard indeed.

Howard is an amiable giant, a real all-American cattle rancher and
fourth-generation cowboy from Montana and, oh yes, he just happens
to be vegan.

One day, he found himself on Oprah. This is what happened in
Howard’s words:

A funny thing can happen when you tell the truth in this country.
You can get sued. In April of 1996, I was sitting on the stage of the
The Oprah Winfrey Show, looking into the shocked faces of a
studio audience that was learning for the first time that we were
turning cows into cannibals. “Right now,” I explained, “we’re
following exactly the same path that they followed in England—
ten years of dealing with [Mad Cow Disease| as public relations
rather than doing something substantial about it. A hundred thou-
sand cows in the United States are fine one night, then dead the fol-
lowing morning. The majority of those cows are ground up and fed
back to other cows. If only one of them has Mad Cow Disease, it has
the potential to affect thousands.” Oprah herself was taken aback,
and said quite simply, “Cows are herbivores. They shouldn’t be
eating other cows. ... It has just stopped me cold from eating
another burger.” Sitting next to me on the stage was a representa-
tive of the National Cattlemen’s Beef Association, Dr. Gary Weber,
whose job it was to reassure the viewing public of the absolute
safety of meat. I felt sorry for the guy; he had an extremely difficult
hand to play. He couldn’t deny my assertion that we’d been feeding
cows to cows, but belittling the fact didn’t sit well with a gasping
audience. During commercial breaks he privately agreed with me
that we shouldn’t be adding chopped-up cow to animal feed.

I think you know what happened. Howard and Oprah were sued
for “food disparagement”—surely one of the most ludicrously biased,
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unconstitutional, and nakedly self-interested pieces of legislation ever
to be concocted. Between 1996 and 1997 some thirteen states enacted
food disparagement laws, and similar laws are pending in other states
as well. In legal jargon, food disparagement suits are called SLAPPs,
for Strategic Lawsuit Against Public Participation. Actual court victo-
ries are not necessarily the goal of a SLAPP suit. They primarily aim to
chill speech by forcing defendants to spend huge amounts of time and
money defending themselves in court. “The longer the litigation can
be stretched out. .. the closer the SLAPP filer moves to success,”
observes New York Supreme Court Judge Nicholas Colabella.

On the February 9, 2000, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Fifth
Circuit unanimously affirmed the trial court’s decision, rejecting the
claims of the cattlemen that their beef had been “disparaged.” In
doing so the court ruled that the plaintiffs had failed to show that
Oprah Winfrey, Howard Lyman, and King World Productions had
“knowingly” disseminated false information tending to show that
American beef is not fit for public consumption.?”

Said the court: “Lyman’s opinions, though strongly stated, were
based on truthful, established fact, are not actionable under the First
Amendment.” Notably, the court added: “Stripped to its essentials,
the cattlemen’s complaint is that [Oprah’s] ‘Dangerous Food’ show
did not present the Mad Cow issue in the light most favorable to
United States beef. This argument cannot prevail.”

Food disparagement laws and the SLAPP lawsuit are two addi-
tional weapons available to those who would prefer you not to know

what’s really going on.

SO WHAT’S REALLY GOING ON?

Il tell you. We've looked at some of the scientific evidence, consid-
ered why the medical profession is still so reluctant to universally
endorse the vegetarian lifestyle, examined some of the naughty tricks
the bad boys of the meat trade get up to, and seen how repressive leg-
islation may be used to silence critics. But there’s more. And it’s noth-
ing to do with PR executives, lawyers, or doctors. It’s to do with
us—you—and how you think about yourself.

Alarmed by the growth of vegetarianism among young people—the
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consumers of tomorrow—the meat industry is busy spending its vast
resources launching its propaganda into schools and other places
where young minds can be influenced. In its thinly disguised advertis-
ing material, you will find many astonishing statements, such as:
“Modern man does not need to hunt but he still needs a balanced
diet—of which meat is an essential element.”3*

This is, as you may have begun to suspect by now, utterly untrue.
Meat is not “an essential element” of a balanced diet, as millions of
healthy vegetarians will testify. And as a parent, I find it outrageous
that the meat industry (which claims to have “established a good rep-
utation among teachers for providing credible and well-balanced

”3%) should be allowed to go into schools with

classroom resources
such misleading propaganda masquerading as fact. Yet many of us
still mistakenly believe that humans are somehow “genetically pro-
gramed” to eat flesh foods, and cannot thrive without them; that we
are, in essence, carnivores.

All right, then, let’s look at the evidence.

Scientific evidence suggests that our ancestors probably originated
in the east African Rift Valley, which is a dry and desolate place
today, but would have been very different two to four million years
ago. The habitat was very lush then. There were large, shallow fresh-
water lakes, with rich open grassland on the flood plains and dense
woodland beside the rivers. Fossil evidence shows that foodstuffs such
as Leguminosae (peas and beans) and Anacardiaceae (cashew nuts)
were readily available, as were Palmae (sago, dates, and coconuts).
Evidence gained from the analysis of tooth markings indicates that
our ancestors’ diet was much the same as the Guinea Baboon’s is
today—hard seeds, stems, some roots, plant fiber—a typically tough
diet requiring stripping, chopping, and chewing actions.

Our ancestors also had very large molars and small incisors,
unsuited to meat consumption but ideal for consuming large quanti-
ties of vegetable matter. By 2.5 million years B.C., however, evidence
shows that the land began to dry out, forcing Australopithecus (the
name of one of our early ancestors) to desert this idyllic “Garden of
Eden” and to try and survive on the savannahs, where he was poorly

prepared for the evolutionary struggle that was to come.
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Before this crucial point, there is little doubt that our ancestors had
largely followed a vegetarian diet, typical of primates. Studies of
minute scratches on the dental enamel of an Australopithecus fossil
suggest that his diet consisted largely of hard, chewy seeds and berries,
although a few eggs and small animals may have been consumed, too.
Most scientists consider it unlikely that Australopithecus was a sys-
tematic hunter, or “killer ape,” as this species has sometimes been
depicted.*?

So we were forced by our rapidly changing environment to eat any-
thing and everything we could get our hands on, which of course
included some flesh. As our old habitat receded, we had to make some
quick decisions. We had been used to eating a mainly fruit and nut
diet. As this became increasingly scarce, we had to adapt to eating
whatever we could find. There wasn’t much. We found roots and
grasses, and made do with them. We would have stumbled across
some partly rotten carrion flesh, and gratefully ate what we could sal-
vage. We would have chased easy-to-catch small game. We ate it all,
no questions asked. Interestingly, we still preserve some ability to
digest and utilize leaves and grasses, which recent scientific work has
discovered, and probably dates from this period of our existence. We
became not carnivores, but omnivores—actually, I would argue in
favor of the word “adaptivores,” because it conveys a more accurate
impression of what was going on at that point in our history. In his
book The Naked Ape, the zoologist Desmond Morris made an inter-
esting observation about this period when he wrote: “It could be
argued that, since our primate ancestors had to make do without a
major meat component in their diets, we should be able to do the
same. We were driven to become flesh caters only by environmental
circumstances, and now that we have the environment under control,
with elaborately cultivated crops at our disposal, we might be
expected to return to our ancient primate feeding patterns.”™!

If we as a species can be characterized by just one word, it would be
“adaptability”: we have learned how to survive in almost any envi-
ronment, no matter how seemingly hostile. It is our passport for suc-
cess in any situation, no matter how desperate, and unquestionably
the key to our survival. We were forced out of our original habitat,
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and miraculously we survived. We were forced to learn how to live on
the plains in competition with other animals that were natural carni-
vores, and again we met the challenge.

So here we have a picture of a species that was originally vegetar-
ian, and then, due to force of circumstances, adapted to become
omnivorous. This reality is a long, long way from the “meat is an
essential element of the diet” myth propagated by the meat trade. It is
clear from recent analyses of human remains that even during this
period of our development, plant food was still by far the most impor-
tant source of food. The level of strontium present in bones is an accu-
rate guide to the amount of plant food consumed, and scientists at the
University of Pisa, Italy, who have analysed the bones of early Euro-
peans have found that they were eating an “almost exclusively vege-
tarian diet” right up to the time agriculture was developed.*

So, to what extent should our omnivorous adaptation influence our
modern food habits? The first point to understand here is that the
word “omnivore” does not mean “carnivore,” as some seem to think
it does: “We humans are biologically omnivores,” says the Meat and
Livestock Commission in the propaganda it gives out to our school-
children, “and an omnivorous diet is one which includes a whole
range of foods—meat, in various forms, prominent among them.”*

This is utterly misleading, for it implies that meat is an essential part
of our diet. The fact is that meat is optional—we can choose to con-
sume it, or not. Either way, we should know what the implications are.

The second point to understand is that our genetic constitution has
changed very little for several tens of thousands of years. But, of
course, our diet has changed—unfortunately, for the worse. Basically,
our bodies are still in the Stone Age, and expect the sort of nutrition
they were getting then. They’re just not used to getting the kind of
junk food we give them today. No wonder so many diseases are
related to our modern pattern of food consumption.

As you might imagine, modern Westernized humans consume
vastly more animal flesh than we have ever done in the whole history
of our species. And we don’t even have to exercise to get it—the exer-
tion of the chase has been replaced by the flick of the credit card as it
slides from our wallet.

In 1912, the first ever medical observation was made of a heart
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attack. In less than a hundred years, heart disease has soared away to
become one of the leading killers of the Western world. But why?
What has changed in such a comparatively short space of time? I put
this question to Professor Michael Crawford, a recognized authority
in the field.

“What has happened,” he told me, “is that we all started from a
common baseline of wild foods. This is the sort of primitive diet
which humans have eaten throughout most of their evolution, over
the past five million years. However, in the last few centuries, things
have gone haywire. In Europe, our diets have gone in one direction, in
Africa and India they’ve gone in a different direction. In Western
Europe we’ve focused on consuming foods which are very rich in
nonessential types of fat, but pretty miserable sources of essential fats.
Our diets have also become rich in processed and refined carbohy-
drates. In fact, the problems are quite easy to identify—it’s taking cor-
rective action that seems to be difficult for some of us.”

All in all, it seems as if the human race has unwittingly been playing
a huge experiment on itself over the past century. In the year 1860,
about one-quarter of our energy came from fat sources. By 1910, this
had risen to one-third, and by 1975 about 45 percent of our total
energy intake was coming from fat, much of it saturated animal fat.
Thus, in no time at all, the amount of fat in our diet doubled. So it’s
hardly surprising if this new diet that we’re eating today has some
rather dreadful side effects, in the form of diet-related diseases.

Modern food animals are bred to be fat: the carcass of a slaugh-
tered animal can easily be 30 percent fat or more. But the sort of ani-
mal that primitive people hunted was a wild animal—it had, on
average, only 3.9 percent fat on its carcass.** So today, even if we cut
our meat consumption back to the greatly reduced amount that our
ancestors consumed, we will still be taking in seven times more fat
than they did!

But even this isn’t the end of the story. The type of fat on the car-
cass of the animal that our ancestors ate was different, as well.
Primitive meat had five times more polyunsaturated fat in it than
today’s meat—which is high in saturated fat, but much lower in
polyunsaturated. Also, our ancestral diet only had one-sixth the
amount of sodium (salt) that the modern diet contains. And because
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fresh food comprised such an important part of the diet, the primi-
tive diet was much, much richer in natural vitamins. For example,
there would have been nearly nine times as much vitamin C in the
primitive diet, twice as much fiber, three times as much total polyun-
saturated fat.

So if you were worried that a meat-free diet might not be healthy,
don’t be. In point of fact, it’s much closer to the kind of natural food
that we’ve always eaten, and that our bodies have always been used
to. In evolutionary terms, the meat we eat today is a new food for us,
which means that we’re actually conducting a huge experiment on our
own bodies. And as you’ve started to see, the results don’t look at all
good.

Now, spend a moment looking at the table below. Here you can see
typical characteristics of vegetarian animals (herbivores) compared to
carnivorous animals. This straightforward evidence very clearly

demonstrates the overwhelmingly vegetarian nature of our species.

CHARACTERISTICS OF HERBIVORES AND CARNIVORES

Herbivore Carnivore Human

Hands/hoofs as Claws as appendages Hands as appendages
appendages

Teeth flat Teeth sharp Teeth flat

Long intestines to Short intestines, Long intestines to fully
fully digest nutrients rapidly excrete digest nutrients in plant
in plant foods putrefying flesh foods; flesh foods cause

constipation.

Sweats to cool body Pants to cool body Sweats to cool body
Sips water Laps water Sips water

Vitamin C obtained Vitamin C manu- Vitamin C obtained
solely from diet factured internally solely from diet
Exists largely on a fruit | Consumes flesh Diet depends on

& nut diet exclusively environment, highly

adaptable
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Herbivore Carnivore Human
Grasping hands No manual dexterity Grasping hands
capable of using capable of using
tools or weapons tools or weapons
Inoffensive excrement Putrid excrement Offensiveness of
excrement depends
on diet
Snack feeder Large meals Combines worst of
infrequently taken both worlds
Predominantly sweet- Preference for salty Likes both sweet and
toothed fatty food salty/fatty food
Likes to savor food, Bolts food down Likes to savor food,
experiment with variety, experiment with
combine flavors variety, combine flavors
Large brains, able to Small brains, less Large brains, able to
rationalize capable of adaptive rationalize (at least in
behavior laboratory studies)

WHO DO YOU THINK YOU ARE?

Did you notice in the meat trade’s propaganda quoted earlier that
they spoke of “modern man,” when they really meant to say “modern
people”? Most people tend to dismiss unconscious sexism such as this
as trivial, because it is so common. However, I now want to present
you with yet more forbidden knowledge that goes straight to the
heart of the modern myth of the red-blooded male meat eater.

Many of us are conditioned by our upbringings to believe that
“man is a natural hunter and meat eater.” Note that [—like the meat

)

industry’s propaganda quoted above—said “man,” not humans. In
the account of human evolution that most of us learn, women are
mere appendages—accessories and mating objects for the all-powerful
hunting male. According to the conventional wisdom of anthropol-
ogy, it is hunting that has made us what we are today: intelligent,
because hunters must be wily; tool makers, because hunters must

have weapons; upright walkers, because hunters must walk and run
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long distances; cooperative, because hunters must work with each
other to ensure a kill; and masters of language, because hunters must
communicate with each other.

This is simplistic rubbish. But it is only in recent years that this
ubiquitous stereotype has been challenged, by a few women anthro-
pologists, who have become rather tired of the persistent omission
and denigration of women from the accepted account of human his-
tory. Less than sexually secure males may wish to stop reading now.

“The most popular reconstruction of early human social behaviour

b3

is summarized in the phrase ‘man the hunter,” ” explains Adrienne
Zihlman, professor of anthropology at UCLA. “In this hypothesis,
meat eating initiated man’s separation from the apes, males provided
the meat, presumed to be the main item in early hominid diet, by
inventing stone tools and weapons for hunting. Thus males played the
major economic role, were protectors of females and young, and con-
trolled the mating process. In this view of things, females fade into a
strictly reproductive and passive role—a pattern of behavior inconsis-
tent with that of other primates or of modern gathering and hunting
peoples. In fact, the obsession with hunting has long prevented
anthropologists from taking a good look at the role of women in
shaping human adaptation.”*

The plain fact is that the sort of hunting that our ancestors prac-
ticed was never a good enough way of providing food for everyone.
Careful studies of societies who lead similar lifestyles to those of our
ancestors—such as the Bush People of the Kalahari—reveal that the
probability of obtaining meat on any one hunting day is about one in
four.*¢ Now, just how long do you think a society can exist, based on
a 25 percent success record? By contrast, the women always return
from their gathering expeditions with food—a 100 percent success
rate. And the entire tribe could comfortably feed itself if each member
put in a fifteen-hour week—rather better than our own society’s
achievement.

It is quiet clear that in original societies such as these, hunting is
only possible when backed up by an effective, dependable, and reli-
able source of plant food. Once the tribe is certain of food, then those
men who want to (about a third of the Kalahari males never hunted)
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can go off and gamble on a kill—nothing jeopardized if they come
home empty-handed.

And yet, many modern people, living entirely synthetic lives in
wholly unnatural Western environments, still believe and behave as if
meat eating is the magic thread that keeps us in touch with the primi-
tive, authentic humans we think we ought to be (“Real Food For Real
People,” as the advertising slogan tries to exploit this myth). Modern
people who have never been told of the absolutely crucial role of
“woman the gatherer” in human development are—to be blunt—pro-
foundly ignorant. They are ignorant about the history of their own
species, which makes them ignorant about their very own, personal
identities. And ignorance leaves them wide open to exploitation.

A WOMAN’S WORK

Women, being the principal gatherers, also became the first growers.
There is a significant difference between horticulture (which came
first, and involved the cultivation of wild plants) and agriculture
(which came later, and involved ploughing the ground, using domesti-
cated animals). While horticulture seemed to spring up almost simul-
taneously in many parts of the world, agriculture was never adopted
in New World original societies (the Americas). And there are still
some horticultural tribes in far-flung places, whose development never
seems to have progressed to complete agriculture. In these tribes, such
as the Australian aborigines, it is often the women who take responsi-
bility for plant usage and cultivation, cutting the tops off wild yams,
for example, and replanting them to produce a continually cropping
plant in a perfectly balanced relationship with nature.

Why did horticulture first develop? Obviously, it represents a quan-
tum leap in the amount of food that can be amassed for a given
amount of effort. Instead of wandering and gathering, it was now pos-
sible to stay in a single spot and work continuously at harvesting
grain. The transformation from gathering to cultivation seems to have
taken place in locations where plants yielding a lot of starch were
available. Grain being particularly easy to store when dry, it was now
possible to work intensively at harvesting, and to accumulate an
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impressive store of food that would not spoil as it was kept. Modern
experiments have shown that it is possible to manually harvest about
five pounds of grain an hour. If four people worked continuously for the
three weeks that wild wheat was ripe, they could produce about one
ton of grain—enough to feed themselves for an entire year. Interest-
ingly, this wild wheat was of a much higher protein content (about 24
percent) than our modern, highly developed strains (about 14 percent).

Now, consider the crushing impact that ever-more-prolific female
horticulture must have had on the male ego. “Man the Provider” has
always been a male-inspired, self-justifying myth (think of our phrase
“bringing home the bacon”). The reality of the traditional hunter/
gatherer society was that it was held together primarily by the food-
producing and child-rearing abilities of the females—not by the males,
who contributed in total far less. With the advent of horticulture,
women were further challenging the usefulness, indeed, the whole rai-
son d’étre of the male role. They were steadily increasing the already
large contribution they made to the group’s food supplies. The male
contribution, if anything, would have been diminishing at this point,
for a fixed home base would have restricted the amount of wild ani-
mals within easy reach.

It is a strange thing, but the cultivation of plants is a rather difficult
thing to control on old-fashioned, paternalistic principles. It just isn’t
naturally suited to it. For one thing, there are no “best bits,” no parts
of the plant that are so much better than the rest. In the good old
hunting days, certain parts of the dead animal were more highly
prized than others, and tradition dictated that the best should go to
the number-one hunter. The tail of a kangaroo, the trunk of an ele-
phant, the tongue of a bison, the eyeball fat of a guanaco (a kind of
llama)—all these things were considered to be prize delicacies in cer-
tain societies and, accordingly, should only be given to the very
bravest hunter. But where were these perks in a plant? Search as you
might, you just couldn’t find them. It would seem that vegetable foods
are innately egalitarian.

On the other hand, meat strongly reinforces the established pecking
order. The smallest social divisions can be exaggerated and exploited,
and great ego satisfaction can be obtained by comparing one’s own
position to someone further down the pecking order. Here is one
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fairly typical social hierarchy that anthropologists have identified in
contemporary hunting societies; those closer to the top receive the

most highly prized cuts of meat.*”

Active male hunters

Net owners

Helpers of net owners
Spear owners

Dog owners

Fathers of dog owners
Beaters

Those who carried the meat
Old people

Sisters or sisters-in-law of the killer
Children

Women

Dogs

All these people would receive meat in the quality and quantity that
befitted their station. In addition, tribal chiefs, “house” chiefs, and
chiefs of confederacies would expect their dues as well. It is on this
masculine set of values that our present society has largely modeled
itself, rewarding as it does any successful display of aggression, com-
petition, or social rivalry. It is very recently that some women have
started to realize that they have been tricked into supporting this per-
nicious ideology, and some of them, such as the writer Norma Ben-
ney, are starting to question it. She considers that hierarchical
structures such as these “involve concepts of ‘higher’ and ‘lower’ in
which the former inevitably exploits the latter. Feminist thinking chal-
lenges these hierarchies, and women are starting to realise that in the
process of struggling for our own rights, we should not participate in
the victimisation of those even worse off than ourselves in the patriar-
chal pecking order. We need to develop fresh ways of seeing the world
if we are to get out of the habit of ignoring the realities of how other,
non-human animals are living.”*8

It can be seen, then, that flesh consumption reinforces and indeed,
creates, social divisions, and further celebrates the values upon which
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those divisions are based. Plant cultivation, on the other hand, is stub-
bornly egalitarian. It is clear that if the system were changed, those
with the most to lose would be those who occupied positions close to
the top of the pile—those who received the tastiest treats, and those
with the greatest social standing. With the advent of horticulture,
there was less economic dependence on the hunter and his meat than
ever before. So the hunter became a horticulturist, then an agricultur-
ist, and brought with him the values and ideology of the hunt.

Horticulture is essentially a cooperative act with the earth. Seeds
are given to the ground in an area that is likely to be well irrigated,
and in return the earth will manifest her fertility. It is based on the
great cycle of nature—what anthropologist Mircea Eliade calls “the
eternal return.”

Agriculture, however, has at its core an act of coercion; it is stamped
with the symbolism of the hunter, even today. Female animals are
made pregnant whenever the farmer so desires, sometimes with the
use of an apparatus known as the “rape rack,” whose function is pre-
cisely as it sounds. Even the crops in the fields are controlled by use of
chemicals that “wage war” on other plant species with no commercial
value to the farmer. And of course, in modern societies, agriculture is
an operation almost exclusively controlled by males. Women have
been relegated, once again, to the less important role of menials,
laborers, child rearers, and food processors.

Pretty soon, animals were “agriculturalized,” too. It is likely that
men had already formed something of a symbiotic relationship with a
few types of wild species. Dogs may have been used sometimes to
track and chase the hunters’ quarry. Animals, both dead and alive,
would have figured prominently in religious ceremonies designed to
give men control over the species he intended to hunt. Young animals,
orphaned when their parents were butchered by the hunt, would have
been kept as pets. And it is likely that some animals served as substi-
tute sex objects for the male. Even in modern America, the Kinsey
report estimated that one in twelve of all males had sexual relations
with animals.

Some animals, too, would have been kept as tame decoys, to allow
the hunters to closely approach their quarry without alarming it. This
practice still exits in some modern slaughterhouses, where so-called
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“Judas sheep” are specially trained by the slaughter men to lead the
victims from the pens to the killing floor.

Man had, therefore, been involved in a symbiotic relationship with
semiwild animals for a considerable length of time prior to the devel-
opment of agriculture. The status of animals and females may have
been, in the collective male mind, remarkably similar. Superfluous
female babies, like young animals, would be culled, sometimes by
being buried alive. Women, like female animals, produced milk that
men could drink. Women were (and still are, in some societies) used as
wet nurses for young animals, particularly piglets.

Some anthropologists suggest that the presumed cult of the fertility
goddess shows that men venerated and worshipped the female princi-
ple, but this is only one interpretation. The whole point of evolving a
religion was to better yourself, to gain control over some aspect of
your existence. Early man did not worship the wild boar, the reindeer,
or the bear in the same way as modern people worship their God. He
carved their likenesses, painted their outlines, performed magical cer-
emonies, and made sacrifices for one main purpose: to gain control. In
the same way, he sought (and achieved) control over the female.

So both women and animals became domesticated—enslaved to
agriculture. And the new agriculture regularly and reliably produced
food in more ready abundance than ever before. Nutritionally, there
was less need now for flesh food than at any time previously. But cul-
turally and symbolically, the ritual of meat production and consump-
tion was now more essential than ever, serving as an embodiment and
confirmation of the values of a society created around male dominion
achieved through slaughter.

Ponder on this: each time you consume animal flesh, you make a
blood sacrifice to this outmoded and evil ethic.

TOOTH AND CLAW

We have briefly touched upon the development of Western society
from primate to hunter-gatherer, then to horticulturalist and finally to
agriculturalist. Now we need to consider why, in a modern, post-
industrialized society such as ours, the myth of the red-blooded mas-
culine hunter-killer is still a potent image for us.
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There are two fundamental reasons: First, the historical record
itself colors our judgment. The garbage that is generated as a result of
eating meat is pretty permanent—bones last longer in the ground than
husks or seeds. Scientists, usually males, have traditionally focused
their attention on the tools and artifacts of hunting, rather than the
easily overlooked remnants of horticulture. And this can produce
some very misleading results, indeed. For example, with only their
rubbish tips to go on, archaeologists studying the Bush people of the
Kalahari would conclude that they were an almost exclusively meat-
eating tribe—the very opposite of the truth.

But a further, and far more significant, reason is this. The science of
anthropology began as a kind of natural history, a study of the peo-
ples encountered along the frontiers of European expansion. Such
peoples—invariably called primitives or savages—were often studied,
not so much for what they themselves were, but rather as a means of
justifying Victorian culture’s position at the apex of the evolutionary
pyramid. The ideas of Darwin and Huxley, frequently misquoted and
misunderstood, were similarly advanced as “proof” of our culture’s
superiority over the savages, of Man’s rightful dominion as lord and
master of Nature, and of man’s proper subjugation of woman. This
was not what Darwin intended; but it was what happened.

>

“In late Victorian society,” writes Darwin’s biographer Jonathan
Howard, “a peculiarly beastly form of social climbing, ‘Social Dar-
winism,” was established under Herbert Spencer’s slogan ‘The sur-
vival of the fittest.” The evolutionary law was interpreted to mean
victory to the strongest as the necessary condition for progress. As a
prescription for social behaviour it justified the worst excesses of cap-
italism exploitation of labour, ‘reasoned savagery’ as T. H. Huxley
labelled it.”%

For many Victorians, evolution started to replace religion as the
justification, the rationalization, for the prevailing status quo. It was
no longer necessary to believe that God had put Man at the top of the
natural hierarchy; Man could now claim to have gotten there by his
very own efforts. If Man was really only an animal, then he was the
most successful animal—more aggressive, more dominant, and more
ruthless than any other. In a fast-expanding industrial society, these
values were prized beyond all others; “female” values were never less
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visible. And it is precisely from this period in our recent history that
many serious misconceptions about our origin date.

Our notion of women’s and men’s role in prehistory, says Adrienne
Zihlman: “derives in part from currently perceived differences in sta-
tus of the sexes. Popular pictures drawn of the past are too often little
more than backward projections of cultural sex stereotypes onto
humans who lived more than a million years ago. Themes of male
aggression, dominance, and hunting have long pervaded reconstruc-
tions of early human social life; and this had led to a belief that present-
day inequality of the sexes has its roots in an ancient lifestyle and in
inherent biological differences between the sexes. . . . Beginning with
Darwin’s discussion of human evolution, the theme of male domi-
nance and female passivity and the use of tools as weapons has run
through thinking about evolution. The emphasis on hunting, as with
male dominance, is an outcome of male bias, however unconscious it
may be, and this bias pervades even studies of primate behavior. In
Darwin’s case, given the values of Western society, especially Victo-
rian England, and the nature of available evidence, his emphasis on
males is not surprising.”%?

It really is extraordinary that so many of our conceptions about the
history of our own species, and our place relative to other animals and
life forms, should still be so deeply biased by the values of Victorian
Britain. Let us investigate some of them.

Tennyson’s clichéd phrase “Nature red in tooth and claw” per-
fectly captures the prevailing ethos of the period, combining as it does
Tennyson’s own deep-rooted fear of the chaos and disorder he
believed to exist in the natural world, together with the inference that
it is the proper duty of Man to subdue and dominate this wild force.
Today, it is still a powerful image in the minds of many people who,
in other respects, would not wish to share the values and prejudices of
their Victorian ancestors. Most of us do, indeed, take it for granted
that nature in the raw is cruel and merciless, showing no compassion
to those who are too weak to defend themselves. And it is certainly a
convenient way for us to see the world, for it proves our claim to
supremacy over all other creatures; and it excuses our actions toward
them, no matter how barbaric.

Tennyson himself was a typical product of his era. Born in 1809, he
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had a secluded childhood in Lincolnshire, where his father was a min-
ister of the church, a manic-depressive, an alcoholic, and frequently
violent. Unable to form a close relationship with his father, the young
boy became very shy, very insecure, and would often seek solace in the
lonely churchyard, where he would fling himself down weeping
among the graves, longing to die. He grew up with a sense of embit-
terment, and believed that life should have given him a better position
than merely being a parson’s son. He was a hypochondriac, and,
according to those who knew him, constantly worried about his
bowels.

His attitude toward women was equally characteristic of the period.
“Woman is the lesser man,” he believed, “God made the woman for
the man.” As far back as 1860, the feminist Emily Davies was poking
fun at what she described as his “bisexual theory of the human ideal.”
Like many others, he was deeply worried by what he saw as the dan-
gers of too much democracy. In 18635, there was a public outcry con-
cerning the governor of Jamaica, E. J. Eyre. A small rebellion on the
island lead to Eyre taking savage retribution, hanging nearly 600 peo-
ple, and flogging many more. There was an attempt to have Eyre pros-
ecuted for murder, but Tennyson thought that Eyre’s action was
entirely justified, being “the only method of saving English lives.” He
even contributed to a fund set up to defend Eyre. “Niggers are tigers,”
growled Tennyson. Nice chap, yes?

He wrote recruiting poems for the army and held conventional
views on the subject of Ireland, which has always been a problem for
the English. “Couldn’t they blow up that horrible island with dyna-
mite,” he asked, “and carry it off in pieces—a long way oft?”

All this begins to tell you something about the values of the man
who invented that unpleasant phrase. It should come as no surprise
to learn that Tennyson found “Nature” quite horrifying. “The lavish
profusion in the natural world,” he wrote, “appalls me, from the
growths of the tropical forest, to the capacity of man to multiply, the
torrent of babies.” The Victorians decided that they liked Tennyson,
his poetry, and his values, enough to make him the poet laureate of
his day.

Even so, some people may still feel that, bigot and racist though he
was, Tennyson was essentially correct about nature, or at least, about
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other animals. They do kill and eat each other and that justifies our
own flesh-eating habit and the values it embraces. Certainly, the meat
trade wishes to perpetuate this idea for its own commercial ends. In
publicity material given to British schoolchildren, it approvingly
quoted the television naturalist David Attenborough: “People have
become divorced from the realities of nature in their urban environ-
ment. | hope to bring back in my programmes a clear understanding
that we are part of that wider system, and that animals die and are
eaten.”’!

There are several points to make in response to this decidedly weird
“death is good” argument. First, natural carnivores—such as hye-
nas—certainly need to kill to stay alive; but as you have already seen,
there is overwhelming evidence that humans are not carnivores.

Second, I should point out that, equally, many animals do not need
to rip into other animals’ flesh in order to survive. To argue that hye-
nas hunt their prey, therefore humans should symbolically do the
same, is selective logic bordering on insanity. Why should humans
behave like hyenas? Why not like the vegetarian elephant? Or the dik-
dik? Or the lesser-spotted Patagonian nut cracker? If you’re going to
pretend to be another species, you may as well make it as exotic as
possible, while you’re waiting for the men in white coats to arrive.

If we are going to imitate other animals in our conduct, why not
imitate good-natured ones? Television wildlife documentaries are
often obsessed with the eating habits of carnivores, much to the satis-
faction, no doubt, of the meat industry. But why don’t they show us
the highly developed, altruistic behavior that some species clearly
demonstrate? Consider these remarkable examples:

e When dolphinaria were first becoming big business in the
United States, the normal method of “collecting” wild dol-
phins from the sea and bringing them into captivity was to
throw a charge of dynamite into the sea among a school of
dolphins, and pick up those that had been stunned. Of course,
this would kill many others, but that didn’t matter to the peo-
ple who owned the dolphinaria; there were plenty more of
them in the sea. The men who were responsible for collecting
the stunned dolphins in nets would frequently report other
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dolphins coming to the rescue of those that were unconscious.
The normal practice would be for two dolphins to arrange
themselves on either side of the unconscious one, and stay
there until it recovered. This would enable it to continue to
breathe, for dolphins are mammals and need air; otherwise
they drown. “That the action was deliberate,” said one report,
“is shown by the way the supporting dolphins, when they had
to leave it to come up to breathe, swam in a wide arc to come
back and continue to support it.” Unquestionably, this is
altruistic behavior of a very high order—the “good Samari-
tan” dolphins could not have been reacting “instinctively” to
a distress call, of course, because the unconscious dolphin
wouldn’t be able to make one. The very latest research on dol-
phins again challenges the human conceit that only people are
capable of showing love, enjoying sex, and thinking creatively
about abstractions such as the future and the past. “I’'m trying
to tell people that these are cultural animals,” says naturalist
Ken Norris, who researches spinner dolphins off Hawaii.
“We’re dealing with an animal for whom cooperation with its
fellows is life itself . .. they can carry on a discourse about
things that don’t exist, like the past and future and concepts.
They also teach each other, which to me is the concourse of
culture.”’?

In Tanzania, Africa, an elephant control officer is summoned
with his gun to a village where elephants have been reported
to be raiding the crops. He sees the bull elephant and fires,
aiming at the brain. The bull falls wounded, but is not dead—
the bullet has missed the brain, hitting the shoulder. Three
other elephants move in on the prostrate bull, arranging them-
selves on each flank, one behind. Astonished, the officer does
not fire again. “They boosted him onto his feet,” he says. “I
was amazed by it.” He returns to the spot the next day, but
there is no trace of the wounded male.

In similar circumstances, another elephant control officer
decides to shoot a bull elephant, raises his rifle, and fires. He
misses the brain, but breaks the bull’s shoulder. The bull bel-
lows in great pain, and two cow elephants hear his calls and
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come running. They start to half carry, half drag the bull into
the jungle, away from danger. The officer runs closer in to the
bull, trying to get a final shot in to kill it. One of the cows
angrily turns on him, and he shoots her point blank. She

2]

crumples up and dies. “The remaining cow,” reports the offi-

cer, “went sadly on her way, every few yards stopping to listen
and look back.”

« Yet another officer is tracking three cow elephants and one
bull. He finds them, and fires quickly at all four. The three
cows drop dead, almost instantly. The bull does not, but is
badly wounded and confused. To his horror, the officer now
realizes that the cows have baby elephant calves with them,
which the long grass prevented his seeing. The calves rush to
the bull, not for protection, but arrange themselves on either
side of him and try to help him along.

There are countless other examples of animals behaving selflessly
with altruism. All this is a very long way from the “Nature red in
tooth and claw” myth, demonstrating as it does compassion, altruism,
and courage on the part of nonhuman animals, and perhaps raising a
gleam of hope for the future—a future based on shared values, shared

experience, and shared environment.

A PLATE FULL OF HATE

One of the saddest, most pernicious deceptions perpetrated on men
today is the notion that “If you are not able to kill’—and what more
potent symbol of killing is there than a slab of animal flesh on a
plate>—*“then you are not really a man.” This is how one modern
man perfectly expresses this evil concept: “The instinct of the hunter is
one of the most deeply ingrained of our inheritances from the past.
Could it be said that he who had no trace of such a feeling was some-
what lacking in virility?”33

And that man should know what he’s talking about, having partic-
ipated in the deaths of thousands of Earth’s most magnificent mam-
mals, not however without some stirring of conscience: “A whale
struggling in its death flurry is a really moving spectacle, even to the
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hardened eyes of a whaler. But no sound is heard from the whales. If
they had vocal cords proportionate to their bulk, with which to
express their suffering, there would undoubtedly be very few men
who would have strong enough nerves to bear the last moments of a
whale dying by the harpoon. A blue whale, mortally wounded by sev-
eral harpoons, has been known to tow a modern ‘catcher’ behind it
for two hours before dying. Gunners themselves, who might be
thought to be quite indifferent to the sufferings of their quarry, are
generally affected by an obscure and uneasy feeling that we have all
experienced when the ‘flurry’ occurred.”

So are men forever destined by biology to be murderers of their fel-
low creatures? Of course not. As a man, I am outraged and enraged
by those who tell me that the man who gazes back from the mirror is,
at heart, an unrepentant and eternal killer. As the great writer and
Nobel prize-winner Isaac Bashevis Singer observed, “People often say
that humans have always eaten animals, as if this is a justification for
continuing the practice. According to this logic, we should not try to
prevent people from murdering other people, since this has also been
done since the earliest of times.” I also know that contact between our
species and others does not have to be brutal and deadly.

In the 1970s, humans started to explore the alien world of these
gentle sea creatures, and we first started to realize that we shared com-
mon bonds with them. Divers who have swam with them frequently
report feeling as if the whales were protecting and taking care of them.
In one amazing incident off Hawaii, a female whale asked for human
help. In March 1976, the White Bird was carrying divers when a giant
humpback whale knocked her head on the boat three or four times,
diver Roy Nickerson reported. After each knock, she would with-
draw, and raise herself to look up at those on deck. He donned his
wetsuit and went down to investigate. He found she had aborted, and
her baby calf was stillborn, but not free of her body. Other divers then
went down, lassoed the dead calf, and pulled it clear. It was a sad inci-
dent, but illustrative of the cooperation that could exist between our
species, if we wanted it.

But before that happens, we have to first understand, and then
overcome, the doctrine of “Meatismo,” which corrupts the minds of

many men. Here it is, perfectly expressed, with words so evil that they



EVERYTHING YOU’'RE NOT SUPPOSED TO KNOW 55

chill me each time I read them. Nazi philosopher Oswald Spengler
spawned them: “The beast of prey is the highest form of active life. It
represents a mode of living which requires the extreme degree of the
necessity of fighting, conquering, annihilating, self-assertion. The
human race ranks highly because it belongs to the class of beasts of
prey. Therefore we find in man the tactics of life proper to a bold,
cunning beast of prey. He lives engaged in aggression, killing, annihi-
lation. He wants to be master in as much as he exists.”*

Now you know the enemy. These are appalling words. They speak
of life without love, without compassion, without joy. Actually, they
are not describing life at all, they are portraying a kind of living death
(which is precisely how most modern food animals are reared). Words
such as these will serve to excuse any atrocity, any barbarism. And of
course, they have done so.

But they are not true. Man is demonstrably not a “beast of prey.”
The greatest achievements of human history—horticulture, for exam-
ple—came about through cooperation, not lethal domination.

Something to think about, isn’t it?



APOCALYPSE COW!

I love those old black-and-white movies, don’t you? There’s nothing
better on a cold winter’s evening than curling up with a glass of some-
thing comforting, the lights turned down low, and a vintage film on
the television.

The Day the Earth Caught Fire is a good one to pick, if you like
British sci-fi flicks from the early 1960s. It’s escapism, of course, but
none the worse for that. The plot is just a little bit cheesy. Russian and
American teams of scientists have, unbeknown to each other, trig-
gered a series of simultaneous nuclear explosions, which together
throw the Earth off its path, spinning into the Sun. As the temperature
rises, the truth can no longer be concealed from the public, and pan-
demoniuni breaks out. At the eleventh hour a desperate rescue plan is
attempted: yet more nuclear explosions are detonated, this time
intended to correct the Earth’s wayward orbit. The bombs go off, and
the world waits in trepidation to hear its fate. The last shot of the
movie slowly pans over a sweltering newspaper office, where two ver-
sions of tomorrow’s paper are ready to run with opposite headlines.
“Earth Saved!” reads one version. “Earth Doomed!” reads the other.
Which one will be used? We never discover. Fade-out and credits.!

Today, that is just about the situation that applies to the “Mad
Cow Disease” catastrophe. Millions of people have been exposed to a
potentially lethal agent, whose sinister characteristics seem to have
come straight out of a science-fiction movie, and we still don’t know
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how it’s going to end: world saved, or world doomed. This is how
expert microbiologist Professor Richard Lacey puts it: “If an evil force
could devise an agent capable of damaging the human race, he would
make it indestructible, distribute it as widely as possible in animal feed
so that it would pass to man, and programme it to cause disease
slowly so that everyone would have been exposed to it before there
was any awareness of its presence.”?

Of course this is not science-fiction, because just such a “lethal
agent” started to emerge in Britain in the early 1980s. A few years
later, it had become a grim plague. “You Don’t Need Meat” was the
first book in the world to write about this baffling and frightening
new disease. In this chapter, you’re going to discover some very unset-
tling facts, indeed. So here is the extraordinary history of Mad Cow
Disease—almost certainly more truthful, and more complete, than
anything you have yet seen. There are clear lessons to be learned here,
which we fail to learn only at our extreme peril.

WELCOME TO THE ZOO

The Mad Cow Disease story is important for two reasons. First, even
though it’s over sixteen years since the first case was detected in
Britain, we still don’t have any good idea of just how serious the
global human epidemic will be. We do know that it’s a global prob-
lem, not just a British one anymore, because large quantities of poten-
tially infected material have already been sent all over the planet.
“There actually has been exposure worldwide already,” Dr. Maura
Ricketts, of the World Health Organization’s animal and food-related
public health risks division, told a news conference recently.? And the
European Union’s most senior scientists recently warned that millions
of European consumers may be at risk of catching the human version
of Mad Cow Disease—despite their governments’ assertions that their
countries are free of the cattle disease.* So it’s still wait-and-see time.
The second reason we need to understand the Mad Cow saga is
that it can—and it will—happen again. How can I be so confident in
this assertion? Well, it’s easy. Mad Cow Disease is an epidemic that,
like many others before it and like diseases yet to come, has jumped

from one species (cows) to another (humans). This process actually
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happens all the time, although most of us would prefer not to think
about it.

When people eat the flesh of an animal, they’re consuming a sub-
stance that has been literally and metaphorically deconstructed. The
pink, shrink-wrapped cuts of meat on the supermarket shelves don’t
look as if they’ve been hacked from anything that was once alive; city
children often find it difficult to believe that “meat” and “animals”
are at all connected. Metaphorically, we’re sold the idea that this sub-
stance consists of protein, vitamins, and other good things—rather
like taking a vitamin pill.

When you awaken from this fantasy, you’re in for a nasty shock.
Meat comes from living animals, and animals—Iike us—are creatures
that are subject to sickness, and sometimes pestilence. It’s all part of
our common bond.

Every year millions of people become ill (and sometimes die)
because they catch a disease from another animal species. One of the
most common is food poisoning, caused by bacteria from the salmo-
nella group of organisms, which live in the intestinal tract of animals.
This is just one example of a “zoonosis”—the scientific term for any
disease that originates in animals and can be passed on to humans
(sometimes in a much more virulent form). Other zoonoses include
anthrax, rabies, leptospirosis, listeriosis, toxoplasmosis, brucellosis,
tuberculosis, and trichinosis—all serious, often fatal, diseases that are
transmitted from animals to humans across the species barrier. But
outside of the research laboratory, very few people realize just what a
grave health threat zoonoses may pose to all of us.

Zoonoses behave in strange, often unpredictable ways. The process
of human-animal disease transmission is going on all the time; new
diseases are continually being created, transformed, mutated, and
activated. Some diseases may lie dormant for hundreds of years, just
waiting for suitable conditions to appear before they reemerge and
decimate a population that has little or no immunity to them. The
stark reality is that today three-quarters of the world’s rural popula-
tion suffer from one or more diseases that have been passed on to
them from a reservoir of infections in the animal population. But
don’t make the mistake of believing that it’s only people who live in
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Third World countries who are at risk. Apart from a few widely pub-
licized diseases (such as rabies and salmonella), most people—and a
surprising number of doctors and scientists—are hugely ignorant of
the legacy of disease that humans and animals jointly share. For

example, very few people know that

e The common cold came from our ancestors’ contact with
horses. As a species, humans first succumbed to rhinoviruses
(the group of viruses that produce the common cold) from
their association with horses. The cold is a recent disease in
humans—we have only suffered from it since we became urban-
ized, about 10,000 years ago. At that time, the rhinoviruses
present in horses mutated and crossed over into the human
population, where they now number more than eighty.’

e Measles originated in the wolf population. It emerged as a
new disease in humans about 6,000 years ago. The evidence
shows that wolves first passed on the distemper virus to dogs,
where it then mutated and became the rinderpest virus, which
infected cattle, and then once again mutated and established
itself in the human population as the disease we now know as
measles.®

+ Syphilis first arose from contact with monkeys. It originated in
Stone Age populations between 25,000 and 18,000 B.C. from
a reservoir of infections existing in monkey populations. Orig-
inally a disease disseminated by bodily contact, it evolved to
become a sexually transmitted disease as the wearing of
clothes increasingly restricted skin-to-skin intimacy solely to
the act of copulation.”

+ Cholera originated from sheep and cows. It is one of the new-
est of all human pandemics, first making its appearance in
Calcutta in 1817, from which it quickly spread all around the
world. The cholera organism almost certainly mutated from
similar infections present in sheep and cows, and its rapid
(and opportunistic) transmission is frightening evidence that,
whether we realize it or not, zoonoses are our constant com-

panions.?
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Where will the next zoonosis come from? As we keep our food ani-
mals in ever more intensive conditions, and feed them ever more
unnatural diets, we are increasingly tempting fate. One day, a new dis-
ease may spring up that will prove incurable and lethal to its human
host.

Maybe it already has.

COUNTDOWN TO PLAGUE

Perhaps there was “an evil force” controlling Mad Cow Disease, after
all. Because it could hardly have chosen a better country than Britain
for a beachhead. Where America has its Freedom of Information Act,
Britain has its Official Secrets Act, spawned from a society that has no
written constitution to safeguard the rights of the individual, and that
values the commercial confidences of food manufacturers as if they
were state secrets.’

As a result, the British people were never told the full story about
Mad Cow Disease. In the heat of the crisis, some officials behaved as
if their prime duty was to suppress public concern, and thereby mini-
mize economic loss to the meat industry. Both government and the
meat industry were, in effect, saying to the public “keep on eating the
beef until we’ve figured out what’s wrong with it.”

At all costs, “panic” had to be avoided. But panic—or alarm—is a
natural human survival mechanism. It protects us from exposing our-
selves to foolish risks. And with Mad Cow Disease, so many of the
risks still remain extremely unclear. What connection, for example,
might it have with Alzheimer’s Disease? By the age of eighty-five, one
in four people will suffer from this dreadful condition.!® In the labora-
tory, there seem to be some ominous similarities.!!

The story of Mad Cow Disease has three parallel threads, which
eventually converged to tie a knot of Gordian complexity in April
1985, when it was first observed on a British farm.'> Thread One
begins on January 15, 1755, precisely. It was on that day that the
British Parliament was petitioned by sheep farmers to impose severe
restrictions on those who dealt in sheep purchased from breeders. The
reason was the emergence, in epidemic proportions, of a disease they
termed “rickets” (also rather quaintly known as “goggles”), an invari-
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ably fatal affliction that was wiping out entire herds. From contempo-
rary accounts of the symptoms, it is clear that this disease was what
we now know as “scrapie.” It is a horrible disease—one of its distinc-
tive characteristics is an uncontrollable urge for the animal to rub or
scrape itself until the wool is entirely worn away and the bleeding skin
is exposed—hence the name. Scrapie has been present in many coun-
tries for hundreds of years. In Britain, it was responsible for the virtual
extermination of at least two entire breeds of sheep, the Wiltshire
Horn and the Norfolk Horn.!3

The British Parliament responded to this early animal health
request with characteristic and precedent-setting decisiveness. It did
nothing.

Thereafter, scrapie waxed and waned, as epidemics do. Between
1750 and 1820, there were severe outbreaks in East Anglia, Wessex,
France (around Rambouillet), and Germany (around Frankenfelde
and Stolpen). In the Bath area of Britain, a contemporary agricultural
writer recorded that the disease “within these few years has destroyed
some in every flock around the County and made great havock in
many.”

Then, between the years 1820 and 1910, outbreaks of scrapie
declined, until, by the turn of the twentieth century, it had virtually
ceased to exist in Europe. This is the way of epidemics—they run their
course. Slowly, more resistant sheep are bred. But only a fool would
have claimed that the disease had been conquered.

From 1910 onward, scrapie began to reemerge. In East Anglia,
Southern Scotland, many areas of France, Eastern Germany, Hun-
gary, and Bulgaria, sheep once considered to be resistant started to
succumb. A very slow fuse had started to burn.

PULLING THE WOOL

Let’s take a moment to consider the symptoms of scrapie. It has an
incubation period that ranges from one and a half to five years, during
which time there are no recognizable symptoms. All this time, the
“infectious agent” is replicating in the animal, finally reaching its
brain. The first outward sign that something is wrong is a general rest-
lessness, and a fixed, fearful expression in the animal’s eyes. Its pupils
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dilate; it hangs its head; its movements become aimless and its legs,
stiff and unbending. Then it starts to grind its teeth; its lips start to
twitch, which soon spreads to the muscles around the shoulders and
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