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1o the animals:
May we be forgiven.

10 the people:
May we learn to practice that which we most desire—

unconditional love.

PRAYER

We shall pass through this world but once.
Therefore, any good thing I can do,
For any living being,

Let me do it now.

Let me not defer it or neglect it,

For I shall not pass this way again.

—ANONYMOUS



Living Graves

We are the living graves of murdered beasts
Slaughtered to satisfy our appetites
We never pause to wonder at our feasts
If kine, like men, can possibly have rights
We pray on Sundays that we might have light
10 guide our footsteps on the path we tread
We're sick of war—we do not want to fight—
The thought of it now fills our heart with dread.
And yet—we gorge ourselves upon the dead!
Like carrion crows we live and feed on meat,
Regardless of the suffering and pain
We cause by doing so. If thus we treat
Defenseless animals for sport or gain,
How can we hope in this world to attain

The peace we say we are so anxious fbr.’

—GEORGE BERNARD SHAW, 1856-1950
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PREFACE

F or tens of thousands of years, humans coexisted peaceably and equitably
with the other inhabitants of this planet. We used the gifts of nature that
were within our reach, generally taking only what was necessary to survive. We
left the world intact, much as we found it.

Only in the last few thousand years have humans so exploited the Earth—
ravaged its bounty, unbalanced its cycles, poisoned its terrain, fouled its waters,
polluted its air, and impeded the natural evolution of plants, insects, other ani-
mals, and ourselves. Perhaps it is a uniquely human trait to overconsume and
desecrate our habitat; yet, as history proves, this has not always been our cus-
tom. What has made us so cynical, greedy, and hardened to the suffering and
widespread disintegration of the natural world?

Somewhere along our journey we lost our way. Humans have become more

and more segregated from those with whom we share the planet, making it

—GEOFFREY L. Rupp,
THE BRITISH VEGETARIAN,
SEPTEMBER/OCTOBER 1962

In the last analysis we must be judged
by what we do and not by what we
believe. We are as we behave—with a
very small margin of credit for our
unmanifested vision of how we might

behave if we could take the trouble.
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easier to forget our place in the natural scheme of life. As we gain greater power
to manipulate and destroy our environment, we alienate ourselves from it and
view those who interfere with our “advancement” as enemies of progress.
Despite our vast collection of material goods, nonindigenous Westernized
humans have never felt more confused, stressed, violent, and isolated. We have
become disenfranchised from the greater community of life, leaving us feeling
at war with the natural elements and those who vie with us just to get their fair
and rightful portion.

Western civilization focuses on the present and places great value on indi-
vidual pleasure and enjoyment of the moment. Indigenous cultures more
readily embrace a spirit of community and actively recognize that the present
must be preserved for tomorrow. When we acknowledge the wisdom with
which our ancestors lived, we may find the hope, courage, and guidance to
change our current course of destruction.

There is little that separates humans from other sentient beings—we all
feel pain, we all feel joy, we all deeply crave to be alive and to live freely, and
we all share this planet together. The water, air, earth, and plants belong to no
one except the community of life which connects us all.

If there is anything that differentiates humans from other living beings it
may simply be the factor of choice. We have the option to heal or harm, nur-
ture or destroy, respect or rape, protect or kill. The ability to choose does not
necessarily elevate the human species, nor should one infer that it is a trait
unique to humans. The capacity to choose should perhaps oblige us to be
more responsible for our actions toward others. It is our duty to choose wisely,
both collectively and individually, if we are ever again to find peace at any level.

Veganism advocates harmony, justice, and empathic living by acknowl-
edging and respecting the interconnectedness of all life. It is an ethical bea-
con which can illuminate our moral path and steer us back toward reuniting
with our global family. Its tenets can teach us how to live at peace with our
world by becoming an integral part and defender of it.

This book details the broad principles and ethics that are the guideposts
for people who practice a vegan lifestyle. Like many groups, the vegan com-
munity consists of men, women, and children of all ages and colors with

diverse spiritual perspectives, cultural backgrounds, interests, and educational
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levels. The information contained herein is drawn from archives, conversa-
tions, and interviews with pioneers and participants at the forefront of the
vegan movement, extensive research conducted by experts in their respective
fields, as well as from my personal experience living as a vegan for over sixteen
years and as a vegetarian for over thirty years. It is not intended to be the final
word on vegan living, nor do I propose to be a spokesperson for all vegans.
The topic of vegan living is complex and vast and destined for continued
study by philosophers, ethicists, clergy, politicians, sociologists, educators,
health-care practitioners, environmentalists, peace workers, animal advocates,
and social activists. It is my sincere hope that by sharing information about
veganism we can gain deeper understanding of what it means to be human

and humane.

Joanne Stepaniak conducts compassionate living workshops and vegan cooking
classes throughout North America. If you would like to arrange a presentation
for your group of organization, please contact her at RO. Box 82663, Swissvale,
PA 15218.
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Edict of Independence

Pity is the watchword
for unrecovered rebels
who never know the ecstasy
in conformity of self.

But [ say joy is fleeting.
Perhaps it is the twisted mind
who sees with clarity
knots and gnarls and winding roads
that seduce the visionary,
horrify the sane.

I march to the rhythm of my own heart,
listening for footsteps gone or coming.
A breed united by differences.
Sick or sound?

Build an asylum to cage our souls,
choke our thoughts, smother our words.
We will rise again like ghouls from a crypt.
Truth knows no death.

Silence speaks no truth.

1 sing our song of lunacy,
the heritage of heretics,
an anthem to the spirit

of those who have survived.

—JOANNE STEPANIAK, 1990
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VEGAN ROOTS

People often say that humans have
always eaten animals, as if this is a
justification for continuing the prac-
tice. According to this logic, we should
not try to prevent people from mur-
dering other people, since this has

also been done since earliest of times.

—ISAAC BASHEVIS SINGER

THE BIRTH OF A MOVEMENT

Long before the term vegan (pronounced VEE-gn) came into existence, there
were individuals in the vegetarian movement who experimented with diets
and lifestyles free from all products of animal origin. Often branded as extrem-
ists even by fellow vegetarians, these pioneers were few and far between and
never formally organized as a group.

In July 1943, a letter from Leslie Cross appeared in The Vegetarian
Messenger, the newsletter of the Leicester Vegetarian Society in England, express-
ing concerns about the use of dairy products by vegetarians. In March 1944,
The Vegetarian Messenger published a summary of a lecture entitled “Should
Vegetarians Eat Dairy Produce?” presented by Donald Watson at a society
meeting in December 1943. In August 1944, Donald Watson and Elsie Shrigley
discussed the desirability of forming a coalition of nondairy vegetarians. They
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approached the society to see if it would authorize such a subgroup and con-
sign a page of The Vegetarian Messenger for them to express their views.
Although sympathetic, the executive committee of the society rejected their
proposal. In November 1944, Donald Watson, Elsie Shrigley, and five other
interested people met at the Attic Club in Holborn, London, to discuss the
name and formation of a new society. According to Elsie Shrigley, as reprinted
in The Vegan, spring 1962, “It was a Sunday, with sunshine and a blue sky—

an auspicious day for the birth of an idealistic movement.”

WHAT’S IN A NAME?

Although some vegetarians have claimed that the word vegetarian is derived
from the Latin vegerus, meaning “full of life,” and not from the word vegezable,
Donald Watson contends:

The vegetarian movement has repeated this since its early days,
and I suspect because of the frequent taunts that dairy produce
and eggs can hardly be classed as vegetarian [coming from veg-
etables]. It has always seemed to me that this was a clever way
to get round its critics.

The word vegetarian was defined in 1847 by the people who became the
first members of the Vegetarian Society of Great Britain to describe individ-
uals who would not eat meat, fowl, or fish. (Previously, those who abstained
from eating meat were called Pythagoreans.) Donald Watson coined the word
vegan when he grew tired of writing rotal vegetarian to describe vegetarians
who do not use dairy products. The term prevailed over other suggestions at
the time, including dairybans, vitans, neovegetarians, benevores, bellevores, all-
vegas, sanivores, and beaumangeurs. It was derived from the word vegetarian by
taking the first three letters (veg) and the last two letters (a7) because “vegan-
ism starts with vegetarianism and carries it through to its logical conclusion.”
As the originator of the word, Donald Watson, as quoted in 7he Vegan, spring
1989, is quite adamant that the pronunciation is with a long e and a hard g—
not “veggan,” “vaygun,” “vayjun,” or “veejun.” The first published use of the
word vegan was recorded in the Oxford Illustrated Dictionary in 1962.
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Following are the dates when the term vegan has appeared in the Oxford
English Dictionaries and how it has been defined:

* 1962—Oxford Illustrated Dictionary
Vegetarian who eats no butter, eggs, cheese, or milk.
* 1973—Shorter Oxford English Dictionary (Addenda)
A strict vegetarian; one who eats no animals or animal products.
* 1976—Concise Oxford Dictionary (7th ed.)
[Person] eating no animals or animal products; strict(ly] veg-
etarian.
* 1986—Oxford English Dictionary Supplement (vol. 4)
A person who on principle abstains from all food of animal
origin; a strict vegetarian.
* 1989—Oxford English Dictionary (2d ed.)
A person who on principle abstains from all food of animal
origin; a strict vegetarian.
* 1993—New Shorter Oxford English Dictionary
A total vegetarian, i.e., one who avoids dairy products and eggs
as well as meat and fish.
* 1995—Concise Oxford Dictionary (9th ed.)

A person who does not eat or use animal products.

THE PHOENIX RISES

After the Vegetarian Society rejected Donald Watson’s proposal, he wrote a let-
ter that outlined plans for a new society, which was printed in 7he Vegetarian
Messenger. In response, thirty readers each sent him one shilling to cover the
cost of the first four quarterly issues of a newsletter he offered to publish
under the name 7he Vegan News.

This was a formidable time to initiate a new social movement. World
War II was ending, shortages were rampant, and food rationing was at its most
severe and would continue for another seven years. Vegetarians were success-
ful in procuring extra cheese rations in place of meat, but vegans’ attempts to

obtain similar concessions were futile. There were no vegan cookbooks, and
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vitamin B, had not yet been discovered. Some vegans did not fare well. Once
the role of vitamin B, was explored and better nutritional guidance was
received, the situation for these determined trailblazers greatly improved.

Donald Watson commented in an article in 7he Vegan, summer 1988,
entitled “Out of the Past,” on why The Vegan Society was conceived during
such a difficult period:

Perhaps it seemed to us a fitting antidote to the sickening expe-
rience of the War, and a reminder that we should be doing more
about the other holocaust that goes on all the time. Or perhaps
it was that we were conscious of a remarkable omission in all pre-
vious vegetarian literature—namely, that though nature provides
us with lots of examples of carnivores and vegetarians, it provides
us with no examples of lacto-carnivores or lacto-vegetarians.
Such groups are freaks and only made possible by man’s capac-
ity to exploit the reproductive functions of other species. This,
we thought, could not be right either dietetically or ethically. It
was certainly wrong aesthetically, and we could conceive of no
spectacle more bizarre than that of a grown man attached at his
meal-time to the udder of a cow.

EMANCIPATION PROCLAMATION
In November 1944, The Vegan Society published the following manifesto:

The Aims of The Vegan Society are:

(1) To advocate that man’s food should be derived from fruits,
nuts, vegetables, grains and other wholesome non-animal prod-
ucts and that it should exclude flesh, fish, fowl, eggs, honey, and
animals’ milk, butter, and cheese.

(2) To encourage the manufacture and use of alternatives to ani-
mal commodities.

The Vegan Society secks to abolish man’s dependence on
animals, with its inevitable cruelty and slaughter, and to create
instead a more reasonable and humane order of society. Whilst
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honouring the efforts of all who are striving to achieve the
emancipation of man and of animals, The Vegan Society sug-
gests that results must remain limited so long as the exploitation
in food and clothing production is ignored.

The Vegan Society is eager that it should be realised how
closely the meat and dairy produce industries are related. The
atrocities of dairy farming are, in some ways, greater than those
of the meat industry but they are more obscured by ignorance.
Moreover, The Vegan Society asserts that the use of milk in any
form after the period of weaning is biologically wrong and that,
except when taken directly from the mother, it becomes polluted
and unsafe. The Society, therefore, sees no honourable alterna-
tive but to challenge the traditions of orthodoxy by advocating
a completely revised dietary based on reason and humane prin-
ciple and guided by science and [designed] to meet physiologi-
cal requirements.

It is not suggested that Veganism alone would be sufficient
to solve all the problems of individual and social well-being, but
so closely is its philosophy linked with morality, hygiene, aes-
thetics and agricultural economy that its adoption would rem-
edy many unsatisfactory features of present-day life. Thus, if
the curse of exploitation were removed, spiritual influences,
operating for good, would develop conditions assuring a greater
degree of happiness and prosperity for all.

This manifesto was especially significant because it called for the abolition
not only of all foods of animal origin but of all animal-based commodities as
well. Furthermore, it emphasized the moral, spiritual, social, health, and eco-

nomic advantages of living by humane principles.

BEARING FRUIT

In the spring of 1946, the Leicester Vegetarian Society published Vegerarian
Recipes Without Dairy Produce, by Margaret B. Rawls. That summer, The Vegan
Society published its first cookbook, Vegan Recipes, by Fay K. Henderson. At
the fall meeting, Donald Watson was elected the first president of The Vegan
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Society, and the following day he accepted an offer to become the society’s
first life member.

In “The President’s Log” of 7he Vegan, spring 1948, Donald Watson
stated:

The vegan case has proved itself impregnable against all reason-
able criticism. The moral argument is so strong that no one
dares to oppose it, and the physiological benefit is proved in
practice. The economics of veganism are demonstrated to be
sound by the fact that in time of economic crisis, nations tend
to move toward vegan diets—the greater the crisis, the greater
the move.

John Heron, then editor of 7he Vegan, wrote in the winter 1954-1955

issue:

Veganism, startling and extreme to so many at its inception,
now, after ten years, finds its ideals echoed throughout the
world. Among a discerning minority in Europe, North America,
in India and in Japan, the word “veganism” is known, its mean-
ing and significance accepted and acknowledged.

WESTWARD, HO!

The emphasis of the British vegan movement was primarily on ethical con-
cerns or, to use the phrase coined by Albert Schweitzer, “Reverence for Life”
considerations. In the United States, interest in vegetarianism peaked during
the mid-nineteenth century through the early part of the twentieth century,
with the prevailing focus on health issues. Interest in vegetarian diets and diet
reform in the United States declined toward the middle of the twentieth cen-
tury. It was around this time that government organizations began producing
and distributing food guides, all of which placed a heavy emphasis on meat
and dairy products.

Nevertheless, a vegan movement had begun to take hold in the United
States, albeit with little fanfare. As early as 1948, Dr. Catherine Nimmo, an

ardent vegan since 1931 (more than a decade before the term was even created),
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and Rubin Abramowitz established this country’s first Vegan Society, in
Oceano, California, with encouragement and guidance from The Vegan
Society in England. When Rubin Abramowitz moved back to Los Angeles,
Nimmo, who had worked as the society’s acting director, also took over the
duties of acting secretary. She continued in this capacity until the incorpora-
tion of the American Vegan Society (AVS) by Jay Dinshah on February 8,
1960. Nimmo became AVS’s first paying member.

FROM HUMBLE BEGINNINGS
Jay Dinshah had been a lifelong vegetarian. He had corresponded for quite a

while with numerous vegetarian organizations around the world and had col-
lected and studied a wide array of literature. When Jay received materials
from The Vegan Society in England, however, he was surprised by what he dis-
covered. Jay felt that if indeed the information he read was true, he had no
choice but to become a vegan at once. He was not aware at the time of any
health-related aspects of veganism; Jay’s motivation was based strictly on
ethics. In fact, Jay believed that regardless of the effects, “Life wasn’t worth it
if it depended on cruelty.” Jay became a vegan in November 1957 at the ten-
der age of twenty-four. At the age of twenty-six, Jay founded the American
Vegan Society and established a historic presence for veganism in North
America.

The American Vegan Society published its first issue of Ahimsa magazine
in May 1960. It consisted of three single-sided pages printed on a hand-
cranked mimeograph machine and bound with a staple. The annual mem-
bership fee was three dollars and included the monthly publication.

Abimsa is a Sanskrit term that means nonharming, noninjuring. AVS
defines it in modern terms as “dynamic harmlessness,” implying that to fol-
low the path of compassionate living requires practitioners not only to abstain
from harming others but also to actively participate in providing protection,
peace, and justice for all life. Each issue of Ahimsa delineates the six pillars of
“the compassionate way.” Combining the first letter of each pillar spells out

the word ahimsa:
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Abstinence from animal products.
Harmlessness with reverence for life.
Integrity of thought, word, and deed.
Mastery over oneself.

Service to humanity, nature, and creation.

AN N

Advancement of understanding and truth.

In August 1960, Jay Dinshah married 18-year-old Freya Smith from
Epsom, England. A lifelong vegetarian and an ardent peace activist, she soon
became corporate secretary of AVS. In September 1960, Freya, having
become a vegan, composed her first Ahimsa article, entitled “A Step Further,”

where she stated:

I have learned that the moral course is the one to be followed;
the practical answers will be resolved once one opens his eyes
sincerely. The full implication of moral, ethical vegetarianism
cannot rest with just a renunciation of meat alone; it must go
further and branch wider, finding full expression in the princi-
ples of Ahimsa and veganism.

From its inception, the American Vegan Society took a courageous stand
against all forms of oppression, human and animal. An article by Jay Dinshah
in the November 1960 issue of Ahimsa urged readers to employ their con-

science in all matters of living:

I do not believe that a conscience should be treated as the child
of the mind, to be properly decorative, but not expected to
express especially valuable opinions! Rather, it must be a con-
stant guide for our everyday actions in our meetings with all
creatures, human and otherwise.

It is the primary function of this publication to arouse your
thinking processes and encourage you to align your actions with
the dictates of a fertile and active conscience. It is only when one
stops repeating trite excuses and vain half-truths that one can
really begin to hear the voice of conscience.

Every day we are faced with many decisions of an ethical,
moral nature—at every meal and in every business, personal,
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and social transaction. Why do so many people thoughtlessly
forfeit their own duty of conscience, surrendering to “conven-
tion” just because everyone else does it?

A February 1961 Ahimsa editorial, by Jay Dinshah, entitled “Let My
People Go!” proclaimed:

I call upon you, in the name of mercy and of justice, to speak
out and to work for the eventual freedom of all creatures . . . to
refuse to buy, sell, or utilize in any manner, shape or form any
product of the cruelty, slavery, exploitation, pain, or death of an
animal. . . .

The cry for freedom and the right to live a peaceful life for
oneself is formed on untold millions of mute tongues. If we
who can speak for them remain silent, the very “stone will cry
out of the wall!”

In that same issue, Catherine Nimmo expressed her view:

Veganism is a practical expression of the Oneness of a// Life.
Veganism is basic, as it would not only do away with slaughter,
vivisection, hunting, and fishing, but no doubt also with human
exploitation.

In the March 1961 issue of Ahimsa, an article by Jay Dinshah entitled
“What Would Happen If Everybody Practiced Complete Ahimsa?” declared:

There is no peace through force or through fear. Unless Man
learns to love his brother as himself, he will be left with neither
brother nor self. The practice of Ahimsa is not a luxury, but an
urgent worldwide necessity.

SPONTANEOUS GENERATION

By the early 1970s, there were a few existing religious sects that included
some measure of vegetarian ideology and practice (Seventh-day Adventists,
Theosophists, Buddhists, and others), and a few health-oriented organiza-
tions (the American Natural Hygiene Society, National Health Federation,
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etc.), but there was no secular nationwide vegetarian society. Around the turn
of the century, the International Vegetarian Union (IVU) was established in
Europe. Every two years or so, the IVU held meetings designated as World
Vegetarian Congresses which convened in Europe or India. Since its inception
in 1960, the American Vegan Society had sent representatives to every con-
gress. When they inquired why a congress had never been held in the Western
Hemisphere, the reply was that no organization had ever issued an invitation.
In response, a formal invitation was presented at the 1973 congress in Sweden
by AVS along with vegetarian representatives from Toronto, Montreal, and
Los Angeles, and Helen and Scott Nearing of the Social Science Institute in
Maine. The plan presented was essentially twofold: (1) to form a coast-to-coast
umbrella organization to promote vegetarianism and encourage people to
establish and operate local grassroots groups, and (2) to publicize, organize,
and present the congress as a focal point for the renaissance of the vegetarian
movement on the North American continent.

Freya and Jay Dinshah reflect that, in discussing this idea in a meeting
with other IVU officials, Scott Nearing recalled (in what the Dinshahs
describe as his “most tactful manner”) that “We had a very good vegetarian
convention in Lake Geneva, Wisconsin, in 1948. At the end of that we left it
in the hands of [one of the organizers] to arrange another for the next year.
That was twenty-five years ago, and we haven’t heard any more about it since!”
He expressed the view that the time was ripe for such a venture since there was
so much new interest in vegetarianism. The IVU delegates voted overwhelm-
ingly for this proposal, and an ad hoc committee held several planning meet-
ings during the congress in Sweden.

The new umbrella organization was incorporated in early 1974 under
the name of the North American Vegetarian Society (NAVS). Because the
headquarters and staff of AVS were available to NAVS, the organization was
able to immediately begin publishing a magazine called Vegetarian Voice, start-
ing with the January/February 1974 issue. The initial aim was to encourage
the growth of local vegetarian groups and get the word out about the World
Vegetarian Congress planned for 1975, hosted by NAVS. The first issue was
modest, but the second one included color photographs. With a press run of
three hundred thousand, the magazine was distributed through health food
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stores, local groups, and a steadily growing mailing list, which eventually
reached twenty thousand. By the time of the congress, more than one million
copies of various eight-page, tabloid-size issues had been produced and dis-
tributed. They not only publicized the congress but also carried informative
articles on all aspects of vegetarianism.

AVS recruited several idealistic and enthusiastic vegetarians to assist as vol-
unteer workers to help make the congress a reality and take part in running
it. Brian Graff, a valuable long-term volunteer, was named NAVS vice presi-
dent. He also served for a decade as general secretary for the North American
region of the International Vegetarian Union. Sharon Niblett arrived soon
after Graff and was equally able and dedicated. They courted and married
while living at the AVS headquarters, and their daughter Heidi was born
there in 1976.

In addition to Vegerarian Voice, NAVS took on the responsibility of pub-
lishing the AVS booklet called Facts of Vegetarianism, which had an initial
press run of forty thousand and a price of ten cents. NAVS brought out three
more editions of the booklet, greatly enlarging it with nutrition information
and two weeks worth of vegan menus and recipes. By the time this publica-
tion was in its ninth edition, in 1982, the total number in print was two hun-
dred thousand.

The January/February 1975 issue of Vegetarian Voice included a compre-
hensive guide entitled “How to Start a Local Vegetarian Society.” Over the next
year and a half, NAVS published four editions of the guide for a total of sixty-
five thousand copies. The word was spreading and, by 1977, the roster of vege-
tarian groups in the United States and Canada had grown from six to about sixty.
Over the years, the guide was revised and expanded. A fifth edition was printed
in 1980, and the sixth edition appeared in AVS’s Ahimsa magazine in 1987.

Over many months, NAVS assembled the recipes to be used for the 1975
World Vegetarian Congress. The recipes were all vegan and specifically tai-
lored to suit a variety of tastes and dietary requirements. There was an inten-
sive month of testing recipes initially designed to feed twenty to twenty-five
people. Once the recipes were finalized, they were scaled up to feed one hun-
dred and given to the University of Maine in Orono, where the congress was

to be held. Here they were adjusted yet again to feed one thousand or more.
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By congress time, NAVS had published a cookbook with the recipes in fam-
ily-size portions. Later, after the book had been out of print for a decade, the
recipes and menus were incorporated into the 1996 edition of Freya Dinshah’s
The Vegan Kitchen cookbook. The quantity-size recipes were published by
NAVS in 1977 as a card file called “Vegetarian Cooking for 100,” with a sec-
ond printing the following year. Over the years, direct mail offers brought in
thousands of orders from college campuses, prisons, restaurants, and local veg-
etarian groups. A newly revised edition was published by AVS in 1981.

After nearly two years of planning, preparing, and publicizing, the
Twenty-third World Vegetarian Congress arrived at last on Western shores. It
was held in August and ran for thirteen days. The first week was mainly edu-
cational featuring nearly ninety speakers from more than sixteen countries; the
second week was more relaxed and informal. According to the Dinshahs, the
congress “rode a rising tide of New Age interest and broke a long drought of
veggie organization.” The unprecedented publicity efforts were highly suc-
cessful, attracting approximately fifteen hundred people to this momentous,
groundbreaking event.

Attendees were invited to participate in an optional twenty-four-hour fast
in symbolic sympathy with the hungry of the world. The university food ser-
vice graciously agreed that the savings garnered from those who forfeited
meals could be deducted from the total bill. The several hundred dollars raised
from these efforts was forwarded to Vegfam, a British hunger-relief charity.

Afterward, a dramatic event was staged at the university’s outdoor track,
and again the focus was on feeding the world’s hungry. The event included a
mock “funeral for famine” using thousands of dollars’ worth of borrowed
equipment from a local funeral director. After the eulogy, volunteer pallbear-
ers loaded the elegant and impressive (although empty) casket into a hearse.

News of the congress was covered by all three major television networks,
and a CBS crew conducted on-campus interviews. Radio stations in cities as
far away as San Diego learned about the congress via wire service and called
the campus to do live or taped interviews. The largest and most prestigious
U.S. newspapers and magazines, including the New York Times, Washington
Post, Washington Star, Philadelphia Inquirer, and Newsweek, reported on the
event, and even the international media (International Herald Tribune in
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Milan, Daily American in Rome, Ballymena Guardian in Northern Ireland)
reprinted the New York Times articles overseas.

Many people at the 1975 World Vegetarian Congress were notable vege-
tarian teachers. Some have since died: Henry Bailey Stevens, who wrote 7he
Recovery of Culture; Richard St. Barbe Baker, author of Sahara Conguest and
founder of Men of the Trees; Helen and Scott Nearing, distinguished pioneer
homesteaders, ardent social reformers, prolific writers, and coauthors of the
classic and beloved tome Living the Good Life; and Dr. Ann Wigmore,
renowned advocate of wheat grass, sprouting, and raw foods. Others went on
to become leaders in the worldwide vegan/vegetarian and animal rights move-
ments: Pulitzer-nominated author and philosopher Tom Regan, Ph.D. (along
with his wife, Nancy, and their children), who wrote the classic text 7he Case
for Animal Rights and many other books and articles on animal rights; come-
dian, civil-rights activist, and author Dick Gregory; Alex Hershaft, Ph.D.,
founder of Farm Animal Reform Movement, author, and originator of numer-
ous national vegetarian education campaigns and animal-rights conferences;
Marcia Pearson, activist and organizer of Fashion with Compassion; journal-
ist and poet Ann Cottrell Free, author of No Room, Save in the Heart; Frank
and Rosalie Hurd, authors of the mostly vegan 7en Talents cookbook. Along
with Australian philosopher Peter Singer’s book Animal Liberation, which was
published that same year, the 1975 World Vegetarian Congress was pivotal in
inspiring and initiating the international crusade for animal rights.

The following year, NAVS organized a smaller, more streamlined, week-
long convention at Ithaca College in New York. Subsequent annual confer-
ences have been held in California, Rhode Island, Pennsylvania, Indiana, New
Jersey, and again in New York. Eventually, the name was changed to the
Vegetarian Summerfest. In 1984, NAVS again hosted the World Vegetarian
Congress, this time in Catonsville, Maryland. It was the second time the con-
gress had been held in the United States. Then, in 1996, NAVS joined once
more with the International Vegetarian Union to present the Summerfest in
conjunction with the World Vegetarian Congress in Johnstown, Pennsylvania.
It was the first time the international congress had been on North American
soil in more than a decade, and, at NAVS’s insistence, it was the first time the

meals at the event were totally vegan.
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Unquestionably, the 1975 World Vegetarian Congress refocused and
revitalized the vegetarian movement. Following are a few reminiscences

from people who were there.

“Orono changed so many lives—I know it did mine.” That was the first
lady of vegetarianism in the nation’s capital speaking: Madge Darneille.
We were discussing the lasting impact of the World Vegetarian Congress
held at the University of Maine at Orono nearly a quarter century earlier.
The impact, we concluded, was not solely on one area of life, but many.
That impact was broken into fragments as varied as the colorful chips of
a kaleidoscope.

We remembered different things. | could see, for example, nearly fif-
teen hundred people standing in the cafeteria lines three times a day for
meatless, dairyless meals, partaking of dishes little known to some of
them. For many, it was a first encounter with veganism that sent some
back to the line for seconds!

Little things stand out. Enormous platters of fresh ears of corn.
Uncooked and delicious! The various uses of the magical soybean and
the healthful power of garlic. (A vigorous, eightyish lady from Finland
gave daily garlic cloves credit for her overwhelming energy.)

We could hear men and women from California, New York,
England, India, Canada, Finland, Ireland, and numerous other states and
countries—whether in the dining room, on campus, or in classroom ses-
sions—exchanging new ideas about food, health, children, and animals.

We could see many of us crowded into the kitchen of the revered
Scott and Helen Nearing, who lived nearby and who were partially
responsible for the conference being held at Orono. We remember the
taste and the aroma of the enormous pot of soup concocted by Helen
from their own vegetables and herbs. And her home-baked multigrain
bread—well, words fail.

We marveled at the miracle they had wrought in their garden, which
had been brought to fruitfulness by their hard work and enrichment of
hard, rocky soil. At that time, radical writer, philosopher, labor leader
Scott Nearing was in his nineties and musician-writer Helen Nearing

was in her seventies.
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A year earlier Helen and Scott Nearing had met with Madge, Brian
Graff, Ben Weiss, Sig Linnio, Jay and Freya Dinshah, International
Vegetarian Union president Gordon Latto and general secretary Brian
Gunn-King, professor Henry Bailey Stevens, and several others, to plan
the surprisingly successful conference. Madge was the president of the
Vegetarian Society of Washington, D.C., and the Dinshahs were leaders
of the American Vegan Society. It was at that time that the North
American Vegetarian Society was born and the Orono conference was
on its way!

No one attending the conference could ever forget the Dinshahs’
dedication and resourcefulness in masterminding the conference—from
Freya in the kitchen to Jay all over the lot! The timing was right. In the
early 1970s, conscious revolt against meat-and-gravy life was getting
underway, as well as concern about the exploitation of animals raised
for food.

Lives were changed for a variety of philosophical and health rea-
sons. But perhaps the main reason for the success of Orono was the real-
ization that we were not alone and that we were in the vanguard of a

healthier future no longer based on enslavement of other beings.

—ANN COTTRELL FREE

| remember the wonderful feeling of being surrounded by so many veg-
etarians. | had only been veggie for about a year and a half, so | was not
aware that there were so many ways to be vegetarian. | had made the
choice because of my love for animals and the realization that eating
meat actually meant eating animal bodies. The switch that clicked for
me was sudden and irrevocable. But it simply meant that | no longer ate
animals. It was a “negative” reaction in that it only encompassed what
| would not do. The finer points, such as all the new foods that | would
eat, were not obvious to me at the time.

At the congress | discovered entirely new ingredients and expanded
cuisines. Although there were many speakers and workshops on the

health aspects of vegetarianism, | did not pay much attention to them.
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Personal health benefits that come from avoiding flesh are a bonus and
are certainly welcome. But | would avoid flesh even if the only benefit
was a clear conscience. | felt that way when | first stopped eating ani-
mals, and that was my philosophy when | attended the congress.
Fortunately, there were also speakers and workshops that dealt with my
concerns. And, in spite of my own single-mindedness, | was awestruck

by the multiplicity of reasons for eschewing (not chewing) meat.

—MAUREEN KopPLOW

By the spring of 1975, | had been a closet vegetarian for thirteen years
and had never known any other vegetarians. When | came across a
leaflet promoting the World Vegetarian Congress scheduled that sum-
mer in Orono, Maine, | felt that this would be a good opportunity to
determine whether the time had arrived to come out of the closet.
Indeed, seeing fifteen hundred vegetarians from different parts of the
world, with different professions and education levels, wearing different
clothes and speaking different tongues, was my epiphany. | decided right
then and there to come out of the closet and to just keep on going,

devoting the rest of my life to the promotion of meatless eating.

—ALEX HERSHAFT

While nurturing the growth of NAVS and organizing the congresses, AVS
had sacrificed so much time and effort that its own needs were suffering. Its
membership had dwindled and Ahimsa had shrunk to only one magazine
issue per year. It was time for an amicable separation.

Brian and Sharon Graff moved to Dolgeville, New York, and set up the
NAVS headquarters there, where it has become a thriving organization. In
addition to coordinating the annual Summerfest conferences—which feature
premier speakers and leaders in the vegan/vegetarian, animal-rights, and envi-
ronmental movements and attract attendees from around the world—NAVS

continues to distribute literature and vegetarian support materials to individ-
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uals and grassroots vegetarian groups across North America. It also produces
the quarterly Vegerarian Voice magazine along with numerous other pamphlets
and publications. Although founded and rooted as a vegetarian umbrella
group, most of NAVS’s leaders happened to be vegan; consequently, the orga-
nization has maintained a decidedly vegan bent. In the early 1980s, the NAVS
board of trustees established the official policy that no recipes using animal
foods or ingredients would be served at any NAVS events or published in
Vegetarian Voice, or in any other NAVS publications.

After the NAVS move, the American Vegan Society redirected its energies.
Without missing a beat, it continues to serve as a fountain of knowledge,
understanding, and inspiration for individuals and groups around the world.
AVS also sponsors an annual convention where vegan leaders, professionals,
and educators share their wisdom and experience with supporters from all
across the North American continent. Ahimsa has expanded into a twenty-
four-page quarterly magazine, and the Society continues to produce numer-
ous pamphlets and publications including Freya’s landmark book 7he Vegan
Kitchen, first published in 1965 and now in its thirteenth printing.

Since the founding of AVS and NAVS, countless vegan and animal rights
groups have proliferated throughout the world. In 1980, the formation of
People for the Ethical Treatment of Animals (PETA) helped establish a very
public case for a diet and lifestyle based on humane concerns. Once consid-
ered an insignificant “fringe group of fanatics,” vegans today are viewed as the
vanguard of the vegetarian, animal rights, and humane movements. In corre-

spondence to Freya Dinshah dated July 4, 1997, Donald Watson stated:

It is a profound thought that we may have cracked the code
that has beaten everyone else to show how mankind can live in
a state of health and harmony and that all others have merely
been tinkering with the problem.
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most people just never see anymore. It
is sad knowing that they can go
through life never realizing what trea-
sures we have before us. | think this is
the main reason people have become
so numb to their feelings—why com-
passion is a stranger. If people could

only see, they would understand.

—KEVIN PICKARD

IN SEARCH OF SELF

Vegans are a heterogeneous group and cannot be categorized by age, race, gen-
der, ethnicity, ability, religion, income, sexual orientation, educational level,
or physical traits. Vegans work in a wide variety of fields and occupations and
can be found in all parts of the world.

Because vegans cannot be identified by appearance, they are often isolated
from each other both professionally and socially. Although they are united by
a shared ethic, the only distinguishing characteristic vegans have is their behav-
ior—the active application of their ethic. This is called veganism (pronounced
VEE-gn-izm). The American Vegan Society defines veganism as follows:

Veganism means living solely on the products of the plant
kingdom, to the exclusion of flesh, fish, fowl, animal milk,
and all dairy products (cheese, butter, yogurt, etc.), eggs,
honey, and all other foods of animal origin.
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It also excludes from use animal products such as fur, wool,
leather, and silk, notably items of clothing. Vegans also usually
make efforts to avoid various less-than-obvious animal secretions,
oils, etc., used in many cosmetics, toiletries, household goods,
and other everyday commodities. Veganism encourages finding
and using alternatives for these and all other materials from ani-
mal sources. Vegans may be described as those who have taken
the next logical ethical steps beyond basic vegetarianism.

Based on this definition, the practice of veganism entails abstaining from
the use of all animal products in every aspect of daily living, from personal-care
items and cleaning products to clothing, jewelry, and footwear. Veganism is not
merely passive resistance. It compels practitioners to find alternatives to com-
modities typically made from animal products or by-products and to make

deliberate and dynamic choices about each and every activity in their lives.

INVESTIGATING THE OBSCURE
The definition presented by AVS focuses specifically on the behavior that

delineates a vegan. It does not consider motive, nor does it address moral, reli-
gious, or spiritual convictions. It does not judge practitioners’ activities. It does
not explore or prescribe belief systems for practitioners. The implication of
this definition is succinct: A vegan is characterized not by what he or she
believes but by what he or she does. In other words, it is not enough to have
right thought; to be vegan one must have right action.

Nevertheless, most nonvegans are curious what would prompt someone
to adopt a position so contrary to mainstream views, a lifestyle that, to many,
would seem destined to invoke challenge and adversity. Catherine Nimmo,
quoted in the April/June 1985 issue of Ahimsa, said:

If we become vegans because we understand animals and feel
great compassion for their sufferings, it is the easiest thing, and
proves to be of the greatest benefit for ourselves too; but if we
become vegans for health reasons, it seems full of worries based
on fear, ignorance, and above all egocentric thinking.
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WHERE THERE IS SMOKE

The revelation that it is unethical, immoral, inhumane, sinful, or karmically
wrong to participate in any way in the killing, suffering, or unjust control of
animals can change lives forever. Those who are brought to veganism through
ethical or spiritual guidelines are most likely to maintain their beliefs even in
an unsupportive society. Generally, this is because these vegans determine
that intuitive moral codes take precedence over cultural dicta. Vegans who
practice an ethical standard based on deeply held principles in lieu of follow-
ing preordained societal norms find maintaining their veganism relatively
effortless and the thought of returning to the use of animal products impos-
sible and ignoble.

Although health considerations may be a motivating factor for some indi-
viduals to become total vegetarians (those who avoid all animal products in
diet only), it is generally insufficient incentive for the elimination of animal
products from other parts of one’s life. Because veganism encompasses all
aspects of daily living, not just diet, it is completely inaccurate for people to
define themselves as such simply because they have adopted the vegan mode
of eating. Practicing a vegan diet no more qualifies someone as vegan than eat-
ing kosher food qualifies someone as Jewish.

Most people who come to vegetarianism (let alone veganism) for the sole
purpose of improving their health have little reason to make a long-term
commitment, unless, of course, the diet makes them feel better or reverses or
improves an ailment. If, however, a new animal-based product was touted as
the best remedy for their particular affliction, and it could not be made from
plant material or manufactured synthetically, there is little doubt the attrac-
tion would be irresistible. Furthermore, there is simply no inducement for the
strictly health-motivated vegetarian to seek out vegan clothing, cosmetics, or
household products.

Occasionally what occurs is a transformation, an evolution of one’s initial
stimulus over a period of time. Some people may become vegetarians for
health objectives and discover a host of other reasons that further justify their
choice. These may ultimately direct them toward veganism, and additional
realizations may strengthen their resolution.

David Melina, a seventeen-year vegan, witnessed the early death of his
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father from cancer and saw his mother endure breast cancer and an untimely
death from adult-onset diabetes, diseases he believes were diet related. He
was propelled to vegetarianism and later to veganism because of these experi-
ences and growing concerns about his own physical health. Today, however,
David’s motivation is quite different. This shift in viewpoint is not uncommon

among those drawn to veganism for issues pertaining to health.

I have learned a great deal over the years about the cruelty that
is inflicted on animals in food and clothing production, enter-
tainment, education, and experimentation, and how our depen-
dence on animal and chemical agriculture is polluting our
environment, depleting resources, destroying rain forest and
wildlife habitat, and exploiting many people in Third World

countries. For me, it’s not just the health issue anymore.

Kevin Picard experienced a similar evolution:

Over time I became aware—ironically, for the first time—of the
ethical reasons for a vegan diet. Like most people in our society,
I had never made the connection between the animals and the
“food” we eat. I think these reasons took the longest for me to
adopt. From my experience, I think most people become vegan
for ethical reasons first and then the other reasons follow. I
started out from the other end, with a concern for myself. It
wasn't until later that I expanded my circle of compassion to
include others. I began to see the insanity and cruelty in the way
we treat those with whom we share the planet.

TRUTH OR CONTROVERSY

We all occasionally make decisions that confound logic—our choice of a
mate, our musical preferences, our taste in clothing, our hobbies and interests.
As much as we might try to defend our predilections, there is no deductive
way to explain them. They are simply a part of us, the special attributes that
make each of us uniquely ourselves. Few of us relish the idea that our propen-
sities may be the result of cultural conditioning—that we are products of our

environment and not the other way around.
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Numerous influences contribute to the development of our tastes, outlook,
and beliefs, which combine to create our worldview—"truths” we accept, take
for granted, and rarely challenge. For instance, you may “know” that looking
someone in the eye is a sign of honesty, but in some cultures, it is a sign of dis-
respect. Who is right? It all depends on your worldview—your cultural
upbringing and your beliefs.

Questioning our worldview is a difficult, sometimes impossible task.
There are so many elements in our lives that we just assume to be correct that
it usually doesn’t even occur to us to question them. Even when pressured by
outside forces, we tend to cling to our own worldview rather than consider
other perspectives. That is why choosing to be vegan can seem so enigmatic
to friends, family, and coworkers. Challenging the validity of accepted soci-
etal norms makes people uneasy. It brings up issues most people never think
about, let alone want to talk about.

If, for example, a young woman confronts her parents about the impro-
priety of eating meat or wearing leather shoes, it might very well be interpreted
as a direct challenge to their personal values. After all, they have always eaten
meat and worn leather shoes, as have their parents and their parents before
them. If they were to renounce eating meat and wearing leather shoes, in
what ways would their lives be changed, and would these changes be accept-
able or intolerable? How would it affect them socially and professionally?
What would it imply for the mores and customs they have practiced all their
lives? Could their daughter’s words imply that she thinks of them as ignorant,
immoral, or irrational people who blindly follow a baseless set of precepts

without question? Brian Klocke came face-to-face with this situation:

I grew up in Jowa as a Catholic on a family farm that raised pigs
and cattle for slaughter and corn and soybeans for animal feed.
When I was very young, we butchered chickens. I also partici-
pated in hunting and trapping as a farm kid. It has been diffi-
cult coming to terms with some of the violence I committed and
some of the violence I saw family members committing toward
animals. I am the only vegetarian and vegan in my immediate
family, and I know of only one other vegetarian (not vegan) in
the group of more than a hundred first cousins I am related to.

THE VEGAN IDENTITY
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Not only were my parents animal and grain farmers (they are
retired now), but their parents were as well, in addition to all
their friends. My becoming vegan was very difficult for my
family to handle at first and thus made my interactions with
them difficult as well. At first, I did everything I could to not
bring up the subject of veganism. When I was asked why I was
vegan and I explained a few of my reasons, including compas-
sion for animals, my family immediately became defensive. It
was as if I had rejected their very livelihood and the values that
they had instilled in me.

Most of us prefer to navigate through life with as few bumps and curves
as possible. Change and challenge can be unpleasant, so we generally opt to
avoid them whenever we can. Choosing to become vegan can throw a major
kink into someone’s life. What could persuade someone to make such a dras-

tic metamorphosis?

It is said that once you look behind the curtain, you cannot pretend you
do not know what is behind the curtain. Behind the curtain marked VEGAN
in my mind are the eyes of all the animals of the world, all the children
of the world, and all the unborn souls to come—each watching my every
choice and every action. My love for them leaves me no choice but to be
vegan—from moment to moment, decision after decision, as the years
go by. As our society’s exploitative use of animals becomes more evi-
dent, | must acknowledge them and align my actions accordingly.

| have parted the curtain wide, and now there is no pretending that
I do not know—there is no going back. | have been an orthodox vegan
for the past sixteen years and cannot conceive of continuing my life

span on this earth in any other manner.

—MicHAEL KLAPER

TINTING THE LENS

Western cultures are made up of two worlds—that which is seen and that
which is hidden from view. When something is concealed, there is rarely cause
to think about it. “Out of sight, out of mind” is a widely accepted credo.
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History is replete with examples of worldviews that today would be con-
sidered taboo, unthinkable. For example, not all that long ago, men and
women of African descent and other people of color in the United States
were regarded as slaves and property. Few whites viewed brown- and black-
skinned people otherwise. The worldview the whites subscribed to espoused
that people of color, simply by virtue of having darker skin, were inferior and
somehow less human. This worldview enabled them to commit unspeakable
atrocities that today would be considered immoral. Yet the whites who
enslaved Africans rationalized their actions with platitudes like “They were
raised for that.” This type of commentary perpetuated the illusion that living
beings, human or otherwise, who are raised for a particular purpose should
not mind their destiny, that the abuse and suffering inflicted on them should
somehow be more easily tolerated and exonerated. If individuals are viewed
as dissimilar from and therefore unequal to those in power, abuse and torture
can be conveniently sanctioned, perhaps even encouraged, especially if it ben-
efits the power holders.

Despite significant changes in federal law and public policy, racism remains
rampant. It is a horrifying and blatant example of how tenacious worldviews
can be, and how the attitudes and myths they proliferate are so utterly resis-
tant to change.

A similar worldview can be seen in Nazi Germany’s obliteration of millions
of Jewish men, women, and children; homosexuals; gypsies; social outcasts; and
dissenters. The Nazi officers were able to discharge their heinous crimes by
accepting a worldview that designated certain individuals as subhuman and
therefore deserving of extermination. When brought to trial for committing
crimes against humanity, these men asserted they were only doing their jobs.

These examples of mass enslavement, torture, and slaughter epitomize the
depths to which humanity will sink if it adopts a worldview accepting of these
horrors. Those wielding the power didn’t regard their acts as abominable or
nefarious; they perceived them as justifiable, necessary, even beneficial. Whites
who massacred Native Americans or enslaved and murdered Africans, as well
as Nazis who exterminated Jews, held a worldview that didn’t see the intrin-
sic value of those they persecuted; hence they committed their atrocities with-

out remorse.
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When dominant human groups define themselves as superior to groups
they wish to subordinate, they draw specific distinctions. For instance, whites
define people of color by the differing melanin content of their skin, and
men distinguish women by primary and secondary sex characteristics. These
empirical differences are then used to “justify” social dominance of one group
over the other even though it is the social interpretation of these distinctions,
not the distinctions themselves, that serve to keep one group on top.

The distinctions between human and nonhuman animals are used in the
same fashion. Characteristics that distinguish other animals from humans are
ranked and classified; those characteristics that are most unlike our own are
then used to explain the supposed inferiority of other animals. There is
tremendous absurdity in exclusionary/inclusionary systems that are built
around inconsequential attributes and designed solely for the purpose of sup-
porting self-serving theories.

When there is a supposed benefit to be gained by treating animals as we
do—exploiting their labor, eating their bodies, gawking at them, or owning
them as a sign of social status—we see them as slaves, food, entertainment, or
property, not as living, sensate individuals. This view is integrated into our cul-
tural mores, even promoted. We try to justify our “right” to dominate other
animals by their differences—their so-called lesser characteristics. Speciesism
can certainly be compared with other forms of bigotry. Fundamental preju-

dice is at the core of racism, sexism, and speciesism.

Racists are people who think that the members of their race are superior
to the members of other races simply because the former belong to their
(the “superior”) race. Sexists believe that the members of their sex are
superior to the members of the opposite sex simply because the former
belong to their (the “superior”) sex. Both racism and sexism are para-
digms of insupportable bigotry. There is no superior or inferior sex or
race. Racial and sexual differences are biological, not moral. The same
is true of speciesism—the view that members of the species Homo sapi-
ens are superior to members of every other species simply because
human beings belong to one’s own (the “superior”) species. For there is
no superior species. To think otherwise is to be no less prejudiced than

racists or sexists.

—Tom REGAN
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LIVING ON THE EDGE

My most difficult challenge is the world of human indifference. It is
standing in line at the supermarket and realizing that for the majority of

people in the world, the misery and slaughter of animals is not an issue.

—KAREN Davis

There is a saying that goes as follows: “If slaughterhouses had glass walls,
everyone would become a vegetarian.” This epigram is reflective of several
worldviews maintained by Western industrialized cultures and carefully cul-
tivated by the meat, dairy, and egg industries. First, we can find in it the
implication that slaughterhouses (euphemistically called processing plants or
packing plants) are camouflaged, that perhaps people arent even aware of
their existence. Second, they are places where activities are well concealed. And
third, these activities necessitate obscurity because they are so totally revolt-
ing that, if seen, they would immediately transform onlookers.

Most people never think about how their meat gets to the supermarket.
They don't see the slaughterhouse physically because it isn’t located in the cen-
ter of town, and its facade is typically disguised. They don't see it in their
mind’s eye either. To visualize the screams, death, and dismemberment of the
animals whose flesh is in the cellophane-wrapped packages in their super-
market’s cooler would be too painful and upsetting for most people to bear.
It is easier, perhaps, to accept a worldview that, although rife with lies, tells
us the animals were raised by kind, caring farmers in the bucolic countryside
where they grazed and propagated freely and died of natural causes.

Few meat eaters concede the reality that the majority of the nearly nine
billion animals raised and slaughtered for food each year in the United States
alone are cruelly confined in appalling factory farms; subjected to dreadful
surgeries and tortures including mutilations and amputations without anes-
thesia; artificially inseminated; genetically manipulated; brutally transported;
and barbarously killed. Those who are consciously aware of the facts most
often appease their conscience by telling themselves that these abominations
can’t be helped because meat is a necessary evil, or that it’s essential to main-
tain good health, or that the government wouldn't let this happen, or that the
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animals are raised for this, so it’s okay, or hundreds of other prevarications that
are corroborated by meat-industry ads and promotions, governmental agen-
cies, and misguided health-care workers.

What would transpire if the public allowed itself to hear the cries of the
animals, witness the bloodshed, and admit that there is a war being waged
right on our own soil, right in our own backyard, right this very minute? It
would be a frightening acknowledgment, because previous silences could be
interpreted as admissions of guilt, implying a level of complicity or at least cul-
pability. Furthermore, this heightened awareness would oblige moral meat
eaters to make serious modifications in their diets and their lives. Sadly, many
people would prefer to live in denial than take the time and trouble to change.

While | had long enjoyed the taste of meat, especially beef and even
veal, it always disturbed me to go to the butcher shop, especially those
in Chinatown where euphemisms for animal products are fewer than in
Western supermarkets. So constant denial of the truth was essential for
my earlier dietary habits. After | learned of the torture of animals, the
sellout of our health, and the poisoning of our earth, denial became

untenable—indeed, it would have been monstrous.

—Kal Wu

Matt Ball, a doctoral candidate in environmental engineering, remembers
his first encounter with vegetarianism, during his freshman year in college. He
recollects his roommate playing music by the Smiths and the simple, unde-
niable logic of the lyrics on Mear Is Murder: “It’s death for no reason, and

death for no reason is murder.” His roommate was a vegetarian.

What could I do? My head knew that this was true, and my
heart was repulsed at the thought of factory farms and slaugh-
terhouses. Meat is murder, and it is wrong. Yet my traditions—
everything I had been taught to believe and to honor—said that
eating meat, animals, was okay, unquestionably accepted and
inherently good. To listen to my own thoughts and decide for
myself would be to reject the central celebration of meat by my
friends and family, for I knew that once I accepted the cruelty
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and cut meat from my diet, it would not be okay to be around
others and remain silent, as if nothing were amiss, as if nothing
had changed. To this day, I dread discussing vegetarianism.
Since I met my roommate ten years ago, I have seen factory
farms and been to slaughterhouses; the screams of these animals
stay with me every day. It is the worst when I am faced with
someone who reacts as I once reacted—not wanting to hear, not
wanting to question, not wanting to change. The agonies of
the animals, living and dying hidden from our eyes and ears,
their corpses disguised and exalted on our plates, struggle
against my sympathy for the person confronted and my desire
to avoid judgment. While I try to be moderate and reasonable,
I know that eating meat is not a matter of choice any more
than slavery or child abuse is a matter of choice. It is the
exploitation and murder of fellow sentient beings who feel pain
and fight to stay alive. In the face of this injustice and suffering,
of what compulsion is conformity?

EXTENDING THE CIRCLE

If we pay attention, humans can easily identify the signs of suffering in other
species. We exhibit many of the same behaviors, so it is logical to assume that
many of our feelings are similar. We cannot prove that other humans feel
pain or any other emotion the same as we do, yet we do not doubt that their
emotional experiences are as real and valid as our own. There is no logical
rationale—scientific, moral, or philosophical—for denying the sensate lives of
animals. If we concede that other humans feel pain, we must concede that
other animals do as well. Indeed, scientific responsibility obligates us to accept,
on faith, the existence of other animals’ emotional lives, even if we do not fully
comprehend their depth or modes of expression.

Although the majority of scientists prefer not to acknowledge the feelings
of animals for fear of anthropomorphizing them, anyone who has ever lived
among cats or dogs can attest to their wide range of emotions and describe
how they exhibit joy, excitement, sadness, and fear. If the explanation for
these emotions is that they are merely anthropomorphic projection, it is an
incredibly pervasive delusion.
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People who have spent time among farm animals recognize these same
emotional attributes in pigs, cows, sheep, goats, turkeys, and chickens.
Although each species has its own unique way of communicating its needs and
feelings, it takes only a brief time for the careful observer to discern what is
being conveyed. And just like dogs and cats, just like all living creatures includ-
ing ourselves, each farm animal has a unique personality, with preferences,
habits, and quirks that distinguish one individual from the next.

Vegans subscribe to an alternative worldview that recognizes that all ani-
mals exist for their own purposes, feel pain, and suffer. Therefore, it is uncon-
scionable to usurp or manipulate their lives or impose suffering upon them for
our own pleasure or gain regardless of any perceived value or advantage to
humans.

When we consider the horrors that people perpetrate on each other despite
our cognizance of human suffering, we can draw many parallels between our
victimization of other humans and our exploitation of animals. Brian Graff

awoke to this realization while serving in the military during the early 1970s.

Having grown up with a softhearted feeling toward animals, I
found it was an easy decision to become vegan. The idea that
you could live without eating animals or exploiting them for
commodities struck a chord within me. It made clear and
immediate sense. At the dawn of my awakening, it so amazed
me that I had not heard about vegetarianism or veganism before
in my twenty-one years. The transition to veganism came on the
heels of my having decided that I wanted no part in killing
humans directly or indirectly. This was not a popular position to
take, considering I was at the time serving in the U.S. Navy
and involved in a secret intelligence operation. By the time I
applied for a conscientious-objector discharge from the mili-
tary, I had come to see the killing of humans and other animals
as one and the same.

The analogy between human and animal suffering also had a particularly
profound meaning for Alex Hershaft, who immigrated to the United States
from Poland and Italy in 1951.
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My experiences in the Warsaw Ghetto during the Holocaust
had a profound impact on my subsequent life choices. I felt
some guilt that I lived when so many others didn’t and a sense
of duty to redeem my survival by assuming their share of respon-
sibility for making this planet a better place to live for all its
inhabitants.

After the war, I became active in the religious freedom, civil
rights, peace, and environmental movements, receiving much
fulfillment but always feeling that I was missing something.
Following my deeply emotional experience at the World
Vegetarian Congress in 1975, I took time to reflect on the root
of the key problems challenging planetary survival, i.e. disease,
hunger, environmental devastation, oppression, and war.
Amazingly, all evidence pointed to animal agriculture as the
common root cause. My life’s mission then became crystal clear.

In particular, my experiences in the Nazi Holocaust allowed
me to empathize with the condition of farm animals in today’s
factory farms, auction yards, and slaughterhouses. I know first-
hand what it’s like to be treated like a worthless object, to be
hunted by the killers of my family and friends, to wonder each
day if I will see the next sunrise, to be crammed in a cattle car
on the way to slaughter.

THE VEGAN IDENTITY
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THE WAY

Why would it be necessary for human

I H E w E s I beings to drink the milk of another

mammal to be healthy? A mother

cow’s milk is designed specifically for
WAS w EA N E D her calf; likewise, a human mother’s

to be healthy?

—JEFFREY BROWN

EMBRACING THE ABSURD

Western culture has been conditioned through incredibly effective promo-
tional campaigns, promulgated by the self-serving interests of the dairy indus-
try, to believe that bodily fluids discharged from cows’ udders are not only
tasty, nutritious, and wholesome but also an absolute necessity for sound
human health. Through carefully conceived marketing tactics and powerful
lobbying efforts, the majority of consumers, educators, and health-care prac-
titioners have been seduced into viewing cow’s milk as the singular source of
dietary calcium, the perfect food for children, and the only way women can
thwart osteoporosis. It has seemed irrelevant to most North Americans that
many plant foods have as much calcium as cow’s milk and some have even
more, with drastically lower fat, no cholesterol, significantly greater overall
nutrition, and an abundance of antioxidants and fiber, which have both been
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milk is designed specifically for a
human baby. Does the calf have to
drink the human mother’s milk to be
healthy? If not, then why should a

human being drink the milk of a cow
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shown to help stave off some cancers and other illnesses. Furthermore, despite
the utter preposterousness of a person being suckled by a cow, the dairy indus-
try has duped the public into believing that cow’s milk is a completely natural
food for human beings.

There is a simple absurdity in the human consumption of cow’s milk. All
other mammals consume their mother’s milk as infants and are eventually
weaned, usually after they have tripled their birth weight. Their mother’s milk
is nutritionally balanced in fat, protein, and other nutrients for the proper
development of that particular species’ young. Humans, however, are an
anomaly, being the only species of mammal that is never weaned. No other
mammals continue to drink milk after the weaning stage and certainly never
through adulthood. But even more peculiar is that no mammals in their nat-
ural environment other than human beings take the milk of another species.

Of course, it is not in the financial interest of the dairy industry to point
out these facts. The mission of their trade organizations is to present milk and
dairy products in the best light possible so that society will remain dependent
on milk, cheese, ice cream, and sundry other dairy foods as dietary staples, and
revenues will continue to swell. Cow’s milk and dairy products have not only
infiltrated our kitchens, they have so permeated our cultural practices that they
have in essence become a socially acceptable and encouraged psychological
addiction. In light of the beef-eating public’s apathetic response to the threat
of mad cow disease in England and the deadly E. co/i bacteria in the United
States, it is exceedingly unlikely that habits will change, even if consumers
were confronted with serious health risks from cow’s milk. This is how com-
manding the dairy industry’s grip is over the public appetite.

Milk consumption is a distinct example of a worldview out of control.
Dairy products have become such an integral part of our cuisine and customs
that anyone who dares spurn them is viewed with skepticism or deemed un-
American. Thus, challenging the merits and ethicalness of consuming such a
beloved and seemingly indispensable product is a daunting task for vegans.
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BEHIND THE BARN DOOR

It is obvious even to the casual bystander that before the flesh of an animal can
be procured for human consumption the animal must first be killed. Because
of this, even some meat eaters can be sympathetic to the vegetarian cause in
spite of their own reluctance to stop eating meat. What is not so evident, how-
ever, is why vegans also avoid eating other animal products, such as cow’s milk
and eggs, which can ostensibly be produced without causing death.

As with stockyards, slaughterhouses, and meat packing plants, dairy
processors rarely show what they don’t want consumers to see or know.
Advertisements emphasize the salable attributes of products; information that
is less than respectable is hidden from the public eye. Understandably, dairy
farmers want the public to desire their products and feel good about using
them. As a result, the dairy industry has painted a utopian but highly falla-
cious image of modern dairy production. Impressions aside, dairying is big
business. And as with all business, interests boil down to the bottom line.

MILK, MONEY, AND MADNESS

More milk means more money. Therefore, milk production is augmented by
a variety of spurious means, including intensive factory-style farming where
the standard modus operandi includes the use of hormones and drugs.
Artificial insemination is endemic; Scientific Farm Animal Production, an
industry textbook, explains that approximately 70 percent of dairy cows and
25 percent of heifers are bred artificially. Genetic manipulation is custom-
ary and rampant. Industrywide, it is affirmed that the primary goal of a
breeding program should be to produce cows with the greatest possible
genetic capacity to make a profit.

The unmitigated desire for greater revenue has driven the dairy industry
to employ numerous invidious techniques, with little concern for the comfort
or well-being of the cows. The objective is simply to drain as much profit from
each animal, regardless of how callous the methods may be. As a result, today’s
modern dairy cow is a freakish amalgam of unnatural parts. In Understanding
the Dairy Cow, an industry text, John Webster observes that the selection of
dairy cows for increased yield has produced big, angular animals with large,
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over-distended udders and distorted hind legs, further exacerbating the prob-
lems of standing, walking, and especially lying on hard surfaces.

This mad-scientist approach to dairy production has created a monster
cow who, according to the USDA national agricultural statistics on milk
production, currently yields about 45 pounds of milk per day, significantly
more than she would produce in nature. By comparison, USDA statistics
reveal that milk production for the average dairy cow in 1960 was only about
20 pounds per day. As a result of this outrageous increase, cows’ bodies are
under constant stress and at risk for numerous infections, diseases, and other
health problems. The USDA’s “Dairy Management Practices” report indicates
that approximately one in seven dairy cows in the United States suffers from
clinical mastitis, a painful bacterial infection of the udders that is exacerbated
by accelerated milk production. In advanced stages, mastitis can be fatal; it
is the second leading cause of death in dairy cows who die prior to slaugh-
ter. Mastitis, termed a “production disease,” is one of the most frequent and
costly afflictions in intensive dairy production. In fact, mastitis is, and has
been, such a common and financially catastrophic ailment that the dairy
industry established the National Mastitis Council in 1961 specifically to
study and combat this disease.

In a natural environment, a cow would spend her days foraging, rumi-
nating, and caring for her young, typically allowing her calf to suckle as often
as he or she desired. On modern dairy farms, however, cows are viewed first
and foremost as milking machines. Their normal needs and inclinations are
disregarded or forcibly squelched. Dairy cows are commonly housed in
cramped, narrow concrete stalls or storage cages for nearly ten months out of
the year. In general, the only time the cows are allowed to emerge is when they
are milked by electric contraptions two or three times a day. John Webster, in
Understanding the Dairy Cow, points out the implicit absurdity of breeding a
cow capable of producing huge quantities of milk per day and then restrict-
ing her to only two milkings instead of the five to seven feedings she would
normally indulge her calf. He adds that this is yet another contributor to

udder distension, which subsequently leads to more mastitis and lameness.
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SUCKED DRY

Although most North Americans envision dairy cows living in comfort and
grazing on grassy knolls in the countryside, the truth is that about a quarter
of all dairy cows have no access to the outdoors. A survey conducted over sev-
eral years by a Holstein trade organization revealed that the majority of herds
in winter spend nearly the entire day and night on concrete, with about 25
percent of these cows having less than an hour of exercise per day. Addi-
tionally, the survey found that over half of all herds year-round are kept in
tie stalls, as opposed to free stalls or loose housing. Nevertheless, the myth
of the contented dairy cow, as promoted by industry representatives, persists.

On a normal grass diet, cows would be unable to produce milk at the
extraordinarily high levels demanded by modern dairies. Therefore, dairy cows
are given rich, high-energy feeds. But these can cause serious metabolic dis-
orders, including ketosis, which can be fatal, and laminitis, a painful inflam-
mation of the hoof. Foot lameness, an increasing problem, has been attributed
to changes in physical conformation imposed by selective breeding, abnor-
mally rich nutrition, lack of exercise, and extended periods in uncomfortable
housing, all engineered in the interest of improved productivity and profit.
Another common dairy-industry disease is milk fever, an ailment caused by
calcium deficiency, which occurs when milk production depletes calcium
faster than it can be replenished in the cow’s blood.

Of course, the dairy industry is well aware of these and other health prob-
lems associated with intensive milk production. It also recognizes the need for
farmers to protect their financial investments. However, when mistreating
animals is profitable, it becomes the industry norm. As long as the economic
losses associated with a particular method of care, milking, feeding, or hous-
ing are less than the economic benefits, these current production techniques
will continue, despite associated animal suffering,.

In 1994, the U.S. Food and Drug Administration (FDA) was persuaded
by the agrichemical industry to approve the use of an injectable synthetic
hormone for dairy production. The FDA seemed to ignore numerous animal
welfare issues in making its decision. Bovine Growth Hormone (BGH) can
increase milk production an average 10 to 15 percent per cow, further taxing
the animals. Records indicate that some BGH-treated cows have produced
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more than 30 tons of milk in a year. What does this mean in terms of animal
suffering? Disease, illness, and infection in dairy cows have escalated as a direct
result of increased milk production. As cows continue to be pushed beyond
their biological limits, their afflictions, pain, and suffering rise accordingly.
The FDA states that BGH can cause sixteen to eighteen additional cases of
mastitis in a herd of one hundred cows. Other estimates, as reported in
Livestock Production Science, suggest that BGH is associated with 15 to 45 per-
cent excess incidence of clinical mastitis. Monsanto, the chemical/biotech cor-
poration that makes the stuff, reports that cows injected with it may suffer from
some twenty ailments.

Under natural conditions, a cow could live up to twenty-five years, but on
today’s modern dairy farms, cows survive only three to five years. As cited in
the Journal of the American Veterinary Medical Association, over half will be
killed before their fourth birthday. This is primarily because of either inade-
quate reproductive performance or because their milk production levels start
to fall. Once a cow’s milk production rate ebbs, she will be slaughtered in
order to “freshen” the herd. Where does the flesh of a “spent” dairy cow end
up? Surprisingly, on America’s plates! An article by Joel Bleifuss entitled “How
Now Mad Cow?” reveals that Americans eat 2.6 billion pounds of dairy-cow
meat annually. The USDA reports that roughly two-thirds of all cattle slaugh-
tered are from dairy stock. And despite the prevailing belief that all burgers are
made from steers, according to the USDA’s Economic Opportunities for Dairy
Cow Culling Management Options, about one-fifth of all hamburger eaten in the
United States each year is made from culled dairy cows. Vegetarians who drink
milk under the misconception that dairy foods have nothing to do with meat

production are grievously off target.

FROM GATE TO CRATE: A MOTHER’S LAMENT

| took a trip to a stockyard in Pennsylvania and witnessed the beatings
of older dairy cows and veal calves. A visual display like that forces one
to confront the realities of the system. Being vegan is a matter of being

able to look at myself in the mirror every day.

—MICHAEL GREGER
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Dairy cows are mammals and, like all mammals, they naturally produce milk
for a period of time after giving birth in order to feed their young. Gestation
for cows lasts nine months and, on the average, they lactate for ten months.
On today’s dairy farms, cows are forced to bear a calf every year in order to
maximize milk production and increase profits. Although this is physically tax-
ing in and of itself, the cows’ bodies are burdened further by being forced to
produce milk during seven months of each of their nine-month pregnancies.

Within just hours after giving birth, a cow’s calf will be taken from her.
This way, none of her valuable milk will be squandered on her baby, and the
mother quickly can be put back into the production line. About half of U.S.
dairy operations separate newborn calves from their mothers within six hours,
and nearly 90 percent separate them before twenty-four hours, according to
the USDA publication “Dairy Health and Health Management.” Anyone
who has ever witnessed the involuntary withdrawal of a newborn from its
mother recognizes the anguish, distress, and woeful cries emitted from both
mother and child. By all observations, there is no reason to believe these sor-
rowful emotions are in any way unique to humans. Cows and their calves
wail, bellow, moan, become agitated, despondent, hunt for each other, and
exhibit other behaviors indicative of grief whenever they are separated. These
behaviors can persist for hours or even days, as Michael Klaper witnessed and

vividly recalls:

The very saddest sound in all my memory was burned into my
awareness at age five on my uncle’s dairy farm in Wisconsin. A
cow had given birth to a beautiful male calf. The mother was
allowed to nurse her calf but for a single night. On the second
day after birth, my uncle took the calf from the mother and
placed him in the veal pen in the barn—only ten yards away, in
plain view of the mother. The mother cow could see her infant,
smell him, hear him, but could not touch him, comfort him, or
nurse him. The heartrending bellows that she poured forth—
minute after minute, hour after hour, for five long days—were
excruciating to listen to. They are the most poignant and painful
auditory memories I carry in my brain.

Since that age, whenever I hear anyone postulate that ani-
mals cannot really feel emotions, I need only to replay that
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torturous sound in my memory of that mother cow crying her
bovine heart out to her infant. Mother’s love knows no species
barriers, and I believe that all people who are vegans in their
hearts and souls know that to be true.

Half the calves born to dairy cows are males who offer no financial incen-
tives to the dairy farmer since they cannot produce milk. Consequently, these
youngsters’ lives are doomed to whatever grisly end will generate the greatest
dollars. Male calves are typically sold for pet food, killed when they are just a
few days old to make a cheaper cut of veal used in frozen dinners, raised for
beef, or auctioned to producers of formula-fed veal, the ethically worst
prospect of all. Essentially, all male calves are considered to be surplus prod-
ucts of the dairy industry. According to an article in Hoard’s Dairyman, each
year the special-fed veal industry purchases between 800,000 and 1 million
bull calves from the nation’s dairy farmers, representing $120 million to $200
million of income.

On veal farms, male calves are confined in tiny crates to restrict their
movement. This prevents their muscles from developing, which keeps their
flesh tender. They are fed an iron-deficient diet, which causes diarrhea and
anemia in 10 to 25 percent of calves, as reported in a Journal of Animal
Science article, but it keeps their flesh pale, making it more valuable when the
calves are sold for meat. The monetary inducements to retain calves in these
dreadful conditions are compelling: Hoards Dairyman notes that there is at
least a 20 percent price penalty for veal carcasses not exhibiting the desired
light muscle color. During their brief lives, these sweet, sensitive animals will
be subjected to near total sensory deprivation and stripped of any measure of
joy. Studies at the University of California and Pennsylvania State University
found a 3 to 4 percent mortality rate from the time calves arrived at the veal
farm until they were received at the processing plant, just fifteen to eighteen

weeks later.

My perspective of veganism was most affected by learning that the veal
calf is a by-product of dairying, and that in essence there is a slice of veal

in every glass of what | had thought was an innocuous white liquid—milk.

—RYNN BERRY
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MILKING THE PUBLIC

In order to grasp a share of those consumers who are concerned about health
and the environment, and to deflect public sentiment away from the ani-
mals, a number of producers advertise their products as being “organic,” “free-
range,” or “hormone-free.” Regardless of how a product may be promoted,
practically all dairy farms, including those touted as “organic” or “free-range,”
demand the same abnormal milk production rates of their cows in order to
turn a profit. There are no strict guidelines for what is considered free-range,
therefore there is no assurance as to how cows at a particular facility are
treated. The term is used more as a marketing ploy to generate public approval
and higher sales than to convey any tangible level of compassion. Further-
more, lucrative milk production, whether on a small dairy farm or on a large,
intensive confinement facility, demands that herds be perpetually impreg-
nated, that male calves be sold for meat or immediate slaughter, and that the
cows meet an early and inevitable death.

The dairy industry created the veal market to take financial advantage of
an abundant supply of unwanted male calves. It also helps sustain the beef
industry with parallel motivation. Dairy cows suffer the entirety of their brief
lives enduring illness and pain caused by barbaric confinement practices, rig-
orous automatic milking systems, endless cycles of pregnancies, artificial
inseminations, drugs, hormones, and genetic manipulations, prior to facing
the ultimate horror of death, making dairy production certainly as brutal and
murderous a trade as meat production. But because the dairy industry is
shrouded in civic approval leveraged by a powerful lobbying force, it receives
extensive government subsidies, has a stranglehold on our federally funded
school lunch programs, and has curried favor within the medical and health-
care communities. The blood and tears that go into every glass of milk are
masked by manipulative marketing crusades, couched in political pretense,
and made virtually invisible to an oblivious and trusting public, making dairy

products perhaps even more distasteful to vegans than meat.

| transitioned from vegetarian to vegan because | came to realize that the
same moral motives that kept me vegetarian applied equally to dairy,

eggs, and leather.

—CARL V. PHILLIPS

THE WAY THE WEST WAS WEANED
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WHICH CAME

Veganism acknowledges the intrinsic

legitimacy of all life. It recognizes no

F I RS I ? hierarchy of acceptable suffering

chicken, or a child.

—STANLEY SAPON

CUCKOO DOODLE DOO

Today’s domesticated laying hens are the genetically altered descendants of
proud and beautiful jungle fowl from the tropical forests of Southeast Asia,
birds that fly among treetops and roost in high places. Anyone who has stud-
ied chickens emancipated from industrial constraints is aware of their osten-
sible longing to reinstate this natural pleasure.

Thirty years ago, the average chicken weighed 2 pounds. Modern farm-
ers, in their zeal to extract as much profit as possible from every captive bird,
are now producing a 6-pound chicken in fifty-six days, according to govern-
ment statistics. As if size were not sufficient, the industry has propagated an
interminable supply of birds, making the chicken—not the sparrow, pigeon,
or starling—the most common bird on the planet!

In the same way that dairy farmers view cows, egg farmers view hens as

laying robots, inanimate machines whose sole purpose is to generate income.
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among sentient creatures. It is no
more acceptable to kill creatures with
primitive nervous systems than those
with highly developed nervous sys-
tems. The value of life to its posses-
sor is the same, whether it be the life

of a clam, a crayfish, a carp, a cow, a

43



44

The modern laying hen is commonly believed to be a brainless animal, a sort
of black box devoid of the slightest cognitive property. As a result of this atti-
tude, egg workers engender a total disregard for the birds’ biological and social
needs, are indifferent toward the hens, and bear a thorough disdain for any-
thing they do that might resemble normal, sentient bird behavior. After all, a
bird who causes problems becomes an economic liability. Therefore, the
industry has implemented standard practices that thwart even the most
minute considerations for the birds’ well-being if these in any way impinge on
profitability. Joan Gussow reported in the American Journal of Clinical
Nutrition that breeders have actually been attempting to create a hen so genet-
ically altered that she would have no beak, wings, feet, or other “unnecessary”
body parts. Incredibly, the idea that laying hens might profitably be bred
without appendages irrelevant to their designated role is a notion that has been

seriously advanced in animal agriculture for years!

PLUCKING PROFITS FROM PAIN

Paralleling the dairy industry, egg-industry yields have multiplied at aston-
ishing rates due to biogenetics, selective breeding, and brutal factory-style
farming methods intended to make profits soar. In 1933, the average yield per
hen was 70 eggs a year. A yield of 150 eggs from a 6-pound hen was consid-
ered unattainable. Today, a 4-pound hen averages 275 to 300 or more eggs per
year. This increase is a result of “advancements” and refinements in genetics,
nutrition, and disease control and, in no small measure, industrialization and
intensive-confinement systems.

Laying hens are typically housed in stifling confinement buildings where
50,000 to 125,000 birds are crammed into a single warehouse in stacked
rows of bare wire cells called battery cages. As reported in Worlds Poultry
Science Journal, of the 237 million laying hens in the United States, about 98
percent are kept in cages, and nearly 75 percent have been raised in cages from
day one. Revenue, not animal welfare, is the pivotal factor steering industry
decisions and practices. At a conference on food-animal well-being, researcher

David Fraser established that as the number of birds per cage is increased, pro-
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ductivity per bird is depressed and the mortality rate increases, a clear indi-
cation of reduced well-being. Nevertheless, calculations confirm this to be
the most profitable, and this opinion is echoed industrywide. It is simply
more economical to put a greater number of birds into each cage, accepting
lower productivity per bird but greater productivity per cage. In other words,
though each hen is less productive when crowded, the operation as a whole
makes more money with a high stocking density. The sentiment is that chick-
ens are cheap, cages are expensive.

Although a hen’s wingspan is 30 to 32 inches, four to six hens are typically
crowded into each 16-inch-wide cage, making it impossible for them to stretch
their wings or walk. According to research published in Poultry Science, it is
generally accepted that the combined effects of confinement and immobility
contribute to the fragility of caged layers’ bones. Nonetheless, regard for the
hens’” health and comfort is irrelevant. As reported in the industry journal
Feedstuffs, nearly half of the layers held in indoor battery cages with five birds
per cage suffer from leg abnormalities. Despite associated health problems that
can cause severe pain, impairment, and deformity, this type of confinement sys-
tem persists for the simple reason that it generates a greater financial return.

BREEDING INSANITY

Sound of a Battery Hen

You can tell me: if you come by the
North door, I am in the rwelfth pen

on the lefi-hand side of the third row

[from the floor; and in that pen
I am usually the middle one of three.
But even without directions, youwd discover me.

We have the same orange-red comb,
yellow beak and auburn feathers,

but as the door opens and you hear

WHICH CAME FIRST?
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above the electric fan a kind of

one-word wail, I am the one

who sounds the loudest in my head.

—CoURTESY OF KAREN DAVIS, ADAPTED FROM AN ANONYMOUS POEM

The crowding of caged birds has led to a number of significant welfare
issues. Hens kept in cages cannot establish normal social relationships, are
unable to practice normal behaviors, and have no escape from more aggres-
sive birds. As a result, the system incites cannibalism which, according to
Gail Damerow, author of Chicken Health Handbook, is one of the most preva-
lent abnormal behaviors exhibited by chickens held in confinement. Various
factors have been implicated as causes of this behavior, including high light
intensities, housing systems, group size, nutrition, and hormonal factors.
However, chickens kept under similar harsh conditions but who are able to
escape do not seem to exhibit the same degree of problems. Cannibalism
leads to high rates of mortality in battery-caged chickens, and feather peck-
ing causes injury and loss of thermoregulatory ability.

To reduce cannibalism and other physical damage from stress-induced
pecking and fighting resulting from overcrowding, handlers sever portions of
the hens’ beaks, cutting through bone, cartilage, and delicate soft tissue. This
procedure is usually administered without the use of anesthesia, even though
it is acknowledged that it is painful and should be done under veterinary
supervision so an anesthetic can be used. Recommended instruments for
debeaking, as listed in Chicken Health Handbook, include livestock disbudding
irons, hot guns for gluing, and vehicle cigarette lighters, among others. Beak
trimming doesn’t decrease the incidence of abnormal behaviors, it only ren-
ders the beak less effective in causing injury. For many years, the industry
argued that beak trimming was a benign procedure, analogous to cutting
nails in humans. However, in Farm Animal Welfare, Bernard Rollin relates that
it is now clear this is not the case and that trimming causes behavioral and neu-
rophysiological changes indicative of both acute and chronic pain. Further-
more, he states that debeaking causes damaged nerve tissue to develop into

extensive painful tumors called neuromas.
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Denied from fulfilling normal social patterns and behavioral needs,
battery-caged chickens constantly rub against the bare wire of their cages.
This causes severe feather loss, as well as bruises, contusions, and abrasions.
Moreover, the hens have no choice but to constantly breathe toxic ammonia
from decomposing uric acid in the manure pits beneath their cages. The occu-
pational exposure limit to ammonia of 25 parts per million is often surpassed
as, according to research published in the American Industrial Hygiene
Association Journal, the birds are frequently exposed to levels of 50 parts per
million and above. Additionally, an article presented in World's Poultry Science
Journal disclosed that the effects of poultry dust on the health of human
workers is extensive and can cause chronic bronchitis, hypersensitivity pneu-

monitis, and permanent lung damage.

WISH BONES

Intensive egg production also causes laying hens to use more calcium to form
eggshells than they can assimilate from food, resulting in severe osteoporosis.
Carol V. Gray, professor of molecular and cell biology in the poultry science
department at Pennsylvania State University, reported in Lancaster Farming,
a leading agricultural newspaper, that a hen will use a quantity of calcium for
yearly egg production that is greater than her entire skeleton by thirty-fold or
more. Consequently, laying hens’ brittle, calcium-depleted bones frequently
shatter during handling. The results of a study presented in British Poultry
Science concerning “end of lay” hens revealed that about 30 percent had bro-
ken bones upon arriving at the slaughterhouse water bath, but nearly 100 per-
cent had broken bones by the end of processing. Another study reported in
World’s Poultry Science Journal corroborated this research, finding that 30 per-
cent of live birds arriving at slaughterhouses have one or more freshly broken
bones caused by the calcium demand for eggshell formation and the restric-
tions placed upon their physical movement.

If the cost of replacement hens is high, the hens may be compelled to
undergo a production process known as forced molting. This sadistic but com-
mon egg-industry practice almost always involves restricting water and starv-

ing the birds, sometimes up to fourteen days, to shock their systems into
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another egg-laying cycle. Weight reductions of between 25 and 35 percent are
considered essential for an effective molt, even though it is not uncommon for
5 to 10 percent of molted birds to die. This practice is so barbaric that food
and water deprivation for more than twenty-four hours was banned in Great
Britain by the 1987 Welfare of Battery Hens Regulations; however, it is still
legal in the United States.

In a natural environment, hens might live fifteen years, but when egg
production drops off around the age of twelve to eighteen months, laying hens
are sent to slaughter. According to U.S. Department of Agriculture statistics,
the egg industry slaughters on average over 100 million “spent” laying hens
per year. Because their bodies are badly bruised, laying hens are considered
unsuitable for higher grades of meat. Usually they end up in soup, pot pies,
or pet food, where their flesh can be shredded and disguised.

THE PECKING ORDER

Although free-range hens are generally given slightly more space to live in than
hens kept in battery cages, there is no industry standard defining how free-
range hens must be housed. Consumers generally presume that free-range
birds spend most of their day outdoors, with access to sunlight, vegetation,
and plenty of space to engage in normal social behavior. However, to most
U.S. producers, free-range simply means uncaged—with the so-called range
consisting of the crowded floor of a warehouse-style building with nest boxes
along the walls. Profitability is usually the sole consideration; therefore, the
majority of free-range producers try to cram as many birds as possible into the
least amount of space. In addition, it is common for free-range layers to be
debeaked just like battery-cage layers.

But even if free-range hens were given all the space they could use and an
environment in which they could fulfill normal social and behavioral needs,
they would still be killed for meat when their egg production wanes, usually
after just one or two years. Regardless of whether they were battery-caged or
free-range, according to Karen Davis, author of Prisoned Chickens, Poisoned
Eggs, spent fowl will go to the highest bidder, typically a slaughterhouse, a live

poultry market, or an auction. And, like other free-range animals, they are

CHAPTER 4



subjected to the horrors of abusive handling and transportation. Hen houses on
free-range farms are “depopulated” in similar fashion to conventional factory-
style egg farms, whereby farmworkers or contract staff from a slaughterhouse,
usually paid by piecework, yank the frightened birds from their cages and
pitch them to “catchers,” who pack them onto trucks. Even the trip to the
slaughterhouse offers no respite from their torment. During transit, the birds
are exposed to stifling heat, intensely crowded conditions, restriction of behav-
ior, social disruption, motion, acceleration, jolting stops, impact, vibration,
noise, and withdrawal of food and water. And, like all farm animals, free-range
hens cannot escape their untimely and inevitable demise.

HATCHED TO DIE

Another problem inherent in all egg production involves the disposal of
unwanted chicks. Commercial egg hatcheries are the supply houses for the
egg-laying industry. Here, fertilized eggs are incubated and hatched, and the
female chicks are sold to replace spent hens. Day-old chicks are divided into
two groups based on their sex. Male chicks are of no use to the egg industry
because they cannot produce eggs and do not grow large enough to be sold
profitably for meat. Like male calves born to dairy cows, male chicks are
viewed simply as industry by-products. There is no incentive for producers to
spend time and money to euthanize cockerels (male chicks), which they con-
sider to be a liability. Consequently, they are disposed of by the quickest and
cheapest methods, most often suffocation, gassing, drowning, or being ground
up alive for animal feed. All egg hatcheries commit these atrocities whether
they provide hens for factory farms or free-range farms. The USDA report
“Chickens and Eggs” sets the death toll at about 200 million male chicks
each year.

CRACKING THE MYTH

There are numerous moral and ethical dilemmas presented by commercial egg
production and the widespread use of eggs. There is also an inherent incongruity

in traditional vegetarian practice, which allows egg and dairy consumption.
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Egg and dairy production involve as much cruelty and killing as meat—
perhaps even more so. Laying hens endure agonizing years of mechanized
environments, behavioral and social manipulation, physical mutilations, inter-
mittent starvation, and brutal handling—all prior to a grueling journey before
their final, barbaric slaughter. People who want to eliminate the products of
pain and death from their diets should begin no less with eggs and dairy than
with meat. When it comes to suffering, the distinction between meat, eggs,

and dairy products is undetectable and inconsequential.
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My single greatest challenge is to

remain centered and loving in an
o P P R E S S I o N overwhelmingly nonvegan world. In

today’s world, cruelty and exploitation
of other beings—human and non-
human alike—are accepted, practiced,
and profited from by most every
institution of society—from commerce
and science to education and enter-
tainment. Unfortunately, the vast ma-

jority of Homo sapiens are either

unaware of the cruelty or accept it as

unavoidable and even normal.

—MicHAEL KLAPER

THE LAND OF MILK AND MONEY

Abuse of animals in the animal agribusiness industries is rampant, apprecia-
ble, and undeniable. Not so apparent, however, are related forms of human
exploitation that exist concurrently.

People who are socially and economically disadvantaged in North America
and abroad suffer from many ill effects brought about by the expansion of and
dependence on animal agriculture, from limited dietary choices to restricted
opportunities in housing and employment. Both the United States govern-
ment and the public support these practices through legislated injunctions and
silent approval of convention, making it difficult for oppressed groups to ini-

tiate change in any meaningful way.
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Compared with the general population, people of color, immigrants, and
women are overrepresented as low-wage labor in the meat-processing and
slaughter industries. In fact, these industries are virtually dependent on a
steady flow of legal and illegal immigrant labor. As a group, they are exposed
to above-average health risks as a result of their employment, squalid living
conditions in communities vulnerable to pollution, and environmental con-
tamination from large-scale animal waste runoff.

Because of their precarious social and economic standing, many of the dis-
advantaged find themselves working in what are considered the most dan-
gerous jobs in North America: laboring on the slaughterhouse kill line or in
seafood- and meat-processing plants. Here they are subjected to physically and
psychologically grueling conditions resulting in an excessive worker turnover
rate and numerous work-related injuries and health problems. Impairments
and illnesses commonly suffered from cutting, slitting, gutting, and hanging
the bodies of billions of live and dead animals include carpal tunnel syn-
drome, cumulative trauma disorder, ammonia exposure, tuberculosis (a clas-
sic disease of poverty), infections from toxins, puncture wounds and gashes,
crippling disabilities, and even death.

The severity of conditions endured by workers in these industries often
includes the humiliation of being required to ask for permission to satisfy the
most basic of needs, such as going to the bathroom. Those who don’t ask are
oftentimes threatened with job suspension or firing.

LIFTING THE VEIL
According to research published in UFCW Action, a publication of the United

Food and Commercial Workers Union, more than 80 percent of slaughter-
house jobs are held by people of color, immigrants, and women between
eighteen and twenty-five years of age making five to six dollars per hour. The
remainder employed in the meatpacking industry earn six to ten dollars
hourly. Industrywide, health-care coverage and other benefits are the excep-
tion rather than the rule. Although for immigrants this pay is sometimes
twice what they might receive in their country of origin, it is well below the

nineteen-dollar rate, including benefits, averaged by the unionized white
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majority work force prior to the cost-cutting move toward ruralization of
animal agribusiness in the 1980s.

The resulting economic reality for the new wave of nonwhite, nonunion
laborers is that lower wages and lack of job security leave most of this popu-
lation financially devastated and vulnerable. It is common knowledge that
many workers are forced to leave or are fired from their jobs before any ben-
efit coverage they might receive goes into effect. Due to cutbacks in welfare
programs and no protection or representation of a union, workers must rely
on their own meager incomes to pay for essential needs and medical care for
injuries sustained on the job. Immigrant workers have little knowledge of
their rights, speak minimal or no English, are unprotected under U.S. law, and
must rely on the hospital as their primary caretaker.

Many women, people of color, ethnic minorities, and immigrants, desper-
ate for work in which their white counterparts are unwilling to engage, have
been encouraged and often actively recruited to work in the meat-processing
industries. Circumventing organized labor, some of the largest meat-packing
firms in the Midwest and South seek out minority and immigrant workers
from around the country and across the Mexican border. Standard practices
include utilizing labor brokers, employing aggressive advertising tactics, airing
television commercials in a variety of foreign languages, meeting with commu-
nity refugee leaders, posting signs in several languages outside packing and pro-
cessing plants, offering monetary awards for referrals, extending loans to
newcomers, and even working with the U.S. Department of Labor (DOL)
under what is known as the H-2A and H-2B Visa Programs. Under these pro-
grams, the U.S. government can bring foreign workers into the country if the
DOL determines there is a labor shortage in particular industries.

Additionally, many immigrants and workers network within their own
communities and thereby assist in perpetuating a constant flow of cheap labor;
often bounties are paid when new hires come on board. Once their employ-
ment has been secured, their very survival depends on their employers. Fear
of reprisal is one reason why many of these workers never report a large num-
ber of the estimated thousands of on-the-job injuries that occur each year
along with numerous Occupational and Safety Health Organization (OSHA)
violations and repeated acts of human degradation.

INVISIBLE OPPRESSION
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The thoroughly disempowering structure and pervasively unjust system of
the slaughter and packing industries leaves many laborers with few resources
to help them leave or challenge their employers. Thought of and treated as
inferior, subordinate, unworthy, and expendable, the workers are essentially

viewed in the same vein as the very animals they are forced to kill.

ENVIRONMENTAL RACISM

The meat-processing industries generate billions of dollars in revenue and
possess considerable political clout, and there is little to deter them from
engaging in unfair employment practices and questionable business tactics.
Because modern animal agriculture is all about high-density, factory-type pro-
duction, many communities in close proximity to these operations risk envi-
ronmental degradation that can jeopardize local residents and further
compromise the health and well-being of workers. Serious repercussions
include malodorous gases and tainted waste water emitted from packing and
processing plants. These have reportedly contaminated drinking water and
groundwater around the areas where they are located and have produced
ammonia gas, which has been linked to acid rain.

Without the political and economic means to challenge these environ-
mentally destructive practices or relocate to other areas, impoverished people
have no choice but to remain where they are. Consequently, poor rural com-
munities have become opportune locations for the slaughter and packing
industries to flourish, with little public scrutiny or confrontation. It appears
that animal agribusinesses can operate by any means necessary in places where
people have been convinced that if these industries left there would be no
opportunity at all. Even when millions of gallons of raw animal sewage pour
into rivers, threatening water supplies, killing fish and trees, contributing to
topsoil erosion, and spreading disease, animal agriculture continues to expand
and flourish at the expense of environmental integrity and human rights.
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HIDDEN AGENDAS

Animal agribusiness is heavily subsidized and promoted by local and national
government officials and politicians who are aggressively lobbied and fre-
quently offered sizable campaign contributions, future employment, or board
positions in exchange for industry support. It is not at all uncommon to find
former or current government officials as stockholders of or executives work-
ing for meat and dairy concerns.

The oppressive tactics employed by the animal-processing industries
(detailed in such widely respected publications as 7he Wall Street Journal and
U.S. News & World Report) underscore the depth of institutionalized discrim-
ination and industrial/environmental racism in the economic arena. They also
epitomize the stranglehold that money and power assert over public policy,

regardless of human suffering or environmental degradation.

ASSAULT ON THE INNOCENT

The meat and dairy industries have strong lobbies. They bombard med-
ical schools, dietitians, and both public and private schools with their
marketing materials. Then, with the USDA’s support and promotion of
their products as “nutritional necessities,” these powerful lobbies let the

federal government conduct their advertising.

—MARCIA PEARSON

Not only are impoverished and vulnerable populations put at risk by work-
ing in and living near factory farms and animal-processing plants, they, like
the rest of the public, are persuaded by slick advertising campaigns, conven-
tional health-care providers, social-service agencies, the USDA, and other
government organizations to consume animal foods and animal by-products.
Much of this conditioning begins at an early age through the distribution of
nutrition education materials in the classroom. The well-known but now
retired Four Food Group model, although developed at the prestigious and
well-respected Harvard University Department of Nutrition in 1955, was by

INVISIBLE OPPRESSION
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and large funded by animal-agriculture industries and their related trade coun-
cils and became little more than a campaign to market animal products in all
their various forms.

Tragically, the meat and dairy industries’ misleading and erroneous nutri-
tional information extends beyond the classroom to the public at large. Billions
of dollars’ worth of excess fat-laden meat and dairy products are routinely pur-
chased by or donated to the federal school-lunch and surplus-food-distribution
programs. The USDA commodity program, for instance, provides meat,
poultry, cheese, and eggs to schools without charge. Making matters worse,
the National School Lunch Act stipulates that school meals must include a
serving of meat or a meat alternative such as cheese or other dairy products.
Ironically, a USDA report reveals that school meals have 85 percent more
sodium, 50 percent more saturated fat, and 25 percent more fat of all kinds than
the amounts recommended for a healthful diet.

While a few school districts are providing more healthful options for stu-
dents, many are substituting alternative high-fat, high-cholesterol, low-fiber
ingredients (such as eggs and cheese) rather than nutritious whole foods (such
as fruits, grains, legumes, and vegetables). The implications do not bode well
for the millions of youngsters who participate in the school-lunch program,
and it is even more tragic for the families who depend on it as the primary
source of nutrition for their children. As for the meat and dairy industries, the
school-lunch program is an ideal way to ensure future profits and maintain
control over the public palate. With their products marketed and disguised as
essential foods to those most in need of assistance, there is little possibility that
the least educated and informed in our culture will have the access and finan-
cial means to explore alternative information sources.

Children and families with low socioeconomic standing are the most vul-
nerable to nutritional deficiencies and diet-related health problems. Overall,
the impact and incidence of ailments frequently associated with diet are
astounding. A significant number of both cardiovascular and cancer deaths are
diet related. Cardiovascular diseases are the leading cause of death for both
men and women in the United States. African-Americans develop earlier and
more severe hypertension than Caucasians and therefore have a greater risk of

heart disease. In fact, the death rate from cardiovascular diseases is nearly 50
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percent higher for African-American men than for Caucasian men and about
67 percent higher for African-American women than for Caucasian women.
Cardiovascular diseases also lead all other causes of death for people of
Hispanic, Asian, and Native American descent. Moreover—by the govern-
ment’s own assessment—the health of vegetarians is perceived as excellent.
Nevertheless, the majority of the people in the United States are being fed a dis-
astrous diet based on animal products whether or not they like or choose it.
The inherent destructive and profit-driven actions of the animal-agricul-
ture industries are epidemic and commanding. Our continued dependence on
them and a meat-centered diet blatantly neglects the rights and needs of most
of humanity and the natural world around us. One of the most important
actions we can take to support oppressed peoples, eliminate widespread cru-
elty to and slaughter of animals, and restore balance to the Earth and ourselves

is to choose a sustainably produced, plant-based vegan diet and lifestyle.

INVISIBLE OPPRESSION
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ENVIRONMENT
IN CRISIS

If you are not part of the solution,

you are part of the problem.

—ANONYMOUS

WHAT’S YOUR BEEF?

The United States of America has often been called the breadbasket of the
world. There is much truth to this folklore. For example, Lester Brown, the
president of the Worldwatch Institute, a private nonprofit research institute
devoted to the analysis of global environmental issues, estimates the United
States produces nearly 40 percent of the world’s corn crop and supplies over
80 percent of all grain exports. What most people do not realize is that U.S.
livestock consume more than six and a half times as much grain as the entire
U.S. human population consumes directly. According to the Iowa-based non-
profit research group Council for Agricultural Science and Technology, if all
this grain was consumed directly by humans, it would nourish five times as
many people as it does after it is converted into meat, milk, and eggs. Cornell

University agricultural researcher David Pimentel, Ph.D., points out that 72
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percent of the cereal grains (wheat, corn, rice, oats, and others) grown in the
United States is used for livestock consumption. Only 11 percent is fed
directly to humans.

The production of food animals and the consumption of animal products
has reached record highs, and no end is in sight. Additionally, the methods by
which food animals are raised have changed phenomenally. Agricultural tech-
nology, scientific specialization, and industrial pursuit of profit have driven a
wedge between humans and the natural world. Most of Western culture, espe-
cially in the United States, has marginalized animals, regulating them to com-
modities and products, tools and pests. This separation from the spirit of life
in nature has been nowhere more pronounced than in contemporary animal
agriculture.

Modern factory farming is based on the axiom that the natural world
and all its inhabitants must be manipulated and controlled to serve human
needs. It also promotes the false assumption that technology can overcome any
ecological defects and that the environment has an unlimited capacity to sup-
ply resources and absorb wastes. Embracing the paradigm of “might makes
right,” modern farmers view food animals as /ess than human—not worthy of
equal consideration—thereby legitimizing oppression of them and making it
acceptable to treat them like slaves and machines. As a result, industrial ani-
mal agriculture, borne of these self-serving perspectives, has led to flagrantly
destructive and ecologically unsustainable methods. Taken as a whole—from
irrigation, fertilization, and chemical spraying of animal feed crops to feedlot-
waste runoff, meat processing and packaging, and refrigerated transport to the
grocery shelf—the process of livestock rearing is the most ecologically dam-
aging segment of the entire U.S. agribusiness industry, and perhaps all other
industry as well.

Modern animal agriculture methods can be compared to huge assembly-
line factories controlled by just a few powerful conglomerates. The vast major-
ity of U.S. meat products are produced on factory farms. According to the
Institute for Food and Development Policy, the three largest slaughterhouse
corporations (ConAgra, Cargill, and IBP) control 80 percent of the beef-
packing market. In addition, four companies (IBP, ConAgra, Cargill, and
Sara Lee) control the bulk of pork production, and another group of four
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(Tyson, ConAgra, Gold Kist, and Perdue Farms) controls a near majority of
the poultry industry.

Our precious natural resources—land, air, water, plants, and wildlife—are
being eroded, depleted, polluted, and killed off at astounding rates. Animal
agriculture causes extensive harm to these resources, both directly and indirectly
(e.g., pesticide runoff from the production of grains to feed livestock).
Nevertheless, few governmental regulations exist, let alone are strictly enforced,
that guarantee the protection of the environment and natural wildlife habitats
from the abuses of the collective animal agribusiness industries. If our eating
habits and methods of food production do not change rapidly and dramatically,
the amount of usable land, air, and water and the diversity and quality of all
life will be greatly diminished.

THE EROSION OF LIFE

Biologists tell us that there is more biological activity (i.e., microorganisms,
bacteria, worms, etc.) below the surface of the land than above. Humans are
extremely dependent on soil fertility for food production. The abundance of
agriculture chemicals presently used on animal feed crops negatively impacts
the activities of these subsoil life forms and adversely affects soil fertility by
causing excessive nitrification and carbon-dioxide release, among other dam-
aging processes.

Intensive animal agricultural practices, such as overgrazing, have so
degraded the grasslands that soil erosion rates in the United States are now
significantly higher than during the crisis years of the 1930s dust-bowl era.
Dr. Pimentel’s research reveals that about 90 percent of U.S. cropland is los-
ing soil at least thirteen times faster than the sustainable rate. The amount
of topsoil lost may take thousands of years to be redeposited. In the United
States, nature creates topsoil at a rate of approximately one inch per hundred
years. Under less than ideal conditions, as is the case with most western
rangeland, it could take several hundred years to produce an inch of soil.
Animal agriculture also indirectly affects erosion through feed-crop produc-

tion and soil compaction.
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Environmental damage caused by soil erosion includes but is not limited
to the following: sewer siltation, drainage disruption, flooding, eutrophication
of waterways, loss of wildlife habitat, and disruption of stream ecology.
Erosion can also reduce the capacity of soil to filter carbon dioxide and limit

greenhouse gas emissions.

DESERTIFICATION OF LIFE

Without adequate and fertile soil, most plant and animal life declines or even
ceases to exist. In Waste of the West: Public Lands Ranching, Lynn Jacobs reports
that cattle are the greatest cause of the destruction of native vegetation,
wildlife, and wildlife habitat, soil, riparian areas, and water sources in the
western rangelands of the United States. They are also the primary cause of
flooding and desertification, the process by which an area becomes a desert.
Livestock grazing has been the major cause of soil erosion on western public
lands, which, as a result, are now very arid. Cattle and sheep herds have con-
tributed greatly to the global decline of drylands’ ecological productivity
(desertification). Overgrazing by livestock has eliminated more plant species
in the United States than any other cause. Unable to compete with cattle for
available food, many native animals, such as elk, are disappearing from range-
lands in large numbers. Other species, such as coyotes, rattlesnakes, and foxes,
are routinely killed by ranchers to protect their herds.

Soil compaction, which accelerates erosion and the desertification process,
is an extensive problem in overgrazed areas of the West. Cattle, with their
enormous weight and cloven hooves, exert an average of 24 pounds per square
inch upon the land’s surface. Still greater pressure is exerted when cattle are
at a run, as in a stampede.

Even when portions of land are set aside as environmentally protected
areas, such as national parks, grazing and other destructive practices are reg-
ularly allowed by the U.S. government, bowing to pressure from animal
agribusiness. A number of national wildlife refuges, national grasslands, and
other sensitive tracts are also used for cattle grazing. In addition, almost half

of designated wilderness areas in the West are grazed by livestock.
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DEFORESTATION AND RAIN-FOREST DESTRUCTION

In the United States, for every acre of trees felled for urban sprawl, about seven
acres are cut for grazing or to grow crops for cattle. Woodlands provide crucial
habitats for many diverse species of animals, plants, and insects. Research con-
ducted by David Pimentel, Ph.D., indicates that animal agriculture accounts
for more than 80 percent of annual world deforestation. Norman Meyers, a
zoologist, and other scientists estimate current rates of extinction due to habi-
tat loss to be the most extensive since the vanishing of the dinosaurs.

In addition to depleting vital resources in the United States, the demand
for beef has led U.S. interests to expand the scope of environmental destruction
to Central America. The United States is the world’s largest consumer of Central
American beef. Cattle ranching has destroyed more rain forest and caused more
loss of biodiversity than any other activity in this part of the world. Tropical rain
forests contain more of the world’s diversity than any other ecosystem.

COMING CLEAN WITH WATER

Animal agriculture is a major consumer of water resources in the United
States. According to Norman Meyers, irrigation, employed mainly for feed
crops, uses more than 80 percent of U.S. water, and agriculture in total, as
reported by David Pimentel, uses almost 90 percent of freshwater consumed
annually in the United States. In contrast, nonindustrial domestic consump-
tion amounts to only about 5 percent of our water, as cited by Betsy Todd in
an article entitled “The Effects of Diet on the Environment.” Animal agri-
cultural practices are rapidly depleting this country’s groundwater stocks. For
example, areas of the southern and western United States have faced severe
shortages already, and the situation is rapidly deteriorating. Pimentel reports
that in the United States, water overdraft exceeds replenishment by approxi-
mately 25 percent on average, and in some states, such as Texas, it is as high
as 77 percent. The Colorado River has been so depleted by irrigation for ani-
mal agriculture in California, Colorado, and Arizona that it no longer flows
into Mexico, stopping many miles upstream. The great Ogallala aquifer, which
supplies most of the water to the plains states, is overdrafted by about 160 per-

cent of replacement; at this rate, it will become nonproductive in less than
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forty years, according to Pimentel. There is no technology presently available
that enables us to recharge underground reservoirs; therefore the situation is
quite grave. Less than 0.1 percent of stored groundwater that is mined by
pumping is replaced by rainfall. Irrigated water used for agriculture is often
pumped back into rivers after use, causing salinization of waterways from salt
leached from agricultural soils. Most summers, the Red River in Texas and
Oklahoma is more saline than the oceans. This salinization has a profoundly
negative impact on aquatic habitat.

Agriculture is not only the leading consumer of U.S. water, it is also con-
sidered by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to be the largest sin-
gle nonpoint source polluter of water, surpassing all other industries. Fertilizer,
pesticide, herbicide, and livestock waste runoffs all severely pollute our nation’s
waterways. It is estimated that nearly all pesticide applications never reach the
target pests but instead widely disperse to contaminate the environment. Crop
dusting by planes or helicopters is a common method of pesticide application.
Aerial application of pesticides makes it almost impossible to control for wind
drift, thereby affecting nontarget areas and species. Drifting also occurs in
land applications. Fertilizers and pesticides alone are responsible for more
than half of all U.S. water pollution, according to Gaia: An Atlas of Planer
Management. Since 1945, fertilizer use in the United States has increased at
a staggering rate. Nitrate pollution from fertilizer overuse is one of the most
serious water-quality problems, along with contamination of groundwater

and drinking-water supplies.

ALL THAT EXCREMENT

No matter how you survey it, the United States is knee-deep in manure. The
EPA reports that about one-third of all agricultural nonpoint source water pol-
lution is due to animal production operations. A 1997 study issued by the
U.S. Senate Agriculture Committee stated that the nation’s agricultural offi-
cials consider 60 percent of rivers and streams “impaired,” with agricultural
runoff the largest contributor to that pollution. In fact, feedlots alone are a

more prolific and perilous source of river pollution than industrial sources.
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Whereas human waste products are required to have treatment facilities, ani-
mal waste, which produces many more times the tonnage, has few environ-
mental regulations and no requirement of treatment. Environmental
contaminants from factory-style animal farming can include excrement, pro-
duction water runoff, storm-water runoff, dead animals, dust, silage, bedding,
contaminated products, medicines, and chemicals. The EPA rates animal
wastes among the top ten sources of pollution. One agricultural textbook,
Modern Livestock and Poultry Production, estimates that at least 2 billion tons
of manure are produced each year on U.S. farms. It further calculates that a cat-
tle feedlot of twelve hundred animals creates as much waste as a city of twenty
thousand people. Circle 4 Farms in Milford, Utah—the world’s largest hog
operation, which produces more than 2.5 million pigs per year—creates more
waste than is generated by the entire city of Los Angeles. Other sources set the
combined rate of cattle, pig, and poultry waste at around 1.4 billion tons per
year—one hundred thirty times more than the U.S. human population.
Factory-farm manure storage facilities are replete with heavy metals, such
as copper, nickel, and manganese, because farm animals do not digest all the
mineral growth supplements added to their feed. When manure containing
these excess metals is spread over a field, permanent soil damage results from
the toxicity. Livestock manure that gets into open bodies of water, such as
lakes and rivers, overfertilizes algae because of the excess nitrogen and phos-
phorous found in the excrement. Rapid-growing algae deplete oxygen supplies
and suffocate aquatic ecosystems (a process known as eutrophication). The
U.S. Senate Agriculture Committee study further revealed that animal wastes
are linked to a “dead zone” in the Gulf of Mexico. Algae fed by the runoff has
depleted so much oxygen from a seven-thousand-square-mile area of the gulf
that it can no longer support most aquatic life. Manure nitrogen also mixes
with nitrogen from fertilizers, seeping into the underground water tables as
nitrates. Nitrate contamination of drinking water has been associated with a
number of serious health problems, including the infamous “blue baby” syn-
drome. The Senate Agriculture Committee report documented the seepage of
nitrates through the soil and into precious groundwater in the San Joaquin
Valley of California. This area, home to sixteen hundred dairies, has surpassed
Wisconsin as the nation’s top milk supplier. According to a ranking member
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of the committee, livestock waste is an enormous issue for the environment
and for agriculture and ought to be a major concern and priority nationwide.

Animal wastes, especially hog wastes, can also contain parasites, bacteria,
and viruses, including cholera, chlamydia, and E. co/i. Outbreaks in the United
States of E. coli have also been caused several times by meat products and fruits
and vegetables contaminated by contact with animal manure. Leaks and spills
from lagoons storing livestock wastes have caused unprecedented environ-
mental destruction in recent years by seeping into open waterways and
groundwater numerous times in several states. In 1995, a heavy rain caused a
lagoon spill of 35 million gallons of animal waste. This waste was three times
the volume of oil spilled in the Exxon Valdez disaster and killed 10 million
fish in coastal North Carolina. With the combined effects of animal wastes
and fertilizers used for animal feed crops, according to a computer-generated
model devised by Resources for the Future (an environmental research center
in Washington, D.C.), livestock agriculture accounts for almost 40 percent of

the nitrogen and 35 percent of the phosphorous that pollute U.S. waterways.

THE SLUDGE HITS THE FAN
In 1967, the Food and Drug Administration withheld approval for using ani-

mal manure in animal feed due to environmental, animal-health, and public-
safety concerns. By 1975, this policy had been partially reversed in practice.
By the late 1970s, municipal sewage sludge treated with waste recovered from
nuclear reactors was used as a feed supplement for sheep and cattle. Another
environmentally unsafe disposal method developed around the same time was
the practice of spreading sludge on farm fields. In 1992, the EPA modified
regulations that described sludge as a hazardous waste and reclassified this
waste treatment by-product as fertilizer. 7he HarperCollins Dictionary of
Environmental Science defines sludge as a viscous, semisolid mixture of bacte-
ria- and virus-laden organic matter, toxic metals, synthetic organic chemi-
cals, and settled solids. U.S. researchers, cited in a Worldwatch Institute report
and in the book Zoxic Sludge Is Good for You, by John Steuber and Sheldon

Rampton, report that over sixty thousand toxic substances and chemical com-
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pounds can be found in sewage sludge. The Organization for Economic
Cooperation and Development explains that sewage sludge applied to agri-
cultural land can lead to heavy metals and toxic accumulations in the soil, as

well as salinization and acidification.

GASPING FOR AIR

The majority of hog-industry workers suffer respiratory problems, mostly
caused by airborne ammonia and dust particulates in the work environment.
Livestock are also adversely affected by air quality in farm confinement build-
ings. Hogs and other slaughter-industry animals cannot survive well under
these toxic conditions without routine doses of antibiotics and other drugs.

Nitrogen from animal manure not only pollutes groundwater but also
escapes into the air as gaseous ammonia, a pollutant that contributes to acid
rain and other forms of acid deposition. Air contamination also can be caused
by numerous agricultural practices such as pesticide use, exhaust from farm
equipment, livestock odors, and biomass burning. Toxic releases from animal
manure lagoons have been known to create hydrogen-sulfide poisonings in
humans and animals.

Global warming is considered by many scientists to be a pressing envi-
ronmental issue. Not surprisingly, four of the greenhouse gases known to
cause global warming are emitted from animal agricultural practices: carbon
dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, and methyl bromide, a chemical used in
pesticides. The bromine in methyl bromide is a significantly more efficient
ozone-depleting agent than the chlorine in chloroflurocarbons. Agricultural
carbon-dioxide emissions occur when organic matter in soil oxidizes as a result
of cultivation and wind erosion. Methane is released by animal wastes and bio-
mass burning. Finally, nitrous oxide emissions from agriculture are due to
fertilizers, animal urine, waste storage sites, biomass burning, and fossil fuel
use. In addition, meat products in transport need to be refrigerated to prevent
spoilage. Refrigeration is a significant contributor to the depletion of the
ozone layer, which shields the Earth from the sun’s rays. Collectively, animal

agriculture practices contribute substantially to the global warming trend.
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ZAPPING OUR ENERGY

U.S. agriculture uses a disproportionate amount of the total commercial
energy available when compared with the yield it produces. At the 1997
annual meeting of the Canadian Society of Animal Science, David Pimentel
announced that animal protein production (i.e., meat, eggs, dairy) requires
more than eight times as much fossil fuel energy as production of a compa-
rable amount of plant protein. Based on these observations, it is clear that ani-
mal agriculture is extremely inefficient and environmentally unsound.

Expansion of agricultural production during the last hundred years has
been made possible, to a large extent, by the accelerated use of fossil fuels for
the manufacture and operation of farm machinery and for the transporting,
processing, and packaging of farm produce. Meat, eggs, and dairy foods
require energy-draining refrigeration. Consumers’ demand for these products
often necessitates transporting them over long distances, further exhausting
fossil fuel energy levels.

Energy demands from animal agriculture have escalated as meat con-
sumption has risen; however, feed crop productivity has remained relatively
unchanged. Farming is a high-risk and increasingly expensive venture. As
prices for agricultural inputs have climbed, the number of farmers has
decreased dramatically, but the amount of land and livestock per farmer have
increased. Large agribusinesses have moved into states, creating huge factory
farms. In order for smaller farms to remain competitive with these corpora-
tions, they have had to purchase more land, buy larger machinery, and use
more energy inputs such as fertilizer, irrigation, and fossil fuels; these measures
cause further damage to the environment, including resource depletion and
soil erosion. Calculations by David Pimentel reveal that 10 percent of energy
consumption by U.S. agriculture is due to offsetting losses of nutrients and
soil productivity from erosion. Because these short-term, narrow-sighted fixes
are based on a finite energy source (i.e., fossil fuels), they are a self-perpetu-
ating problem that will continue to grow unless ecologically sound alternatives

are implemented.

CHAPTER 6



PROTECTING OUR DIVERSE UNIVERSE

While the agribusiness industries erode our soil, they also erode the genetic
diversity of life through hybridization practices of feed-crop seed companies,
overgrazing by livestock, and pesticide use. The degradation of natural ecosys-
tems (such as grasslands, riparian areas, watersheds, and forests) and general
habitats caused by animal agriculture results in a loss of biodiversity. Runoff
from fertilizer applications on animal feed crops can lead to eutrophication,
thereby diminishing fish populations. Sediment runoff from overgrazing can
decrease the sunlight and oxygen available to aquatic life and also reduce fish
populations. According to environmentalist George Wuerthner, livestock graz-
ing has eliminated or severely threatened more plant species in the United
States than any other cause. Animal agriculture directly impacts the biologi-
cal diversity present on agricultural land and indirectly impacts biodiversity
through connecting habitats and ecosystems. For example, agricultural water
pollutants affect species for many miles downstream from the pollution source
point. Domestic livestock, which are all non-native species (except turkeys,
which have been so genetically altered that they bear little resemblance to
their wild relatives), have had the most severe impact on native biodiversity,
including in federally protected areas. George Wuerthner cites many parks in
which livestock are damaging federally protected lands. For instance, in one
California national park, Channel Islands, cattle have caused nineteen native
plant species, five of them extremely rare, to be placed on the endangered
species list. In Great Basin Park in Nevada, cattle have significantly damaged
riparian areas. At Cades Cove Park, part of Great Smokey Mountain National
Park in Tennessee, grazing cattle are compromising the recovery of the red
wolf, an endangered species.

In both natural and agricultural ecosystems, many predator and parasite
species assist with foliation. In turn, natural enemies help keep in check mites
and insects that can be harmful to food crops. The ecological predator-prey
insect balance has been adversely affected by pesticide and fungicide usage in

many ways, including the following:

1. population outbreaks of pests,
2. chemical imbalances within insects, which adversely alter beneficial

behaviors,
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3. destruction of many beneficial and natural-enemy insect populations,
4. pesticide resistance in insects, and
5. production of pathogens and unwanted plants, causing farmers to per-

petuate the cycle by applying even more pesticides.

Moreover, pesticides and herbicides have been shown to cause birth defects
and death in many wild birds either directly through exposure or indirectly by
consumption of contaminated insects.

Bees are vital for pollination of many fruits and vegetables. However,
most insecticides used in agriculture are toxic to bees, thus reducing pollina-

tion of food crops, resulting in massive economic losses per year.

CORPORATIZATION OF ANIMAL AGRICULTURE

Corporate agribusinesses manufacture and market nearly all the food in the
United States. Through company mergers and acquisitions, the agribusiness
industries, like the rest of the business world, are experiencing rapid vertical
and sometimes horizontal integration. It is not unusual for one company to
own or have stock in several businesses along the animal-product assembly
line, from grain production to animal farming to slaughterhouse processing
to packaging to transporting.

These corporate conglomerates consolidate power and secure privileges
for influencing public policy and governmental regulation of the industry.
Certain animal agriculture corporations have the resources to get around the
few environmental laws that exist for regulation of agribusiness. Others sim-
ply seek to build large-scale operations in states with fewer or weaker envi-
ronmental stipulations.

In the past fifty years, the number of farms has declined in the United
States by about two-thirds while the amount of farmland has remained nearly
the same. Small farming operations have been squeezed out or are forced to
compete with large corporations that often have very few ties to and little

sense of responsibility for the local community.
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SUBSIDIZED DESTRUCTION

The USDA’s Emergency Feed Program distributes hundreds of millions of dol-
lars annually to large-scale ranchers. Range management researchers argue that
the program actually encourages and rewards ranchers to raise more livestock
than the land can handle, which destroys habitat at the expense of the govern-
ment—meaning the taxpayers. Each year the Bureau of Land Management
spends millions of dollars more on range management than it takes in from leas-
ing public lands to ranchers. In 1992, in order to ease the environmental dev-
astation of grazing practices and to recoup a greater portion of tax-subsidized
governmental management of grazing lands, Congress proposed a slight fee

increase. Due to pressure from agribusiness, the bill did not pass.

CORPORATE GREENWASHING

Agribusiness has a vested interest in making sure that no adverse publicity dis-
parages any of its products. In fact, many states now have what are called food
disparagement laws that in effect declare that it is illegal for anyone to publicly
malign food products by spreading false or damaging information about such
supermarket staples as meat. Some critics and legal scholars have argued that
the laws, termed “banana bills” by detractors, are unconstitutional because
they stifle free-speech protection and serve agribusiness’s efforts to extinguish
debate about potentially harmful products.

Many national livestock agribusiness groups have vigorously opposed
reform and have attempted to keep potentially damaging environmental and
health information from becoming public knowledge. Those involved in the
animal agriculture industries realize that their practices have come under
intense scrutiny and, in response, have resisted outside interference, rallied to
maintain minimal regulations, effectively lobbied for protective legislation,
and have mounted massive public relations campaigns to sway consumer sen-

timent and ensure continued profits.
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THE FUTURE BEGINS NOW

Being an environmentalist involves more than just recycling newspapers and
choosing plastic or paper bags at the supermarket. The overall choices we
make every day—whether seemingly minor, like the choice of shampoo we
use, or more significant, like riding a bike rather than driving a car or pur-
chasing organic fruits and vegetables—have systematic reverberations for the
environment far beyond what is obvious. Individual decisions do make a dif-
ference. Here are a few measures you can take to ensure your own food safety

as well as promote and secure ecological protection, preservation, and balance:

* Know where your food comes from, how it got to you, and how it has
been processed.

* Practice veganic gardening—the utilization of organic farming tech-
niques without the use of animal products and animal-based fertilizers.
Support local, organic, noncorporate farmers.

* Educate yourself and others about sustainable agriculture and perma-
culture (an environmental term referring to the development or main-
tenance of an ecosystem intended to be self-sustaining and which
satisfies the living requirements of its inhabitants, especially by the use
of renewable resources).

* Confront corporate greed through intelligent voting and selective pur-

chasing.

Rediscover and reconnect with the natural environment around you.

A vegan lifestyle has profound, far-reaching, and long-lasting beneficial
effects on animals, ecology, and the Earth we all share. There are few personal
actions that can be as powerful or as productive. What we eat, wear, and do
affects the balance of 2/ life, not just our own. Can the large-scale adoption
of a vegan lifestyle positively impact or reverse the disastrous course of our

environmental decline? Indeed, it may be the only action that can.
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SHOOTING
THE MYTHS

for meat.

—Genesis 1:29

CRUELTY BY ANY OTHER NAME HURTS JUST AS MUCH

Everyone realizes that hunting involves killing animals; after all, that’s what the
whole bloody sport is about. But some people, depending on where they live
or were raised, believe that hunting itself is dead—a pastime from another era.
I have lived in Pennsylvania most of my life. Here, an autumn walk in the
woods is frequently accompanied by the sight of men in blaze orange toting
rifles and the hair-raising sound of gunfire in the not-too-far-off distance.
(According to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the U.S. Bureau of the
Census, approximately 92 percent of hunters are men.) For those of us who
live in or near rural areas, or on the fringes of suburbia where woods have been
ravaged, displacing deer and other indigenous species, hunting is not the stuff
of legends and lore, it is very much alive and part of modern culture.

Our animal cruelty laws are based on the assumption that animals expe-

rience feelings very similar to ours. Anyone who has lived with companion
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And God said, Behold, | have given
you every herb-bearing seed, which is
upon the face of all the earth, and
every tree, in which is the fruit of a

tree-yielding seed; to you it shall be

73



74

animals knows with certainty that they feel not just physical sensations but
also emotions, and that they hold their lives as precious as we hold ours. And
why not? The vertebrates—which include mammals, birds, reptiles, amphib-
ians, and fishes—have the same five senses that humans have, a nervous sys-
tem similar to that of humans, and a brain that is highly developed in the areas
that govern physical sensation and emotion. In the same way that only
tobacco companies claim that cigarettes are neither addictive nor deadly, only
people who try to rationalize cruelty claim that animals cannot suffer.

Even hunters usually concede the sentience of their prey. The most com-
mon defense against the charge that hunting is cruel is not that animals can-
not feel fear or pain but that the “ethical” hunter does not shoot unless he is
sure of a “clean kill” and can “dispatch” his quarry quickly and without suf-
fering. Even if this were true, the simple fact of taking from an animal that
which he or she holds most dear—life—would be more than enough reason
to denounce hunting as cruel. Hunters who imagine there is no cruelty in a
“clean kill” would feel quite differently if they thought the next cleanly killed
victim might be themselves or someone close to them.

Whatever our pastime, most people talk a better game than they play.
Hunters have the advantage that there are usually no witnesses to their
exploits. It is not unreasonable then to suspect that the ethics and marks-
manship of many hunters improve perceptibly when they exit the field and
enter a discussion.

Nevertheless, even cautious and skilled hunters often do not kill their
prey instantly and painlessly. Despite a paucity of reliable statistics, due in
large part to the unwillingness of hunters to speak candidly on this embar-
rassing topic, it is clear that frequent wounding is an integral part of hunting.
Studies of duck hunting suggest that for every bird who is “bagged” another
is wounded and not retrieved, making for an astounding 50 percent crip-
pling rate. Several studies of archery hunting for deer indicate a wounding rate
of 50 percent or more, which hunters concede is higher than the rate for
firearms, but how much higher no one knows for sure, or if they do they aren't
telling. A wounding rate of 30 percent for all species is probably as good an
estimate as can be made and may well be on the low side. Since more than

200 million animals, mainly birds, are killed every year by hunters, this means
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that another 60 million animals are wounded and left to bleed to death, die
of infection or thirst, or starve because they are too weak, too crippled, or in
too much pain to feed themselves. There is nothing clean about the way that
hunters kill.

Wounding is by no means the full extent of the barbarism of hunting.
Some hunting seasons take place while the young are still dependent upon
their mothers—for example, squirrel season in many states—leaving un-
counted orphaned babies to starve. In the same vein, hunters often widow ani-
mals who mate for life, such as geese, foxes, and coyotes, and the surviving
mates show signs of grief as heartrending as the grief of any human being.

There is also the terror that hunting strikes in the hearts of the hunted.
Far more deer are killed on opening day than at any other time during deer
season, and every hunter knows why. Unsuspecting deer, foraging out in the
open, are caught off guard when the first gunshots are fired. After the deer
realize they are being hunted, they retreat deep into the woods where, in mor-
tal terror, they bed down in thick foliage until after dark. Petrified, they
remain in deep cover for days until safety can be assured.

In terms of an animal’s ability to suffer, there is no difference between a
dog or cat and the wildlife that the hunters stalk, terrorize, and slaughter. The
difference lies solely in one’s perception. We live in close proximity to our
domestic nonhuman friends and get to know them as individuals. Animals in
the wild are much further removed from us; therefore we tend to think of
them only as part of a faceless herd or flock. This distancing allows the pub-
lic to excuse the hunter’s myth: “As long as the herd remains healthy, the fate
of the individual animal doesn’t matter.” Yet it does matter to that individual
deer or rabbit or bird, as much as our own fate matters to us or the hunter’s

fate matters to him. Cruelty is still cruelty, even when it’s called hunting.

HUNTING VERSUS HEROISM

Numerous books and magazines devoted to hunting are hymns of self-praise
written by hunters who portray themselves as the last exemplars of the glori-

ous virtues of a bygone era. Hunting, they proclaim, instills in its devotees such
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noble qualities as self-reliance, ruggedness, discipline, and courage. It is char-
acterized as a salutary antidote to the debilitating vices of modern civilization.

This is at best a winsome fable, but in reality an appalling ruse. Contrast
the hunters’ fiction with the facts. Hunters skulk about the forest in camou-
flage, wait in ambush for their victims, and kill at long range with overpow-
ering, technological weapons, often going to extraordinary lengths to lure
their unsuspecting prey to a violent death. Some deer hunters, for example,
hide in tree stands (deer are less likely to notice things above their heads),
sprinkle their clothing with commercially available products made from the
urine of does (female deer) in heat, and then, in a stratagem known as “the
rattle,” strike two deer antlers together to simulate the sound of two bucks
fighting over a doe, hoping to tempt a curious buck into their sights. Duck
hunters hide in shelters disguised as natural growth and place painted wooden
models of ducks on the water so that live birds flying nearby will see them,
assume that this is a safe place with good food, and descend within range of
the shotguns. Duck and turkey hunters use commercially produced instru-
ments known as calls to mimic the voices of the birds and entice them into
harm’s way, while dove hunters sow fields with sunflower seeds to attract
mourning doves to their death.

Equally important is the fact that hunters are rarely in any danger from
the animals they hunt. They inflict pain and death on creatures who cannot
hurt them. Even animals who could pose a threat, such as bears or cougars,
would normally run rather than fight a human being, unless they are cornered
or protecting their young. Most of the animals hunted in North America—
white-tailed and mule deer, squirrels, rabbits, geese, ducks, and mourning
doves—are never dangerous to the hunter. In fact, very few hunting injuries
are inflicted by animals; nearly all are caused by carelessness. Most hunters
who are killed during the hunt either shoot themselves accidentally or are shot
by other hunters. If hunting is considered a dangerous sport, it is not the ani-
mals who make it so.

What could be considered so courageous about such an imbalanced pur-
suit? In essence, hunting makes a mockery of the many virtues hunters claim
to represent. Hunters kill innocent, helpless beings who bear them no ill will

and whose best defense is blind luck. Hunters entrap and frequently shoot ter-
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rified animals in the back as they flee for their lives. Often hunters tempt ani-
mals with a false promise of food or a mate, and then kill the trusting crea-
tures who are duped by their bait. These are not the virtues of any era, past
or present. They are the vices of bullying and cowardice.

Sadly, hunters are indoctrinated at every turn by hunting groups and state
wildlife agencies that are dependent on the billions of dollars that hunters
spend every year. Under a barrage of propaganda, most hunters come to
believe the rationalizations of the hunting-industry leaders who are constantly

forced to defend their sport to the media and a questioning public.

THE COMPASSIONATE HUNTER:
KIND BULLET, CRUEL STARVATION

Hunters often say they are motivated by compassion for the animals they
kill. Their explanation goes as follows: “Without hunting to thin the herd, the
population would outstrip the food supply and, during the winter, the animals
would die a slow, painful death from starvation, disease, and hypothermia. A
quick death by the bullet is much kinder.” Another version of this reasoning
holds that without hunting, overpopulating animals would destroy our lawns
and gardens and put us all at risk by crashing into cars in frightening num-
bers. So, by keeping down the population, hunters are “doing us all a service.”
These rationales are typically only used for deer hunting and, occasionally
in recent years, for nonmigratory Canada geese who have taken up residence
on golf courses and cemeteries. No hunters ever seriously claim that they hunt
to control overpopulation or forestall starvation among other species. But deer
constitute only about 3 percent of the animals killed every year by hunters,
making this argument irrelevant to the vast majority of all hunting. Of the
more than 200 million animals killed every year by hunters, 50 million are
mourning doves and millions more are migratory Canada geese and ducks.
Deer hunters take great pride in “bagging” the largest and strongest ani-
mals that they can find, those best able to avoid starvation and disease and sur-
vive a cold winter. Consequently, some critics have dubbed sport hunting
“evolution in reverse; the survival of the least fit.” Without human interfer-

ence, nature has its own way of reducing starvation. When food is scarce, the
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rate of conception drops and single births greatly outnumber twins; when
food is more plentiful, both the conception rate and the number of multiple
births increase.

Like all arguments made in defense of hunting, overpopulation and star-
vation are unsound. If humans truly believed that killing is an ethical answer
to possible starvation, we might apply the same ultimate solution when a
human community is threatened with famine. Killing deer to save them
from hypothetical starvation is no more ethical than killing humans on the
same basis.

But even if we were to concede that killing deer is not the same as killing
humans, there is still an air of disingenuousness about the overpopulation
argument. Under pressure from hunters, state wildlife agencies—which are,
without exception, strongly prohunting—systematically act to 7ncrease rather
than decrease the size of deer herds so that there will be plenty of live targets
at which hunters can take aim. This is done through practices such as clear-
cutting forests to increase the food supply for deer—which in turn increases
the size of the herd—and gender manipulation, allowing far more bucks than
does to be killed during hunting season. Since deer are polygamous, one buck
can impregnate several does, but a doe can become pregnant only once per
season. A high doe-to-buck ratio means a high birthrate and a rapidly grow-
ing herd. Having deliberately increased the size of the deer herd, state wildlife
agencies inform the public that hunting is necessary to control overpopula-
tion, prevent starvation, avert dangerous collisions with cars, and avoid dam-
age to crops and shrubs. Because the agencies’ budgets are dependent upon the
sale of hunting licenses, a large deer herd means increased sales.

Not content with increasing current wildlife populations, states often
import new species with a view to expanding hunting. Elk, bighorn sheep,
mountain goats, wild turkeys, and other favorite targets of hunters are cur-
rently being introduced into areas where they do not now exist. Furthermore,
many state wildlife agencies breed ring-necked pheasants, which are not native
to North America, for release at the start of each hunting season.
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Epilogue
(In Which the Fantasy Is Real and the Reality Is Fantasy)

“But you don’t understand,” said the man with the gun
to the doe with the velvety buff coat.
“I will save you from starvation. I will pray for a clean kill
and give thanks to the universe
for the opportunity to shed your blood.”
“Thank you, sir,” she replied.
“But all the same, I think I would prefer to live.”

—ParT1 RODGERS, 1997

HISTORICAL HERESY

Often we hear the claim that hunting is an integral component of rural cul-
ture, a time-honored tradition that dates back to pioneer days, colonial days,
the Middle Ages, or the Paleolithic Age. In multicultural North America, so
the argument runs, respect for the cultural practices of others is a corner-
stone of our way of life. It is considered impolite and politically incorrect to
attack the cultural heritage of those who hunt.

Had humanity always believed that traditions were sacrosanct, we would
still be protecting the abuses of slavery, segregation, child labor, and the
oppression of women. These examples are ample proof that not all cultural
values deserve preservation. As societies become more enlightened, old tradi-
tions subside and new ones emerge to take their place. For our moral com-
pass, we must always look to the future as well as the past. As our culture
extends its circle of compassion to include nonhuman animals, hunting and
our views toward it should simultaneously evolve. There are many harmless
and noninvasive ways to observe and appreciate the animals that live silently
among us and in our few remaining woodlands: wildlife photography, bird

watching, nature hikes, camping, and orienteering.
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In this light, it is important to note that the admirable character traits that
hunters often claim are engendered by their sport—an appreciation for the
natural world, patience, self-reliance, perseverance, self-esteem from acquiring
skills and achieving goals—are derived from the pursuit, not from the kill. If
hunters carried a camera instead of a gun and photographed rather than shot
their quarry, none of the benefits claimed for hunting would be diminished.
All that would be lost would be the slaughter of defenseless animals. If, on the
other hand, the hunter derives his pleasure from the act of killing, then it is
bloodlust pure and simple, and no civilized individual would dare justify a
dark passion such as that.

THE CHILDREN’S HOUR

In a variation of the character-building and cultural-tradition themes, we
often hear hunting extolled as a way to instill strong values in children.
Hunters claim that hunting provides an opportunity for parents to spend
quality time with their children, to bond with them, and to pass on the val-
ues of the family. It is also argued that an interest in a wholesome activity like
hunting can capture children’s attention and occupy their time, thereby keep-
ing them out of trouble and away from alcohol, drugs, and assorted other bad
influences.

If indeed the beneficial lessons and values to be learned from hunting are
derived from the search and not the kill, when parents take their children into
the woods to photograph, hike, or camp, they gain quality time and engage the
curiosity of the young people no less than if they were killing. Most important,
they are not teaching their children the corrosive lessons that (1) concern for
the suffering and death of animals is a form of weakness, and (2) killing is fun.

THE ERROR BRED IN THE BONE?

Hunters boast that human beings are predators by nature and that hunting
fulfills the essence of what it means to be human. However, only about 5.8
percent of the total United States population bought hunting licenses in 1996,
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and the hunting population has continually declined since 1975. If humans
had a genetic predisposition to hunt, it makes sense that more of us would be
shouldering guns every autumn, not less. Furthermore, this opinion ignores
the prevalent belief that humans are free moral agents, able to govern our
behavior according to our understanding of right and wrong. Few people
accept that we are bound by evolution and condemned by our genes to mind-

lessly repeat neurotic rituals from our prehistoric past.

Some say it is natural to kill and therefore it is okay. While it is true that
some animals kill other animals in nature, moral philosophy is based on
principles, not excused by the lack of morality in others. Some humans
assault, rape, or kill other humans, yet we do not condone these actions.
Not all other animals act with savagery and amorality; there are many
examples of animals acting compassionately. Most of the animals we
exploit do not kill other animals. It would seem that if we cannot define
our own ethics and are looking elsewhere for models of morality, we

would follow the best examples, not seek out the worst.

—ANNE GREEN

HOLY TERROR

The major Eastern religions have ethical prohibitions against killing animals.
Butchering and hunting, for example, are activities forbidden to Buddhists
and Jains. Not all schools or individual practitioners may observe these pre-
cepts, but they are recognized as ideals to strive for.

In the Western religions, on the other hand, it is often claimed that while
we have an ethical obligation to treat animals humanely, God created them to
be used by human beings for whatever purposes we choose, and if this causes
suffering and death it is morally acceptable because God authorized it. Often
used as a defense of sport hunting, this theory is usually tied to Genesis 1:26:
“And God said, Let us make man in our image, after our likeness; and let
them have dominion over the fish of the sea, and over the fowl of the air, and
over the cattle, and over all the earth, and over every creeping thing that

creepeth upon the earth.”
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This verse has been used to justify not only the torture and slaughter of
animals but also every kind of environmental rapacity that can be imagined.
Any endeavor in which humans participate can become corrupted by human
nature and circumstance. Therefore, we have an obligation to constantly
examine our behavior against the core tenets of our faith and to correct those
that do not measure up. Tested against the ideals of universal love and com-
passion that are the ethical pinnacles of Judaism, Christianity, and Islam,
among others, the notion that God gave us the right to confine, torture, or
kill animals for our own purposes fails abysmally. Moreover, the word domin-
ion means “authority,” and authority is never a waiver of morality or respon-
sibility. Parents have dominion over their children, but this does not give
them license to neglect or abuse them. It is our obligation to judge human-
ity’s treatment of nonhuman animals by the same standard. People who use
our dominion over animals as an excuse to mistreat and murder them distort
this Biblical passage into a claim that might makes right, an assertion that has

never been countenanced by any of the world’s major religions.

Not all religions represent humans as having dominion over other ani-
mals, and even among those that do, the notion of dominion should be
understood as unselfish guardianship, not selfish power. Many religions
teach that all animals, not just humans, have immortal souls. However,
even if only humans are immortal, this would only prove that we live for-
ever whereas other animals do not. And this fact (if it is a fact) would
increase, not decrease, our obligation to insure that this—the only life

other animals have—be as long and as good as possible.

—Tom REGAN
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ANIMALS AND
ENTERTAINMENT | cvinmomiinmons

different than the life spark in the eyes

of any other sentient being.

—MICHAEL STEPANIAK

HUMANITY’S SHAME

The animal-entertainment and captive-display industries are deeply ingrained
in our culture, buoyed by broad public approval and an unspoken sentiment
that animals are an expendable commodity to be used in whatever manner
humans see fit. As a result, prevalent forms of animal amusement, such as
z00s, circuses, marine mammal parks, rodeos, and racetracks, have been able
to establish a positive public image that precludes close scrutiny and shields
them from disapproval. Behind this armor of acceptance, however, lies a litany
of abuse and indifference. Moreover, many are lucrative enterprises that attract
tourists, enhance the local economy, and curry favor with elected officials,
thereby thwarting objective assessment or investigation.

In addition to the most prominent and more widely accepted animal enter-

tainment industries, there are many ethnic, regionalized, or less conspicuous
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but equally cruel ways in which animals are exploited to amuse humans.
Among the most bizarre or brutal forms are donkey basketball, mule diving,
sled-dog racing, suicide races, live-bird shoots, prairie-dog shoots, animal
pulling contests, scrambles, rooster pulls, fowl drops, alligator wrestling, bear
wrestling, pony swims, bullfighting, cockfighting, and dogfighting.
Whenever animals are used for profit, gambling, or entertainment, it is an
open invitation for abuse, whether or not it is overtly apparent. Because veg-
ans consciously avoid all forms of animal exploitation, boycotting these ani-

mal attractions is a natural extension of the vegan ethic.

INNOCENT INMATES

Caged Lion in the Zoo
Pacing,
Pacing,
Ever tracing
Misery
On
The savannah

Of your barren cage.

—ANN CoTTRELL FREE,
INO RooM, SAVE IN THE HEART

Dictionary definitions of the words zoo and zoological garden range from “a
collection of living animals usually for public display” to “a garden or park
where wild animals are kept for exhibition” to “a parklike area in which live
animals are kept in cages or large enclosures for public exhibition.” The key
words seem to be “a collection of live animals for display or exhibition.” But
what is the true purpose of a zoo?

Zoos are promoted as educational, research, and preservation centers

where children and adults can become enlightened about exotic animals and
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endangered species. A more accurate perspective is that they are pitiful pris-
ons where inmates serve life sentences with no chance of parole. In her book

Beyond the Bars, author Virginia McKenna states:

We would consider it cruel to confine a dog permanently in a
kennel. Yet we visit zoos where hundreds of wild animals are
kept permanently in the equivalent of a kennel. It is as if we,
like the animals, become trapped within the zoo concept, and
we cannot see beyond the bars. We forget that wildlife in zoos

is still wildlife.

Zoos range in size and quality from traveling roadside menageries to ram-
bling, often dilapidated complexes. This type of zoo is usually located in
medium to large cities. Operating losses and cutbacks in funding have made
upgrading and modernization nearly impossible. Living conditions for the
animals are generally cold, sterile, and problematic, with barren cages serving
as home. Roadside menageries and traveling petting zoos are typically mom-
and-pop operations. The former may be nothing more than a few unfortunate
animals existing on a slab of concrete surrounded by iron bars; the level of care
given to these animals ranges from minimal to horrific. From grand openings
at convenience stores to community fairs at shopping centers or fire halls, pet-
ting zoos are frequently on the bill. Animals forced to travel endure constant
stress, often suffering from extremes in temperatures and irregular feeding
and watering schedules. Temporary structures used for display purposes often
do not provide adequate protection from the hot pavement underneath or
enough shade from the glaring sun overhead.

Although many large modern zoos attempt to simulate natural habitats,
the result is more appealing to audiences than to the animals. Zoo animals
usually come from totally different parts of the world and from very different
climates than the cities in which they are kept. Tigers are not native to
Pittsburgh, nor are polar bears indigenous to San Diego. Zoos do not enable
animals to hunt, mate, socialize, and live as they were intended to; hence, they
do little to educate people about their normal behavior.

Most zoo enclosures are extremely small and restrictive. The many ani-

mals that naturally live in extended families or large herds are often separated
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from their group when they are captured and are segregated at the zoo either
in solitary confinement or in pairs. The animals lack privacy and have no
opportunity for mental stimulation or for fulfilling normal physical, social,
and behavioral needs. As a result, most zoo animals exhibit abnormal and self-
destructive behavior, known as zoochosis.

Information provided to viewers about the individuals on display is typ-
ically limited to listing just the species name, diet, and original homeland.
Even the casual observer knows how most children and even adults respond
when they pass an animal’s cage. Reactions include laughter, pointing, mak-
ing faces, mocking the animal’s voice or movements, and commenting that the
animal is dirty, lazy, ugly, stupid, stinky, or worse.

No matter how attractive zoos may appear to visitors, they merely affirm
to children and adults that it is acceptable to snatch animals from their natural
habitat, cage them, and keep them as unwilling, helpless captives. It doesn’t
matter if the animals are bored, cramped, lonely, depressed, and far from their
real homes, zoos exist solely for the profit and amusement of people. In fact,
zookeepers never address what it would take to make the animals happy. This
is simply not a subject of expertise. Zookeepers are concerned with creating a
good exhibit, keeping the animals docile, or encouraging them to breed.

Preservation research conducted by zoos is generally geared toward im-
proving propagation techniques and maintaining more animals. Logic dic-
tates that if zoos no longer existed, the research wouldn’t be needed either.
Despite their claims, zoos do very little to protect species from extinction.
Most captive animals are not endangered, and natural-habitat release pro-
grams are virtually unheard-of. Additionally, if an animal has been bred or
reared in captivity, it is nearly impossible to release it into the wild success-
fully. A report by the World Society for the Protection of Animals revealed
that only twelve hundred out of ten thousand zoos worldwide are registered
for captive breeding and wildlife conservation. Only 2 percent of the world’s
threatened or endangered species is registered in breeding programs.
Furthermore, zoos are inclined to breed only those animals that are well
liked by visitors. Surplus animals and their offspring may be sold to other less
successful zoos, breeders, canned-hunt game farms (fenced-in land where

pursued animals cannot escape from hunters), research laboratories, or
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processors of exotic meat and hides. If zoos were truly concerned about the
overall welfare of endangered animals, they would be doing everything pos-
sible to ensure the preservation of narural habitats, not working to create or
sustain profit-oriented artificial ones.

Realistically, for the welfare of animals now in captivity, it is better to work
toward gradually phasing out existing displays rather than entire facilities.
Concerned individuals should not patronize a zoo unless they are serious
about implementing changes, have thoroughly educated themselves on the
improvements needed at that particular facility, and are actively working to
remedy conditions for specific animals held there. Vegan adults and children
can learn about exotic animals by observing them in their natural habitat or
studying them through films, photographs, and books.

ABUSE UNDER THE BIG TOP

THE CIRCUS IS COMING TO TOWN! the boldly lettered and vividly colored
posters shout. Come see death-defying acts, the slapstick antics of the clowns,
and brave animal trainers taming wild beasts. The smells, sounds, pageantry,
glitter, and romantic facade of the circus have captivated young and old alike
for generations. The general public views the circus as fun-filled, educational,
and wholesome family-style entertainment. It’s hard not to believe this, since
outsiders rarely get to see what happens when the show is over.

The realities of this so-called entertainment reveal a litany of cruelty and
abuse. It begins when the animals are taken out of their natural habitat and
brought into an alien world against their will. They are forced to provide
amusement for audiences and profits for the circus. Intelligent, powerful, and
highly social animals, such as elephants, and fiercely independent and terri-
torial animals, such as lions, tigers, and bears, are routinely prodded, poked,
whipped, and pushed into performing totally unnatural acts. Among these are
high-wire walking, jumping through fiery hoops, walking on hind legs, exe-
cuting headstands, balancing on balls, and riding on motorcycles. There are
also instances when extremely dangerous and exploitative situations are inten-
tionally staged to create excitement. Examples of deliberately caused agitation

include mixing highly territorial animals, such as lions and tigers; putting
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together large cats and bears, which are natural enemies; and predator-prey
combinations, such as a tiger riding on the back of an elephant.

What do people learn about the different species of animals they are
watching? The public doesn’t learn about their social patterns or how they live
or interact with people, other animals, or even members of their own species.
The animals performing in the ring are instead forced to act like animal
robots. Basic natural behaviors such as foraging, communicating, and even
urinating are discouraged. Circuses demean the animals while teaching our
children nothing about their true lives. What the public does learn, in partic-
ular young people, is that it is acceptable to abuse, degrade, humiliate, and be
cruel to animals. This creates a lasting impression, which spills over into every-
day life.

The training methods used to break the spirit and control the animals are
essentially based on fear, constraint, pain, and food deprivation. The federal
Animal Welfare Act does not put any restrictions on this aspect of animal
management, so in essence, circus-animal training is a free-for-all. The pre-
vailing attitude is “If it works, then it’s acceptable.” Commonly employed
methods include whipping, electric shock treatment, hitting and beating,
chaining the animals for long periods, muzzling, tight collars, drugs, removal
of teeth, using the ankus (elephant hook), and martingales (rings with chains
attached to the elephant’s tusks and to the front legs to restrict head move-
ment). Positive reinforcement is virtually unheard-of.

The general living and transportation conditions the animals are sub-
jected to are frequently deplorable and at best meet only minimum require-
ments. One aspect affecting the level of care given to the animals is the
profitability of each circus. Smaller traveling circuses, known as mud shows,
pop up everywhere around the country. The majority of them subsist on
shoestring budgets and don’t provide even basic necessities, like adequate food
and water for drinking, bathing, and cleanup. Neither are the larger, well-
known circuses without their faults. The Animal Welfare Act mandates that
caged animals have enough room to stand up and turn around, yet even this
minimal requirement is often ignored.

Circuses can travel up to fifty weeks per year. Transporting chained or

caged animals in railroad boxcars or trucks is particularly brutal. There is no
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heating in the winter nor cooling in the summer. The animals are frequently
forced to spend long periods of time living in filth, with no personal care or
attention and little or no food or water, while traveling from one show loca-
tion to another. Circus cages are designed for ease of transportation only; as
homes, they are invariably inadequate.

Circuses contend that the performing animals receive regular exercise and
therefore their welfare is superior to that of zoo animals, even though zoo ani-
mals may have much larger enclosures. Such exercise, however, is usually lim-
ited to cruel rehearsals and stressful performances in the ring amidst glaring
lights, unfamiliar odors, and a cacophony of frightening noises.

When the animals have reached the twilight of their careers, either by age
or injury, the abuse doesn’t end. They may be permanently housed at the cir-
cus’s winter quarters, often in cages or barn stalls, or sold to zoos, less prof-
itable circuses, private menageries, or even private hunting farms.

The life of circus animals is a truly dreadful and inherently grim existence.
They are denied even the most fundamental rights of their natural environ-
ment, social contact with members of their own species, and freedom of
movement. These magnificent animals are not only treated as slaves, they are
further degraded by being forced to perform tricks for human amusement—
revealing as much about human character as animal fortitude.

Animal entertainment acts are anachronisms. A number of animal-free
circuses featuring human performance artists have arrived on the national
and international scene; they prove that animal acts are completely outmoded
and unwarranted for the financial success of a circus. These people-only cir-
cuses are fun, stimulating, and creative, showcasing the true art of circus by
integrating acrobatics, aerial work, balancing, juggling, wire-walking, clown-
ing, dance compositions, and other innovative entertainment. Two of the
largest troupes are Cirque du Soleil (Circus of the Sun), from Quebec,
Canada, which features performers from around the world, and the Pickle
Family Circus, founded in 1974, the first professional human circus in the
Western Hemisphere.
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TROUBLE JUST BELOW THE SURFACE

Marine mammal parks, like zoos, are another member of the captive menagerie
industry. Although promoted as educational and conservation centers where
the whole family can learn and have fun, many inconsistencies surface upon
closer scrutiny.

The educational aspect is always highly touted by the parks. However,
very little, if any, information is disseminated during performances that reflects
the natural behavior, habitat, range, social structure, and ecology of the ani-
mals. What is demonstrated is aberrant captive conduct, which the audience
is led to believe is normal. Even the environment in which the performers are
required to live is totally alien.

Whales and dolphins, collectively known as cetaceans, are, like humans,
very social animals. In the wild, generally coastal waters or the open sea, they
live in loosely to highly structured groups known as pods. Typically, the pods
are composed of nuclear and extended family members with whom they
interact for prolonged periods of time or for life. For example, orcas (killer
whales), the largest members of the dolphin family, live in tightly knit mater-
nal groups consisting of the mother, her adult sons, her adult daughters, and
her daughters’ offspring, all of whom bond for life. These relationships are so
exacting that each pod has its own distinct dialect by which it communicates.
Some researchers believe the orca may be the most socially bonded species on
the planet. When individual whales or dolphins are captured, the entire social
pattern of the group is destroyed. Often members not targeted for capture are
either injured or killed in the process. Placing newly acquired specimens in
confinement with more seasoned residents results in a totally abnormal and
artificial social structure.

While living freely, cetaceans travel anywhere from twenty-five to one
hundred miles per day. The sea provides a stimulating environment, with its
diversity of flora and fauna and its ever-changing weather patterns, waves, cur-
rents, and lighting. In comparison, the marine park’s idea of home consists
of shallow, concrete, postage-stamp tanks filled with filtered, chlorinated
water. The ramifications associated with these living conditions are troubling.
Free whales and dolphins are rarely stationary, generally swimming under-
water about 80 to 90 percent of the time. In captivity, however, the animals
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are frequently seen floating motionless at the water’s surface. Many experts
believe a strong causal relationship exists between this lack of motion and
excess surface time and the fact that the majority of captive male orcas, along
with many captive female orcas and dolphins, develop partially or totally col-
lapsed dorsal fins. In addition, the harsh chemical composition of the water
frequently leads to eye and skin irritations.

The marine-park industry uses the terms conservation and preservation in
its marketing literature to appeal to the nobler ideals of the public. Marine-
park experts often describe a captive environment as a haven where the ani-
mals can live long lives, safe from the perils of the wild. Following this line
of thinking, one would believe that mortality rates would be lower and
longevity rates higher for the captive animals. Just the opposite is true. Recent
studies point to the conclusion that mortality rates for captive orcas are two
to six times higher than for free-swimming orcas. The International Whaling
Commission estimates the maximum life span for Pacific orcas to be seventy
to eighty years for females and fifty to sixty years for males. Marine parks, on
the other hand, state that the maximum longevity of orcas in captivity or in
the wild is twenty-five to thirty-five years. Since most captive orcas don't live
beyond twenty-five years of age, this is a convenient figure for the parks to
use. It appears that for this species in particular and for other marine mam-
mals to varying degrees, adapting to a captive lifestyle is not possible. In
addition, the success rate of highly touted captive breeding programs is
ambiguous, since the parks are not required to report stillbirths and infant
mortality rates. Because of these factors, marine parks need to regularly
replace those animals who die prematurely. This cycle of capture and impris-
onment is responsible for the wanton destruction of complex social structures
and callous disregard for the well-being of nontargeted animals. Sound con-
servation principles are irrelevant when it comes to the parks’ turning a
profit. For example, the industry has lobbied on its own behalf to keep
cetaceans such as orcas and dolphins away from the jurisdiction of the
International Whaling Commission. If these species were included, a certain
level of protection in the wild would be afforded.

Even if the industry claims of lower mortality rates and longer life were

true, these factors would have no bearing on the quality of life for the animals.
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Simply put, taking away the core essence of what lets a whale be a whale or a
dolphin be a dolphin, just so the animals can live longer for public amuse-
ment, is inhumane. These awe-inspiring and magnificent creatures, which
possess an almost magical beauty, should never be considered commodities for
entertainment. Cetaceans, like all living beings, deserve to live in their natural

habitat. All cetaceans should be swimming freely, without human interference.

DOING ANYTHING FOR A BUCK

Many North Americans associate the phrase “the sport of rodeo” with history,
nostalgia, and a proud tradition. It conjures up hazy images of hardened and
weathered cowboys of the American West enduring countless hardships while
taming the land and controlling its beasts. Wide-open spaces and blue skies,
working the ranch, cattle drives, and living in the saddle are all part of the sen-
timental illusion. Saddle breaking horses, herding and roping calves and steers,
and branding calves are viewed by the general public as being all in a day’s
work in the life of an American cowboy. The fantasy of rodeo is that cowboys
are merely sharpening essential skills and that animals who are forced to per-
form are treated like royalty, pampered with the best care and feed in exchange
for a few minutes of work each year.

When the actual picture is brought into sharper focus, a startlingly differ-
ent perspective appears. Rodeo is less a sport and more a profit-oriented big
business that dominates and abuses docile livestock to perpetuate its own ends.

There are an estimated five thousand rodeos held annually in the United
States. Of these, only about one-third are professionally sanctioned. The
largest of the sanctioning organizations is the Professional Rodeo Cowboys
Association (PRCA), with a membership of approximately ten thousand. It
sponsors some eight hundred events per year with prize money totaling over
$22 million. Another organization is the International Professional Rodeo
Association (IPRA), with three thousand—plus members. A plethora of cor-
porations—soft drink companies, car and truck manufacturers, breweries,
distilled-spirit producers, firearms manufacturers, makers of jeans and boots,
tobacco companies—throw their financial support behind the rodeos.

Although the rodeo cowboys have a choice regarding their participation,
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the unfortunate animals do not. They are provoked to perform and to appear
wild by barbaric methods, including bucking straps, electric prods, raking
spurs, caustic ointments, pain, and fear. There are six professionally sanc-
tioned PRCA events: bareback horse and bull riding, saddle bronc riding,
steer wrestling, and team and calf roping. Other events are frequently added,
including chuckwagon races, wild-cow milking, pig scrambles, goat tying,
and steer dressing (a team of two or three cowboys on foot attempting to place
women’s panties over the frantically kicking hind legs of a tethered steer, usu-
ally to the accompaniment of crude comments from the rodeo announcer).
The list goes on and on.

It is ironic that many rodeo events such as these have little or nothing to
do with actual working cowboys. Real cowboys never routinely rode bucking
horses bareback, rode wild bulls, wrestled steers, or put flank straps on the ani-
mals to make them buck.

The animals who are forced to perform frequently suffer significant
injuries and even death. Extensive bruising, neck and back injuries, bone frac-
tures, and internal hemorrhaging are all common occurrences. It wasn't until
January 1996 that the PRCA required on-site veterinarians at all its sponsored
events. (The IPRA doesn’t even have this basic standard.) This rule, however,
doesn’t guarantee adequate or immediate care. Even if the so-called animal
athletes are lucky enough to make it through years of abuse without major
injuries requiring euthanasia, the end result is the same. When the animals can
no longer perform adequately, they are shipped off to slaughter. Eric Mills,
coordinator of Action for Animals, a California-based activist group, and field
representative for the Fund for Animals, succinctly explains the philosophy of

the rodeo industry:

Rodeo promoters believe that animals are here for our amuse-
ment and entertainment. Consequently, their stress, fear, injury,
and death amount to nothing.

The general public must be made aware that every major animal-welfare
and animal-rights organization in the United States condemns and abhors
rodeos. The following quote from the joint policy statement of the Humane
Society of the United States (HSUS) and the American Humane Association
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(AHA) reflects the position that rodeos merely advocate the abdication of

ethical and moral responsibilities:

The HSUS and the AHA contend that rodeos are not an accu-
rate or harmless portrayal of ranching skills; rather, they display
and encourage an insensitivity to and acceptance of brutal treat-
ment of animals in the name of sport. Such callous disregard of
our moral obligations toward other living creatures has a nega-
tive impact on society as a whole and on impressionable children
in particular. It is, therefore, our mutual policy to oppose all
rodeos, to educate the public about our humane objections, and
to encourage like-minded individuals and groups to seek the
elimination of rodeo cruelties through programs of local
activism.

In a letter to Eric Mills, Cesar Chavez, the late president of United Farm
Workers, eloquently sums up all that is wrong with the rodeo:

Kindness and compassion toward all living things is a mark of
a civilized society. Conversely, cruelty, whether it is directed
against human beings or against animals, is not the exclusive
province of any one culture or community of people. Racism,
economic deprival, dog fighting and cock fighting, bull fighting
and rodeos are cut from the same fabric: violence. Only when
we have become nonviolent toward all life will we have learned
to live well ourselves.

RACING—YOU BET THERE IS ABUSE!

Many forms of institutionalized animal exploitation, such as zoos, circuses,
marine-animal parks, and rodeos, are marketed by promoters in a positive
manner. They are described as educational, as preservers of species or cultural
heritage, or as fun for the entire family. When it comes to animal racing,
however, whether it be horse or greyhound, no such pretenses are employed.
Promoters brazenly portray these so-called sports as exciting physical contests
between finely conditioned animal athletes. The public is led to believe that
all racing animals are well cared for, maybe even pampered, during the span
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of their racing career, and that retirement for these animals is filled with green
pastures, soft bedding, good food, and a well-deserved rest.

The public should be outraged to learn that animals used for racing are
actually viewed as disposable and expendable speed machines whose sole pur-
pose is to earn profits for these money-driven industries. If an animal is not
winning races, he or she is of no use to anyone. A multitude of abuses begins
even before birth, continues while the animals are at their peak, and persists
up until the day of death, which is most often early, untimely, and brutal.

Not every animal bred will be a winner. Therefore, selective breeding and
overbreeding are routinely employed in an attempt to create the ultimate
racer. In turn, these techniques lead to further exploitation and can have
deadly results. For example, thoroughbred horses are becoming increasingly
fragile. They are selectively bred to be large, powerful animals capable of high
speeds, but their legs and ankles are far too thin to adequately support their
bulk. Consequently, breakdowns (when horses crumple and fall while racing),
hairline fractures, and other injuries are relatively common. Often, various
drugs are used to mask or deaden symptoms so that the animals can be kept
running while treatment for the actual impairment is withheld. This, along
with the fact that two-year-old horses are frequently run before their bone
structure is fully developed, leads to widespread premature lameness.

Greyhounds provide another example of exploitative breeding practices.
Only about 30 percent of racing greyhounds ever make it to the track; as a
result, massive overbreeding is used to ensure that an adequate number of
potential racers are available. Since young greyhounds unable to run fast
enough are considered a waste product by the industry, each year thousands
of them are disposed of at breeding and training farms.

Life at the track as portrayed by the media is a facade of what really takes
place. The public sees a small number of elite animals that are the exception
rather than the rule. These big-money winners are generally treated well and
are usually kept alive for breeding purposes when they can no longer keep up
the pace and make money. However, for the majority of dogs and horses, life
at the track is grueling, boring, and exploitative, and deplorable living and
training conditions are commonplace. For instance, greyhounds are kept in

stacked cages for a total of eighteen to twenty-two hours a day. And for many,
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the only exercise is their thirty-second races, which are run two or three times
a week. The dogs are kept muzzled for extended periods of time by some
trainers and always while racing or in the turnout pens with other dogs. In
addition, racing greyhounds are routinely fed raw “four-D meat”—the meat
of diseased, dying, downed, or dead animals deemed unfit by the USDA.

The animals used in the racing industry are literally running for their lives.
The equation is simple—speed = wins = money = life for the animals. When
a horse or dog can no longer regularly win—whether because of injury, illness,
or age—its continued existence cannot be justified by its owners. Horses are
rarely given an easy retirement. Most often, they are sold to slaughterhouses
to be processed into pet food or glue. Greyhounds face a similar fate. Each
year tens of thousands of dogs are slaughtered on-site, sent to be killed at vet-
erinarian offices or animal shelters, or sold or donated to research labs for
experimentation.

An informed, caring, and responsive public can do several things to has-

ten the decline of these already declining industries:

* Boycott and leaflet local tracks.

* Lobby for a ban in the states in which racing is currently legal.
* Write letters to newspapers.

* Work to enforce current legislation.

There are a number of sanctuaries that take in retired racehorses and care
for them throughout the remainder of their natural lives. Under the right
conditions, some sanctuaries permit individuals to adopt these horses. In the
case of greyhounds, there are also numerous national groups that act as clear-

inghouses to assist concerned people in adopting retired racers.
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u
sc I E N c E - Most people will agree that it is wrong

to sacrifice one human for the “greater
FACT F I CT I o N good” of others because it would vio-

4 4 late her or his right to live. But when
it comes to sacrificing animals, the
o R FA N TASY assumption is that human beings have
this right to live while animals do not.
Yet there is no moral reason to deny
animals the same rights that protect

individual humans from being sacri-

ficed for the common good.

—ANNE GREEN

WHAT IS VIVISECTION?

The word vivisection literally means cutting apart living animals, and in the
early part of the twentieth century this was the scope of the definition.
However, over time, most people have come to associate vivisection with ani-
mal experimentation or animal research. Today it is the generally accepted
term for all situations in which animals are used in a laboratory setting,
including noninvasive psychology research and dissection.

Millions of animals die annually in experiments conducted in laboratories
in the United States and throughout the world. The animals used include
common species, such as mice, rats, birds, dogs, cats, monkeys, and farm ani-
mals, as well as uncommon species, such as tigers, seals, snakes, antelope,
bats, and bears. The specific number of animals used in labs is a subject of
heated debate and generates widely divergent opinions.
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The vast majority of animals used in research are not required to be
counted and receive no legal protection whatsoever. Rats, mice, and birds are
excluded from the definition of animal in the federal Animal Welfare Act
(AWA). Since they are not counted, it is impossible to be 100 percent accurate;
however, it is estimated that these species represent between 80 and 90 percent
of the 17 million to 100 million animals used in U.S. laboratories each year.

Of the minority of animals remaining to which the AWA does apply, pro-
tection is minimal. The act does not prevent even the most outrageous exam-
ples of useless, redundant, and cruel mistreatment of animals. As long as
someone somewhere is willing to pay for it, the AWA allows any type of
experimentation to occur, as described in the following passage:

Nothing in these rules, regulations, or standards shall affect or
interfere with the design, outline, or performance of actual
research or experimentation by a research facility as determined
by such research facility.

As a result, animals are subjected to a myriad of sadistic and painful pro-
cedures, which include burning, mutilation, starvation, electrocution, irradi-

ation, and long-term isolation.

Why Do Scientists Use Animals?

Scientists claim that animals are used because it is the only way they can find
the cures to certain human ailments and diseases. They contend that it would
be unethical to use untried techniques and drugs on humans who may be
harmed by them. Vegans respond to these positions from both a moral and

scientific standpoint.

The Moral Issues

From the perspective of the scientist who uses animals for research, the
moral argument hinges on the concept that animals are not as valuable as peo-
ple because they are not as intelligent or that they do not have the capability
to reason. However, if we were to follow this argument to its logical conclu-
sion, we would then be able to justify experimentation on mentally disabled

people or even infants or young children—something no researcher would
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condone. How intelligent must one be before experimentation is considered
torture or murder?

We do not grant rights to people based on their level of intelligence.
Rather, rights are afforded to people based on our empathetic understanding
that to deny them rights could potentially cause them great harm or suffer-
ing. Why, then, is this not the criteria employed when referring to animals?
When confronted with this question, researchers typically reply that “they
are only animals—they are not human.” There is an implied assumption that
because animals are unlike us, using them in research is acceptable.
Throughout history we have seen the same argument used to justify the
exploitation of humans who were unlike those in power, through slavery and
sexism, for example. Just as variations in physical attributes and capabilities are
not a legitimate moral rationale for the exploitation of other humans, the
same standard must be applied to animals. While animals may not be able to
function or communicate in ways identical to humans, they are, indeed, sen-
sate beings. In fact, a compelling irony surfaces in vivisectors’ logic when dis-
similarities are used to defend the use of animals in research, while similarities

are asserted to legitimize its existence.

The Scientific Issues

For more than a century, the majority of scientists have relied on the “sci-
entific necessity” argument to justify animal use in research. For equally as
long, some members of the scientific community have criticized the validity
of animal research, asserting that it is a flawed methodology.

The number of scientists who question the use of animals has been grow-
ing steadily, as demonstrated by the recent birth of organizations such as
Engineers and Scientists for Animal Rights, the Physicians Committee for
Responsible Medicine, the Medical Research Modernization Committee,
Psychologists for the Ethical Treatment of Animals, and the Association of
Veterinarians for Animal Rights. These groups of scientists question the rele-
vance and soundness of cross-species extrapolation. While humans are simi-
lar in many ways to animals that are used in laboratory experiments, our
physiological differences are striking and significant. Even when species closely
related to us are used for experiments, the findings may not necessarily be
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applicable to humans and could potentially have deadly results. For example,
although chimpanzees have over 99 percent of the same genetic material as we
do, they are not susceptible to many of the diseases that we are and have very
dissimilar drug reactions. Therefore, animal experiments can be scientifically
misleading.

Because extrapolated data from animal experiments can actually impede
medical progress and conceivably endanger human health, a small but grow-
ing number of scientists are clamoring for an expanded investigation into
alternative methods of scientific inquiry. Alternatives to animal research gen-
erally fall into three categories: reduction, refinement, and replacement, also
known as “the three Rs.” Reduction includes techniques and methodologies
that decrease the actual numbers of animals used. Refinement involves less-
ening the amount of pain or discomfort experienced by animals. Replacement
would completely eliminate animal use by developing and employing alter-
native research methods. This last approach is the one that vegans support.

The push in the scientific community to move toward alternative method-
ologies has resulted in a dramatic decrease in the numbers of animals used in
research. In the last twenty years, there has been a reduction of approximately
50 percent. This is significant not only because of the sheer number of ani-
mals that have been saved, but, just as important, this decline has not impeded

the advancement of scientific discovery.

PRODUCT TESTING

The most widely publicized area of vivisection has been the use of animals to
test the safety of consumer products. There are no reliable statistics on the
actual numbers of animals utilized in product safety tests in the United States,
since the U.S. government does not mandate researchers to categorize animals
by their specific use. However, if declining trends in the United Kingdom,
where statistics 27¢ maintained on animals used in product testing, are com-
parable to that of the United States, then a reasonable estimate would be
750,000 to 1.25 million animals each year (based on 3 to 5 percent of the
conservative overall estimate of 25 million animals used in research for all pur-

poses in the United States).
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The number of animals used for product testing has dropped dramatically
as a result of public pressure and the wide array of alternatives that have been
developed. However, massive numbers of animals continue to be exploited
needlessly each year to test new soaps, cosmetics, shampoos, and cleaning
products.

There are three primary animal methods by which consumer products are
tested: the Draize eye and skin irritancy tests and the Lethal Dose toxicity test.
All of these cause trauma, pain, and suffering to the animals upon whom

they are administered.

The Tests

The Draize eye and skin irritancy tests subject rabbits, guinea pigs, rats, mice,
dogs, and cats to painful exposure to personal-care, household, and cosmetic
products. The Draize eye irritancy test attempts to measure tissue damage to
the unprotected eyes of rabbits when various substances are directly applied
to them. These substances are usually left in the eyes for hours or sometimes
days without relief. This level of exposure can lead to bleeding, ulceration, and
even blindness. Rabbits are desirable test subjects since they have large eyes
and injury is easily observed. However, the validity of these tests is highly
questionable, because eye physiology differs between rabbits and humans.

During Draize skin irritancy testing, animals are immobilized while con-
centrated chemical solutions are applied to shaved and abraded skin. The
substances are left on the skin and are often periodically reapplied. Some tests
produce severe burning, blistering, and ulceration.

Lethal Dose testing determines the amount of product that is required to
kill a percentage of test animals within a specified period of time. The animals
are force-fed, forced to inhale, injected with, or otherwise exposed to cos-
metics, deodorants, colognes, soaps, and other items until 50 to 100 percent
of them are dead. During the tests, animals endure excruciating pain, con-
vulsions, loss of motor function, or severe seizures. Critics point to large dif-
ferences in the lethal-dose levels required between similar species, such as
guinea pigs and hamsters, as an indication that these tests are ambiguous and

therefore often invalid.
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Consumers are led to believe that they are being protected from toxic
products because of animal testing. However, even when animal tests indicate
that a product is toxic, this does not preclude it from going to market. The
harmful product may simply display a warning label instructing people to
contact a physician or poison center if they accidentally ingest the product or
if it gets onto the skin or into the eyes.

One of the most frustrating aspects of animal tests is that they are not
required by law. Neither of the two governmental agencies that oversee con-
sumer product safety—the Consumer Product Safety Commission (CPSC)
and the Food and Drug Administration—mandates animal tests. Certain
items, such as pharmaceuticals, are required by the FDA to be tested on ani-
mals, but personal-care products and cosmetics are not. The FDA does require
that ingredients be proven to be safe; otherwise, the product must display a
label stating that safety has not been determined. However, the government
does not stipulate that these tests must be conducted on animals.

If the government doesn’t require animal tests, why do companies still per-
form them? Consumer product companies continue to conduct redundant in-
house animal tests or contract with outside laboratories, not to protect the
public from harm, as they would have us believe, but to protect themselves
from lawsuits. If a personal injury lawsuit results from product use, the fact
that animal testing was employed could be incorporated into a defense strat-
egy to suggest the company did “all it could” to protect the consumer.

Alternatives to Animal Tests

There are many alternatives to animal testing that can reliably ensure prod-
uct safety. These range from humans using a prototype under controlled con-
ditions to analyzing the chemical structure of ingredients used in a particular
product to determine their toxicity. Currently, hundreds of companies depend
exclusively on alternative methods to test their products. Furthermore, a grow-
ing number of companies that continue to use animal methods are incorpo-
rating alternative techniques into their standard testing regimen.

Consumer demand has been a powerful impetus for the development of

most of the alternatives to animal testing presently being used. Market
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research has revealed a strong reluctance on the part of consumers to purchase
or use products that were tested on animals. As a result, a number of manu-
facturer-funded research programs have been implemented at universities and
private laboratories to discover new alternative testing methods and further

refine existing ones.

DISSECTION: ROOTS OF OPPRESSION

Each year, millions of students throughout the United States have their first
encounter with a laboratory animal. Typically, it is a dead, fully intact,
formaldehyde-saturated frog they are expected to cut apart. Dissection, how-
ever, also often involves other species, including worms, fish, crustaceans, rats,
mice, dogs, cats, and even primates.

In a typical dissection procedure, students slice open the animal and
inspect the internal organs as well as the musculoskeletal system. While the
majority of students do not question their participation in dissection, an
increasing number of students are voicing grave concerns over these teaching
methods. They do not want to learn biology—the study of life—through
death. The nontraditional views of these students have created polarity between
them and conventional science educators.

The traditional science education approach asserts that dissection is an
essential component of biology education. It places more importance on the
knowledge of the functions of life than on the life itself. Traditional science
educators claim that the hands-on experience of dissection—and the subse-
quent killing of between 2 million to 3 million animals each year in the
United States alone—is more important for the common human good than
a respect for the lives of the individual animals.

In addition to students, this traditional view has been vigorously chal-
lenged by progressive educators who realize that a quality biology education
can be acquired while still respecting life. In fact, over the last few years, one
of the most contentious issues facing the National Association of Biology
Teachers (NABT) has centered on the role of dissection in the classroom and

whether an alternative should be provided for dissenting students.
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In 1988, the following landmark policy statement was issued by the
NABT, to the cheers of enlightened science educators:

The National Association of Biology Teachers should foster a
respect for life and should teach about the interrelationship and
interdependency of all living things. Furthermore, they should
teach that humans must care for the fragile web of life that exists
on this planet. In light of these principles, NABT supports alter-
natives to dissection and vivisection wherever possible in the
biology curricula.

Regrettably, this policy was reversed in 1993 after a small but vocal contingent
demanded that a stronger emphasis be placed on dissection rather than alter-
natives. They voiced the opinion that alternatives were insufficient to train stu-
dents for careers in the animal sciences and biology.

Currently, only a handful of states provide students with any rights to
abstain from dissection. Unfortunately, these laws apply only to students in
kindergarten through twelfth grade. In the remainder of states, students can
be given a failing grade for refusing to participate in the procedure. The fact
that the great majority of states allow teachers to fail students for not partic-
ipating in dissection sends the chilling messages that a student’s conscience is
irrelevant and that dissection is still considered an indispensable component

of a quality education.

Where Do the Animals Come From?

Animals used for dissection purposes are acquired from a number of sources.
Frogs, turtles, fish, and crustaceans are occasionally bred but, because of the
low success rate of breeding programs, the vast majority of these animals
come from the wild. Approximately one hundred thousand turtles are dis-
sected every year; therefore, the widespread use of these animals could result
in serious environmental consequences. As a matter of fact, frog and turtle
populations in many parts of the United States have already been decimated.
Many herpetologists (scientists who study reptiles and amphibians) believe
there is a direct correlation between the decline in frog populations and
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changes instigated or exacerbated by humans in global climatic patterns,
increased ultraviolet radiation, pollution, and habitat destruction. The har-
vesting of more than 1 million frogs annually for dissection is an added bur-
den that may further compromise the preservation of certain species.

Cats and dogs used in dissection are usually procured by biological supply
houses from Class B dealers. These dealers are licensed to collect animals from
“random sources.” This means they can retrieve animals from pounds, purchase
them from the public, or, in some cases, obtain them from “free to good home”
ads. It has been documented that some Class B dealers actually abduct dogs

and cats or purchase them from illegal or less than reputable sources.

Dismantling Dissection: Compassionate Alternatives

When young people are required to dissect animals under the guise of learn-
ing about the wonders of life, we must understand that this shortsighted
action can have long-term and serious effects. Exposure to dissection is most
students’ first direct confrontation with ethical questions regarding the use of
animals for human purposes. Rather than fostering a respect for life and
encouraging students’ empathy toward the death of an animal, teachers who
force dissection upon their students choose to promote insensitivity and emo-
tional numbing.

Dissection is the keystone upon which all scientific and medical uses of
animals are based. The exploration of the mysteries and complexities of life
through the suffering and death of animals has become the scientific paradigm
not only in classrooms but also in university, medical, military, and manu-
facturing laboratories nationwide. Dissection is a first step on the long road
of scientific discovery through suffering.

There are hundreds of humane alternatives to dissection. Appropriate and
cost-effective options are available for students from elementary school through

college. The following list describes just some of the many available choices:

* Videos and films. Detailed, real-time visuals exploring the anatomy of
humans and animals illustrate the dissection process and the particulars

of various species’ physiologies.
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* Models. Newer models are extremely detailed and provide for a thorough
examination of the physiology of a variety of species. Some models even
duplicate the look and feel of actual specimens.

o Computer programs. Computers offer the ability to review and repeat the
dissection process in a noninvasive and highly comprehensive manner.
Students can learn from their mistakes and thus retain more knowledge.

o Slides and transparencies. Detailed photographs of normal and patho-
logical tissues and structures provide teachers with effective visual
instructional tools they can present at their own pace.

* A large assortment of dissection alternatives is available on loan to students
and educators from the Science Bank, 801 Old York Road, No. 204,
Jenkintown, Pennsylvania 19046; 1-800-729-2287 or (215) 887-0816.

As more alternatives are developed and utilized and more students refuse
to participate in dissection, a new biology is on the horizon—one which

views al/ life as precious, priceless, and indispensable.

BIOTECHNOLOGY: SCIENCE OR BRAVE NEW WORLD?

Many people view vivisection as a morally defensible trade-off between
lives. The issue of interspecies transplants most clearly demonstrates the
problem of determining morality from a utilitarian algebra of worth
where lives are exchanged. When considering the exchange of lives for
the “greater good,” there are numerous situations where taking the life
of one human would save the lives of a number of other humans and
thereby lessen the overall suffering of humans. Using equations to deter-
mine the morality of actions, it would be acceptable to take the life of one
healthy human infant to continue the lives of two other infants in need
of organs. Indeed, arguing from the perspective of worth, importance, or
priorities, taking the life of one infant to extend the lives of two would be

imperative.

—JAck NORRIS
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Modern biotechnology has proven a nightmare for animals and has acceler-
ated the objectification of all nonhuman creatures. What was once a science-
fiction fantasy is now a frightening reality. Technology has outdistanced our
culture’s philosophical and social advancements, leaving us unable to use it
either sensibly or ethically. This heartless manipulation of animals is now

occurring on several fronts.

Of Mice and Men

The first ever patent on an animal was issued in 1988 for the Harvard
University “oncomouse,” an animal genetically designed to spontaneously
develop cancerous tumors. Controversy swirled around the patent process.
The center of the oncomouse debate revolved around the ethicalness of cre-
ating a new life form that is distinguished by the programmed development
of a fatal disease.

Since then, numerous patents have been issued for other mice that spon-
taneously develop a wide array of maladies. In many cases, these mice do not
develop the analogous human disease for which they have been designed.
Although their genetic alterations may produce copycat symptoms, the under-
lying cause is often completely unrelated to the origin of the disease in
humans. Knockout mice have had one or more key genes “knocked out.” As
a result, they suffer from various types of afflictions depending upon which
genes have been removed. Jackson Labs, in Bar Harbor, Maine, is the world’s
largest supplier of knockout mice. The ghastly nicknames chosen for differ-
ent mouse models reflects a lack of compassion for creatures doomed to a life
of suffering based on their genetic structure. “Flaky” is the name given to a
type of mouse that develops severe skin problems. “Stargazer” refers to those
mice afflicted with an autismlike disorder. Such names indicate a callous dis-

regard for these sensate life forms.

Xenotransplantation: Playing God

Significant media attention has been given to an area of animal biotechnol-
ogy known as xenotransplantation, the transplanting of organs from one

species of animal into another species, specifically transplanting nonhuman
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organs into humans. Several dozen xenotransplantations have occurred thus
far, but as yet not one of the human recipients has survived more than one
year. This is primarily attributable to the extreme immunorejection response
triggered by placing such a profoundly alien object into the human body.

From an ethical standpoint, it is wholly immoral to breed and slaughter
other sensate beings simply to harvest their body parts. There is no con-
scionable justification for such twisted science. From a practical standpoint,
human organs are infinitely preferable to nonhuman organs for transplants. A
readily available supply of human organs would eliminate the incentive and jus-
tification for continued development of xenotransplantation. The suggestion
that xenotransplantation is the most sensible approach to the organ shortage
disregards some truly beneficial and significantly more humane solutions.

Although the present system for the collection and distribution of human
organs is seriously flawed, it is certainly the most logical point at which to
begin to address the problem. Laws in the United States are written with the
presumption that people who die would not want their organs to be used in
transplants. Those individuals who want to donate organs must carry a card
expressly stating their intention. Even if a donor card is found on the deceased,
relatives can still countermand his or her wishes. Hospitals have strong legal
incentives to contact relatives for approval, thus providing an opportunity
for permission to be denied. Given the anguish and trauma experienced by rel-
atives when such approval is sought, it is not surprising that many organs are
not procured even from those who intended them to be.

The organ shortage is a social problem, not a mathematical one; therefore,
it warrants a social solution. One such approach would be the implementation
of presumed consent laws. This means that it would be presumed that a per-
son agrees to the use of her or his organs for transplantation without prior con-
sent. Those who would have an aversion to this arrangement would carry a card
denying access to their organs. Similarly tailored laws have been successfully
implemented in several European countries. Belgium and Austria experienced
an increase of available organs of several hundred percent after the enactment
of such laws. Unfortunately, such a strategy has received virtually no consider-
ation in the United States. To ignore such a demonstrably effective approach
to the problem could be construed as embarrassingly myopic or appallingly
self-interested.
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Public education campaigns to encourage organ donations have been con-
spicuously lacking, and those few that have occurred have been primarily
funded by private health charities. The millions of taxpayer dollars spent each
year on research addressing immunorejection problems inherent in xeno-
transplantation, via the National Institutes of Health (NIH) and other federal
agencies, have produced virtually zero results. If Europe’s accomplishments are
a valid indicator of the success of presumed-consent laws, redirecting funds
toward educational campaigns for donor organs could provide a quick and
cost-effective end to the organ deficit. Regrettably, such a strategy does not
appear likely, causing one to wonder if those making funding decisions have

some vested interest in maintaining an unnecessary shortage.

Building a Better Frankenstein

Biotechnology is nothing new to the animal agriculture industry. Selective
breeding over the course of many generations has produced animals far
removed from their natural counterparts. Take, for example, broiler chickens,
which are transformed in just a few weeks from a small ball of yellow fluff into
such an enormous mass of flesh that their legs can hardly support their body
weight. Modern animal agriculture has converged with biotechnology to
encourage such unnatural manipulation to take place at an unprecedented
high rate. The creation of animals that grow the maximum amount of flesh
with the minimum amount of feed in the shortest amount of time has been
a primary focus of the biotech industry. While these methods may eventually
produce enormous financial payoffs for animal agriculturists, they have only
added to the suffering of the animals. In addition, this approach to animal
husbandry drastically diminishes a species” genetic diversity, thereby increas-
ing susceptibility to large-scale devastation by a single pathogen.

In a principled society, genetic manipulation of any animal for any rea-
son should raise serious and deep ethical questions. However, genetic manip-
ulation for no purpose other than to allow the animal agriculture industries
to realize even greater profits crosses the moral line. It is obscene and should
be rejected by our collective moral conscience.

One of the latest products of modern biotechnology is what the industry
calls bioreactors or pharm animals. These are animals that have had genetic
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material coded for certain desired proteins spliced into their own DNA. These
proteins are then produced in the milk of the host animals. Nonanimal meth-
ods of producing drugs in a similar manner have existed for years, such as
splicing the same genetic material into a bacteria, which can then be cultured
to produce the drug. Pharm animals simply enable the drug producers to
turn a greater profit.

PPL Therapeutics has been one of the leaders in this area and has pro-
duced a number of pharm animals, some of whom reveal a strangely twisted
irony. For example, PPL developed a genetically modified cow with a gene for
the human milk protein alpha-lactalbumin, present in much higher concen-
trations in human milk than cow’s milk. Thus, the genetically modified cow
produces milk that is more humanlike than ordinary cow’s milk. Considering
that cow’s milk is not a natural food for humans in the first place, to geneti-
cally manipulate cows to make their milk more like ours is truly surreal.

In late 1996, PPL Therapeutics received global attention soon after the
birth of one of its products, a sheep named Dolly. Dolly was the first animal
cloned from cells taken from an adult mammal. Although the cloning of
amphibians had been accomplished years eatlier, the commercial applications
were much less lucrative. The goal of PPL and other biotech companies is to
provide an endless supply of genetically identical animals. Thus, an animal
modified to produce a profitable protein, grow at an astounding rate, gener-
ate less of an immune response as a result of a xenotransplant, or develop any
of a wide array of horrific diseases can be replicated like components on an
assembly line.

Biotechnology does not consider the individuality or sentience of animals.
They are merely viewed as tools and machines to be patented and manipulated
as deemed necessary. Humans have created a frightening technology capable of
altering the very essence of life, without first establishing an objective and
responsible social and ethical framework from which to make a distinction
between what we can and what we should do. Portentously, humans are in
possession of knowledge without wisdom—perhaps the most dangerous com-

bination of all.
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Listen with Your Third Ear

Anthropomorphic?
Surely, I am
And
Certainly, indeed,
Are you.
The more the monkey, mouse, chimpanzee
Is like a human being
The more useful it is for you
10 cut, inject,
Burn, slowly starve
And always imprison
10 watch and study their reactions
10 try to apply to man.
But the cry I hear
You hear, too.
For me, a screaming call for mercy
For you a squeaking wheel,
A tool loudly vocalizing

In need of lubrication. ..

But listen again with your third ear
You don'’t need the other two.
Listen with the ear of your awakening soul
And you may hear your own voice asking,
What am I to do?

—ANN CorTRELL FREE, NO ROOM, SAVE IN THE HEART
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THE
COMPASSIONATE
CONSUMER | o

etarian who wore clothes made of

wool and shoes made of leather still

involved me in animal suffering.

—RYNN BERRY

CONSCIOUS CONSUMERISM

There is an overabundance of merchandise available in North America, so
much so that most consumers have become numb and desensitized as to how,
where, and from what or whom these products are made. We are accustomed
to seeing rows and rows of food in supermarkets and aisle upon aisle of cloth-
ing, jewelry, perfume, and cosmetics in discount stores, yet we rarely question
the need for all these options. Advertisements bombard us continually, encour-
aging not only consumption but overconsumption of unnecessary items.
Undoubtedly, this is one reason why the United States looks so appealing to
outsiders—our plethora of products is packaged and promoted as freedom,
prosperity, and power, an irresistibly seductive and tempting lure.

Veganism obliges practitioners to consider their purchases carefully and

ascertain from whose back a product was made or taken. Most conventional
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items and everyday goods are not as innocently made as we might first assume.
Experience tells us that whenever capitalism is involved, human greed and

demand inevitably open the door for exploitation.

To those who say that veganism is extreme, | reply that, on the contrary,
it is nonvegan lifestyle choices that are extreme. How could choices that
cause suffering be anything but extreme when compassionate alterna-

tives are available?

—MARIANNE ROBERTS

EVERYTHING BUT THE MOO

Meat producers like to joke that they make money from every part of a cow
“except the moo,” and, in fact, the meat industry is largely dependent on the
sale of by-products, chiefly for leather, pet food, and gelatin, as well as for
sundry other items. Gelatin, in addition to being used in jelled desserts, is a
widely used ingredient in commercial baked goods, ice cream, low-fat yogurt,
sour cream, salad dressings, confections, marshmallows, juices, pharmaceuti-
cal capsules, photographic film, hair and nail products, among many others.
Gelatin is made from the collagen of the connective tissues of the sinews, lips,
head, knuckles, feet, and bones of cattle. Research published in Beef Cartle
Science indicates that about half of the U.S. production of gelatin comes from
veal calves.

The skin of a cow or steer accounts for roughly 5 to 10 percent of the ani-
mal’s total value and, according to statistics compiled by the National Cattle-
men’s Beef Association, about 61 percent of the total by-product value. When
a dairy cow’s production declines, she will be sent to slaughter, where her
flesh will be taken for meat and her skin will be turned into leather. Male
calves, who are useless to the dairy industry, are often killed at a very early age.
Their fine-grained hides are made into high-priced calfskin used for shoe
uppers, jackets, gloves, and wallets. The younger the animal is at the time of
slaughter, the smoother and finer the grain structure of the hide and the less
likelihood of marring due to scratches, parasite damage, ringworm, dung con-

tamination, and other destructive entities. The most prized skin is obtained
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from unborn calves—some deliberately aborted, others from slaughtered preg-
nant cows—which is used to make the softest suede. Thus, an integral part of
the economic success of the dairy and cattle industries is directly linked to the
leather trade.

The type of meat and related food-animal products (such as cow’s milk)
that are purchased in North America have a direct effect on the type of hides
available for leather manufacturing. The majority of leather produced and
sold in the United States is made from the skins of cattle and calves and
accounts for most footwear and leather goods. However, leather is also made
from the hides of sheep, lambs, goats, kids, pigs, and horses who are slaugh-
tered for meat. Around the world, many other species are hunted and killed
specifically for their skins, including zebras, deer, kangaroos, elephants, water
buffaloes, tigers, leopards, ostriches, eels, sharks, whales, seals, alligators, croc-
odiles, and snakes. Although illegal, a large percentage of exotic leathers are
from endangered animals that are poached and imported.

Leather must be treated to prevent it from rotting or becoming extremely
rigid in the cold or flaccid in the heat, thereby rendering it unusable.
Treatments for leather are environmentally unsound; in addition, they pre-
serve (i.e., embalm) the animal’s skin and make it incapable of biodegrading.
This process has allowed leather artifacts to be maintained in pristine condi-
tion for long periods. Leather tanneries not only emit foul odors but also
produce a host of pollutants, including lead, zinc, formaldehyde, dyes, and
cyanide-based chemicals. Tannery runoff contains these toxic substances as
well as large amounts of hair, proteins, salt, sludge, sulfides, and acids, which
are discharged into rivers and nearby groundwater. Furthermore, workers in
the tannery trades are exposed to carcinogenic substances such as coal tar
derivatives, toxic chemicals, and noxious waste.

Purchasing leather goods supports the ongoing contamination of our air,
land, and water from tannery toxins. It also promotes an unhealthful and
hazardous work environment for humans and contributes to making the rear-
ing and killing of millions of dairy cows, calves, cattle, sheep, and pigs each
year an even more profitable concern. The use of leather goods maintains a
continual demand that is intrinsically sustained by the food-animal and
slaughter industries.
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Although the quality and availability of footwear and clothing products
derived from petroleum-based materials have improved considerably in recent
years, they are, inarguably, environmentally damaging. Options include pur-
chasing a minimum number of shoes made from petroleum-based products
and trying to make those you already own last as long as possible. In warmer
weather or climates, shoes made of woven hemp, ramie, linen, cotton, or can-
vas are ideal. You can also find handbags, belts, and wallets made from these
natural fibers. In cold or wet weather, look for shoes and boots made from
rubber, durable plastic, vinyl, or synthetic leather. Some synthetic shoes and
belts are made from recycled materials, so in addition to helping save the
lives of innocent animals, they are environmentally prudent.

SHEAR AGONY

Unlike leather and fur, wool is a substance that, in theory, does not require the
death of the animal who bears it. Most people believe that shearing is not only
harmless but necessary to rid sheep of excess wool foisted on them by nature.
Like much information about animal-agriculture practices, this, too, is myth.

The great majority of wool used for clothing in the United States comes
from Australia, which produces nearly one-third of the world’s supply. Each
year, several million frightened, confused sheep are prodded, kicked, or
thrown onto large ships, each carrying tens of thousands of the animals for
transport to other countries. During trips that may last several weeks, the
sheep are forced to live in filthy pens, packed so tightly they can barely move.
As a result, thousands of sheep suffocate, are trampled to death, or starve or
die of thirst because they cannot reach food or water.

Merinos are the most commonly raised wool-producing sheep. Their
unnatural skin folds and excessive coats cause severe heat exhaustion and fly
infestations. To reduce fly problems, the sheep are subjected to mulesing, a
surgical procedure performed on about 20 percent of Australia’s 150 million
sheep. A report on sheep husbandry issued by the Australian Government
Publishing Service revealed that in New South Wales mulesing takes place in

80 percent of merinos and 45 percent of other breeds. Other provinces
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reported that 56 to 75 percent of wool-producing sheep were mulesed.
Mulesing involves cutting large strips of flesh off the hind legs of four-week-
old lambs. Another procedure performed along with mulesing is tail docking,
designed to maintain the salable condition of the wool surrounding a sheep’s
anus, whereby the tail and some skin on each side of the tail stump is cut off
with a knife. Because of economic and logistic considerations, these proce-
dures are performed on fully conscious lambs without any analgesic, produc-
ing varying degrees of acute pain that may last for hours or even days.

Sheep, like most intensively farmed animals, have been genetically manip-
ulated. Previously, sheep shed their wool naturally. Today’s modern sheep,
however, produce abnormally excessive amounts of wool. As a result, they are
no longer capable of shedding their wool and must be shorn. Sheep shearers
are paid by piece rate; the more sheep sheared, the more money they earn.
Therefore, speed alone dictates the shearing process. Because there is no incen-
tive to deal with the animals carefully, the sheep are often violently pinned
down and roughly handled. As a result, sheep are frequently cut and injured
during shearing. Stories of mistreatment and cruelty are rampant among sheep
shearers and wool classers (people who grade the quality of the wool).

After being sheared, the animals must endure extreme weather condi-
tions without protection. A closely shorn sheep is more sensitive to cold than
a naked human being, since a sheep’s normal body temperature is much
higher than ours (about 102 degrees E). During cold weather, hundreds of
thousands of sheep die of exposure or freeze to death. The Department of
Agriculture of New South Wales pointed to cold exposure as the principal rea-
son for 1 million sheep losses annually in the thirty days following shearing
in New South Wales alone. In Australia, lamb losses are estimated at 20 per-
cent; therefore, according to a report issued by the Australian Senate Select
Committee on Animal Welfare, up to 1 million sheep are now being protected
by plastic “sheep coats” to prevent hypothermia losses. Conversely, in hot
weather, freshly shorn sheep suffer painful sunburns.

In the United States, sheep are raised primarily for meat, with lambs
being the principal salable product. Due to harsh production and trans-
portation methods, lambs suffer from chronic respiratory diseases, digestive

disorders, injuries, and starvation. Industry reports reveal that approximately
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20 to 25 percent of lambs die before two months of age. Lamb meat is pop-
ular among numerous North American ethnic populations, many of which
practice religious slaughter methods that forbid stunning the animals. At rit-
ual slaughter plants, the lambs are fully conscious while being bled to death.

Wool is classified as either shorn wool, that which is shorn from the sheep
annually, or pulled wool, that which is taken from the sheep at the time of
slaughter. A very high percentage of wool produced in the United States is
pulled wool, making it a direct slaughterhouse product. Because it comprises
a minute percentage of North American sheep production profits, U.S. wool
is in effect a by-product of the sheep meat industry and directly subsidizes the
production and annual slaughter of millions of lambs.

Alternatives to wool include hemp, cotton, ramie, rayon, orlon, and
acrylic fibers that can be woven into sweaters, blankets, and carpets. They have
many similar characteristics to wool and are superior in a number of respects,
including being nonallergenic and easy to clean. Synthetic fleece made from
spun polyester is durable, quick drying, and provides warmth without bulk in
a variety of rich colors and weights. Some synthetic fleece is produced from
recycled materials, making it an ecologically sound investment. Hemp and
cotton are very versatile and can be used for lightweight clothing and outer-
wear as well as for heavier clothing items, such as sweatshirts and sweaters.

Hemp is a hardy, renewable resource that could easily be grown on a
large scale in those states that currently rely on tobacco crops for their major
income. The strain of cannabis used to grow hemp is not the same as mari-
juana and will 7oz produce euphoria if ingested or smoked. The hemp plant
produces high yields of premium-quality fiber that can be used for paper,
cloth, plastics, and more. It can be grown on a variety of soils without using
pesticides or fertilizer. Replacing tobacco crops with hemp would preserve
jobs, save lives, and provide an environmentally sensible product with an
abundance of uses.

In general, cotton is not an environmentally sound product because cot-
ton crops are among those most heavily sprayed with toxic herbicides, insec-
ticides, and chemicals. Standard cotton production also involves extensive
application of bleaches, dyes, and formaldehyde finishes. Seek out unbleached,

organically grown cotton for compassion toward workers and the Earth.
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Organic cotton is available in a number of naturally produced colors and a

wide array of products, including clothing, bedding, and thermal wear.

HONEY—WHAT’S THE BUZZ:

After the introduction of the British Vegan Society’s Manifesto in 1944, a
continual debate developed over the use of honey by vegans. The confusion
was fully rectified when Arthur Ling, then president of The Vegan Society,
published an article on the topic entitled “Ain’t So Sweet: The Other Side of
Honey” in the spring 1988 issue of 7he Vegan explaining why The Vegan
Society does not consider honey ethical. Abstaining from the use of honey
is a requirement for full membership in that society, as was stated in its orig-
inal manifesto, a policy that is consistent with the position of the American
Vegan Society since its founding in 1960.

Honey is obtained from bees who consume sucrose-rich flower nectar,
retain it in their primary stomach (also called “honey stomach”), and convert
it to glucose and fructose. When honeybees return to their hive, they regur-
gitate nectar back and forth to each other. Then they regurgitate once more
and fan the half-digested material with their wings until it becomes viscous,
making it more resistant to spoilage. This “bee vomit,” the substance we call
honey, is then stored in the hollow beeswax cells that comprise the structure
of the hive.

Although pollen is the honeybee’s primary source of nutrition, honey is its
sole food source during cold weather and other times when alternatives are not
available, providing precious calories and trace nutrients. Collecting nectar to
make honey is an arduous task. During its lifespan, if it manages to avoid
assailants outside the hive, a honeybee will have embarked on approximately
four hundred trips to gather nectar. Just half an ounce of honey involves
between eight hundred and eleven hundred nectar-collecting expeditions.

In keeping with the usual animal agribusiness practice of wresting as
much profit as possible from every captive being, many beekeepers have
expanded their business to include taking almost every substance found in the
hive. In addition to honey, beekeepers harvest beeswax (a primary ingredient

in beeswax candles and many “natural” cosmetics), bee pollen, propolis, and
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royal jelly. Before these materials can be removed from the hive, bees must be
forced out of their homes. Common methods used to evacuate bees include
smoking or shaking the hives, noxious repellents, and forced air. Even the
most careful keeper cannot help but squash or otherwise kill bees (including
eggs and larvae) in the process. During unproductive months, some bee-
keepers poison or starve their bees to death or burn the hive to avoid complex
downtime maintenance. The hive may also be burned if bees become infected
with contagious diseases. Because excessive inbreeding has resulted in a dearth
of genetic diversity, honeybees are highly susceptible to a number of some-
times fatal diseases, many of which are relatively widespread.

Queen bees may be bought individually or sold with an entire colony.
Although no genetic engineering has been done on bees, queen bees are typi-
cally artificially inseminated and selectively bred for desirable characteristics,
such as honey production, size, and gentleness. Exploitative techniques such as
wing clipping may be employed in order to keep the queen bee immobilized.

Arthur Ling acknowledged that although the production and consump-
tion of honey may not be among the most exigent issues facing vegans, it
should nevertheless be conclusively addressed. In his article “Aint So Sweet:
The Other Side of Honey,” Arthur Ling summarized his view:

It is not intended that [these observations about honey] should
deflect readers’ attention away from what they consider to be
more important, and probably less contentious, aspects of veg-
anism. I also appreciate that the subject must be looked at in
proper perspective. I do feel, however, that this is a matter of
principle, and one which we should not continue to sweep
under the carpet. The Society should give a definite lead to its
members.

There is no escaping the harsh reality that many of the
methods employed in the commercial production of honey are
cruel and repugnant and provide an overwhelming case for eth-
ical vegans to reject the use of this product and its derivatives.
To those of us who endeavour to live without cruelty, it is there-
fore imperative that instead of sitting on the fence, so to speak,
on the use of honey, vegans should give the honey industry a
resounding “thumbs down.”
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There are many alternatives to bee-derived products. Substitutes for honey
include pure maple syrup, brown rice syrup, sorghum syrup, rice syrup, malt
syrup (made from barley, wheat, or rye), molasses, concentrated fruit syrup,
sugar, and numerous combinations of these. Candles made from plant wax or
paraffin can be used in place of beeswax candles. Additionally, some manu-
facturers have begun using plant waxes and plant butters (such as cocoa but-
ter and shea butter) in lip balms, soaps, salves, and other personal-care

products, making bee products unnecessary and obsolete.

VEGAN VIGILANCE

Numerous commonly used commodities such as fur, down, silk, pearls,
angora, mohair, camel hair, shearling, ivory, tortoiseshell, boar bristles, horse-
hair, animal gut, animal hides, and many others are products of pain or death.
Sometimes the connection to an animal source is readily apparent, and some-
times it is covert.

Some people might argue that it is impossible to be totally vegan in
today’s modern society, and technically they would be right. The use of ani-
mal products and by-products is tremendously pervasive. For instance, animal
fats are used in the production of steel, rubber, vinyl, and plastics. Hence, cars,
buses, and even bicycles are not vegan items. Animal products are used in
bricks, plaster, cement, and many home-finishing and insulation materials.
They also can be found extensively in everyday products, including over-the-
counter and prescription drugs, glue, antifreeze, hydraulic brake fluid, per-
fume and cologne, videotape, photographic film, tennis rackets, musical
instruments, and innumerable other items. Even wine and other alcoholic
beverages may be clarified with fish meal or egg whites.

Additionally, in today’s extremely competitive, high-stakes global economy,
exploitation of production workers is as surreptitious as animal exploitation, and
equally as prevalent both domestically and internationally. Therefore, seeking
out goods produced by socially responsible companies (and avoiding those that
are not) is as important as abstaining from animal products and ingredients.

Vegans acknowledge that purity in an industrial country is not only unat-

tainable but unrealistic, and to maintain the impossible as an objective may
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very well be counterproductive. Participating in a society that is founded on
exploitation places vegans in a continual ethical dilemma. The goal, in effect,
becomes trying not to capitalize on, promote, or in any way contribute fur-
ther to this self-serving, anthropocentric perspective. Vegans are at times
inevitably forced to choose between the minutia of ethical consistency and a
realistic approach.

| believe that animal industries will eventually be forced by public pres-
sure to divest from all of the other industries they have invaded. Then we
will be able to lead a 100 percent pure vegan existence. But until then, |
am satisfied with the knowledge that | am doing everything | possibly
can to remove products of suffering from my life. If an alternative exists,
| do whatever it takes to find it and use it, and if none exists, | go with-
out whenever possible. | have come to realize that, although it is not yet
possible in our society to be totally pure in every single way, that impos-
sibility does not negate the significance of the honest attempt to live a
purely vegan life. That attempt, in itself, sets a truly important example

of nonviolence and leads the way to a better world.

—SHARI KALINA

The vegan aim should not be for perfection, as this places undue
emphasis on that which cannot, at present, be achieved and undoubtedly
will lead to disappointment. In actuality, it is the sincere and steadfast
journey itself that becomes the destination. Admittedly, it is unrealistic to
believe that the world will become vegan in most of our lifetimes; however,
this should in no way deter anyone from trying. As Margaret Mead said,
“Never doubt that a small group of thoughtful, committed citizens can
change the world; indeed, it’s the only thing that ever has.” The honorable,
admirable, and achievable vegan mission is to ceaselessly strive to do one’s
best. This simple charge is more than enough to keep most vegans (and
nonvegans, too) challenged, focused, and on task.

CHAPTER 10



11

THE BODY
BEAUTIFUL

Being vegan frees my conscience of
the pain, suffering, and waste that
using animals and products derived

from and tested on them causes.

—BRAD WOLFF

BEAUTY AT WHAT COST?

The term cruelty-free was coined in the 1950s by the late Muriel, Lady
Dowding, wife of Hugh, Lord Dowding, who was known as an antivivisec-
tionist and advocate of animal rights in the House of Lords. Appalled by the
wearing of furs by “otherwise kind and gentle women,” Lady Dowding was
compelled to make them understand the cruelty inherent in this barbaric
trade. She decided to try to persuade firms that made simulated fur coats to
advertise that their garments had caused no suffering. She thought that attach-
ing a label to this effect would make some people stop and think and realize
the cruelty involved in making real furs. After numerous rejections, one firm
finally agreed to cooperate. Three weeks later, little labels bearing the slogan
“Beauty Without Cruelty” were sewn into some coats. Several influential

women in London society were drawn to the idea. They, along with Lady
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Dowding, formed a volunteer committee to help spread the cruelty-free con-
cept through fashion shows featuring simulated furs. Their first show was a
surprisingly huge success and led to subsequent events in London and other
large cities in England.

Lady Dowding soon ventured into other areas of the fashion business,
exploring and exposing the brutality inflicted on animals in the clothing, toi-
letries, and cosmetics industries. In 1959, she founded the nonprofit charita-
ble organization Beauty Without Cruelty, and eventually established several
international branches in Australia, New Zealand, the United States, South
Africa, and India.

Outraged by her discovery of the animal ingredients and testing routinely
involved in producing commercial toiletries and cosmetics, Lady Dowding
pioneered Beauty Without Cruelty Cosmetics in 1963, which later became a
company independent of the nonprofit group. The new product line was not
tested on animals and included no direct slaughter ingredients, although some
items contained animal by-products such as lanolin and beeswax. (Today, all
Beauty Without Cruelty products are entirely vegan.) When the products
were not well received by stores, Lady Dowding opened the first Beauty
Without Cruelty Boutique in London in the mid-1960s. Well-known fashion
models and designers helped raise the profile of Beauty Without Cruelty and
broadened its international appeal.

BUYER BEWARE

In 1972, Beauty Without Cruelty (BWC) USA was formed by Ethel Thurston
(chair of the organization), Virginia Milliken, and Gretchen Wyler, under the
guiding hand of Lady Dowding. Shortly thereafter, BWC USA began pub-
lishing its pioneering guide to cruelty-free cosmetic companies. In 1977,
Thurston, Milliken, and Wyler helped found the American Fund for
Alternatives to Animal Research (AFAAR) to finance the development of
nonanimal tests. Among their scientific advisers were distinguished leaders in
the field of alternative testing including John Petricciani, Ph.D., Roland
Nardone, Ph.D., and Joseph Leighton, Ph.D.
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In the early 1970s, Marcia Pearson, then a professional fashion model and
founder of the West Coast—based Fashion With Compassion, a group that
presents fashion shows featuring American-made clothing woven from plant
and synthetic fibers, corresponded with Lady Dowding and received some of
her Beauty Without Cruelty brochures. Through her public appearances, her
work in the fashion industry, and networking with other concerned groups,
Marcia Pearson, along with other animal activists, helped popularize the term
cruelty-free and introduced it to U.S. audiences. It quickly became a buzz
word of the animal-rights and vegetarian movements in the late seventies and
eighties and captured the attention and imagination of an incredulous pub-
lic. Around the same time, a spirited campaign against the Draize eye irritancy
test conducted on rabbits by cosmetic companies was launched by Henry
Spira. It had a far-reaching impact. The concept that such experiments were
unnecessary, combined with the dichotomy of an industry both devoted to
beauty and deeply involved in the suffering and torture of animals, proved to
be a powerful stimulus for change. Interestingly, the “natural” products indus-
try concurrently discovered that putting a “cruelty-free” label on merchandise
could be an effective way to invite consumer confidence and loyalty and there-
fore generate higher revenues.

In its purest sense, the term cruelty-free means ethically produced: (1)
Neither the individual ingredients nor the finished product have been tested on
animals, and (2) the product is 100 percent free of animal-derived ingredients.
Some manufacturers have used the term cruelty-free to indicate that com-
pounded products, not necessarily their individual components, have not been
tested on animals. Furthermore, these products may still contain animal-
derived ingredients. If so-called cruelty-free items can still contain animal-
tested ingredients and/or animal products or by-products, what authority and
clarity does the term actually have? For the consumer, the cruelty-free label has
become muddled, misconstrued, and somewhat meaningless. In England, the
birthplace of the vegan movement, the term cruelty-free is no longer commonly
used on packaging because of its ambiguity. According to The British Vegan
Society, confusion often arose because the term sometimes meant “not tested
on animals” while the product still contained cruelly obtained animal ingredi-

ents. Manufacturers in England are now inclined to use the term animal-free
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to mean free of animal testing and ingredients. The Vegan Society considers
animal-free to be a more accurate term that allows vegans to make humane and

informed choices.

SEARCHING FOR SOLUTIONS

Product labels can be baffling. Some ingredients, such as glycerin and stearates,
can be derived from either vegetable or animal sources, and manufacturers
typically do not specify an ingredient’s origin. Some labels list ingredients
that are ten syllables long and require an advanced degree in chemistry to
interpret accurately. Author, teacher, vegetarian historian, and fourteen-year
vegan Rynn Berry recognizes the inescapable intrusion of animal suffering:

A difficult challenge I've faced being vegan is simply trying to
live a cruelty-free life in a society in which practically every
commercial product is polluted with animal ingredients and
animal pain.

Several animal-rights groups and vegan organizations periodically publish
listings that specify those companies still utilizing animal tests, those that
have stopped animal testing, and those that have never conducted animal
tests. These publications may also list vegan companies and/or product lines
that the manufacturers claim are vegan, items that the manufacturers say do
not contain animal products but may contain animal by-products (e.g., lano-
lin, beeswax, propolis, honey, whey, etc.) and items that are animal based.
Although these lists are extremely helpful, all information is provided by the
companies and is not verified by an outside source.

What some manufacturers consider vegan and what practicing vegans
consider vegan may differ radically. There are products labeled “vegan” and
“cruelty-free” that contain honey, lanolin, whey, or other nonvegan ingredi-
ents. Herein lies the problem with manufacturers” evaluating their own prod-
ucts. When a seal, symbol, or designation becomes financially rewarding and
thus self-serving, how can there be objectivity if the process for determining
compliance is self-enforced and self-regulated by the very industries that stand
to profit the most?
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For now, it is best to read product labels carefully, even if some sort of
cruelty-free seal is on the package. Many companies, in a rush to capitalize
on public sentiment, have designed their own logos or incorporated logos
from humane or animal-rights organizations that have honorable intentions
but no ability to substantiate a company’s claims. A walk through any natural-
products store reveals nearly as many different symbols and slogans as there
are products. This does not imply that manufacturers are conducting business
unethically; however, without outside verification, there is simply no way to
guarantee that a company’s statements are fact.

Look for hidden animal ingredients in products and contact manufac-
turers personally if you have any questions. Many manufacturers have toll-free
numbers direct to their customer service departments. Be forewarned, how-
ever, that the term vegan is still foreign to many manufacturers, and you may
be called upon to educate customer service representatives about its meaning.
It is important to let the natural-products industry know that an item could
hardly be considered cruelty-free if, instead of being zested on animals, it con-
tains them. Until manufacturers believe there is a strong consumer demand for
truly animal-free products—those with no animal testing of individual ingre-
dients as well as of compounded finished products @7d no animal ingredients
of any kind—and this becomes the prevailing standard industrywide, there
will continue to be confusion, misrepresentation, and an unseemly void in the

marketplace.
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Ac I I o N To the greatest extent possible, | try to

make choices that involve the least
amount of cruelty and environmental
damage. | am interested in sustainable
agriculture, environmental issues, hu-
man rights, and my interconnected-
ness in the web of all life. It is a great
pleasure for me to find products and
practices that have a positive effect on

living beings and the environment,

rather than a negative one.

—VESANTO MELINA

BEYOND DIET AND CLOTHING

Embracing veganism compels practitioners to live moral and compassionate
lives while minimizing their impact on the Earth and its resources. The
American Vegan Society’s tenet of “dynamic harmlessness,” doing the least
harm and the most good, encourages vegans to search for options that will
protect and improve the lives of all living beings as well as eliminate suffer-
ing, bring about the responsible use of natural resources, and inspire peace and
harmony among people. Consequently, veganism is not passive self-denial. On
the contrary, it instills active and vibrant responsibility for initiating positive
social change by presenting a constant challenge to consistently seek out the

highest ideal.
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It is as if my eyes have been opened for the first time to the many gifts
present in life. | feel challenged to live by the inner wisdom of my spirit
and the voice within my heart. I'm finding that because | am mindful of
my actions, right down to reading labels, shopping for organic foods,
and riding a bicycle instead of driving and owning a car, my life is actu-
ally simpler and more meaningful than when | drove an Alpha Romeo
and wore silk suits. It's a path that has increased my choices because |
take the time to remind myself of what's truly beautiful rather than feel-
ing divided and overwhelmed and like the world “out there” is some-
one else’s problem and it has nothing to do with me, my thoughts, or

my actions.

—MAE LEE SUN

Because the vegan ethic encompasses every area of life, there are many
facets of daily living that nonvegans may take for granted but which vegans
must carefully consider. When an individual chooses veganism, she or he
quickly discovers a multitude of unanticipated challenges. The following are

just a few examples.

OCCUPATIONAL CHOICES

After people have been vegan for a while, they sometimes begin assessing
their lives to see how they could be of greater service to others or feel more
purposeful. Oftentimes, this leads to a reevaluation of what they are doing for
a living. Certain jobs, such as dairy farmer, vivisector, or butcher, are blatantly
incompatible with vegan principles. Others, such as working as a server in a
steakhouse, selling leather footwear in a shoe store, or being employed in a pet
shop, are more subtly contradictory.

Switching careers is hard, and at times it seems easier to bend the ethical
rules than to start job hunting, go back to school, or get retrained. Yet, when
individuals are conflicted between their ethics and their livelihood, it becomes
exceptionally draining. There is a constant need to justify to yourself and to
others why the work you are doing should be considered acceptable, while in

your heart you know it is not. Rationalizing is unquestionably time consum-
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ing, unproductive, and exhausting. By the time people realize the mental effort
they are expending, they naturally come to the conclusion that aligning their
occupational choice with their ethics is the only reasonable alternative.

Many vegans want to do more than simply maintain the status quo.
Consequently, they may supplement their day jobs with activist work on
behalf of people, animals, or the environment. By day, Kevin Pickard works
as a computer programmer and analyst. But in his spare time, Kevin has
served as president of the Toronto Vegetarian Society (the largest vegetarian
society in North America), vice president of the Vegetarian Union of North
America, and as a council member for the International Vegetarian Union.
About his work, Kevin says:

My full-time job puts the veggies on my plate, so to speak, but
I see my volunteer work as my real job.

Saurabh Dalal’s life is another example of incredible yet widely pervasive
vegan commitment and passion. Saurabh holds master-of-science degrees in
electrical engineering and applied physics, is completing coursework for his
Ph.D., and is employed as an optical engineer and physicist. Despite these
grueling demands, Saurabh has served as president of the Vegetarian Society
of Washington, D.C. (the oldest vegetarian society in North America), secre-
tary of the Vegetarian Union of North America, honorary regional secretary
for North America for the International Vegetarian Union, and has coordi-
nated a variety of select projects for a number of other vegetarian organizations
and religious groups.

Some vegans find their volunteer work so satisfying that they decide to
pursue it as a vocation. Some people are compelled to disband their often
lucrative professions and seek work that advances the vegan cause, as did
Marianne Roberts, who graduated Phi Beta Kappa from Vassar College and

holds a master of business administration from Harvard University:

I have been haunted for years by a very graphic photograph of
a beagle burned in a vivisection experiment. It was absolutely gut
wrenching! I couldn’t get it out of my mind for several months.
Finally, I was so tormented that I quit my job and went to work
for an animal-rights organization.

ETHICS IN ACTION
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Shelton Walden has a bachelor of arts in political science from Fordham
University and is currently a graduate student at Rutgers University in envi-
ronmental and medical history. As the host and producer of the weekly radio
show Waldens Pond, broadcast from New York City, which focuses on animal
rights, human rights, health, veganism, and the environment, Shelton epito-

mizes the desire and quest for constructive vegan work:

Being a vegan contributed to my unique career perspective. Had
I not become a vegan, my radio program would not have the
focus it has, and I would not be aware of how animal exploita-
tion affects every minute aspect of our lives. Veganism has
helped me understand the fragility of all life and the necessity for

us to respect the integrity of all life-forms.

As her vegan awareness grew, Yale-educated Hillary Morris experienced a
series of revelations during her short career in the ruthless field of high finance:

I worked on Wall Street as a financial analyst for two years. I
could have stayed longer. I could have earned a fat salary bro-
kering deals for huge multinationals. Except for one thing.
During my employment there, I became a vegan. Perhaps it was
in response to the morally corrupt industry in which I was work-
ing—I felt a need to reconnect with something truly good, truly
selfless. In any case, when I became a vegan while working in
that environment, I began to notice things that up until that
point my consciousness was unable to see: the connection
between my work financing an oil refinery and the degradation
of the Earth’s environment; the connection between working
on a deal to finance mining and exploration in a remote and
occupied portion of Indonesia and the suffering of indigenous
cultures. In short, I began to realize the connection between my
work, my life, and the state of the world. I began to realize that
all things are connected and that everything I did had repercus-
sions not only for myself and the ones around me, but around
the world.

The last straw came when I was asked to work on a deal to
finance a chicken processing factory. I finally realized that I
needed to do work that was holistically sound and complete. So
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I left Wall Street and began studying traditional Chinese medi-
cine and learning about holistic ways of healing. I am rediscov-
ering not only my connection to the Earth and to animals but
also to my own self—who I am, what I desire in life, and what
sort of legacy I wish to leave for the Earth’s children. I know
other people can do this—if they follow their hearts and have
faith, everything they ever dreamed will come true.

Physician and author Michael Klaper found that after adopting a vegan
lifestyle he was left with no other option than to make the extension of his

compassionate ethic part of his life’s work and mission:

To watch the beauty of the natural world desecrated and to wit-
ness the death and destruction of sentient beings caused by
human greed and the lust for power has been excruciating—and
grows more so daily. To create increased awareness of the bene-
fits of a vegan diet and lifestyle in today’s flesh-addicted, flesh-
indulgent global society is a formidable task. I would gladly
swap with Hercules for a run at the Augean Stables. Yet, help-
ing to create a more vegan world is the most noble task of which
I can conceive and one certainly worthy as a life goal. At this
point, there is nothing else for me to do.

Of course, becoming vegan doesn’t always necessitate a shift in one’s occu-
pation. For those fortunate enough to be at the start of their careers, the pos-
sibilities are wide open. Longtime vegans with established professions are
more often already involved in ethically compatible work. Yet, because veg-
anism is a belief system that necessitates ongoing intentional growth and
awareness, changing jobs or training for a new career may be, for some, a nat-

ural and integral part of the vegan evolutionary process.

COMPANION ANIMALS

Vegans and animal advocates generally choose to refer to domesticated animals
as companions rather than pets because the term pez is patronizing and con-
descending and implies a master-slave or other dominant-subordinate rela-

tionship. Vegans are not united in their view of companion animals, making
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the issue complex. While some believe that dogs, cats, and other domesticated
animals should not be in our homes at all, others find that sharing their lives
with animals is mutually rewarding, satisfying, and beneficial.

For dogs and cats who live in loving, responsible homes, domestication has
its advantages. These animals may be very happy and healthy and live long,
wonderful lives. Conversely, millions of dogs and cats are killed every year in
pounds and shelters because there are no homes for them, while breeders,
puppy mills, and irresponsible owners continue to propagate animals for profit
or pleasure. The heartrending truth is that the number of cats and dogs far
exceeds the number of loving homes available to them. Unwanted animals are
treated as a nuisance and are often abandoned, abused, or killed. Many mis-
guided people desert unwanted animals in rural areas thinking that someone
will find them and take them in or that the animals are capable of fending for
themselves. Tragically, these animals are faced with starvation, poisoning, freez-
ing, highway death, procurement for research laboratories, and persistent, unre-
stricted breeding, which only exacerbates the problem.

Animal control agencies and shelters take in several million animals a
year, but most cannot house and support all these animals until their natural
deaths so healthy animals who are not quickly adopted (in about a week) are
killed. In many areas where a practice called pound seizure is permitted,
unclaimed animals can be turned over or sold to research laboratories, where
their imminent death is preceded by ruthless suffering.

The vast majority of purebred animals sold in pet shops are raised in
what are called puppy mills, breeding kennels notorious for their cramped,
crude, and filthy conditions and their continuous breeding of unhealthy and
hard-to-socialize animals. Animals from puppy mills are bred for quantity, not
quality. Continuous in-breeding causes unmonitored genetic defects (such as
hip dysplasia), illness and disease (such as parvo and feline leukemia), and per-
sonality disorders (such as extreme destructiveness, aggression, antisocial
behaviors, and excessive barking). Purchasing a purebred animal perpetuates
the endless cycle of breeding for profit. A more reasonable and humane alter-
native is to seek out a loving companion animal that is already in a shelter and
in desperate need of a home. Status breeds and the most expensive animals

don’t necessarily make the best companions. Often the less glamorous or
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plainer-looking mixed breeds have the best personalities and temperaments
and make the best friends.

Of the unwanted dogs and cats that are abandoned or killed in animal shel-
ters each year, many are purebreds. There is simply no reason for companion
animals to be bred. Spaying or neutering is a onetime expense that costs less
than raising puppies or kittens and is much lower than the cost that commu-
nities must pay for animal control and euthanasia. The vegan population is
divided over the ethicalness of subjecting companion animals to surgery (spay-
ing and neutering) based on non-life-threatening conditions. It could be con-
strued that this forced surgery contradicts one of the basic tenets of animal
rights—that each living being has a right to her or his own body without
imposition. However, as this debate continues, it is critical that vegans weigh
all the issues carefully and make sensible decisions based on existing circum-
stances and realistic consequences.

Another concern facing vegans who adopt dogs and cats is what to feed
them. The commercial pet-food industry thrives on the by-products, cast-
aways, and rejects from animal agriculture, using slaughterhouse refuse and
diseased or contaminated dregs deemed unsuitable for human consumption.
Dogs are carnivorous but are able to eat a wide range of foods. Therefore,
some can adapt easily to a nutritionally well-balanced vegetarian or vegan
diet. Commercial vegetarian dog foods and biscuits are readily available, and
some mixes can even be prepared at home from blends that incorporate appro-
priate supplementation of protein, calcium, vitamin D, and crucial amino
acids to safeguard the health of your dog. There is much debate, however, over
whether or not a vegetarian or vegan diet is appropriate for cats under any cir-
cumstances. Whether your companions are dogs or cats, always consult your
veterinarian before starting them on a vegan or vegetarian diet.

Cats’ physiology is clearly carnivorous, and some veterinarians feel that a
cat’s health could be endangered or its life jeopardized by a totally vegan reg-
imen. Some vegans compromise by feeding their feline companions a vege-
tarian diet at home and then allowing them to hunt freely outdoors, stalking,
catching, and eating birds, rabbits, mice, chipmunks, squirrels, and other
small animals to fulfill their need for meat. However, there are multiple prob-

lems with this approach.
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Humane agents know that the safest place for domesticated animals is
inside the home or, as in the case of dogs, in a fenced yard or on a leash
accompanied by their human caregivers. Cats cannot be walked on a leash like
a dog, and fences generally do little to contain them. Collars and long leads
are very dangerous for cats and can lead to choking or strangulation. Cats are
extremely territorial and, when left to roam on their own, typically get into
fierce fights with other cats, which can be debilitating, mutilating, or fatal.
Uncontrolled interaction with other cats can also lead to unlimited breeding
and transmission of lethal viruses and other diseases. Alone and unsupervised,
they become easy targets for abuse, poisoning, highway death, impoundment,
confiscation, and sale to laboratories. Cities, towns, and even wooded areas are
not natural habitats for domesticated cats and dogs; consequently, accidents
are rampant. Furthermore, the predation of cats and dogs on unsuspecting
birds, small urban mammals, and other native species is cruel and dangerous.
The dog or cat can be maimed or injured in the fray, and the consumption
of wildlife can spread disease, illness, and rabies. Larger animals that attack
smaller ones often mutilate or incapacitate them, then leave them to agonize
a slow, lingering death. Animals that wander on their own also pick up fleas,
ticks, and other parasites and bring them home to their human families.

According to Zoe Weil, author of So, You Love Animals and Animals in
Society, the ideal world from a vegan perspective might include two different
scenarios: one in which companion animals are slowly phased out through a
ban on breeding, and another in which humans learn responsible care and
establish breeding bans that prevent overpopulation and needless death of

these gentle and loving animals.

UNINVITED GUESTS

Much to our chagrin, ants, spiders, mice, bats, squirrels, and other unexpected
critters occasionally take up residence in our homes and offices. Although some
people might set deadly traps or scatter poisons that cause great suffering, this
is not the vegan way. The vegan ethic forbids intentionally killing or harming
any sentient being, no matter what species or how tiny. Small intruders,

such as rats and mice, are viewed as pests, not pets, and therefore have few
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defenders; nevertheless, the pain they feel is certainly as real as that of any
other animal.

It can be a frustrating challenge to convince these little ones to leave your
space, but a good offense is the best defense. To deter mice, rats, and other
rodents, maintain clean, sanitary conditions and plug holes or cracks where
they might enter. Seal all foods in airtight jars, tins, and other similar con-
tainers. The smell of food will lure insects and rodents, and the sharp, strong
teeth of mice and rats can easily chew through paper, plastic, and cellophane.
Don’t leave dirty dishes in the sink or have open pails of garbage or compost
in or near the house.

If you have an infestation of rodents, and traps are needed to remove
them, use humane box-type release traps (available from mail-order sources,
humane societies, and hardware stores). These traps have a door that is trig-
gered shut when the animal enters. The trap can then be taken outdoors,
where the animal can be released unharmed. When using these traps, be sure
to check them every few hours, because frightened rodents have a high metab-
olism rate and will quickly become thirsty and hungry.

To prevent an infestation from recurring or to discourage a wide range of
insects, rodents, and other critters (such as fleas, ticks, moths, spiders, crick-
ets, bats, and squirrels) from entering your home or office, you can purchase
ultrasonic repellers (available through mail-order sources, hardware stores,
humane societies, and “green” stores). These electronic devices emit a range of
high-frequency sounds that are audible and irritating to specific animals and
insects but are beyond the range of human hearing. Most small insects can be
gently captured in your hand, taken outdoors, and released.

Read as much as possible to learn about the particular species you are deal-
ing with and take personal safety precautions whenever appropriate. Since
the desired results will most likely not happen overnight, any humane removal
program calls for patience. It also calls for a gentle touch. Keep in mind that
these beings are significantly smaller than we are and often are a lot more
intimidated by us than we are by them.

ETHICS IN ACTION
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VEGANIC GARDENING

In the not-too-distant past, widespread chemical-dependent farming and
unrestrained agricultural genetic manipulation was limited to the fantastic
imaginings of science-fiction enthusiasts. Modern science has changed all that.
Today, commercially grown fruits and vegetables are commonly tainted with
pesticides, herbicides, and other toxic chemicals. Moreover, scientists have
inserted animal genes into the genetic code of many fruits and vegetables to
create even more attractive produce with greater disease resistance and an
abnormally extended shelf life. Because biotech crops are not required by the
United States Department of Agriculture or the Food and Drug Adminis-
tration to be labeled as genetically altered, vegans and vegetarians are unable
to know if their produce is totally plant-based or a strange amalgam of plants
and animals.

In an effort to maintain agricultural integrity, maximize nutrition and
flavor, build soil fertility, and phase out or eliminate chemical-dependent
farming practices, there has been a growing trend of U.S. farmers back toward
organic farming. It makes sense to cultivate and buy organically grown foods

(locally grown, if possible), for several reasons:

1. Organic foods are produced without the use of synthetic pesticides,
fertilizers, or growth hormones.

2. Organic farmers promote biological diversity through soil conservation
and renewal, crop rotation, and the use of natural fertilizer and pest
control.

3. Organic farming helps to maintain the health of our soil, air, and
water supplies.

4. Organic farming provides a safer work environment for those who
grow our food.

5. Organic farming encourages the use of composting, which, if imple-
mented on a large scale, would significantly reduce the amount of
refuse that ends up in our landfills.

6. Organically grown food tastes better.

One of the concerns vegans have with organic farming, however, is the

widespread use of dried animal blood, bone meal, manure fertilizers, and
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other animal-based soil enhancers. Lisa Robinson Bailey describes her surprise
when she first learned that animal products are systematically used to grow

organic fruits and vegetables:

My interest in gardening prompted me to take a tour of local
organic farms sponsored by the Carolina Farm Stewardship
Association. The tour brought home to me the prevalence of
using animal products in the production of plant foods. I real-
ized that, even though I was buying organic produce, slaughter-
industry by-products like manure from factory farms and bone
meal and blood were routinely used to produce my food. It was
quite an eye-opener!

Animal products and manure used in composting for application to the
soil are inherently dependent on animal husbandry, and utilizing them directly
supports the food-animal industry. They are unpleasant to handle, often har-
bor intestinal, parasitic, and other diseases, may contain antibiotic and other
drug residues, and are highly acidic and therefore may require heavier appli-
cations of dolomite or lime. Alternatively, soil that is built with plant residues
is enriched with natural products produced by earthworms and the abundant
minute animal life it directly supports.

The concept of veganic gardening—growing food organically without
the use of animal products or by-products—has been in existence for several
decades in the United States and parts of Europe, but publications about it are
still extremely sparse and scattered. English author Geoffrey L. Rudd coined
the term veganic in the 1940s. The method was popularized around the same
time by Rosa Dalziel O’Brien. She, along with her son, wrote books on veg-
anic gardening, which were published in England.

A variety of gardening techniques used by veganic gardeners include
composting with pure vegetable matter; mulching; turning crops under;
weeding; soil enhancement and fortification through planned crop rotation;
natural insect control through complementary planting; terraced gardens to
enhance moisture retention and minimize erosion; and many others.
Successful veganic gardening may require a bit of research, creativity, strate-
gizing, and hard work, but your efforts will yield safe, compassionate, and

nutritious results.
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OF PRINCIPLE
AND PRACTICE

The greatest hope for a more peaceful,
just, nonviolent, loving world lies with
each of us striving to bring alive in
every aspect of our individual lives the
compassion and understanding that

forms the foundation of veganism.

—BRIAN GRAFF

DEGREES OF COMPASSION

Becoming vegan has sensitized me to the feelings of all my fellow
beings. | can truthfully say that being a vegan has made me a more
compassionate person. If, as the Buddha said, “eating meat extinguishes
the seed of compassion,” then the converse is true: Being a vegan fos-

ters the growth of the seed of compassion that is within all of us.
—RYNN BERRY
Embracing veganism compels practitioners to confront their attitudes and

responsibilities toward all forms of life. Compassion is the emotion that

allows us to relate to the feelings of others and inspires us to understand their
experiences.
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When we confirm that others feel pain, pleasure, and the urge to live, we
are moved to acts of altruism and benevolence. There are many different

kinds of compassion, however, depending on who the “others” happen to be.

1. Linear compassion is what we feel for friends, family, spouse/partner,

and children, those with whom we are emotionally close and who are
most like us. The bond is reciprocal, allowing empathy to flow back
and forth. The output of compassion is directly proportional to the
input and is mutually gratifying.

Parallel compassion applies to people who are similar to us but outside
of our immediate realm. They may be individuals or groups we know
remotely or have never met but with whom we feel we share a con-
nective bond. For example, parallel compassion can include empathy
for people of the same religion, ethnicity, or subcultural group; peo-
ple who have survived an ordeal together; people who have a similar
lifestyle or occupation (such as mothers, homosexuals, students); peo-
ple who have endured comparable tragedies or challenges (such as ill-
ness, a car accident, rape, a disabled child); or neighbors who live in
close proximity. Parallel compassion can also extend to those we know
little about but with whom we connect on an altruistic plane, such as
the children of strangers, homeless people, oppressed groups, victims
of crime, or victims of war or other crises (such as famine, floods, tor-
nadoes, etc.). This is a more selfless but removed form of compassion,
founded on a detached sense of justice for those with whom we have
something in common—our collective humanity. Although this form
of compassion is unilateral, it is nevertheless emotionally satisfying to
know that others similar to us may benefit from our concern.
Perpendicular compassion extends to nonhuman animals who are close
to us. It requires direct personal interaction. Through this one-on-
one association, we discover and acknowledge that, in spite of enor-
mous differences (dissimilar bodies, disparate ways of communicating,
etc.), which make it difficult to confirm the other’s experiences and
perceptions, we can learn to care for each other based on mutual affec-
tion and a common link of shared experience found at the point where

our lives intersect.
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4. Circular compassion is what we feel for nonhuman animals with whom
we have no direct contact and very little in common. It is similar to par-
allel compassion in that it contains the element of altruism and there is
no direct reciprocation. It, too, stems from a remote sense of justice
based on concern for other living beings. However, this type of com-
passion is one-dimensional. People who practice circular compassion
do not extend their compassion to a// living beings. Their compassion
is directed only toward specific groups or species of animals who are des-
ignated as important, valuable, endangered, or in need of human assis-
tance or intervention. An example of circular compassion is a fund-raiser
picnic sponsored by a no-kill animal shelter where hamburgers, hot
dogs, or even a pig are barbecued and served to supporters.

5. Spherical compassion is for all living beings, human and nonhuman,
near or far, alike or different. It is the recognition that all sentient life
is interconnected and that all of our actions, both direct and indirect,
impact the welfare and well-being of similar and dissimilar others.

Spherical compassion is the essence of veganism.

ETHICAL EFFICACY

Veganism, like compassion, is a matter of the heart, not the head. Few peo-
ple are convinced to become vegan, and remain so, based strictly on intellec-
tual argument.

Facts and figures change, but ethics based on right and wrong do not. This
is not to say that all decisions made by vegans are explicitly predetermined by
a rigid ethical code. There are many enigmatic and ambiguous areas, which
require deep consideration before an appropriate vegan choice can be made.
When confronted with difficult decisions, we must weigh and examine all fac-
tors. Matters that present a clear-cut vegan option can be readily resolved.
Others, however, may require some level of compromise tempered with the
recognition that, because this is not a perfect world, it is sometimes impossi-
ble to find a perfect solution. As a result, vegans are occasionally obliged to

choose between the lesser of two evils.
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There are people who believe that we should all do things in moderation.
In terms of compassion, however, what does that mean? Does it suggest that
racism is acceptable ten days out of the month as long as you do not engage
in it the other days? Does it imply that it’s okay to kick the dog on Thursdays
and Saturdays if you don’t kick him the rest of the week? Does moderation
make it acceptable to fire a gun at people as long as it’s only occasionally or
only people of a certain race, sex, or religion?

Of course not. These examples sound ridiculous because we know that
when we believe certain actions to be immoral or unethical, there is no com-
promise, and moderation seems absurd. Veganism is an ethical practice which,
like compassion, cannot be turned off and on for convenience.

Why is it then that the ethical application of veganism frequently does not
occur to people who display parallel, perpendicular, and even circular forms
of compassion? And why do some who intellectually embrace veganism resist
practicing it and continue engaging in activities that exploit certain animals?
The answers can be found in the cultural assumption that people should not
be forced to sacrifice individual pleasures and familiar patterns. Hence, for
these people, spherical compassion becomes acceptable only if it does not
impinge on their individual comfort, habits, or cravings. Of course, like most
worldviews, this often is not a reasoned conviction but rather an unarticulated,

perhaps even unconscious belief.

The most challenging aspect of being a vegan is confronting every day
of your life the fact that you are most definitely in the minority and that
no matter how unbelievable it seems, other people may simply not care
that the food they eat comes from animals that suffered and felt ago-
nizing pain. This can be very disheartening. One would think that as
soon as others’ eyes were opened to animal suffering, they would start
to make concrete steps toward eliminating animal products from their
diet. But oddly enough, otherwise kind, gentle, openhearted people still

eat meat and use animal products. | am baffled by it daily.

—HiLLARY MORRIS
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CONSISTENCY OF CONVICTION

Practice what you preach.

—AMERICAN PROVERB

People who profess to be animal advocates yet eat meat, eggs, or dairy prod-
ucts or wear leather shoes and belts apply contrary rules of ethics. They are
practicing circular compassion, also known as selective compassion. Their
actions imply that one group of animals—the one they represent—has a
greater right to life than another and suggest that sacrificing habit, fashion,
beauty, comfort, or taste is a worse evil than taking an animal’s life or mak-
ing an animal suffer. Vegans who encourage congruity are not necessarily
extolling a holier-than-thou virtue. Vegan consistency is (or ought to be)
nothing less than spherical compassion in action—an abiding intellectual
awareness and conscious application of the vegan ethic rather than an exercise

in moral or spiritual superiority.

Veganism has made me more conscious of behavior patterns that are not
consistent with my adherence to philosophic veganism. Being vegan has
not made my personality more peaceful, as by some sort of physiologi-
cal or mystical transformation or holistic purification; however, it has
made me intellectually more aware of my feelings and behavior and less

able to rationalize and do certain things that | might otherwise overlook.
—KAReN Davis

Undoubtedly, there is complicity in contradictory words and actions, and
it undermines the significance and purpose of ethical practice. Every day we
make innumerable choices that have a far-reaching impact on others. If we opt
to selectively employ our ethics because they are, at times, inconvenient, it
invalidates our sincerity. Vegans can consciously choose to advance compassion
through consistent, unmitigated application of vegan principles in all that
they do.

I've been accused of being a do-gooder as though it were a bad thing to

be. My reply is that in every situation you can do good, do bad, or do
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nothing. There are no rules, no laws, no guards looking over your shoul-

der. You have to let your conscience be your guide.
—MAUREEN KopLow

People outside of social movements or subcultures often view individual
members of a movement or subculture as spokespeople, representatives, or
prototypes who embody all the ideal qualities of their cause. Although some
people would strongly prefer not to be cast in this role, being placed in this
position, even inadvertently, can be a powerful tool for influencing the behav-
ior of others.

Setting and practicing a standard of compassion is not only personally
rewarding; it can also bring deep satisfaction from knowing that when others
adopt a vegan lifestyle because of your influence, they are enriching their own
lives as much as they are helping to eliminate cruelty and suffering.

A sincere and honest effort to maintain vegan consistency is paramount
in establishing a credible and honorable vegan presence, regardless of how
close an individual actually comes to achieving that goal. Making right choices
is not always easy and certainly not always clear-cut. Even when we strongly
desire to do good, there is a point where we must accept our limitations or
inadequacies and move on. Regardless of one’s level of determination or
intent, there will be gray areas, times when we unwittingly cross the line, and

occasions when we cause harm inadvertently.

SOCIAL BACKLASH

I've been a rebel of sorts all my life, having been taught at an early age
that just because it is fashionable to follow the crowd does not mean that

happiness or, more important, inner joy will result.
—ROSHAN DINSHAH

It is not easy to be different, and few people choose to be pariahs. Vegans are
constantly under enormous pressure to conform from family, friends, col-

leagues, the media, and blatant as well as unarticulated cultural assumptions.
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There is comfort in familiarity and complacency, and a vegan approach rat-
tles the status quo. It is always unsettling for people to have their worldview
challenged, and a vegan’s mere presence can do just that.

Cultural, ethnic, racial, and religious affiliations influence how individu-
als and groups view veganism. There are those who believe that there are
more important problems—racism, homelessness, drugs, violence, poverty,
and child abuse, for example—that must be taken care of before we can turn
our attention to issues involving animals. Some groups are so immersed in
solving their own problems that they believe concerns over seemingly unre-
lated issues (such as animals or the environment) are baseless, or irrelevant, or
have nothing to do with them directly and are therefore unimportant. There
are also those who believe that animals are so inferior to humans that the mat-
ter shouldn’t even warrant our attention. Of course, matters of compassion are
not mutually exclusive. It is not a question of helping humans or helping
other animals. One can do both.

Oppressed and disempowered people sometimes designate a subordinate
role to animals because animals are easy targets for subjugation. Maintaining
power over animals reverses the tyrannical roles—the oppressed becomes the
oppressor. Hence, by dominating animals, some disenfranchised people can
feel that at least on a certain level they are superior to something. Regrettably,
this attitude can open the door to accepting and even encouraging cruelty,
abuse, and killing of animals, which is often a precursor to other forms of vio-
lent and heinous behavior.

Because the issues that motivate one to veganism deal with matters of
right and wrong and life and death, discussing vegan concerns can make non-
vegans feel edgy, ashamed, threatened, or defensive, even when the conversa-
tion is not directed at them personally. This can produce tensions in
professional, social, and personal relationships, causing vegans to feel guarded
and wary of interactions with nonvegans. Protectiveness emanating from both
sides creates awkward and uncomfortable communications that have the
potential to become hurtful.

Being vegan has made it even more difficult to relate to my family and

extended circle of friends, who, for the most part, do not understand my
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choice to be vegan, or choose not to understand because it would

require them to reassess their own choices.

—JEFFREY BROWN

Some vegans prefer to avoid the issue of their veganism entirely rather
than face a difficult confrontation with a meat eater. A teacher who has been
vegan for ten years told me, “Essentially, I have been living a lie on my pres-
ent job for the past three years. In my classroom, I have had the same teacher’s
aide for all three years. She does not even know I am a vegetarian, let alone
vegan. My ethics caused so many difficulties on previous jobs that I took the
easy way out and said nothing. The people with whom I work marvel at my
willpower because of all the foods I pass up!”

Over the years, I have heard a variety of responses in reaction to the
announcement that someone is vegan or vegetarian. Up until a few years ago,
the standard nonvegetarian reply would be “But where do you get your pro-
tein?” About five to ten years ago, the rejoinder changed to “But where do you
get your calcium?” In the last several years it has shifted to “Well, I only eat
a little chicken,” or “I only eat a little fish,” or “I never eat red meat anymore,”
or “I'm trying to eat more vegetables.” Most vegans and vegetarians I have spo-
ken with feel that the meat eaters who respond this way are seeking a con-
gratulatory response for their “enlightened” eating habits. Nevertheless, from
an ethical perspective, the chickens and fish are not grown from seeds and
therefore are equally as dead as red meat. Moreover, the fact that someone is
eating more vegetables certainly does nothing to help the animals she or he
persists in consuming,.

The most fascinating aspect of this evolving repartee is that some meat
eaters now appear remorseful about continuing to eat meat, often sounding
apologetic. This may be a result of feeling guilty, embarrassed, or ashamed that
they are eating foods that they believe (or that they think the vegan believes)
are unhealthful, or that they know in their hearts are products of pain, suf-
fering, and death. Of course, it could also be that vegans and vegetarians
inadvertently bring out feelings of contrition just by their proximity.
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RECOILING AND REBOUNDING

Misinformed journalists and so-called culinary experts who evaluate food
strictly from a gourmet or health perspective have bastardized the term vege-
tarian. Its 150-year-old definition never included nor was intended to include
meat, fish, or fowl of any kind. Yet, today there are “authorities” claiming that
it is perfectly acceptable for people who include small amounts of meat in
their diet to call themselves semivegetarians. They profess that there are dif-
ferent types of vegetarians: pescovegetarians (those who eat fish), pollovege-
tarians (those who eat birds), and, if we really want to extend the absurdity,
porcovegetarians (those who eat pigs), beefovegetarians (those who eat cattle),

and so on. In recent times, the term vegetarian has become progressively mud-

dled and hollow.

Vegans are serious about the ethics surrounding the grand consumption
controversy. The word vegetarian holds almost no ethical meaning.
Many of us have heard, “I'm a vegetarian but | eat fish.” (Those rare ovo-
lacto-ichthyo vegetarians.) The whole concept of being vegetarian has
been reduced to a somewhat vague dietary description. Even strict veg-
etarians, those who eat no animal products at all, will generally wear
leather or use other nonfood animal products. A vegan seeks an exis-
tence involving the least amount of animal exploitation possible. It is a
philosophical ideal that is somewhat more tenable than is possible sim-

ply by eating no meat.

—DaAvID SMITH

Considering that most meat eaters also include fruits and vegetables in
their diets, what makes them any different from these so-called meat-eating
vegetarians? Absolutely nothing, of course. Why then would someone want to
lay claim to the title of vegetarian if she or he cannot observe its meaning?
Perhaps, at long last, the word vegezarian has come to signify something desir-
able, a goal that people strive to attain. If this is the case, it would be more
accurate and forthright to express that “I would like to be a vegetarian but
have not yet achieved that objective.” To distort the meaning of the term veg-

etarian is insensitive to those who created the word and to those who truly
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practice vegetarianism. As Howard Lyman, former cattle rancher and beef
feedlot operator turned vegan, now president of the International Vegetarian
Union, director of the Humane Society of United States’ Eating with
Conscience Campaign, and author of the best-selling book Mad Cowboy,
tells his audiences, “Don’t talk the talk if you can’t walk the walk.”
Although it is tempting to those who are exceptionally passionate about
their beliefs—whether they are of a religious, ethical, philosophical, or social
nature—moralizing has never been particularly popular or well-received
among the masses. We are all somewhat self-righteous about our own view-
points, and few among us appreciate being told we may have it all wrong.
Recent converts to any belief system or practice are often especially zealous in
their enthusiasm and desire to spread the good word. New vegans are no
exception. Seasoned vegans, on the other hand, generally come to realize the
futility of pontificating and thus seek more constructive ways of conveying the

vegan message.

Preaching the gospel of a vegan lifestyle used to be a mild crusade, but
now | seldom draw attention to it. | have found that setting a quiet exam-
ple is often the best approach; if someone is not ready for change and
is not seeking the truth, no amount of logic or appeals to compassion

can awaken her or him.

—Kai Wu

Spherical compassion is at the heart of vegan practice and embodies the
reverence, caring, and grace extended to all life. Enmeshed in this web of
concern, however, is a fusion of both lovable and not-so-lovable individuals.
The lovable ones are, of course, a joy to embrace. But reaching out to those
who may be abrasive, confrontational, bigoted, violent, abusive, annoying,
indifferent, or simply unlike ourselves can sometimes stretch the fibers of this
delicate lacework close to the breaking point. Vegan compassion, when exer-
cised to its fullest, can be intricate and challenging, and when uniformly
applied, it may prompt even the most enlightened souls to summon their
deepest resources for courage, patience, and tolerance.

Lest we overlook an often neglected element of spherical compassion,
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respect and concern for oneself cannot be stressed fervently enough. In con-
sonance with vegan ideals is learning to understand, accept, honor, nourish,
and forgive ourselves no less than we strive to do for others.