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INTRODUCTION.

“IT cannot be denied,” says a distinguished philanthropist, “that
man for Happiness needs the true Love Holiness.”

In full accordance with this affirmation, the following Tract is
presented to public attention.
The distinguishing feature of Love Holiness, must be undoubtedly
obedience to the Love Laws ; and this introduction is specially ad
dressed to those in whom the exercise of benevolent acts is ever

associated with the deepest joy.

Such will, it is hoped, enter warmly

into the subject of which this work treats, and be willing, by all means
in their power, to aid in fairly examining the great question of man's
earthly position, and in what degree, temporally and eternally, he is,
in real Being, affected by the Diet he adopts. To do this truly, his
relationship with interior realities, as well as exterior varieties, must
be traced. As the highest representative of Love and Wisdom in
this creation, his acts must be tested with reference to the affections

they encourage, and the conditions they provide, for their purest and
fullest development. It cannot, either, be disputed, that a Love
natured Being requires a sphere in which such a nature can be fully
exercised And can this sphere exist either inwardly or outwardly
where all generous emotions are stifled—all kindly sympathies ex
tinguished—where the self-nature hesitates not to obtain its desires,

at any cost of suffering, torture, and woe, that it may be gratified ?
While with man there is no mercy to save—no pity to spare 2 While
for him all sympathies are rudely torn assunder; and the atmosphere
he breathes, and should preserve in purity, is filled with the pitiful
moanings of the sufferers slain for him 2

Vain is it for man to desire

the purifying radiations of love and wisdom, when all his acts oppose
their inward operations. The time is now come for the subject of
Food to be considered entirely with reference to the nature man
voluntarily conditionates for, whether of life, or light, or love. Hitherto
he has submitted to life and light, or life only, and suffered all the aggra
vated evils of a dereliction from love.

The intensity of his misery, the

heart-thrilling woe now abounding, (the proofs of which are to be seen
in our degrading Union Workhouses, overflowing Hospitals, crowded
Jails, and Lunatic Asylums,) are arousing him to an enquiry into his

position--to a full and deep acknowledgment that a change must be
wrought in his nature—and that in Being he must beçoſhe of another
->
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order, ere he can be in harmonic sympathy with the world within and
around him, and preserver of that unitive chain in which benevolence,
joy, and peace are as most precious gems. Hitherto the nature that
must die has been conditionated for. Self has been fed—earth pre
ferred to heaven—and man falls the victim of the appetites that enslave
him—that bind him to death and corruption. Suppose the passing
of a holy Being from a brighter world through the dwellings of our
land, how dark a record would he render of the mass of refined

cruelty, of wanton barbarity, of extravagant caprice that would meet
his eye; and how painfully would he trace the deteriorating effects in
the nature of those who thus, relinquishing love and all its endearing
realities, surrender themselves to the transitory shadows of life and

the fallacious delusions of light.
“They shall,” wrote the saint and prophet of old, when describing
a paradisaical state, “Neither hurt nor destroy in all my holy moun
tain.”

To prepare a nature, to enter into the joyful reality of so

beautifully sketched a picture, must surely be well; and for this, love
holiness must be conditionated for in all man's daily acts,

in his

eating and his drinking, as well as in his devotional and industrial
duties.

It is in the love elements the Spirit works immortally. Why then
supply to it food that is prepared by a death process, in which pain
and suffering are involved ?
If indeed we would experience the bliss which is essentiated in the
moral emotions, why encourage a system in which every love moni
tion is repressed and every sensibility stifled—in which the life appe
tites become ossified and the light principles indurated ?
Oh, you reply, we do not think of these things; we eat what is
set before us, asking no questions. But that is making your case worse

and worse, to share in atrocious cruelties and all for want of thought.
Very likely
“It never was in thy soul

To play so ill a part.”

But evils are as acute, and their consequences as direful, whether
wrought for want of thought or want of heart. The wound is not
the less agonizing because given by a heedless hand. No ; the smart
is the same. And now, then, are we at the point on which we must
ask for a candid reply. Can there be such want of thought, without
want of heart 2 Draw aside the veil luxury and refinement have cast
over this subject. Remove the thick covering with which fleshly
appetites have varnished it. Behold it as it is. The pen fails in de
scribing it—the eye would shrink from reading the details of it, if
placed before it; therefore we touch not upon them. Let but the
Spirit open your inward heart—the central core where it dwells as
love—and the fearful flow of life's crimsoning stream you would
not, you could not, permit to flow for you. But if you will not permit
the Spirit thus lovingly to operate in you, have pity at least on your
children—those whom custom has not yet vitiated—that thus, in child

hood's beautiful season, they may be delivered from the appetites

that betray to 'sin—that bind to death, that the pure and holy sphere,
the heaven kingdom that is within, be fully manifested in their time
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existence. Why encourage in them the wants that necessarily ren
der their future life one of bitter bondage and servile toil 2 This
is to be asked of the rich as well as the poor. Why are families se
parated and the best affections extinguished, but for means to
supply superfluous wants : Why is health and life itself sacrificed in
foreign climates, but to obtain the means for gratifying the false
appetites of a wrongly developed constitution ? In all ranks the same
infatuation prevails—a rendering up children to all that involves the

sacrifice of every attribute belonging to their real existence, and offer
ing as the substitute the mere passing enjoyments that perish in the
using. Did parents but remember, that to them it is intrusted to
place their children under the Eternal law, to conditionate for that
inner existence whose affinities are with the purest spheres, they surely
could not, would not forge in the sweet living freshness of child
hood and youth the fetters which bind it in after life to the service
of mammon, and make gold its god. How many temptations to do
evil would be removed were the nature simple and the desires free
from all artificial caprices.

The relinquishment of animal food is

certainly but one point, but it involves many; and the most important
one is the moral state to which abstinence from it is favourable.

Many of high authority agree in this; and some of the most distin
guished physicians and philosophers give the following testimonies
respecting a vegetable diet.
“The ancient Greeks,” says Porphyry, “lived entirely on the fruits

of the earth.” “The ancient Syrians abstained from every species of
animal food.”

“By the laws of Triptolemus, the Athenians were

strictly commanded to abstain from all living creatures.” Even so
late as the days of Draco, the attic oblations consisted only of the
fruits of the earth.

“The Greek historians, when describing the primitive ages of the
world, relate that the first of men regaled on every mild and whole

some herb they could discover, and on such fruits as the trees spon
taneously produced;—that the food of the primeval generations was
different according to the respective productions of various countries;

the ancient Arcadians lived on acorns; the Argives on pears; 'the
Athenians on figs.

-

“We behold Fabricus, (concerning whom the king of Epire de
clared, that it was easier to turn the sun from its course, than this

venerable patriot from his principles,) after having been honoured
with several triumphs, eating,” says Seneca, “in a corner of his

cottage, the pulse he had himself raised and gathered in his
garden.”
“The Romans were so fully persuaded of the superior effects of

a vegetable diet, that besides the private examples of many of their
great men, they publicly countenanced this mode of diet in their laws
concerning food; among which were the Lex Fansua and the Lex
Licinia, which, allowing but very little flesh, permitted promiscuously
and without limitation, all manner of things gathered from the earth,
from shrubs, and from trees.”

“It is best to accustom ourselves to eat no flesh at all,” says Plu
tarch, “for the earth affords plenty enough of things, not only fit for

vi
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nourishment, but for enjoyment and delight, some of which may be
eaten without much preparation, and others may be made pleasant by
adding divers other things to them.”

“You ask me,” continues Plutarch, “for what reason Pythagorus
abstained from eating the flesh of brutes ? For my part, I am as
tonished to think, on the contrary, what appetite first induced man
to taste of a dead carcass; or what motive could suggest the notion
of nourishing himself with flesh of animals which he saw the moment

before, bleating, bellowing, walking, and looking about them. How
could he bear to see an impotent and defenceless creature slaughtered,
skinned, and cut up for food 2 How could he endure the sight of the
convulsed limbs and muscles 2 How bear the smell arising from the
dissection ? Whence happened it that he was not disgusted and
struck with horror when he came to handle the bleeding flesh, and
clear away the clotted blood and humours from the wounds 2 We
should therefore rather wonder at the conduct of those who first

indulged themselves in this horrible repast, than at such as have
humanely abstained from it.”
Porphyry of Tyre, who lived about the middle of the third century,

and was a favourite disciple of Plotinus, the Plotinist, endeavours, in
his celebrated book concerning abstinence from animal food, to re

vive the primeval simplicity of diet, and exclaims violently against the
use of flesh meat.

He addresses his book to Firmus Castricius, who

had relinquished Pythagorian abstinence, and tells him, “You owned,
when you lived among us, that a vegetable diet was preferable to
animal food, both for preserving health and facilitating the study of
philosophy, and now, since you have eat flesh, your own experience
must convince you that what you then confessed was true.

It was

not from those who lived on vegetables that robbers, murderers, syco
phants, or tyrants have proceeded, but from flesh eaters. The neces
saries of life are few and easily acquired, without violating justice,
liberty, health, or peace of mind: whereas luxury obliges those vulgar
souls who take delight in it, to covet riches, to give up their liberty,
to sell justice, to misspend their time, to ruin their health, and to re
nounce the joy of an upright conscience.”
He takes pains to persuade men of the truth of the two following
-

propositions :-

-

“1st. That a conquest over the appetites and passions will greatly
contribute to preserve health and to remove distempers.

“2nd. That a simple vegetable food being easily procured and
easily digested, is a mighty help toward obtaining this conquest over
ourselves.”

To prove the first proposition, he appeals to experience, and
proves that many of his acquaintance who had disengaged themselves
from the care of amassing riches, and turned their thoughts to
spiritual subjects, had got rid entirely of their bodily distempers.

In confirmation of the second proposition he argues in the follow
ing manner: —“Give me a man who considers seriously what he is,
whence he came, and whither he must go, and from these considera
tions resolves not to be led astray nor governed by his passions, and
let such a man tell me whether a rich animal diet is more easily pro

INTI- 0:1) Ui TION.
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cured or incites less to irregular passions and appetites than a light
vegetable diet ! But neither he nor a physician, nor indeed any
reasonable man whatsoever, dares to affirm this. Why do we oppress
ourselves with animal food, and why do we not, together with luxury
and flesh meat, throw off the encumbrances and snares which attend
them ’’’

“We especially enjoin abstinence from animal food,” says Por
phyry, “upon every one who intends to engage in divine contempla
tions, and who marks the drowsiness with which he is weighed down.
The use of flesh does not contribute to health, but rather prevents
it, since health is preserved by the same measures by which it is re
stored; but it is restored by the use of the lightest food, and by ab
stinence from flesh; and consequently health is preserved by the same
means.

Were it even true that abstinence from animal food does

not impart the strength of a Milo, the philosopher has no need of an

increase of muscular strength, if he is only to employ himself in
meditation. A quiet state of mind is of the utmost importance to the
maintenance of health, and a light and spare diet contributes greatly
to the same end.”

-

Linnaeus, the great naturalist, speaking of fruits and succulent
vegetables, says, “ This species of food is that which is most suitable
to man, as is evinced by the structure of the mouth, of the stomach,
and of the hands.” Baron Cuvier says, “the natural food of man,

judging from his structure, appears to consist of fruits, roots, and
other succulent parts of vegetables.”

Mr. Thomas Bell, Fellow of the Royal Society, Member of the
Royal College of Surgeons in London, Lecturer on the Anatomy and
Diseases of the Teeth at Guy's Hospital, and Surgeon Dentist to that
Institution, in his physiological observations on the natural food of
man, deduced from the character of the teeth, says, “The opinion
which I venture to give has not been hastily formed, nor without
what appeared to me sufficient grounds. It is not, I think, going too
far to say, that every fact connected with human organization goes
to prove that man was originally formed a frugiverous (fruit eating)
animal, and therefore, probably tropical or nearly so, with regard to
his geographical situation. This opinion is principally derived from
the formation of his teeth and digestive organs, as well as from the
character of his skin and general structure of his limbs.”

“Physiologists,” says Professor Lawrence, “have usually repre
sented that our species hold a middle rank in the masticatory and di
gestive apparatus—between the flesh eating and herb eating animals
—a statement which seems rather to have been deduced from what

we have learned by experience on this subject, than to result fairly
from an actual comparison of man and animals. The teeth of men
have not the slightest resemblance to those of carniverous animals,
except that their enamal is confined to the external surface.

He

possesses, indeed, teeth called canine, but they do not exceed the level
of the others, and are obviously unsuited to the purposes which the
corresponding teeth execute in carniverous animals. The obtuse
tubercles of the human molares, have not the most remote resemblance

to the pointed projectures of these teeth in carniverous animals, and
>
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they are clearly distinguished from the flat crowns with intermixed
enamel of the herbiferous molares.

In the freedom of the lateral

motion, however, the under jaw of man more nearly resembles that of
herb eating animals. The teeth and jaws of man are, in all respects,
much more similar to those of monkeys than any other animals. The
number of the teeth is the same, and in the orang outang, the form
is so closely similar, that they might easily be mistaken for human.
“The digestive organs of man, as to the form of the stomach, the
length of the intestines, the capacity of the coecum, and the structure
of the colon, also most nearly resemble those of the orang outang.
“Thus, whether we consider the teeth and jaws, or the immediate
instruments of digestion, the human structure closely resembles that
of the semiae or monkeys, all of which in their natural state are com
pletely herbiverous, or rather frugiverous.”
“As Phoebus came peeping from out the blue main
To fling his bright mantle o'er mountain and plain,
Entranced with his glories resplendent I stood
Near a silvery brook on the skirts of a wood;
All nature was wrapt with rich beauties serene,
And I bless'd the Creator and gaz'd on the scene.
The clouds, cloth'd in scarlet, and purple and grey,
Reflected bright gold on each dew-spangled spray.
Wild zephyrs came forth for to welcome the morn,
The violet and primrose peep’d under the thorn;
The sweet feather'd choristers rose at the sight,
And carol'd their lay to the infinite Light.
The frisking young rabbit and sweet humming bee
Proclaim'd that all nature was happy and free.
I saw the meek sheep o'er the mountain far stray;
I saw the young lambkins so happy and gay,
And a feeling of sadness came over my brain,
As I thought of these innocents doom'd to be slain.
In sadness I turn’d from the scene where I stood,

And seated myself in the deep tangled wood,
I thought of the slaughter-house glutted with gore,
Where humanity shudders and halts at the door;
And I thought of the butcher with feelings so cold
That he murders a lamb for the sake of vile gold.
And I said, how can man hope his Maker to please
When by eating he sanctions such actions as these,
While God in his being so lovely and pure
Hath promised that water and bread shall be sure.”

At the end of this little book is appended a brief account of an
attempt to actualise, in simple practice, the principles here defended,
to which our readers are invited, to prove the possibility of living in
health and happiness without the almost innumerable viands and con
diments generally esteemed essential to human comfort. Great num
bers
in Åmerica,
and many
in England,
endeavouring,
by the
practice
and precept,
to encourage
the are
entire
relinquishment.
of
animal food, and a society exists called the “British and Foreign
Society for the Promotion of Humanity and Abstinence from Animal
Food.”

In this little work I propose to present, in a very brief manner, the general

arguments in defence of a diet exclusively vegetable. . . .
.
.
There are various ways of doing this, according to the different aspects
in which the subject is viewed. Every one has his own point of observation.
I have mine." Conformably to the view I have taken, therefore, I shall en
deavour to arrange my remarks under the seven following heads, viz., the
ANAToMcAL, the physiological, the Medical, the PoliticAL, the Econo
MICAL, the ExpeºNTAL, and the MoRAL ARGUMENTs. .
. .
.
Dr. Cheyne relied principally, on what I have called the medical argu
ment—though what I mean by this may not be quite obvious, till I shall

have presented it in its proper place. Not that he wholly overlooked any
thing else; but this, as it seems to me, was with him the grand point.

Nearly the same might be said of Dr. Lambe, and of several others.

Dr. Mussey seems to place the anatomical and physiological arguments

in the fore ground. It is true he makes much use of the medical and moral
arguments: but the former appear to be his favourites. Dr. Whitlaw, and
some others, incline to make the moral and political arguments more pro
miuent. Mr. Graham, who has probably done more to reduce the subject
of vegetable dietetics to a system than any other individual,—though he
makes much use of all the º the moral and medical,—appears to
dwell with most interest on the physiological argument. This seems to be,
with
the strong-hold—the grand citadel. And it must be confessed

.

that the point of defence is very strong indeed, as we shall see in the sequel.
'If I have a favourite, with the rest, it is the moral argument, or per
haps a combination of this with the economical. But then I
the
latter with so much interest, chiefly on account of the former. I would
give very little to be able to bring the world of mankind back to nature's
true simplicity, if it were only to make them better and more perfect ani
mals; though I know not but an attempt of this sort would be as truly laud
able as the attempt so often made to improve the breed of our domestic
animals. I suppose man, considered as a mere animal, is superior, in point

º

of importance, to all the others. But, after all, I would reform his dietetic

habits principally to make him better, morally; to make him better, in the
discharge of his varied duties to God and his fellow-beings. I would
recommend suitable conditions for the Spirit to elevate him, that he may
become as truly God-like, or Godly, as he now too often is, by his unnatural

i.

I would fail see him a rational being; fifted to
the gap in the great chain of being between the higherwould
quadrupeds
and the
beings we are accustomed to regard as angelic:
gla ly see him
habits, earthly or

fill the space which he appears to have been originally designed tº fill

restored
immortality.
to his true dignity, made a child of God, and an heir of a glorious
-

* ** ~ *

But I proceed to the discussion of the subject in the propºsed ºrder.

--- is

2

I. The Anatomical Argument.
There has been a time when the teeth and intestines of man were sup

posed to indicate the necessity of a mixed diet—a diet partly animal and
partly vegetable. Four out of thirty-two teeth were found to resemble,
slightly, the teeth of carnivorous animals. In like manner, the length of
the intestinal tube was thought to be midway between that of the flesh
eating and that of the herb-eating quadrupeds. But, unfortunately for this
mode of defending an animal diet, it has been found out that the fruit and
vegetable-eating monkey race, and the herb-eating camel, have the said
four-pointed teeth much more pointed than those of man; and that the
intestines, compared with the real length of the body, instead of assigning
to man a middle position, would place him among the herbivorous animals.
In short, for I certainly need not dwell on this part of my subject, but
submit to the views of Prof. Lawrence and Baron Cuvier—there is no in

telligent naturalist or comparative anatomist, at present, who attempts to
resort, for one moment, to man's structure, in support of the hypothesis that
he is a flesh-eater.

None, so far as I know, will affirm, or at least with

any show of reason maintain, that anatomy, so far as that goes, is in favour
of flesh-eating. We come, then, to another and more important division of
our subject.
2. The Physiological Argument.
One of the advantages of vegetable-eaters over others, is in the supe
rior appetite which they enjoy. There are many flesh-eaters who have what
they call a good appetite. But I never knew a person of this description,
who made the change from a mixed diet to one purely vegetable, who did
not afterwards acknowledge that he never once knew, while he was an eater

of animal food, a truly perfect appetite. This testimony in favour of vege
table diet is positive; whereas that of the multitude, who have never made

the change I speak of, but who are therefore the more ready to laugh at
the conclusions, is merely negative, the whole of it.
I repeat it, the appetite of the vegetable-eater, if true to his principles,
and temperate in regard to quantity, is always, at all moments of his life,
perfect. To be sure, he is not always hungry. Indeed, what most people
call hunger, a morbid sensation, or knawing—is unknown to him. But
there is scarcely a moment of his life, at least when he is awake, in
which he could not enjoy the pleasures of eating, even the coarsest
viands, with a high relish; provided, however, he knew it was proper
for him to eat. Nor is his appetite fickle, demanding this or that par
ticular article, and disconcerted if it cannot be obtained.

It is satisfied

with anything to which the judgment directs; and though gratified, in
a high degree, with dainties, when nothing better and more wholesome can
be obtained, he never craves for them.

The vegetable-eater has a more quiet, happy, and perfect digestion than
the flesh-eater. On this point there has been much mistake, even among
physiologists. Richerand and many others suppose that a degree of consti
tutional disturbance is indispensable during the process of digestion; and
some have even said that the system was subjected at every meal—nay, at
every healthy meal—to a species of miniature fever. The remarks of Riche
rand are as follows. I have slightly abridged them, but have not altered
the sense :

“While the alimentary solution is going on, a slight shivering is felt;
the pulse becomes quicker and more contracted; the vital power seems to

|

forsake the other organs, to concentrate itself on that which is the seat of
the digestive process. As the stomach empties itself, the shivering is followed
by a gentle warmth; the pulse increases in fulness and frequency; and the
insensible perspiration is augmented. Digestion brings on, therefore, a gene
ral action, analagous to a febrile paroxysm.”
And what is it, indeed, but a febrile paroxysm f Nay, Richerand him
self confirms this by adding, “this fever of digestion, noticed already in
the ancients, is particularly observable in women of great sensibility.” That
is, the fever is more violent in proportion to the power of the person it at
tacks to resist its influence ; just as it is with fever in all other circum
stances, or when induced by any other causes.
But, can any one believe the Author of Nature has so made us, that by
a steady and rational obedience to his laws, it is indispensable that we
should be thrown into a fever three times a day, one thousand and ninety
five times in a year, and seventy-six thousand six hundred and fifty in seventy
years? No wonder, if this were true, that our organs were ordained to wear
out soon ; for we see by what means the result would be accomplished.
The fever, however, of which Richerand speaks, does very generally
exist, because mankind very generally depart from nature and her laws.
But it is not necessary. The simple vegetable-eater—if he lives rightly in
all other respects—if he errs not as to quantity, knows nothing of it; nor

should it be known by any body; we should leave it to the animals below
man to err, in quantity or quality, to an excess which constitutes a surfeit or
a fever, and causes fulness and drowsiness and a recumbent posture. The
self-styled lord of the animated world should rise superior to habits which
have marked, in every age, certain orders of the lower animals.
But the chyle which is produced from vegetable aliment is better—all

other things being equal—than that which is produced from any other food.
For proof of this we need but the testimony of Oliver, and other physiologists.
They tell us, unhesitatingly, that, under the same circumstances, chyle which
is formed from vegetables will be preserved from putrefaction many days
longer—the consequence of greater purity and a more perfect vitality—
than that which is formed from any admixture of animal food. Is it not,
then, better for the purposes of health and longevity ? Can it, indeed, be
otherwise ? I will say nothing at present, for want of space to devote to it,
of the indications which are afforded by the other sensible properties of
the chyle which is produced from vegetables. The single fact I have pre
sented is enough on that point.
The best solids and fluids are produced by vegetable eating. On this
single topic a volume might be written, without exhausting it, while I must
confine myself to a page or two.

In the first place, it forms better bones and more solid muscles, and
consequently gives to the frame greater solidity and strength. Compare, in
evidence of the truth of this statement, the vegetable-eating millions of

middle and southern Europe, with the other millions who, supposed to be
more fortunate, can get a little flesh or fish once a day. Especially, make
this comparison in Ireland, where the vegetable food selected is far from
being of the first or best order; and whose sight is so obtuse as not to per
ceive the difference ; I do not say, compare the enervated inhabitant of a
hot climate, as Spain or Italy, with the inhabitant of England, or Scotland,
or Russia, for that would be an unfair comparison, wholly so; but compare
Italian with Italian, Frenchman with Frenchman, German with German,

Scotchman with Scotchman, and Hibernian with Hibernian.
In like manner, compare the many millions of Japanese of the interior,
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who subsist through life chiefly on rice, with the few millions on the coasts
who eat a little fish with their rice. Make a similar comparison in China
and in Hindostan. Notice, in particular, the puny Chinese, who live in

southern China, on quite a large proportion of shell-fish, compared with the
Chinese of the interior. Extend your observations to Hindostan. Do not talk

of the effeminate habits and weak constitutions of the rice and curry eaters
there—bad as the admixture of curry may be—for that is to compare Hindoo
with other nations; but compare Hindoo with Hindoo, which is the only fair
way. Compare the porters of the Mediterranean, both of Asia and Europe,

who feed on bread and figs, and carry weights to the extent of eight hundred
, ºr one º pounds with the porters who eat flesh and fish and oil.
Compare African with African American Indian with American Indian,
nay, even"New-Englander with New-Englander; for we have a few here
who are trained to vegetable eating. In short, go where you will, and in
stitute a fair comparison; and the results will be, without a single exception,
in favour of a diet gº usively vegetable. It is necessary, however, in
-

--

-,

making the comparison, to place good vegetable food in opposition tº good

*
i

animal food ; for no one will pretend that a diet of crude, miserable, or
imperfect, or sickly vegetables will be as wholesome as one consisting of rich
farinaceous articles and fruits; nor even as many kinds of plain meat.
...
Thetoonly
instance
which, on a of
proper
probably be ad
diced
prove
the incorrectness
thesecomparison,
viws, will bewill
that of a few tribes
of American Indians, who, though they have extremely robust bodies, are
eaters of much flesh. But they live also in the open air, and have many
other good habits, and are healthy in spite of the inferiority of their diet.
But perfect physically, as they seem to be, and probably are, examine

the vegetable-eaters among them, of the same tribe, and they will be found
still more so. . . . .
... In the next place, the fluids are all in a better and more healthy state.
In proof of this I might mention in the first place that superior agility, ease
"

of motion, speeſ

. . .. . .. .

-

'i power of endurance which so

distinguish vegetable

eaters, wherever a fair comparison is instituted. They possess a suppleness
like that of youth, even long after what is called the juvenile period of life
is passed over. . They are º en seen running and jumping, unles restrained

tº

by the arbitrary customs of society, even in advanced age. All this could
not happen were there not a good state of the fluids of the system, conjoined
to a happy state of the solids.
. . . The vegetable-eater, if temperate in the use of his vegetables, and if all
his other habits are good, win endure, better than the flesh-eater, the ex
tremes of near and ºld." This power of endurance has ever been allowed
- -

to be a sure sign of a good state of health. The most vigorous man, as it
'º.º.º. best both extremes of temperature. But it is a

proºf also of the greater purity of his solids and fluids... .

-

-

-

... The secretions and excretions of his body are in a better state; and this,
again, proves that his blood and other fluids are healthy. He does not so

readily perspire excessively as other men, neither is there any want of free
and easy perspiration." Profuse sweating, on every trifling exertion of the
body or mind, is as much a disease as a habitually dry skin, But the
-
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vegetable-eater escapes both of these extremes. The saliva, the tears, the
... milk, the gastric juice, the bile, and the other secretions and excretions—
particularly the dejections—are as they should be... Nay, the very exhala
tions of the lungs are purer, as is obvious from the breath. That of a

vegetable-eater is perfectly sweet, while that of a flesh-eater is often as
offensive as the smell of a charnel-house. This distiction is discernable even
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among the brute animals. Those which feed on grass, grain, &c., have a
breath incomparably sweeter than those which prey on animals. Compare

the camel, and horse, and cow, and sheep, and, rabbit, with the tiger, (if
you choose to approach him,) the wolf, the dog, the cat, and the hawk. One
comparison will be sufficient ; you will never forget it. But there is as
much difference between the odour of the breath of a flesh-eating human
being and a vegetable-eater, as between those of the dog and the lamb.
This, however, is a secret to all but vegetable-eaters themselves, since none
but they are so situated as to be able to make the comparison. But, be
take yourself to mealy vegetables and fruits a few years, and live temper
ately on them, and then you will perceive the difference, especially in riding
in a stage-coach. This, I confess, is rather a draw-back upon the felicity
of vegetable-eaters; but it is some consolation to know what a mass of

corruption we ourselves have escaped.
There is one more secretion to which I wish to direct your attention,
which is, the fat or oil. The man who lives rightly, and rejects animal food
among the rest, will never be overburdened with fat. He will neither be
too corpulent nor too lean. Both these conditions are conditions of disease ;
though as a general rule, corpulence is most to be dreaded ; it is, at least,
the most disgusting. Fat—I repeat it—is a secretion. The cells in which
it is deposited serve for relieving the system of many of the crudities and
abuses, not to say poisons, which are poured into it, cheated, as it were, in
some small degree into the blood, secreted into the fat cells, and buried in
the fat to be out of the way, and where they can do but little mischief.
º
Yet, even here, they are not wholly harmless. The fat man is almost always
more exposed to disease, and to severe epidemic disease in particular, than
the lean man. Let us leave it to the swine and other kindred quadrupeds,
to dispose of gross half-poisonons matter, by converting it into, or burying
it in fat; let us employ our vital forces and energies in something better.
Above all, let us not descend to swallow, as many have been inclined to do,
besides the ancient Israelites, this gross secretion, and reduce ourselves to
the painful necessity of carrying about, from day to day, a huge mass of
double-refined disease, pillaged from the foulest and filthiest of animals.
Vegetable-eaters—especially if they avoid condiments, as well as flesh
and fish—are not apt to be thirsty. It is a common opinion among the
labouring portion of the community, that they who perspire freely, must
drink freely; and yet I have known one or two hard labourers who were
accustomed to sweat profusely and freely, who hardly ever drank anything
except a little tea or milk at their meals, and yet were remarkably strong
and healty, and attained to a great age. One of this description, (F. L., of
Hartford, Conn.,) is now about eighty years of age, and bids fair to live ten
or twenty years longer. How the system is supplied, in such cases, with fluid,
I do not know ; but I know it is not necessary to drink perpetually for the
purpose ; for if but one healthy man can dispense with drinking, others may.
The truth is, we seldom drink from real thirst. We drink chiefly either
from habit, or because we have induced a morbid or diseased thirst by im

proper food or drink, among which animal food is pretty conspicuous.
|

I have intimated that, in order to escape thirst, the vegetable-eater must

abstain also from condiments. This he will be apt to do. It is he who
º eats flesh and fish, and drinks something besides water, who feels such an
imperious necessity for condiments. The vegetable and fruit eater, and
water-drinker, does not need them.

It is in this view, that the vegetable system lies at the foundation of all
reform in the matter of temperance. So long as the use of animal food is

|
undisturbed and its lawfulness unquestioned, all our efforts to heal the
maladies of society are superficial. The wound is not yet probed to the
bottom. But, renounce animal food, restore us to our proper condition,

||

feed us on fruit and farinaceous articles, and our fondness for excitement

and our hankering for exciting drinks and condiments will, in a few genera
tions, die away. Animal food is a root of all evil, so far as temperance is
concerned, in its most popular and restricted sense.
The pure vegetable-eaters, especially those who are trained as such,
seldom drink at all.

Some use a little water with their meals, and a few

drink occasionally between them, especially if they labour much in the open
air, and perspire freely. Some taste nothing in the form of drink for
months, unless we call the abundant juices of apples and other fruits, &c.,
by that name—of which, by the way, they are exceedingly fond. The
reason is, they are seldom thirsty. Dr. Lambe, of London, doubts whether
man is naturally a drinking animal; but I do not carry the matter so far.
Still I believe that ninety-nine hundredths of the drink which is used, as
now used, does more harm than good.
He who avoids flesh and fish escapes much of that langour and faint
ness, at particular hours, which others feel. He has usually a clear and
quiet head in the morning. He is ready, and willing, and glad to rise in
due season ; and his morning feelings are apt to last all day. He has none
of that faintness between his meals which many have, and which tempts
thousands to luncheons, drams, tobacco, snuff, and opium, and ultimately
destroys so much health and life. The truth is, that vegetable food is not
only more quiet and unstimulating than any other, but it holds out longer
also. I know the contrary of this is the general belief; but it is not well
founded. Animal food stimulates most, and as the stimulus goes off soon,
we are liable to feel dull after it, and fancy we need the stimulus of drink
or something else to keep us up till the arrival of another meal. And, hav

ing acquired a habit of relying on our food to stimulate us immediately,
much more than to give us real, lasting, permanent strength, it is no wonder
we feel, for a time, a faintness if we discontinue its use. This only shows
the power of habit, and the over-stimulating character of our accustomed

food. Nor does the simple vegetable-eater suffer, during the spring, as
other people say they do. Nor, lastly, is he subject to hypochondria or de
pression of spirits. All is cheerful and happy with him, even then. He is
always lively and cheerful ; and all with him is bright and happy. As it
has been expressed elsewhere, with the truly temperate man it is “morning
all day.”
-

The system of diet in question greatly improves, exalts, and perfects
the senses. The sight, smell, and taste are rendered greatly superior by it.
The difference in favour of the hearing and the touch may not be so obvious;
nevertheless, it is believed to be considerable. But the change in the other
senses,

the first three which I have named,—even when we reform as late

as at thirty-five or forty, is wonderful.

I do not wish to encourage, by this,

a delay of the work of reformation ; we can never begin it too early.

In

fancy is the period to reject all unnatural food, to be continued till death.
Vegetable diet favours beauty of form and feature. The forms of the
natives of some of the South Sea Islands, to say nothing of their features,
are exceedingly fine. They are tall and well proportioned. So it is with
the Japanese and Chinese, especially of the interior, where they subsist
almost wholly on rice and fruits. The Japanese are the finest men, physi
cally speaking, in Asia. The New Hollanders, on the contrary, who live
almost wholly on flesh and fish, are among the most meagre and ugly of the

|
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human race, if we except the flesh-eating savages of the north, and the
Greenlanders and Laplanders. In short, the principle I have here advanced
will hold, as a general rule, I believe, other things being equal, throughout
the world. If it be asked whether I would exalt beauty and symmetry into
virtues, I will only say that they are not without their use in a virtuous

people; and I look forward to a period in the world's history, when all will
be comparatively well formed and beautiful. Beauty is exceedingly influ
ential, as every one must have observed who has been long in the world, at
least, if he has had his eyes open ; and it is probably right that it should be
so. Our beauty is almost as much within our control, as a race, as our
conduct.

A vegetable diet, moreover, promotes and preserves a clearness and a
generally healthful state of the mental facultics. I believe that much of
the moral as well as intellectual error in the world, arises from a state of

mind which is produced by the introduction of improper liquids and solids
into the stomach, or, at least, by their application to the nervous system.
Be this as it may, however, there is nothing better for the brain than a

temperate diet of well-selected fruits and vegetables, and water for drink.
This Sir Isaac Newton and hundreds of others could abundantly attest.
It also favours an evenness and tranquillity of temper, which is of almost
infinite value. The most fiery and vindictive have been by the Spirit,
through this means, when all other means had failed, transformed into ra
tional beings, and become, in this very respect, patterns to those around
them. If this were its only advantage, in a physiological point of view, it
would be of more value than worlds. It favours, too, simplicity of character.
It makes us, in the language of the Bible, to remain, or to become, as little

children, and it preserves our juvenile character and habits through life,
and gives us a green old age.
Finally, and lastly, it gives us an independence of external things and
circumstances that can never be attained without it. In vain may we re
sort to early discipline and correct education—in vain to moral and religious
training—in vain, I had almost said, to the promises and threatenings of
Heaven itself, so long as we continue the use of food so unnatural to man
as the flesh of animals, with the condiments and sauces, and improper drinks
which follow in its train. Our hope, under God, is, in no small degree, on a
radical change in man's dietetic habits—in a return to that simple path of
truth and nature, from which, in most civilized countries, those who have
the pecuniary means of doing it have unwisely departed.
3. The JMedical Argument.
If perfect health is the best preventive and security against disease, and
if a well-selected and properly-administered vegetable diet is best calcu
lated to promote and preserve that perfect health—then this part of the
subject—what I have ventured to call the medical argument—would be at
once disposed of. The superiority of the diet I commend would be esta
blished beyond the possibility of debate. Now, that this is the case—
namely, that this diet is best calculated to promote perfect health—I have
no doubt. For the sake of others, however, it may be well to adduce a few
facts, and present a few brief considerations.
It is now pretty generally known that Howard, the philanthropist, was,
for about forty years, a vegetable-eater, subsisting for much of this time on
bread and tea, and that he went through every form of exposure to disease,
contagious and non-contagious, perfectly unharmed. And had it not been
for other physical errors than those which pertain to diet, I know of no

S.

reason why his life might not have been preserved many years,longer—per
haps to this time.
The Rev. Josiah Brewer, now a missionary in Smyrna, has been very much

exposed to disease, and, like Mr. Howard, to the plague itself; and yet I
am not aware that he has ever had a single sick day as the consequence of
his exposure. I do not know with certainty that he abstains entirely from
flesh meat, but he is said to be rigidly temperate in other respects.
Those who have read Rush's Inquiries and other writings, are aware
that he was very much exposed to the yellow fever in Philadelphia, during
the years in which it prevailed there. Now, there is great reason for be
lieving that he owed his exemption from the disease, in part, at least, to
his great temperance.

Mr. James, a teacher in Siberia, in Africa, had abstained for a few years
from animal food, prior to his going out to Africa. Immediately after his
arrival there, and during the sickly season, one of his companions who went
out with him, died of the fever. Mr. James was attacked slightly, but
recovered.

Another vegetable-eater—the Rev. Mr. Crocker—went out to a sickly
part of Africa some years since, and has remained at his station, thus far,
in perfect health; while many of his friends have sickened or died.
Gen. Thomas Sheldon, of this state, a vegetable-eater, has spent several
years in the most sickly parts of the Southern United States, with an entire

immunity from disease; and he gives"it as his opinion, that it is no matter
where we are, so that our dietetic and other habits are correct.

Mr. G. McElroy, of Kentucky, spent several months of the most sickly
season in the most unhealthy parts of Africa, in the year 1835, and yet en
joyed the best of health the whole time. While there, and on his passage
home, he abstained wholly from animal food, living on rice and other fari
naceous vegetables and fruits.
In view of these facts and many others, Mr. Graham remarks, “under
a proper regimen our enterprising young men of New England may go to
New Orleans or Liberia, or any where else they choose, and stay as long as

they choose, and yet enjoy good health.” And there is no doubt he is right.
But it is hardly worth while to cite single facts in proof of a point of
this kind. There is abundant testimony to be had, going to show that a
vegetable diet is a security against disease, especially against epidemics,
whether in the form of a mere influenza or malignant fever. Nay, there is
reason to believe that a person living according to all the Creator's laws,
physical and moral, could hardly receive or communicate disease of any
kind. How could a person in perfect health, and obeying, to an iota, all
the laws of health—how could he contract disease ? What would there be

in his system which could furnish a nidus for its reception?
I am well aware that not a few people suppose the most healthy are as
much exposed to disease as others ; and that there are some who even sup

pose they are much more so. “Death delights in a shining mark,” or
something to this effect, is a maxim which has probably had its origin in
the error to which I have adverted. To the same source may be traced
the strange opinion that a fatal or malignant disease makes its first and
most desperate attacks upon the healthy and the robust. The fact is—and
this explains the whole riddle—those who are regarded, by the superficial
and short-sighted in this matter, as the most healthy and robust, are usually
persons whose unhealthy habits have already sown the seeds of disease ;
and nothing is wanting but the usual circumstances of epidemics to rouse
them into action. More than all this, these strong-looking, but inwardly
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diseased persons are almost sure to die wheněver disease does attack them;
simply on account of the previous abuses of their constitutions.

During the prevalence of the cholera in New York, about the year 1832,
all the Grahamites, as they were called, who had for some time abstained

from animal food—and their number was quite respectable—and who per
severed in it, either wholly escaped the disease, or had it very lightly; and
this, too, notwitstanding a large proportion of them were very much exposed
to its attacks, living in the parts of the city where it most prevailed, or in
families where others were dying almost daily. This could not be the re
sult of mere accident; it is morally impossible.
But flesh-eaters—admitting the flesh were wholesome—are not only
much more liable to contract disease, but if they contract it, to suffer more
severely than others. There is yet another important consideration which
belongs to the medical argument. Animal food is much more liable than
vegetable food to those changes or conditions which we call poisonous, and
which are always, in a greater or less degree, the sources of disease; it is
also more liable to poisonous mixtures or adulterations.
It is true, that in the present state of the arts, and of agriculture and
civic life generally, vegetables themselves are sometimes the sources of dis

ease. I refer not to the spurred rye and other substances, which occasionally
find their way into our fields and get mixed with our grains, &c., and which
are known to be very active poisons,—so much as to the acrid or otherwise
improper juices which are formed by forced vegetation, especially about
cities, whether by means of hot-beds, green-houses, or new, strong, or
highly-concentrated manures. I refer also to the crude, unripe, and imper

fect fruits and other things with which our markets are filled now-a-days;
and especially the decaying fruits and vegetables. But I cannot enlarge;
a volume would be too little to do this part of the subject justice. Nothing
is more wanted than light on this subject, and a consequent reform in our
fashionable agriculture and horticulture.
And yet, although I admit, most cheerfully, the danger we are in of

contracting disease by using diseased vegetables, the danger is neither so
frequent nor so imminent, in proportion to the quantity of it consumed, as
from animal food. Let us briefly take a view of the facts.
Milk, in its nature, approaches nearest to the line of the vegetable
kingdom, and is therefore, in my view, the least objectionable form of
animal food, and yet it is very liable to be injurious. We are told, by the
most respectable medical men of France, that all the cows about Paris have
tubercles (the seeds or beginning of consumption) in their lungs; which is
probably owing to the unnatural state in which they are kept, as regards

the kind, and quantity, and hours of receiving their food; and especially as
regards air, exercise and water. Cows cannot be healthy, nor any other
domestic animals, any more than men, when long subjected to the unnatural
and unhealthy influences of bad air, want of exercise, &c. , Hence, then,

most of our cows about our towns and cities must be diseased, in a greater
or less degree—if not with consumption, with something else. And of
course their milk must be diseased—not, perhaps, so much as their blood

and flesh, but more or less so.

But if milk is diseased, the butter and

cheese made from it must be diseased also.

But milk is sometimes diseased through the vegetables which are eaten
by the cow. Every one knows how readily the sensible properties of cer
tain acrid plants are perceived in the milk. , Hence we are doubly exposed
to danger frem eating animal food ; first, from the diseases of the animal

itself, and secondly, from the diseases which are liable to be induced upon
C
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us by the vegetables they use, some of which are not poisonous to them, but

are so to us. So that, in avoiding animal food, we escape at least a part
of the danger.
Besides the general fact, that almost all medical and dietetie writers
object to fat, and to butter among the rest, as difficult of digestion and

tending to cutaneous and other diseases, and besides the general admission
in society at large that it makes the skin “break out,”—it must be obvious
that it is liable to retain, in a greater or less degree, all the poisonous pro

perties which existed in the milk from which it was made. Next to fat
pork, butter seems to me one of the worst things that ever entered a hu
man stomach; and if it will not, like pork, quite cause the leprosy, it will
cause almost every other skin disease which is known.
-

Cheese is often poisoned now-a-days by design. I do not mean to say
that the act of poisoning is accompanied by malice towards mankind ; far
from it. It is added to colour it, as in the form of anatto; or to give it
freshness and tenderness, as in the case of arsenic.”

Eggs, when not fresh, are more or less liable to disease.

I might even

say more, when not fresh, they are diseased. On this point, we have the
testimony of Drs. Willich and Dunglison. The truth is, that the yolk of
the egg has a strong tendency to decomposition, and this decomposition or

putrefying process begins long before it is perceived, or even suspected, by
most people. There is much reason for believing that a large proportion
of the eggs eaten in civic life, except when we keep the poultry ourselves,
—are, when used, more or less in a state of decomposition. And yet, into
how many hundred forms of food do they enter in fashionable life, or in
truth in almost every condition in society The French cooks are said to
have six hundred and eighty-five methods of cooking the egg, including all
the various sorts of pastry, &c., of which it forms a component part.

One of the grand objections against animal food, of almost all sorts, is,
that it tends with such comparative rapidity to decomposition. Such is at

least the case with eggs, flesh, and fish of every kind. The usual way of
preventing the decomposition is by processes scarcely less hurtful—by the
addition of salt, pyroligneous acid, saltpetre, lime, &c. These, to be sure,

prevent putrefaction; but they render everything to which they are applied,
unless it is the egg, the more indigestible.
It is a strange taste in mankind, by the way, which leads them to prefer
things in a state of incipient decomposition. And yet, such a taste certainly
prevails widely. Many like the flesh beaten; hence the origin of the cruel
practice in the east of whipping animals to death.* And most persons like
fresh meat kept till it begins to be tender, that is, begins to putrefy. So
most persons like fermented beer better than that which is unfermented,

although fermentation is a step towards putrefaction; and they like vinegar,
too, which is also far advanced in the same road.

That diseased food causes diseases in the persons who use it, needs not,
one would think, a single testimony; and yet I will name a few.
Dr. Paris, speaking of fish, says, “It is not improbable that certain
cutaneous diseases may be produced, or at least aggravated by such diet.”

Dr. Dunglison says, bacon and cured meats are often poisonous. He speaks
of the poisonous tendency of eggs, and says, that all made dishes are more
* For proof that arsenic or ratsbane is sometimes added to cheese, see the Library of
Health, voll me ii., pare 69. In proof of the poisonous tendency of milk and butter, see
Whitlaw's Theory of Fever, and Clark's Treatise on Pulmonary Consumption.
* See Dunglison's Hygiehe, page 250.
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or less “rebellious.” In Aurillac, in France, not many years since, fifteen
or sixteen persons were attacked with symptoms of cholera after eating the
milk of a certain goat. The goat died with cholera about twenty-four
hours after, and two men, no less eminent than Professors Orfila and Marc,
gave it as their undoubted opinion that the cholera symptoms alluded to
were caused by the milk. I have myself known oysters at certain times
and seasons to produce the same symptoms. During the progress of a mor
tal disease among the poultry on Edisto Island, S. C., in 1837, all the dogs
and vultures that tasted of the flesh of the dead poultry sickened and died.

Chrisiston mentions an instance in which five persons were poisoned by eat
ing beef; and Dunglison one in which fourteen persons were made sick,
and some died, from eating the meat of a calf. Between the years 1793 and
1827, it is on record that there were in the kingdom of Wurtemburg alone,
no less than two hundred and thirty-four cases of poisoning, and one
hundred and ten deaths, from eating sausages. But I need not multiply
this sort of evidence, the world abounds with it ; though for one person
who is poisoned so much as to be made sick immediately, hundreds perhaps
are only slightly affected ; and the punishment may seem to be deferred for
many years.

The truth, in short, is, that every fashionable process of fattening and
even of domesticated animals, induces disease ; and as most of the animals
we use for food are domesticated or fattened, or both, it follows that most

of our animal food, whether milk, butter, cheese, eggs, or flesh, is diseased
food, and must inevitably, sooner or later, induce disease in those who re
ceive it. Those which are most fattened are the worst, of course; as the
hog, the goose, the sheep, and the ox. The more the animal is removed
from a natural state, in fattening, the more does the fat accumulate, and the
more it is diseased. Hence the complaints against every form of animal oil
or fat, in every age, by men who, notwithstanding their complaints, for the
most part, continune to set mankind an example of its use.
Let me here introduce a single paragraph from Dr. Cheyne, which is
very much to my present purpose.
“About London, we can scarce have any but crammed poultry or stall
fed butchers’ meat. It were sufficient to disgust the stoutest stomach to
see the foul, gross, and nasty manner in which, and the fetid, putrid, and
unwholesome materials with which, they are fed. Perpetual foulness and
cramming, gross food, and nastiness, we know, will putrefy the juices, and
corrupt the muscular substance of human creatures—and sure they can do
no less in brute animals—and thus make our food poison. The same may
be said of hot-beds, and forcing plants and vegetables. The only way of
having sound and healthful animals, is to leave them to their own natural
liberty in the free air, and their own proper element, with plenty of food
and due cleanliness; and a shelter from the injuries of the weather, when
ever they have a mind to retire to it.”
The argument then is, that, for healthy adults at least, a well-selected
vegetable diet, other things being equal, is a preventive of disease, and a
security against its violence, should it attack us, in a far greater degree
than a diet which includes animal food in any of its numerous forms. It
will either prevent the common diseases of childhood, including those which
are deemed contagious, or render their attacks extremely mild ; it will
either prevent or mitigate the symptoms of the severe diseases of adults,
not excepting malignant fevers, small-pox, plague, &c.; and it will either

prevent such diseases as cancer, gout, epilepsy, scrofula, and consumption,
or prolong life under them.

.
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Who, that has ever thought of the condition of our domestic animals,
especially about towns and cities—their want of good air, abundant exer

cise, good water, and natural food, to say nothing of the butter-cup and
the other poisonous products of over-stimulating or fresh manures which
they sometimes eat—has not been astonished to find so little disease among
us as there actually is ? Animal food, in its best state, is a great deal
more stimulating and heating to the system than vegetable food ;-but how
much more injurious is it made, in the circumstances in which most animals
are placed ? Do we believe that even a New Zealand cannibal would wil
lingly eat flesh, if he knew it was from an animal that when killed was
labouring under a load of liver complaint, gout, consumption, or fever ? And
yet, such is the condition of most of the animals we slay for food. They
would often die of their diseases if we did not put the knife to their throats
to prevent it.

One more consideration. If the exclusive use of vegetable food will
prevent a multitude of the worst and most incurable diseases to which hu
man nature, in other circumstances, seems liable; if it will modify the dis
eases which a mixed diet, or absolute intemperance, or gluttony had induced,
—by what rule can we limit its influence
How know we that what is so
efficacious in regard to the larger diseases, will not be equally so in the case

of all smaller ones? And why, then, may not its universal adoption, after
a few generations, banish disease entirely from the world? Every per
son of common observation, knows that, as a general rule, they who ap
proach nearest to a pure vegetable and water diet, are more exempt from
disease, and the longest-ived and the most happy. How, then, can it
otherwise happen than that a still closer approximation will afford a greater
exemption still, and so on indefinitely. At what point of an approach towards
such diet and regimen, and towards perfect health at the same time, is it
that we stop, and more temperance still will injure us ; In short, where
do we cross the line #

4. The Political Argument.
I have dwelt at such length on the physiological and medical arguments
in defence of the vegetable system, that I must compress my remaining
views into the smallest space possible ; especially those which relate to its
political, national, or general advantages.
Political economists tell us that the produce of an acre of land in wheat,
corn, potatoes, and other vegetables, and in fruits, will sustain animal life
sixteen times as long as when the produce of the same acre is converted
into flesh, by feeding and fattening animals upon it.
But, if we admit that this estimate is too high, and if the real difference
is only eight to one, instead of sixteen to one, the results may perhaps sur
prise us; and if we have not done it before, may lead us to reflection.
Let us see what some of them are.

The people of the United States are believed to eat, upon the average, an
amount of animal food equal at least to one whole meal once a day, and those
of Great Britain one in two days. But taking this estimate to be correct,
Great Britain, by substituting vegetable for animal food, might sustain forty
nine instead of twenty-one millions of inhabitants, and the United States
fifty millions instead of fifteen ; and this, too, in their present comfort, and
without clearing up any more new land. Here then we are consuming that
unnecessarily,–if animal food is unnecessary, which would sustain siaty
three millions of human beings in life, and health, and happiness 1 /
Now, if life is a blessing at all,—if it is a blessing to twenty-one mil
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lions in Great Britain, and fifteen millions in the United States,<-then to
add to this population an increase of sixty-three millions, would be to in
crease, in the same proportion, the aggregate of human happiness. And
if, in addition to this, we admit the very generally received principle, that
there is a tendency, from the nature of things, in the population of any
country, to keep up with the means of support, we of Great Britain and
America, keep down at the present moment, by flesh-eating, sirty-three
millions of inhabitants.
We do not destroy them, in the full sense of the term, it is true, for
they never had an existence. But we prevent their coming into the posses
sion of a joyous and happy existence ; and though we have no name for it,
is it not a crime ! What no crime for thirty-five millions of people to
-

prevent and preclude the existence of sixty-three millions !
I see no way of evading the force of this argument, except by denying
the premises on which I have founded my conclusions. But they are far
more easily denied than disproved. The probability, after all, is that my
estimates are too low, and that the advantages of an exclusively vegetable
diet, in a national or political point of view, are even greater than is here

represented. I do not deny, that some deduction ought to be made on ac
count of the consumption of fish, which does not prevent the growth or use
of vegetable products; but my belief is that, including them, the animal
food we use amounts to a great deal more than one meal a day, or one third
of our whole living.

Suppose there were no crime in shutting human beings out of existence
by flesh-eating, at the amazing rate I have mentioned—still, is it not, I re
peat it, a great national or political loss Or, will it be said in its defence,
as has been said in defence of war, if not of intemperance and some of the
forms of licentiousness, that as the world is, it is a blessing to keep down
its population, otherwise it would soon be overstocked
The argument
would be as good in one case as in the other ; that is, it is not valid in
either. The world might be made to sustain, in comfort, even in the pre
sent comparitively infant state of the arts and sciences, at least forty or
fifty times its present number of inhabitants. It will be time enough a
thousand or two thousand years to come, to begin to talk about the danger
of the world’s being over-peopled ; and, above all, to talk about justifying
what we know is, in the abstract, very wrong, to prevent a distant imagined
evil; one in fact, which may not, and probably will not, ever exist.
5. The Economical Argument.
The economy of the vegetable system is so intimately connected with its
political or national advantages—that is, so depends on, or grows out of
them, that I hesitated for some time, before I decided to consider it sepa
rately. Whatever is shown clearly to be for the general good policy and
well-being of society, cannot be prejudicial to the best interests of the in
dividuals who compose that society. Still there are some minor considera
tions that I wish to present under this head, that could not so well have
been introduced any where else.
There is, indeed, one reason for omitting wholly the consideration of the

pecuniary advantages of the system which I am attempting to defend. The
public, to some extent, at once consider him who adverts to this topic, as
parsimonious or mean. But, conscious as I am of higher objects, in con
sulting economy, than the saving of money, that it may be expended on
things of no more value than the mere indulgence or gratification of the
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appetites or the passions, in a world where there are minds to educate and
souls to save, I have ventured to treat on the subject.
It must be obvious, at a single glance, that if the vegetable products
of an acre of land—such as wheat, rye, corn, barley, potatoes, beans, peas,
turnips, beets, apples, strawberries, &c.—will sustain a family in equal
health eight times as long as the pork, or beef, or mutton which the same
vegetables would make by giving them to domestic animals, it must be
just as mistaken a policy for the individual to make the latter disposition
of these products, as for a nation to do so. Nations are made of indivi
duals ; and, as I have already said, whatever is best, in the end, for the one,
must also be the best, as a general rule, for the other.

But, who has not been familiar, from his very infancy, with the maxim
that “a good garden will half support a family 3° And who that is at all
informed in regard to the manners and customs of the old world, does not
know that the maxim has been verified there, time immemorial But, again,
who has not considered, that if a garden of a given size will half support
a family, one twice as large would support it wholly
The truth is, it needs but a very small spot indeed, of good soil, for
raising all the necessaries of a family. I think I have shown, in another
work, that five hundred and fifty pounds of Indian or corn meal, or ten
bushels of the corn, properly cooked, will support, or more than support, an
adult individual a year. Four times this amount is a very large allowance
for a family of five persons ; nay, even three times is sufficient. But how
small a spot of good soil is required for raising thirty bushels of corn
It is true, no family would wish to be confined a whole year to this one
kind of food ; nor do I wish to have it so : not that I think any serious
mischiefs would arise, as the consequences; but I should prefer, for my own
part, a greater variety. But this does not materially alter the case. Sup
pose an acre and a half of land were required for the production of thirty
bushels of corn.

Let the cultivator, if he chooses, raise only fifteen bushels

of corn, and sow the remainder with barley, or rye, or wheat. Or, if he
prefer it, let him plant the one half of the piece with beans, peas, potatoes,
beets, onions, &c. The one half of the space devoted to the production of
some sort of grain would still half support his family ; and it would require
more than ordinary gluttony in a family of five persons, to consume the
produce of the other half, if the crops were but moderately abundant. A
quarter of an acre of it ought to produce, at least, sixty bushels of pota
toes; but this alone would give such a family about ten pounds of potatoes,
or one-sixth of a bushel, a day, for every day in the year, which is a toler
able allowance of food, without grain and other vegetables.

But, suppose a whole family were to live wholly on grain, as corn, or
even wheat, for the year; the whole expenditure would hardly exceed fifty
dollars in dear places and in the dearest times. Of course, I am speaking
now of expenses for food and drink merely—the latter of which usually
costs nothing, or need not. How small a sum is this to expend, in New
York, or Boston, or Philadelp! ia, in the maintenance of a family And
yet, it is amply sufficient to the vegetable-eater, unless his family live ex
clusively on wheat bread, or milk, when it might fall a little short. Of corn,
at a dollar a bushel, it would give him eight pounds a day—far more than

a family ought to consume, if they ate nothing else; and of potatoes, at
forty cents a bushel, about twenty pounds, or one third of a bushel—more
than sufficient for the family of an Hibernian.
Now, let me ask how much beef, or lamb, or pork, or sausages, or eggs,

or cheese, this would buy

At ten cents a pound for each, which is com
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paratively low, it would buy five hundred pounds; about one pound and
six ounces for the whole family, or four or five ounces each, a day. This
would be an average amount of nutriment equal to that of about two ounces
of grain, or bread of grain a day, to each individual. In so far as laid out
in butter, or chicken, or turkey, at twenty cents a pound, it would give also
about two or three ounces a day !
Further remarks under this head can hardly be necessary. He who con
siders the subject, in its various aspects, will be likely to see the weight of
the argument. There is a wide difference between a system which will
give to each member of a family, upon the average, only about four or five
ounces of food a day, and one which will give each of them more than
twenty-five ounces a day, each ounce of the latter containing twice the nu
triment of the former, and being much more savoury and healthy, at the same
time. There is a wide difference, in matters of economy at least, between
oNE and TEN.

-

6. The Argument from Earperience.
A person trained in the United States or in England—but especially one
who was trained in New England—might very naturally suppose that all the
world were flesh-eaters ; and that the person who abstains from an article
which is at almost every one's table, was quite singular. He would, per
haps, suppose there must be something peculiar in his structure, to enable him
to live without either flesh or fish ; particularly, if he were a labourer. Little.
would he dream—little does a person who has not had much opportunity
for reading, and who has not been taught to reflect, and who has never
travelled a day's journey from the place which gave him birth, even so
much as dream—that almost all the world, or at least almost all the hard

labouring part of it, are vegetable-eaters, and always have been ; and that
it is only in a few comparatively small portions of the civilized and half
civilized world, that the bone and sinew of our race, ever eat flesh or fish

for anything more than as a condiment or seasoning to the rest of their food,
or even taste it at all. And yet such is the fact.
It is true, that in a vast majority of cases, as I have already intimated,
labourers are vegetable-eaters from necessity; they cannot get flesh. Al
most all mankind, as they are usually trained, are fond of extra stimulants,
if they can get them ; and whether they are called savages or civilized
-

men, will indulge in them more or less, if they are to be had, unless their

intellectual and moral natures have been so well developed and cultivated,
as to have acquired the ascendancy. Spirits, wine, cidor, beer, coffee, tea,
condiments, tobacco, opium, snuff, flesh-meat, and a thousand other things,
which excite, for a time, more pleasurable sensations than water and plain
vegetables and fruits, will be sought with more or less eagerness, according

to the education which has been received, and according to our power of
self-government.

I have said that most persons are vegetable-eaters from necessity, not
from choice.

There are some tribes in the equatorial regions who seem to

be exceptions to this rule ; and yet I am not quite satisfied they are so.
Some children, among us, who are trained to a very simple diet, will seem
to shrink from tea or coffee, or alcohol, or camphor, and even from anything
which is much heated, when first presented to them. But, train the same
children to the ordinary complex, high-seasoned diet of this country, and
it will not take long to find out that they are ready to acquire the habit of
relishing the excitement of almost all sorts of unnaturals which can be pre
sented them. And if there are tribes of men who at first refuse flesh meat,
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I apprehend they do so for the same reasons which lead a child among us,
who is trained simply to refuse hot food and drink, or at least, hot tea and
coffee, when the latter are first presented to him.
Gutzlaff, the Chinese traveller and missionary, has found that the Chi
nese of the interior, who have scarcely ever tasted flesh or fish, soon acquire

a wonderful relish for it, just as our children do for spirituous or exciting
drinks and drugs, and as savages do for tobacco and spirits. But he has also
made another discovery, which is, that flesh-eating almost ruins them for

labour. Instead of being strong, robust, and active, they soon become lazy,
self-indulgent and effeminate. This is a specimen—perhaps a tolerably fair
one—of the natural tendency of such food in all ages and countries. Man
everywhere does best, nationally and individually, other things being equal,
on a well-chosen diet of vegetables, fruits and water. In proportion as in

dividuals or families, or tribes, or nations, depart from this—other things
being equal—in the same proportion do they degenerate physically, intel
lectually, and morally.
Such a statement may startle some of my New England readers, perhaps,
who have never had an opportunity to become acquainted with facts as they
are. But can it be successfully controverted 3 Is it not true, that, with a
few exceptions, – and those more apparent than real,- nations have
flourished and continued to flourish, in proportion as they have retained the
more natural dietetic habits to which I have alluded ; and they have been
unhappy or short-lived, as nations, in proportion as exciting food and drink
have been used ?

Is it not true that those individuals, families, tribes,

and nations, which have used what I call excitements, liquid or solid, have
been subjected by them to the same effects which follow the use of spirits—
first, invigoration, and subsequently decline, and ultimately a loss ofstrength 2
Why is it that the more wealthy, all over Europe, who get flesh more or less,
deteriorate in their families so rapidly : Why is it that everything is, in
this respect, so stationary among the middle classes and the poor 3
In short—for the case appears to me a plain one—it is the simple habits
of some, whether we speak of nations, families, or individuals, which have
preserved the world from going to utter decay. In ancient times, the
Egyptians, the most enlightened and one of the most enduring nations, were
what might properly be called a vegetable eating-nation ; so were the an
cient Persians, in the days of their greatest glory; so the Romans, as I have
said elsewhere, and the Greeks.

Indeed, empire seems to have departed

from among them precisely when simplicity departed from among the people.
So it is with nations still.

A flesh-eating nation may retain the supremacy

of the world a short time, as several European and American nations have
done ; just as the labourer, whose brain and nerves are stimulated by
ardent spirits, may for a time retain—through the medium of an artificial
strength—the ascendancy among his fellow-labourers ; but the triumph of
both the nation and the individual must be short, and the debility which
follows proportionable. And if the United States, as a nation, seem to
form an exception to the truth of this remark, it is only because the stage
of debility has not yet arrived. Let us be patient, however, for it is not
far off.

But, to come to the specification of facts. The Japanese of the interior,
according to some of the British geographers, live principally upon rice and
fruits—a single handful of rice often forming the basis of their frugal meal.
Flesh, it is said, they either cannot get or do not like, and to milk, even,
they have the same sort of aversion which most of us have to blood. It is
only a few of them, comparatively, and those principally who live about

-
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the coasts, who ever use either flesh or fish. And yet we have the concur
ring testimony of all geographers and travellers, that in their physical and
intellectual development at least, to say nothing of their moral peculiarities,
they are the finest men in all Asia. In what other country of Asia are
schools and early education in such high reputation as in Japan
Where
are the inhabitants so well formed, so stout made, and so robust 4 Compare
them with the natives of New Holland, in the same, or nearly the same,
longitude, and about as far south of the equator as the Japanese are north
of it, and what a contrast ! The New Hollanders, though eating flesh
liberally, are not only mere savages, but they are among the most meagre
and wretched of the human race. On the contrary, the Japanese, in mind
and body, are scarcely behind the middle nations of Europe.
Nearly the same remarks will apply to China—and, with little modifi
cation, to Hindostan.

In short, the hundreds of millions of southern Asia

are, for the most part, vegetable-eaters ; and a large proportion of them
live chiefly, if not wholly, on rice, though by no means the most favourable
vegetable for exclusive use.

What countries like these have maintained

their ancient, moral, intellectual, and political landmarks ; Grant that they
have made but little improvement from century to century; it is something
not to have deteriorated. Let us proceed with our general view of the
world, ancient and modern.

-

The Jews of Palestine, two thousand years ago, lived chiefly on veget
able food. Flesh, of certain kinds, was indeed admissible by their law ;
but, except at their feasts, and on special occasions, they ate chiefly bread,
milk, honey, and fruits.

Lawrence says that “the Greeks and Romans, in the periods of their
greatest simplicity, manliness, and bravery, appear to have lived almost en
tirely on plain vegetable preparations.”
The Irish of modern days, as well as the Scotch, are confined almost
wholly to vegetable food. So are the Italians, the Germans, and many other
nations of modern Europe. Yet, where shall we look for finer specimens of
bodily health, strength, and vigour, than in these very countrios ? The fe
males, especially,–where shall we look for their equals? The men even—
the Scotch and Irish, for example,_are they weaker than their brethren,
the English, who use more animal food

It will be said, perhaps, the vegetable-eating Europeans are not always
distinguished for vigorous minds. True ; but this, it may be maintained,
arises from their degraded physical condition generally, and that neglect
of mental and moral cultivation which accompanies it. A few, even here,
like comets in the material system, have occasionally broken out, and emitted
no faint light in the sphere in which they were destined to move.

But we are not confined to Europe. The South Sea Islanders, in many
instances, feed almost wholly on vegetable substances; yet their agility

and strength are so great, that it is said “the stoutest and most expert
English sailors had no chance with them in wrestling and boxing.”

-

We come, lastly, to Africa, the greater part of whose millions feed on
rice, dates, &c., yet their bodily powers are well known.
In short, more than half of the 800,000,000 of human beings which
inhabit our globe live on vegetables; or, if they get meat at all, it is so rarely

that it can hardly have any effect on their structure or character. Out of
Europe and the United States—I might even say out of the latter—the use

of animal food is either confined to a few meagre, weak, timid nations, like
the Esqaimaux, the Greenlanders, the Laplanders, the Samoiedes, the
**

|

Kamtschadales, the Ostiacs, and the natives of Siberia and Terra del Fuego,
D
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or those wealthier classes or individuals of every country, who are able to

range lawlessly over the Creator's domains, and select, for their tables,
whatever fancy or fashion, or a capricious appetite, may dictate, or physical
power afford them.
7. The Moral Argument.

In one point of view, nearly every argument which can be brought to
show the superiority of a vegetable diet over one that includes flesh or fish,
is a moral argument.

Thus, if man is so constituted in his structure, and by the universal laws
in his animal economy, that all the functions of the body, and of course all
the intellectual faculties of the understanding, and the moral affections of
the will, are in better condition—better subserve our own purposes, and the
purposes of the great Creator—as well as hold out longer, on the vegetable
system—then is it desirable, in a moral point of view, to adopt it. If
mankind lose, upon the average, about two years of their lives by sickness,

as some have estimated it, saying nothing of the pain and suffering undergone,
or of the mental anguish and soul torment which grow out of it, and often
render life a burden; and if the simple primitive custom of living on vegeta
bles and fruits, along with other good physical and mental habits, which
seem naturally connected with it, will, in time, nearly if not wholly remove
or prevent this amazing loss, then is the argument deduced therefrom, in
another part of this chapter, a moral argument.
If, as I have endeavoured to show, the adoption of the vegetable system
by nations and individuals, would greatly advance the happiness of all, in
every known respect, and if, on this account, such a change in our flesh
eating countries would be sound policy and good economy, then we have
another moral argument in its favour.

But, again ; if it be true that all nations have been most virtuous and
flourishing, other things being equal, in the days of their simplicity in regard
to food, drink, &c.; and if we can, in every instance, connect the decline
of a nation with the period of their departure, as a nation, into the maze of
luxurious and enervating habits; and if this doctrine is, as a general rule,
obviously applicable to smaller classes of men, down to single families, then
is the argument we derive from it, in its nature a moral one.

Whatever

really tends, without the possibility of mistake, to the promotion of human
happiness here and hereafter, is, without doubt, moral.
But this, though much, is not all.

The destruction of animals for food,

in its details and tendencies, involves so much of cruelty as to cause every
reflecting individual—not destitute of the ordinary sensibility of our nature
—to shudder. I recal : daily observation shows that such is not the fact ;
nor should it, upon second thought, be expected. Where all are dark, the
colour is not perceived ; and so universally are the moral sensibilities which
... really belong to human nature deadened by the customs which prevail among
us, that few, if any, know how to estimate rightly the evil of which I speak.
They have no more a correct idea of true sensibility—not a morbid one—
on this subject, than a blind man has of colours ; and for nearly the same
reasons. And on this account it is that I seem to shrink from presenting,
at this time, those considerations which I know cannot, from the very
nature of the case, be properly understood or appreciated, except by a
very few.

Still there are some things which, I trust, may be made plain.

It must

be obvious that the custom of rendering children familiar with the taking
away of life, even when it is done with a good degree of tenderness, canno
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have a very happy effect. But, when this is done not only without tender
ness or sympathy, but often with manifestations of great pleasure, and when
children, as in some cases, are almost constant witnesses of such scenes, how
dreadful must be the results |

-

In this view, the"world, I mean our own portion of it, sometimes seems
to me like one mighty slaughter-house—one grand shoool for the suppression
of every kind and tender and brotherly feeling—one grand process of edu
cation to the entire destitution of all moral principle—one vast scene of
destruction to all moral sensibility, and all sympathy with the woes of those
around us.

Is it not so

I have seen many boys who shuddered, at first, at the thought of taking the
life even of a snake, until compelled to it by what they conceived to be duty;
and who shuddered still more at taking the life of a lamb, a calf, a pig, or
a fowl. And yet I have seen these same boys, in subsequent life, become so
changed, that they could look on such scenes not merely with indifference,
but with gratification. Is this change of feeling desirable
How long is it
after we begin to look with indifference on pain and suffering in brutes, be
fore we begin to be less affected than before by human suffering
I am not ignorant that sentiments like these are either regarded as mor
bid, and therefore pitiable, or as affected, and therefore ridiculous. Who

that has read the story of Anthony Benezet, as related by Dr. Rush, has
not smiled at what he must have regarded a feeling wholly misplaced, if
nothing more ? And yet it was a feeling which I think is very far from
deserving ridicule, however homely the manner of expressing it.

I am not prepared to maintain strongly the old fashioned doctrine, that
a butcher who commences his employment at adult age, is necessarily ren
dered hard-hearted or unfeeling; or that they who eat flesh have their sen
sibilities deadened, and their passions inflamed by it—though I am sure
that there is some truth in it. I only maintain that to render children
familiar with the taking away of animal life,—especially the lives of our
own domestic animals, often endeared to us by many interesting circum
stances of their history, or of our own in relation to them,-cannot be other
wise than unhappy in its tendency.
How shocking it must be to the inhabitants of Jupiter, or some other
planet, who had never before witnessed these sad effects of the ingress of
sin among us, to see the carcases of animals, either whole or by piece-meal,
hoisted upon our very tables before the faces of children of all ages, from the
infant at the breast to the child of ten or twelve, or fourteen, and carved,

and swallowed; and this not merely once, but from day to day through life!
What could they—what would they—expect from such an education of
the young mind and heart # What, indeed, but mourning, desolation,
and woe

On this subject the First Annual Report of the American Physiological
Society thus remarks—and I wish the remark might have its due weight on
the mind of the reader:—

“How can it be right to be instrumental in so much unnecessary slaugh

ter

How can it be right, especially for a country of vegetable abundance

like ours, to give daily employment to twenty or thirty thousand butchers ?
How can it be right to train our children to behold such slaughter
How
can it be right to blunt the edge of their moral sensibilities, by placing be
fore them, at almost every meal, the mangled corpses of the slain ; and not
only placing them there, but rejoicing while we feast upon them *
It cannot be otherwise than that the circumstances of which I have spoken,
|

which so universally surround infancy and childhood, should take off, gra

-
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dually, the keen edge of moral sensibility, and lessen every virtuous or holy
sympathy. I have watched—I believe impartially—the effect on certain
sensitive young persons in the circle of my acquaintance. I have watched

myself. The result has confirmed the opinion I have just expressed. No
child, I think, can walk through a common market or slaughter-house with

out receiving a moral injury ; nor am I quite sure that any virtuous adult
Can.

How have I been struck with the change produced in the young mind
by that merriment which often accompanies the slaughter of an innocent
fowl, or lamb, or pig 3 How can the Christian, with the Bible in hand,
and the merciful doctrines of its pages for his text, as expressed by the poet,
“Teach me to feel another's woe,”

—the beast's not excepted—and yet, having laid down that Bible, go at
once from the domestic altar to make light of the convulsions and exit of a
poor domestic animal?
Is it said, that these remarks apply only to the abuse of a thing, which,
-

in its place, is proper ? Is it said, that there is no necessity for levity on
these occasions !

Grant that there is none ; still the result is almost inevi

table. But there is, in any event, one way of avoiding or rather preventing
both the abuse and the occasion for abuse, by ceasing to kill animals for
food ; and I venture to predict that the evil never will be prevented
otherwise.

The usual apology for hunting and fishing, in all their various and often
cruel forms, whereby so many of our youth, from the setters of snares for
birds, and the anglers for trout, to the whalemen, are educated to cruelty,
and steeled to every virtuous and holy sympathy, is, the necessity of the
animals which we pursue for food. I know, indeed, that this is not, in most
cases, the true reason, but it is the reason given—it is the substance of the

reason. It serves as an apology. They who make it may often be ignorant
of the true reason, or they or others may wish to conceal it ; and, true to
human nature, they are ready to give every excuse for their conduct but
the real and most efficient one.

It must not, indeed, be concealed that there is one more apology usually
made for these cruel sports; and made too, in some instances, by good men;
I mean, by men whose intentions are in the main pure and excellent. These
sports are healthy, they tell us. They are a relief to mind and body. Per

haps no good man in our own country has defended them with more ingenuity,
or with more show of reason and good sense, than Dr. Comstock, in his

recent popular work on Human Physiology. And yet, there is scarcely a
single advantage which he has pointed out, as being derived from the
“pleasures of the chase,” that may not be gained in a way that savours less

of blood. The doctor himself is too much in love with botany, geology, min
eralogy, and the various branches of natural history, not to know what I
mean when I say this. He knows full well the excitement, and, on his own
principles, the consequent relief, of body and mind from their accustomed
and often painful round, which grows out of clambering over mountains and
hills, and fording streams, and climbing trees and rocks, to need any very
broad hints on the subject; to say nothing of the delights of agriculture and
horticulture. How could he, then, give currency to practices which, to say
the least,-and by his own concessions, too, are doubtful in regard to their
moral tendencies, by inserting his opinions in favour of sports for which he
himself happens to be partial, in a school book. Is this worthy of those
who would educate the youth of our land on the principles of the Bible
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The Metaphysical view of this subject we cannot do better than give in
the words of one” who, for thirty years, persevered in the relinquishment of

animal food, from a deep conviction of the moral injury man suffered
thereby :

“Every nature rests for its joy, its pleasure, its contentment, upon a
nature higher than itself, with which it may be brought into union ; and when
it is the bringer that brings about the union, the satisfaction is permanent.
Flesh and blood are of a nature lower than the soul, and in their decom

position is formed an element that the Spirit cannot psychically work in.
“Even a child in its weakest state, when being physically fed, must be
looked upon as an immortal and also an eternal being ; and the food given
to it must be such as not to encumber or embarrass these two natures.

“Let it be well understood that you declare the Love nature will not
have even the Life nature to feed on death, not on dead flesh, but fruits, which

have not been dressed at all. Insist upon fruit, if it can be had, to be quite
enough ; if not, then such vegetables as can be caten uncooked ; then those

that need little cooking. Declare the stomach ought to be the kitchen, and
the kitchen a herbalist’s chamber.
on life.

Life will not, when Love governed, feed

Do not be confounded with what is permitted to life when not

under Love. You must declare Love's dispensation, which says, “Thou
shalt love thy brother as thyself.” Every animal is thy brother, and his
life is not thine to abuse thyself with.

“Our present relationship with the animal world is merely a life rela
tionship. The love relationship could not permit the slaying of animals, or
exposing them to suffering of any kind. Food, clothing, labour, all ques
tions, indeed, will easily be settled when Love is made the judge and gives
the answer. Man sadly mistakes his high destiny when he takes up labour
and lays down Love. Man is to love, and to love that which enables him
to labour. Love's laws are universal, embracing the whole creation. The
more we submit to them, the more we feel their reality.
“Look at man as what he is to be, as a providential being, and not

what he is as an accidental being. To be better natured, he must hold
intercourse with THAT which generates this nature, and avoid all possible
recourse to those supplies which, as a providential being, are unfit. If you
read the Marriage tract I sent you, you will sce what beautiful ground is
given for not eating blood and blood aliments. If the parents will not sow
blood they will not reap blood : as we are natured, so we eat, so we want,
so we generate.

“ In his disregard of food, man trifles with his mortal and immortal

welfare. The Spirit requires a certain temperature for its vital manifesta
tions ; and this is alone of Love—the true sun that radiates the permanent
warmth.

All other heat is vain, and ends in coldness, darkness, death.

When man conditionates the false fire, himself and his generations are the
victims of its craving appetites: the love and life activities are checked,
and the selfish nature obtains a cruel pre-eminence.
“We must declare that abstinence from all impurity, of all kinds and sorts,
is necessary. As much as possible, must the introducing of dying and dead
elements into the constitution be avoided, as also all that is corrupting
and tending to corruption. To prepare our food by a death process is fatal
error indeed.

“Love requires to be supplied with elements in which it works its vital,
and not its death operations. Its manifestations would then be of the vital
* Letters of J. P. Greaves, pp. 196 to 199.
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character, and there would be a constant renewal of sympathy between the

operator and its works. Now, we may say Love is truly mocked and betrayed
by the self-will gratification of the false appetites, for which no perpetration
of cruelty is too great.
“In fruits, in uncooked vegetables, the vital force is operating, and the
Spirit's conditionating combinations are there for Life sustenance, for Light
organism, for Love essentiality. With dead elements this cannot be. He
who feeds himself upon them, feeds only upon the husk, the visible, the tan
gible, and corruption is the inevitable consequence; essence and esse are fled
—only the coarsest materiality remains. From this, then, is the organism
elaborated ; and a being thus organized cannot but be insensible to divine

things—sunk in cold, dead, selfish animality.
“When man has less and less connexion with the animal nature, he will
not have the animal substance to keep up, nor the animal wants to rule him:
he will not labour for that which he does not want.

When he has as soul

more relation to Spirit, he will from Spirit be supplied, and Spirit supplies
will be Spirit.

“The only general rule that can be given in regard to the quantity of
food proper for man, is this:—let every one consider that excessive alimen
tation is one of the greatest sources of evil to the human family:—and that
every member of society has a continual and powerful tendency to this ex
cess: and therefore, that, every individual should, as a general rule, restrain
himself to the smallest quantity, which he finds from careful investigation

and enlightened experience and observation, will fully meet the alimentary
wants of the vital economy of his system,-knowing that whatsoever is more

than this is evil —And let every one remember also, that as a general rule,

in civic life, there cannot be a blinder guide, in regard to quantity of food,
than appetite: and he that follows it, will be surely led into excess —
for the most athletic and active labourer cannot habitually eat artificially
prepared food, without sooner or later experiencing serious evils from exces
sive alimentation: and if this is true of the robust, active labourer, to a much

greater extent it is true of the inactive, and sedentary and studious and
feeble.

“It is a humiliating truth, that much the greatest, and indeed, almost the
only real difficulty experienced by those who, having grown up in the glut

tonous habits of society, and perhaps destroyed their health by over-eating
as a last resort, adopt the mode of living inculcated by abstainers, is that of
resisting the propensity to eat more than is compatible with their nature.”
Conclusion.

But I must conclude this long essay.

There is one consideration, how

ever, which I am unwilling to omit, although, in deciding on the merits of
the question before us, it may not have as much weight—regarded as a part
of the moral argument—on every mind as it has on my own.
Suppose the great Creator were to make a new world somewhere in the
regions of infinite space, and to fit it out in most respects like our own. It
is to be the place and abode of such minerals, vegetables, and animals as our
own. Instead, however, of peopling it gradually, he fills it at once with
inhabitants; and instead of having the arts and the sciences in their infancy,
he creates every thing in full maturity. In a word he makes a world which
shall be exactly a copy of our own, with the single exception that the
800,000,000 of free agents in it shall be supposed to be wholly ignorant in
regard to the nature of the food assigned to them. But the new world is
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created, we will suppose, at sunrise, in October. The human inhabitants
thereof have stomachs, and soon, that is, by mid-day, or before night, feel
the pangs of hunger. Now, what will they eat 3
The world being mature, every thing in it is, of course, mature. Around,
on every hand, are corn-fields with their rich treasures ; above, that is, in
the boughs of the orchards, hang the rich russets, pippins, and the various
other excellent kinds of apple, with which our own country and other
temperate climates abound. In tropical regions, of course, almost every
vegetable production is flourishing at that season, as well as the corn and the
apple. Or, he has but to look on the surface of the earth on which he stands

and there is the potatoe, the turnip, the beet, and many other esculent roots;
to say nothing of the squash, the pumpkin, the melon, the chesnut, the wal
nut, the beech-nut, the butternut, the hazel-nut, &c.,

most of which are

nourishing, and more or less wholesome, and are in full view. Around him,
too, are the animals.

I am willing even to admit the domestic animals — the

horse, the ox, the sheep, the dog, the cat, the rabbit, the turkey, the
the hen, yes, and even the pig.

goose,

And now, I ask again, what will he eat 1

He is destitute of experience, and he has no example. But he has a stomach,
and he is hungry; he has hands and he has teeth; the world is all before
him, and he is the lord of it, at least so far as to use such food in it as he
pleases.
Does any one believe that, in these circumstances, man would prey upon

the animals around him #

Does any person believe—can he for one moment

believe—he would forth with imbrue his hands in blood, whether that of his

own species or of some other ? Would he pass by the mellow apple, hang
ing in richest profusion everywhere, inviting him as it were by its beauties?

Would he pass by the fields with their golden ears 3 Would he despise the
rich products of field, and forest, and garden, and hasten to seize the axe or

the knife, and, ere the blood has ceased to flow or the muscles to quiver,
give orders to his fair but affrighted companion within to prepare the fire,

and make ready the gridiron or the spider

Or, without the knowledge

even of this, or the patience to wait for the tedious process of cooking to be
completed, would he eat raw the precious morsel ? Does any one believe
this 3 Can any one—I repeat the question—can any one believe it !
On the contrary, would not every living human being revolt at first from
the idea, let it be suggested as it might, of plunging his hands in blood
Can there be a doubt that he would direct his attention at first—yes, and
for a long time afterwards—to the vegetable world for his food
Would
it not take months and years to reconcile his feelings—his moral nature—
to the thought of flesh-mangling or flesh-eating !

At least, would not this

be the result, if he were a disciple of Christianity ? Although professing
Christians, as the world is now constituted, do not hesitate to commit such

depredations, would they do so in the circumstances we have supposed ?
I am sure there can be but one opinion on this subject, although I con
fess it impossible for me to say how it may strike other minds constituted

somewhat differently from my own. With me, this consideration of the sub
ject has weight and importance. It is not necessary, however. The argument—
the moral argument I mean,—is sufficient, as it seems to me, without it.

What, then, shall we say of the anatomical, the physiological, the medical,
the political, the economical, the experimental, and the moral arguments
when united
Have they not force : Are they not a seven-fold cord, not
easily broken
Is it not too late in the day of human improvement to meet
them with no argument but ignorance, and with no other weapon but
ridicule :
t

*
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The following table, drawn up according to the celebrated French che
mists, MM. Percy and Vanguielin, shows the relative quantity of nutritious

substance in the articles enumerated, and may be useful in guiding some
persons in the wise selection of their food :—
100th, of Wheat contains 8515. of Nutritious Matter.
Rice

23
3*
33

-

-

-

90

35

Rye
Barley

-

-

80
S3

3*

Beans (dry) - 89
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>3
55
>y
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Meat Potatoes
Beets Carrots
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Cabbage

2x
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»

-

-

-

3 x

>y
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92
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,

23
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7
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3y
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4
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-
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-
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-

Bread Nuts -

-
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6

-
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10

-

23
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23
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This table shows the quantity of earthy or indissoluble matter
contained in the following articles.

Some of our modern chemists affirm

that ossification and premature old age is greatly occasioned by an excess
of calcarious matter taken into our system with our food when too largely
mixed with earthy substances:—

25,000th. of Fruit of all kinds average lib. of earthy indissoluble matter.

|º]
Turnips, Carrots, Onions,
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2

35

32

22

row, Mushrooms, & Eggs
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Wheat
Cheese
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