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Lecnardo da Vinci, Mark Twain, Queen Victoria,
George Bernard Shaw, and Albert Schweitzer are just
a few of the eminent thinkers and world leaders who
have opposed vivisection. If you are against the mind-
less and brutal exploitation of animals, you'’rein good
company.

“A day will come when the world will leok upen
today’s vivisection in the name of science the way we
look today upon witch hunts in the name of religion.”"

—Henry J. Bigelow
Jarmerly Professor of Physiology
Harvard University
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FOREWORD

by Robert S. Mendelsohn, M.D,
Author of Confessions of a Medical Heretic

In the Religion of Modern Medicine, the rite of vivi-
section is central.
~ The medical student acolyte, early in his preclinical
years in the seminary called medical school, learns live
animal dissection in physiology and pharmacology class-
es. The religious significance of this practice is implanted
deeply into his unconscious by his teachers, who train
him, at the end of each experiment, not to kill the animal,
nor to dispose of it, but to “*sacrifice® it,

Although never explicitly spelled out, the purpose of
that “*sacrifice’ is tacitly shared by the student-acolyte
and his doctor-priest teacher. That word — and the posi-
tive image it evokes — obviates any serious deliberation
of the pros and cons of vivisection. Thus, the highly
charged, human emotion inevitably aroused by vivisec-
tion, carried out in sacred precincts, far from public
view, blessed by its bishops and archbishops, becomes
incorporated, subliminally, almost instinctively, into the
belief system of every medical student.

Without any perceived need for reflection, thought,
debate or evidence, the medical student, in his formative
years, is indoctrinated with the value of vivisection in
teaching, testing and experimenting. If pressed, he/she
may defend its use in highly limited circumstances; but in
accord with a basic ethic of the Religion of Modern
Medicine — *‘the extreme always becomes the mean’ —
he/she will soon sanction vivisection on a large, indeed
massive, scale. How else can penicillin, a wonder ful drug
for meningitis and severe pneumonia, be applied to the



common cold? How else can cortisone, a miracle for life-
threatening Addison's disease, be prescribed for sun-
burn?

The payoff of this early religiously-sanctioned blood-
letting in seminary training is an insatiable blood-lust —
or tolerance for the spilling of blood — during the stu-
dent’s later tenure as a lifetime physician-priest. How
else can the doctor be trained to do big operations (e.g.,
radical mastectomy) when smaller ones (lumpectomy)
are scientifically demonstrated over and over to kill
fewer and cure more? How else can he accept, indeed de-
fend, the ever-increasing epidemic (now 25% of all
births) of Caesarian sections? How else can he learn to
mouth the catechism of surgery? ““When in doubr, cut it
out."" "Big surgeon, big incision; little surgeon, little
incision. "' **Your uterus is just a sac for cancer."’ *“Your
husband loves you for yvourself, not for your breasis.’’
And the all-powerful “Just trust me."" It is that litany
that proves Modern Medicine is not a science, but a reli-
gion,

The physician’s blood-lust demands laboratory tests
on patients to the point of exsanguination. The risk of
excessive blood tests to little babies is 50 well recognized
that a special diagnostic category now exists — “‘iatro-
genic (Greek for doctor-produced) anemia.”

Other religions also have their blood rituals. The
American Indians require a drop from the fingertip. We
Jews demand several drops from circumcision (**bris®”).
But the Religion of Modern Medicine, in its blood-bank
drives, calls for pints and quarts and gallons. There is
never enough blood in the hospital-temples of Modern
Medicine to satisfy the surgeon’s desires as he seduces his
victims — primarily women, virgins and otherwise — to
mount the holy altar so he can carry out his ritual muti-
lations.

This wild blood-lust, starting with animal vivisection
and proceeding to human mutilation, stamps Modern
Medicine as the most primitive religion ever known to
mankind.



Like other false religions, Modern Medicine is now ex-
posed as death-oriented. The antibiotics kill more than
they cure. When studied statistically, surgical mortality is
twice as high as the surgeons verbally claim. The body-
count from vaccine-induced encephalopathy is now
reaching public view. The hatred of doctors for a normal
birth is reflected in their automatic response to women
complaining about dangers of The Pill — ““It’s safer than
a pregnancy.”” While the death-rate from pregnancy
drops, that from doctor-sanctioned contraception (oral
contraceptive, IUD, vasectomy, tubal ligation, hysterec-
tomy, multiple abortions) skyrockets.

Of course, not all doctors carry out the death-oriented
atrocities of the Church of Modern Medicine. Some do.
The rest, by condoning and protecting the actions of
their colleagues, are equally guilty. I refer to the latter as
the “‘good Germans’' of Modern Medicine.

Modern Medicine mocks religion. Readers of the Old
Testament will remember the many Biblical restrictions
surrounding animal sacrifices — animals brought by the
citizen, sacrified in his presence in public view, by a mem-
ber of a hereditary caste (the priestly class) who did not
later become a surgeon. Contrast this careful ritual with
the secret vivisection by students and doctors of the Reli-
gion of Modern Medicine.

Regarding human sacrifice, the Jewish patriarch,
Abraham, was prohibited from sacrificing his own son
to his God. Contrast this to the surgical slaughter and
mayhem — the millions of deaths from unnecessary
operations — permitted, indeed required, by the god of
the Religion of Modern Medicine. No wonder the sur-
geon is masked!

Modern Medicine tries to replace the 8th day *‘bris*’
with the dangerous hospital circumcision right after
birth. In sharp contrast to Jewish ethics, the Religion of
Modern Medicine sanctions, indeed delights in, abor-
tion-on-demand.

[ have made my choice. 1 have rejected as idolatrous
the Religion of Modern Medicine and its fundamental
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sacrament — vivisection. For years 1 have encouraged
my medical students to surreptitiously photograph ani-
mal conditions in their laboratories, to keep diaries, to
leak the truth to the media. This sabotage serves not only
to inform the public, but also helps save the integrity —
indeed the souls — of the students.

For myself, 1 cling to the Sabbath commandment pro-
hibiting even animals from being worked seven days a
week. Every human being whose religion is derived from
the Old Testament (and Eastern religions as well) knows
the laws protecting animals. Only Modern Medicine, in
its arrogant idolatry, sanctions cruelty to animals as the
norm.

Hans Ruesch’s magnificent book washes away the thin
excuses of doctor-apologists for animal testing. Compre-
hensively and carefully documented, objective, yet emo-
tionally compelling, it serves as the steel battering ram
that can dislodge the cornerstone of Modern Medicine —
vivisection. All of us — including future generations —
are in his debt.

Robert 5. Mendelsohn, M.D.
June 1982
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PREFACE

to the 1983 reissue of Slaughter of the Innocent
by Hans Ruesch

AN ONGOING BATTLE

Under the headline “*Antibiotics: Trouble Ahead,”’
the International Herald-Tribune of August 24, 1981
carried a Washingron Post story that began:

Doctors from 25 nations have warned that the *“‘flagrant

misuse" of antibiotics has caused a **wdrld-wide public health

problem."" Their statement will come as & surprise to many—

including American doctors. . . .

Those who read Slaughter of the Innocent when it first
came out in English, in 1978, understand this problem
with antibiotics, since it was discussed there. They also
knew about the oncoming DES tragedy before it became
widely known, as the book had predicted that cases of a
new type of cancer, induced by this synthetic estrogen,
were bound to increase. The same goes for Slaughter’s
prediction that malformed births would be increasing —
not in spite of, buf because of the intensification of ani-
mal tests after the Thalidomide horror; such malforma-
tions have indeed been increasing. Mo particular
prophetic gift was required for making these predictions
— only some basic knowledge and common sense.

All of which calls to mind what Dr. Anna Kingsford,
Britain’s first woman physician, wrote over a century
ago: “The spiritual malady which rages in the soul of the
vivisector is in itself sufficient to render him incapable of
acquiring the highest and best knowledge. . . . He finds it
easier to propagate and multiply disease than to discover
the secret of health. Seeking for the germs of life, he in-
vents only new methods of death.™
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AN ILLUMINATING HISTORY

This book is a photographic copy of the 1978 edition,
with the Appendix to the British edition (1979) added.
The work had first appeared in an Italian version, in
1976. The history of the publication of this book pro-
vides some valuable and frightening insight into the
methods and power wielded by vivisectionists and their
allies; how they were able to squelch a book already
printed and make it disappear — at least for a time.

In America, Bantam Books of New York, one of the
biggest publishing houses in the world, was preparing to
print Slaughter in 1976, with an enthusiasm I had not
seen in 40 years as a writer in some 20 countries. On
November 23, 1976, Roger F. Cooper, one of the senior
editors at Bantam, wrote to me in Switzerland:

| am particularly pleased to be involved with your book. .. It

is a controversial work, and we therefore lelt that it wasimpor-

tant to have the manuscript reviewed by outside legal coun-

sel. .. .1 am enclosing the legal report, and as you see it con-

cludes that there are some points in the book that will require
either rewording or substantiation of some sort. 1'd very much

like 1o talk 1o you about the feasibility of your coming (o MNew

York lor further discussion. . . . Until then, [ would simply like

o reiterate the enthusiasm we all feel about being the publisher

of Slaughter of the Innocent, and our conflidence that these

legal gquestions can be easily cleared up.

The following January, 1 flew to New York to meet
with Cooper and the lawyer whom Bantam had called in,
to clear up the various points in question. After that, the
manuscript went into production, and I kept receiving
reassurances from Cooper that Bantam expected the
book to be one of its top sellers in 1978, and that every-
one there was fully committed to a major effort for
Sprigg 1978, when it would appear. But when Spring
came, there was only silence from Bantam.

While I was in Mew York, 1 had told the Bantam peo-
ple that Rizzoli, [taly's largest publisher, had been forced
to suppress the book shortly after its publication in 1976.
Excerpts from the book, which had appeared in various
magazines and newspapers in the Rizzoli chain, had
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stirred public opinion to the point of prompting discus-
sions in Parliament. But a few weeks after publication,
[talian bookstores were advised that the title was out of
print (although 1 had personally seen thousands of copies
held back in Rizzoli's warchouse). At the time, Rizzoli
was financially dependent on Italy’s largest chemical
concern, Montedison, which comprised the country's
major pharmaceutical firms. So the publisher’s decision
to withdraw the book was understandable,

Bantam’s position differed only in external appear-
ance. It is not generally known that the major media are
subject to influence by the Drug Trust, often without
being aware of it. In The Drug Story (1949), former
Maryland news editor Morris Bealle revealed how the
Drug Trust had all news about drugs and therapies in
America censored, under the pretext that the average
newsperson knows nothing about medicine and thus
needs guidance from experts — which the Drug Trust
obligingly provided.

Knowing this, I had advised Bantam not to advertise
the book beforehand and not [o circulate advance chap-
ters to the media before publication, but to launch the
book by surprise. They said it could not be done that
way, and went ahead distributing advance copies. The
first American review was also the last. On February 27,
1978, five weeks before publication, a review appeared in
Publishers Weekly which read in part:

This study of vivisection aroused a storm of outrage in Italy,

where il was originally published. 1t could reccive the same

reaction here, for Ruesch's findings are shocking and deeply
disturbing. A medical editor and novelist, Ruesch conducted

his research throughowt Europe and the LLS.... . Medical

knowledge, he claims, is not only not helped by laboratory

experiments on animals bul can actually be hindered. . ..

Rucsch builds a well-documented argument and certainly a
controversial one.

The Chicago Tribune had been so impressed by the
advance copy that they sent their Bonn correspondent,
Alice Siegert, to see me in Switzerland, to prepare a fea-
ture interview for the Sunday edition, April 2, 1978 (the
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eve of the book’s publication). Siegert arrived, inter-
viewed me, and telexed her story to Chicago on time —
but it never appeared.

Bantam had also fallen into silence, which persisted
long after publication. When I finally flew over to find
out what was happening, the same people who had held
long trans-Atlantic telephone conversations with me the
year before had no time to answer a few simple questions
in person:

1. Why had Brentano’s, one of America's most fam-
ous bookstores (on Fifth Avenue, New York City), not
received a single copy of Slaughter?

2. How many copies, of the 200,000 initially sched-
uled, had actually been printed?

3. Why were the principal antivivisection (AV) socie-
ties, which had ordererd several thousand copies and
were running ads in the major newspapers, advised by
Bantam not to advertise the book, as it would soon be
out of print, permanently?

Bantam did not reply to my charges that they were
deliberately suppressing the book — until three years
later, when an executive stated that it had been allowed to
go out of print “*because it wasn't selling.” Yet Bantam’s
Fall 1978 catalogue listed Slaughter among their bestsell-

‘ers. How could a publisher of such prominence be so
pressured?

A change of ownership had taken place at Bantam
during the 18 months between acceptance of the manu-
script and publication. Agnelli, the Italian automobile
tycoon, had sold his majority stock in Bantam to Ber-
telsmann Corporation, a huge West German publishing
conglomerate headed by Reinhard Mohn. Mohn's string
of magazines made him dependent on advertising which,
in Europe as in America, came largely from petrochem-
icals and derivatives: drugs, cosmetics, plastics, dyes,
rubber, oil, etc. Earlier, Bertelsmann had turned down
the German version of Slaughter. At the time, it had just
been forced to withdraw Weisse Magier (White Magi-
cians) by Kurt Bluchel, a shattering expose of West Ger-
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many's pharmaceutical industry. Bertelsmann had
learned its lesson — no more attacks on the Drug Trust.
Now it was in control of Bantam, whiclr had been getting
ready to publish Sleughterin an English language version
in America.

So in our Western democracies, no public book-burn-
ings are necessary; there are subtler and more effective
ways to stifle information unfavorable to the industrial
powers-that-be.

In England. Bantam had told me that they could not
find a British publisher for Sfaughter (although they had
their own publishing firm in London). One of my British
paperback publishers, Futura Publications Ltd., finally
took on the project. Slaughter came out in Great Britain
exactly a year after the Bantam edition had appeared.
What followed was a rerun of the American experience,
with some fascinating frills added by Dr. Christiaan Bar-
nard, the famous heart surgeon from Cape Town.

The weekly Observer sent a reporter to interview me
when 1 flew to London shortly after the publication, in
April 1979. The article she showed me was supposed to
run the following Sunday; it never appeared.

After Peter Grosvenor had given the book a big plug in
his literary column in the daily Express, not another
word appeared in the British press, which in the past had
devoted quite a number of articles to my other books.
Even without publicity and without advertising from the
publisher, over 11,000 of the 20,000 copies printed were
gone by the end of 1979, and almost 3,000 more went in
the first two months of 1980 — this according to a letter
(March 10, 1980) from Futura's director, Nicholas
Chapman, which stated: **We find this a satisfactory rate
of sales, and so, I hope, do you."

But just three weeks later, Futura suddenly withdrew
all copies from the market and declared the book out of
print. The publisher had thus committed a breach of con-
tract, which contained a clause that the author had to be
informed before any such action were taken, giving him
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the option to take over any remaining copies. Ignoring
their own letter of March 10, Futura claimed that the
book had been withdrawn because it wasn’t selling. I in-
formed the company that 1 considered this a fraudulent
statement, but that I would buy up all remaining copies.
Eventually, after threats of a lawsuit, Futura delivered
1,000 copies to my representative in Great Britain. They
were unable to account for the rest, and they refused my
request to buy the printing plates (I was already planning
a reissue).

Contact with a British law firm convinced me that 1
could never afford the legal costs of suing a major pub-
lisher. So I sent out circulars which appeared in various
British and American AV publications, appealing for
funds to reprint the book.

Soon, a new obstacle appeared—

Dir. Christiaan Barmard, On October 30, 1980—two
and a half yvears alter Sfaughter first appeared in English
and six months after it had been withdrawn by Futura—a
London law firm “‘representing Prof. Christiaan Bar-
nard, the heart surgeon of international repute"’
informed me that their client felt libeled by statements in
Slaughter, and that they would institute proceedings
against me unless they received within a week my pro-
posal for *‘payment of damages,'” a public apology and
confirmation that all unsold copies of the book would be
immediately withdrawn from circulation.

Similar notices were sent to the publisher and even the
printers of the book. Futura’s law firm wrote to me and
asked: **Are you in a position to justify the allegations
against Dr. Barnard that have been made?" 1 replied that
1 was prepared to back up what I had written. The main
points concerning Barnard were:

1. A June 1977 article from Blick, quoted verbatim (p.
413) which alleged that Barnard had excised a baboon's
heart without anesthetizing the animal (the same story
was reported in other major European newspapers); and

2. The doubts 1 had expressed (pp. 24-25) about the
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medical wisdom of some of Barnard's experiments on
humans, and the questions they raised about his mental
make-up.

In fact, I had merely reported what had already ap-
peared in print by some of Barnard’s medical colleagues.
At that, | had been restrained in my selection of pub-
lished comments:

I had not quoted Italy's weekly Stop, which, on July 7,
1977, reported that according to some of Barnard’s col-
leagues, **he was on the verge of a psycho-physical col-
lapse’ at the time of his ill-advised experiment on a
young Italian woman.

1 had not cited a scathing article by Dr. Lothar Rein-
bach in West Germany's Neue Revue, which listed an in-
ternational string of medical authorities who had pub-
licly eriticized Barnard’s morality and medical judgment
(one Nobel laureate speaking of *‘criminal operations'").

I had not mentioned an interview in the Afrikaans-
language Sunday newspaper Rapport, in which Barnard
himself advocated that South Africa “should murder its
enemies," and stated that he had given to his government
a list of people who, in his opinion, should be “‘elimi-
nated.”

I sent all the evidence I had to Futura and informed
them that I would be collecting more. In the face of such
evidence, could any British judge have found me guilty
of libel? Would Barnard even want to go through witha
suit that would bring these things to light? Hearing
nothing more about the case for several months, | as-
sumed that Barnard had been convinced to drop his suit,

So [ was astonished when I received a letter (March 2,
1981) from Futura's attorneys advising me that the pub-
lisher had agreed to make a public apology to Dr. Bar-
nard, along with payment of £4,000 in damages and
£1,000 in costs—and that Futura expected me to reim-
burse them for these amounts.

| answered that I would not reimburse them, and that 1
would consider any indemnity they might pay to Dr. Bar-
nard as a defamation of my own professional integrity. 1
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wanted a British court to judge the case on the merit of
the evidence I could provide—most of which Futura’s
lawyers had not even asked to see before settling with
Barnard's lawyers. But an open trial was exactly what the
powers-that-be wanted to avoid.

It seems unlikely that Barnard had not heard of
Slaughter before this time, and even less likely that he
hadn’t seen any of the uncomplimentary newspaper and
magazine articles that had appeared about him, only
some of which were mentioned in the book. Yet he did
nothing until late 1980, with this threat of a libel suit
against me. Could it be that Barnard was just being used
to discourage other publishers from reissuing the book,
by making it seem as if a lawsuit had been lost—which, in
fact, had never taken place?

Indeed, the Sunday Times of South Africa reported
that *'Prof. Barnard was awarded a ‘substantial’ sum by
the London High Court for allegations in a book.™ This
was a total untruth. Since there was no trial, no court had
awarded any sum to Barnard. Whatever payment may
have been made represented a private settlement to
which the publisher had unnecessarily agreed. The pro-
tests 1 addressed to the South African newspapers were
ignored,

One aspect of the case deserves special note. The story
about the unanesthetized baboon, which had appeared in
Blick, had originated with Claus E. Boetzkes (a staff
writer at Munich’s 4 bend- Zeitung) who had interviewed
anurse who claimed to have been present at the operation.
But in their October 30, 1980 letter to me, Barnard’s
lawyers wrote: *“The baboon'sheart was [removed] by an-
other doctor ina separate operating theatre. Our client did
not remove the baboon's heart, nor was he even present at
that operation.’’ Note that this does not dispute that the
procedure took place as described. And whether or not
Barnard did it himself, he wasincharge over-all. Inaway,
it hardly matters. Worse things than surgery without
anesthesia take place daily at the hands of vivsectors, and
Barnard himself has described worse things, such as his
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attempt Lo reverse the birth process, a technique he tried
on dozens of helpless pregnant dogs (pp. 25-27).

Mow retired from the transplant business, Barnard’s
next venture was an endorsement of a Swiss clinic that
specialized in a lucrative fad which also happens to in-
volve cruelty to animals: obtaining live fetal cells, usually
by Caesarian section from pregnant, unanesthetized
ewes and cows, for implantation into sick or aging peo-
ple. This medical nonsense—outlawed in America and
branded as dangerous guackery in many countries—had
been around for years. It was supposed to restore the sick
to health and the old to youthful vigor. (However, it was
not too successful in the case of Pope Pius XII, who died
in 1958, shortly after receiving this “therapy.’) Switzer-
land’s largest-circulation periodical, Der Beobachter, re-
ported (December 31, 1979):

There have been cases of serious and even fatal diseaszes en-
suing from the therapy of transplantation or injection of cells
+ o - Itis a doubtful procedure, based on the hope of naive peo-
ple who age normally or are gravely ill. ... If the benefits of
these therapics for the patients are doubtful, the benefits for
the dectors and clinics leave no doubt at all: one patient from
Zurich was billed by her doctor 13,680 francs for 10 applica-
tions. (About %6,500.)

FOES OF ABOLITION—
EXPECTED AND UNEXPECTED
The futility and cruelty of vivsection as a method of
medical research may surprise the average person, but
medical professionals are less likely to fall for the propa-
ganda about its alleged benefits to human health.
After Slaughter appeared, many medical doctors
joined antivivisectionists in demanding a radical change
in the current methods of research. But the book also
outraged some of the very people and institutions who
might have been expected to welcome it—for it attacked
some vested interests that have developed in some of the
animal protection and antivivsection societies.
For example, 1 state that vivisection can only be
abolished by force of law, after its uselessness and hor-
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rors have been made public; and that it can never be eli-
minated, or even substantially reduced, by supporting
what is called Alternative Research, a search for means
other than vivisection to obtain the same information—
unfortunately, the animal experimentation goes on un-
checked during the search. Although societies which
raise funds for alternative research may do so in good
faith, the idea is based on a totally false notion: the
alleged need for an alternative falsely implies that experi-
ments with animals are necessary and scientifically valid.

Infiltration. Infiltration into animal protection
groups is widespread. This may be surprising, but it
should not be. Large corporations routinely practice po-
litical corruption and industrial espionage; those with a
vested interest in vivisection infiltrate the protection so-
cieties to paralyze any concerted action by their mem-
bers.

Sometimes, a physician writes an article denouncing
vivisection. As this happens rarely, animal protection
groups will rush to recruit him as a scientific advisor. In
that capacity, as a medical authority who is also, sup-
posedly, an outspoken antivivisectionist, he will typically
say that vivisection is horrible and unnecessary in many
cases —thereby implying, falsely, that it is necessary in
other cases. How can the society then dispute its own
ilex'xrt‘!?

Of course, not all scientific advisors are deliberate in-
filtrators from the opposition. But considering the large
number of medical authorities who confirm the useless-
ness of all animal experimentation, one must question
the competence or the sincerity of any scientific advisor
who refuses to concede that vivisection could be
abolished today without cost to human health.

On the Continent, in past decades, some self-styled AV
societies were actually founded by vivisectionists who
then, posing as animal defenders, collaborated with the
official vivsectors to establish laws supposedly designed
to regulate vivisection—and actually designed to protect
the vivisectors.
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After Slaughter appeared, I debated Dr. Joseph
Konig, a well-known Viennese veterinarian, on Austrian
television. President of Vienna's recently founded AV
league, he turned out to be g vivisectionist, who had been
instrumental in setting up the laws that for the first time
legalized vivisection in Austria,

At an abolitionist rally in Great Britain, a doctor who
had been hailed as an antivivisectionist asserted that
some important medical discoveries came out of viviseg-
tion. When he was challenged to name just one such dis-
covery—with the promise that he would he refuted on
the spot—he said he couldn’t, and that he would first
have to search the medical literature. He was requested to
do so and to put his findings in writing so that they could
be answered in writing, for the edification of each
member of the audience who had heard his claim. His
answer: ““Sorry, I have no time for that.”

This professor had earned the respect of antivivisec-
tionists with a book which denounced its horrors; he
toured and gave lectures on the subject; he wrote articles
for newspapers and pamphlets for AV societies; and he
had won a reputation for sincerity by admitting to having
conducted animal experiments at one time, and stating
that all the suffering he had in flicted had taught him
nothing. So when this repentant sinner claimed that vivi-
section was useful in some cases, how many in the
audience would have reason to doubt his word?

That is why phony or incompetent medical “*authori-
ties"’ within the AV movement represent a greater obsta-
cle to achieving abolition than undisguised vivisectors.

INFLUENCE OF SLAUGHTER OF THE INNOCENT

A book of this sort cannot hope to be a runaway best-
seller; yet its influence has been felt in many ways,

In Italy. The book’s initial publication caught the
pharmaceutical-medical establishment by surprise, so
large excerpts could appear in the nation’s leading news-
papers and magazines. The subject was debated on radio
and television, and even in Parliament. When Rizzoli's
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papers and the state’s radio and television stations turned
silent, other papers and the free broadcasters kept public
attention alive. '

The mayor of Voghera in Northern Italy signed an or-
dinance that forbade, for the first time, the delivery of
dogs from the city pound to experimental laboratories
“in view of the recognized cruelty and uselessness of such
experimentation**—and the ordinance listed the drugs
named in Slaughter (p. 8) as examples of products
proven harmful to humans after tests on animals had
indicated they were safe. Similar ordinances followed in
Milan and then in hundreds of other towns.

Italy's National AV League, founded as a direct result
of the publication of Slaughter, pulled off an unprece-
dented coup. League president Luigi Macoschi, armed
with testimony from a number of doctors at Italy's
largest medical center (Careggi, Florence), got its entire
vivisection laboratory closed down, and 32 well-known
doctors indicted for cruelty and embezzlement. The
three-billion lire (about $3 million) annual grant to the
laboratory was cut off. (Experimentation at the Careggi
lab has since resumed, but operations must be conducted
under total anesthesia, and the AV League has permis-
sion to make unannounced inspections at any time.)

In Switzeriand and West Germany. After the Cierman
version of Slaughter appeared in Spring 1978, many daily
newspapers and illustrated weeklies revived the vivisec-
tion issue, though few dared to condemn it. An editor of
Mohn's Stern, Germany's top illustrated weekly, ob-
tained my collaboration and photographs for a lengthy
article, promising that vivisection would be condemned
and not condoned. Instead, the article concluded that the
defeat of cancer, diabetes, and rheumatism depends on
animal experimentation.

A German psychiatrist, Dr. Herbert Stiller, founded .
an abolitionist league, Doctors Againsl Animal Experi-
mentation, in the Federal Republic. A similarly named
league was founded in Switzerland by a general practi-
tioner, Dr. Balz Widmer; he was surprised by the large
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number of medical colleagues who joined. Slaughterhad
apparently impressed a great many sincere and know-
ledegable physicians.

On the other hand, Switzerland’s prosperous estab-
lishment press—a puppet moved by the Big Three drug
manufacturers in Basel (Ciba-Geigy, Hoffman-La
Roche, and Sandoz)—either followed the American
example of ignoring the book entirely or excoriated it.

An interesting case was the Animal Protection League
of Basel. Its president, Dr. Rudolph Schenkel, professor
of ethology, criticized the revival of antivivisectionist
feeling in Switzerland. Thereafter, the establishment
press could write that “even the animal defenders disap-
prove of the antivivisectionists’ views.” A closer look at
Schenkel revealed that: A

1. His League had received a donation of 200,000
Swiss francs (about $100,000) from Hoffman-La Roche,
““for its animal shelter""—with no questions asked.

2. His own wife was experimenting on animals in the
endocrinology department of Ciba-Geigy.

When my CIVIS organization brought out these facts,
Schenkel dropped all pretense of being an animal protec-
tionist; at the next convention of Swiss animal protection
groups (SPCAs), he argued that *‘since laboratory ani-
mals are a product of human enterprise, we can do with
them as we please."

Meanwhile, Ciba-Geigy engaged another self-siyled
animal defender, a German journalist, Dr. Horst Stern,
to make a film on its premises for the German state tele-
vision network. Aware of the resurgent public concern
about vivisection, the press campaign promised to reveal
the full truth, praising Ciba-Geigy and Dr. Stern for their
frankness and courage. But all the film series showed was
the evisceration of a totally anesthetized rat, some
sprightly cats snuggling up to an affectionate lab em-
ployee, a monkey convulsed by epileptic-like seizures,
and some paraplegic patients whose only hope for recov-
ery—so Dr. Stern told the viewers—lay in more animal
experimentation.
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In June 1980, Franz Weber, a Swiss journalist famous
for his ecological and humane campaigns, founded
a commiftee which included several doctors, and
launched a drive to collect the 100,000 signatures re-
quired to insure a referendum demanding the abolition
of all vivisection and all painful experiments on ani-
mals in Switzerland. His initiative was immediately dis-
avowed by the country’s central SPCA, which directed
its more than 60 affiliated societies not to support the
drive (because abolition would mean loss of jobs in
animal experimentation!). The establishment press
voiced doubts that so many signatures could be ob-
tained.

Nevertheless, despite the hostility of the press and the
central SPCA, 155,000 signatures were collected within a
few months. It was the German version of Slaughter that
had convinced Weber (and the doctors on his committeg)
that animal experimentaiton should—and could—be
abolished at once, and he recommended the book as a
reference. (The Swiss government has stalled in fixing a
date for the referendum, and rumors are rife that the
pharmaceutical-medical establishment is preparing a
counter-proposal to forestall the referendum.)

“Charges must be pressed, not only against the manu-
facturers, but against the health authorities who have
authorized the sale of drugs that cause human malforma-
tions and cancers after having been proved safe for ani-
mals. . ."" (p. 409). This direction has been put into prac-
tice.

In March 1981, Mrs. Milly Schiar-Manzoli, president
of one of the most active Swiss AV leagues, the ATA of
Lugano, brought criminal charges against Switzerland's
Intercantonal Office of Drugs Control, analogous to the
American Food and Drug Administration (FDA). Offi-
cially a government agency, it is dominated by the drug
industry. Through lavish donations to medical faculties,
the industry secures their obedient collaboration and de-
signates the “‘experts’’ whose opinions are considered
binding. This agency, in fact, allows the manufacturers
to sell their drugs without liability—on the grounds that
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““all the prescribed tests had been undertaken™ (i.e.,
meaningless animal tests).

The ATA has charged “‘multiple homicides due to the
adoption of a method of research that a great number of
responsible medical people have declared erroneous and
that only have an alibi function.” The damage caused by
these drugs is real, not hypothetical, as demonstrated by
the readiness of the manufacturers to pay huge sums in
damages to the victims in order to avoid criminal prose-
cution. A legal system that allows monetary payment to
replace criminal liability proves itself beholden to the in-
dustry’s interests. It was on this basis that the first
charges were brought by ATA against the Swiss health
authorities; more charges are being prepared against the
manufacturers. Soon, strong pressure was being applied
on Mrs. Schir-Manzoli to withdraw her charges. In-
stead, she publicized them in a book meaningfully
entitled J’Aceuse (February 1982). Although the book
was irrefutably documented, the Swiss establishment
press either ignored it or ridiculed it.

The first half of the book is a factual listing of drugs
that had all been safety-tested on animals but caused
sickness or death to tens of thousands of consumers (an
expansion of the list in Slaughter, p. 8). It condemns the
pharmaceutical industry and the Swiss government,
which allowed the continued sale of these products, some
even after they had been ordered withdrawn in other
countries because of their fatal effects.

The second half of J'4ccuse is an equally harsh indict-
ment of Switzerland’s central SPCA, which uses its in-
fluence to favor the drug industry at the expense of the
animals they are paid to protect. The president of the
Swiss SPCA in Basel, Richard Steiner, and its general
secretary, Hans Peter Haering, went to Lugano, where
ATA is based, to find a district judge of their liking. They
found one in Giuseppe Greppi. On the contention that
these two “‘respected citizens’’ had been slandered in
J'Accuse, Greppi issued a court order on April 20, 1982,
ordering Mrs. Schir-Manzoli as the author, and ATA as
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the publisher, to withdraw all copies of the book from
stores and newsstands, and prohibiting any further dis-
tribution, even privately or by mail—on penalty of a fine
of up to 40,000 Swiss francs (about $20,000) and a possi-
ble jail sentence.,

Whereupon, the ATA president distributed to the press
and public a hastily assembled dossier entitled The Fifth
Column, which contained photocopies of letters from
SPCA officers and other principals in the case, docu-
menting her charges; it also contained the Lugano
court’s injunction. This new publication unleashed
Judge Greppi's anger. On May 13, he signed another in-
Jjunction, imposing a fine of 10,000 Swiss francs on the
ATA and its president, and ordering the seizure of all
existing copies of J'Accuse and The Fifth Column,

In his own commentary, designed to justify this new
order, Judge Greppi admitted the truth of ATA's charges:
that the SPCA viewed vivisection as being beneficial to
both medical research and the national economy (so that
the continued sacrifice of animals was indispensable);
that the SPCA had been opposing Franz Weber's drive
for abolition; that dogs and cats had been shipped to
Swiss laboratories from outside the country, by dealers
connected with the SPCA; that dogs and cats had been
shipped from SPCA shelters to unknown destinations.
Greppi admitted all of this—and then came 1o the start-
ling conclusion that it was all irrelevant, representing a
series of *‘sporadic episodes or fortuitous coincidences'”
which the author of J'Aecuse had “skillfully exploited®’
in order to discredit the SPCA and its directors.

This scandalously partisan injuction violated, among
other things, the European Convention on Human
Rights, which guarantees freedom of speech and of ex-
pression to all. An earlier case involving the Convention
established a useful precedent on which to base an appeal
In 1972, London’s Sunday Times had started a series of
articles on the Thalidomide horror (another instance of
how the drug industry’s stubborn adherence to animal
tests results in human tragedy). But Distillers Company,
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the British licensee for this drug, quickly obtained an in-
junction prohibiting continuation of the series on the
grounds that indemnity payments to the victims' families
were then being negotiated. The journalists appealed the
injunction but were.rebuffed. So they took their case to
the Convention. On April 26, 1979, the Strasbourg court
decreed that the injunction of the British court had been
illegal because it violated Article 10 of the European
Convention, and the British government was ordered to
pay an indemnity to the journalists that had been
muzzled.

CIVIS will take the J’Accuse case to the Convention’s
Strasbourg court. What makes Greppi's decision par-
ticularly deplorable is that he acted without even
troubling to read the book—he just followed the request
of the SPCA. In fact, the Lugano press quoted him, in
the course of the only hearing he had granted Mrs.
Schir-Manzoli, as saying, *“Who has time to read this
sort of stuff?"’ The very fact that the judge's decision was
of such obvious illegality demonstrates the tactics
employed by the Drug Trust in its efforts to hide the
truth, with the complicity of some animal protection
groups and a servile, industry-beholden magistrature.

In Great Britain. The oldest British AV society, the
London-based British Union for the Abolition of Vivi-
section (BUAV), tried to denigrate Slaughter in its maga-
zine, but the effort backfired.

John Pitt, editor of BUAV's Animal Welfare, wrote
that the book “*destroyed any lingering illusion of credi-
bility"* for him when he read its description of the
Horsley-Clarke stereotaxic device (p. 4), which is de-
signed to facilitate the implantation of a cannula into an
animal’s brain. According to Pitt, the inventors were
“‘distinguished antivivisectionist surgeons,’” and he went
so far as to quote a description of the instrument as *'a
highly ingenious and valuable tool, a consummate tech-
nical achievement."

Actually, it was one of the worst torture devices ever
created. From the Journal of Physiology (1954; Vol. 123,
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pp. 148-167), this description of fully conscious cats im-
mobilized in the Horsley-Clarke device, each with a per-
forated skull and a cannula in the brain: the researchers
noted *'. . . retching, vomiting, defaecation, increased
salivation, greatly accelerated respiration, spastic paresis
or convulsions. . ."” From the same journal (1965): “‘In
unanesthetized cats, nicotine injected into the central
ventricles through a chronically implanted Collison can-
nula produced various effects—blinking, narrowing of
palpebral fissures, retching, vomiting, laboured respira-
tion followed by panting and salivation. . . There was,
further, torticollis [spasm of the neck muscles—H.R.],
ataxia [loss of control over movements—H.R.], and
blind charging sometimes terminating in clonic-tonic
convulsion." This was thé consummate technical
achievement admired by John Pitt.

He failed to publish my documented reply and re-
doubled his attack on Slaughter, citing a vivisectionist
science writer, J.H. Benson, who had written in the New
Scientist: **It would be good to see no more volumes like
Slaughter of the Innocent, a highly emotive attack on
vivisection by someone who would like to see it abol-
ished, not merely restricted.'” The 4 in BUAV stands for
Abalition. 1ts constitution directs that it may not be con-
nected with any group which seeks merely to reform.
Therefore, Pitt's denunciation of Slaughter for advo-
cating abolition is, to say the least, odd.

Many BUAY members had already read the Bantam
edition of Slaughter long before the British Futura edi-
tion—and Pitt’s attacks on it—appeared. They didn’t
like having their dues and donations squandered in an
attempt to slander a book that had made thousands of
converls to abolition the world over. Their indignation
was such that at the following General Assembly an un-
precedented event took place: instead of renewing the
mandate of BUAV’s long-time president, Mrs. Betty
Earp, the members elected a new president. In subse-
guent assemblies, the executive committee also was
renewed, Pitt was ousted, and BUAV eventually became
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the most militant of the British societies. However, the
situation within each league can change, and what was
true yesterday does not necessarily apply today, as this is
written.

Animal Aid, Britain’s youngest and fastest-growing
antivivisection society, was not known to me when 1
listed the AV organizations in that country.

DEMAND FOR ACTION

The American societies I had listed in Slaughter
(p. 420) are not the only existing ones. Unknown to me
at the time were the very active Society for Animal
Rights (421 So. State Street, Clarks Summit, PA 18411)
and the Society Against Vivisection (P.O. Box 206, Costa
Mesa, CA 92626).

Meanwhile, a growing number of Britons who are
tired of waiting for the Home Office to take action, are
supporting the Animal Liberation Front, a group of
doubtful legality but unquestionably high morality.
ALF-style raids on vivisection laboratories have been
spreading to other countries, as well, including France,
West German, ltaly, America, and even staid old Swit-
zerland. The Animals Film, a production depicting the
activities of the Animal Liberation Front, created a furor
when it was shown at the London Film Festival in 1981.

A great change is in the offing. People cannot and will
not tolerate vivisection once they learn about it.

But as the movement for abolition grows, so does the
opposition. Where intimidation and media hostility fail
to silence critics, economic pressure is applied.

Morris Bealle found that he had to publish The Drug
Strory at his own expense and could distribute it only by
mail.

Franz Weber is being harassed by Swiss internal reve-
nue agents, a method used against critics of the
American government during the Nixon administration.

Futura Publications is trying to get me to refund the
amount they paid (unnecessarily) to Christiaan Barnard.

And the Lugano court is trying not only to muzzle but



also to crush financially Mrs. Schir-Manzoli and her
sensationally successful ATA with a dictatorially im-
posed fine they cannot afford and the threat of imprison-
ment.

But meanwhile, CIVITAS Publications in the USA
and the Buchverlag CIVIS in Switzerland will continue
to supply unadulterated information about the
vivisectionist organization and those who keep it alive.

Hans Ruesch

CIVIS

Klosrers, Switzerfand
February 1983
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Part One
SCIENCE OR MADNESS?

A dog is crucified in order to study the duration of
the agony of Christ. A pregnant bitch is dissmboweled
to observe the maternal instinct in the throes of pain.
Experimenters in an American university cause convul-
sions in dogs and cats, to study their brain waves during
the seizures, which gradually become more frequent
and severe until the animals are in a state of continual
seizure that leads to their death in 3 to 5§ hours; the
experimenters then supply several charts of the brain
waves in question, but no idea how they could be put
to any practical use,
 Another team of “scientists” submits to fatal scald-
ings 15,000 animals of various species, then adminis-
ters to half of them a liver extract that is already
known to be useful in case of shock: As expected,
the treated animals agonmize longer than the others,

Beagles, well-known for their mild and affectionate
natures, are tortured until they start attacking each
other. The “scientists™ responsible for this announce
that they were “conducting a study on juvenile delin-
quﬂnﬂ}f."

Exceptions? Borderline cases? I wish they were.

Every day of the year, at the hands of white-robed
individuals recognized as medical authorities, or bent
on getting such recognition, or a degree, or at least a
lucrative job, millions of animals—mainly mice, rats,
guinea-pigs, hamsters, dogs, cats, rabbits, monkeys,
pigs, turtles; but also horses, donkeys, goats, birds and
fishes—are slowly blinded by acids, submitted to re-
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2 Slaughter of the Innocent

peated shocks or intermittent submersion, poisoned,
inoculated with deadly diseases, disemboweled, frozen
to be revived and refrozen, starved or left to die of
thirst, in many cases after various plands have been
entirely or partially extirpated or the spinal cord has
been cut.

The victims' reactions are then meticulously re-
corded, except during the long weekends, when the
animals are left unattended to meditate about their suf-
ferings; which may last weeks, months, years, before
death puts an end to their ordeal—death being the only
cffective anesthesia most of the victims get to know.

But often they are not left in peace even then:
Brought back to life—miracle of modermn science—
they are subjected to ever new series of tortures. Pain-
crazed dogs have been seen devouring their own paws,
convulsions have thrown cats against the walls of their
cages until the creatures collapsed, monkeys have
clawed and gnawed at their own bodies or killed
their cage mates.

This and much more has been reported by the ex-
perimenters themselves in leading medical journals
such as Britain’s Lancet and its American, French,
German and Swiss counterparts, from which most of
the evidence here presented derives.

But don't stop reading just yet—because the purpose
of this book is to show you how you can, and why you
should, put a stop to all that.

THE REFINEMENTS

Each new experiment inspires legions of “research-
ers” to repeat it, in the hope of confirming or debunk-
ing it; to procure the required tools or to devise new,
“better” ones. Apart from a long series of “restraining
devices,” derived from the “Crermak Table,” the
“Pavlov Stock™ and other classic apparatuses which
decorate those pseudoscientific Jaboratories the world
over, there exist some particularly ingenious instru-
ments, usually named after their inventors,

One is the Noble-Collip Drum, a household word
among physiologists since 1942, when it was devised by
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two Toronto doctors, R. L. Noble and J. B. Collip, who
described it in The Quarterly Journal of Experimental
Physiology (Vol. 31, No. 3, 1942, p. 187) under the
telitale title “A Quantitative Method for the Produc-
tion of Experimental Traumatic Shock without Haem-
orrhage in Unanesthetized Animals”; “The underlying
principle of the method is to traumatize the animal
by placing it in a revolving drum in which are projec-
tions or bumps . . . The number of animals dying
showed a curve in proportion to the number of revo-
lutions . . . When animals were run without having
their paws taped they were found to give irregular
results, since some would at first jump over the bumps
until fatigued, and so protect themselves . . .”

There is the Ziegler Chair, an ingenious metal seat
described in Journal of Laboratory and Clinical Medi-
cine (Sept. 1952), invented by Lt. James E. Ziegler of
the Medical Corps, U.S. Navy, Johnsville, Pa. One of
the advantages claimed in the descriptive article for the
apparatus is that “the head and large areas of the mon-
key’s body are exposed and thus accessible for various
manipulations.” The uses of the chair include perfora-
tion of the skull with stimulation of the exposed cortex,
implantation of cranial windows, general restraint for
dressings, and as a seat for the monkey in various posi-
tions on the large experimental centrifuge for periods
that may last uninterruptedly for years, until death.

There is the Blalock Press, so named after Dr. Alfred
Blalock of the famed Johns Hopkins Institute in Balti-
more, Md. Constructed of heavy steel, it resembles an
ancient printing press. But the plates are provided with
steel ridges that mesh together when the top plate is
forced against the bottom plate. Pressure of up to 5,000
pounds is exerted by a heavy automobile spring com-
pressed by tightening four nuts. The purpose is to crush
the muscular tissue in a dog’s legs without crushing the
bone.

There is the Collison Cannula, designed to be im-
planted into the head of various animals to facilitate the
repeated passage of hypodermic needles, electrodes,
pressure gauges, etc., into the cranial cavity of the fully
conscious animal—mostly cats and monkeys. The can-
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nula is permanently fixed to the bone with acrylic
cement anchored by four stainless-steel screws screwed
into the skull. After undergoing this severe traumatic
experience, the animal must be given at least a week to
recover before the experiments proper can begin—as
described in Jowrnal of Physiology, October 1972, (In
time, in an unsuccessful attempt to reject it, a purse of
pus grows around the firmly anchored cannula and
seeps into the victims’ eyes and sinuses, eventually
leading to blindness and death—sometimes one or two
years later. )

There is the Horsley-Clarke Stereotaxic Device, so
named after the two doctors who designed it to immobi-
lize small animals during the implantation of the
aforementioned cannula, for the traditional brain “ex-
periments™ that have never led to any other practical
result than procuring the Nobel Prize for Prof, Walter
R. Hess of Zurich University in 1949, and fat subsidies
for various colleagues all over the world.

It may as well be pointed out right now that Nobel
prizes in biology, physiology and medicine—as well as
the various grants for “medical research”—are con-
ferred on the recommendations of committees of biol-
ogists, physiologists and doctors, who have either been
similarly favored by the colleagues they recommend, or
who hope to be repaid in kind.

WHAT IS VIVISECTION?

The term vivisection “is now used to apply to all
types of experiments on living animals, whether or not
cutting is done.” So states the Encyclopedia Americana
(International Edition, 1974). And the large Merriam-
Webster (1963): “, . . broadly, any form of animal ex-
perimentation, especially if considered to cause distress
to the subject.” Thus the term also applies to experi-
ments done with the administration of noxious sub-
stances, burns, electric or traumatic shocks, drawn-out
deprivations of food and drink, psychological tortures
leading to mental imbalance, and so forth. The term
was employed in that sense by the physiologists of the
last century who started this kind of “medical re-
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search,” and so it will be used by me. By “vivisection-
ist” is usually meant every upholder of this method; by
“vivisector” someone who performs such experiments
or participates in them. ;

The “scientific” euphemism for vivisection is “basic
research” or “research on models”—"model” being the
euphemism for laboratory animal.

Though the majority of practicing physicians defend
vivisection, most of them don't know what they are de-
fending, having never set foot in a vivisection labora-
tory, Conversely, the great majority of vivisectors have
never spent five minutes at a sick man’s bedside, for the
good reason that most of them decide to dedicate them-
selves to laboratory animals when they fail that most
important medical examination, the one that would al-
low them to practice medicine. And many more take
up “research™ because that requires no formal study-
ing. Any dunce can cut up live animals and report
what he sees.

The number of animals dying of tortures through the
practice of vivisection is estimated at around 400,000
a day world-wide at the time of this writing, and is
growing at an annual rate of about 5 percent. Those
experiments are performed in tens of thousands of
clinical, industrial and university laboratories. All of
them, without exception, deny access to channels of in-
dependent information. Occasionally, they take a jour-
nalist, guaranteed “tame,” on a guided tour of a
laboratory as carefully groomed as one of Potemkin's
villages.

Today we no longer torture in the name of the Lord,
but in the name of a new, despotic divinity—a so-called
Medical Science which, although amply demonstrated
to be false, successfully uses through its priests and min-
isters the tactics of terrorism: “If you don't give us
plenty of money and a free hand with animals, you and
your children will die of cancer”—well knowing that
modern man does not fear God, but fears Cancer, and
has never been told that most cancers, and maybe all,
are fabricated through incompetence in the vivisection
laboratories.

In the past, humanity was trained to tolerate cruelty
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to human beings on the grounds of a widespread super-
stition. Today humanity has been trained to tolerate
cruelty to amimals on the grounds of another supersti-
tion, equally widespread. There is a chilling analogy
between the Holy Inquisitors who extracted confessions
by torture from those suspected of witcheraft, and the
priests of modern science who employ torture trying to
torce information and answers from animals. Mean-
while, the indifferent majority prefers to ignore what is
going on around them, so long as they are left alone.

Vivisectors indignantly reject charges that their driv-
ing motive is avarice, ambition, or sadism disguised as
scientific curiosity. On the contrary, they present them-
selves as altruists, entirely dedicated to the welfare of
mankind. But intelligent people of great humanity—
from Leonardo da Vinci to Voltaire to Goethe to
Schweitzer—have passionately declared that a species
willing to be “saved” through such means would not be
worth saving. And furthermore there exists by now a
crushing documentation that vivisection is oot only an
inhuman and dehumanizing practice, but a continuing
source of errors that have grievously damaged true sci-
ence and the health of humanity at large.

If such a sordid approach to medical knowledge
were as useful as advertised, the nation with the highest
life expectancy should be the United States, where ex-
penditures for vivisection are a multiple of those in any
other country, where more “life-saving” operations are
performed, and whose medical profession considers
itself to be the world’s finest, besides being the most
expensive. In fact, “Among the nations that measure
average life expectancy, America ranks a relatively low
17th—behind most of Western Europe, Japan, Greece,
and even Bulgaria,” reported Time Magazine, July 21,
1975, after having reported on December 17, 1973,
that “The US has twice as many surgeons in proportion
to population as Great Britain—and Americans un-
dergo twice as many operations as Britons. Yet, on the
average, they die younger.” ;

All this in spite of Medicare and Medicaid and the

formidable therapeutic arsenal at the disposal of Amer-
ican doctors and patients.
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MAN AND ANIMALS

Many of the medical men who have denounced the
practice of vivisection as inhuman, fallacious and dan-
gerous have been among the most distinguished in their
profession. Rather than a minority, they ought to be
called an élite. And in fact, opinions should not only be
counted—they should also be weighed.

The first great medical man who indicated that
vivisection is not just inhuman and unscientific, but that
it is unscientific because it is inhuman was Sir Charles
Bell (1774-1824), the Scottish physician, surgeon,
anatomist and physiologist to whom medical science
owes “Bell’s law” on motor and sensory nerves. At the
time the aberration of vivisection began to take root in
its modern form, he declared that it could only be prac-
ticed by callous individuals, who couldn’t be expected
to penetrate the mysteries of life. Such individuals, he
maintained, lack real intelligence—sensibility being a
component, and certainly not the least, of human intelli-
gence. ;

Those who hope to find remedies for human ills by
inflicting deliberate sufferings on animals commit two
fundamental errors in understanding, The first is the
assumption that results obtained on animals are ap-
plicable to man. The second, which concerns the in-
evitable fallacy of experimental science in respect to
the field of organic life, will be analyzed in the next
chapter. Let us examine the first error now. Already
the Pharachs knew that to find out whether their food
was poisoned they had to try it on the cook, not on
the cat.

Since animals react differently from man, every new
product or method tried out on animals must be tried
out again on man, through careful clinical tests, before
it can be considered safe. This rule knows no excep-
tions. Therefore, tests on animals are not only danger-
ous because they may lead to wrong conclusions, but
they also retard clinical investigation, which is the only
valid kind.
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René Dubos, Pulitzer Prize-winner and professor of
microbiology at the Rockefeller Institute of New York,
wrote in Man, Medicine and Environment (Praeger,
New York, 1968, p. 107): “Experimentation on man
is usually an indispensable step in the discovery of new
therapeutic procedures or drugs . . . The first surgeons
who operated on the lungs, the heart, the brain were by
necessity experimenting on man, since knowledge deriv-
ing from animal experimentation is never entirely ap-
plicable to the human species.”

In spite of this universally recognized fact, not only
the vivisectors, but also health authorities everywhere,
having been trained in the vivisectionist mentality,
which is a throwback to the last century, allow or pre-
seribe animal tests, thus.washing their hands of any re-
sponsibility if something goes wrong, as it usually does,

This explains the long list of products developed in
laboratories, and presumed safe after extensive animal
tests, which eventually prove deleterious for man:

Due to a “safe” painkiller named Paracetamol,
1,500 people had to be hospitalized in Great Brit-
ain in 1971. In the United States, Orabilex caused
kidney damages with fatal outcome, MEL/29 caused
cataracts, Metaqualone caused psychic disturbances
leading to at least 366 deaths, Worldwide Thalido-
mide caused more than 10,000 deformed children.
Chloramphenicol (Chloromycetin) caused leukemia,
Stilbestrol cancer in young women. In the sixties a
mysterious epidemic killed so many thousands of
asthma sufferers in various countries that Dr. Paul D.
Stolley of Johns Hopkins Hospital—who in JTuly 1972
finally found the killer in Isoproterenol, packaged in
England as an aerosol spray—spoke of the “‘worst
therapeutic drug disaster on record.” In the fall of
1975, Italy’s health authorities seized the anti-allergic
Trilergan, responsible for viral hepatitis. In early 1976
the laboratories Salvoxyl-Wander, belonging to Switzer-
land’s gigantic Sandoz enterprise, withdrew their
Flamanil, created to fight rheumatisms, but capable of
causing loss of consciousness in its consumers—cer-
tainly one effective way to free them of all pains. A
few months later, Great Britain’s chemical giant, ICI
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(Imperial Chemical Industries), announced that it had
started paying compensations to the victims (or their
survivors) of its cardiotonic Eraldin, introduced on
the market after 7 years of “very intensive” tests:
but hundreds of consumers had then suffered serious
damages to the eyesight or the digestive tract, and
18 had died.

The Great Drug Deception by Dr. Ralph Adam Fine
(Stein and Day, New York, 1972) is just one of the
many books published in the last decade on the subject
of dangerous and often lethal drugs, but it achieved no
practical results. Health authorities, as well as the pub-
lic, stubbornly refused to take cognizance of the fact
that all those drugs had been okayed and marketed
after having been proved safe for animals. Actually it
is unfair to single out just a few dangerous drugs, since
there are thousands of them.

Of course the fallacy works both ways, precluding
the acceptance of useful drugs. There is the great ex-
ample of penicillin—if we want to consider this a useful
drug. Its discoverers said they were fortunate. No
guinea pigs were available for the toxicity tests, so they
used mice instead. Penicillin kills guinea-pigs. But the
same guinea pigs can safely eat strychnine, one of the
deadliest poisons for humans—but not for monkeys.

Certain wild berries are deadly for human beings, but
birds thrive on them. A dose of belladonna that would
" kill a man is harmless for rabbits and goats. Calomelan
doesn’t influence the secretion of bile in dogs, but can
treble it in man, The use of digitalis—the main remedy
for cardiac patients and the savior of countless lives the
world over—was retarded for a long time because it
was first tested on dogs, in which it dangerously raises
blood pressure. And chloroform is so toxic to dogs that
for many years this valuable anesthetic was not em-
ployed on patients. On the other hand a dose of opium
that would kill a man is harmless to dogs and chickens.

Datura and henbane are poison for man, but food
for the snail, The mushroom amanita phalloides, a
small dose of which can wipe out a whole human fam-
ily, is consumed without ill effects by the rabbit, one of
the most common laboratory animals. A porcupine can
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eat in one lump without discomfort as much opium as a
human addict smokes in two weeks, and wash it down
with enough prussic acid to poison a regiment of sol-
diers.

The sheep can swallow enormous quantities of ar-
senic, once the murderers’ favorite poison.

Potassium cyanide, deadly for us, is harmless for the
owl, but one of our common field pumpkins can put a
horse into a serious state of agitation. Morphine, which
calms and anesthetizes man, causes maniacal excite-
ment in cats and mice, but dogs can stand doses up to
20 times higher than man. On the other hand, our sweet
almonds can kill foxes and chickens, and our common
parsley is poison to parrots.

Robert Koch’s Tuberkulin, once hailed as a vaccine
—against tuberculosis because it cured TB in guinea
pigs, was found later on to cause TB in man.

There are enough such instances to fill a book—all
proving that it would be difficult to find a more absurd
and less scientific method of medical research.

Moreover, the anguish and sufferings of the animals,
deprived of their natural habitat or habitual surround-
ings, terrorized by what they see in the laboratories and
the brutalities they are subjected to, alter their mental
balance and organic reactions to such an extent that any
result is a priori valueless. The laboratory animal is a
monster, made so by the experimenters. Physically and
mentally it has very little in common with a normal an-
imal, and much less with man.

As even Claude Bernard (1813-1878), founder of
the modern vivisectionist method, wrote in his Physiol-
ogie opératoire (p. 152): “The experimental animal is
never in a normal state. The normal state is mercly a
supposition, an assumption.” (Une pure conception de
Pesprit.)

Not only do all animals react differently—even kin-
dred species like rat and mouse, or like the white rat
and brown rat—not even two animals of the identical
strain react identically; furthermore, they may be suffer-
ing from different diseases.

To counter this disadvantage, somebody launched the
idea of breeding strains of bacteriologically sterile lab-
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oratory animals—mass-born by Caesarean section in
sterile operating rooms, raised in sterile surroundings
and fed with sterile foods—to provide what the re-
searchers called a “uniform biological material,” free
of diseases.

One delusion spawned another. Consistent failures
made certain of those misguided scientists realize—
some haven’t realized it yet—that organic “material™
raised under such abnormal conditions differs more than
ever from normal organisms. Animals so raised never
develop the natural defense mechanism, the so-called
immunological reaction, which is a salient characteristic
of every living organism. So it would be difficult to de-
vise a less reliable experimental material. Besides, ani-
mals are by nature immune to most human infections
—diphtheria, typhus, scarlet fever, German measles,
smallpox, cholera, yellow fever, leprosy, and bubonic
plague, while other infections, such as TB and various
septicemias, take up different forms in animals. So the
claim that through animals we can learn to control hu-
man diseases could seem a sign of madness if we didn't
know that it is just a pretext for carrying on “experi-
ments” which, however dangerously misleading for
medical science, are either intimately satisfying for
those who execute them, or highly lucrative.

The Swiss nation illustrates well to what extent the
profit motive promotes vivisection: With a population
of less than 6 million, Switzerland uses up annually
many times as many laboratory animals as does all
of Soviet Russia with its 250 million inhabitants, but
where there is no money in the making of medicines.

EXPERIMENTAL RESEARCH

Experimental research has brought about all human
inventions and most discoveries—except in medicine.

When speaking of modern invention, the first name
that comes to mind is Thomas Edison, His case is par-
ticularly interesting because Edison attended school for
only three months, whereafter he had to start making
a living. Thus Edison was not a well-educated man.
But it was just this lack of formal education—the lack
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of notions blindly accepted by most educated people,
including the scientists, inculcated into them at an
early stage by rote—that enabled Edison to accom-
plish the extraordinary series of inventions that al-
tered man’s way of life,

For instance, in trying to perfect the first electric light
bulb Edison wanted a wire that would remain incan-
descent for a reasonable length of time. No university
professor, no metallurgical expert was able to help him,
So Edison resorted to pure empiricism, He started try-
ing out every type of wire he could think of—including "
the least likely ones, such as, say, a thread of charred
cotton. Over a period of years, Edison spent $40,000
having his assistants trying out one material after an-
other. Until he found a wire that remained incandescent
for 40 consecutive hours. It was a charred cotton
thread . . .

However, experimental science had started modi-
fying the face of the earth two and a half centuries be-
fore Edison went about lighting up the nights. The
beginning took place in 1637 with the publication of
that Discourse on Method by Descartes which taught
man a new way of thinking, and led to modern technol-
ogy. But, who could foresee in this New World being
born in the midst of widespread enthusiasm the danger
of an exclusively mechanistic knowledge? Hardly Des-
cartes, who was himself a negation of the arts and
all human sentiments—his private life was a failure—
and who believed in a mechanistic biology, establishing
the basis for what may well be mankind's greatest error.

In his thirst for knowledge through experimentation,
Descartes also practiced vivisection, making it a symbol
of “progress” to succeeding mechanists, Descartes him-
self, of course, had learned nothing from this prac-
tice, as demonstrated by his statement that animals
don’t suffer, and that their cries mean nothing more
than the creaking of a wheel. Then why not whip the
cart instead of the horse? Descartes never troubled to
explain that. But he gave as “proof” of his theory the
fact that the harder one beats a dog, the louder it howls,
Through him a new science was born, deprived of wis-
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dom and humanity, thus containing the seed of defeat
at birth.

Rid at last of the yoke of medieval obscurantism,
man went all out for experimentation. The sensational
conquests of technology led some doctors of limited
mental power to believe that experimental science
would bring about equally sensational results in their
own field; that living organisms react like inanimate
matter, enabling medical science to establish absolute,
mathematical rules. And today’s vivisectionists still
cling to that belief, no matter how often it has proved
tragically wrong.

The experiment Galileo made from Pisa’s leaning
tower, demonstrating that a light stone and a heavy
stone fall at one and the same speed, established an ab-
solute rule because it dealt with inanimate matter. But
when we deal with living organisms, an infinity of dif-
ferent factors intervene, mostly unknown and not
entirely identifiable, having to do with the mystery of
life itself. It is difficult to disagree with Charles Bell
that callons, dehumanized individuals are the least
likely ever to penetrate these mysteries.

In his book La sperimentazione sugli animali (2nd
ed., 1956,), Gennaro Ciaburri, one of Italy's antiviv-
isectionist doctors, provides among many others the
following insight: “Normally, pressure on one or both
eyeballs will slow down the pulse . . . This symptom
has opened up a wvast field for vivisection. Experi-
menters squashed the eyes of dogs to study this reflex,
to the point of discovering that the heartbeat was
slowing down—owing to the death of the animal . . .”

That such vivisectionist divertissements achieve noth-
ing more than to provide a measure of human stupidity,
has been declared repeatedly. The famed German
doctor Erwin Liek—of whom the major German en-
cyclopedia, Der Grosse Brockhaus, says, “he advo-
cated a medical art of high ethical level, which takes
into comsideration the patient's psyche™—gives us the
following information:

“Here is another example that animal experimenta-
tion sometimes can't answer even the simplest questions.
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I know personally two of Germany’s most author-
itative researchers, Friedberger of the Kaiser Wil-
helm Institute for Nutritional Research and Prof.
Scheunert of the Institute of Animal Physiology at
Leipzig. Both wanted to investigate the simple ques-
tion as to whether a diet of hardboiled eggs or of raw
eggs is more beneficial. They employed the same ani-
mals: 28-day-old rats. Result: over an observation
period of three months, Friedberger’s animals pros-
pered on a diet of raw eggs, while the control animals
which got hardboiled eggs pined, lost their hair, de-
veloped eye troubles; several died after much suffering,
At Scheunert’s 1 witnessed the identical experiments,
with exactly opposite results.” (From Gedanken eines
Arztes, Oswald Arnold, Berlin, 1949.)

Of course any disease deliberately provoked is unlike
any disease that arises spontaneously.

Let’s take the case of arthritis, a degenerative disease
causing painful inflammation of the joints, and bringing
about lesions or destruction of the cartilage. Overeating
is one of its causes, regular exercise at an early stage of
the malady is the only reliable cure we know to date.
And yet the drug firms keep turning out “miracle”
remedies based on animal tortures: mere palliatives
that mask the symptoms, reducing the pain for a while
but in the meantime ruining the liver or the kidneys or
both, thus causing much more serious damage than
the malady they pretend to cure—and eventually ag-
gravating the malady,

While no solution to any medical problem has
ever been found through animal experimentation, so
on the other hand one can prove practically anything
one sets out to prove using animals, as in the following
case reported in the monthly Canadian Hospital
(Dec. 1971): In the Montreal Heart Institute are
thousands of cages full of rats used to determine
the effects of specific diets on animals. One of the “re-
searchers” in charge, Dr. Serge Renaud, “took one
of the animals from its cage; its hair had fallen out;
its arteries had hardened and it was ripe for a heart
attack. This rat, with a normal life span of two years,
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was old at two months. “We kill them with pure but-
ter,” said Dr. Renaud.”

So butter is poison! Science or idiocy?

Sometimes it is neither one nor the other, but a
highly profitable business gimmick, as the cyclamate
and the saccharin cases demonstrate. In the mid-sixties
the new artificial sweeteners known as cyclamates had
become a huge commercial success because they cost
5 times less than supar and had 30 times the sweeten-
ing power, besides being non-fattening. So the Ameri-
can Sugar Manufacturers Association set about
financing “research” on cyclamates, as did the sugar
industries in some other countries. To “prove scientif-
ically” what the sugar industry was determined to
prove from the start—that cyclamates should be out-
lawed—hundreds of thousands of animals had to die
painfully.

They were force-fed such massive, concentrated
doses of the product that they were bound to become
seriously sick, developing all sorts of diseases, includ-
ing cancer, To consume the equivalent amount of
artificial sweetener a human would have to drink
more than 800 cans of diet soda every day of his life.
In 1967 the British Sugar Bureau, a public relations
organization set up by the sugar industry, was pres-
suring members of Parliament about the deadly dan-
gers of cyclamates. The same was happening in
the United States—the sugar lobby besieging the
politicians. I am not saying that money changed
hands, because T don’t know., All T know is that in
1969 both the American and British Governments
banned the sale of cyclamates. It wasn't banned in
Switzerland, however, where there is no powerful
sugar lobby, but a powerful chemical lobby instead.
In Switzerland, cyclamates are still on sale, § years
after they were taken off the shelves in America and
Britain,

Then there was a repeat performance of the whole
three-ring scientific circus in 1976 in regard to sac-
charin—and once more uncounted thousands of in-



16 Slaughter of the Innocent

nocent animals were caught in the crossfire of
embattled industrial giants,

" - L]

Financed by a grant of $641,224 for 1971-72, re-
searchers at the Center for Prevention and Treatment
of Arteriosclerosis at Albany Medical College experi-
mented with an initial group of 44 pigs. One by one
these animals were made to die of induced heart dis-
ease resulting from arteriosclerosis. Using an extreme
form of diet known to be injurious to the vascular
system, the process was further speeded up by X
rays that damage the coronary arteries. Personnel
were always on hand when an animal dropped dead;
they hoped to pinpoint precisely what happens to
the heart of a pig at this critical moment. Such, in
essence, was a report in the Times Union of Buffalo,
New York, Oct. 24, 1971,

Except for the money angle, the whole thing appears
sophomoric. Yet similar programs utilizing various
experimental animals were in progress at the same
time at 12 other medical institutions all over the U.S.
All of them proved adept at creating a wide range of
diseases in animals, but were notable failures at com-
ing up with a solution. Research of fhis nature has
been practiced for decades, and millions of animals
have died in the process, while the cures are still pies
in the sky.

Today's pseudoscience proceeds similarly on all
fronts. In the “fight against epilepsy,” monkeys are
submitted to a series of electroshocks that throw them
into convulsions, until they become insane and mani-
fest symptoms that may outwardly resemble epileptic
fits in man—frothing at the mouth, convulsive move-
ments, loss of consciousness, and such, Obviously the
monkeys’ fits have nothing to do with human epilepsy,
as they are artificially induced, whereas man’s epi-
lepsy arises inside from reasons deeply rooted in the
individual’s organism or psyche, and not from a se-
ries of electroshocks. And by trying out on these
insane monkeys a variety of “new” drugs—always the
same ones, in different combinations—vivisectionists
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promise to come up with “a remedy apainst epilepsy”
some time soon, provided the grants keep coming.
And such methods sail today under the flag of science
—which is an insult to true science, as well as to
human intelligence. Small wonder that epilepsy is
another disease whose incidence is constantly increas-
ing. :
* ® &

One of the latest shifts devised by medical research
to make quick money is the invention of drugs that
promise to % revent brain hemorrhages. How is it
done? Easy. By now any attentive reader can do it
Take rats, dogs, rabbits, monkeys, and cats, and
severely iniure their brains. How? Our laboratory “Re-
searchers” brilliantly solve that problem with ham-
mer blows. Under the broken skulls, the animals’
brains will form blood clots, whereafter various drugs
are administered to the traumatized wvictim, As if
blood clots due to hammer blows were the equiva-
lent of circulation troubles which have gradually been
building up in a human brain that is approaching the
natural end of its vital arch, or has grown sclerotic
through excessive intake of alcohol, food, tobacco, or
from want of exercise, of fresh air, or mental acu'vity
Everybody knows what to do to keep physicall Ev
mentally fit. But it is less fatiguing to swallow, before
each rich meal, a couple of pills, and hope for the best.

Anybody suggesting that these pills are of no use
would be in bad faith. They are useful: They help
increase the profits of the world’s most lucrative in-
dustry—and further ruin the organism, thus creating
the necessity for still more “miracle” drugs.

THE SOLID GOLD SOURCE

The cancer bogy has become the wvivisectionists’
most powerful weapon. Dr. Howard M. Temin, a
well-known scientist, said in a recent address at the
University of Wisconsin that scientists are also inter-
ested in money, power, publicity and prestige, and
that “some promise quick cures for human diseases,
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provided they are given more power and more
money.” He added that there is a tremendous ad-
vantage in the assertion that “If 1 am given 500
million dollars for the next five years, I can cure
cancer,” pointing out that if a rainmaker puts the time
far enough in the future, no one can prove him
Wrong.

But so far as cancer is concemned, the rain may not
come in our lifetime. It is obvious to anybody who
has not been brainwashed in the western hemisphere’s
medical schools that an experimental cancer, omne
caused by grafting cancerous cells into an animal, or
in other arbitrary ways, is entirely different from can-
cer that develops on its own and, furthermore, in a
human being. A spontaneous cancer has an intimate
relationship to the organism that developed it, and
probably to the mind of that organism as well, whereas
cancerous cells implanted into another orpanism have
no “natural” relationship whatsoever to that organism,
whi'ch merely acts as a soil for the culture of those
cells,

However, the ably exploited fear of this dread dis-
ease has become an inexhaustible source of income
for the researchers. In the course of our century, ex-
perimental cancer has become a source of solid gold
without precedent,

* L] *

It all started in France in 1773, when the Academy
of Science in Lyon offered a prize for the best original
essay on the subject: “What is Cancer?” The prize
went to Bernard Peyrilhe, who described the first can-
cer experiment on record in which he inoculated a
dog with “cancer fluid” from a breast cancer patient.

In the more than two centuries since then, during
which not millions but billions of animals of every
known species have been sacrificed to cancer research,
the so-called scientists have not only failed to come up
with any solution, but the problems have multiplied,
the doubts proliferated. The results add up to the

greatest confusion medical “science” has ever been
able to create.
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We know that filling our lungs with smoke, our
stomachs with chemicals, and subjecting our tissues to
various irritants can lead to cancer. And we know that
carnivorous animals have short bowels, designed to
expel the digested meat promptly, whereas man has
the long bowels of herbivores, in which meat and
animal fats stagnate causing toxic fermentations which
are most likely responsible for the steady increase of
the cancers of the lower bowels, as demonstrated by
the sharp rise of such cancers among mainly vegetarian
populations who have suddenly taken up meat com-
sumption. We know that an exclusive meat diet is
deleterious and in the long run deadly for man, while
an exclusive vegetable diet is not, as many of the
Japanese Olympic medalists who were vegetarians
have demonstrated.

Indeed, we know a great many things about.cancer,
as about other diseases. This knowledge was acquired
through clinical observation, without animal experi-
ments. But there is little money in this. Extensive ex-
perimentation is a prerequisite for securing grants.

A few years ago, the Sloan-Kettering Institute de-
cided to “solve the cancer problem once and for all”
and tested no less than 40,000 different substances and
combinations on millions of animals, with new methods
—and the usual results.

At irregular intervals, every country in the world is
shaken by a report that the nation’s researchers have
found a “cure” for cancer. So in September 1972,
according to a United Press dispatch, Michael Hanna,
Jr., immunologist at National Laboratory of Oak
Ridge, Tennessee, had “definitely” found a cancer
cure, Eventually the scientists found out once more
that human beings don’t react quite like guinea pigs.

In 1973, the American Cancer Society, a private
organization, awarded $23,052,737 to 525 applicants.

But there has never been any lack of money in the
fight on cancer—only a lack of brains. In England,
many years ago, assurance was given in the House of
Commons that if ever money was needed to do effec-
tive tesearch on cancer, such money would be forth-
coming. Mr. Molson went on record as saying
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(April 29, 1952): “At the present time there is mo
reason to suppose that greater expenditure of money
would produce greater results,”

For 1976, the new French Minister for Health,
Madame Simone Veil, decided to reduce her govern-
ment's subsidies to scientists, with a special view to
cancer research. There were loud outcries of despair
and dismay from the science corner, but Simone Veil
remained unflustered: *You can well mention the hun-
dreds of millions of dollars given to the American
National Cancer Institute, but they have brought no
results. The deaths by cancer have not diminished—on
the contrary. We are not willing to spend any more
money on futile research, but only on prevention: We
campaign against alcohol, for early diagnoses, for im-
provement of housing. This is the kind of support the
nation’s health can expect from this Ministry.”

And in fact it doesn’t seem far-fetched to regard all
the “Defeat Cancer” drives undertaken by public and
private organizations as evidence of ignorance, if not
outright fraud.

An essay in Newsweek (Jan. 26, 1976) titled “What
Causes Cancer? reported what that magazine ap-
parently believed to be big news: “Cancer may be a
man-made disease.” The article went on to say: “Al-
ready the World Health Organization estimates that
up to 85 percent of all cancer cases are a direct
result of exposure to environmental factors of one kind
or another—in many instances almost fatalistically self-
inflicted by such habits as overeating, smoking, over-
drinking and excessive exposure to - sunlight and
dangerous chemicals in the factories . , . Despite all
the warnings, the majority of Americans continoe to
indulge themselves in the potentially harmful plea-
sures that their opulent society provides, and so far
they are apparently content to take the perils along
with the pleasures. ‘Right now we've decided that this
is the way we want to live and die,’ says Dr. David
Baltimore, who won a 1975 Nobel Prize for basic can-
cer research.”

. Basic cancer research, of course, consists mostly of
inflicting cancer upon millions of scapegoats, justify-
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ing the expenditures of huge grants—a sizeable por-
tion of which may go into the indulgences mentioned
above.

On March 26, 1975, an article by the NEA-London
Economist News Service, titled “Is Cancer Research
Worth Cost?” appeared on the editorial page of The
Galveston Daily News. It said in part:

“The sums that are being spent [on cancer re-
search] are enormous—3$600 million in the present
financial year—and the fear of getting the disease
universal. One million Americans have it. Recently Dr,
James Watson, who is listened to because he helped to
discover the molecular structure of life’s genetic ma-
terial, derided the national cancer program as a
fraud. Dr. Watson said that the government’s newly
created cancer research centers around the country
are institutions that are ‘starting out lousy and will
stay lousy.” ™

Dr, James Watson is thus one more medical author-
ity who recognizes the fraudulent motives behind the
cancer research, but apparently fails to understand—
or to denounce—what makes the fraud possible: ani-
mal experimentation, which has been the backbone of
all cancer research uninterruptedly over the past 200
years,

We shall return to the cancer question toward the
end of this treatise, which unforfunately has bad
news for us all.

OFERATION SUCCESSFUL, PATIENT DEAD

News of heart transplants appears to be falling
into the same oblivion as the grafts of monkey glands
by which Prof. Serge Voronoff had promised to restore
youthful sexuality to the aged—a bit of news that
shook the world in the twenties no less than the an-
nouncement of Christiaan Barnard’s first heart trans-
plant less than fifty years later. One of America’s
leading heart surgeons, Michael DeBakey, announced
a few years ago that he was giving up heart trans-
plants entirely, because “the results obtained don't
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justify by far the sacrifices made.” This was an elegant
euphemism for failure, without having to specify who
he considered to have been sacrificed—the patients
who had been deluded and made to suffer additional
pains, or the thousands of dogs on which the experi-
menters had exercised their transplant skill,

The failure of heart transplanis had been clearly
predicted. Many surgeons could have performed a heart
transplant before Christiaan Barnard. If they hadn’t
done so it was not for technological reasons. But be-
cause of that powerful defense mechanism, the im-
munological reaction, with which all organisms are
endowed by nature. This mechanism opposes the en-
iry of any foreign material, including organs and
foreign tissues. As a result, tissues transplanted into a
body from any other organism (except sometimes an
identical twin) are rejected by the host: The grafted
tissue dies, killed by the body's immunological re-
action. (Corneal transplants are an exception; that
part of the eye has scant blood supply, so only small
amounts of the complex, and to us almost totally un-
known, substances produced by the body’s defense
mechanism reach it; thus survival of cornea grafts is
quite common. )

To prevent the rejection of a transplanted organ,
various ways have been devised to suppress the im-
munological reaction; in other words, to thwart the
body’s natural power to eliminate any foreign matter
—thus enabling the body to destroy harmful microbes
and stay healthy. It is when the natural immunological
reactions are weakened that diseases manifest them-
selves, and infectious bacteria may gain the upper
hand and kill the organism. So even minor and trivial
infections like herpes simplex (the blisters often
caused by a common cold) may prove fatal in a pa-
tient in whom the immunological reaction has been
suppressed, for this interference opens the door to all
diseases, including cancer. 3

British Dr. H. M. Pappworth states clearly in his
now famous Human Guinea Pigs (Pelican” Books,
London, 1969, p. 302): “Immunosuppressive drugs
may cause cancer—five cases have been recorded of
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cancer developing later in recipients of kidney trans-
plants, It is significant that in each case the tumor
symptoms started a considerable time after the trans-
plant. Even more significant, and virtually eliminating
the possibility of mere coincidence, is the fact that in
all five cases the cell structure of the tumor was the
same (malignant lymphoma).”

It is not generally known that Philip Blaiberg,
Barnard’s most famous heart transplant patient, who
survived for 18 months, had two severe bouts of heart
failure, a severe episode of jaundice due to drugs, and
meningitis due to lowered resistance after the trans-
plant, as reported in Hospital Medicine, July 1969.
No one can say whether Blaiberg would not have
survived just as long without the transplant, Surely he
would have suffered less. Says Dr. Pappworth: “T am
far from convinced that this state of affairs is any
more tolerable to the patient than the disease for which
the transplant was done.”

The American College of Surgeons/National Insti-
tutes of Health’s organ-transplant registry studied
more than 8,000 transplant patients and found 77
cases of cancer, 17 of which were a bone-marrow
malignancy called reticulum cell sarcoma. Signifi-
cantly, that disease occurs -about 100 times more
frequently in transplant patients than it does in mem-
bers of the peneral population, according to a report
by doctors at the Medical College of Virginia of the
Virginia Commonwealth University (Time, Mar. 19,
1973). Immunosuppression, presently the mainstay
of transplant surgery, reduces the body’s ability to re-
sist both infection and cancer,

Thus medical research once more is faced with a
self-created dilemma—another Hydra's head that
presents new problems whenever we think we have re-
solved the preceding ones. The transplant surgeons
regularly boast that the transplant was successful, and
that the patient died from other causes, such as
pneumonia or kidney failure. That is grossly mislead-
ing. The complications are an inevitable consequence
of the immunosuppressive treatment designed to pre-
vent rejection. Responsible for this new aberration of
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modern medicine were the experiments Christiaan
Barnard had conducted on dogs: Far more resistant
than man, those dogs aroused hopes in Barnard, and in
his hapless patients, that the facts proved unjustified.

“The public is being misled into believing that the
problem of rejection either has been solved or will be
solved in a very near future,” wrote Dr. Pappworth.
“This is wishful thinking . . .” (p. 303) And further
on: “No doctor, however experienced, can balance
precisely the expected period of survival without trans-
plant against the period of the apparent acceptance of
the transplant before it is finally rejected . . . The
public should know that transplant surgery never cures
the original disease and never makes the recipient into
a healthy person . . . No organ of the body exists in
complete isolation, independent of other organs. For
example, a patient who undergoes a heart transplant
because of coronary disease is likely to have incipient
vascular disease of other organs such as the kidneys.”

D, Pappworth further states; “All transplant sur-
gery is a confession of failure, of unsuccessful early
diagnosis and treatment. Would it not be wiser to
spend the energy and money involved on research into
the early diagnosis, prevention and better treatment of
disease?”

“Money involved on research” means, of course,
money spent on vivisection, mostly. And who would
want to renounce that?

After Christiaan Barnard’s 11th heart transplant, a
spokesman for the South African Medical Association
declared that its members “were having second
thoughts about heart transplants.” (Messaggero,
Rome, Dec. 13, 1973.) And when, a year later,
Barnard implanted a second heart next to a patient's
existing heart, making him the first human being with
two hearts, disapproval from his colleagues became
louder, “A civilized world should not stand for this,”
Prof. Guido Chidichimo, heart surgeon-in-chief at
Rome’s San Camillo Hospital, was quoted as saying by
Rome's daily Messaggero (Nov. 26, 1974). “What
sense does it make to implant a heart in a poor devil
who hopes for resurrection and then is forced to resign
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himself to a fate that perhaps he had already ac-
cepted? This is a juggler's stunt. It’s cruelty without
bounds. It’s cynicism.”

It was simply the result of two centuries of stolid
acceptance of the experimental method, begun on
helpless animals and increasingly extended to human
beings. In spite of widespread, authoritative disap-
proval, transplant “experiments” on animals continue
the world over, although they are nothing but labora-
tory exercises, in which teachers try to display before
awed students their alleged surgical skill. The result
can regularly be summed up in the immortal phrase
of the legendary German surgeon, “The operation was
a success, but the patient died.”

Less than four months after the operation, the first
man with two hearts was dead. The news was withheld
for over a week. How much he suffered we were never
told. All we learned was the surgeon’s predictable al-
ibi, from an article in Time (May 5, 1975):

“Barnard is still satisfied that his surgical spectacu-
lar was a success. The death, he explained last week,
was not directly related to the operation. Taylor died
not because his body rejected the mew heart but as a
result of a blood clot in his lung.”

It was announced that same autumn that Barnard
was going to use live baboons for “storing” human
hearts to have them “ready” whenever another trans-
plant would be undertaken.

For men like Christiaan Barnard, experimentation
on men and animals would seem to have become a
hypnotic preoccupation, a paranoid fixation, that he
would perform at any cost or personal sacrifice, and
without any rational basis. This is my belief, especiall
after reading Bamard's autobiography, One Liz
(Howard Timmins, Cape Town, 1969).

Barnard’s claim that an experiment he performed
using more than forty dogs and their puppies led to a
new life-saving technique appears totally unconvine-
ing, not only to me but also to surgeons I asked to
read that account. Apparently, Barnard merely suoc-
ceeded, like so many other experimenters, in duplicat-
ing in an animal a diseased condition that occurs in
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humans—though in man it is not caused by the arbi-
trary surgical intervention to which Bamard subjected
his dogs. The condition known as intestinal atresia.

Some babies are born with a gap in the bowel; there
is an obstruction, and unless this condition can be
quickly corrected they die. Barnard set out to repro-
duce this condition in dogs, wanting to prove a widely
held theory that the gap in the bowel was due to the
fact that in the fetus the blood supply to that segment
of the bowel was cut off. To prove this point, Barnard
set off to block off surgically the blood supply to a
segment of the bowel in dogs before birth.

As he puts it in his book, “I had to open up &
pregnant dog and expose its uterus. After that, the
uterus had to be opened and the puppy removed, Then
the puppy had to be opened up in order to tie off a
portion of blood supply to the bowel—and so create
an infarct which would disappear and create a gap,
proving that intestinal atresia came from this defect,
Then the whole process had to be done in reverse—
the fetus closed and replaced in the uterus, then the
uterus closed and replaced in the dog and, finally, the
dog itself closed up. All of it had to be done in a way
which would not kill or abort the fetus, allowing for
its natural growth in the womb until the day of birth
—hopefully with a bowel defect.”

It seems quite obvious to me that if the blood sup-
ply is interrupted to any part of the fetus, that part
will fail to develop. But then I am a layman and not
a vivisectionist doctor,

Barnard could not finish the operation with the first
half dozen dogs. Upon opening the uterus the fluid
escaped, the uterus contracted, and the puppy could
not be returned because there was no room for it. So
Barnard devised for his next operation a skillful way
to do the intervention without removing the fetus, but
extracting the uterus through a long incision in the
mother, for easier handling. Thus, after obstructing the
blood flow to a section of the small intestine of the
fetus, the uterus was sutured and replaced.

How the bitch felt after she awoke from all this, with
ten more days of pregnancy before her, seemed clearly



Science or Madness? 27

unimportant to the surgeon, who merely stated that
“we waited anxiously for birth.” Vast was his surprise
when the bitch finally brought forth her manhandled
puppy—and promptly ate it up, before Barnard could
et to it and cut it open to see whether the experiment
had worked.

“Impossible!™ cried he, according to his own ac-
count, when his assistant told him the bad news. “Dogs
aren't cannibals.”

But even dogs can become cannibals after the ex-
perimenters are through with them—probably for the
same reason some baboon mothers decapitate their
babies on the way to your laboratories at Groote
Schuur.

Barnard added a complaint: “We had to be opposed
by the mother, too. I could see her doing it: the tongue
licking its offspring one by one until it felt one with
the black silk stitches. Sensing something was wrong,
the mother had eaten it up—rather than allow it to
take milk into a blocked intestine and eventually die.”

After 43 such experiments Barnard finally obtained
a live puppy with a devascuolarized bowel as it appears
in newborn infants suffering from intestinal atresia.
But he had no suggestions to offer as to how such mal-
formations could be prevented. (The strict avoidance
of laboratory-perfected drugs may be one step in the
right direction, I daresay.) And when surgeons some-
times succeed in eliminating the defective segment in
a newborn’s bowel and joining together the healthy
parts, they did not learn how to do it from Barnard's
experiments related above. None the less, on seeing
that he had been able at last to produce a defective
puppy, Barnard declared (p. 157): “It was the prom-
ise of life for thousands of babies.”

THE PORK BARREL

For all its inconceivable savagery and utter useless-
ness, animal experimentation keeps running wild in the
medical schools of the so-called civilized world, in-
creasing from year to year. How is it possible?
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The foremost reason is pecuniary gain. Vivisection
is the type of “research” that enables “scientists” to ob-
tain huge subsidies from government and private
sources on the assumption—plausible to the incompe-
tent—that the more animals vsed in an experiment the
more reliable the results may be.

Let us examine the consequence of this assumption
in the light of a single case—the experiment involving
15,000 animals scalded to death, to retest the already
well known effectiveness of a liver extract for the vic-
tims of shock.

The experiment was reported in two standard medi-
cal publications, Journal of the American Medical As-
sociation (July 10, 1943) and Journal of Clinical
Investigation (Sept. 1944), by Myron Prinzmetal,
Oscar Hechter, Clara Margoles and George Feigen, of
the research laboratory of Cedars of Lebanon Hospital
and the University of Southern California Medical
School. It was known in advance that practicing physi-
cians had tried and approved the liver extract, but the
afore-named wanted to affirm in their report that they
had used “a sufficient number of animals to yield re-
sults of statistical significance.”

Thus they disclosed their own ignorance of elemen-
tary statistics. It is a statistical fact that if you flip a coin
6 times, it may come up heads all 6 times. But if you
go on fipping, it will start to come up tails. If you con-
tinue flipping up to a total of some 300 times, the “law
of averages” will definitely assert itself. This law oper-
ates in such a fashion that if you go on Aipping a coin,
heads will turn up half the time within very narrow
limits. At 150 flips or at 1,500 flips the 50:50 ratio will
still be off by only a few flips, getting ever closer to the
ideal difference between heads and tails of 0.5. In
other words, the law of averages is a mathematical law,
not theoretical fancy. At ‘500 flips, the heads-tails av-
erage is close to 50:50, and stays so even if one goes on
Aipping to a total of 1,000 or 10,000 or 100,000, In
short, assuming that a point is worth proving statisti-
cally, it can be thus proven in fairly short order.

MNow a question arises: Is it possible that not one
among the numerous “scientists™ who knew about this
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giant experiment—which lasted a number of years—
was aware of this simple rule known to most school-
boys? And permitted not 50, not 150, not 1,500, but
15,000 animals to be scalded to death in order to prove
a point already known? Everything is possible. But one
thing is sure: The sacrifice of 15,000 animals makes it
much easier to explain where a large sum of money
went than if only 50 animals had been used.

In fact it wouldn’t be possible to spend the billions of
dollars the U.S. government gives to medical research
at home and abroad if the researchers didn’t constantly
think up new experiments, besides repeating the old
classical standbys. In other words, first there is the
money, then means must be found to spend it.

This explains why some of the American “studies”
have included: 1) facial expressions; 2) the anal tem-
peratures of the Alaskan sled dog; 3) the nervous sys-
tem of the Chilean squid; 4) the dental arches of
Australian aborigines. Bilking the taxpayer, the U.S.
government granted 3100 million in 1940 for *re-
search” at home and abroad, $1 billion in 1949, $8
billipn in 1960, $15 billion in 1970—and an estimated
$25 billion in 1975—and the temperature keeps rising.
Here's how some of this tax money was squandered:

$30,000 to turn rats into alcoholics, under the pre-
text of curing human alcoholism, although in man
alcoholism has.deep psychological roots, whereas rats
are by nature well-balanced teetotalers.

$1,000,000 to study the mother love of monkeys.

§$500,000 to study the love life of the flea.

$148,000 to find out why chickens grow feathers,

$1.000,000 to study the mating call of the mosquito.

$102,000 to study the effects of gin compared to the
effects of tequila administered to Atlantic fish.

$500,000 to find out why monkeys clench their jaws
in anger. The money grant for this idiocy went to Dr.
Ronald Hutchinson of Kalamazoo State Hospital in
Michigan, whom Senator William Proxmire conse-
quently proposed for the Golden Fleece Award of the
month (Congressional Record, Apr. 18, 1975).

$525,000 in grants from the National Institutes of
Health (between 1950 and 1963) to help Dr. 5. C.
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Wang of New York’s Columbia University induce vom-
iting in dogs and cats by various methods (swinging,
drugs, electrical stimulation of the brain, etc.) in order
to find out the differences in the vomiting mechanism
between the two species.

$92,000,000 for the costliest failure of them all,
when Bonny, a small chimpanzee, was launched on an
abortive space flight. No less than the Mational Aero-
nautical and Space Administration planned and con-
ducted with federal money this abysmal flop, involving
America’s top scientists and physicists. With dozens of
electronic sensors implanted in her brain and catheters
in her arteries, Bonny was launched inside a biosatel-
lite into an earth orbit programmed to last 30 days. But
she soon became sick and was brought back to earth—
dead. The big team of medical specialists on the space
program were unable to find out why, A reasonable as-
sumption would be that Bonny died of fear, misery,
loneliness and despair. And certainly in pain. Body
functions surely do not become inoperative without
acute physical distress—something too difficult to be
understood by the pseudo-scientists of our day.

On July 10, 1969, the New ¥York Daily News re-
ported: “Col. John (Shorty) Powers, who resigned five
years ago from Nasa, today criticized the abortive flight
of Bonny, the space monkey, as ‘a complete and total
waste of $92 million of my money.” Powers, who kept
the public informed about previous space efforts as the
‘voice’ of mission control, said, “You can learn more
from a computer than a monkey. We finished with
monkeys five years ago.” ™

. % =

While government subsidies everywhere represent
one major incentive to vivisection, ancther comes from
the pharmaceutical companies. The vivisectionist
method enables them to flood the world with their prod-
ucts—usually the same omes, in new combinations
and with different names—which promise to repair the
damages caused by the earlier products that have
meanwhile been withdrawn, having proven to be use-
less or harmful. The new products will be replaced
sooner or later by other “new” products (different
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labels, same ingredients), equally useless or harmful—
except to the world’s most locrative industry.

Federal funds spent annually in the U.S. for research
and development in industry and science amount to
an estimated $25 billion, Tt isn't enough, say the rich
beggars, who never give a thought to the poor, the
sick, and the underprivileged. One microbiologist at
& science writers' seminar even sogpested that Social
Security taxes be increased to get more money for
“biomedical research,” namely vivisection. Every day
they come, literally thousands of them, palms up, to
the coffers of government, presenting their “project™
papers, all filled out according to bureaucratic stipula-
tions.

To the huge sums the U.S. government and drug
manufacturers spend for research—to which the tax-
payers contribute willy-nilly—must be added the dona-
tions of individual citizens, most of whom don't
remotely know how their donations are really being
used.

If pecuniary gain is the principal incentive to vivi-
section, another incentive is careerism, the cousin of
greed—the desire to obtain, without effort or talent, a
university degree, a professorship, or a sliver of
psendo-scientific notoriety. Usually this is achieved
through the performance of some traditional experi-
ment, described in every treatise on physiology, which
has as much scientific value as if somebody proceeded
to reinvent the umbrella. With one difference: making
an umbrella would be far more difficult.

L] L ] L]

A further powerful push to vivisection comes from a
category that perhaps should have been mentioned in
the first place, for they originated the senseless experi-
ments that in the course of the last century became ac-
cepted as a demonstration of intelligence: the sadists.
If it is a mistake to believe that all vivisectors are sad-
ists, it would be a far bigger mistake to think that sad-
ism doesn't loom very large in this practice.

Experimenters who crush dogs’ legs in the Blalock
Press—repeating an exercise in shock that has been
done in all American medical schools hundreds of thou-
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sands of times, or hammer the testicles of cats to a pulp
in order to see once again how that will affect their sex
lives, done for 14 consecutive years up to 1976 at the
New York Museum of Natural History—will always
claim that they want to satisfy their “scientific” curios-
ity. Many people would call it sadistic curiosity.

Sadism exists. Psychologists assure us that there are
traces of it in all of us. We see it in the child who pulls
the wings from an insect, or locks the kitten in the
washing machine. At such times education should in-
tervene. Through the realization of what these actions
do, the child may be able to nip such sadistic tenden-
cies in the bud. These feelings may change to compas-
sion.

But when sadism manifests itself in an adult, taking
forms that make us shudder with disgust and indigna-
tion, it is a sign of sickness, of a serious mental disorder.

The psychologists assure us that this pathological
state is not as rare as most people imagine, Could there
be a more convenient activity for a sadist than vivi-
section? It enables a person to satisfy those tendencies,
and even to gain a slice of “scientific” glory in the
process, or at least an easy income.

THE SCAFPEGOAT CONCEFT

The scapegoat concept—the idea of getting rid of
one’s ging, vices, diseases, misfortunes and other trou-
bles by transferring them to some guiltless man or ani-
mal—has always been widespread in human society.
The Babylonians used to behead a ram for this pur-
pose. The ancient Greeks scourged two human scape-
goats out of the city every year—a criminal, or
deformed, man and woman.

Today the scapegoat transference is usually psy-
chological rather than physical, and consists in' blaming
other persons or groups for one’s own shortcomings and
frustrations.

The scapegoat concept looms importantly in the
whole vivisectionist practice. Although usually the
choice of a scapegoat is arrived at through an irrational
process, the vivisectors have “rational” reasons for
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their practice: monetary gain or personal satisfaction.
But the scapegoat concept has certainly contributed to
the tacit acceptance of the vivisectionist practice by
large segments of the public.

To obtain “scientific confirmation™ of the well-
known fact that overcrowding leads to nervousness,
hostility and violence, experimenters like to confine
great numbers of rats in such cramped quarters that
they will eventually attack and kill one another. To get
“scientific proof” that motherly warmth and love are
important for the child, newborn primates are snatched
from their mothers and kept for years in solitary con-
finement, some of them, furthermore, in total darkness
—a punishment generally considered too cruel even
for hardened criminals.

To the same category of experiments belong those
designed to turn animals into drug addicts. When they
get cramps or convulsions after the sudden withdrawal
of the drug, soothing medicines can be tried out on
them. But then, of course, the researchers still don’t
know whether those medicines will have the same ef-
fect on man, or whether they are going to poison men
—in view of the fact that strychnine, for instance, is a
deadly poison for man but not for monkeys.

Although worldwide statistics have conclusively
proved that heavy smoking can lead to lung cancer, the
researchers—especially those in the employ of the to-
bacco companies—obstinately claim that “there is no
scientific proof™ that tobacco smoking causes lung can-
cer, since it has not yet been possible to produce lung
cancer in animals. Actually, if researchers succeed in
causing lung cancer in an animal through heavy smok-
ing, it would only prove that smoking can give cancer
to that particular species, not to man. We already
know that smoking may give lung cancer to man:
through statistics and clinical observations.

Yet millions of animals, mainly dogs and rabbits
immobilized in restraining devices, are subjected to
smoking treatments lasting a lifetime for the sake of
theories that the experimenters keep calling “scientific™
but which, in actual fact, are an insult to real science
and to every thinking man and woman,
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The American press recently reported experiments
on sleep that one Dr. William Dement of Stanford
University was making, depriving cats of sleep until
they went out of their minds—in order, so he claimed,
to understand better the mechanism of human sleep.
The usual nonsense,

The nervous system of animals, especially of cats,
has very little in common with ours. A cat normally
snoozes 22 hours out of 24, practically anywhere and
even standing up. So perhaps does Dr. Dement, but
most people don't. To deprive cats of sleep, without
having to keep awake himself, Dr. Dement has hit on a
bright idea: He places his experimental cat, electrodes
in its head, on a brick surrounded by water, When the
cat goes limp with sleepiness its nose slips into the wa-
ter. Dr. Dement has thus kept hundreds of cats awake
for up to 70 days—not hours, but days. Whereafter he
reported that the brain waves revealed “definite per-
sonality changes,” which in “scientific” jargon means
“madness.” Many sane people have expressed the
view that scientists of Dr. Dement’s ilk are definitely
victims of personality changes.

» L L3

In her book Intelligence and Personality (Pelican,
1970) Dr. Alice Heim, an eminent British psychologist
working as a member of the Medical Research Coun-
cil, denounced other experiments in sleep deprivation,
which speak very poorly for the mental balance of the
experimenters in her own country as well. Rats were
deprived of sleep for 27 consecutive days, by means of
placing them in a continuously rotating wheel, two-
thirds submerged in water. The rats, when exhausted,
fell from the wheel into the water and were unable to
remount the wheel. Some found ways of resting by
hanging on food trays and, in one case, climbing on top
of the cubicle and sleeping while hanging with front
teeth hooked in the cloth top. Modifications were in-
troduced to prevent this.

Thus in every field of science innocent animals are
made to serve as scapegoats for man's vices and faults,
We smoke, animals don’t: So we force animals to
smoke, although for them it's torture, for us pleasure.
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We drink alcohol, animals don’t: So we cause liver cir-
rhoses in animals by funneling alcohol into them. We
drug ourselves, animals don’t: So we turn animals into
drog addicts, We suffer from insomnia owing to our
daily excesses, animals don’t; So we force animals to
stay awake until they go crazy. We suffer from stress
owing to our unnatural way of living, animals don’t: So
we traumatize them in rotating drums to put them in a
state of stress, We cause car accidents through incom-
petence or carelessness, animals don’t: So we fasten
animals to vehicles and send them crashing against
walls. We contract cancer by consuming the wrong
foods and toxic drugs, and through pollution caused
exclusively by ourselves: So we inflict cancer upon mil-
lions of animals and continue torturing them while we
watch them slowly waste away through the cruelest
malady mass-produced by man.

Now we have had a first glimpse of what passes to-
day for Medical Science. Speculating upon the igno-
rance and suffering of countless people, their constant
fear of pain and disease, and with the help of the mass
media, this pseudo-science has created the illusion—
like the shamans of the primitive tribes who promise
rain—that she wields mysterious and unlimited powers
on which mankind's salvation depends. So the peoples
of the western hemisphere have prostrated themselves
in awe and servility at her feet, imagining her as an al-
mighty goddess of peerless beauty, shining with gold
and brocades, to whom common mortals may not even
raise their eyes, lest they be blinded. But if they dared
to do so, they would discover that their empress hasn’t
got a stitch on and is gruesome to behold,

Greed, cruelty, ambition, incompetence, vanity, cal-
lousness, stupidity, sadism, insanity are the charges
that this treatise levels at the entire practice of vivisec-
tion. The evidence is in the coming parts. They exag-
gerate nothing, for the simple reason that in matters of
vivisection any exaggeration is not only superfluous, but
impossible.

However, to understand fully how grievously this
“science” sins, we must first see who she sins against.



Part Two
THE VOICELESS

If a newborn ant is left alone, it léts itself die. Two
newborn ants proceed at once to build a nest.

W * *

According to his biographer Jean Pierhal, Albert
Schweitzer was about to admit into the lofty chambers
of philosophy, hitherto reserved for man, all four-
legged and winged creatures, when death interrupted
his long life entirely dedicated to showing the meaning
of humanity to his fellow men.

There is a far cry between men like Albert Schweit-
zer and the confraternity of vivisectors, who on one
hand compare the animals’ physiological, nervous and
psychological reactions to man’s, but on the other hand
claim that they can do with them whatever they please
because animals don’t suffer. What could be more ri-
diculous, more hypocritical, than to say that animals
don’t reason, feel, or suffer, and then to use them for
experiments allegedly designed to “explain” human
behavior? But it is possible, and highly significant, that
for all their continual contacts with animals those in-
dividuals don’t seem to notice that all of them are en-
dowed with an exquisite sensitivity, and with a kind of
intelligence that, although in many respects different
from man’s, is not necessarily “inferior” to ours.

Voltaire wrote in his Philisophical Dictionary: “To
say that the animals are machines without knowledge
and sentiment, that they always do everything in the
same way, without learning and perfecting anything, is

36
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a sign of obtuseness. The bird which builds its nest in a
half circle against a wall, in a quarter circle in a corner,
and in a full circle on a tree top—does this bird do ev-
erything the same way? And when you want to teach
a melody to a canary, haven't you noticed that he first
goes wrong and then corrects himself? And the dog
that whines in anguish looking for its lost master in the
street, rushes into the house worried and agitated, runs
upstairs and downstairs and from one room to the next,
and finally finds his beloved master, and demonstrates
his joy jumping and yelping. Some brutes seize this
dog, which so surpasses us in loyalty and friendship,
they nail him to a table and vivisect him to show us the
mesenteric veins—and find in him the same organs of
feeling that we have. Amswer me, mechanicist! Has
nature endowed this animal with the well-springs of
sentiment so that he should not feel? Has he got nerves
in order to be insensitive?”

Whenever we can do something that the animals
can't, we credit our superior intelligence for it. But
animals can do a lot of things we are incapable of; in
that case we attribute it not to their superior intelli-
gence but to some alleged, not well defined “instinct.”

If a man is left to his own devices even close to home
in unknown territory, he is unlikely to find his way
back without asking directions, although he has been
taught that the movement of the sun can provide valu-
able information. But since we have not yet discovered
how the animals manage to find their bearings over a
distance of thousands of miles, we think they don’t
know either.

One needn’t go as high as the vertebrates to find in-
tellective qualities in animals. Even the simplest forms
show intelligence of sorts. This is a rather recent dis-
covery. Robert Macnab and Daniel Koshland, bio-
chemists from California University (Berkeley), have
recently discovered that even microbes are endowed
with something that can only be defined as memory—a
kind of intelligence. As a rule in a solution, microbes
move erratically, by fits and bounds. If a nutrient such
as sugar is added to the solution, the microbes move
more calmly for a while, in a straight line, before re-
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turning to their usual erratic way of swimming. This
variation was considered an indication of some rudi-
mentary intelligence by the two scientists. So they
transferred the microbes suddenly from a sugared so-
lution to one without sugar—and noticed that the mi-
crobes immediately moved in an extremely agitated
way, as if trying to find the way back to the sugary
solution. Evidently, the microbes “remembered” their
sweet paradise lost. (Time & Life Nature/Science
Annual for 1973.)

Pasteur’s biographer, René Dubos, Professor of Mi-
crobiology at New York's Rockefeller Institute and
Pulitzer Prize-winner for his science books, had already
related a similar discovery: "One of these primitive
unicellular protozoans was exposed to an acid concen-
tration so weak as not to affect its behavior; then the
acid concentration was raised to an injurious level.
After the experiment had been repeated several times,
the protozoan learned, and remembered from prior
experience, that contaci with a solution not injurious in
itself foretold exposure to a stronger, dangerous acid
concentration. The experienced protozoan took advan-
tage of this awareness to escape in advance of the
approach of danger. The faculty to learn is so devel-
oped even among the most primitive unicellular crea-
tures that it prompts them to react to the symbols of
danger as vigorously as to the danger itself.” (From
firggla ;rfedicf'ne and Environment, Pracger, New York,

If scientists of-Dubos’ standing have come to the
conclusion that even unicellular protozoans don’t lack
intelligence, it may be assumed that the life of more
complex animals, insects for example, is not regulated
merely by blind instinct.

The studies of Karl von Frisch in the fifties have
given us new knowledge about the bees, whose organi-
zational talents already fascinated the ancient philoso-
phers—as the scientists used to be called in antiquity.
Summarily, everybody knows something about the
bees’ social structure: The queen bee, the workers, the
warriors; their strict discipline, their altruism. Today,
thanks to Frisch, we know a great deal more.
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