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HOW TO JOIN QUAKER CONCERN FOR ANIMALS 

Please send your cheque for £12 or £7 (usual concessions) for 2015 to Joan How, 
Membership Secretary, at the address below.

Please make cheques payable to Quaker Concern for Animals. Please don’t send cash. If 
you wish to pay by Standing Order, please ask for details.

It would help, in the case of your being a new member, if you would say how you first came 
to hear about Quaker Concern for Animals.

Requests for emergency funding, occasioned either by man-made or natural disasters, reach 
us more and more frequently. If you are able to support us with an extra donation, we can 
help more animals in distress.

“Give your seed of compassion a chance to sprout and grow by living in 
as harmless a manner as possible. You will begin to experience something 

wonderful – a oneness with all life!”

~ Bhikkhuni Miao Kwang Sudharma

“Kindness is like a garden of blessings.” 

~ The Wisdom of Sirach 40:17
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QUAKER NEWS

New QCA Treasurer
Jane Stanley took over as QCA treasurer in April and we welcome her warmly to the 
post. Jane writes:
‘I have been a Quaker for about 30 years and am a member of Central England Area Meeting, 
worshipping with Sutton Coldfield Friends, for whom I am treasurer. I live in Birmingham and 
have worked for HM Revenue and Customs for 38 years. I and my husband Dave are volunteers 
for our local branch of Cats Protection, working as fosterers and fundraisers. I was Branch 
treasurer until 12 months ago and continue to do some administrative work for the group.’

Quaker Food Choice conference
The QCA and Quakers & Business Group joint project ‘Quaker Food Choice’, which 
was featured on our web site and in the spring newsletter, will host their annual conference 
on Wednesday 5th November 2014 at Friends House in London. The working title is ‘Food’. 
Our committee member Edna Mathieson, who is responsible for Outreach and Liaison will 
represent QCA. We thank Edna for her useful work on this important issue.
Q&B member John Meadley, who is chair of the Pasture-fed Livestock Association is organising 
the conference. John sees this as one of the many pieces in the jigsaw of a sustainable food 
future.  Confirmed speakers include:
Philip Lymbery – chief executive of Compassion in World Farming and author of the 
recently published, well-reviewed book FARMAGEDDON – the true cost of cheap meat.
Colin Tudge – author of many books on food and farming and one of the founders of the 
Oxford REAL Farming Conference.  His latest book is Why Genes Are Not Selfish And 
People Are Nice.
Quakers & Business Group is co-clerked by Elizabeth Redfern of Northampton Meeting. 
Please see their website for further information: http://www.qandb.org

QCA AGM keynote speech
Hilary Jones, Ethics Director of LUSH, addressed the QCA AGM on Saturday, 10th May 2014.
Mark Constantine, who co- founded LUSH with his wife Mo, first worked in a hairdresser’s, 
but, concerned about what was in the various products he used, and unable to find out 
what was in them, he became disillusioned.  He and a friend started up a small business in 
Poole, where Mark made his own products.   
Mark and Mo started to produce products for the Body Shop and gradually employed others. 
They became a multi-million pound business and continued to supply the Body Shop, but 
Anita Roddick rejected a lot of their inventions as not suitable for Body Shop needs, so 
eventually they started their own brand, which became LUSH.
Mark, who as a teenager had been inspired by Lady Dowding’s talks, insisted that they should 
never use any ingredients which had been tested on animals. He also felt that LUSH needed 
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to try and actively change things for the better - and so LUSH also became a campaigning 
organisation, especially against animal testing.
In March 2013, a ban within the EU on the sale of cosmetics tested on animals took effect.   But 
unfortunately, REACH (Registration, Evaluation, Authorisation and restriction of Chemicals), 
which began in 2006, was also finally implemented. REACH makes it compulsory to test all 
chemical substances imported into the EU in quantities of one tonne or more - on animals.  It 
has been estimated that this is at an agonizing personal cost to over 54 million animals each year.
REACH sets rules concerning which tests have to be used; so if a non-animal test is available, 
they will in theory say that this should be used; but in reality they do not update their records. 
This leads to an horrific number of animals dying unnecessarily.
LUSH has developed its own stringent, non-animal testing policy. And realizing that science 
urgently needs to invest in alternatives to animal testing, LUSH gives a prize of a quarter 
of a million pounds a year to people who have achieved major breakthroughs in this field.   
André Menache told us about a group in Switzerland who have developed a non-animal 
method of testing for the toxicity of inhalation products - so Hilary suggested they be 
recommended for a LUSH science prize.  
~ Sonia Waddell, Member of Reading Meeting.

A creative residency in the cause of exotic rescue birds
Ann Johnson, QCA representative for Sussex East AM, reports:
For the past 18 months I have undertaken a residency at the Raystede Centre for Animal 
Welfare in East Sussex, drawing and painting their community of exotic rescue birds. 
Raystede’s parrots have a broad range of past histories. Some were trapped in the wild, 
before 2007 legislation banned the import of wild-caught birds into the European Union. 
Others arrive as regretted impulse buys, as strays, escapees – or have been intentionally 
abandoned. Others have been much-loved companion birds whose human guardians could 
no longer care for them.  Among the saddest arrivals are those who have suffered years of 
incarceration in small, barren cages.
Birds who have been hand-reared by breeders to supply the tragically expanding ‘exotic pet’ 
trade present a particular set of behaviour challenges. They are often over-dependent on 
humans, and this can result in jealousy, aggression and an unwillingness to live with others 
of their own kind. Raystede’s Head of Aviaries, Sarah Gorringe, and her team, work hard 
to provide an environment which goes some way to meeting the needs of these often 
traumatised birds. Over the past 20 years of working with exotic rescue birds, she has 
developed a deep understanding of her charges. “Parrots like ours are essentially still wild,” 
she says. “They are not domesticated to the extent that dogs and cats are, and they are much 
more difficult to understand and care for. Great consideration must be given to providing 
varied enrichment, while embracing the reality that each bird is uniquely intelligent, with 
individual and complex needs.”
Parrots are active, acrobatic and curious. They bob and twirl as they seek to eagerly engage 
with others. Naturally, this means some challenges for the artist, necessitating speedy drawing 
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from life over many hours. They are endlessly absorbing, complex, beautiful and mysterious 
beings who slowly reveal their many sides, and they have much to teach us - if only we let 
them. These aviary residents continue to guide me in developing my work as an artist. It 
was therefore truly exciting to have two parrot paintings reach the final short-list for the 
Royal Academy Summer Exhibition 2014.
I am very grateful to Raystede for their on-going support and to the Brighton-based 
Animal Protection Agency for their encouragement. http://www.raystede.org

“Injustice anywhere is a threat to justice everywhere.”

~Martin Luther King Jr

INTERFAITH

UPDATE ON THE ANIMAL INTERFAITH ALLIANCE 

Barbara Gardner, Secretary and Administrator of the AIA reports:
The Animal Interfaith Alliance (AIA) is delighted to report that Satish Kumar has accepted 
the board’s invitation to be its President.  Satish, a former Jain monk, has been Editor-in-
Chief of Resurgence magazine for over forty years.  Dr Deborah Jones, trustee of Catholic 
Concern for Animals and former editor of The Ark, is Vice President and patrons include 
Ajit and Charanjit Singh, Muhammad Safa, Anant Shah, and Dr Richard Ryder. Reverend 
Feargus O’Connor is the Chairman. Other board members include Andre Menache, patron 
of QCA, Lara Smallman, director of the Jewish Vegetarian Society, Chris Fegan, General 
Secretary of Catholic Concern For Animals and Sarah Dunning from the American Society 
of Women Accountants.

AIA is now registered with Companies House as a not-for-profit company, limited by 
guarantee. The board’s intention is to raise funds to set up a website and to start a regular 
journal.  AIA will then be in a position to campaign for the compassionate treatment of all 
animals as a recognised interfaith body.  

“When the Most High gave to the nations their inheritance, when he separated the sons 
of men, he fixed the bounds of the peoples according to the number of the sons of God.” 

~ Deuteronomy 32:8

“And there is no creature on the earth or bird that flies with its wings except that they 
are communities like you...unto their Lord they will be gathered.”

~ Qu’rān 6:38, Surat Al-’An`ām
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THE GOLDEN RULE: THE UNIVERSAL ETHIC

Norm Phelps
The ethics taught by all of the world’s major religions are derived from this simple equation: 
Suffering and death are bad, life and happiness are good. This fundamental value judgment is 
hard-wired into our brains and brought to consciousness by our immediate experiences 
of pleasure and pain, hope and fear. We all experience suffering and death as bad, life and 
happiness as good. We experience this directly, immediately. We do not experience suffering 
and then through some process of reason or analysis determine that it is bad. Bad is an 
integral, inseparable component of the experience of suffering. Just as good is an integral, 
inseparable component of the experience of happiness. Thus, good and bad (or evil, if you 
will) are built into the experiences of happiness and continued life, and suffering and the 
anticipation of death. This is axiomatic knowledge that is not subject to logical proof or 
rebuttal. It is immediate knowledge, irrefutable knowledge, and knowledge beyond the 
reach of reason and argument because it is not acquired knowledge. It is an integral part of 
every one of us. It is who we are rather than something we learn. 
This inborn, intuitive value judgment is the foundation of all valid ethics. Because I 
experience my own happiness and continued life as good and my suffering and death as evil, 
I can recognize that all sentient beings experience happiness and life, suffering and death in 
the same way. I can, in a word, empathize with all of sentient life. And from empathy arises 
compassion, which tells me that it is right to promote the happiness and continued life of 
others and wrong to cause or permit their suffering or death.  We have a moral obligation 
to treat the lives and happiness of all sentient beings with the same high regard that we 
treat our own. There are, I believe, exceptions to this rule, the most prominent of which is 
defence of self or others; but this is the basic principle of ethics, and the exceptions should 
always be construed as narrowly as possible. Appetite and convenience do not qualify. 
Compassion based upon empathy is the foundation of the core ethical teachings of all 
authentic religions. In Judaism, this is most succinctly expressed as, “Love your neighbour as 
yourself.” (Lev. 19:18) and in Christianity as, “Do unto others as you would have them do 
unto you.” (Matt 7:12) In Islam, the Prophet Muhammad told his followers to treat others 
the way they would want to be treated and to not treat others the way they would not 
want to be treated. (Hadith: Kitab al-Kafi, vol. 2, 146) Confucius said, “Don’t do to others 
what you would not want done to you.” (An. 15:23; in some editions, 15:24)  The Buddha 
taught that we should treat others the way we would want to be treated. (Dhammapada, 
X) The ancient Hindu epic Mahabharata includes the injunction to “Treat others the way 
you treat yourself.” (Shanti Parva 167:9) 
I could go on, but the point is clear. The world’s major religions (along with many secular 
systems of thought) all teach the ethic of compassion based upon empathy, usually expressed 
as some variation of the Golden Rule. This is the ethic of ahimsa, nonviolence, doing no 
harm, the ethic of peace, of being a true friend to all. 
Austrian philosopher Helmut Kaplan has called The Golden Rule “the universal ethical 
formula,” (die ethische Weltformel). He has it exactly right. 
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Compassion based upon empathy is not universal solely because it has been taught all around 
the world and in many religions and philosophies. It is also universal because it applies equally to 
all sentient beings. It grounds morality in the ability to suffer. If a creature can suffer, the universal 
formula protects her. Compassion based upon empathy does not protect only human beings; 
it protects all who are able to suffer and who fear death. And if we, as spiritual seekers, do not 
protect them, we are not living up to the standard that the world’s religions have set.
There are three reasons why we can be confident that animals experience suffering and death, 
happiness and life in the same way that we do. Firstly, behaviour. All animals try desperately 
to avoid suffering and death, while seeking happiness and extended life. Secondly, anatomy.  
All animals except the very simplest have a sensory apparatus and nervous system (whether 
centralized or decentralized is immaterial, both serve the same function) that we can 
recognize by comparison to our own as capable of registering both physical and emotional 
pleasure and pain. And thirdly, evolution. Animals who did not prefer pleasure over pain and 
life over death would be at a severe evolutionary disadvantage. Such animals would have no 
motivation for doing anything. There would be no reason even to eat and drink. They would 
die before they could reproduce, quickly joining the ranks of the extinct. 
This conclusion is confirmed by the work of contemporary ethologists. Jane Goodall, Jeffrey 
Moussaieff Masson, Lynn Sneddon, Victoria Braithwaite, Jonathan Balcombe, Marc Bekoff, Lori 
Marino, Theodore Xenophon Barber, Susan McCarthy, Frans de Waal, Birute Galdikas and a 
host of others have demonstrated beyond any possibility of doubt what common sense has 
always told us:  animals experience both physical and emotional suffering. They abhor pain and 
long for happiness; they love life and dread death. 
Specific texts of the major religions that endorse the enslavement and slaughter of animals violate 
that religion’s core ethical principle. Such texts are, therefore, not an authentic, intrinsic part of the 
religion. They are corruptions absorbed from the world at large, and should be ignored. 
Every spiritually aware person who eats or wears animal products should pause and ask 
themselves, How can I grow spiritually while I am inflicting so much terror, pain, and death 
for the sake of my own appetites and pleasures? Does the inner voice tell me this is the 
right thing to do? Is this really the kind of person I want to be? If we truly want to become 
spiritual people, the world’s great religions will all show us the way. But they all require one 
commitment: that we become practitioners of peace, that we set about moulding ourselves 
into instruments for easing the fear and pain of others. A life sustained by violence against 
animals is a violent life, no matter how peaceful we may be in other respects. Peace, as the 
old animal rights slogan has it, begins on our plates.
Norm Phelps is an American animal rights activist and the author of several books, including 
The Dominion of Love: Animal Rights According to the Bible, The Great Compassion: Buddhism and 
Animal Rights, and The Longest Struggle: Animal Advocacy from Pythagoras to PETA, all published 
by Lantern Books, Brooklyn, NY. He is on Facebook and publishes a blog: NormPhelps.Org.

“The compassion of man is for his neighbour, but the compassion of the LORD is for all 
living beings.” 
~ The Wisdom of Sirach 18:13
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QUO VADIS? THE BIBLE’S REAL MESSAGE ABOUT ANIMALS

Heidi Stephenson

•	 “Behold, I set before you the way of life and the way of death.”~ Jeremiah 21:8

•	 “There are two ways: the way of life and the way of death, and the difference is great 
between the two.” ~ Didache 1:1

•	 “You shall not kill.” ~ Exodus 20:13 & Deuteronomy 5:17

•	 “And God said, “Behold, I have given you every plant yielding seed which is upon the 
face of all the earth, and every tree with seed in its fruit; you shall have them for food.” 
~ Genesis 1:29

The whole of Western Civilization has been built on the Bible’s precepts. Judaism, Christianity 
and Islam all share its ‘Old’ testament in common. Even secular humanists are influenced 
by its thinking.  But we have been woefully misled. The words which we now take to be 
God’s own, which we treat as ‘gospel,’ are largely those of the false, man-made Death path.
Underneath a heavy layer of self-serving violence and corruption, one which was first written 
in by the Hebrew priests and their scribes, who, after a long exile in pagan Egypt, and later in 
Babylon, had become addicted to flesh-eating and thus to animal killing and blood sacrifice 
(the poor excuse of ‘offering’ to God His own creatures, and atoning for human sins with 
innocent animal blood) – there is a very different message indeed. 
The Way of Life is the Way of God, of the true prophets, of Jesus. It is the Way of love, 
kindness, nonviolence – and, crucially, of vegetarianism. It is the Way of “manna” - of “bread,” 
“milk and honey,” as opposed to the false way of blood and flesh, of exploitation and killing.
The Bible, as we have inherited it, is, in fact, a battle ground in which the voices of Death 
have tried - very successfully - to drown out and bury the voices of Life. 
The Death path continues to ‘license’ the most immense suffering for animals - and we need 
to see its violence, and the roots of false, man-made ‘dominion,’ if we are ever to choose 
differently. 

It was not God who decided:
“Then God said, “Let us make man in our image, after our likeness; and let them have dominion 
over the fish of the sea, and over the birds of the air, and over the cattle, and over all the earth, 
and over every creeping thing that creeps upon the earth...fill the earth and subdue it; and have 
dominion over the fish of the sea and over the birds of the air and over every living thing that moves 
upon the earth.” (Genesis 1:26, 28)

The priests cast God in their image. The compassionate Father does not violently “subdue.” 
In Hebrew, the word kavash actually means to stamp on the neck of your conquered enemy 
– hardly something God wanted us to do to His beloved creatures!



10

It was not God who demanded:

“All that opens the womb is mine, all your male cattle, the firstlings of cow and sheep. The firstling 
of an ass you shall redeem with a lamb, or if you will not redeem it you shall break its neck.” 
(Exodus 34:19-20)

“When a bull or sheep or goat is born, it shall remain seven days with its mother; and from the 
eighth day on it shall be acceptable as an offering by fire to the LORD.” (Leviticus 22:26-27)

Or who inspired these terrible words:

“Blows that wound cleanse away evil; strokes make clean the innermost parts.” (Proverbs 20:30)

It was not God’s will that Solomon should ‘dedicate’ the Jerusalem temple with a blood-bath:

“Solomon offered as peace offerings to the LORD twenty-two thousand oxen and a hundred and 
twenty thousand sheep.”  (1 Kings 8:63)

Or that David should hamstring horses:

“And David took from him a thousand and seven hundred horsemen, and twenty thousand foot 
soldiers; and David hamstrung all the chariot horses.” (2 Samuel 8:4)

Or that Samuel should immolate a suckling, in an abomination against the miracle of newborn 
life itself:

“So Samuel took a sucking lamb and offered it as a whole burnt offering to the LORD.” (1 Samuel 7:9)

It was not Moses, the Man of God, who had given the people the Ten Commandments – and 
who had tried to bring them back to God’s Way of manna in the wilderness - who advocated: 

“When the LORD your God enlarges your territory, as he has promised you, and you say, ‘I will eat 
flesh,’ because you crave flesh, you may eat as much flesh as you desire.” (Deuteronomy 12:20)

Moses’ authority was appropriated, and his good name used to ‘command’ an extra 603 
sacrificial “ordinances”! But Moses’ own message couldn’t have been more different: 

 “…You shall not eat…blood…Be sure that you do not eat…blood; for…blood is…life, and you 
shall not eat…life with…flesh. You shall not eat it.” (Deuteronomy 12:16, 23-24) 

“And you shall remember all the way which the LORD your God has led you these forty years in 
the wilderness, that he might humble you, testing you to know what was in your heart, whether 
you would keep his commandments, or not. And he humbled you…and fed you with manna.” 
(Deuteronomy 8:2-3)

 “The LORD said to Moses, “Say to the people of Israel, You shall eat no fat, of ox, or sheep, or 
goat...on no account shall you eat it. For every person who eats of the fat of an animal…shall be 
cut off from his people. Moreover you shall eat no blood whatever, whether of fowl or of animal, 
in any of your dwellings. Whoever eats any blood, that person shall be cut off from his people.”” 
(Leviticus 7:22-27)

“But I have said to you, ‘You shall inherit…a land flowing with milk and honey.’” (Leviticus 
20:24)
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It was not Isaiah who wrote:

“The LORD has a sword; it is sated with blood, it is gorged with fat, with the blood of lambs and 
goats, with the fat of the kidneys of rams.” (Isaiah 34:6)

It was not Noah, “a righteous man” who “walked with God” (Genesis 6:9) who sacrificed 
God’s creatures straight after the Flood; the very creatures whom God had been at pains 
to save two by two in order to regenerate the world: “two of every sort shall come in to you, 
to keep them alive.” (Genesis 6:20) 

It was the priests and their scribes who re-wrote Genesis (during and after the Babylonian 
exile,) who suddenly manifested seven pairs of ‘clean’ and ‘unclean’ animals in Genesis 7, 
when God had never spoken of any of His creatures as ‘unclean’ - to make way for their 
sacrificial cult. (Two would have meant the mass extinction of all ‘sacrificial’ animals!) It was 
they who wove in the terrible words:

“Then God said to Noah, “Go forth from the ark, you and your wife, and your sons and your sons’ 
wives with you. Bring forth with you every living thing that is with you of all flesh -birds and animals 
and every creeping thing that creeps on the earth - that they may breed abundantly on the earth, 
and be fruitful and multiply upon the earth.” So Noah went forth, and his sons and his wife and his 
sons’ wives with him. And every beast, every creeping thing, and every bird, everything that moves 
upon the earth, went forth by families out of the ark. Then Noah built an altar to the LORD, and 
took of every clean animal and of every clean bird, and offered burnt offerings on the altar. And 
when the LORD smelled the pleasing odor, the LORD said in his heart, “I will never again curse the 
ground because of man.” (Genesis 8:15-20)

“The fear of you and the dread of you shall be upon every beast of the earth, and upon every bird 
of the air, upon everything that creeps on the ground and all the fish of the sea; into your hand they 
are delivered. Every moving thing that lives shall be food for you; and as I gave you the green plants, 
I give you everything. Only you shall not eat flesh with its life, that is, its blood. For your lifeblood I 
will surely require a reckoning; of every beast I will require it and of man.” (Genesis 8:2-5)

God goes on to make His Rainbow Covenant with all His creatures. He repeats no less than 
7 times: “This is the sign of the covenant which I have established between me and all flesh 
that is upon the earth.” (Genesis 8:17)

Humanity’s Original Sin, which had brought a terrible dualism to earth, the knowledge not 
just of Good, but also of Evil, had nothing whatsoever to do with an apple. Adam and Eve 
ate from the ‘tree’ of life, from the fruit of the womb! Adam killed a fellow being, and Adam 
and Eve were thus banished from God’s Garden: 

“He drove out the man; and at the east of the garden of Eden he placed the cherubim, and a flaming 
sword which turned every way, to guard the way to the tree of life.” (Genesis 3:24)

The scribes went to great lengths to obscure this. They blamed Eve, and wove in a false 
story about Abel’s pleasing blood sacrifice: “the firstlings of his flock and of their fat portions” 
(Genesis 4:4) and God’s rejection of Cain’s vegan, arable offering, to bury the important 
words (which they moved to Genesis 4):
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“And the LORD said, “What have you done? The voice of your brother’s blood is crying to me from 
the ground.” (Genesis 4:10)

As St Francis of Assisi knew well, the animals are our brothers and sisters. 

God’s Commandment “You shall not kill,” which was always a cross-species edict, was turned 
on its head: 
“And the LORD said to Moses, “Say to Aaron and his sons, and to all the people of Israel, This is 
the thing which the LORD has commanded. If any man of the house of Israel kills an ox or a lamb 
or a goat in the camp, or kills it outside the camp and does not bring it to the door of the tent of 
meeting, to offer it as a gift to the LORD before the tabernacle of the LORD, bloodguilt shall be 
imputed to that man; he has shed blood; and that man shall be cut off from among his people...
If any man of the house of Israel or of the strangers that sojourn among them eats any blood, I 
will set my face against that person who eats blood, and will cut him off from among his people(!) 
For the life of the flesh (of living beings) is in the blood; and I have given it for you upon the altar 
to make atonement for your souls; for it is the blood that makes atonement, by reason of the life.” 
(Leviticus 17: 1-4, 10-11)

The corruptions were used to make way for a path that not only endorsed mass animal-killing, 
but also war, the violent conquest of other peoples, slavery, rape, misogyny, racism, homophobia 
- and capital punishment for anyone who dared challenge the power of the priests!

God’s true prophets dedicated their lives to turning this terrible, blood tide:
“Shall I come before him with burnt offerings, with calves a year old? Will the LORD be pleased with 
thousands of rams?...He has showed you, O man, what is good; and what does the LORD require 
of you but to do justice, and to love kindness, and to walk humbly with your God?” (Micah 6: 6-8)

“I hate, I despise your feasts... Even though you offer me your burnt offerings and cereal offerings, 
I will not accept them, and the peace offerings of your fattened animals I will not look upon...
Did you bring to me sacrifices and offerings the forty years in the wilderness, O house of Israel?” 
(Amos 5: 21-22, 25)

“What to me is the multitude of your sacrifices? Says the LORD; I have had enough of burnt 
offerings of rams and the fat of fed animals; I do not delight in the blood of bulls, or of lambs, or 
of he-goats.” (Isaiah 1:11)

“He who slaughters an ox is like him who kills a man; he who sacrifices a lamb, like him who breaks 
a dog’s neck…These have chosen their own ways, and their soul delights in their abominations.” 
(Isaiah 66:3)

In the Psalms and Proverbs (which were not the sacrificial David’s or his temple-building son, 
Solomon’s at all – though they were later assigned to them and re-written by the scribes 
to support the blood cult), they tried desperately to teach God’s pro-Life message again, in 
simple, memorable form:

“The LORD is good to all, and his compassion is over all that he has made.” (Psalm 145:9)

“Open your mouth for the dumb, for the rights of all who are left desolate.” (Proverbs 31:8) 
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“Rescue those who are being taken away to death; hold back those who are stumbling to the 
slaughter. If you say, “Behold, we did not know this,” does not he who weighs the heart perceive it? 
Does not he who keeps watch over your soul know it, and will he not requite man according to his 
work? My son, eat honey, for it is good.” (Proverbs 24:11-13)

“The sacrifice of the wicked is an abomination to the LORD.” (Proverbs 15:8)

But most of the prophets (Isaiah, Jeremiah, Amos, Micah, Zechariah, Joel, Habakkuk and 
Ezekiel, for example,) were murdered - a fact of which Jesus was all too acutely aware:

“O Jerusalem, Jerusalem, killing the prophets and stoning those who are sent to you! How often 
would I have gathered your children together as a hen gathers her brood under her wings, and you 
would not!” (Matthew 23:37) 

Tragically, Paul completed what the priests and scribes had started. Paul worked for the 
temple. Having never heard Jesus teach and as a determined meat-eater, he and the Bible’s 
later writer-redactors, would go out of their way to destroy Jesus’ vegetarian message.  Paul’s 
letters – which make up the bulk of the so-called ‘new’ testament (Jesus came to fulfil the 
law, not to abolish it – and his teachings in relation to Paul’s are marginalized) – are full of 
anti-animal sentiment and contempt for ethical, Nazarene vegetarianism:

•	 “Eat whatever is sold in the meat market without raising any question on the ground of 
conscience.” (1 Corinthians 10:25)

•	 “All things are lawful for me...Food is meant for the stomach and the stomach for food.” 
(1 Corinthians 6:12-13)

•	 “Is it for oxen that God is concerned? Does he not speak entirely for our sake?” (1 
Corinthians 9:9-10)

•	 “The weak man eats only vegetables.” (Romans 14:2)

Paul and the Pauline Church’s “correctores,” were so successful in this that we are now 
convinced that Jesus ate fish, that he participated in sacrificial Passovers, that he sent demons 
into the poor Gadarene swine, and that he generally showed very little concern for animals 
at all. But this couldn’t be further from the truth.

Jesus came, as God’s Messiah, to restore right relationship between all of God’s creatures 
– human and non-human. He came to bring earth back to its original unity, to shalom: as 
it had been in the Beginning, when there was no killing and all beings lived in harmony. He 
came to restore God’s Kingdom: “on earth as it is in heaven” (Matthew 6:10); to end the 
false rule of the priests, so that God’s will, and not man’s, would finally be done: “Thy will be 
done.” (Matthew 6:10) He came to end the sacrificial cult. 

In his 4th century Panarion, Epiphanius of Salamis, rages against the Nazarene ‘heretics’ (later 
known as “Ebionites”) - for preserving Jesus’ crucial words: “I am come to do away with 
sacrifices, and if you cease not sacrificing, the wrath of God will not cease from you.” 
(Panarion 30.16, 4-5)
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All four gospels record (and marginalize) an incident: the most important of Jesus’ mission, 
in fact. We have come to know it as ‘The Cleansing of the Temple.’ We have been taught 
that Jesus was concerned only about the temple becoming a house of trade; that he was 
angry with the money-makers. But those traders were selling animals for sacrifice! They 
were trading in blood money. 

It was the only time during his ministry where Jesus became so incensed at the injustice 
of what he was witnessing, that he became physically violent – over-throwing the tables 
where men were selling caged and bound animals - and driving them, (and importantly the 
animals,) out of the temple. 

“And Jesus entered the temple of God and drove out all who sold and bought in the temple, and 
he overturned the tables of the money-changers and the seats of those who sold pigeons. He 
said to them, “It is written, ‘My house shall be called a house of prayer’; but you make it a den of 
robbers.”” (Matthew 21:12-13)

The “robbers” were stealing the animals’ God-given lives.

“In the temple he found those who were selling oxen and sheep and pigeons, and the money-
changers at their business.  And making a whip of cords, he drove them all, with the sheep and oxen, 
out of the temple...And he told those who sold the pigeons, “Take these...away.”” (John 2:14-16)

“... and he would not allow any one to carry anything through the temple.” (Mark 11: 16)

Jesus stopped the sacrificial cult in its tracks. He would not allow any animals or sacrificial 
vessels to be carried through the temple!

“But when the chief priests and the scribes saw the wonderful things that he did, and the (little 
ones) crying out in the temple...they were indignant...And Jesus said to them, “Yes; have you never 
read, ‘Out of the mouth of babes and sucklings thou hast brought perfect praise’?”” (Matthew 
21:15-16)

Those who were “crying out” were not human children (despite what the corrupters tried to 
suggest with their additions), they were the terrified, young animals: many of them just eight days 
old, and still “sucklings.” Jesus describes the voices of God’s beloved creatures as “perfect praise.”

“And the chief priests and the scribes heard it and sought a way to destroy him.” (Mark 11:18)

Jesus, the Nazarene, paid the ultimate price for his compassionate act of resistance, as he 
knew he would have to.  He was not from the sacrificial house of David at all, and he was 
not from “Nazareth:” a place that didn’t even exist in his time. ‘Nazareth’ was a Pauline ruse 
to obscure Jesus’ nonviolent vegetarianism. 

The word Nazarene (Nazarēnos in Koine Greek) comes from the Hebrew word: ne-tser 
which means “branch.”   Jesus was from the true vine. He was the living embodiment of 
God’s shalom.

“I am the true vine, and my Father is the vinedresser. Every branch...that bears no fruit, he takes 
away.” (John 15:1-2)
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“Verily I say unto you that if the truth had not been erased from the book of Moses...God would 
not have committed the Gospel to me; seeing that the Lord our God is unchangeable, and hath 
spoken but one message to all men.” (The Gospel of Barnabas: Ch. 124.)

“We have found him of whom Moses in the law and also the prophets wrote, Jesus (the Nazarene), 
the son of Joseph.” (John 1:45)

The Messiah was from the house of Joseph, (not the usurping house of Judah,) as both 
Jacob and Moses had predicted he would be. Joseph who was “separate from his brothers” 
(Genesis 49:26, i.e. different from them, nonviolent) - and “prince among his brothers.” 
(Deuteronomy 33:16) 

It is no coincidence that Jesus was born in an animal’s eating trough. 

Or that a dove, the peaceful bird of the holy Spirit, (and the bird most sacrificed by the 
temple,) should have alighted on him after his baptism. 

It is no coincidence that Jesus chose to prepare for his mission in the wilderness, and that 
the animals were with him: 

“And he was in the wilderness forty days; and he was with the wild animals; and the angels 
ministered to him.” (Mark 1:13) 

Or that he instructed his disciples: 

“Go into all the world and preach the gospel to the whole creation” (Mark 16:15) 

Or that he taught that “all flesh shall see the salvation of God.” (Luke 3:6)

It is no coincidence that Jesus’ parables so often involved animals, and that they were so 
positive about animals: 

“Are not five sparrows sold for two pennies? And not one of them is forgotten before God” (Luke 12:6)

“Be wise as serpents and innocent as doves.” (Matthew 10:16)

“Does not each of you on the sabbath untie his ox or his ass from the manger, and lead it away to 
water it? ... As he said this, all his adversaries were put to shame.” (Luke 13:15, 17)

We need to see verses like these with fresh eyes:

“It is not the will of my Father who is in heaven that one of these little ones should perish.” 
(Matthew 18:14)

“See that you do not despise one of these little ones.” (Matthew 18:10)

“And whoever gives to one of these little ones even a cup of cold water... truly, I say to you, he shall 
not lose his reward.” (Matthew 10:42)

...He who blasphemes against the holy Spirit will not be forgiven.” (Luke 12:6, 10)

To blaspheme against the holy Spirit, the life force, the breath of life - is to kill. Killing was 
always the ultimate blasphemy against the Creator. To take the lives of our fellow beings, so 



16

that we can eat their flesh, is nothing less than an abominable rejection of God, and of life itself.

We have only to remember what happened to those who demanded flesh in the wilderness:

“And the whole congregation of the people of Israel murmured against Moses...in the wilderness, 
and said to (him), “Would that we had died by the hand of the LORD in the land of Egypt, when 
we sat by the fleshpots and ate.” (Exodus 16:2-3)

“Now the rabble that was among them had a strong craving; and the people of Israel also wept again, 
and said, “O that we had meat to eat! We remember the fish we ate in Egypt for nothing...but now 
our strength is dried up, and there is nothing at all but this manna to look at.” (Numbers 11:4-6)

God taught them a powerful lesson. He did what every good parent does when their child 
craves what is forbidden.  

“...the LORD will give you meat, and you shall eat. You shall not eat one day, or two days, or five 
days, or ten days, or twenty days, but a whole month, until it comes out at your nostrils and 
becomes loathsome to you, because you have rejected the LORD who is among you.” (Numbers 
11: 18-20)

“While the meat was yet between their teeth, before it was consumed, the anger of the LORD was 
kindled against the people, and the LORD smote the people with a very great plague.” (Numbers 11:33)

The Way of Life is the Way of inter-species harmony. As Job reminds us: 

“You will be delivered through the cleanness of your hands.” (Job 22:30)

“...to depart from evil is understanding.’” (Job 28:28)

Meat-eating, the Bible tells us explicitly, is “evil.” When we return to God’s original plant-
based diet, the result will be a much happier world, one of unity:

“You...shall not fear the beasts of the earth. For you shall be in league with the stones of the field, 
and the beasts of the field shall be at peace with you.” (Job 5:22-23)

The World to Come is indeed a future world, but it is not a transcendental world. It is 
planet earth restored. We need to be active agents in that restoration. The choice is ours: 
Life or Death? 

~ Heidi Stephenson, Guest Editor is a writer, animal campaigner and member of Totnes 
Meeting. Her forthcoming book is Back To The Garden: The Nonviolent, Vegetarian Bible.

“A new heart I will give you, and a new spirit I will put within you; and I will take out of your 
flesh the heart of stone and give you a heart of flesh. And I will put my Spirit within you...
And they will say, ‘This land that was desolate has become like the garden of Eden.” 

~ Ezekiel 36: 26-27, 35
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A LAWYER’S PERSPECTIVE ON ANIMAL PROTECTION
How should humankind treat animals? What protection should the law give them?
Quakers believe in respect for animals and the environment. They also believe in a loving 
God who created the natural world. So do all the major religions. Most religions, however, 
have a decidedly humanocentric take on things and their leaders have sanctioned, and 
sometimes perpetrated, all manner of cruelty to animals.
Often, the need for kindness is acknowledged, but in the next breath its antithesis is justified. 
The Catholic Catechism, for example, says that ‘men owe [animals] kindness’ because they 
are ‘God’s creatures and he surrounds them with his providential care’, but then says that 
it is legitimate to use them for food and clothing and experimentation.  
Given the inevitable attendant suffering, that is a strange notion of kindness. The Catechism 
unwittingly reaffirms Aristotelian hierarchy (which also gives a lowly place to woman and 
slaves): ‘One can love animals; one should not direct to them the affection due only to 
persons’. Why not, one may ask?
For me the proposition is simple: if one believes in a compassionate Creator who cares 
about all his creation and about how people behave, it does violence to logic to suppose 
that he tolerates their knowingly causing suffering to animals. John Woolman, the 18th 
century American Quaker and anti-slavery campaigner, put it succinctly:
“To say that we love God and at the same time exercise cruelty toward the least creature is a 
contradiction in itself.”
A rational secular approach leads to the same answer. No evolutionist can deny that 
humans are themselves animals – more intelligent, generally, but not qualitatively different. 
No sensible scientist today adopts the Cartesian view of animals as insensible machines. 
They suffer as we do, they have their interests and their personalities; the only argument is 
about exactly what individual species usually experience in particular situations and what 
their behavioural needs are.
There are many competing views about ethics. Some codes stress the needs of the 
individual, others the common good. However, one thing is clear. We have ethical codes so 
as to protect those who may foreseeably be harmed by our action (or inaction). Behaviour 
which does not adversely affect others – such as consensual sexual relationships in private 
between adults – should fall outside the reach of ethics.
Because animals are capable of being harmed by human behaviour, they properly fall within 
the sphere of ethical concern, what Albert Schweitzer called ‘the circle of compassion’. 
In my view, the Golden Rule is the best guide to ethical behaviour. It finds expression in all 
the major religions and some philosophies too. St Matthew’s Gospel records Jesus as saying: 
‘Do unto others as you would have them do unto you’ - ethics built on empathy. One of 
the Confucian formulations expresses it both positively and negatively: ‘What one does not 
wish for oneself, one ought not to do to anyone else; what one recognizes as desirable for 
oneself, one ought to be willing to grant to others’. Inevitably, what others wish for may not 
be the same as what one wishes for oneself. But is there any reason why ‘others’ should 
not extend to animals? 
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Since animals can be adversely affected by our behaviour as much as other people can, the 
answer is surely no. Species differences would appear to be as irrelevant, in ethical terms, 
as racial, gender or sexuality differences. Consistency has to be the hallmark of an ethical 
code, if it is not to appear opportunistic or merely reflective of where power lies.
Of course, for society to function, we all have to put up with minor discomfort and irritation 
– pollution from other people’s cars, next door’s occasional late-night party. Ethics only 
needs to step in when the harm is significant, most obviously injury to health and pain. 
There is, in addition, a distinction in ethical terms between harm which is intentional and 
that which is not. But again there is no reason why the general approach should be any 
different when animals are the potential victims.
And, the fact that animals cannot exercise responsibilities in the way that people can should 
not mean that they are not entitled to any rights, as some argue. Some people with severe 
learning disabilities cannot exercise responsibilities either, but we would not for that reason 
deny them protection. Similarly, the fact that animals cannot exercise all the rights which 
people can – freedom of speech, the right to vote - should not lead to denial of those rights 
they can exercise (the freedom to indulge in natural behaviour, most obviously). People with 
dementia may not be able to vote, either, but there are other rights they can exercise and 
should have. 
In a perfect society, the law should reflect prevailing ethics. This is not to say that it needs 
to be co-extensive with ethics. There are many positive ethical obligations which are not 
reflected in the law. For example, under English law there is no obligation on a stranger 
to rescue a young child drowning in two feet of water; ethically it is a no-brainer. There is 
no law which says one must love one’s neighbour, or rescue an animal hit by a car. 
So what protection should the law give animals? As a minimum, it should protect them 
from action by humans which foreseeably causes them significant harm, including being 
deprived of basic needs. Benefit to people should not be regarded as some kind of 
ethical trump card. The problem is that, even in countries with developed animal welfare 
legislation, that is exactly the approach, such that protection of animals stops at the 
point where some human interest – economic, medical, even recreational – is engaged.  
A balance is struck, seen most clearly in the law only prohibiting cruelty deemed 
‘unnecessary’ (which inevitably means that ‘necessary’ cruelty is legal, and necessity is an 
elastic human construct, used to justify all sorts of things). 
That is not the approach with legislation protecting people from significant harm. We do 
not strike a balance between the desire of slaves for freedom and the economic interests 
of slave-owners, or between the interests of people not to be experimented on and the 
needs of medical science. We simply outlaw cruel practices, focusing on the interests of the 
victim. So it should be with animal protection laws.
Consistency is indeed the key.  This is why one can, consistent with principle, concede that 
it is not always wrong to kill an animal, even though the right to life is the most fundamental. 
Self-defence is an obvious case where nearly everyone accepts that killing an animal is 
ethically permitted (if there is no alternative), but then ethical norms and indeed the law 
allow a person to kill another person in self-defence. War is but collective self-defence.
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In short, in matters of ethics and the law, the identity of the victim should be irrelevant. 
The primary function of an enlightened society, whether based on religious or secular 
principles, should be to protect the weak from the strong. There should not be different 
answers depending on who the weak are or what the strong want.  

~ David Thomas is a solicitor. He has acted for most of the major animal protection 
organisations in the UK and does human rights work too. He is a part-time judge.

HOME NEWS

Sharon Howe interviews Dr Dan Lyons about his recently published book, The 
Politics of Animal Experimentation, the worrying rise in animal experiments and 
the climate of extreme political indifference in the UK.
Your book is a powerful indictment of UK government policy on animal research dating back to 
the 1870s. It reveals a culture of secrecy, collusion with vested interests and general indifference to 
animal suffering. How much would you say has changed over the past 140 years?
Amazingly, the government is, in practice, less concerned for animal welfare in experimentation 
now compared with the first six years of regulation under the 1876 Cruelty to Animals Act. 
Until 1882, the Home Secretary rejected 15% of vivisection applications on the grounds 
of excessive pain or low utility. Then, that year, the vivisectors’ lobby group captured the 
regulatory process - and the refusal rate has effectively been 0% ever since. Given that, at 
the same time, animal experiments have risen from about 800 in 1882 to over 4 million 
per annum now, then clearly the scale of harm inflicted on animals by research and testing 
has increased enormously. Nowadays, more animal researchers probably acknowledge 
that animals do feel pain and in some cases they may take more care to avoid extraneous 
suffering (i.e. suffering caused by factors other than the experiment itself, such as housing 
and handling). But for most animal researchers and the government, welfare considerations 
are, at best, only a secondary consideration compared with obtaining data and marketing 
pharmaceuticals or other products.    
In your book, you describe your legal battle to publish confidential documents leaked from the 
pharmaceutical giant Novartis Pharma and the Home Office concerning crude and horrific pig-to-
primate organ transplantation experiments. Do you think transparency has improved at all since 
then, and do you think the Freedom of Information Act will eventually bring about better public 
scrutiny of animal research?
Transparency is a classic case of ‘dynamic conservatism’. The government and research 
interests have responded to growing pressure for accountability by voluntarily publishing their 
‘summaries’ of research projects, while maintaining absolute legal secrecy. These summaries 
have been condemned by the Freedom of Information Tribunal as pro-animal research ‘spin’, 
as they tend to omit details of animal suffering, while emphasizing the claimed-for benefits. 
Meanwhile the government has been dragging its feet for over a decade since its advisors 
recommended repeal of the legal clause that enshrines absolute secrecy. I suspect eventually 
they will not be able to avoid genuine transparency but they will try every trick in the book 
in the meantime to obstruct it.   
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The Coalition government pledged in 2010 to reduce animal experimentation, and has since published 
a “Delivery Plan” affirming its commitment to the 3Rs (replacement, reduction and refinement). You 
have strongly criticized this as “not fit for purpose”. Why?
Sadly, the reduction pledge and ‘Delivery Plan’ have turned out to be a depressing instance of 
politics at its most cynical and duplicitous. No wonder people are losing faith in our political 
system and parliament. Animal experiments have been rising pretty consistently since the 
millennium, but nothing in the ‘Plan’ actually changes the underlying situation driving those 
increases. There are no actual targets for reduction, no plans to start considering animal 
welfare in the harm-benefit assessment of proposed research projects, and no plans to cut 
back on the development of new animal models. It’s just business-as-usual behind a veneer 
of spin. The government refuses to do anything which might impinge on the desires of animal 
research interests.  
Although the overall number of animals used continues to rise (over 4 million in 2012), the proportion 
of larger animals such as dogs and primates appears to be falling at the expense of rodents and 
fish. Do you think there is a danger that this will make it harder to engage public sympathy? 
It might do, though the number of primates used in experiments has started to rise again 
over the last few years.  Although government regulators quietly acknowledge that the 
assumption that a mouse is less sentient than a dog is scientifically dubious, that doesn’t 
stop them trying to dampen down public concern about the issue by emphasizing that most 
experiments are carried out on mice! As long as larger animals, such as primates, dogs, cats 
etc. continue to be used in painful experiments, (who are perceived to elicit greater public 
concern,) then animal advocates are within their rights to highlight those experiments.
If the government does decide to prohibit such categories of experiments, as they did with 
great apes, then that might alter the dynamics of the issue. But the fact remains that mice in 
particular are subject to some extremely painful procedures and I suspect are treated with 
even less consideration that dogs and monkeys. Most people recognize that mice suffer pain, 
so I don’t think the controversy is going to go away even if primates, cats and dogs were to 
be spared from laboratory experiments. 
What do you think are the real barriers to progress on animal replacement and how do you think 
they might be overcome?
First of all, I think a root cause is the institutionalized indifference to cruelty to animals within 
the government and animal research industry. Effectively, that removes the primary incentive 
to replace animals in experimentation. In the context of such indifference, weaknesses and 
limitations in animal research are of no particular consequence because the animal suffering 
induced, even if the results are of no benefit, is not acknowledged as problematic. 
There are also methodological biases within funders and journals that incentivise animal 
research and denigrate non-animal methods. Scientists gaining knowledge using humane 
methods are often dismissed and requested to ‘repeat’ the research in animals, even if it is 
acknowledged that there are no credible animal models in that particular field. 
Another problem is that biomedical research is heavily path-dependent. As so much data 
has been gathered from animal models in the past, it is much easier to carry on in that 
vein than seek new methods and build up new streams of knowledge. I get the impression 
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that the biosciences are less reflexive than social sciences, so again that is a hindrance to 
improvements in research methodology.  
Tell us about the CASJ and the work that you do.
Our aim is to research the social and political barriers to animal protection and develop 
proposals to remedy those. The ‘good’ often think that goodness is enough to achieve 
change. Clearly it doesn’t work like that in the real world though! Ethical arguments are of 
course an absolutely necessary factor in achieving change, but we need to understand how 
power works as well. Our opponents – and the government which acts as their agent - are 
very cynical and Machiavellian, and sadly we need to take that into account when striving 
to save animals. My own research into the politics of animal experimentation shows that 
this is a policy area driven by raw power and vested interests rather than any concern for 
ethics or respect for public opinion or the rule of law. Public opposition to animal cruelty is 
seen by government and animal research groups as a nuisance to be overcome rather than 
something to be reflected in decision-making.   
The debate in animal protection lacks political sophistication compared with other fields 
such as environmental campaigning or other social justice issues. We have neglected the 
political processes and context that dictate the prospects of our movement’s success - and 
thus the future for animals. We need a ‘political turn’ in animal protection research and 
advocacy to harness the promise that exists in terms of the strong ethical arguments for 
animal protection - and public support - which runs way ahead of the government.    
A key aim of your organisation is to lobby for a governmental Animal Protection Commission. How 
would this improve things for animals?
Animal welfare is not a UK Government aim or value, hence it is almost always sacrificed 
when it comes into conflict with even the most trivial, minority human wants, like people 
who wish to keep primates as pets. A useful metaphor in political science is to conceive 
of ideas and their influence in terms of viruses and their ability to replicate: unfortunately, 
the UK government does not have a ‘receptor’ for the animal welfare ‘virus’, so it is 
institutionally ‘immune’ to the concept.  This extreme indifference is reflected in the way 
the Home Office and DEFRA fail to regulate harmful animal use. Both policy-making fields 
have been completely captured by those with an interest in hurting animals. So we need 
major reforms. An Animal Protection Commission should take over responsibilities from 
the Home Office and DEFRA and, critically, should operate along deliberative democratic 
lines, where everyone is listened to and policy is based on intelligent deliberation of ethical 
and scientific matters, rather than dictated by who has most power and money. 
An Animal Protection Commission would also rectify the fact that there isn’t currently any 
government body charged with speaking up for animals – another symptom of the disregard 
for animals.  
Effectively, it is all about creating a level-playing field for public opinion and animal welfare 
considerations. The bottom line is that without this kind of over-arching, structural reform, 
campaign groups will continue to bang their heads against a brick wall when trying to persuade 
the government to show some mercy to animals in specific policy areas.
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I know from my own experience of campaigning for change at Oxford University that institutions – 
particularly within academia – can be extremely conservative and tradition-bound. Can you envisage 
a time in the future when animal experimentation is finally abolished? 
Yes, it is possible - but whether it happens is another thing. The rational logic, in both ethical 
and scientific terms, is towards the abolition of harmful animal experimentation, certainly. 
What can we, the general public, do to help bring that day closer?
We all need to realise that this is fundamentally a political problem. Ultimately, the government is 
responsible for the fate of the hundreds of millions of animals who suffer and die at human hands 
in this country every year. We need to not only put our principles into action in our everyday lives, 
but we also have to engage politically – we are the animals’ only spokespeople and ambassadors. 
When politicians fear losing their seats or being kicked out of government because of their 
support for cruel policies, then we will have significant leverage to achieve the compassionate, 
principled changes we and the animals so desperately need.  
Dan Lyons is CEO of the Centre for Animals and Social Justice, an animal protection think 
tank, and Honorary Research Fellow at the University of Sheffield’s Department of Politics, 
UK. He has won several awards for his research, including the Political Studies Association 
Prize for the best thesis in Government and Public Administration. In January 2014 he was 
appointed to membership of the Irish Government’s statutory advisory committee on the 
regulation of animal experimentation.
The Politics of Animal Experimentation is published by Palgrave Macmillan, 
ISBN No. 9780230355118 http://www.palgrave.com/products/title.aspx?pid=532823

Sharon Howe is founder and joint coordinator of Voice for Ethical Research at Oxford 
(VERO) www.vero-uk.org

BORN TO DIE

A new BUAV investigation has uncovered the shocking killing of puppies, kittens 
and other baby animals born to die in a UK laboratory. 
The BUAV has just released footage following an 8 month long undercover investigation 
which they carried out at MSD Animal Health in 2013. The investigation has exposed that:

•	 Tests were carried out on puppies as young as 4 weeks and kittens as young as 8 
weeks old.

•	 The puppies from 5 weeks of age and kittens less than 6 months old were routinely 
killed.

•	 That puppies were taken away from their mothers to be used in tests, some at 
just 4 weeks of age.

•	 That healthy female adult beagles were killed once their puppies were taken away 
for tests, because they no longer served a purpose. 



23

During BUAV’s investigation alone at least 92 beagle puppies, 10 adult, nursing, female beagles, 
15 kittens and an unknown number of rabbits, calves and chickens were killed at the facility. 
(The investigation bore witness to the deaths of 180 chickens and 18 rabbits.) 
This heart breaking story was revealed thanks to the courage of a BUAV investigator. 
It exposes routine horrors that the research industry is keen the general public never 
finds out about. It is tragically too late for these individuals, but please see 
http://www.buav.org/undercover-investigations/born-to-die for further information about 
the investigation and to find out how you can help.

Solitude

I am in my room, alone.
Time is nothing.

The silence and its stillness pleases me.

I can keep this solitude
Without question,

Until the need to end it pleases me.

In his small cage, alone,
Time is nothing.

His silence is within, inside his brain.
He keeps this inward silence

To protect him
From eyes that do not understand his pain.

I keep him in this cage
My primate brother,

I must be sure that he knows
Who is master,

That in my hand, alone, lies freedom’s key.

~Virginia McKenna. From the Born Free Foundation Anniversary Collection. With 
many thanks to Virginia McKenna for her permission to reproduce this poem. For further 
information about Born Free’s work, please visit www.bornfree.org.uk

“If we could establish a deep, abiding relationship with nature, we would never kill an 
animal for our appetite, we would never harm, vivisect, a monkey, a dog, a guinea pig for 
our benefit. We would find other ways to heal our wounds, heal our bodies.”

~ Jiddu Krishnamurti
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OVERSEAS NEWS          

THE ON-GOING FIGHT AGAINST THE LIVE DOG MEAT TRADE
Network For Animals reports: 

July 5th, McArthur Highway, Philippines, 3.30am: A Network For Animals Anti Dog Meat 
Trade team seize the carcasses of 68 dogs from the back of a rental van.
Hours prior to this, the team began monitoring activities at a suspected dog slaughterhouse 
in the Philippines Laguna province. Initially there was little that seemed unusual about the 
building, until a van quietly left in the dead of night.
Suspicious of such a late movement, the team followed the van until the destination became 
clear: Baguio City - the hotspot of Philippines dog meat consumption. They managed to force 
the vehicle to stop on the darkness of the McArthur Highway. 
What they discovered in the van was truly horrifying: The butchered carcasses of 68 dogs, 
partially wrapped in canvas, and partially stuffed into an ice box. 
The driver and his accomplice quickly fled into the night, although the team were able to 
identify them. They have since been reported to the police, and Network For Animals is 
pressing for their arrest.
The islands of the Philippines have very mixed views on animals and animal care. While many 
people share loving ‘western’ attitudes towards dogs, for example, a great many others eat 
them. It is the abject cruelty behind the dog meat trade that makes this such a pressing social 
justice issue. There is no regulation whatsoever when it comes to killing dogs.
Dog meat traders acquire animals by routinely stealing defenceless pets, by rounding up 
strays and by purchasing unwanted, homeless dogs. The dog’s sensitive muzzle is immediately 
bound with nylon string or has a tin can forced over it. Their front legs are often forced 
behind their backs and tied – causing painful dislocation. The dogs are left in this agonizing 
and terrifying condition, sometimes for several days, in thirty degree plus heat, and without 
any food or water. 
During transportation, the trussed dogs are crammed so tightly into cages that they are 
literally unable to move. The lucky ones who have been forced against the bars of the cages 
manage to get some fresh air in the stifling heat. The dogs in the middle of the load are less 
fortunate and often suffocate or die of heat stroke. Mortality rates during transportation 
can rise as high as 90%. But mortality rates are of no concern to the dog meat traders, as 
the dead animals are processed along with the living for the markets and restaurants, and 
are still profitable. 
The dogs are slaughtered in makeshift slaughterhouses. They are either clubbed to death or 
have their throats cut while they are still conscious. Their fur is singed off with a blowtorch, 
and their bodies are dismembered and distributed covertly. 
Eating dog meat was finally made illegal in 1998, and penalties for involvement were made 
tougher by the Rabies Act in 2007, both thanks largely to Network For Animals’ campaign 
work.  Today minimum prison sentences for the killing and sale of dog meat are 12 months. 
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While this acts as some deterrent, police in the Philippines don’t prioritise the dog meat 
trade. It takes persuasion by groups such as Network For Animals for any action to be 
taken. Since the year 2000, we have rescued more than 5000 dogs from traders, prosecuted 
more than 100 traders, and closed down 26 slaughterhouses, and 21 live animal markets.
To learn more about Network For Animals’ work, please see www.networkforanimals.org.

NEW PETA VIDEO SHOWS WOOL INDUSTRY WORKERS KILLING, 
PUNCHING AND STAMPING ON SHEEP
PETA US has released footage shot secretly at farms and shearing sheds in the US and 
Australia, in the first undercover investigation of its kind. 
PETA US’ exposé of the wool industry in the US and Australia, (the source of 90 per cent 
of the world’s ‘merino’ wool,) shows workers violently punching terrified sheep in the face, 
stamping and standing on the animals’ heads and necks, and beating and jabbing them in 
their faces with electric clippers and a hammer. 
Some sheep died as a result of this abuse, including one whose neck was deliberately twisted 
to the point of her death. Investigators also documented that large, gaping, bloody wounds 
which were left on the sheep’s bodies were stitched closed by workers using a needle and 
thread – and without any pain relief.
The video highlights just some of the cruelty that was observed by investigators at 19 shearing 
sheds that were visited in Australia and at 14 US farms in Wyoming, Colorado and Nebraska. 
In one incident in Colorado, a shearer killed a sheep by repeatedly twisting, bending and breaking 
her neck. He swore violently throughout his abuse. As he kicked the dying animal head-first 
down a chute, he said, “I might have killed it”. He admitted previously injuring another sheep 
by bending the animal’s neck back, and excused himself with the words, “I get angry”.
PETA US has asked state and local law-enforcement agencies to investigate and file criminal 
charges against the workers for, what are believed to be, violations of cruelty-to-animals laws. 
PETA is sending the video to all UK retailers who sell wool, with a unique appeal to them 
to end their sale of wool products, citing the abuse of sheep during shearing, live export and 
mulesing (the flaying of live lambs) as three key reasons to avoid wool. PETA UK’s Associate 
Director Mimi Bekhechi comments:
“Sheep are gentle prey animals who are petrified of even being held down, yet these sheep 
were punched in the face, kicked and stamped on and had their heads slammed into the 
floor by unsupervised, impatient shearers, causing them great distress, injury - and even 
death. PETA is calling on shoppers around the world to reject cruelty to animals – and that 
means never buying wool.”
For more information, please visit http://www.peta.org.uk.

“Behold, the Lord GOD comes...and his recompense before him...he will gather the lambs in 
his arms, he will carry them in his bosom, and gently lead those that are with young.” 

~ Isaiah 40:10-11
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Talking Turkeys!
Be nice to yu turkeys dis christmas 
Cos’ turkeys just wanna hav fun 
Turkeys are cool, turkeys are wicked
An every turkey has a Mum. 
Be nice to yu turkeys dis christmas, 
Don’t eat it, keep it alive, 
It could be yu mate, an not on your plate 
Say, Yo! Turkey I’m on your side. 
I got lots of friends who are turkeys 
An all of dem fear christmas time, 
Dey wanna enjoy it, dey say humans destroyed it 
An humans are out of dere mind, 
Yeah, I got lots of friends who are turkeys
Dey all hav a right to a life, 
Not to be caged up an genetically made up
By any farmer an his wife. 

Turkeys just wanna play reggae 
Turkeys just wanna hip-hop 
Can yu imagine a nice young turkey saying, 
I cannot wait for de chop, 
Turkeys like getting presents, dey wanna watch christmas TV, 
Turkeys hav brains an turkeys feel pain 
In many ways like yu an me. 
 
I once knew a turkey called........ Turkey 
He said “Benji explain to me please, 
Who put de turkey in christmas 
An what happens to christmas trees?”, 
I said “I am not too sure turkey 
But it’s nothing to do wid Christ Mass 
Humans get greedy an waste more dan need be 
An business men mek loadsa cash.” 
 
Be nice to yu turkey dis christmas 
Invite dem indoors fe sum greens 
Let dem eat cake an let dem partake 
In a plate of organic grown beans, 
Be nice to yu turkey dis christmas 
An spare dem de cut of de knife, 
Join Turkeys United an dey’ll be delighted 
An yu will mek new friends ‘FOR LIFE’. 

~Benjamin Zephaniah From Talking Turkeys, Penguin Books, 1995
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UPCOMING EVENTS

The 11th Interfaith Celebration of Animals

At Golders Green Unitarians, Hoop Lane, Golders Green, London.

On Saturday October 4th, 2014 at 3pm.

To celebrate St. Francis Day and Mahatma Gandhi’s birthday and to mark World 
Animal Day. Supported by Quaker Concern for Animals.

We shall welcome speakers from the Buddhist, Christian, Hindu, Jain, Jewish, 
Muslim and Sikh faiths.

For more details, please contact the Reverend Feargus O’Connor 
at: ggunirev@aol.com

PURPLE POPPIES FOR REMEMBRANCE OF ANIMALS IN WAR

Services for Remembrance will be held countrywide on Sunday, November 9th, 2014.

Our involvement with Animal Aid’s Purple Poppy campaign is growing. Please contact 
them at www.animalaid.org.uk, or Ann Johnson at ann.john377@btinternet.com for 
more details, if you would like to lay purple poppies at your town’s service.

The Anglican Society for the Welfare of Animals service, led by Reverend 
George Ochola, will be at 3pm on November 9th at the Animals’ War Memorial, 
Park Lane, London. www.aswa.org.uk 

QUAKER CONCERN FOR ANIMALS ANNUAL GENERAL MEETING

On May 9th, 2015 at Friends’ House, 173, Euston Road, London.

Speaker to be confirmed in Spring 2015 issue. 

“Not to hurt our humble brethren is our first duty to them, but to stop there is not 
enough. We have a higher mission – to be of service to them wherever they require it.”

~ St Francis of Assisi 
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The Selection, colour drawing by Sue Coe

“To my mind the life of a lamb is no less precious than that of a human being. I should be unwilling 
to take the life of a lamb for the sake of the human body. I hold that, the more helpless a creature, 
the more entitled it is to the protection by man from the cruelty of man.”
~ Mahatma Gandhi


