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THE HERALD OF THE GOLDEN AGE .-

Is Meat-Eatfing sanctioned by
Divine Authority.

U dud God said, Behold, £ bave given sow every herd Borring send,
=hseh O wpon She faoe of Phe carth, ond every free i fe allich
r'_l:ﬂ__,l"rn'r'.l' off & freg _J'J'ﬂ'é':ﬂ':?'.'!f..':l',' Per i iF phedl e for wrers”

those who are seriously desirous of solving the

’1.“J “Food " question; these words will appeal with
singular force. There
iz nothing ambiguous
about. them; nor are
we left in any doubt.
We are distinctly told
i this chapter of our
gmicred  Soriptures that
althouzh we are to have
domipion over the- fish
of the sea, the fowl of
the gir, and over every
living thing that moveth
upon the carth, the frudts of the earth only are given to
ns Jor ineak.

This is the plain command of the Creator. YWe are
to eat of every herh and of the froits of the trees, but wo
are not commanded toent of the flesh of ammals or of
fish: the vegetable kingdom is expressly reserved and set
apart for man's food, and this is a fact that cannot be
sat aside or controverted:

The exfing of flesh by man, however, may be traced
back to the remotest pericds of history. In the eighth
chapu_'-r of Genesis we hear of Noah offering bumt offer-
ings to the Lord “of every clean bepst and of every clean
fowl,”™ and it may be inferred from this that the practice
of taking the lives of certain beasts and certain fowls had
existed some time previous (o his period. Tt mav aleo
be presumed that since man had resorted to the practice
of taking the lives of animals, it was with the olgect of
providing himself with Tood.

But it 12 by no means certain that, becanse man ate
of the flesh of animals, and offered it as burnt offerings to
the Lord, the Creator nicessarily approned of the practice.

Moah was ope of the few survivors of a rmce that had
heen destroved becanse of dis sins, amd it i conceivable
that o take the Dves of God's creatures and et their
flesh as meat was among the sing which were an - aboms.
ination to the Loed, and which caused Him to destroy
the homan race.

We need hardly go back to Noah's days to realize that
many false sacrifices, dedications and offerings are: made
to the Lord, which must be an abomination to Him;
many an act and deed done in the name of Religion
which is an outeage to His Holingss; much shedding ok
human blood and offering up even of human lives in the
cruellest manner in the name of Chrst.

For nigh two thousand years frightful tortures have
been inflicted by man on his fellows; poor humanity
has been persecuted, hunted, imprigoned and glain with
relentless cruelty and cold-blooded ferocity: and since
the Hedeemer walked the earth, man has succeeded
in deloging the centuries with oceans of innocent
Fal sl lt'llllill'l,!lj, gut e His Heoly Name. In com-
paratively  modem  times the  termble  Inguisition
swallowed up its countless thousands, and even in our

own country, the prison, the faggot and the block have
claimed their unoffending and helpless victime.

Moah, then, being human, was hable to human weak-
ness, to the evil influcnce of inherited sin; to WT!‘-"E
conceptions of what was due to the Loed ; to perverte
ideas of the nature of true service, ot of sacrifices that
wonld e :|l::l.‘:|.‘.;1l:1:]:lh.‘. to Him. .

Noah in common with his race, had been in the
habit, probably, of killng certain *clean™ animals for
food, and as this form of food seemed good in Jns
sight, he considered it his duty to make serificial
offerings of it to the Lord. 1t does not, however,
follow that Moah was l'igh! in his logic! It was con-
trary o the Creator'’s command to use the HBesh of
animala for food, and it @2 presumed that Noah must
have been aware of this: vet, because it had been kis
custom to do 2o, he saw no harm in offering it sacri-
ficially to the very Being who had expressly set apart
the froits of the earth for man’as meat.

To satisly the lusts of the fesh and pander to that
sensual egotism which was as common in Moah's time
as it is to-day, the express commands of God were set
aside and considered of no particular moment in the
ecoonomy. of life.

It seems clear then that Noah sinned the sins of
his forefathers, in this respect at least. And it appears
equally clear that subsequent penerations right through
Biblical history simply followed Neah's example.

Many of the relgions teachers mentioned in the
Bible who “stond wp for the Lord™ were essentially
human, and endowed: with human taztes and weak-
nesses,. They found the practice of eating animal flesh
COMMON mong all |||:|rlr|-.:5 when '|.I|!|:':'.' were born inko the
world, and they simply accepted it just as it stood. They
were but mien, and were liable to Anite man's errors when
he comes to interpret God's laws and commands.

They had forgotten that God cammot err, 5 not
liable to mistakes; does not constantly change His
mind as man does!

They had forgotten that, when God created this
world in which we live, He made no mistakes and left
nothing forgotten  And that' among other things He
made man and appented certain of Hi creations for
man’s foosd.

God placed the entire vegetable kingdom at man’s
dizposal, so0 that he might ecat and be satisfed. But
thiz did not satisfy him; he losted after other meats,
and 1n obtainng them he disobeved one of the Creators
commands, and all the sophistry that man can bring
in support of other interpretations of this plan com-
mand cannot  alter the fucis,

It would, however, certainly appear that in many
of the books of the Bible there are passages that
might lead one to suppose God approved of the
Flﬂfli-:‘-e‘-- But if we continue to look into the Scriptures
or further evidence on the subject, we shall soon find
references of a totally different character, and a little
study of the guestion will make it clearly mamnifest
that there is a ateady progressive development of thought
in this respect running through the Old Testament.

In endeavouring to arrive at the truth behind
SCETNINE  Inconsistency, we must remember that  the
variableness lies not in the Will of God in the matter,
but i man's inlerpretation of 4. It is impossible that
God's law of right and wrong in this respect, as in
any other, could have ever changed.

M Feor maen kncw eacupk 1o make them deexd apiritual parabysis.”
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Believing then as we do i the mmmutability of
God's word, i 1t not incredible to suppese that this
Omniscient  Being, when planning ont His marvellous
scheme of creation, should have created man a fru-
givorous creature and have commanded him accordingly
to eat of the fruits of the carth, and & few years later
have changed His mind?

Surely this & not the plan upon which God works;
surely He knows what He is about; and His word 15
more firmly established than the stars. To adoot that
the Supreme Being changed His mind 15 to invest Him
with- the attnbutes of man: erring, weak, changeabls
man; and as we naturally shrink from such a position,
we must seck for another solution of the difficalty.

It seems that an explanation of the seceming incon-
sistency 15 offered in the fact that Jewizsh historians
have aii.\'a}'a regarded their Jehovah as a Personal God;
and once we clothe the Creator with personal attri-
butes, we make Him subject to human weaknesses.
Such a conception of God may well lead the mind
inte all sorts of errers, and it cerfainly appears that,
as the whole of the old Jewish writers regarded Jehovah as
a Persopal Being, and moreover az a God possessed
of the same passions and attributes as man, they found
it casy enough to believe that, ag He was given to
anger, jealousy, repentance and soch like weaknesses,
He might conceivably change His mind occasionally.

In other words, God was measured by human
standards, and man utterly failed to appreciate Him;
failed to arrive at a just estimate of His immeasurable
oreptness, of the awid magnitode of His might,
mijesty, and power: and of the profundity of His un-
changeableness.

At the very earliest period of Israclitich History we
find the people following the instincts of all semi.savage
races by shedding the blood of animals and offering their
bodies as sacrifices to appease the Being they worshipped,
and it 15 conceivable that the rulers of Ismacl, in codifying
the costoms ‘into some intelligible shape to meet the
requirements of the times, only followed these instinets
if giﬁ:]g o the EJI_::II!:IID: that wonderful code of laws which
i to be found o the books of Numbers and Leviticns;
inatincts, however, which completely harmonized with
their own tastes and inclination® in the matter.

Further on, as the peo became more enhghtened,
we fimd less attention paid to the migid oedinances Lid
down by ancient law-givers. . In Pslm 1, 17-10, wrir._t,en
by Dayvid about 1034 B.C., we find the following
passage t-—

“The sacrifices of Cod are s broken spirit; & broken and a
camtrite heaet, O God, Thow wilt not despase,™

Still later, abont 760 B.C., we find the following
reference to the subject in Isaiah 1, 17-14:—

* T'o what purpose is the mullitade of your sacrifices unto Me?
wnithi the Lord = [ am dull of the burnt offermgs al rams and the fo
of fed beanfa ;oand 1 delight aot inthe blosd of ballocks, or of lamis,
o off he-groats,

U Ren ye come 1o appear before me wha bath reguired this at
your hand, to fread my cowrts

Such scriptures clearly show that, not enly had the
people no divine authority to offer these burnt offerings
and sacrifices, but they were actually an abomination
to the Lard. The Lord God of Israel iz here asking
by what authority these abominations were offered to
Him : and it is i:i::‘nr that this most have had a potent
effect on the Israclitish priesthood in checking these
bloody sacrifices, as it will be eeen from this time

onwards that the cruel practice gradually recedes inta the
backgronnd, and finally disappears with the advent of
the Redesmer. So much, at least, may be said as to
the practice of using animal Hash by way of sacrifice.

The first chapter of Genesis perhaps stands alone
among the many beautifol chapters of the Bible. It i3
not a biography of man, as 15 practically the rest of the
Old  Testament. . It dis an onknown record of God's
creation, accepled as troe by the Jewish pesples and by
the Christian pations.

The remainder of the 0ld Testament stands out in
sharp contrast to this. It is a strange lending of God
and man; on the ane hand we have God a5 Personal
Being striving, stroggling for the mastery of man’s soul;
pleading, besceching man to be troe to Him and not to
depart from one who had been so good and mercifal 1o
himm ; and then threatening, curging and pusishing him;
and on the other, a record of man's base ingratitude to
his Creator, and of his vices; iniquities and crimes ; and,
alas! thero is but little said of his virtoes,

Bearing in mind the character of the race depieted
in the historical books of the Old Testament. we may
well be pardoned if we accept with many donbts the
views held i thoze times in regard to the killing of God's
creatores and using their flesh as human food ) and it is
perfectly clear that no justification whatever ean  be
found in these books for the practice of meat-eating, but
that the evidence is rather the other way, tending to
show, on the whole, divine disapprobation of the habit.

But in turning to the Gospels of the New Testament,
we have a new set of conditions to deal with, masmuech
as the mtercst” at ‘once ceatres roand the acts and teach-
ings of the supremely inspired Son of God, and pretexts
in favour of the consumption of animal food are at once
sought for and found in the examples supposed to be
set by Chrst Himself. The marnage feast in Cana of
Galilee; feeding the multitude with loaves and fishea:
and the partaking of the broiled fish and the honeveomb
after His Kesorrection, are all gquoted as divine examples
in favour of meat-eating: bot let oz examine the matter
somewhat closely before we make up our minds one way
ot the other

When the Saviour came among g, He came with: no
mrthi:,: chp n.m_{ I:ii'l.'_:|||'|'|.Fl.i|.I:|_I_'.4'.. H-:: took 1!|1|.|ﬂ!| Hi:l!uin'.]f
man's estate, man’s methods, habits and customs; incloding
his wayvs of eating and drinking. It does not, however,
follow that, becanse the Lord became mein for our ke,
He necessarily afproved of all man's habits and modes of
life. A g matter of fact, in the four books of the Now
Testament that record the life and works of the Saviour,
and lay bare tosome extent the simplicity and frogality of
His domestic life, there is really no direct evidence i proof
of His ever having partaken of animal food; no evidence of
a nature; let us say, that would be accepted as conclusive
in any human court of justice of to-day.

The most that can be required of usis to admit, for
the sake of argument, that there is evidence, by implica-
tion only, that Christ may possibly have sometimes
partaken of animal food. Bot as evidence of this nature
is of a #egative rather than a posifive character, nothing
can be proved by it " ]

We find in 5t. Matthew xi, 19, that iz enemics
accused Him of ‘being *a man glottonous and a wine-
bibber,” In St Mark i, 15, that He “sat at meat with
publicans and sinners" (the word here translated “ meat™
in the orginal refers to feod, not flesh; the *meat

#* There 15 room for common-sense, even im our prayers,”
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offering” of the Hebrews was one of corn and otl) ; while
all. the books of the Gospels refer to His feeding the
multitude with loaves and fishes.

But the most that this disclases i3 the fact that He,
to whom all things were possible, did not despise human
habits, or human mens of reheving hunger; nor did
He hold aloal from them.

We must also remember that fish was probably an
absolute necessity for the crowded population of Palestine
at that time.  And the taking of net-caught fish does not
involve bloodshed and cruelty that is neediess: therefore
the consumption of this type of food is a very different act
to the eating of the flesh of warm-blooded animals,
whether eonsidered feom  the ethical oF the 'I'l:l'H'iqrn'iu::
standpoint.

It is indeed conceivable that, consclons as wo know
He was of ‘Hiz divine ongin, He most have experienced
many things in Hiz briel human existence that were re-
pugnant to Him; suffered many a thing that caused Him
bitter pain and decp humiliabon, yet he gave oo sign.

Mot the least among those aflictions were those which
the God-Man found in the daily routine of human life;

It iz distinctly recorded by the early Fathers of the
Church that several of the Aposiles were total abstainers
from flesh-food, and it is more than probable that they
were following. the cxalted |:~.1-;.11:|'||::|]-':ﬂiJ their Master.

Looking at the subject from this standpoint, it would
seem that the argument in favour of flesh-eating has
little to gain by any reference to the records of the life
of Christ, and His attitude in the matter.

E . T

Two of the commonest reasons given in favour of
meat-eating are:

1. That if Ged did not intend man (o eat of the
flesh of animals, He would not have given
them to us.

2. That man's teeth are evidently intended for the
cating of ammal food; and if they were not
given to us for that purposs, why are we pro-
wided with them ?

In repard to the first point, there is, no doubt, wide-
spread misconception on the question. It iz believed
by most people, who will et think for themselves, that
all animals whose flesh is considered what is popularly
termed “good to eat™ were really given to us by God
for food. If for humane considerations it be suppested
by some one that they should abstain from the use of
amimal fsod, the answer comes promptly, “Why should
It It was given to us for food, and why shouldn't 1
eat beef or mutton, or anything else 1 like 77

Then we frequently hear it contended that what we
call the domestic animals “belong 1o man”; they are
his property; he breeds, rears, feeds them; and if he
kills sach of them as are * good for human food,” he has
a perfect right to do so; they belong to him as ‘nght-
fully as do his landz and house, and other goods and
chattels, and he can therefore do what he Iiikes with
them.

Let vz take the first of these reasons, wviz., that
certain animals were given to us for food. Now if there
it a gift there must be a giver. The pift is the effect,
the mver the cause. Who was the giver; and when,
how and where, and upon whom was the gift bestowed ?

We have scen that there i3 nothing in the Qld
Testament to prove that the Almighty God created

any of the animals for man's food, but that on the
contrary he was expressly enjoined to eat of the {roits
of the earth; and to have, at the same time, dentinion
over the rest of the animal creation. Let us, however,
pause a moment and consider what was meant by
domigien,  Did the Creator mean that dominion owver
“every living thing that moveth upen the earth” gave
man the right to slaoghter His ereatures for food?
Hardly that, or reference wonld have betn made to it
in the next verse:—

“ Aud Gad suid, Fekold, I lve givem yon ewery herd bearing

serd wkich iF wpon the firer of the rarth, and worey fm- in
Hhe which dn e fruil of & free yielding seed o fo pow ¥ shell
de for menl'

After so plain o command, the only interpretation
that dominion might bear 15 its literal meaning—/lordsivip,
fomer !

Godd ereated other beings besides man, and as man
of them were physcially stronger than man himself,
it was necessary that he chould be protected against
them, and have dominion  over I]'u.':'::,' but it was
evidently not the dominion af brute strength that was
planned by the Creator, but the superior power of
moral and spiritual foree.

God put into man's hands no puny human weapons
of offence and defence, but armed him with that mighty
controlling farce which 15 not well-known among us to-day,
alas! We have lost the power, but in those far-away
days when “man walked with God" it was different.

Perfect man and perfect woman were God's first
human creations;. iving sonls endowed with pechaps
divine attrbutes, and invested wath such spisitual power
as wonld ensure to them complete dominion over * every
living thing that moveth upon the earth*: and 1t was
in this sense that man was given dominion over God's
creatures.

Briefly, there is absolutely no evidence to show that
the practice of kiiling certain anmimals for food purposes
is anyvthing: more than a man-made practice that was
horn rl::nf hnman 1’.‘t’:t\-’i||ﬂ§. and fed Irjr man’s insatiahle
appetite.

In the old, old davs, when the fathers of the human
race walked the earth as primitive men, they found that
the flesh aof some of the animals was good, and they
slew them as we do to-day withoul let or hindrance.
They were not troubled in those days by such questions
as “ Meom and Tuum,™ ethics and religion, right and
wrong ; nor were they swaved by such sl:utimfnralgn:asnns
as humane considerations, mercy, compassion, and the
rest of it.

The nomadic life of the Israclites uwnder Moses
rendered the cultivation of wegetables, as we know it
tonday, an impossibility.  Sheep, goats, and oxen were
plentiful; they carried their flocks and herds with them :
here was convenient form of food : amd as there was no
other available, these animals  necessarily formed the
staple food of the people. The only thing Moses and
the mlcrs of Israel conld do wag to earb, as far as it wag
wise and politic to do so, the lusts and appetites of the
people ; and their efforts in this direction Emmd EXpTES-
sion in the elaborate systemn of laws and regulations found
in the Pentateuch.

But the domestic animals were no more riven to these
ancicnt peoples in thosze faraway times thiad they are
riven to as in these days. The practice of eating animal
ood was initiated by man probably at a time when the

“Tao live & censecratied lile i 1B¢ omly brue way 1o fecdom.”
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economic conditions under swhich he lived were cxoes-
sively hard. Food was scarce and the grossest ipnorince
prevailed as to the highly nutritive value of many vege-
table products which na deoubt existed then as now. If
man under such conditions, therefore, took such means
of subsistence as were ready ta hand, there are certainly
many excuses for him; indeed be had no choice in the
matter: it was animal food or starvetion ; and the com-
mon law of self-preservation dictated which alternative
to take.

In considering the contention that ** domestic animals
being the property of the owners man has a perfect
eizhE to kil them and wse their flesh as food,” we should
bear in mind one or two points,  When we speak of
righis, we should not forget that there are vighis of many
kinds, There are legal and moral rights, rights in equity
and in law, just rights and unjust rights, the right of
might, right of deminicn and power, and so on ad -
Jinstume. By which of these rights is the question we are
considering to be decided,

If we attempt to settle it on the ground that these
animals are ours by the legal night of mbertance, the
analvtical mind of an able lawyer would at once look
into our title and trace it back and back till he eame to
thase far-off dayvs when our ancestors took their animals
by right of might, and although he would admit that
custom has established a nght, he would at the sime
time tell us that oor fitle was fanlty inasmuch as our
ancestors obtained their possessions by force.

Let ws draw a paralle] between this ease and that
ol many alf - thas great families of our own COUNEY, -or,
for that matter, of any conntry in Eurepe. The landed
possessions of many of these great ones of the earth
ace: vast and vield great revenues. They are firmly
established in them, and the law of the country recog.
izt their  proprictorship. I“';E'Ii:ﬂ'llj}‘ m-da:.' bethers
himself about the equity of their titles; the land is
theirs: 1 has descended for gencraticns from heir to
hieir, and that 1= enough.

But trace back the history of some of these lords
of the earth; go back generation by generation; hack
to those days when strife was rile, and breast-plate
and morion, sword and spear, were importantl factors
in the formation of family cstates and the upbuilding
of family names,

Go back to those " pood old days ™ when *f barons
held their sway ™ and serfilom was the portion of the
people ; to those fine old times when the strong Dand
took what it wanted and held what it took; when
kings confiscated the estates of those who opposed
them; and distributed them with lavish hand among
eonrtiers and flatterers; gave away with unstinted
generosity that which was not theirs to give, and
entiched those who bad no cight too réceive, save the
tight which might gives.

You shall find that had not bme sanctioned the
title ‘it would have been found of s0 fuulty a natre
that no court of justice of to-day would wphold it
And you would realize in this ¢ase, as in the other,
that many an owner of inberited estates has no more
equitable, just, moral right to his property than has
the man who claims the right of taking the lives of
living creaiures.

The right of fossession, the right of mighi—both
being legalized by man-made laws and by custom—are
his: but man's laws are not God's laws, and although

man finds it easy enough to justify himself before
earthly judges, his conscience must tell him that he
cannot omd will not be able to offer justification before
that High Tribunal which takez fmo n:'.-.'-|;'r'|ia-::|r|r_.|1 of such
hman E'l.ws as are not framed in justice and equity,
and administersd in mercy and compassion,

In considering the second point, that ® the human
tecth are evidently intended for flesh food,” we shoukd
fot oo readily accept all that people =av in this world.
.‘l[:l.nl'_i' H R} a"l.ill‘il':IEiH'. I{IF r|||;~z||_-|_-.:_|.l‘ir|g Il'iill I_'II'_I f:jl“[d i
defend  the F-r:'lEli.EE' on - the E.l’-:lllrld-: ul man's teeth
being those of the carmivora; whereis, as a matter of
lact they are nothing of the kind, One writer says t—

U The phydical  simecture of man is  declared by oue mos
wminent biologists 1o reveal the idisputable fact that he ds w0 the
present day, s he wis l:lhu-uumt-.- o FERFS A, raturally i I:rlu.
Fivaraus Irusi-eatang ) ammnl A . :|..'\-|:|lr||¢|'|_ scientific
clasuification plades man with the anthropoid apes, at the bead of
the highest order of mamneals.  These amimnls bear the  clasest
rescenblanee 10 hieneasn belrgs, their tectl and snfernsl pepans heng
prachically Gdemtical weth those of mas, and & natural state I_hrr
anhsist abmost entirely upon oots, seeds, and frait "

There 15, besides this testimony, overwhelming
scientific evidence forthcoming of man being of the
fmigivarous order of of mammals (z2e © The Testimony
of Science in faveur of Natural and Homane Diet,” pub-
lished by The Order of the Golden Ape), and if thoese
wha [-:muw the practice of partaking of flesh food,
because they believe they belong to the carnivorous
order, will nat fook into the question for themselves,
then they must bear the charge of deliberately shutting
their eyes to facts.

Man 1z not of the order of carmvorous ammals; and
no amount of sophistical jugglery can prove him to be
g0, He i3 declared by the most eminent authorities
i be -of the fmgivorous order, and if,  after science
has spoken, man persists i his cormvarous practicss,
he will da 2o becanze be lostz alter the fesh of Gad's
inofiensive creainres, and not hecause he believes he

wis intended by his Creator to be a mcat-eater,
Wilkiam E. Cooper.

Thh arcle, sik @iy 3diees, s b applsd ot doms of & amic booking
- 2 -
THE SIMPLE LIFE.

Tlm truly Simple Life iz when we obey Nature, and do
not defly her laws.

MNature bids us nse with the lark, and go to rest when
mizht sbeals across her form.

Natore bids us drink only when thirsty, and of water
pure; While to eat when hunger calls for #ur.n:l 15 her only
legitimate meal-time.

Mature clothes us'in scant attire; so we should dress
as simply and akin to the human form as possible, es-
chewing the hidecus tyrannies of attire which disfigore
men and women, and which deprive them of freedom.

If we abey Mature we must cist aside the shims and
mockeries of conventionality, be it in dress; food, religion,
or customs. Those who are slaves to these shrink from
doing 3o, for these false gods are their deitics. :

We know that many of our customs aré horrible.
Manv of our laws, likewize. are disgraceful, and our
morals, immoralities. Yet Seciety and Co. cling to all,
and bolster up the falze and the anreal, and worship both
becanse it suns their purpose to do so.

When we learn to face the truth and live up to it, the
Simpler Life will come.

Lady Florence Dixic.

¥ An empty mind i like 4n usweeded and wncultivated garden.”



