From: frater493@thelemicgnosticism.org 

Vegetarians can be referred to as true fanatics. On the other hand, they are seriously misled in their beliefs. Practically nobody argues with them, since it is really difficult to convince a vegetarian of his or her self-deception. May be that is the reason why the vegetarian movement develops so actively around the globe and continues to recruit many new members. 

To produce a cell is not an easy process for the human body. Being a parent to all cells, a human being is supposed to be responsible for all of them. The human body is unable to generate all substances necessary for the production of cells. It has only 12 or 20 protein amino acids required for the process. The remaining chemicals are supposed to be delivered with food. Each and every human cell is supposed to be supplied with first class animal protein. 

Some may say that there is enough protein in vegetables (beans, for example) True, but recent studies show that vegetable protein can be digested only with the help of its animal analogue. 

The human body has its own preferences, by the way. Experts proved that our body requires and assimilates the following substances as construction materials: 

Egg white – 100% 
Soured milk – 90% 
Fresh milk – 83% 
Beef – 76% 
Cottage cheese – 75% 

Compare this data with that concerning vegetable protein: 

Wheat bread – 52% 

This is the main reason why dietitians recommend to consume 60 percent of animal protein and 40 percent of vegetable analogue from the daily ration. 

No vitamins and mineral substances are of any use if our organism does not receive animal protein. Like vegetable protein, they can not be digested without animal protein. 

Vegetarians, especially those of advanced age, usually face numerous health problems that are mainly caused with the shortage of animal protein. After two months of no-meat diet, the quantity of protein in the cardiac muscle decreases four times, which triggers the development of heart failure. The work of all other organs worsens soon after. A vegetarian man or woman may find themselves on the brink of dystrophy. 

First signs of dystrophy are not that evident and burdensome, but the resulting effect may lead to lamentable consequences. Have you ever seen starving African children on TV? Then you must remember those thin legs and swelled bellies, which dystrophy causes. 

If you are going to have children, do not be in a hurry to join vegetarians. Many people think that such lifestyle produces rejuvenating effect which showing a positive effect on the reproduction function. However, reproduction depends on animal protein to a large extend. If a man does not receive irreplaceable amino acids with food, he can become infertile in perspective. 

Furthermore, cosmetologists say that a typical vegetarian has dry and fragile hair, dull eyes and unhealthy complexion. They can hardly stand criticism and have a low boiling point. They raise their voice, swing their arms and splutter when arguing. They are weak even in their logic. They exemplify their righteousness with the cow, a herbivorous animal, and say that nature originally made a human being as a vegetarian creature. 

Experts have recently put forward a hypothesis that can justify vegetarians. Scientists assert that there are people with irregular metabolism. They do not need animal protein at all. However, such people can be described as a mistake of nature. There are many of them, but most vegetarians are mistaken in their devotion according to this theory. 

Of course, meat is heavy food, but nobody says that you should eat plenty of it. A person can eat at least 100g of meat (which is the size of a matchbox) a day to feel healthy. 

Hi Paul,
93
So a Beast Feast every now and then would seem more than appropriate.
:-)
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pj
That's hysterical.
There's a similar group - a branch of Christianity (7th-day adventists) - that preaches we should eat only living food (sprouts and roots)...but i don't see them rushing to the slaughterhouses to get fresh steak up-close either.
93

Cammy

	I'd like to start out by saying that I'm not a vegetarian, not am I a vegan.  I'm about as omnivorous as they come.  I have no vested interest in promoting vegetarianism and/or veganism.   I simply find a number of the statements in this article highly dubious and unscientific.  From the viewpoint of someone who's studied multiple communications techniques, I also find this article replete with loaded language and other suspicious tactics.  In addition to this, I find the lack of sources cited somewhat dodgy as well. I'm calling weasel-words here.

Vegetarians can be referred to as true fanatics.


 

 

broad, sweeping statement using loaded language.

 

 

	On the other hand, they are seriously misled in their beliefs.


 

loaded language, inaccurate statement.

 

	Practically nobody argues with them, since it is really difficult to convince a vegetarian of his or her self-deception. May be that is the reason why the vegetarian movement develops so actively around the globe and continues to recruit many new members.


 

more loaded language.  Writer is clearly not trying to convey facts as trying to sway their audience.

 

	To produce a cell is not an easy process for the human body. Being a parent to all cells, a human being is supposed to be responsible for all of them. The human body is unable to generate all substances necessary for the production of cells. It has only 12 or 20 protein amino acids required for the process. The remaining chemicals are supposed to be delivered with food. 


 

close enough.

 

	Each and every human cell is supposed to be supplied with first class animal protein.


 

Not necessarily.

 

	Some may say that there is enough protein in vegetables (beans, for example) True, but recent studies show that vegetable protein can be digested only with the help of its animal analogue.


 

Hmmm...how fascinating.  In all of my time studying dietetics (granted, only a couple of years) , I've never seen this claim, ever.

 

	The human body has its own preferences, by the way. Experts proved that our body requires and assimilates the following substances as construction materials: 

Egg white – 100% 
Soured milk – 90% 
Fresh milk – 83% 
Beef – 76% 
Cottage cheese – 75% 

Compare this data with that concerning vegetable protein: 

Wheat bread – 52%


 

using only one example versus many isn't being very scientific, is it?

 

This also seems to imply that the author doesn't know the difference between vegetarianism and veganism, and their permutations.  I find this a huge, glaring gap of knowledge on the part of someone who seems to be trying to present an authoritative perspective.

 

 

	This is the main reason why dietitians recommend to consume 60 percent of animal protein and 40 percent of vegetable analogue from the daily ration.


 

they do?  Really?  That's funny, the RD I regularly correspond with and have consulted with for several dietary plans for other people has never said anything of the sort. She, and most every source she's consulted with, has actually recommended an almost reverse of those proportions.  In fact, relatively "recent studies" that I've seen have shown that the promotion of animal protein over other kinds had more of a political and economic agenda (leading to the revision of the Food Pyramid in the USA)

 

	No vitamins and mineral substances are of any use if our organism does not receive animal protein. Like vegetable protein, they can not be digested without animal protein.


 

I find this statement highly dubious. 

 

It is true, however, that recent studies have shown that totally raw vegetable protein doesn't provide the nutrients that are claimed for it, as parts of plants not designed to be consumed (ie- everything but fruits) have chemicals in them that act as nutrient-blockers that prevent absorption by the consumer. Cooking, even lightly, can eliminate this problem. Perhaps the author is a bit confused?  ;)

 

	Vegetarians, especially those of advanced age, usually face numerous health problems that are mainly caused with the shortage of animal protein. After two months of no-meat diet, the quantity of protein in the cardiac muscle decreases four times, which triggers the development of heart failure. The work of all other organs worsens soon after. A vegetarian man or woman may find themselves on the brink of dystrophy. 

First signs of dystrophy are not that evident and burdensome, but the resulting effect may lead to lamentable consequences. Have you ever seen starving African children on TV? Then you must remember those thin legs and swelled bellies, which dystrophy causes.


 

Starving children who, I'd like to point out, suffer from a lack of intake of *all* forms of food.    This section reeks of scare-tactics and more loaded language. 

 

	If you are going to have children, do not be in a hurry to join vegetarians. Many people think that such lifestyle produces rejuvenating effect which showing a positive effect on the reproduction function. However, reproduction depends on animal protein to a large extend. If a man does not receive irreplaceable amino acids with food, he can become infertile in perspective. 

Furthermore, cosmetologists say that a typical vegetarian has dry and fragile hair, dull eyes and unhealthy complexion. They can hardly stand criticism and have a low boiling point. They raise their voice, swing their arms and splutter when arguing. They are weak even in their logic. They exemplify their righteousness with the cow, a herbivorous animal, and say that nature originally made a human being as a vegetarian creature.


 

 

I can't even begin to approach what's wrong with this section- my brain locks up from all of the different things I could say about it. Honestly, this section has all the objectivity of a Chick tract...

 

But, to give credit where due, no nature did not originally make humans to be vegetarians. Science has proven that.

 

 

 

	Experts have recently put forward a hypothesis that can justify vegetarians. Scientists assert that there are people with irregular metabolism. They do not need animal protein at all. However, such people can be described as a mistake of nature. 


 

 

There are some people who not only don't need animal protein, but who are actively allergic to it, true.  I  know one. 

 

But this paragraph is also a use of loaded language.

	There are many of them, but most vegetarians are mistaken in their devotion according to this theory.


 

Seeping generalization, seems to imply that a possible small segment of a demographic all adhere to the same idea. 

	Of course, meat is heavy food, but nobody says that you should eat plenty of it. A person can eat at least 100g of meat (which is the size of a matchbox) a day to feel healthy


I've seen a size comparison to a deck of cards. 

 

But, in all honesty,  from my studies, animal protein is neither absolutely necessary nor absolutely unnecessary.  There are many forms of vegetable protein which can provide the nutritional requirements of animal protein, and a vegetarian or vegan can get along just fine with these, tho, admittedly, those who choose to not do their homework on the subject (as many {not all!} haven't) might want to look in to nutritional supplements, particularly vegans. 

 

But a vegetarian or vegan can, in fact, get on just fine without any of the health problems cited above.

 

                                                             Io Phanes,

                                                                       Tzeenj

Hi Tzeenj, 
93
 
You make some very good points that I had overlooked. I saw this article as a nice contrast to the anti-meat articles I’ve been reading lately. Still, it is no different than those, and while the argument is valid, I don’t know that the premises are necessarily true. The main point, I think, is that humans need animal protein, ideally. But, as you point out, a very large number of people are vegetarian or vegan, and are- seemingly- doing just fine. I wonder, however, how prevalent the use of supplements is in the vegetarian/vegan community, and how the general health would change should one rely solely on diet and eliminate any vitamins/supplements- meat eaters included. 
 
Personally, I find my health to be optimal with a well-rounded diet of vegetables and lean chicken and fish. But who doesn’t enjoy a rare steak now and again! (well, quite a few, I guess) 
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Paul David Thomas
Hello there!

 

93
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You make some very good points that I had overlooked.
thank you.

 

I saw this article as a nice contrast to the anti-meat articles I’ve been reading lately.
Indeed so.

But I find it rather sad that it seems to resort to much the same questionable tactics to sway its audience.

 

Still, it is no different than those, and while the argument is valid, I don’t know that the premises are necessarily true.
Not at all by my studies.  I have the American Dietetics  Association;s Complete Food and Nutrition Guide with me and I can't find anything that says that the body *needs* animal protein in order to absorb vegetable protein.

The main point, I think, is that humans need animal protein, ideally.
Ideally, but it's not *necessary* and one can live perfectly well without it. 

(as I'd mentioned, i do have a friend who, while she may indeed be a "perversion of nature" for being allergic to animal protein, functions perfectly well without it, and I know a few vegetarians who definitely do not fit the type described here.

So i'd say that the author definitely has an agenda.  As Old Nick (Machiavelli) is said  to have asked- "Who profits?"

But, as you point out, a very large number of people are vegetarian or vegan, and are- seemingly- doing just fine. I wonder, however, how prevalent the use of supplements is in the vegetarian/vegan community, and how the general health would change should one rely solely on diet and eliminate any vitamins/supplements- meat eaters included.
Well, in all frankness, it is possible to go one way or the other without supplements, it just takes work and research.  A very rare thing indeed with any case. 

 Personally, I find my health to be optimal with a well-rounded diet of vegetables and lean chicken and fish. But who doesn’t enjoy a rare steak now and again! (well, quite a few, I guess) 
Agreed in full.

 Now, this can bring up a couple of points.

Firstly- we may indeed by omnivores by nature, but we, as humans, as creatures blessed with sentience and Will, and we can Work to overcome the urges of nature and take ourselves in a consciously-determined direction, according to our Wills. Note:this is not a bashing of Nature, merely a statement that we need not follow it on some areas, and that by our own very "nature", we can make that decision and that in this particular case, it is indeed scientifically possible to do so.

Secondly, that we can cultivate the ability to spot the agenda in offerings like this one and see what may lie behind the account given by recognizing the language and structure used.  Especially in this day and age, I see that as a positively invaluable skill that one should practice until it becomes second-nature, and a skill that one should apply to any incoming information whether it represents one's own opinions or opposes them.  Too many people err in applying criticism only to opposing viewpoints, credulously accepting anything that supports one's own.  One should, I believe, cultivate the ability to become an equal-opportunity skeptic.  ;)

                                                                          Io Phanes,

                                                                                     Tzeenj

93,
 
Indeed, it seems to have been established by “nature” that humans eat anything and everything put in front of them. I will go as far as saying that so-called man-made ‘food’ is natural, as it is created by the same force that makes corn grow, or lobster to taste so good. Anything that exists or has the potential to exist on Earth is “natural”. Humans [can] have the ability to make the choice between McDonald’s, broccoli and rice, or a fat piece of beef, and that is what has to be cultivated. It is unfortunate, or perhaps not, that so many people let the propaganda-machines make their choices for them. The cultivation of these higher faculties allows us to indulge our animal urges from time to time, but always with the higher Aim in mind. 
 
The problem is the lack of ability to, as you say, spot the agenda. It is a vicious circle we have set up for ourselves in our civilization. But by formulating an Aim and directing our urges and actions towards it, we can train these parts of our selves to function correctly. Then can our attention be focused elsewhere. 
 
I particularly dig your term, “Equal opportunity skeptic”.
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Personally, I prefer Italianism...mangia!
But then again, some Germanism (when I want some strudel).
Frenchism for breakfast (coissant)
Or just plain ol' Americanism (pig out)
:-)
93
93
There are many funny stars out there, some who make up instruction manuals out of thin air and those 'seekers' just dying to find a loud enough voice to follow.  It's the blind leading the blind if you ask me.  It's as if human self consciousness has a side effect of spending billions of dollars in tax money to prove things that the body instinctively know's.  We make 'fucking' certificates a.k.a. 'marriage'.  We listen to Dr. Phil, we need permission from anal retentive people on how to eat.  Every study that proves something is bad for us one year is proving it is good five years later.  This is what happens when the head is separated from the body, common sense becomes genius.  This fragmentation of thought in the form of knowledge or the land of 333 it seems.  Personally perfer just to do as I feel; every once and a while the slime of authority will slip in and I'll question myself.  But it seems that conscious mentation wants to maintain its illusory sense of a static identity and it does this by pretending to be the expert on everything that is done by the unconscious and I would say by the spirit of the body.  I place extra emphasis on the spirit in the body here since that is the only place the spirit can be found.  I think this is why the Christist traditions become so dangerous; they place the spirit in an imaginary 'no where' and this leads to the fragmentation of thought discussed here, since the energy of consciousness gets fixated in the brian and doesn't circulate within the body in a wholesome way.  By wholesome I mean without tension and with the clarity that comes with being in the moment. 
93/93

Ryan

93, 
 
My comments in red. 
 

 

indeed so- if anything *can* happen, it would fall under the category of "natural".

In a very broad senses, yes, I think this is true, at least in the context of this discussion. Everyone has their own acknowledgements of what is natural and un-natural. There are some who say that cross-breeding dogs in un-natural, as well as homosexuality, science, atheism, etc. To me, every deviation from social standards of thought and action are natural in that they could lead to further evolution of the species, just as the ape who for whatever reason climbed down from the tree. Any progression would cease if there was no innovation. Thinking outside the box, as it were and despite persecution, leads to development of the species. 
 

But, conversely, we need not allow ourselves to be owned by the "natural" course of things.  Unlike in the animal world, we choose what to eat or not eat, when to mate and/or reproduce or not to.  In Tantra, the lowest of the three levels of Initiation is the Pashu- the beast/animal.  One could compare this, if superficially, to the title Man of Earth. Of course, we need not reject these patterns outright- we may simply not allow them to own us, and, if we wish, use them to fuel the process of Initiation, and even automatism has its uses, as anyone who's studied any physical discipline, like martial arts, can tell you.

 

It is the natural course of things for Matter to become Energy (physically, and spiritually) and anything within that framework is bound by certain laws. Most people, it seems to me, are ignorant of their true nature, and therefore either accept what is given them by society, religion, etc., or they make a concerted effort to discover their nature. 
 
AL 1; 42. Let it be that state of manyhood bound and loathing. So with thy all; thou hast no right but to do thy will.
43. Do that, and no other shall say nay. 
44. For pure will, unassuaged of purpose, delivered from the lust of result, is every way perfect. 
I’m not familiar with the Tantric Pashu, but it seems to be correlative to Malkuth and Yesod, and from the perspective of the A.’.A.’., Probationer and Neophyte initiation. Indeed, the Zelator is, in the Order of Thelema, the Man of Earth, and since seated in Yesod on the Tree of Life, works toward the mastery of his or her Foundation, which would seem to include the Nephesch (animal soul) and the lower Ruach. 
On a side note, I’ve seen many animals chose what to eat when in a domesticated setting. In the wild, however, anything and everything is food. This observation says something of the nature of the Nephesch. 
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Paul David Thomas
Personally, I prefer Italianism...mangia!
But then again, some Germanism (when I want some strudel).
Frenchism for breakfast (coissant)
Or just plain ol' Americanism (pig out)
:-)
I've really not much in terms of limitations for styles of cuisine, myself.  German, French, Italian, Belgian, Lebanese, Vietnamese, Korean, Mexican, Creole, Low Country, New American... :)

You might appreciate this- at the event that I attended on Friday at the Hanover Inn on the Dartmouth campus, they saved bottles of 1980 and 1981 Bordeaux and a 1979 Amarone for the stragglers who stayed after most everyone else had left.  :)
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