PASTEUR EXPOSED
GERMS GENES VACCINES

The false foundations of modern medicine

Previously

BECHAMP OR PASTEUR?

By

ETHEL DOUGLAS HUME

Founded upon M.S.

by

MONTAGUE R.LEVERSON, M.D. (Baltimore), M.A., Ph.D.

(From the back cover)

This extraordinary history of the germ theory, among other things, shows that vaccination far from saving millions of lives has cost millions.

     In destroying Pasteur’s ideas, the author has introduced us to Béchamp, whose experiments produced the first scientific evidence of how homeopathy, acupuncture and all holistic therapies can cure disease while conventional medicine can only treat it.
     The implications of Béchamp’s discoveries are far reaching and have yet to be realized, and it is hoped that this book will be an inspiration to scientists, therapists and the general public who are beginning to sense the futility of the conventional approach.

„The plagiarist (Pasteur) was the most monumental charlatan whose existence is disclosed to us in the entire recorded history of medicine.”

M.R.LEVERSON

1989

BOOKREAL

Australia

First published: 1923 , and subsequent editions to 1988 by C W DANIEL CO. LTD.
CONTENTS

INTRODUCTORY

     I     Antoine Béchamp

PART ONE

THE MYSTERY OF FERMENTATION

     II  A Babel of Theories

    III  Pasteur’s Memoirs of 1857

   IV   Béchamp’s Beacon Experiment

    V   Claims and Contradictions

   VI   The soluble Ferment

  VII   Rival Theories and Workers

PART TWO

THE MICROZYMAS

  VIII   The “Little Bodies”

    IX   Diseases of Silk-Worms

     X   Laboratory Experiments

    XI   Nature’s Experiments

   XII   A Plagiarism Frustrated

  XIII   Microzymas in General

  XIV   Modern Confirmation of Béchamp

PART THREE

THE CULT OF THE MICROBE

   XV   The Origin of „Preventive Medicine”

  XVI   The International Medical Congress and some Pasteurian Fiascos

 XVII   Hydrophobia

XVIII   A Few Examples of the Cult in Theory and in Practice
  XIX   Some Lessons of the World War I and a few Reflections on World War II

   XX   The writing on the Wall

VALEDICTORY

   XXI   Pasteur and Béchamp

INDEX

… just some selected quotes from the book…
FOREWORD

by R.R.M. McKinnon-Lower (Publisher of the book in 1989)

       „This is the only book I have come across which exposes Pasteur for what he really was. It irrefutably explains how and why our accepted idejas concerning health and disease are radically wrong. It demonstrantes why anyone who critically examines the concepts of infection, immunity, degeneration and even genetics, will be faced with countless contradictions and innumerable unexplained „facts”. _ _ _ Pasteur’s idejas are the cornerstone of our present day medical thinking, but in her book „Béchamp or Pasteur” [sākotnējais šīs pašas grāmatas nosaukums] Ethel Hume proves they are false. Pasteur not only stole Béchamp’s discovery on microzymas (microbes), but also completely misunderstood their significance. Very early on Béchamp noticed that germs exist in our bodies as well as outside, and it is only when there i san imbalance within the organism that infections and disease come about.” (page 9)

       „Referring to vaccinations, (immunizations, inoculations) Béchamp said „All is danger...” and in fact the case against them is so overwhelming that we can only wonder that Pasteur’s disasterous eksperiments were ever taken seriously. From even before his time and up to the present day, there have been no end of doctors and medical eksperts who have recorded the human suffering which follows in the wake of mass vaccinations. Unfortunately it is still a very profitable business. 

Virtually every serious and minor ailment has been linked to vaccine damage...” (page 10)

PREFACE

by Ethel Douglas Hume

       „After naming the work on which I was engaged „Béchamp or Pasteur? A Lost Chapter n the History of Biology”, my first efforts were concentrated on acquiring details about Béchamp’s life. A long correspondence followed with his relations, and finally, from his son-in-law, M. Edouard Gasser, I obtained all the particulars that are included in the introductory chapter of my book. A thorough examination of the reports of the meetings of the French Academy of Science was my next task. In this I was greatly helped by the kindness of the British Museum authorities, who put at my disposal a long table in the North Library, where the massive volumes of the „Comptes Rendus” were allowed to remain until I had done with them. _ _ _ The typescript was also submitted to Mr.Judd Lewis, who checked the scientific matter and kindly enabled me to see the workings of the polarimeter, the instrument of which, in his investigations, Béchamp made such great use...” 

(page 13)

       „The book also met with high approval from Dr.Gustave Rappin, Director of the Pasteur Institute of nantes. As a young man he was present at the stormy sessions of the Academy of Science, when Pasteur thundered at all who dared to oppose his views.” 

(page 14)
CHAPTER XII

A Plagiarism Frustrated

       “A marked contrast between Béchamp and Pasteur lay in the fact that the former demanded a logical sequence between his views, while the latter was content to ut forward views that were seemingly contradictory one to another. For instance, according to him the body is nothing more than an inert mass, a mere chemical complex, which, while in a state of health, he maintained to be immune against the invasion of foreign organisms. He seems never to have realized that this belief contradicts the germ-theory of disease originally put forward by Kircher and Raspail, which he and Davaine had been so quick in adopting. How can foreign organisms originate disease in a body when, according to Pasteur, they cannot find entry into the self-same body until after disease has set n? Anyone with a sense of humour would have noticed an amusing discrepancy in such a contention, but though Pasteur’s admirers have acclaimed him as a wit, a sense of the ludicrous is seldom a strong point with anyone who takes himself as seriously as Pasteur did or as seriously as his followers take their admiration of him.”

(page 126)

       “Thus it is impossible to set aside the marked contrast between Béchamp and Pasteur in regard to their attention to any phenomenon, since by the former nothing was ever ignored, while the latter constantly passed over most contradictory evidence.”

(page 127)

       “We find that just as in 1857 Pasteur’s sponteparist views were entirely opposed to Béchamp’s, so through the ‘sixties  of the nineteenth century, Pasteur completely ignored Béchamp’s teaching in regard to the microzymas, or microsomes, of the cells and the fermentative changes due to these inherent living elements. Having realized the germs of the air, he seemed blind to the germs of the body, and ignored Béchamp’s prodigious work when the latter differentiated by experiment the varying degrees of heat required to destroy the mirozymas of milk, chalk, etc.”

(page 127-128)

CHAPTER XV

The Origin of „Preventive Medicine”

       “It was the commencement of the year  1873 that Pasteur was elected by a majority of one vote to a place among the Free Associates of the Academy of Medicine. His ambition has indeed spurred him to open “a new era in medical physiology and pathology,” but it would seem to have been unfortunate for the world that instead of putting forward the fuller teaching of Béchamp he fell back upon the cruder ideas now popularly known as the germ-theory of disease. It is astonishing to find that he even used his powerful influence with the Academy of Science to anathematise the very name of “microzyma,” so much so that M.Fremy, the friend of Béchamp, declared that he dared not utter the word before that august assemblage. As a name was, however, required for air-borne micro-organisms, Pasteur accepted the nomenclature “microbe” suggested by the surgeon Sédillot, a former Director of the Army Medical School of Strasbourg. The criticism might be passed that this term is an etymological solecism. The Greeks used the word macrobiorus to denote races of long-lived people, and now a name concocted from Greek words for short-lived was conferred upon micro-organisms whose parent-stem, the microzyma, Béchamp had described as “physiologically imperishable.” Man, who so seldom lasts a century, might better be called a microbe, and the microzyma a macrobe!
       It was not until 1878 that Sédillot put forward his suggestion; but before this Pasteur had been busy nominating microorganisms as direct agents of varying troubles, and in 1874 he was gratified by an appreciative letter from Lister. The letter wrote that the Pasteurian germ-theory of putrefaction had furnished him “with the principle upon which alone the antiseptic system can be carried out.”

(page 165)

       “Béchamp maintained that in free air even morbid microzymas and bacteria soon lose their morbidity, and that inherent organisms are the starting points of septic and other troubles.”
(page 167)

       “But in the ‘seventies of nineteenth century the specific airborne germ-theory had the charm of novelty and its crude simplicity attracted the unscientific, although many scientists opposed it sturdily. Pasteur, however, continued upon a triumphal career of pronouncements upon disease-germs, and was largely assisted by the conclusions of Dr.Koch and other workers. Anthrax, to which we have already alluded, offered him a convenient field for his quest of a microbe, and a little later his attention was turned to an organism first noticed by Alsation surgeon named Moritz and afterwards arraigned by Toussaint for inducing chicken-cholera. This so-called microbe Pasteur cultivated assiduously, as he had already cultivated the bacillus anthracis. He also inaugurated a fashion for what may be called the study of artificial disease-conditions; that is to say, instead of giving attention to Nature’s experiments in naturally diseased subjects, human and animal, the mania was aroused for inducing sickness by poisonous injections, a practice Pasteur started about this time and which his followers have so persistently copied that some have deliberately performed iniquitous experiments upon men, women and children. There can be no question that since his day bird and animal victims of every species have languished by millions all over the world in pathological laboratories, and that had Pasteur never lived our “little brothers and sisters,” to quote St. Francis of Assisi, would have been spared incalculable agonies.

       His admirers will, of course, retort that his experiments were undertaken with a direct view to alleviate suffering and, in the first instance, animal sickness, particularly splenic fever. But it must strike anyone as a topsy-turvy method to start the cure of natural diseases by the production of artificial; and the principle of vicarious suffering can surely only hold good ethically by voluntary self-sacrifice.”

(page 167-168)

       “Pasteur tested his cultures of the so-called chicken-cholera microbe upon poultry and killed a number of birds with systematic regularity. It came about, however, accidentally, that a few were inoculated with a stale culture, and then merely sickened to recover. This did not, however, save them from further experiments, and these already “used” hens were now given a fresh dose of new culture. Again they proved refractory to the death that had been designed for them. This immunity was promptly ascribed to the previous dosage of stale culture. Pasteur then started to inject attenuated doses into hens, and claimed thus to protect them from death when afterwards inoculated with fresh virus.

       “Was not this fact,” his biographer asks (The Life of Pasteur, by René Vallery Radot, p. 300), “”worthy of being placed by the side of that great fact of vaccine over which Pasteur had so often pondered and meditated?” 
       His meditations, however, show nothing of the caution his biographer is so anxious to ascribe to him.

       “Original researches,” he says (ibid., p.33), “new and bold ideas, appealed to Pasteur. But his cautious mind prevented his boldness from leading him into errors, surprises or hasty conclusions. ‘That is possible,’ he would say, ‘but we must look more deeply into the subject.’”

       However, bold ideas had apparently only to have been made familiar by time for cautiousness to forsake Pasteur. A true disposition of scientific doubt would have prompted him to establish the truth of the success or failure of Jennerian vaccination before accommodating accidents or theories to account for it. As a matter of fact, Koch, in 1883 (Medical Press and Circular, January 17, 1883. (Quoted in Rabies and Hydrophobia by Surg. General A.C.Gordon.))  would not admit that chicken-cholera prophylaxis had the value that was claimed for it; while Kitt, in 1886 (Deutsche Zeitschrift für Tiermedizin, December 20, 1886. (Quoted in Sternberg’s Text-book of Bacteriology.)), declared that ordinary precautions (cleanliness, isolation of infected birds, etc.), were preferable. In regard to the particular accident of the stale culture, which was made the foundation-stone for the whole system of inoculation, it is evident that, like most people, Pasteur had accepted vaccination without personal investigation, and so, like many others, showed himself possessed of a simple credulity that is the antithesis to scientific cautiousness. This criticism is the more justified because at this date in France, as in England, the subject of vaccination had entered the field of controversy. In 1863 Ricord, a famous French physician, was already delivering a warning against the transmittance of syphilis by the practice. By 1867 the Academy had received evidence of the truth of this connection; and in 1870 Dr. A. H. Caron of Paris declared that long since he had positively refused to vaccinate at any price.
       It may be well to recall what happened when Dr. Charles Creighton was asked to write an article on vaccination for the Ecyclopœdia Britannica. He complied, but being a scientist in deed as well as in name, felt it incumbent first to study the subject. As a consequence the article had to be condemnatory, for investigation proved vaccination to be “a grotesque superstition” in the opinion of the greatest of modern epidemiologists.

       Pasteur, on the contrary, incautiously accepting the popular view, had a credulous belief in the success of vaccination, and made his hens’ behavior account theoretically for a practice that he seems never to have investigated historically. It is true that he paused to notice a discrepancy between Jenner’s vaccination and the theory founded upon it. According to Pasteur, a previous injection of a stale culture safeguarded against a later injection of fresh virus; but how could two such dissimilar disease-conditions as cowpox and smallpox be a protection the one from the other? “From the point of view of physiological experimentation,” he said (The Life of Pasteur, by René Vallery Radot, p. 308), “the identity of the variola virus with the vaccine virus has never been demonstrated.”
       We are not engaged upon an anti-vaccinist treatise, but as Jennerian vaccination, whether in its original form of cowpox, or its modernized guise of smallpox matter, passed (usually) through a heifer, is the foundation of Pasteurian inoculation, the two subjects are linked together, and with the demolition of the first follows logically the downfall of the second. The whole theory is rooted in a belief in the immunity conferred by a non-fatal attack of a disease. The idea arises from the habit of regarding a disease as an entity, a definite thing, instead of a disordered condition due to complex causes; the germ theory of disease, in particular, being the unconscious offspring of the ancient Eastern faith in specific demons, each possessed of his own special weapon of malignity. Thus the smallpox inoculation introduced into England from Turkey by Lady Mary Wortley Montague in the eighteen century and its Jennerian substitute of cowpox inoculation were based on the ancient Indian rite of subjecting people to an artificially induced attack of smallpox to propitiate Sheetula- Mâtâ, the goddess of that torment.
       Believers of the doctrine of immunity may correctly retort that seeming superstitions are founded upon the observations of experience. Be that as it may, what remains for the lover of accuracy is to examine each superstitious belief upon its own merits and test the facts of life in regard to it.  The assertion that because many people have had a one and only attack of any specific complaint, an auto-protection has thus been afforded them is surely no more scientific than the old Indian belief in the assuaging of the wrath of a malignant goddess. As Professor Alfred Russel Wallace says (The Wonderful Century, by Alfred Russel Wallace, L.L.D., Dubl., D.C.L. Oxon, F.R.S., etc., chap.18, p.296.): “very few people suffer from any special incidence twice – a shipwreck, or railway or coach accident, or a house on fire; yet one of those accidents does not confer immunity against its happening a second time. The taking it for granted that second attacks of smallpox, or of any other zymotic disease, are of that degree of rarity as to prove some immunity or protection, indicates the incapacity for dealing with what is a purely statistical question.”
(page 167-170)

….after showing many detailed examples of failures of vaccination author continues in the same chapter:
       “So the verdict of Time pronounces against Jenner and Pasteur.

       Yet, basing his theories upon a practice already discredited by those who had given it close impartial scientific study, Pasteur determined to inaugurate a system of preventive medicine to safeguard against what he proclaimed to be ravages of airborne microbes. The attenuated doses which, according to his theory, were to be preventive of natural diseases did due honour to Edward Jenner by being called vaccines.

       Pasteur’s son-in-law tells us ((The Life of Pasteur, by René Vallery Radot, p. 303): “Midst his researches on a vaccine for chicken-cholera, the etiology of splenic fever was unceasingly preoccupying Pasteur.”
       Although the vaccine for the former complaint was the first he professed to discover, it was in regard to the latter that a great stir was occasioned, for Pasteur was called upon in various instances to test his method of vaccination. We will, therefore, leave to the next chapter a study of his methods against anthrax, which form the starting-point of that subsequent fashion for inoculation which has proved so financially profitable to the manufacturers of vaccines and sera and has so disastrously clogged the calm dispassionate advance of science with the pecuniary considerations of commercial interests.”

(page 175-176)

CHAPTER XVIII

A Few Examples of the Cult in Theory and in Practice

       “What a striking contrast between Louis Pasteur, the worn, paralysed man aged before his time, and the magnificence of the Institute erected in his honour and called after him, which was opened on the 14th November, 1888, at Paris! For the ambitious chemist had achieved his goal – fame and fortune. He now found himself installed as the idol of medical orthodoxy, and through succeeding years his worshipful followers were to waft his doctrines abroad like incense to his memory.

       The reason for the general public’s acclamation of his views has been succinctly explained to us by Béchamp in the preface to his work La Théorie du Microzyma. Here he writes: “The general public, however intelligent, are struck only by that which it takes little trouble to understand. They have been told that the interior of the body is something more or less like the contents of a vessel filled with wine, that his interior is not injured – that we do not become ill except when germs, originally created morbid, penetrate into it from without, and then become microbes. The public do not know whether this is true; they do not even know what a microbe is, but they take it on the word of the master; they believe it because it is simple and easy to understand; they believe and they repeat that the microbe makes us ill without inquiring further, because they have not the leisure nor, perhaps, often the capacity to probe to the depths that which they are asked to believe.”
       On the other hand, experts have been educated from the start to consider micro-organic life from the Pasteurian standpoint and to accept these theories as though they were axioms. Thus it is perhaps understandable why it is only from an unbiased vantage-ground that the contradictions of the germ-theory of disease are seen to make it ridiculous.”
(page 206)

       “Yet upon a theory so constantly at fault when thoroughly sifted there has been erected a whole system of inoculation. Or, perhaps, the facts may be stated conversely. Had it not been for the sale of sera and vaccines, nowadays grown to such vast proportions, Pasteur’s germ-theory of disease might before this have collapsed into obscurity. Thus it can hardly be denied that he committed an offence in dragging medical science down to a commercial level.  Moreover, he has besmirched its fair name by allying it with cruelty. It is true that also in this he was an imitator. He was the friend of men like Claude Bernard, who, in the words of Professor Metchnikoff (Les Annales, Paris, April, 1908), “feel no scruples in opening the bodies and submitting the animals to the most cruel sufferings”. But, atrocious as is often their torment, victims of the knife were and are a few in number as compared with the millions of victims in pathological laboratories, sometimes undergoing tests as fantastic and misleading as they are cruel, since they could never furnish real evidence of disease under natural conditions.”
(page 211-212)

       “The amount of harm that has ensued from the diversion of attention from real to false factors in the causation of ill-health is probably incalculable.”

(page 212)

…the author quotes Professor Henry E.Amstrong, Ph.D., L.L.D., D.Sc., F.R.S., from the article “Problems of Food and our Economic Policy” in Journal of the Royal Society of Arts for September 19, 1919:

       “But the real harm was done when milk was tampered with. . . . Dilution became a general practice; the public suffered less from occasional dishonest tradesmen, but it was deprived of the advantages up till then derived from dealing with the large body who were honest purveyors of the natural article. The blow was made all the heavier by the introduction of clever engineering appliances for the separation of the cream. Then Pasteur’s teachings became operative once more, aided this time by Koch; milk was not only diluted, but also sterilised. Some lives may have been saved, but the step has undoubtedly been productive of untold misery. Not a few of us have long held, on general grounds, that a material produced as milk is cannot be heated above blood-heat without diminishing its dietetic value. Recent observations show indeed that the anti-scorbutic advitant, which is none too abundant a constituent, is affected, although apparently the fat-soluble anti-rachitic and water-soluble anti-neuritic factors are not destroyed; but difficulties have been encountered in localities where the milk supply has been systematically sterilised, and it may well be that t suffers in quality in ways not yet elucidated. The enquiries thus far held into the effect of sterilising are in no way satisfactory and are open to criticism on account of their incompleteness and unscientific character. The risks from typhoid and other similar infections are now slight, and the main object of sterilizing milk is to secure the destruction of the organism which conditions tubercular disease. But it may well be that in destroying some one or other mysterious constituent of the advitant class, the food value is so lowered that effects are produced which render the system specially sensitive to tubercular infection; such infection seems always to be with us apart from milk. Moreover, when milk is sterilised the lactic organism is destroyed and it becomes a particularly favourable a potent cause of infantile diarrhoea.”
(page 212-213)

       “Neither has freedom from diphtheria resulted as a reward of the grave risks taken. During the four years 1941-44 the Ministry of Health and the Department of Health for Scotland admitted almost 23,000 cases of diphtheria in immunised children and more than 180 that proved fatal.

       In regard to the decline of diphtheria in Great Britain during 1943 and 1944, we are reminded that fifty-eight British physicians, who signed a memorial in 1938 against compulsory immunisation in Guernsey, were able to point to the virtual disappearance of diphtheria in Sweden without any immunisation. On the other hand, if we turn to Germany we find that, after Dr.Frick’s order in April 1940 for the compulsory mass-immunisation of children, this country in 1945 had come to be regarded as the storm-centre of diphtheria in Europe. From some 40,000 there had been an increase to 250,000 cases.
       An article in the number for March 1944 of a publication called Pour la Famille points out the rise in cases of diphtheria after compulsory immunisation. For instance, the increase in Paris was as much as thirty per cent; and in Lyons the diphtheria cases rose from 162 in 1942 to 239 in 1943. In Hungary, where immunisation has been compulsory since 1938, the rise in cases was thirty-five per cent in two years. In the canton of Geneva, where immunisation has been enforced since 1933, the number of cases was trebled from 1941 to 1943.

        A startling tragedy of Pasteurian preventive methods was the murder of innocents at Lübeck, during the early summer of 1930, from B.C.G., or the Calmette Tuberculosis Vaccine, a culture administered by the mouth to newly born infants. The Health Department of the city made an emotional appeal to parents to allow the immunisation of their children whether likely to grow up in tubercular environment or otherwise. Of the 253 babies subjected to the Calmette treatment sixty-nine died of it and 130 were made seriously ill. In view of such a calamity it is not surprising that the Reich Health Office decided that such prophylactics were not to be recommended, and the Reich Health Council “considers an extension and tightening up of the existing regulations for the production, issue and employment of vaccines of all kinds to be desirable.””

(page 217-218)
CHAPTER XXI

Pasteur and Béchamp

  …on prophylaxis of Rabies:     
       “Dr.Lutaud [Études sur la Rage, p.404.] reminds us how Professor Peter put pertinent questions to the Academy of Medicine on the 18th January, 1886, in the early days of Pasteur’s so-called preventive treatment.

       “Has the annual mortality from hydrophobia in France been diminished by the anti-rabic medication?”

       “No.”

       “Does this mortality tend to augment with the intensive rabic methods?”

       “Yes.”

       “Where then is the benefit?”

       As we have seen, the benefit lies in the monetary returns gained by makers of such nostrums. Pasteurism has become a vested interest, and one, unfortunately, supported by that powerful trade union – the Medical Fraternity.”

(page 246)

…on Pasteur:

       “Never has anyone lived who was a greater adept in pushing forward himself and his theories. Ambition was his driving power, which an iron will held in harness. Before any triumph had met him his mind was set upon honour and glory.”

(page 246)

       “…as we study his life we find, throughout, his cleverness in allowing others to sound his praises, while at the same time he himself gave vent to self-depreciation; he thus, apparently, garmented himself in a humility seemingly not quite sincere, when we take note of his indignation against those, like Béchamp, who in asserting their just claims in any way detracted his own honour.”

(page 247)

       “Tenderness may have been for him all right in its place, but it was quite out of place when it stood in the way of ambition. Personal success dominated all other considerations, and the attainment of this was made easy by a forcefulness and tenacity nothing short of remarkable. Such traits are seen everywhere to be more cogent factors of worldly success than high intellectual ability.”
(page 248)

       “…we find success the leading motive of his life. Had he not put personal ambition before love of science, it would seem impossible for him to have opposed the fellow worker whose ideas, in numbers of instances, he unquestionably pirated. Had his forcefulness and great business ability been harnessed to Béchamp’s idealistic intellect and all-round knowledge, signal services might have been rendered to science, which now, on the contrary, students of its history feel that Pasteur has often led to wrong issues, so that years have been wasted over unsatisfactory theories at the cost of vast animal suffering and a dangerous form of experimentation on human beings. Time has, indeed, brought him triumph in the shape of worldly acclamation. This is hardly surprising, for the way of popularity is through the wide gate, easy of entrance. Pasteur, during his life despised and detested by a few keen-sighted observers who saw through his pretences, was in general a popular man, and his cult of the microbe is a popular theory which the least scientific can easily understand: riches and prosperity attend upon it, as glory and renown attended upon him.”

(page 248-249)

…on Béchamp:
       “Truth, not self, was Béchamp’s lodestar.””

       “Never had Truth a more zealous votary than the man who, with Professor Estor, stood quivering with awestruck amazement at the unfolding of Nature’s secrets, self entirely obliterated, every brain-cell concentrated upon astounding revelations. With his extraordinary powers of labour, he amply justified Carlyle’s definition of genius – “the capacity for taking infinite pains”; while, also, he absolutely exemplified the reverse side of abnormal faculties, which may be described as the capacity for doing with infinite ease that over which others require to take infinite pains. From his boyhood, ordinary studies were to him the lightest of labour, for his incessant researches no toil was too insistent, no sacrifice to great.
       Altogether he stood on an ethical plane elevated above his fellows. He lived at the same epoch as Pasteur, surrounded by the same callous experimenters, men such Claude Bernard, whose own daughters felt compelled to forsake him and undertake animal rescue work as some sort of atonement for their father’s vivisectional atrocities. Yet Professor Béchamp, as ardent a devotee as ever worshipped at the altar of knowledge, stands out in marked contrast, innocent of cruelty, convicted of pity. In his own multifarious experiments we come upon no record of brutality, and, in reference to Magendie’s work, he does not fail to voice sympathy for “la pauvre bête,” Magendie’s miserable victim. The fact of Béchamp having delved so much deeper into knowledge than his callous contemporaries may well be an instance of the advantage of not blunting a scientific mind by familiarity with cruelty. His imagination possessed to the end the pristine sensitiveness essential to the discoverer, and, spurred and stimulated by his wonderful health and vitality, age itself had no power to dull his intellect.

       Devoid of personal ambition, but filled with a passionate yearning for Truth for its own sake, there is no reason to wonder that in astuteness he failed to compare with Pasteur; not that the crude theory of the latter should have displaced deeper, more complex teaching, which could not in the same way become the immediate property of “the man in the street”. The one who might have worked with Béchamp, on the contrary plagiarized and distorted his ideas. But if we thus seek to dethrone the Idol of Orthodoxy, whom France and the world have delighted to honour, it is only to install another Frenchman as worthy to be ranked among the earth’s great luminaries. Like many other of these, it was his fate to meet with neglect and disparagement. Pursued, on the one side, by the jealousy of his less gifted but more successful rival, and, on the other, by narrow minded men with no understanding of how the Creator can best be interpreted by His Creation, persecution and bitterness of spirit were the earthly rewards of his long life.”

(page 249-250)
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