
This document is a rebuttal of the reply on the Clean-Meat Hoax website to my criticisms of 

that website. I’ll respond to many quotes on that CMH website. 

 

<<Will Bruers now also ask the Good Food Institute to leave off its own "one-sided thinking," 

perhaps by posting some of our objections to Clean Meat on the GFI website?>> I gave three 

examples of one-sided thinking of the Clean Meat Hoax website. The problem of those kinds 

of one-sided thinking, is that they are misleading. I did not find similar, analogous examples 

on the GFI website. None of the three examples I gave relate to the fact that CMH does not 

present arguments of proponents of cell-based meat or arguments of opponents CMH’s 

preferred strategies, or analogously the fact that GFI does not present arguments of 

proponents of animal-based meat or arguments of opponents of GFI’s preferred strategies. 

Not presenting arguments of critics is not necessarily a misleading example of one-sided 

thinking. For example, if the arguments of critics are invalid, it is not misleading not to 

present them. 

 

<<First, his argument assumes that investments in animal-free meat will cause a reduction of 

animal suffering and killing, and this assumption in turn relies on the as yet unanswered 

empirical question of whether investment in animal-free meat will actually cause a reduction 

in animal suffering.>> First, the same could be said about all the investments in vegan 

products. So either plant-based meat is ineffective as well, or we can expect that cell-based 

meat is effective in reducing animal suffering. We can expect the latter, because when a 

company invests in a better technology to produce a product, we can be pretty sure that 

they will gradually abandon the old, worse technology. Ford is no longer producing his 

Model-T car. 

 

<<One example we give to bolster this point is that of Cargill, the largest and arguably most 

destructive agribusiness on the planet, which has invested in cellular meats.>> This example 

is a non-sequitur. Whether Cargill still beliefs in animal-based meat (in the sense that it has 

no intention to completely replace animal-based meat) does not say anything about the 

prospect that cell-based meat can reduce animal agriculture. If Cargill would invest in tofu, it 

is not an argument against tofu either. 

 

<<Whatever "good" comes of buying cellular meat products from meat companies, an 

unintended consequence is to reinforce the meat system as a whole, by providing new 

opportunities for companies to expand their existing factory farming operations.>> 

Reinforcing the meat system is not a problem when all the meat is animal-free. People can 

eat plant-based and cell-based meat, and it is allowed to reinforce that. There is no clear 

logical argument why plant-based or cell-based meat would provide new opportunities for 

companies to expend animal farming. It is more likely – according to basic, well-supported 

micro-economic theories of markets – that due to increased competition and shifts in 

https://www.cleanmeat-hoax.com/our-critics.html
https://stijnbruers.wordpress.com/2020/10/05/opposing-cell-based-meat-a-serious-irrationality-in-the-animal-rights-movement/
https://stijnbruers.wordpress.com/2020/10/05/opposing-cell-based-meat-a-serious-irrationality-in-the-animal-rights-movement/


consumer demand, animal farming will decrease. There is no reason to believe that animal-

based meat and cell-based meat are complementary products. Investors believe they are 

substitutes. It is unlikely that when cell-based meat enters the market, people will put two 

burgers instead of one on their plates: one animal-based plus one cell-based. French fries 

and ketchup are complementary products, but animal-based and cell-based meat are not. 

 

<<Aleph Farms, to take one of our examples, has promoted its products by stating, "we 

believe meat is one of life’s pleasures, to be celebrated and enjoyed.”>> Many meat-eaters 

consider meat to be one of life’s pleasures to be celebrated, so for them that belief is not a 

lie or myth. When I believe that chocolate is one of life’s pleasures, and you tell me that 

chocolate is one of life’s pleasures, you are not telling me a lie or a myth. The message of 

Aleph Farms is very good, because it appeals to traditional meat eaters who are most 

reluctant to go vegan. 

 

<<Aleph and other cellular meat companies are reinforcing the idea that not eating animal 

products is to deny oneself an essential good.>> Aleph Farms is developing cell-based meat. 

If everyone would eat their cell-based meat instead of animal-based meat, Aleph Farms 

would be happy and would not believe that people are now denied an essential good (i.e. an 

animal product such as animal-based meat). Aleph Farms is reinforcing the idea that not 

eating animal products such as animal-based meat, and eating animal-free meat such as cell-

based meat instead, is very good. 

 

<<They are strengthening the idea of meat qua meat.>> Who cares? I wrote that there is an 

easy trick to rebut many arguments on the Clean Meat Hoax website, by changing the word 

“meat” in “food”, “protein” or “sausage”. Strengthening the idea of a tasty protein-rich 

sausage qua tasty protein-rich sausage is not a problem. 

 

<<In any event, proponents of cellular meats cannot have it both ways: they cannot on the 

one hand claim that cellular meat products will be identical to the products derived from the 

bodies of slaughtered animals (under a microscope, they will be virtually indistinguishable), 

and, on the other, deny that those products have anything to do with animals at all from 

one another.>> What about molecules? Yes, the histidine, isoleucine, methionine, 

pyrimidine, deoxyribose, lauric acid,… inside the sausage will be chemically and 

microscopically exactly the same as the molecules that can be derived from the bodies of 

slaughtered animals (or humans). But that does not mean that those molecules have 

something relevant to do with animals (or humans). And the same goes for a product like a 

sausage that contains all those molecules. 

 



<<Unlike plant-based foods, cellular meat is animal-based meat.>> Show me the animal. It is 

logically possible that by the end of the century, all animal-based meat will be replaced by 

cell-based meat. Suppose that happens. Now suppose in the year 3100, someone produces 

and eats a piece of cell-based meat. No farm animal existed and was killed for a millennium. 

So, what were the final thoughts and feelings of the animal whose death was caused by that 

production of that cell-based meat in 3100? This question is invalid, because there is no such 

animal. Like: what are the final thoughts of your unborn child? If the animal is not required 

for the production of that meat and if the animal does not even exist, it is wrong to call that 

meat animal-based. Or what if through precision fermentation, some bacteria produce 

animal protein, i.e. a protein with the same chemical structure as some protein that was 

only found in the bodies of animals until the bacteria started producing it. Would you call 

that protein animal-based?  

 

<<Cellular meat is animal flesh.>> This is a confusing statement. In one sense it is, just like 

that fermented protein is animal protein: the protein and cells can indeed also be found in 

an animal. But show me the animal whose rights are violated by the production of that 

cellular meat or that protein. The adjective “animal” is a bit misleading, because the 

production of that cellular meat did not cause harm to an animal. And this whole discussion 

is about not causing harm to animals. If you can call cellular meat animal flesh, you can 

equally call animal flesh that comes from a real living pig cellular meat, because that animal 

flesh contains muscle cells, just like the cellular meat that is being developed. Or you can call 

that real animal flesh vegan meat, because it contains protein just like in vegan meat. But 

you understand that this creates confusion. So, if it is not good to call animal flesh cellular 

meat or vegan meat, it is also not good to do the reverse and call cellular meat animal flesh. 

 

<<Bruers thus creates a false equivalencey between vegan foods and cellular ones.  If there 

were no difference between the two, then why are he and other proponents of so-called 

Clean Meat representing the technology as the "solution" to the problems of animal 

agriculture?  Why not just promote plant-based foods, which are more ecologically 

sustainable, more ethical, and don't evoke ontological confusion?>> Because there are many 

different animal-based meat products and it is not so easy to produce plant-based analogues 

for all those products (where ‘analogue’ means that according to meat eaters the plant-

based product sufficiently resembles or equals the animal-based product). With cell-based 

meat, producing analogues is likely to be more feasible. There are however plant-based 

meat products that do very strongly resemble an animal-based meat product like a sausage. 

“Look at it, touch it, feel it, smell it, taste it”, and you would believe it is animal flesh (turned 

into a sausage). So my argument referred to those plant-based sausages. Whether plant-

based foods remain “more ecologically sustainable, more ethical”, is not so clear (given the 

new developments in ‘space-technology’ fermentation agriculture to produce e.g. ‘land-free 

biomass’ or ‘gas-based protein’ from gas fermentation (cfr. Air Protein) as inputs for cell-

based meat production). 



 

<<Proponents thus play to the public's anti-vegan and anti-animal rights prejudices.>> This is 

a feature (advantage), not a bug. Now anti-vegans can be persuaded to stop eating animals. 

 

<<by bashing plant-based foods as inferior to "the real thing"--i.e. meats synthesized from 

the cells of animals.>> Proponents of cell-based meat, such as me or GFI, are not bashing 

plant-based foods. GFI is clearly promoting the development of new plant-based foods. Of 

course not the old vegan foods such as the “spongy blocks of tofu”, because we now know 

for a long time that tofu will not persuade most meat-eaters.  

 

<<But by "meat," let us be clear, he means animal flesh, not vegetable meat.>> With ‘meat’ I 

simply meant ‘meat’. You don’t have to fill in an adjective when I didn’t use one. When I 

speak about cell-based meat, of course I didn’t speak about vegetable meat, because 

vegetable meat is plant-based meat and plant-based meat is not cell-based meat. 

 

<<So he is effectively saying, "the goal is to stop people from eating animal-based meat, not 

to keep people from eating meat made of animal flesh" that is more sustainable, etc.>> I 

never wrote that the goal is to keep people from eating meat made of animal flesh. It is not 

good to believe that someone else says something when that other person did not say or 

meant those words. You are also creating confusion, by saying that something that is not 

animal-based meat can still be called ‘meat made of animal flesh’. 

 

<<This summer (2020), the Beyond Meat company put out a terrific TV ad that explicitly 

underscored the fact that we can all enjoy a hearty, ecologically healthy meal without 

consuming animal flesh.  "What if we took this cow off the table," the ad copy reads, "and 

just make friends with her?”>> It is very conceivable that a cell-based meat company makes 

the same TV ad, with the same headline (in a way that they are not telling a lie). We do not 

have to put a cow on the table when we put cell-based meat on the table, because cell-

based meat does not require the existence or killing of that cow. So you can befriend all 

cows (i.e. not harm them in any way) and still eat cell-based meat. 

 

<<Yes, the new vegan meats "strongly resemble" meat from animals.  But the resemblance is 

ultimately superficial, "ontic" rather than ontological.  Anyone who purchases a Beyond 

Burger comes to the product grasping the elemental distinction between plants and 

animals.>> Yeah, but not everyone is grasping the distinction between ontic and 

ontological…. 

 



<<The problem with the cellular meat strategy is that it blurs these foundational natural 

categories.>> Who cares? As long as no animals are harmed. 

 

<<As this list suggests, in Bruers' eyes, capitalism and technology are to be credited with all 

the good things that happen to animals, but never any of the bad things.>> Another example 

of one-sided thinking: a selective interpretation of what I said. From the examples that I 

mentioned, you cannot derive that I believe that capitalism cannot be credited for bad 

things. Capitalism and technology are like humans: causing both good and bad things. But I 

consider destroying capitalism or stopping technology as ineffective strategies to help 

animals and improve the world. We only have to stop the bad things about capitalism, 

technologies and human behavior. The factchecking of the seven examples were 

unnecessary, because those counterarguments are beside the point. The point was that 

technologies can result in the decrease of the use of animals (draft horses, pigeons,…). The 

fact that other problems remain, or that the reduction is not complete, is irrelevant for the 

argument I made. 

 

<<Bruers is unable or simply unwilling to acknowledge the dialectical nature of capitalist 

technology--as a force for harm as frequently as it is a force for good.>> There you have it. 

So stop being against technology or capitalism and focus on being against the bad things in 

the world. The fact that something can be used in good and in bad ways is not a valid 

argument to prohibit that thing. The “as frequently” can be criticized: it is not easy to 

determine whether capitalism causes harm as frequently as it causes good things. What 

exactly do you consider that is being caused by capitalism? If it is caused by capitalism, do 

you mean it would not have been caused by something else? Is farm animal suffering caused 

by capitalism when other systems also cause farm animal suffering? And if you can make a 

complete list of such things, how to determine that the list contains more bad things? And 

the notion of “capitalist technology” is also ambiguous. There is no capitalist technology in 

the sense of a technology that is only present in or only works in a capitalist system. How 

would you determine whether a technology is capitalist? When it fits in all and only in 

capitalist systems? When it fits in at least one capitalist system and not in all non-capitalist 

systems? When it fits in more capitalist systems than in non-capitalist systems? So many 

questions… This is a token of bad philosophy. Better to just drop that word capitalism. 

 

<<For it is a non sequitor to conclude that because racism and homophobia persist, therefore 

they are not "effective.">> Sometimes you add words that I didn’t say. Sometimes you 

delete important words that I said. Here you deleted the important word “more” (and “top”) 

in front of “effective”.  

 



<<We believe, on the contrary, that only by challenging the fundamental premise of the 

economic system>> No, we managed a strong reduction of racism and homophobia, without 

having to wait to first challenge and dismantle the whole economic system. 

 

<<Effective Altruism movement, a supposedly "rational" approach to social change--funded 

by billionaires--that ignores the actual history of social movements>> The history of social 

movements is studied in effective altruism. 

 

<<assumes that social change can be plotted out on a graph, based on marketing surveys, 

and suggests that the future can not only be predicted by corporations but determined by 

them, such that human behavior, norms, and values can be (and should be) massaged and 

manipulated at will to correspond to profit projections.>> Effective altruists don’t assume 

such things. 

 

<<Oppressive social structures and systems of violence are overthrown by human beings, 

not by technologies.>> Ok, human beings… So here you are ignoring the existence of Hitler, 

Stalin, Mao, Mussolini, and many other human beings who increased and supported and 

reinforced oppressive social structures of violence. These people were human beings. (So, 

was this one-sided thinking allowed?) The point is that some technologies can assist in 

overthrowing some oppressive social structures, and that it is good to apply these 

technologies in that way. 

 

<<scarcity (or, in Marx's terms, the value deriving from the amount of labor time needed to 

produce them).>> Marx was wrong on this point: the high scarcity value of diamonds is 

rather independent from its labor requirements. Even if you only had to pick up a diamond 

in one second, diamonds remain scarce and expensive. 

 

<<This said, however, no one yet is predicting that synthetic diamonds will fully replace 

natural diamonds, even years from now.>> If that can be said, then we can also say that we 

don’t expect vegan animal rights advocacy campaigns to completely eliminate animal-based 

meat, or that rising consciousness of blood diamonds will eliminate natural diamonds. 

 

<<Unfortunately, however, the cellular meat lobby has so far been actively undermining 

veganism and animal rights activism.>> When organizations like GFI cause a strong increase 

of animal-free food such that only a minority of people stick to animal-based meat, it 

becomes politically much more feasible for animal rights activists to go for the final step and 

demand complete abolition of animal farming. A majority of the people is now already 



against slaughterhouses. Suppose that majority switches to cell-based meat. Then we can 

simply have a vote on slaughterhouses. 

 

<<And it does not advance our cause when the GFI makes fun of plant-based foods ("soggy 

tofu")>> The meat eaters were first to make fun of tofu. So why not making animal-free 

meat products that the meat eaters will not make fun of?  

 

<<Here it would be helpful to review the meaning of "greenwashing," before we respond to 

Bruers' remarks.  According to Merriam-Webster's, greenwashing is the effort to make 

"people believe that you company is doing more to protect the environment than it really 

is.">> That definition is useless, because how do we know when people overestimate what 

the company does? And who cares whether people overestimate it, when the environmental 

impact decreases? 

 

<<Investopedia offers a similar but more precise definition of the term, viz. as "the process 

of conveying a false impression or providing misleading information about how a company's 

products are more environmentally sound.  Greenwashing is considered an unsubstantiated 

claim to deceive consumers into believing that a company's products are environmentally 

friendly.">> But animal-free foods like plant-based meat (and soon cell-based meat) are 

more environmentally friendly (or rather animal-friendly, in this context of veganwashing) 

than animal-based meats. So no false impressions or unsubstantiated claims there. 

 

<<When a vegan food company is bought up by a large meat company (as when Field Roast 

was acquired by Maple Leaf Foods, Canada's largest meatpacker), veganwashing is indeed 

occurring.>> So we have two worlds: in one world, the vegan company is bought up, in the 

second world it is not. Now imagine that in both worlds we see the same increase of vegan 

products (and decrease of meat consumption). Hence, the consequences are the same. If 

the first world is bad because of veganwashing, than so is the second world. But I disagree 

with this conclusion and hence with the assumption that that kind of veganwashing is bad. 

(In reality, it is slightly more likely that the first world will see a stronger increase of vegan 

production, because the big company is better at advertising, marketing and distributing 

that vegan food than that small unknown vegan company, and the big meatpacker company 

is also better at reaching non-vegans and advertising to meat eaters.) 

 

<<Even under the ideal scenario presented by the "clean meat" lobby, the best we can hope 

for in 30 years is that the total number of animals killed will be at least "lower" than it is 

today.>> First, it is not a scenario of the clean meat lobby, but of AT Kearney. Second, you 

can ask AT Kearney about their prospects for your favorite scenario (e.g. decreasing animal 

farming by destroying capitalism or by vegan animal activism alone). 



 

<<Should we not also be "relieved" that Hitler killed "only" six million Jews in Europe, rather 

than all eleven million?>> I don’t care about being relieved. I care about saving the most 

Jews (or animals). If allied forced stopped Hitler and hence prevented Hitler from killing 

another 5 million extra Jews, then it is clear that what the allied forces did was very good: 

they saved 5 million people. It is also not good to add the word “only”, because that 

insinuates that I wrote that word as well, that I said something like: livestock farming “only” 

kills 70 billion farm animals per year. And I didn’t say such things. 

 

<<This is another of Bruers' false dilemmas.>> It is not a false dilemma, because there are 

two options: either a zero or a non-zero investment/support for cell-based meat. And most 

importantly: the argument of risk aversion remains even if you make it a trilemma or 

multilemma. I presented it in a dilemma for didactical purposes. The underlying 

mathematical formalism of expected utility theory (multiplying probabilities with values) 

remains equally valid, even if you have more than two possible outcomes.  

 

<<Like other proponents of this technology, Bruers assumes, without evidence, that 

synthetic flesh has "a high probability" of having "a positive impact" and reducing meat from 

living animals "to some degree.">> I really don’t understand why you would believe that 

assumption is unlikely or too farfetched. I can assume it without evidence, because it is not 

counterintuitive, it is well supported by all kinds of similar examples in micro-economics (i.e. 

what happens with supply and demand when a new, better product enters the market). 

 

<<synthetic flesh>> Good that it is no longer called “animal flesh” (unless you believe 

animals can be synthetic), but bad that you use a word (“synthetic”) that is aversive to many 

consumers and risks decreasing consumer support of cell-based meat.  

 

<<The problem is, if one sets out in the world believing that the world already is what it is, 

rather than believing that it can be transformed into something other than it now is, 

something that it ought to be, then the game is already over before it's properly begun.>> 

You shouldn’t assume that effective altruists like me are fatalists.  

 

<<The pragmatist takes a look at the way things "really are," then adjusts his or her 

expectations and goals to suit the existing reality.>> That’s simply not what the pragmatist 

does. I am a pragmatist, but I don’t adjust my end goals to suit reality. I only adjust the 

means to those end goals, choosing the means that are most effective to reach the goals, 

given existing reality. We have to make a distinction between idealistic versus realistic (or 

pragmatic) animal rights advocacy 



(https://stijnbruers.wordpress.com/2017/07/07/idealistic-versus-realistic-animal-advocacy-

the-need-for-effectiveness-and-rationality/). I guess you are an idealist, choosing those 

strategies that are effective in an ideal world (e.g. where meat eaters can be more easily 

persuaded by anticapitalist vegan arguments). 

 

<<He or she looks out upon a world whose underlying elements seem immutable.>> Some 

underlying elements are indeed immutable. An idealist chooses the strategies that are most 

effective in an ideal world where those elements are mutable, whereas a realist chooses the 

strategies that are most effective in the real world where those elements are immutable. 

The animals prefer realists, because the animals suffer in the real world and the realist 

chooses the strategies that are most effective in that same, real world. 

 

<<the pragmatist may sponsor legislation to end the use of gestation crates, say, rather than 

seek an end to the reproduction of pigs for slaughter.>> Pragmatists like me do seek an end 

to the reproduction of pigs for slaughter. That is why we invest in cell-based meat: because 

with cell-based meat, we no longer have to reproduce pigs for slaughter (and people can still 

eat meat that tastes the same). 

 

<<The neat division of reality into "what is" versus "what ought to be" (a just world) is 

therefore false.>> No, there is a distinction, and it is important to acknowledge that. 

Committing a naturalistic fallacy (identifying “ought” and “is”), can be harmful. In your case 

it can result in the choice of strategies that are less effective (only effective in the ideal world 

where the “is” becomes the “ought”). And that results in more animal suffering in the real 

world. 

 

<<We do not consider the continued suffering and violent deaths of billions of animals for 

the next thirty, forty, or fifty years to be acceptable.>> I also don’t consider that acceptable. 

But I want to minimize suffering and violent deaths, by choosing realistic strategies that are 

most effective to reduce suffering in the real world. My technology/strategy is animal-free 

meat (e.g. cell-based meat), your technology/strategy is overthrowing capitalism. Your 

technology is much more difficult, requires much more time than a few decades. So with 

your technology, the next thirty years will see continued suffering as well. 

 

<<The fact that some proponents of "Clean" Meat do seem to find that much suffering and 

trauma in some sense to be acceptable speaks to a problematic epistemological and moral 

framework that is Cartesian, positivist, masculinist, and unfeeling.>> It is not helpful to make 

incorrect accusations that proponents seem to find suffering acceptable when they clearly 

don’t, and it is unhelpful to add a bunch of totally unrelated and irrelevant things about 
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Cartesian masculinist thinking. And that accusation of “masculinist” is basically sexist as well 

(because gender is not relevant in this matter and the term is used pejoratively). 

 

<<Bruers states that "cell-based meat does not require that people change their deeply 

entrenched personal consumption habits."  That is untrue. Industry analysts have concluded 

all along that it remains to be seen that the public can be easily convinced to start eating 

flesh grown in vats.>> People don’t have to change their consumption habits when they can 

still buy the same products (e.g. the same meat). Only the production process of those 

products differ (cell-based instead of animal-based). It is like buying the same product from a 

different brand or in a different package: that is not really a change in consumption habits. It 

is possible that people don’t want to buy the better version of the product. In fact, my major 

worry about your cell-based meat criticism is that you cause people to become reluctant to 

choose the better, cell-based meat, such that they stick to the animal-based meat, which 

causes more harm. We’ve seen that happening with GMOs, where environmental 

organizations criticized GMOs such that now people at many places (like Europe, Africa,…) 

are reluctant to adopt GMOs. As a result, current European agriculture has an unnecessary 

high environmental impact that could have been lower with GMOs. GMOs are generally 

better for the environment, but many people became irrationally opposed to GMOs, just like 

many people who care about public health become irrationally opposed to vaccines 

(especially anticapitalist people who criticize Big Pharma and Big Ag). I want to avoid that 

people become irrationally opposed to cell-based meat. 

 

<<Traditional animal rights campaigns have not been nearly effective enough.   Do we 

ourselves have a grand strategy for overcoming the human exterminationist project?  We do 

not.  That is the work that needs to be done--developing a vision of a post-speciesist world, 

and of how to get there.>> The problem with the strategy to look for better animal rights 

actions and campaigns is that that strategy is less tractable. We have been looking for better 

actions, tactics and campaigns for decades, and it becomes increasingly difficult to find new 

highly effective animal rights actions. Vegan outreach, vegan cooking workshops, leafletting, 

humane education, corporate pressure campaigns, undercover investigations, legislation,… 

We all explored those things, and we came to the conclusion that all these actions have 

limited impact (with a few exceptions). So what do we have to do, what strategy do we have 

to follow, to find better, more effective actions? No-one seems to know the answer. 

Meanwhile, research in alternative protein and cell-based meat is very tractable: every year 

scientists and bio-engineers discover and invent new ways to overcome hurdles. And we 

know enough from biology, chemistry, thermodynamics, genetics,… to know that cheap, 

highly productive cell-based meat is feasible (in the sense that it does not violate the laws of 

nature or the reality of “what is”). 

 

<<But the mania for cellular meat is getting in the way of that.>> Not if we take into 

consideration cognitive dissonance and human psychology. When people switch to animal-



free meat, they are no longer responsible for harming animals. That means they suffer less 

from cognitive dissonance. And that means they become more open towards their own 

values that promoting animal welfare is good and that animals deserve rights and that 

animals should not be killed for food. In the context where people no longer harm animals 

and are no longer suffering from cognitive dissonance, advancing anti-speciesism becomes 

much easier. 

 

 


