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THE RAW FEEDING CLAIMS AUDIT

THE RAW MEATY BONES RECORD
Priority, provenance and the commercial raw-feeding divergence

Part 0 - revised publication record - 19 July 2026

FAIRNESS AND CORRECTIONS NOTE: This public-interest audit is based on the sources identified. Named subjects are 
invited to correct factual errors, supply omitted evidence and respond to the questions raised. Material responses and 

substantiated corrections will be incorporated into the public record.

The historical question is not who owns nature. It is what was said, when it was said, who had 
access, what was acknowledged, what changed, and how the later version was represented 

and sold.

1. Purpose of this record
This paper establishes the historical and intellectual foundation for the named case files in The Raw Feeding 
Claims Audit. It seeks to restore an accurate sequence of publication, influence, acknowledgement, transformation 
and commercial representation. It is not an assertion that any person owns natural feeding, raw food, bones or the 
biology of carnivores.

The record matters because later promoters may inherit a useful fragment of earlier work, repackage it as a 
formula or branded authority, and obscure the wider research programme from which the fragment was taken. 
Priority is not a trophy. It determines what questions were already available, what remained unresolved, and 
whether later work tested, developed or displaced the earlier insight.

This Part 0 does not make findings of plagiarism, fraud, criminal conspiracy or legal liability. It identifies evidence, 
testimony, inferences and unresolved questions that may warrant scientific, regulatory, professional or legal 
investigation.

2. Why provenance is a public-interest issue
Science and scholarship advance when later workers identify important antecedents, test them, correct them and 
state what they have added. There is no impropriety in learning from an earlier author. The concern begins when 
provenance is obscured, when a functional biological principle is converted into a proprietary system without 
adequate explanation, or when the transformed version is promoted as original, definitive or uniquely scientific.

The consequences extend beyond personal credit. Misstated provenance can redirect research, funding, public 
attention and professional authority. It can also leave pet owners unable to distinguish between a simple functional 
principle and the complex commercial systems built around it. Where a later system displaces an earlier functional 
model, the possible costs may include misdirected spending, preventable disease and pain, veterinary procedures, 
shortened lives or deaths, delayed research, professional inertia, public confusion and environmental burden. The 
audit must not attribute particular losses without evidence, but an inability to quantify every consequence is not 
evidence that no cost was imposed. The scientific record, animals, owners and the wider community and 
environment all have an interest in accuracy, responsibility and repair.

3. Antecedents: natural feeding before the Raw Meaty Bones campaign
Fresh, raw and herbal feeding did not begin with the Australian Raw Meaty Bones campaign. Juliette de Bairacli 
Levy, Richard and Susan Pitcairn and other natural-health writers were influential before the 1990s. Ian Billinghurst 
cited some of this literature in his own early work. The present record therefore begins by acknowledging a long 
and varied antecedent tradition.

Tom Lonsdale has credited Dr Bill Hood with the earliest use of the expression “raw meaty bones” that Lonsdale 
has located. That credit remains provisional: it does not claim that Hood was the first person anywhere to use the 
phrase, and it should be corrected if earlier documentary evidence appears.
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The Billinghurst archive also supplies an important independent baseline. His 1986 client material and 1988 paper, 
“Canine Nutrition - A Point of View”, advocated raw food, raw bones, meat on the bone, chewing, vegetables and 
supplements, while criticising processed food and conventional veterinary nutrition. This establishes that 
Billinghurst possessed a substantial natural-feeding framework before the December 1991 and 1992 Raw Meaty 
Bones publications. It also allows the later change in emphasis to be examined without exaggeration.

4. The distinctive Australian record, 1991-1994

4.1 December 1991: a public veterinary challenge
In December 1991, Dr Breck Muir and Dr Tom Lonsdale placed related challenges into the Australian veterinary 
record. Their writings attacked the routine feeding of industrial pet food, linked food and oral disease, and 
questioned the veterinary profession’s failure to confront preventable suffering. The existence of parallel 
contributions is important: the campaign did not arise as a private dietary preference or a claim to personal 
ownership.

4.2 December 1992: Raw Meaty Bones Promote Health
The 1992 paper made raw meaty bones the organising practical principle. It did more than recommend uncooked 
ingredients. It treated food structure, oral findings, owner observations and blood results as connected evidence, 
while proposing that a suitable raw meaty bone should form the staple of the diet. The paper thereby shifted 
attention from the contents of a bowl to what the food required the animal to do.

The paper also illustrates why the word “improvement” must be used carefully. Owner reports, clinical signs and 
selected laboratory values can register change without revealing whole-animal health. Compensatory mechanisms 
may conceal pathology; baseline information is often poor; and thermometers, stethoscopes, blood tests and other 
instruments measure only selected features. The audit therefore records reported or measured change, the 
observer and the endpoint, rather than treating improvement as self-proving.

4.3 Preventative Dentistry and the Cybernetic Hypothesis
The 1993 “Preventative Dentistry” proceedings and the Cybernetic Hypothesis, first presented in 1992 and 
published in 1994, extended the work beyond feeding advice. They placed the mouth within a network of food 
structure, teeth, gums, microbes, inflammation, systemic organs, behaviour, evolution and ecology. Periodontal 
disease was treated not as an isolated local lesion but as a regulatory interface whose effects can be beneficial in 
wild ecological settings and disastrous when domestication and processed feeding amplify the feedback.

This was the distinctive scientific move: from recipe and nutrient thinking to relationships, feedback, regulation and 
time. It also opened wider questions about developmental pinch points, ecological control, professional incentives 
and the possibility that medical and veterinary systems can amplify the disorders they purport to manage.

5. A framework larger than a feeding manual
The Raw Meaty Bones work was consciously shaped by literature outside conventional pet nutrition. The 
suggested reading list identifies Arthur Koestler, James Lovelock, Rachel Carson, George Orwell, Anthony 
Pratkanis and Elliot Aronson, James Watson, Thomas Kuhn, Lynn Margulis and Dorion Sagan, and Archie 
Cochrane. Together these works supplied ways of thinking about scientific revolutions, ecological regulation, 
microbial co-evolution, propaganda, institutional power, experimental method and the difference between 
accumulating facts and seeing a system.

Alison Tyler’s 2003 review is useful independent testimony to the way the book was understood at the time. After 
repeated readings, including readings alongside Koestler and Lovelock, she described a “bigger picture” and said 
the work “crosses disciplines and belief systems”. Her review did not treat Raw Meaty Bones as another diet book. 
It saw the feeding question as the foundation for changes in science, philosophy, education, economics and 
lifestyle.

That external recognition matters to the present audit. Later raw-feeding systems may repeat ingredients or 
practical advice while omitting the conceptual architecture that made the original work a research programme 
rather than a recipe programme.
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6. The book record, websites and audiovisual archive
Raw Meaty Bones: Promote Health (2001) consolidated the argument, with thirteen chapters supporting the 
concluding Cybernetic Hypothesis. Work Wonders (2005) supplied a practical guide. Multi-Billion-Dollar Pet Food 
Fraud (2023) documented institutional and alternative-market failures, and Spin Doctors (2026) assembled the 
2001-2011 newsletters as a contemporaneous record of campaigning, censorship, BARF development and the 
rise of fad raw feeding.

The Raw Meaty Bones and The Pet Food Con websites, together with the Tom Lonsdale video archive, preserve 
publications, correspondence, lectures, media appearances and demonstrations. Their existence does not 
establish that the work has been widely understood or accepted. It does establish that the primary record is 
available and that later origin stories can be compared against dated sources.

The present influencer marketplace now occupies much of the public territory between industrial pet food and a 
cybernetic understanding of health. A loss of audience for the earlier record is not merely a matter of authorial 
disappointment. It may be evidence of market and attention capture: the simpler, more disruptive proposition is 
crowded out by commercially scalable recipes, personalities, products and certifications.

7. From function to formula
The commercial divergence examined by this audit can be expressed simply. In the functional model, food is an 
object and a task: the animal must seize, rip, tear, shear, crunch and gnaw. Those actions engage teeth, gums, 
jaws, muscles, behaviour, appetite, digestion and microbial ecology. The owner watches the animal and adjusts in 
response to feedback.

In the formula model, food becomes a mixture: percentages, minced ingredients, powders, oils, vegetables, 
supplements and disease protocols. Authority moves from the animal and observable function to the promoter, 
recipe, certification or branded product. A diet may remain uncooked while reproducing the central assumptions of 
industrial feeding.

The formula model also encourages the withdrawal-attribution fallacy. When industrial food is stopped and a new 
regime begins, multiple things change at once. The promoter may then claim the resulting reported or measured 
changes for the distinctive formula, although the principal benefit may have arisen from withdrawal of the old food, 
restoration of food structure, altered feeding frequency or other simultaneous changes.

8. The revised Five-Part Public Interest Test
The 2006 Three-Part Test asked whether a proponent affirmed whole-prey feeding, healthy teeth and gums, and 
determined opposition to the junk pet-food/veterinary alliance. The recovered history and the later influencer 
economy show that a more stringent test is now required. The following test should be applied to every named 
case file. It is an audit tool, not a declaration of criminality.

Test Questions Public-interest concern

1. Biological suitability Are the ingredients, amounts, 
proportions, feeding frequency and 
life-stage advice appropriate to the 
species and individual? Are 
uncertainty and contraindications 
disclosed?

Inappropriate composition or rigid 
formulae can create disease, 
suffering, avoidable veterinary costs 
and false confidence.

2. Functional form Does the food require ripping, 
tearing, shearing and gnawing? 
Does it clean and exercise the 
mouth, or is it minced, softened or 
otherwise pre-processed?

A raw ingredient list cannot 
compensate for the loss of texture, 
oral work, behaviour and feedback.
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Test Questions Public-interest concern

3. Causal and evidential integrity Are claims separated from the 
effect of stopping the former food? 
Are baselines, endpoints, 
compensation, adverse outcomes, 
sources, provenance and 
commercial interests disclosed?

Reported change may be 
misattributed to a branded system, 
while uncertainty and antecedent 
work disappear.

4. Public-interest orientation Does the promoter confront the 
veterinary/industrial system and 
encourage independent judgement, 
or exploit its failures while creating 
a new dependency on products, 
courses, subscriptions and 
authority?

A niche market can leave the larger 
harmful system untouched and 
convert escape from one 
dependency into entry into another.

5. Whole-system consequences What are the cumulative effects on 
animals - including pain, disease, 
procedures, shortened lives or 
deaths where evidence permits - 
and on owners, science, cybernetic 
inquiry, public institutions, 
resources and the environment? 
Which costs are accepted, disputed 
or presently unquantified, and what 
repair is proposed?

The combined damage may exceed 
the sum of individual feeding errors 
by closing inquiry, dispersing reform 
energy and normalising needless 
commercial complexity. Costs may 
be delayed, dispersed and difficult 
to quantify while authority and 
commercial benefit accrue to 
promoters.

The Five-Part Test replaces neither clinical judgement nor legal proof. It identifies the questions that promoters, publishers, regulators 
and courts may need to answer.

9. Costs, responsibility and repair
The Five-Part Test identifies whole-system consequences. Each named case file must then translate that question 
into a provisional costs ledger. The ledger should distinguish documented losses, plausible but unquantified costs, 
disputed costs and costs not established. It should identify who bore the burden and who obtained financial, 
reputational or institutional benefit.

9.1 Costs to be examined
At minimum, the audit should examine animal pain, disease, dental and medical procedures, reduced quality or 
length of life and deaths where evidence permits; owner expenditure, distress, confusion and lost opportunity; 
distortion of veterinary education, research and professional practice; diversion of reform effort and public 
attention; and resource and environmental consequences of unnecessary commercial complexity. No case file 
should attribute a particular injury or death without evidence connecting the representation, product or system to 
that outcome.

9.2 Degrees of responsibility
Responsibility is not all or nothing. It may arise from direct causation, material contribution, amplification, 
professional endorsement, commercial reach, persistence after contrary evidence or questions, failure to correct, 
or benefit from a misleading account of provenance or efficacy. Each subject should be asked which costs are 
accepted, which are disputed and which are said to be presently unknowable, together with the evidence 
supporting each position.

9.3 Repair and atonement
Repair should be practical and verifiable. Depending on the evidence, it may include correcting provenance; 
distinguishing whole raw meaty bones from formulas and commercial minced products; withdrawing or qualifying 
unsupported claims; disclosing uncertainty, commercial interests and the absence of comparative trials; releasing 
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outcome and adverse-event information; supporting genuinely independent research; asking successors and 
commercial partners to make equivalent corrections; refunding or compensating identifiable claimants where 
responsibility is established; and contributing to public-interest education. The audit may ask about atonement, but 
should judge the response by actions rather than a ritual apology.

9.4 The response becomes part of the record
A denial does not end the inquiry. The subject's answer, supporting evidence, material omissions and refusal to 
answer should be recorded fairly. Silence is not proof of guilt, but the audit may state that identified questions 
remain unanswered. A response that accepts no cost and proposes no corrective action should be preserved as 
the subject's position rather than allowed to erase the questions.

10. Legal and regulatory relevance
An accurate historical and evidential record may support consumer-protection complaints, advertising review, 
professional-discipline referrals, product-liability or negligence inquiries, and preliminary assessment of 
representative proceedings. It may also help investigators distinguish isolated error from repeated and coordinated 
commercial conduct.

The public audit should not describe the raw-feeding marketplace as a criminal conspiracy unless admissible 
evidence establishes the relevant agreement, unlawful object or conduct, state of mind, causation and jurisdictional 
elements. Likewise, “RICO” is not a general description of a harmful industry. United States RICO law requires an 
enterprise, a pattern of specified racketeering activity and, for a private civil claim, injury to business or property 
caused by the violation. Those are demanding legal elements, not rhetorical labels.

The prudent public formulation is therefore: the record raises questions of misleading representation, attribution, 
professional responsibility, animal welfare and possible coordinated wrongdoing that merit examination by relevant 
regulators, professional bodies, courts or other competent authorities where appropriate. The audit will preserve 
evidence and identify representations, possible claimants, losses and causal chains; it will not usurp the role of 
courts or prosecutors, and formal legal review is not a precondition to publication of a carefully sourced public-
interest record.

11. Evidence categories, fairness and corrections
Category Meaning in this audit

Established fact Supported by a public primary source or a document whose provenance is sufficiently 
identified.

Contemporaneous 
testimony

A record made at or near the time by an identified participant or witness; important but 
not an agreed transcript.

Supported inference A conclusion reasonably drawn from several sources, stated expressly as inference 
rather than fact.

Research question A matter that the available record raises but does not resolve.

Not established A proposition for which the current evidence is insufficient, including criminality, 
conspiracy, dishonesty or causation of particular harm.

Subject response A correction, explanation, denial, supporting document or non-response received after a 
fair invitation. It is recorded as part of the evidence and is not treated as self-proving.

The two-page account headed 27 December 1992 is now classified as contemporaneous testimony. Tom 
Lonsdale confirms that he wrote it on the day of the encounter, and that Cleone Clairmont, his de facto spouse, 
was present and participated in the discussion. It remains Lonsdale’s record rather than an agreed transcript, but it 
carries materially greater weight than a recollection first written years later.

Every named subject will be invited to correct factual errors, identify omitted sources and respond to the 
substantive questions before publication of the relevant case file. Material responses and substantiated corrections 
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will be incorporated into the public record. A permanent responses and corrections register should record additions 
and changes without silently rewriting the history.

Published PDFs should be dated and preserved as fixed electronic records. Corrections should not silently 
overwrite the version previously circulated. A revised PDF should carry a new date and a brief change note, while 
the responses and corrections register links the versions. A cryptographic checksum may be retained where useful 
to identify the exact file that formed part of the electronic record.

12. Case files and supporting papers
1. Ian Billinghurst: from natural feeding and raw meaty bones to BARF formula, products, certification, 

costs and responsibility.

2. Rodney Habib and Karen Becker: longevity claims, recipes, subscriptions, products, scientific 
attribution, costs and responsibility.

3. Conor Brady and Dogs First: courses, supplements, disease claims, provenance, professional 
authority, costs and responsibility.

4. Nick Thompson: veterinary status, commercial advocacy, courses, client-persuasion methods, 
functional feeding, costs and responsibility.

5. The conference, certification and influencer marketplace: networks, sponsorship, repetition of claims 
and manufactured authority.

6. Cross-case costs, responsibility and repair: animal harm, owner loss, scientific foreclosure, 
institutional inertia, environmental costs and remedial proposals.

7. Possible legal and regulatory accountability: representations, claimants, reliance, losses, professional 
duties and available routes.

8. Responses, corrections and updates: a permanent public register.

13. Conclusion
The Raw Meaty Bones Record is not a demand that later workers defer to a personality. It is a demand that they 
confront the dated scientific and historical record. Natural-feeding ideas preceded the campaign; Billinghurst had 
developed substantial views of his own; and Bill Hood, Breck Muir, Cleone Clairmont and others belong in the 
story. At the same time, the 1991-1994 work brought together food structure, oral disease, systemic feedback, 
ecology, cybernetics and institutional responsibility in a way that later commercial systems generally did not 
preserve.

The next task is to compare each later system with that record. Did it build upon the work, test it and acknowledge 
it? Or did it preserve enough truth to gain authority while replacing function with formula, public reform with private 
commerce, and open scientific inquiry with a market of confident answers? What costs followed, who bore them, 
what responsibility does the promoter accept, and what corrective action is proposed? Those are questions of 
evidence and public responsibility, not personal grievance.
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Publication of a case file is not the end of the process. The record remains open to new evidence, response and 
substantiated correction, while each dated PDF preserves what was known, alleged, inferred and answered at that 
time.
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