This is a draft of Paul Waldau’s article “Animals” published in the Encyclopedia of
Religion 2" edition, editor (in chief) Lindsay Jones, New Yokkacmillan, 2005.
S
ANIMALS. According to one prominent definition of the teamimal, religion is both
created for and practiced by animals, since huraegsn modern biological terms at
least, incontrovertibly members of the animal famBut what of other animals, ranging
from the simplest of creatures to domesticated vparkners to large-brained,
extravagantly wild creatures who exhibit emotiozaadl intelligent lives in community?

What part have these beings had in human reliditeuand belief?

Renewal of an Ancient Inquiry. At the very end of the twentieth century schotzrs
religion renewed and deepened the ancient ingotoyather living beings’ place in
religious traditions as a whole. As a result, tweiist century scholarship on religion
and animals continues to develop in a wide-rangmgdusive, and interdisciplinary
manner. It is now clearer than ever that the earbhhuman life-forms have from
ancient times had a remarkable presence in rebdieliefs, practices, images, and
ethics. Engagement with these other lives ranges the belief that some are divinities
who bring blessings into the world to the convinttbat the animals are merely

unintelligent objects created by a divine powerregply for humans use.

Other biological beings’ presence in the religiouagination has been neither static nor
simple. Ivar Paulson observes that with the devakag of agriculture and animal

domestication, “much of the earlier numinous poama holiness experienced by the
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hunter in his encounter with the game was lost28). This altered, non-spiritual status
is carried through in the 1994 Catholic descriptéthe place of nonhuman lives in the
believer's world: “Animals, like plants and inaniteahings, are by nature destined for
the common good of past, present, and future hugigi@atechism of the Catholic

Church,par. 2,415, p. 516).

The story of religion and animals goes well beyandounts of their divinity on the one
hand or subservience on the other. Held at timég tadividuals in every sense that
humans are individuals, and even ancestors, facidy, members, or separate nations,
the life-forms outside the human species have aglyubngaged humans at multiple

levels, and thus at many times and places energetigibus sensibilities dramatically.

A range of issuesContemporary scholarship on the intersection lficeis sensibilities
and nonhuman animals undertakes the daunting faskgaging the entire gamut of
humanity’s complex relationships with other biolgilives. Beyond the familiar
tradition of using animals for food and other mialeneeds, nonhuman creatures have
served as fellow travelers, communal society membed workers, and, often,
intermediaries between the physical world and tlpesatural realm. For many peoples,
kinship with nonhumans has been maintained thralnghming and waking visions, as

well as ritual ceremonies in which interspeciesdsoare honored.

Many religious traditions have attempted to analyeessence not only of human lives,

but of the relationship between human and nonhdivas and even the nature of
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nonhuman animals’ daily and existential realitiise historical Buddha is quoted on this
subject often, as in this passage fromNtagjihma Nikaya “Men are indeed a tangle,
whereas animals are a simple matt€he tendency of religious traditions to pass
judgement on the value of animals’ lives has hadofound impact on human thinking
about the Earth and its other inhabitants. HistoaBbiology Ernst Mayr argues that
Christianity has profoundly influenced biologicahtters because Christianity “abolished
free thinking” by making “the word of God . . . theeasure of all things” (p. 307). Mayr
believed that Christianity was responsible for lelsthing Western culture’s controlling
assumptions about the important notion of speeied,that a crucial change in the
Christian worldview occurred during the Reformatimnwhich species came to be seen
as unalterably static rather than subject to dgretnt and change: “The fixity and
complete constancy of species now became a firrmdag . [because a] literal
interpretation of Genesis required the belief i itidividual creation of every species of

plants and animals on the days prior to Adam’stora(p. 255).

His comments reflect the interest that many disogs outside religious studies and
theology have in the role religious traditions haleyed in developing many of our basic
assumptions about nonhuman lives. Interest issgdaared by the recognition that
although religions’ relationships with animals areient, many religious traditions have,
over time, narrowed their already minimal apprecrabf nonhuman creatures. In the
Western cultural tradition, for example, studiesnimals by Christian theologians and
interested believers have declined in the lastdemturies. Nonhuman animals have been

broadly dismissed in Western culture’s seculadesthrough various developments
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since the seventeenth century in philosophy (fangxe, Descartes’s thesis that other
living beings are more like clocks than like humjaarsd scientific experimentation

(particularly powerful in the late nineteenth ahdoughout the twentieth century).

In the latter half of the twentieth century, thag# of food animals and laboratory
animals in industrialized countries became increggithat of a mere resource, even as
dogs and cats were more and more frequently indladdamily members. Wild animals
held an ambiguous position: sometimes thought gieass or recreational hunting
targets; sometimes as representatives of the hatarkl’s power and majesty.

The forms of religion dominant in most societiesanhanimal research and food
production became key industries were amenabladio gses. In addition, religious
institutions remained on the whole silent regardngironmental and habitat damage. As
a result, in many ways religious institutions, lgecular institutions, failed to notice or

take seriously humans’ profound and destructiveachpn nonhuman lives.

Renewal and even deepening of the ancient inqoioyanimals’ place in religion
occurred in response to this increasing crisisfanthdependent reasons as well.
Inquiries outside religious circles about nonhurinaes produced remarkable
information that revealed some nonhuman animaltetdecidedly more complex than
Western culture and science held them to be. Titenigs of various biological sciences,
for example, provided grounds for a more respeetialuation of various animals’
complex lives. When such details were noticed aRkdrt seriously, the resulting

openness had the potential to recreate anciegtae$ understandings about the human



5

community with other lives. Additionally, the infaith dialogue of the second half of the
twentieth century revealed deep concerns for thieatdimensions of human
interactions with other animals and highlightedgiehs such as Jainism and Buddhism

that did not share the Western anthropocentric degen

The religions of the world have had, and will cang to have, a major impact on the
way their adherents, as well as the secular whntik at the realities and moral
responsibilities of the human interaction with atheimals. Believers, religious leaders,
scientists, and scholars of religion now have ahrkezner awareness of how

engagement with other animals will reverberate mudtitude of issues.

Sources of complexityMany of the issues surrounding religion’s intel@ctwith
animals—ethical matters, symbolism, rituals—areemwhonsidered individually,
extraordinarily complex. Over the millennia, retigs traditions have produced an
astonishing variety of beliefs, factual claims, &gis, and actions on many everyday
subjects. Even if the frame of reference is ondyngle tradition, views of nonhuman

animals can, across time and place, be in sigmifinsion.

Further complexities stem from living beings’ sifigant differences from one another.
Some are mentally, socially, and individually eriedy simple; others are mentally and
socially complex and so enigmatic that we may roable to understand their lives at all.
Ignorance of the features of other animals’ livas bften led to crass oversimplifications

both within and outside of religion. Such coarsecedures are encouraged by the way



humans talk about other living beings, for uporetidrexamination much of our
discourse about other animals is revealed to nebnuyprofoundly inaccurate descriptions

of their lives.

Religious institutions, as enduring cultural andiel traditions, have often been the
primary source of answers to a fundamental questiwhich living beings really should
matter to me and my community?” The field of redigiand animals attempts to assess
the many ways in which religious traditions forntelanswers to this question, and, in
their cultural milieux and beyond, influence howirig beings outside the human species

have been understood and treated.

The Role of Inherited PerspectivesThe influence of traditional religious doctrinesha
caused many believers’ perspectives on nonhumamnadsto be dominated by
something other than a careful engagement witlatimals themselves. Sometimes
inherited preconceptions have taken the form ahdisive generalizations found in
documents held to be revealed. Sometimes a onendior&l sketch of a few local
animals has operated as a definitive assessmaiitrainhuman animals’ nature,

abilities, and moral significance.

At other times, positive but inaccurate storiegehaperated similarly to obscure the
actual realities of the local nonhuman animals.t@usand tradition that underlie

inflexible claims about animals can present sepesblems for historians, theologians,
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and believers who wish to engage evidence thatadicts, in letter or spirit, a heritage

of views that is inadequate or misleading whenssssg empirical realities.

Animals as SymbolsReligious art, writing, dance, and oral traditi@msund with
images of the world’s nonhuman living beings. S@reeconnected in one way or
another to the animals portrayed, but many arelosely related to the animals whose
images are used. Some studies of religion and dsima@e been confined solely to the

study of such images, thus ignoring the actualgichl beings themselves.

Stanley Walens observes that misinterpretatior@whal symbols have plagued both
anthropological and religious studies: “The tengenfcWestern scholars to ascribe to a
particular animal symbol the meaning it has in Westulture is one of the fundamental
errors of Western comparative theology.” Scholans necognize that the alleged
simplicity of early and indigenous religions wasma by-product of the “coarse
analytic methods of researchers and of the inglwfithe outsiders to capture the depth
and complexity by which people in tribal societags able to metaphorize themselves

and their world” (Walens, p. 293).

Caution is thus in order when dealing with symlibégt use nonhuman animal images,
for as Walens reminds us, “The capable scholar tooktvery skeptically at the record
of animal beliefs in pre-Christian societies” (29Hh) particular, the scholar must also be
careful of purporting to talk about “animals” whesat is being discussed are animal

images that work primarily, even exclusively, taveey some feature of human
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complexity rather than any information about themaman beings whose images are

being employed for human-centered purposes.

Ethical Concerns.Religion has traditionally been the cradle of hasiability to

exercise concerns for “others,” a category thathisterically included both humans and
nonhumans. The study of religion and animals has lgeeatly complicated by the fact
that some religious traditions insist that the ense of morally considerable beings
includes all living beings, while others have heaithically speaking, a pronounced
human-centered bias, asserting that humans amntirdéiving beings that really matter.
While these competing claims differ radically iomMhfar human concern should reach
outside the human species, they share the convittted humans are characterized by a
profound ethical ability to care for others. Cehtyaestions in the study of religion and
animals are thus these inherently ethical quefi#fio have the others been?” and “Who

might the others be?”

Treatment of Other Animals. Because most religious traditions embrace thglmshat
actions speak more loudly about what one reallietses than do words, any assessment
of a religion’s view of animals must be representtdeast in part, by some account of
how it actually treats other living beings. If digeon features images of bulls in its
temples but allows cattle to be treated with bitytéth the world outside the temple, this
gives us an important insight into their underlybediefs. Another religion may prohibit
the harsh treatment or killing of cattle but inauab images of the animal in its worship,

rituals, or material culture. The former may leavifacts that suggest bulls were
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important, but daily life in the latter suggestsiare respectful engagement with cattle.
Each religion engages with cattle in its own waycakeful analysis can provide much

information about underlying social values.

Linked Oppressions.Religious traditions often suggest that when a dnuimarms
another living being, the actor and even other msvaae desensitized, so that they may
subsequently do even more harm (Thomas Aquinas tha&largument, as did Immanuel
Kant). This insight has been one of the classitfjaations for traditions prohibiting
cruelty to animals. Contemporary sociologists awl ¢nforcement officials advance a
modern version of this idea based on evidencecrgin instances of human-on-human
oppression, such as domestic violence, are psygitalty linked with violence to
nonhuman animals. A related insight is advance@Xiprd historian Keith Thomas, who
suggests that in western Europe the domesticatianimals “generated a more
authoritarian attitude” and “became the archetyadtiern for other kinds of social
subordination” (p. 46). The study of religion amdraals can, when it addresses the idea
that oppression of one kind of living being leanlshte oppression of other kinds of living
beings, be closely tied to social justice concénas now are common features of

religious institutions.

Transmission of Views About Animals.As carriers of a culture’s worldviews, religious
traditions are ancient educators in cultural, ethisocial, ecological, intellectual, and
political matters. In this role, religious tradii® quite naturally have transmitted from

generation to generation views of nonhuman aninfiaighe latter are inevitably around
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and with us in our local communities. As suggesteg@&rnst Mayr, these views affect our
most basic ideas about animals’ nature, as wehleasplace in, or exclusion from, our

communities of concern.

This feature of religion is always a highly conteadtzed piece in any religious tradition’s
larger puzzle, and an essential task in the stéidgligion and animals is to discover how
a particular human community’s engagement withaleal world plays in its larger

worldviews and lifeways.

Previous Scholarship on Religion and AnimalsGreek and Roman thinkers were heir
to a remarkable tradition of vigorous debate reigaravhether nonhuman animals
possessed mental and social abilities, includinguage, senses of justice and morality,
and even reason. Richard Sorabji concludes thgtigtine was the pivotal figure in
shutting down this vibrant debate in the Hellegistorld. The result was a broad
dismissal in the cultural tradition and, in partauits religious institutions, regarding
other animals’ significance. Since the time of Asigne, the vast majority of scholarship
in the Western intellectual tradition has gone fardvon the assumption that humans
alone are intellectually complex, capable of emmladepth and commitment,
characterized by social connections and persorgdiglopment, and able to develop the

kinds of autonomy that moral beings intuitivelypest.

This dismissal of animals, long a centerpiece adamic curricula and pedagogy, is now

in tension with the rich information developed e ife sciences about animals’ mental,
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social, and emotional complexities. Even so, acaclempression in the twenty-first
century, including religious studies and theolagpntinues to reflect the anthropocentric

bias of the Western tradition.

Believers’ engagement with nonhuman lives is aroorgychallenge for religious
pedagogy. Sociological studies reveal that etlioatern for nonhuman animals’
welfare continue to have a place, subordinatedghaumay be at times, in the complex
Jewish, Christian, and Islamic traditions as thay\ctheir ancient ethical insights
forward. Francis of Assisi and Albert Schweitzex aited regularly as examples of
believers with a profound concern for other animiuential figures like Rmi,
Maimonides, Ibn Taymiyah, and Isaac Bashevis Siatger included animal-friendly
themes in their works, and Augustine’s fellow Ctigiss, including Ambrose of Milan,
Basil of Caesarea, Martin Luther, John Calvin, Jéhesley, Karl Barth, Paul Tillich,
Pierre Teilhard de Chardin, and Thomas Berry, hiaweeative ways reflected their

tradition’s capacities for seeing and caring ablimrg beings beyond their own species.

Thus, it is misleading to suggest that all who hgaagight about religion and animal
issues have, naturally and obviously, dismissedhaoran animals in the manner of the
mainstream Western intellectual tradition that remma@ominant today. The recent
emergence of a more systematic and open-mindeanieeaof nonhuman animals in the
doctrines, rituals, experiences, ethics, mythsiasoealities, and ecological perspectives
of religious traditions suggests that when a clepicture is drawn, it will be a rich

tapestry of alternatives for interacting with ttegth’s nonhuman beings.
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Institutionalized Religious Views: A Survey of Worl Religions.Anthropocentric
biases continue to dominate many modern religiosstutions’ discourse generally, and
their official pronouncements and conceptual gditemreflect the prevailing
assumption that humans alone are the appropribjects of human ethics. Mainstream
religious institutions have generally failed to bage the frequently cruel way animals
are treated in modern industrialized societiesr@have been some challenges, mostly
from indigenous traditions and those of the Indiabhcontinent.

A survey of the views of nonhuman animals that ehate major religious
traditions reveals that traditional and mainstreahgious institutions have, on the
whole, accepted not only humans’ domesticatioroaies animals for food and work, but
also deprecated nonhuman animals generally andestdhe value of careful
engagement with other animals’ day-to-day realittasch a survey also shows, however,
that various subtraditions and prominent figurethinithe larger tradition often have
guestioned whether core values of the overall tiadaren’t violated by both
subordination and facile dismissals of nonhumamats. It is not uncommon, then, for
some part of religious traditions to have engagathoman beings in some fuller way
such that even if their place is not front and eemnt institutional pronouncements, ritual,
or traditional language, nonhuman animals remaasgmt and relevant to some

believers’ spiritual and ethical lives.

Hinduism. The Hindu tradition offers an immense range of wealout the living beings

who share our ecological community. Two generaklfeedominate Hindu conceptions
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of the human relationship to other animals. Flisthan beings, recognized to be in a
continuum with life, are considered the paradigmvbét biological life should be—thus
one often finds the hierarchical claim that humiatus is above that of any other animal.
Second, belief in reincarnation, a hallmark of mdstdus’ beliefs, includes the notion
that any living being’s current position in the t&yof life is a deserved position because

it has been determined by the strict law of karma.

These two beliefs have resulted in an ambivalesw\of animals. On the positive side,
animals are understood to have souls and be woftathical consideration; the notion of
non-harming, oahimsz, for example, applies to them. On the negative, stl®f the
earth’s numerous nonhuman animals are understooe itaferior to any human.
According to thesanatana dharmahe eternal law and moral structure of the unigers
all living beings, human and nonhuman, are bora ihat station in life for which their
past karma has fitted them. Humans who in pas$ lacted immorally are destined to be
born as nonhuman; an inferior life because aniniziss are thought of as particularly

unhappy, at least compared to human existence.

The ambivalence toward nonhuman life is negativia@énrecurring implicit and explicit
scorn shown to animals (as well as to lower castedms). The positive side appears in
the tradition’s remarkable ethical sensitivity ther animals as beings who should not be
killed. Many Hindu scriptures include the injunctithat one should treat other animals
exactly like one’s own children. Central religiciexts, such as thegvedaand

Atharvavedahold that the earth was not created for humansealout for other creatures
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as well. Daily life in India, especially at theleifje level, provides many examples of
coexistence with other animals, the best knownluthvis the sacred cow. There are,

however, many examples of mistreatment as well.

Humans, even if Hindus believe them to have a leged place in the hierarchy, are also
believed to have special obligations to all livingings. This ethical claim is often
buttressed by the close association of many Hirailied with specific animal forms.
Rama and Krishna were thought to have reincarnatedrasnkey and a cow. Ganesh, an
elephant-headed god, and Hanuman, the monkey gud,lbng been worshipped widely

in India.

Historically, around 500 B.C.E. the animal sacaftbat dominated the ritual life of the
brahminical tradition was challenged by Buddhistd dains as cruel and unethical. This
challenge had a great effect on the later Hindwsief the morality of intentionally
sacrificing other animals, arahimgi, the historically important emphasis on

nonviolence, has now become a central featuresofrédition.

Buddhism. Buddhist ideas about nonhuman animals share neatyres with Hindu
views, because both reflect cultural assumptioasdbminated the religions of the

Indian subcontinent. For example, all animals, hu@yad otherwise, are viewed as

fellow voyagers insamsara, the world of ceaseless flux and perpetual rapatif birth,

death, and rebirth. Compassion toward other anilmedsoften produced expressions of
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concern for other living beings in Buddhist litena that lead many believers and

scholars to claim that Buddhism takes a kind, sythegiac view toward nonhuman lives.

Alongside this very visible feature of the Buddhrsidition, however, sit complicating
features, for in important ways Buddhism has a treg@iew of nonhuman animals’
existence and abilities. Buddhist thinking groupsi@anhuman animals into a single
realm or category, which in the hierarchical sostalicture that dominated the Indian
subcontinent meant that other forms of life wefenor to the human realm. Hence, the

very fact that a being is born as any animal othan human is thought of negatively.

The animal world is viewed as an unhappy place-hasistorical Buddha said in the
Majjhima Nikaya, “so many are the anguishes of animal birth.” Batla “subhuman”
level in the Buddhist hierarchy is conceived tdledirect result of less-than-ideal
conduct. A human who violates moral norms is carttdahreatened with punishment in
the next life as a lower animal. Nonhuman animedsregularly described by Buddhists
as so simple relative to humans that their liveseasily understood by the superior
human intellect. Buddhist scriptures characteriaenals as pests who are in competition

with their human superiors.

Even though these factors lead to descriptionsimhals in the Buddhist scriptures that
seem fundamentally negative, these views are mteeby central ethical commitments.
The First Precept states that a Buddhist will raffeom killing any life forms. Some

portions of the tradition, though not all, emphasiegetarianism as a means to this end.
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The well-knownbodhisattvés vow to refrain from entering nirvana until akings are
saved reflects one prominent feature of the Buddfadition’s deep concern for beings

outside the human species.

Buddhist engagement with other animals, thennsxdure of the tradition’s heavy
investment in hierarchical thinking and a strorfgeztl commitment to the value of life in
all its forms. Despite all its avowed respect fonhuman lives, however, the tradition
has never emphasized seeing other animals in w@irtheir own realities. This leads to a
dismissive prejudgment of animal life which is urrdaned by careful engagement with

animals’ actual lives.

The Abrahamic Traditions. Just as the religions of the Indian subcontinbates many
common assumptions, the views dominating the Abmath&aditions also have
important assumptions in common. Judaism, Chrigyiaand Islam are dominated in
many essential respects by what amounts to ethnthropocentrism, that is, a
pronounced tendency to focus on the members diuhean species as if they alone
should be the object of ethical and moral protectibis a fundamental article of faith in
the Abrahamic traditions is [ED: strike this extisl] that the world was designed by a
divine creator who elevated the human specieseabbbwther forms of life. This
human-centeredness, which manifests itself in detlecy to justify practices that harm
other animals, is moderated at critical pointsyhen sacrificial rules mandate that the

victim’s death be brought about as quickly as passi
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Judaism. Ideas about nonhuman animals are not simplesiduldaic tradition, in part
because the Hebrew Bible contains diverse and ewetnadictory views of humans in
relation to other living beings. A prominent moétstuses on the importance of keeping
humans safe from dangerous animals. A more utopson is that of peace with and
among wild animals, which can also function as gapigor for cosmic and social peace
among humans. Of these two views, the first dorem&br human interests are
characteristically seen in Judaism as far more mapbthan animals’ interests. Richard
Bauckham has noted that the idea that humans mpeadé from evil animals” is an
“ancient tendency” stemming from the Jewish tradits decision to see “wild animals

primarily as threats to human life” (p. 8).

Philo Judaeus, a first-century Jewish historiarpleged an image of a continuous
warfare by the animals against humankind. This teg@nage of animals who are not
under human control is contrasted with the trartyudf humans’ relationship with, and
domination of, domesticated animals. There is swomg in this view, for the notion that
wild animals are evil, a common biblical themes,asted in the belief that disorder in
nature stems from archetypal wrongs committed bgdnuancestors and the

unfaithfulness of Israel.

Alongside the Hebrew Bible’s dominant view thatdv@énimals are evil is the
countervailing notion that other animals were @ddiy God, who is proud of them (as
expressed in various passages in Job) and dadg tbem. Living under God’s reign,

other living beings at times appear as examplegbf order, in great contrast to
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humans. Many provisions, such as the law codesdiEx@2—-23 and 34, Leviticus 22 and
25, and Deuteronomy 14-26) recognize the welfa@ladr animals, at least to some
extent. Such provisions are limited, however, imgrily (1) the welfare of domestic
animals, that is, those that work for or produceddiés for humans, and (2) restrictions

on how sacrificial animals could be killed.

Although scholars like Stephen Webb argue thapthetice of animal sacrifice benefited
nonhuman animals in general, the practice raiseglEx issues, for animal sacrifice
functioned as an institutionalized means of atofardiuman violations of moral rules or
purity taboos. The fact that nonhuman beings sligeause of human wrongs is, of
course, related to the human evaluation of humadmanhuman lives. Why only those
animals useful to humans were chosen for sacigieeorth further inquiry into the role
that anthropomorphism and anthropocentrism plaengeneral practice of animal

sacrifice.

Judaism arose in geographical areas that affordielviers only limited exposure to the
most complex nonhuman animals (such as elephdnispanzees, whales, and
dolphins), a fact which may account for its somesmne-dimensional view of
nonhuman lives. Jewish materials, nonethelesscpkatly by virtue of the body of
traditional Jewish law that concerns itself withraal welfare known atsa’ar ba’alei
chayim,provides a basis for arguing that care for otimémals of all kinds is mandated

by the core values and insights of the tradition.



19

Nonhuman forms of life are mentioned in some ofdtveenants found in the Hebrew
Bible, including the covenant with Noah in Genési9—16. Some theologians, such as
Andrew Linzey, who argues that Christians haveealtbgical duty to protect nonhuman
animals, make a great deal of this in their wo@dhers have argued that the larger
context, including the preceding set of verses @Smn9: 1-7,which mentions that “the
dread of you show be upon every beast” and “Evesying thing that lives shall be food
for you”), radically qualifies the significance nbnhuman animals’ inclusion in the
covenant established in Genesis 9: 9-16 and refleat other animals are “in the
subordinate relationship to humankind which hasaaly been set forth in Genesis”

(Murray, pp. 33-34).

Yet even if humans are conceived in the Jewishtioadas separate from the rest of life
in critically important ways, an important sensecohnection remains by virtue of the
sheer number of specific animals mentioned andredgens about the variety of life
found throughout the Hebrew Bible—for example, Rs&04, which mentions so many
different kinds of animals in so many different texts. Such variety and specificity
suggest that the early Hebrews noticed and appeelcibe extraordinary diversity and

interconnectedness of human and nonhuman beings.

Christianity. The Christian tradition inherited and developegl lttrebrew vision of
humans as distinct from all other animals. Somebelthe Christian tradition narrowed
this heritage by its handling of the biblical claihat all humans, and only humans, are

made in the image of God and have been given domwmwver the earth. Some early



20

proponents of Christianity, including Origen andgiistine, asserted that part of
Christianity’s basic message is a fundamental ceddiivision between human animals
and all other animals. In important ways, this leasto the exclusion of all other
animals’ interests when they are in conflict wittee minor, unnecessary human

interests.

Historically, the expression and development ofi§tian views of animals reflects ties to
both Hebrew and Greek sources. Early Christiansol@d from them their fundamental
cultural assumptions. The result over time wasmalgam in which connections to
nonhuman animals were subordinated to human sujeridltimately humans came to
be seen as distinct in every relevant way fromrogingnals, and therefore ontologically

superior to the rest of creation.

This led prominent sects within Christianity to gistently refuse to examine other
animals’ realities. The extent of the denial carséen in the comment made by Pope
Pius IX to English antivivisectionist Anna Kingstbr‘Madame, humankind has no
duties to the animals.” Pius IX backed this up bigbrously” opposing the

establishment of a society for the protection ofreals in Rome (p. 149).

Christianity faces a basic challenge from the davely body of knowledge about
nonhuman animals. Based on data from the biologmahces and an appreciation of
indigenous cultures’ respectful engagement withdifitside our species, many people

now argue that at least some nonhuman life formpeoper objects of human morality.
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It remains to be seen whether the Christian orrahgious tradition will finds ways to

integrate new factual information into their vieafsnonhuman creatures.

Islam. Islamic views often reflect the Abrahamic emphasidiumans as the centerpiece

of a created universe, but Islam also shows a eousting recognition of the moral

dimension of the very existence of other animalerg&hough th€ur<hamza>an

frequently asserts that other animals have bearglan Earth solely for the benefit of

humans, how humans treat other animals, who amaelkereatures of Allah, also plays

an important role in the tradition. TRur<hamza>an and other central writings of

Islam reflect numerous ways in which believers haeomgnized that other animals have

their own importance. For exampkajrah 6:38 states that other animals have their own

communities: “There is not an animal in the eanttr, a flying creature on two wings, but
they are communities like unto you.” Mohammed hilhsemmented, “Whoever is kind
to the creatures of Allah, is kind to himself.” Hiso compared the doing of good or bad

deeds to other animals to similar acts done to imsma

The result is that there are both negative andipesiiews of other animals at the center
of the complex Islamic tradition. As with Judaigime ritualized slaughter of animals for
food dhabl) reflects the basic belief that humans are diyiglpointed representatives
of Allah (Khalifa, often translated as vicegerent or steward). Bh@e version of the
claim that other animals, even if not on earthlgdier human use, are subordinate to

humans and in special instances ordained for hursan
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Although humans are, in the Islamic tradition, tleaterpiece of creation and thus the
most important living beings, ethical sensibilitregarding other animals are still
prominent, as in the rules governing the humanm@gibf sacrificial animals. Thus, the
Islamic tradition provides moral space, as it wésethe view that other animals have an

integrity and inherent value of their own.

The Animal Presence Outside the World Religions/iews of the place of animals in
human lives are far different outside the mainstreeligions. Native or indigenous
traditions worldwide often reflect a spiritual king with many kinds of nonhuman living
beings. John Neihardt begins the now-famous acddlack Elk Speaks: Being the Life
Story of a Holy Man of the Oglala Siouxth observations about sharing and kinship
with other animals: “It is the story of all lifedhis holy and is good to tell, and of us two-
leggeds sharing in it with the four-leggeds andwimegs of the air and all green things;

for these are children of one mother and theirdiath one Spirit” (p. 1).

Communication with specific kinds of animals, ofteammals or birds known to be
highly social and intelligent, such as dolphinsawens, are often found in nature-
oriented spiritual traditions. Most show a deepaswn for and connection with
nonhuman animals as fellow beings or even as iddats not unlike humans. Many
contemporary nature-oriented religions, which tembe decentralized and to give
primacy to individual experience, emphasize nonhuaramals. Relatedly, respected

members of contemporary scientific communitieshsag primatologist Jane Goodall
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and cognitive ethologist Marc Bekoff, have emphegithe relevance to human spiritual
guests of studying and understanding animal belbavidoticing and taking nonhuman

animals seriously is also evident in the Chinedle 1daoist, and Confucian traditions,

Japanes8&hinto , the Jain tradition of India, Sikhism, and manlyestreligious traditions

that offer profound insights into the importancel @thical dimensions of the human

connection with other natural beings.

Conclusion.Considering the seemingly simple question of hosvtito important topics
of religion and animals intersect raises many pogss. One of these is a deeper
understanding of religious traditions’ roles in gimg human concepts of, discourse
about, and ethical engagements with the Earthtantbnhuman inhabitants. The
religious component of a human interaction witheothnimals can offer significant
personal value as well. An increasing number oblibgians, ethicists, philosophers,
poets, and scholars from many disciplines haveetfi®omas Berry’s insight: “Indeed
we cannot be truly ourselves in any adequate mamitieout all our companion beings

throughout the earth. This larger community cons#g our greater self.”

Anthropomorphism; Bears; Birds; Cats; Elephantgl&vonism; Fish; Horses;
Monsters; Rabbits; Snakes; Totemism; TrickstersQderview; Lady of the Animals;

Lord of the Animals
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