This article was an invited contribution lto Defense of Animalsevised edition (2006),
edited by Peter Singer. The article appears a6 @83.

“Religion and Animals”

The possibilities and problems of “religion andraals” can be seen in the following
comparison. In 1994, the Catholic Church proclaimed

Animals, like plants and inanimate things, are byure destined for the common

good of past, present and future humanity.

Contrast this assertion with the following from thapularMetta Suttarecited by

millions of Buddhists every day:

Just as a mother would protect with her life hen®on, her only son, so one
should cultivate an unbounded mind towards all g&iand loving kindness

towards all the world.

Religion is a notoriously complex area of humarsetce. Nevertheless, it can be said,
quite simply, that the record of some religiougitnfions in defending animals is one of
abject failure, often driven by extraordinary a@oge and ignorance. Yet at other times
religious believers have lived out their faith iayg that have been fully in defense of

nonhuman lives.

This more positive view has, across place and teen common. Engagement with
lives outside our species has produced for songgoes believers an understanding that
other animals are the bringers of blessings intontbrld. Some believers have also held
that some nonhuman animals are persons in evesg $kat humans are persons, and
even ancestors, family, clan members or separaitensalife forms outside the human
species have regularly engaged humans’ imaginationultiple levels, and thus often
energized religious sensibilities dramatically.



Because of this, one does not have to look fantmwver positive connections between
some forms of religion and concerns for nonhumamais. The links between these two
are, in fact, unfathomably ancient. Our remote atwre were fascinated with nonhuman
lives, and the origins of human dance, musicarimsents, art, and even a sense of the
sacred have been tied directly to the fascinatiah dur ancestors exhibited regarding the

neighboring, nonhuman members of the earth communit

But the prevalence of dismissive views in religiausles cannot be denied. Views like
that of the Catholic Catechism which are anchonea iadical subordination of
nonhumans to humans—what Mary Midgley called thHestdute dismissal” of
nonhuman animals now tragically prevalent in mostiern industrialized countries—
remain very common in religious circles today. Higtally, there has been a link
between religious traditions’ willingness to demeamhuman animals and the totality of
modern secular societies’ subordination of nonhuaramals’ lives to human profits,
leisure, and “progress.” (see Waldau 2001; So§i3)

So fairness and balance in approaching this subjdlatequire any explorer of “religion
and animals” to acknowledge that, even if a prepatian with

other animals is an ancient theme in religiousitits, it has not been a prominent part
of ethical discussion in modern religious instibat or in academic circles where religion
is studied. Those who have championed the causerdfuman animals around the world
since the resurgence of protective intentions atidras in the 1970s have only rarely
consulted religious authorities when seeking comahanpport for increased animal
protection. And religious authorities haven’t oft®rught to participate in debates over
how to defend wildlife, ensure that food animalks aot mistreated, minimize harm to
research animals, or honor the special place opemmn (nonhuman) animals in
humans’ lives. The reluctance of animal advocaieseek the help of religious
institutions and authorities alone says much ahout “in defense of animals” modern

religious traditions have been, or might be, inwueld today.



| shall begin by considering what various religitvae claimed about other animals. To
what extent have religious traditions have beefttygaf what Richard Ryder called
“speciesism” - the view that any and all human atgnbutno nonhumarmanimals,

should get fundamental moral protections? Spesiesnakes membership in the human
species the criterion of belonging within our maratle. And to what extent do

religious traditions provide resources and supfoorthose seeking to defend animals?

If we consider what five major religious traditiofieese are sometimes referred to as the
“world religions”) have claimed about “animals,’tecomes clear that some religious

positions serve well to defend nonhuman animalslevdthers offend profoundly.

Hinduism, which is best understood as a complex of diveuk¢raditions, offers an
immense range of views about the living beings siare our ecological community.
Two general beliefs dominate how these Hindu sdiitoms think of humans’

relationship to the earth’s other animals. Firstplans are clearly recognized to be in a
continuum with other life; second, humans are nogless considered to be the paradigm
of what biological lifeshouldbe. One thus commonly finds within Hindu sourdesnts

that the status "human" is above the status ob#mgr animal.

Both the continuum notion and the separation emgplaas part of the Hindus’ belief in
reincarnation, which asserts that any living bargirrent position in the cycle of life is a
deserved position determined by the strict lawarfna This famous notion, which
Hindus understand to reflect the eternal law ofttherse, claims that all living beings,
human and nonhuman alike, are born and reborrstatmns in life determined by their
past deeds. This view, which clearly implies tlet tiniverse has a fundamental moral
structure, works out in ways that subordinate ahéravise demean nonhuman animals.
Nonhuman animals, which by definition haven’t adtegrior lives in ways that
surmount their inferior nonhuman status, are devsizé a corrupt, lesser realm.

Achieving human status means one has in pastdigtesl well. Humans who in this life



act immorally are, according to Hindu thinking, tiesd to be reborn as a nonhuman

animal, a demeaned status thought of as partigulahappy compared to human life.

These two beliefs—humans’ connection, humans’ sapgr—have resulted in tensions
in Hindu views of other animals. A negative seviefws, often used to justify dominance
or harsh treatment, flows from the claims thattéamumerous nonhuman animals are
inferior to any human. A competing, positive setvi@ws flows from the continuum
belief, for other animals, like humans, have samd thus are worthy of ethical

considerations (for example, the notion of non-hagnorahimsa applies to them).

On the positive side of attitudes toward nonhumamals is the tradition’s remarkable
claim that other animals should not be killed. Maagsages in the Hindu scriptures
exhort believers to treat other animals as theylavtheir own children. And central
religious texts hold that the earth was created&ih humans and nonhumans. These
texts allow many contemporary Hindus to argue #tidives have their own interests,
their own value, and thus a right to existence.dg¢edaily life in India, especially at the
village level, provides many examples of coexiséewith other animals, the best known

example of which is the sacred cow.

The special treatment of some nonhuman animalsestgthat Hinduism is not
classically speciesist, for not all nonhumans aueled from the moral circle.
Relatedly, not all humans were necessarily inclufdthe inequalities existing within
human society (often referred to as the caste systeere also justified as the direct
result of good or bad deeds performed in formediv

Beyond the special obligations to all living beirigand in the Hindu tradition, one finds
close associations of many Hindu deities with dpeanimal forms. The deities Rama
and Krishna are believed to have reincarnateceapgectively, a monkey and a cow.
Ganesh, an elephant-headed god, and Hanuman, tileeyngod, have long been
worshipped widely in India. These close associatimovide another basis on which

Hindu believers can act in defense of certain namdmuanimals.



Hinduism'’s earliest forms were intimately assoalatéth animal sacrifice, which
dominated the ritual life of the early traditiontoind 500 BCE, this practice was
challenged by Buddhists and Jains as cruel andhizaétThis challenge had a great
effect on the later Hindu views of the moralityintfentionally sacrificing other animals,
andahimsa the historically important emphasis on nonviokeritas now become a

central feature of the tradition.

Buddhist viewsof nonhuman animals are not unlike Hindu viewsaose both share the
background cultural assumptions that characteebkgions born in India. Buddhists thus
also believe that all animals, human and othervaisefellow voyagers in the same
process of lives interconnected by reincarnatinBuddhist scriptures and practices, the
teaching of compassion has often led to expressibnsequivocal concern for other
living beings. This is one reason that both Budihasd literature purporting to describe
religious traditions generally often have claimedttBuddhism takes a kind, sympathetic
view toward nonhuman lives. This is an importarif-trath, for concern for other

animals is often a very visible feature of the Bliddtradition.

Such concerns are matched, however, by a compigcégature. The tradition also
carries an overall negative view of other animalgstence and abilities relative to those
of members of the human species. For example, sistent disparagement of other
animals appears in documents from the earliesestafithe tradition. Buddhist
denunciations of other forms of life are closelyea with the coarse grouping of all
nonhuman animals into a single realm. Under theahslical assumptions that
dominated the Indian subcontinent, this realm wasight of as below the human realm.
Hence, if a being is born asykind of animal other than a human it is, in a very
important sense, thought of negatively, for sutdwabirth means that the being in
earlier lives did not meet the lofty goals that Veballow that being to be born a human.
Not unexpectedly, other animals’ worlds are disetisas unhappy places—the Buddha

says, “so many are the anguishes of animal birth.”



Birth at a “subhuman” level in the Buddhist hiefarcthen, is a direct result of less than
ideal conduct in earlier lives. And a corollarytbis dismissal of nonhuman animals as
lower is that such lives are regularly describedhgdhists as so simple relative to
humans that their lives are easily understood bygtialitatively superior human capacity
for moral and intellectual thinking. In other wordge can understand their lives, and
thereby know that they would be happier if theyeMenman. Another feature of
Buddhist scriptures is that other animals are ofiewed as pests in competition with
elevated humans. These factors and others prothgagive descriptions of other

animals in the Buddhist scriptures.

As with Hinduism, negative views of other animais enoderated by central ethical
commitments that, by any measure (modern or ancierdvide important defenses to
other animals. The special commitment known in Buskdscriptures as the First Precept
commits each Buddhist to refrain from killing arfg iform. A vegetarian ideal is
recognized in some portions of the tradition ad.\Wédere is also a special commitment
in the Mahayana tradition known as the bodhisastvaw by which a Buddha-to-be
refrains from enteringirvanauntil all beings are saved. This special vow &fiéhe

prominence of the tradition’s deep concern for geiautside the human species.

This strong ethical commitment to the value of o#m@mals’ lives keeps the Buddhist
engagement with other animals from being classicsgkciesist even though one finds in
Buddhism a pervasive dismissal of other animalsitheelated to the tradition’s heavy
investment in hierarchical thinking. What makes tg@em peculiar to modern activists
who have developed their own defenses of animalgais despite Buddhism’s interest in
individual animals as valued beings who shouldb®okilled, the tradition has never
emphasized seeing other animals in terntheif realities. The upshot is that many
Buddhist claims about other animals exhibit theuess of misleading caricature because
they are premised on a dismissive prejudgment ghmadibilities of nonhuman animals’
lives. In a scientific or analytical sense, Budthiigiews of nonhuman lives are under-
determined by careful engagement with observalaligies of the animals’ actual lives,

and over-determined by an ideology of human supgyio



The Abrahamic traditions—Judaism, Christianity and Islam—also share common
assumptions about nonhuman animals, although Hrese important respects very
different from the assumptions that undergird Hiadd Buddhist views of nonhuman
animals. On the whole, the views of this familyreligious traditions are, on issues
involving nonhuman lives, dominated by a speciegigiroach to deciding just which
lives should be seen as within our moral circleeSghAbrahamic traditions thus are,
particularly in their mainline interpretations, caeterized by a recurring assertion that
the divine creator specially elected humans andyded the earth primarily for our
benefit rather than for the benefit of all formdité. This human-centeredness has

manifested itself regularly in a tendency to jyspfactices that harm other animals.

But just as religion in general isn’t easy to powah with a simple judgment of either
“pro-animal” or “anti-animal,” so individual religus traditions are typically
characterized by co-existing contradictory attismidehe human-centeredness of the
Abrahamic traditions is moderated at critical psiby fundamental insights about the
relevance of nonhuman lives to our ethical abdgitiehus, at least some part of each of
these traditions asserts that there are moral diloes to other animals' lives such that

there should be limits on humans' instrumental o§esher animals.

In Judaism, views of nonhuman animals are not simple for othasons as well,
including the fact that the Hebrew Bible contaiesesal different ways of thinking about
the earth’s other animals in relation to the hum@ammunity. One strain of the Hebrew
scriptures, which has been called its realistis-torldly version, focuses on victory
over other animals, while another, more idealizggi@ach envisions peace with and
between wild animals. Of these two visions, thstfis more prominent in that humans’
interests are characteristically seen in Judaisfarasore important than the interests of
any nonhuman animals. Philo, the first century 8&vhistorian, employed an image of a
continuous war by nonhuman animals against humdnKihis image reflects a negative
view of the animals not under humans’ control, i matched by a positive view of

domesticated animals. There is some irony in tl@w/ yfor valuing domesticated animals



alone is, of course, merely a form of covert hurnanteredness. There is further irony as
well in the notion that wild animals are evil, stne common biblical theme is that the
disorder in God'’s creation stems from wrongs coradinot by nonhuman animals but
by Adam and Eve and, later, an unfaithful Israel.

More positive is the competing notion that otheinais were created by a God who is
proud of them and feeds them each day. Other asjithedn, can be seen quite positively
as examples of right order living under God’s reiggreat contrast to sinful humans
whom God must constantly discipline. This more pesinotion is often symbolized by
the idea that creation has a genuine and abidindrggss because God created it, a belief
that underlies the recurring claim in the openihgpter ofGenesighat God saw creation

as “good.”

Early Judaism features many protections of thearelbf some nonhuman animals (for
example, Exodus 22—-23 and 34, Leviticus 22 an&@28,Deuteronomy between 14 and
26). These undeniable protections are limited, vaneo primarily (1) the welfare of
humans’ own domesticated animals, and (2) resiriston the killing of the few animals
which could be sacrificed. Some have also arguatitiie practice of animal sacrifice
benefited nonhuman animals in general (limiting,eeample, the total number of
animals that could be killed). But the Jewish thiadis practice of animal sacrifice
raises, as does all religious sacrifice of nonhuaramals, complex issues. Such
sacrificial rituals were thought to relieve humahsmpurity generated by humans'
violations of moral rules or purity taboos. The mws question arises, of course, as to
why anynonhumansuffered on the basis btimanwrongs. Religious traditions that
permit sacrifice of individual animals for such pases rely on the reasoning that human
purity is more important than the nonhuman liveghef sacrificial victims. The question
of why only animals useful and pleasing to humaesaxchosen for sacrifice also begs

further inquiry.

The Jewish tradition, particularly by virtue of thedy of traditional Jewish law that

concerns itself with the suffering of other animafgl animal welfare in general (known



astsa'ar ba'alei chayimliterally, sympathy for life), can claim thatké the best of the
Hindu and Buddbhist traditions, it clearly recogmizbe ethical aspects of defending
nonhuman animals’ interests, and that such careisdated by the core values and
insights of the tradition. So even when humansaneeived in the Jewish tradition as
separate from the rest of life, there remains gronmant recognition of a sense of
connection. The human-centeredness remains, oéeoand subjects the tradition to
criticisms along the line of speciesism, but thegloith of positive generalizations about
living beings and the number of specific animalsitimed suggest that the early
Hebrews noticed and appreciated the extraordinagrslty and interconnectedness of

human and nonhuman beings.

Christianity inherited the Hebrew vision that all humans arelena the image of God
and have been given dominion over the earth. Eznlystians in the formative stages of
the tradition also borrowed from the Greek cultdradlition. In important ways the
mainline Christian tradition narrowed the Hebredesof its heritage by playing down
the animal-friendly features of the Hebrews’ atteéa while at the same time
foregrounding the anti-animal aspects of the Gregkmn that were tied to a special
evaluation of humans’ rationality. Some early pnogats of Christianity, including
Origen and Augustine of Hippo, exaggerated humdissance from other animals. The
result over time was a Christian amalgam in whighan obvious connections to
nonhuman animals were radically subordinated, awthe mainline Christian tradition
claimed that humans are so superior to the resteation that humans’ morality
rightfully excludes other animals’ interests whiay are in conflict with even minor

human interests.

A consequence of this emphasis has been that peotrsabtraditions within Christianity
have exhibited the persistent refusal to examinadlevance of other animals’ actual
realities so characteristic of speciesism. An exXaropthis is Pope Pius IX’s refusal in
the 19" Century to allow establishment of a society fa piotection of animals in
Rome, when he said to the English antivivisectioArsna Kingsford, “Madame,

humankind has no duties to the animals.”



There are, of course, voices within the Christradition that have sounded the
inherently ethical themes of compassion for an@éxistence with other animals. St.
Francis and Albert Schweitzer are well known exaspbut many others exist. In recent
years, the theologian Andrew Linzey has claimed itha the essence of Christian

spirituality to carry out duties of care toward etlanimals.

While Islam also reflects the Abrahamic traditions’ emphasif©iomans as the
centerpiece of the created universe, this inflamtadition in various ways nurtures the
competing moral insight that nonhuman animals’didemand recognition by humans.
Thus, in Islam tension exists between mainlinenctaihat other animals have been
placed on earth solely for the benefit of humaeg (for exampleQur'an5:4, 16:5-8;
22:28; 22:36; 23:21; 36:71-3; and 40:79), and thadaiens that reflect various ways in
which Muslims have recognized that other animalgelibeir own importance as Allah's
creatures. For example, Muslims clearly understeomthuman animals to have souls.
Qur'an6:38 also admonishes that other animals have dlagircommunities, and
Mohammed himself commented, "Whoever is kind todfeatures of Allah, is kind to
himself." Mohammed also compared the doing of gmolad deeds to other animals to
similar acts done to humar@ur'an 17:44 notes that nonhuman animals and the rest of
nature are in continuous praise of Allah, althobhgmans may not be able to understand
this. The commentator Ibn Taymiyah argued regarthe@ur'an verses which state that
Allah created the world to serve humanity, "In ddesng all these verses it must be
remembered that Allah in His wisdom created thesatares for reasons other than
serving man, for in these verses He only expldiesenefits of these creatures [to
man]." There are, then, important traditions witlslam by which possible arrogance by

humans—and speciesism—can be checked.

As in the past with Judaism and Hinduism, the praatf ritualized slaughter of animals
for food had a central place early in the tradisahevelopment. Unlike Judaism and
most of Hinduism, however, animal sacrifice isl gtimajor part of Islamic practice. A

principal example occurs at the endRefmadanthe traditional month of fasting, when
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animals are slaughtered for a celebratory feastr{that is often distributed to the poor).
This practice reflects the basic belief that humeamesthe steward of Allah,which is one
version of the claim that other animals, even if oio earth solely for human use, are
subordinate to humans and in special instancesnadléor humans' use. But even if it
remains the case that humans are, in the Islamignyithe living beings that most truly
matter, ethical sensibilities regarding other aréaae still given a place of respect. For
example, the sacrificial practice includes rulest twere originally intended to make the
killing as humane as possible. Thus, the tradipimvides recognition of the view that
other animals have an integrity or inherent valtigeir own, even when the standard

Abrahamic interpretation of humans as the centeepad creation is maintained.

Pervasiveness of the Animal Presence Outside the VitbReligions. The views
mentioned above only begin to touch upon the rarig®ssibilities that one finds within
religious traditions on the place of nonhuman kvbeings in humans’ lives. The
lifeways or totality of daily life and practices mspacted by rituals and beliefs of many
kinds of various indigenous peoples contain exampfdhumans’ ability to develop
respectful relationships with many kinds of nonhartieging beings. Neihardt begins his
famousBlack Elk Speaks: Being the Life Story of a HolynM&the Oglala Siouwith
observations about sharing and kinship with otiémals: “It is the story of all life that
is holy and is good to tell, and of us two-leggelaring in it with the four-leggeds and
the wings of the air and all green things; for thase children of one mother and their

father is one Spirit.”

Many diverse forms of contemporary nature-oriergjgidituality, which tend to be
decentralized and to give primacy to individual exence, emphasize nonhuman
animals. Communications with specific kinds of aaisn(often mammals or birds known
to be highly social and intelligent, such as dahghor ravens) are frequently found in
these nature-oriented spiritualities, all of whieflect deep concerns for and connections
with nonhuman animals as fellow beings and evesguex not unlike humans. Some

respected members of contemporary science comrasifitr example, the primatologist
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Jane Goodall and the cognitive ethologist Marc B@lenphasize the relevance of

rigorous empirical study of animals to humans’ispal quests.

Making Religion More Animal-Friendly

The story of religion and animals is thus a mixexatys But even if careful study of
religion and animals can offer prospective defeméenhuman animals, the existing
literature remains surprisingly one-dimensionak &mample, entire books that purport to
address a religious tradition's views of “animdésf to refer in any way to the realities of
the animals allegedly being discussed. This isiergiven that much more accurate
information has been developed about our nonhuraasies in the last four decades.
These shortcomings reveal that ethical anthropasemtontinues to dominate much of
our culture, as when mere images of other aninrallsase nonhuman animals which
have been domesticated animals remain the prinfopak because they are,
misleadingly, held out as representative or thagigm ofall nonhuman lives. Since
ethical anthropocentrism in the form of speciessm@so a defining feature of
contemporary legal systems, business values, maietonomic theory, government
policy decisions and educational philosophies amdaula, it will surprise no one that

major religious institutions continue to promotestharrow view.

Some special challenges for supporters and coficsligion on the issue of nonhuman
animals include the role of customary views andlsyis\ the special place of ethical

claims in religion, and prevailing practices regagdnonhuman animals.

Identifying the role of inherited perspectives—the influence of inherited conceptions
causes many religious believers’ perspectives oinmman animals to be over-
determined by something other than a careful engagewith the animals themselves.
Inherited preconceptions often take the form ofrassive generalizations found in those
documents held to be “revealed.” Too often, oneetlisional sketches of a few local
animals have operated as a definitive assessmalitradnhuman animals’ abilities and

moral significance. At other times, inaccurate is®reven when positive, obscure the
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actual realities of the local nonhuman animals.t@usand tradition have all too often
underwritten inflexible claims about other animdtastrating believers who wish to
engage readily available, empirically-based evidehat contradicts, in letter or spirit,

their religion’s inherited views.

Animal images that work as symbolsn religious art, writing, dance and oral traditso
are only sometimes connected to the animals p@draf/estern scholars have often
failed to comprehend other cultures’ animal symibalsause they have assumed that
other cultures read nonhuman animals in the dismeissanner of the western
intellectual tradition. Such coarse analytic methbdve resulted in serious
underestimation of earlier cultures’ sophisticatiegarding nonhuman animals. Caution,
then, is critically important in studying animalages, which sometimes work primarily,
even exclusively, to convey some feature of huntanpexity rather than any

information about the nonhuman beings whose imageseing employed.

Ethical concernshave long been central to religious traditionsti#ebrief review of
religious belief above suggests, humans’ abilitgxercise concerns for “others” has

historically included both humans and nonhumans.

Treatment of nonhuman animalsis a critical element in assessing any religious
tradition’s views of other animals. Accounts of ttual, day-to-day treatment of other
living beings reveal much about the deepest valuaseligious tradition. Brutal
treatment of cattle in the daily world outside mpde where worshippers pay homage to
an idol in the shape of a bull or cow would suggleat, on the whole, the religion
involved does not respect the harmed animals. Amdl tkeatment of bulls and cows in
daily matters, even when there are no images skthaimals in the local people’s
rituals, would suggest something more positive. 8N'af these two religious

communities would we say truly valued the cattle?

As carriers of views of the world around us, raligg traditions are ancient educators.

They profoundly affect the formation of culturalhieal, social, ecological, intellectual
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and political ideas. In this role, religious traalits quite naturally have had a major role
in transmitting views of nonhuman animals from gatien to generation. This
transmission role affects virtually everyone’s lbadeas about these beings’ natures, as
well as their place in, or exclusion from, our coomties of concern. An essential task in
the study of religion and animals is to find thedpl roles that religious traditions play

in developing or retarding views of the life arownl

Since the death of Augustine of Hippo almost 168ary ago, the vast majority of
scholarship in the western intellectual traditi@s lgyone forward on the assumption that
humans are the only animals with intellectual &pikkmotions, social complexity, and
personality development. This dismissal of nonhur@mals, which remains a
centerpiece in today’s educational institutions haen challenged by the rich
information developed in modern life sciences. Viteant debates in modern science
regarding the specific abilities of nonhuman ansran be used to frame a peculiar
irony. We still talk in our schools of “humans aagimals,” rather than using the far
more scientific “humans and nonhumans” or “human @her animals.” But outside
academia and even within some religious traditiomay believers have not adhered to
the broad dismissal of nonhuman animals charatiteasthe western cultural and
intellectual traditions. The best known examplesthe Jains, Buddhists, and many
indigenous tradition believers who clearly tredtestliving beings as morally and

religiously significant beings.

Thus even as mainline religious institutions haadipipated in dismissals of nonhuman
animals from the agenda of “religious ethics,” ethiconcerns for nonhuman animals’
welfare have continued to have a place in mangicels believers’ lives. This fact makes
it misleading to suggest that all religious belisvieave dismissed nonhuman animals in
the manner of the mainline western intellectual n@blogical traditions that remain
dominant today. Even if anthropocentric biasesiooltto dominate many modern
religious institutions’ official pronouncementseth there remains vast potential for
emergence of more informed and open-minded tredtoferonhuman animals in the

doctrines, rituals, experiences, ethics, mythsiasoealities, and ecological perspectives
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of religious believers. It is quite possible thdtem a clearer picture of religion and
animals is drawn, it will be a rich tapestry ofeaftatives for interacting with the earth’s

nonhuman lives.

This potential remains largely unrealized, of ceufsr it remains overwhelmingly true
today that mainline religious institutions have l&fichallenged virtually all practices of
modern industrialized societies that are harmfuldohuman animals. This failure
arguably violates the ancient consensus whichroatgd in all religious traditions that

cruelty to other beings by humans is to be avoudkenever possible.

Religions, especially as they are ancient and engleultural and ethical traditions, have
often been individual believers’ primary source doswers to fundamental questions
like, “Which living beings really should matter noe?” and “Who and what should be
within my community of concern?” As such, religibas had profound impacts on
countless humans’ actions affecting the other, nordn living beings that live within
and without our communities. Since religions sorabteristically govern day-to-day
actions involving our "neighbors," religions wilbitinue to have an obvious role in

answering questions about whether we are, or caa ®ral species.

This means that religion generally and specific camities of faith can be challenged
with some simple, common sense questions. Whae plétreligions give to discoveries
about nonhuman animals that come in the future? maytt mainline religious
institutions respond to their own subtraditiong thecome fully informed about other
animals' realities and humans' current treatmetituses of other animals? Could
individual believers or subtraditions prompt maielitraditions to respond to the ethics of
contemporary practices such as factory farmingdswimation of wildlife? These
guestions drive at a simple question that challsrogeh religious and secular outlooks—

how can humans, whether within or without religisag nonhuman animals better?

Because religious institutions have so much infbeein cultures across the earth—

worldwide, only about one-seventh of people cobatriselves as non-religious—
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religions have within their grasp an important kewsthip role regarding our relationship
to the world around us. An increasing number afjr@lis and non-religious humans have
echoed some form of Thomas Berry’s insight that taanot be truly ourselves in any
adequate manner without all our companion beinggitfhout the earth. This larger
community constitutes our greater self.” Whethdielers, churches and religious

institutions will respond to this challenge remaamsunanswered question.
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