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CHAPTER-5

ANIMAL ETHICS AND RELIGION DEBATE
5.1 Introduction:
Religion is all about beliefs, beliefs about creatipurpose, destiny,

life and love, what people believe or disbelievewbGod and the world
affects all aspects of their being, including thedty to day life. Studying
religions makes a person to see moral ideas ttetvdthe lines of faith.
Religion can also affect our attitudes towards atsnand the way in which
animals are treated by us. Thus, all major religioof the world
acknowledged that humankind depends on nature tforown survival.
Thus, religion teaches us compassion and lovellfbviag creatures.

The possibilities and problems of “religiand animals” can be seen in
the following comparison. In its revised Catechisssued in 1994, the
Catholic Church proclaimed, “Animals, like plantsdananimate things, are
by nature destined for the common good of pastsgme and future
humanity.” Contrast this assertion with the follogifrom the populaMetta
Suttarecited by millions of Buddhists every day: “Justa mother would
protect with her life her own son, her only son,os® should cultivate an
unbounded mind towards all beings, and loving kewintowards the entire
world.” It can be said, quite simply, that the ot of some religious
institutions in defending animals is one of abj&ature, often driven by
extraordinary arrogance and ignorance. Yet, at rotth@es religious
believers have lived out their faith in ways thavé been fully in defence of
nonhuman lives. So, studying comparative religialliews people to see
moral ideas that stretch across the lines of taétiitions*>*

Engagement with lives outside our spedias produced for some
religious believers an understanding that othemats are the bringers of

blessings into the world. Believers have also helt some nonhuman

134 Kimball, Charles. “When Religion Becomes Evil.” dtare at Rocky Mountain College,
Billings. 27 September, 2004
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animals are persons in every sense that humangeas®ns, and even
ancestors, family, clan members, or separate matidfe forms outside the
human species have regularly engaged humans’ imgmnat multiple
levels, and thus often energized religious sensdsldramatically. Because
of this, one does not have to look far to uncovesifpive connections
between some forms of religion and concerns forhoaran animals. The
links between these two are, in fact, unfathomadohgient. Our remote
ancestors were fascinated with nonhuman lives, taadorigins of human
dance, musical instruments, art, and even a sentde sacred have been
tied directly to the fascination that our ancestexhibited regarding the
neighbouring, nonhuman members of the earth conmmurmBut the
prevalence of dismissive views in religious circt@snot be denied. Views
like that of the Catholic Catechism which are amedoin a radical
subordination of nonhumans to humans - what Margdldély called the
“absolute dismissal” of nonhuman animals now trallycprevalent in most
modern industrialized countries - remain very comno religious circles
today.

5.2 Religion and Animals:-
Historically, there has been & lipetween religious traditions’

willingness to demean nonhuman animals and thétyotd modern secular
societies’ subordination of nonhuman animals’ lives human profits,
leisure, and “progress”. So, fairness and balan@pproaching this subject
will require any researcher of “religion and anigialo acknowledge that,
even if a preoccupation with other animals is aciert theme in religious
traditions, it has not been a prominent part ofcalhdiscussion in modern
religious institutions or in academic circles wheskgion is studied. Those
who have championed the cause of nonhuman animaisé the world
since the resurgence of protective intentions asiwbras in the 1970s have

only rarely consulted religious authorities wherlseg communal support
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for increased animal protection. And religious awies haven't often
sought to participate in debates over how to defeitdlife, ensure that food
animals are not mistreated, and minimize harm search animals, or
honour the special place of companion (nonhumamnaa in humans’
lives.

The reluctance of animal advocatesdek the help of religious
institutions and authorities alone says much aldmw “in defence of
animals” modern religious traditions have beenmight be, in the world
today. We will begin this chapter by consideringaiviiarious religions have
claimed about other animals. To what extent haligioes traditions been
guilty of what Richard Ryder called “speciesism’s &ve have discussed in
earlier chapter- 1 and 2, Speciesism is the vieat #ny and all human
animals, but no nonhuman animals, should get fumddsmh moral
protections? Speciesism makes membership in theamuspecies the
criterion of belonging within our moral circle. Antb what extent do
religious traditions provide resources and supgort those seeking to
defend animals? If we consider what major religitnaglitions which are
sometimes referred to as the *“world religions” haegkimed about
“animals,” it becomes clear that some religiousifpmss serve well to
defend nonhuman animals, while others offend pnodbu

At the same time, religious traditions have oftezer the primary
movers of a compassionate engagement with othes.liVhe possibility of
such an engagement has often been thought of ashiaently religious act,
although that will sound strange to many moderielels who are heirs to
a version of religion that has become virtuallyistidc about nonhuman
realities. Still, religion as a whole has an extdamarily distinguished record
of fostering the ethical abilities that are the mehy which humans can and
often do care about other animals This first of ¢leatral inquiries in the

religion and animals field is, thus, about mattees generally call ‘ethical’
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or ‘moral’ The second of the central inquiries ml®died in this question
what roles have religious traditions had as medabd views of nonhuman
animals. Even a cursory review of rituals, daneegths, folktales, songs,
poetry, iconography, and canons reveals that animafes of many kinds
have been and remain central features of religeymession .Hence, the
study of images of nonhuman animals found so byoadl religious
symbolism must be an essential feature of the stdidgligion and animals
Engaging this issue of images and religions’ maajatole regarding views
of nonhumans is no simple matter, however. Relgiwaditions include an
extraordinary variety of stories in which nonhunammals are mentioned
in some way, and these have great differencesnior tand purpose. Some
are positive and integrating while others demeahdstort. Some honor the
value of nonhuman lives as fully as others justiyman use of any
nonhuman animal for any purpose.

Of great importance in the field of religion andraals, then, is that
nonhuman animals often have been treated as (ptvbisse presence was
important to religious believers. Various nonhurmammals in religious
traditions have signified meaning, mediations mayn@y not, however,
honor those nonhuman animals’ own lived realittkgy may even obscure
or intentionally eclipse those realities. Thus lifue of an examination of
these multiple roles played by images and stomesgcan claim, have the
realities of nonhuman animals, their daily actieditand “historicities,” as
it were, been seen well? For those who care t@ges animals accurately,
what amounts to a subtle but powerful form of wmle occurs when
worldviews or belief systems promote specific foraismisunderstanding
and caricature that mislead about the verifiablalittes of nonhuman
animals. So, it is quite natural that practitionesthin the field of animals
and religion ask again and again if religious ttiads have, in fact, passed

along inadequate caricatures of nonhuman otherssay, a canonical
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scripture, such that a religious believer would ibeerror when relying

literally on this information. Relatedly, in sadcil contexts the use of
animals, human and nonhuman alike has resultades being intentionally

extinguished for purposes that are not those ofvitiems involved. Is the

intentional, violent killing of the sacrificial vien always and everywhere a
denial of that being’s importance? Can such killinga ritual or symbolic

act be an affirmation of some kind? What are thielesaand assumptions
that underlie affirmative answers to these questiabout sacrifice? If

answers on these challenging questions are ditfdognhuman sacrificial

victims than for nonhuman victims, why is that $0&reful work on these
basic questions about the transmission of imagesyedl as the inherently
ethical questions raised above, leads to the csiociuthat religious

traditions have, historically, been the principahicle by which the status of
nonhuman animals was evaluated by not only belgeveut also entire

cultures and their institutions. This evaluativéerbas been taken over in
crucial respects, of course, by scientific and tjall traditions; but the

importance of religious traditions as continuing dia¢ors of views and

values regarding nonhuman animals remains one ef nost obvious

features of humans’ contemporary assessment afriédationship to the rest
of life on this earth.

5.3 Religion and Animals: An Indian Approach:
The ancient religions such as Hinduism, Buddhigmd, &ainism have

never differentiated between the soul of a humangoand the soul of an
animal. Thus all life forms are subject to the eyof birth death and rebirth.
All these religions teach us that the liberationtltod soul depends on our
karmas or actions. For them a person, an animalaanshsect have same
value of life and they are also part of the cycldife, death and rebirth.
They believe that everything has been created bgrebue Being or
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Brahmancomes from the Supreme Being and again returnsetGtupreme
Being.

Thus animals, in the Indian tradition are considearehave the same
feelings and passions as human being. And alse #drerdifferent important
role of animals in our tradition. The qualitiestbe animals were assumed
by the associated deities. Say for example lordhMisincarnated himself as
different animals and perform the role of creapogserver, and destroyer of
the whole universe and re-establisitihrma Even a small honeybee also
played an important role in human life. These srna#ls are producing and
storing honey and constructing colonies of nestsobuvax secreted by the
workers in the colony. In Indian tradition we cascasee that the boar is
associated with rain and it is a faith in Hinduattthey dig the earth before
the onset of the monsoon. Thus their ability to d the earth teaches
human being to plough, till and fertilize the land.

5.3.1 Hinduism:

By the time Socrates was born people idiam civilization had
accumulated more than one thousand years of sginigion. Religions
such as Hinduism, Buddhism held nature as sacrédhamans are not more
significant than any other living things. The Himgim emerged from the
ancient Vedic religion, which took shape in Indraund 1500 BCE, pulling
in elements of Indian religion that had alreadysted for fifteen hundred
years. For Hinduism, animal souls are the sameuasah souls. Nature
remains sacred for the Hindus. Even “all of natthe,entire entire universe
is sacrel® for a Hindu. With the natural surroundings arlBnare also
important for Hinduism. In th&ahabharata we can see that animals talk
and speak like “real animals, sometimes human kebrgGods**. For

Hinduism, animals does not seem so far removed fitaman beings, and

135 Kinsley, David.Ecology and Religion; Ecological Spirituality in @s-Cultural Perspective
Ennglewood Cliffs ; Prentice- Hall, 1995
136 Mahabharata Trans. William Buck. Berkeley ; U CA., 1973
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animals hold “something of the divird®. Hindus tend to be aware of both
holiness and nobleness in other animals. Thus, tisna teaches us that
animals and humans were once closer and commudieatie each other on
equal terms. Say for example, tRaniyanahas lot of animal characters
such asalmbavan, the bear, the eagle dai etc.

Lord says inSrimadbhigavatam, “this form is the source and
indestructible seed of multifarious incarnationshw the universe and from
the particle and portion of this form differentihig entities, like demigods’
animals’ human beings and others are credt&dThe ten incarnation®
(Avatzras) of Lord Visnu, in Hinduism, is a recurrent theme in the Vedic
history. TheAvatiras of Visnu takes progressively more developed form i.e.
from a fish to a human form describe that anim#&y pn important role in
God’s creation. Thévilatsya Pufiza describes that the first incarnation of
Lord Visnu is a fish. The second is a tortoise, then a bdemn Bali - the
king of the monkeys. In hifkam incarnation Lord killedRavara in
association with the monkeys. The fifth incarnatisrParsurama and the
next isBalarama In Krsna incarnation He is associated with the cows and
forests and terminated demons likansa.In theKali age He would be born
asBuddha.At the end ofKali age He would take the form &alki and Kkill
themlechhas

One remarkable feature of the Indian icons of God &oddess is
that each God/Goddess has been permitted an amsggdarable from the
divine image. Say for example, the lion is the iearfVahana) of Goddess
Durga, the swan is that of GoddeSarasvati(Goddess of learning and art),

Laksmi (the Goddess of wealth) has an oWgrrika, the Devasenapati

137 Coomaraswamy, Ananda K and Sister Niveditsths of the Hindus and Buddhisiéew York ;
Dover, 1967. P.15-16
138 Bhaktivedanta, A.CSrimadbhagavatartrans. Swami Bhaktivedanta Book Trust, 1976, 15 iii

139 Goswami, C. L. and Shastri, M. A. tra®rimatbhagavata Mahapurar@ita Press: Gorakhpur,
1982, 1:3-5.
140 Joshi, K.L. & Trivedi, Bindiya, edit.& trnsNarasimha PuranaEastern Book Corporation,
Delhi, 2003.



162

(army commander of the Gods) has ihayura (peacock), even the humble
Musika (mouse) has been allocated as the carrier of Candea, (the God
of success). Thus, all life forms are treated wigmnity and respect as God
Is manifested in every living organism. The inadible principle, which
comes out from all the studies in Hinduism is ‘iteeland let live”.Manu
Samhi& describes how there was an integral relationskigvéen man and

his environment which is as follows,

Vighasasi bhavet nityaamytabhojani/ |

Vighoso bhuk# sosantu yajfiasesa tathametam ||**

It means feed everyday oMighasa (The wordVighazsa means what is left
over after one’s in-laws, guests and other livirgings have been fed.)
Ancient Indian texts suggest that human being’'scsethical life has been
divided into four stages. They aBrahmacaryaunder a teachef;rhastya

or family life, Vanaprasthaor living aloof, andSanyisaor renunciation. The
duty and obligation of &rhastyaor householder is not towards his mother,
father, wife and children alone rather he has otiiigations callegna or
debt towards fellow men and to other living creasurAgrhi or householder
was under the debt to perform five kindsyaifia or act for other’'s good.

Manu Samhit describes,
Adhyipanam brmhayajfieitryajfiahtu tarpanam |
Homo daiva balirbhito n-yajfio’atithipujanam |

This means, teaching and learnin@rahmayajfia offering of water withil

to the ancestors gtryajiia igniting the sacrificial fire in worshipping Gods
is devayajfiaand feeding the animals lidutayajfiaand serving the guest is
nryajiia The word ‘worship’ in th&loka literally means being worshipped
or showing high regard to the guests indicatestinetacts of charity but
paying off debts /ha) for what a man entitled to his forefathers, te th

animals and to his fellow men.

141 Roy, Kumud R. editManu Samhit&. Roy Publication, 1968,3:285
12 |pid. 3:70



163

The cycle of birth in Hindu theological scripturdsscribes that a
person may come back as an animal or a bird acaptdithe type of merits
and demerits one acquires through actions durirgy life span. This
provides respect and noble sentiments towards tlspseies. Also, it
justifies non-violence Ahimsa) towards animals as well as humans.
Visnpupirana justifies this position by saying that Gdtksava is pleased
with a person who does not harm or destroy othargpeaking creatures or
animals. He who sacrifices, sacrifices to Him: hieownmurmurs prayers
preys to Him: he who injures the living creatungsiies to Him: FoHari is
in all beings* The Yajfiavalkya Smrtigoes in favor of not eating meat and

the practice of giving up meat eating, as we stesdlin the following verse.
Atah: s¢rudhvam mipsasya vidhibhatagzavarjane |,

Vasara narake ghore dighi pasuromabhiz, ||
144

Samitini dur@caro yo hané bidhing pasan |||
This means, the wicked persons who &killee animals, which are

protected and domesticated, has to live in hedl-{fghora narkd for the
days equal to the number of hairs of the body af #mimal.Manusmti, the
basic law book of Hinduism considers animal kileexr a murderer. Those
who are also involved in animal killing like, theagghterer, the butcher, the
cook and the one who eats the meat are liable ttreia punishment:® In
the Santiparva of Mahabharata it is said that the life of a man and an animal
is of equal value and impose the same punishmenthi destruction of

either of the forms of life. It is said;

Sa-varghakhaGnhatva soudrameva bratagaret |

Marjarcas amandulnkakam byalaca musikam ||

Uktak pasusamo dga rajanpraginipatanat |||

143Wilson, H.H.Vishnupuranarans. H.H. Punthi Publishers : Calcutta, 198;ig:p. 234.

144 pcharya, N.R.Yajnavalkya Smritedit. Acaradhyaya : Bhaksbhaksaa Prakarnam, NiriSgar
Press :Bombay, 1949, 178-180, P.60.

145 Shastri, Acarya Jagdishlaflanusriti trans. Motilal Banarsidas Publications : New DelBB3,
5:51.

146 Ganguli , Kishori MohanA Translation of Mahbhrata dfyasa : Shantiparvd65, Munshira
Manoharlal, 2004.
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Early seals from the Indus Valley City depict seas powerful
symbol of abundance. India has a long history oégbprotection from the
literature, epics and from the poetic texts to daécts of Ashoka and the
individual works of various kings. From th&ig Vedicperiod tree worship
was very popular and universal in Hindu's life stylTree symbolizes
various attributes of God and therefore plantatbma tree is considered to
be a ritual.Rig Vedaconsiders trees, as having divine powers in @iato

their healing propertieRigVedadescribes,
Ya osadt pirva jata devebhya triyugam pay
Maneina babhru@maham satam dimani sapta ca |{*

This means, herbs that sprung up in time of oltkghages earlier than the
Gods - of these whose hue is brown, will | decliwe hundred powers and
seven.

During the period oPurazasand epics, concern and respect towards
trees was developed through stage by stage. Treepasidered as “being”
having consciousness, feel pain and pleasure. & Shintiparva of
Mahabharata, while instructing Bharadvaja, Bhrugu very minytahalyzes
the functions and reactions of plants and decltdrasplants do possess the
sensibilities of hearing, seeing, smelling testargl touching. They have
their faculties of sensing, sorrow and joy as nw@d in the following

verse.

Sukhadiékhayaca graharachirpasyaca virohapat |

Jivam pdyami brksanam a<aitanyanna vidyate |[*®
In Nyayabindu, a textbook on Buddhist Logic by Dharmakint is found
that there is a controversy raised between Ehgambaras and the

Buddhists, which is solved by Dharmakirti with tipeesentation of an

147 sarswati, Swami Rig Vedarans. Veda Pratisthana: New Delhi, 1980, 10:2B1-
148 Ganguli, Kishori MohanA Translation of Mahabharata ofyasa: Santiparva, chpter-184,
Munshira Manoharlal,2004
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argument. He argues that trees are conscious agdlié with their removal
of their skin.**°

Hinduism is best understood as a compfediverse sub-traditions,
offers an immense range of views about the liviegngs who share our
ecological community. Two general beliefs dominabev these Hindu sub-
traditions think of humans’ relationship to Earthosher animals. First,
humans are clearly recognized to be in a continuutim other life; second,
humans are nonetheless considered to be the parawfigvhat biological
life should be. One thus commonly finds within Hingources claims that
the status “human” is above the status of any ot#m@mal. Both the
continuum notion and the separation emphasis ateopthe Hindus’ belief
in reincarnation, which asserts that any livingnigés current position in the
cycle of life is a deserved position determinedtly strict law ofkarma
This famous notion, which Hindus understand toectfthe eternal law of
the universe, claims that all living beings, hunaad nonhuman alike, are
born and reborn into stations in life determinedtbgir past deeds. This
view, which clearly implies that the universe haduadamental moral
structure, works out in ways that subordinate anideravise demean
nonhuman animals. Nonhuman animals, which by dedmihaven’'t acted
in prior lives in ways that surmount their inferiabnhuman status, are
denizens of a corrupt, lesser realm. Achieving hustatus means one has
in past lives acted well. Humans who in this lifet ammorally are,
according to Hindu thinking, destined to be rebasra nonhuman animal, a
demeaned status thought of as particularly unhappypared to human life.
These two beliefs - humans’ connection, humansésapty - have resulted
in tensions in Hindu views of other animals. A nagaset of views, often
used to justify dominance or harsh treatment, fldwsn the claims that

earth’s numerous nonhuman animals are inferior hy &uman. A

149 Malbania, D. editNyayabindukashiprasad Institute: Patna, 1955.
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competing, positive set of views flows from the tonum belief, for other
animals, like humans, have souls and thus are woxth ethical
considerations (for example, the notion of non-hagnor ahimsa applies
to them). On the positive side of attitudes towaothhuman animals is the
tradition’s remarkable claim that other animalswgtanot be killed. Many
passages in the Hindu scriptures exhort beliewenseat other animals as
they would their own children. And central religeotexts hold that the earth
was created for both humans and nonhumans. Thete adow many
contemporary Hindus to argue that all lives hawartbwn interests, their
own value, and thus a right to existence. Hencéy lifle in India, especially
at the village level, provides many examples ofxgience with other
animals, the best-known example of which is theeshcow. The special
treatment of some nonhuman animals suggests thatduidm is not
classically specialists, for not all nonhumans exeluded from the moral
circle. Relatedly, not all humans were necessanigluded, for the
inequalities existing within human society (oftezferred to as the caste
system) were also justified as the direct resultgobd or bad deeds
performed in former lives. Beyond the special ddiigns to all living beings
found in the Hindu tradition, one finds close asstbons of many Hindu
deities with specific animal forms. The deities Ramand Krishna are
believed to have reincarnated as, respectively, ankey and a cow.
Ganesha, an elephant-headed god, and Hanuman, ahkeyngod, have
long been worshipped widely in India. These closeoaiations provide
another basis on which Hindu believers can act eferice of certain
nonhuman animals. Hinduism’s earliest forms wertmately associated
with animal sacrifice, which dominated the ritualel of the nascent
tradition. Around 500 BC, this practice was chajied by Buddhists and
Jainas as cruel and unethical. This challenge hgiee@ effect on the later

Hindu views of the morality of intentionally sagcihg other animals, and
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ahimsa, the historically important emphasis on mewce, has now
become a central feature of the tradition.

Animals also play a very important role the Paicatantra
Pancatantra contains a chapter of friendship, a crow, pigeomuse,
tortoise, and deer became friends through a hosihglging occurrences.
These colourful stories opancatantrateach us the principles of good
government and public policy through animal fablkesthis book all “the
instructions are carried by animals and the teagtsrall about good or wise
conduct™® These stories tell us that compassion and ndende not only
stop at the human family rather it extends intoldrger world of life. And
every animal is endowed with personality, persontdrest such as not to
suffer and to be well fed, desires, and inclinagibmbe noble or evil, just or
unjust. In our popular Hindu epic Ramayana, the kegrhero Hanumana,
recognized the great God Vishnu, in the form of RathAnd Rama also
felt an “instinctive compassion” for the king ofethmonkeys and his
community™>? Hanumana is thus a model for us that how we shwalghip
our divine lord. Even now a day Hanumana remaires afrthe main deities
in most villages of northern India. In Indian retigs tradition we can find
lord Vishnu whose incarnation played an importaté.rActually our Hindu
religious texts are filled with stories of deitiefo are incarnated as various
animals. Vishnu not only our lord but also somesnaefish, tortoise, boar
and a man-lion. And Vishnu as a man- lion best destrated that how
gods, people and animals can all be one and the.sam

As we have already discussed that in theamdiadition reincarnation

and the condition of one’s next life are basedama Karmais a force of

1%0 Rukmani, T.S. “Literary Foundtions for n Ecolodiéeesthetic:Dharma,Ayurved, the Arts, and
Abhijnanasakuntalam.”. Hinduism nd EcologyThe Intersection of EarthSky, and wter. Ed.
Christopher Key Chapple and Mary Evelyn Tucker. Gadnge: Harvard U, 2000. P.106
iz: RamayanaEd.R.K. Narayan. New York ; Viking,1972. P. 99

Ibid
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justice because “every act carries with it an iteble result™? In Hindu
sacred texts which are called tBbastraswe can see that a woman who
wishes to avoid the realm of hell asks, “What aci®it that is good for all
creatures?™® All the Hindus believes that the “pain a humambetauses
other living beings.....will have to be suffered that human being later,
either in this life or in a later rebirth®® So the Hindu teachings of
reincarnation andkarma naturally lead us to the practice ahimsaan
injunction of “non- injury towards all living beis§.">®* Thus the Hindu
concept ofahimsacross the barrier of speciesism and also encodragéeo
practice non-violence towards the community ofb&lings. That is why the
ancient Indian laws of Manu warned us that, “A pargvho kills an animal
for meat will die of a violent death as many tinassthere are hairs of that
killed animal.™®” Thus for Hindus raising and killing animals forotb
means a profanation of anything holy. Tlpanishadteaches us that the
inner essence of all living being is identical wikie inner essence of every
other being. “As by one clod of clay all that isdeaof clay is known,” so all
things are one in essencé.So to know a lump of clay means is to know
everything that is made of clay, as to know whasito be human is to
understand what it is to be a flounder. Just as\ats flow to join one great
sea, so do all living beings come from separategsoget we are united by
a shared “subtle essent® Similarly theMahabharataalso teaches us the

oneness of all beings, including the oneness obeilhgs with the divine.

33 Embree, Ainslee T,ed. The Hindu Tradition; Reasdinig Oriental Thought. New York ;
Vintage,,1972. P.51

134 O’ Flaherty, Wendy Doniger, ed.extual Sources for the Study of Hinduisbhicago; U of
Chicago,1988. P.124

135 Jacobson, Knut. “The Institutionalization of thehis of * Non- Injury’ toward All ‘Beings’ in
Ancient Indid. Environmental Ethicsl 6 (1994) ; P.289

%% 1pid p.287

157 Dwivedi, O.P. “Dharmic Ecology.Hinduism and Ecology ; The Intersection of Eartky,Sand
Water Ed. Christopher Key Chapple and Mary Evelyn Tuckambridge; Harvard U. 2000.P.7
1% Chandogya Upanishadirans. F. Max MullerThe Upanishad®art 1. New York ; Dover,1962.
P.92

159 Chandogya Upanishadrans F. Max Muller. The Upanishads Part-1. NewkY: Dover, 1962.
P.102
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When the fire God. Say for example- one day thedl&gni, is hungry and
needs to consume a forest in order to regain resgih, he asks permission
from Krishna. Krishna also asks him, if there ang people, animals, birds
or trees that will be harmed. Then, Agni repliedttthe animals will run
away, the birds will fly away, and “the trees habeir roots beyond my

reach”1%°

We are trying to understand the Hindu attitudeas animals
one basic truth we have to kept in our mind thatilindu recommendation
to cultivate a particular kind of attitude towamsimals. Thus in the Vedas
and other scriptures suggested us that the univesed originated by
sacrificing a cosmic animals such as a horse or @ow cosmigurusa(a
man). In fact we found that sacrifices are offedadly and also on special
occasion. That is why it has been writtenSatpath Bfhmana,“The sun,
the sky, the wind, the dawn, the earth and so far¢hall said to come out of
the sacrificial hors&'. All these sacrificial rituals are happened toveer
special purpose. Even sometimes on special purpdseman being also
sacrificed. So the entire rituals proceed underlibkeve that it is not a
“deliberate killing” rather just for some religioymirposes. And like other
ordinary killing, here is no motive or intention ave seen to kill animals.
In one sentence we may say that the animal saenficHinduism never
justify killing or torturing animals.

In spite of these, we can see thatimdbism the cow is regarded as
the most sacred of all animals. And also cow dngpnsidered so pure for
most of the Hindu families. They used cow dung ooty as fuel and
disinfectant but also to wash floors, walls, anérethe places of worship.
The killing of a cow is considered a sin for Hind#sven nowadays in
certain places of our India we can see that one idayeserved for

worshiping cows or deities. So this special featafeHindu belief and

180 MahabharataTrans. William Buck. Berkeley; U CA, 1973 P.81
181 satpath Béhmanin the sacred book of the east translated by MaBloomfield (oxford
clarendon press- 1879-90 ) vol. xliii x-6.4.1 .relgfter referred to as the sacred book of the east.
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practice clearly shows us that the attitude ofHiredus towards animals can
be one of the extreme affection rather that selésiitude. Furthermore,
Indians speak of “mother-cow-love” and Indian lture often compared a
good mother to a cow, running to those who areeiedn“as a cow runs to
her calf”*? Even both invlahabharataand inDharmasastragsthimsa is one
of theyama Thus it is clear that Hinduism exalikimsaas a virtue in one
hand but also permit “killing of animals” in cemaspecial circumstances.

Thus in Hinduism we can see that oimary and ultimate concern
Is moksa(salvation), but it is not possible on an indivitllbasis. Really
nobody can save unless the whole race is savedialctour duties
regarding animals are based on the demand of odtuap quest. That is
why the most well known Hindu scriptu€&ta suggested us that we should
perform good acts without attainment to their Suhus the most important
aspect of Hindu theology is the association of edéht species with
reincarnation. Generally in Hindu mythology the raenof incarnations is
regarded to be ten.

In Hindu mythology generalAvatira means one who descends. It is
believed in every Hindus that whenewarmaor the law of righteousness
Is in danger, Vishnu incarnated himself to savevibdd from evil. Thus the
first four forms are the fish dvlatsya,who lives in water, and saves Manu
from the flood waters. Then as a tortoise Vishnlpsi¢he gods churn the
ocean to obtain a delicious drink of gods of imralitg with which they
defeat the demons and restore balance and ordie afniverse. As a boar
or Varahathe boar, the Vishnu dives to the depth of theande lift up the
world which had sunk under the seas. But Vishnu aasman-lion
demonstrates the best example of gods, peopleainthls can all be one
and the sameNarasimhathe half-man half-lion who manifest himself to

protect the Vishnu devotderahlada. The rest arelamanathe dwarf, who

182 \MahabharataTrans. William Buck. Berkeley; U.CA,1973. P.58
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tricks the demon Bali into giving away the eaRlarashuramathe wild man
with the axe, who rids the world of its corruptesltwenty one times. And
the Ramathe religious and perfect mankind, who rescueswife Sita from
the demon RavanaKrishna our lord , who slays the Buddha the man of
peace who leads the unorthodox astray and thé terd last incarnation
Kalki who rid the world of evil doers and inaugurate tieav golden age.
Actually by incarnated himself Vishnu reiteratesttlall creation- animal
and people are equél

Thus, Hinduism offers us a new interpreta of moksa Nobody is
really saved unless the whole race is saved. Bhahy Radhakrishnan once
wrote aboutsarvamuktiwhich is the ultimate goal of all religious lifeoF
this reason Ahimsa plays a very vital role in Hiistioo Generally the
concept ofahimsa or non-violence in thought and deed is India’squei
contribution to world culture. It is owWedasandUpanishadswere the first
to speak abouthimsa. Although it's true thairyans were not vegetarians,
the concept of non-killing appears in the earligsrature. TheRig Veda
condemns all forms of killing, even for food, pnefieg vegans to drinkers
of milk. TheYajur Vedaalso tells us that service to animals leads toérea
“no person should kill animals helpful to all an@érgons serving them
should obtain heaven”. Also according to théharvaveda, the earth was
created for the enjoyment of not only human beimgfsalso for bipeds and
guadrupeds, birds, animals and all other creatufdthough Sanatana
Dharmadid not require its adherents to be vegetarians,vbgetarianism
was recognized as a higher form of living, a beliet continues in
contemporary Hinduism where vegetarianism is casid essential for

spiritualism. In Hinduism, the concept of ahimsasloot stop at the species

183 Jayadeva, a great poet of medieval India , contpdkeGita Govindaabout the ten incarnation
. The relevant stanza has been translated anddjuotbe sections on the fish, tortoise, boar, and
man-lion.
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barrier. Every Hindu is tries to practice nonvialertoward the community
of all beings.

Another religion of India such as Jainismoaialked about the concept
of ahimsa Some Jainas even not taking boil water becausetbcess kills
tiny life-forms. We can see that from Mahatma GandiHinduahirsa was
not just a way of living but an eternal qualitytafith himself. Gandhi once
wrote that, “A votary of ahimsa therefore remaingetto his faith if the
spring of all his actions is compassion, if he shtothe best of his ability
the destruction of the tiniest creature, tries dwesit, and thus incessantly
strives to be free from the deadly coillofnsi (violence)*®*

In Hinduism the concept we can see wischalledDana. Dana is
generally understood as a ritually given gift, damg offering, transfer or
endowment. Some types of Dana are given betweemyrkinps of similar
social standing, some are made from higher to loveste groups, some
cannot be return and others cannot be refused. Weusan see that in early
vedic literaturedanais a materially valued item- such as cattle, hqrgekl
and women servants also.

5.4 Animal Experimentation in Indian Culture:
We have already discussed about researemimals and its legal and

ethical perspective. Let us discuss how animal exm@mtation was

considered from Indian civilization. In ancient iad society, in the case of
animal taxonomies an analogy is often used betweerclasses of beasts
and the classes in the society. There are soctlcattural classificatory

schemes which are represented as natural, bechageréproduce the
schemes where by animals are classified. In faetettare several and
different methods for classifying animals in Vedexts, which are as

follows.

184 Gandhi, An Autobiography ; The Story of My Experiments Withth. Boston ; Beacon, 1993.
p.349
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* Animals were anatomically distinguished by theirogreational
characteristics.

 Animals were classified as either domestigramyg or wild

(aranya.

* Animals were categorized as those which were deitlly sacrifice
and those which are not. The dynamics behind thecessful
illusion” entail the recasting of a cultural deoisi about how the
world’s components are to be categorized as arakafact.

Furthermore, in the case of animal taxonomies aalogy is often

posited between the classes of beasts and thesglassociety. Thus the
social and cultural classificatory schemes can egmently be
represented as ‘natural’ because they reproduces¢theme whereby
animals are classified. There are several and géfgrent methods for
classifying animals in Vedic texts. At first, anilmavere distinguished
by their anatomical characteristics or their mode pwocreation.
Secondly, animals were classified as either domégtizmya), or wild
(aranya,). Thirdly, ritually based criteria were deploygat categorizing
animals into those which were suitable for the ifiaerand those which

were not. And lastly, animals were classified &lseziedible or inedible.

Animals were created by the creator Geutusa (the Cosmic Man)
or Prajapati (the Lord of Creatures). One story we can findnfrdhe
Brihadaranyaka Upanisad. In the very beginning, there was only the Self
(atman in the form of aPurusa (Purusavidhj. One day he wished for a
second because he was not sexually pleased. Hthevaame size as a man
and woman copulating and then became the husbahdié& That is why
Yajiiavalkya said, “One is like half a piece” and thmmase is filled with a
woman. He then copulated with her. And this wayttbhean race was born.
Then she thought that she must hide because, “ltms e copulate with
her while he given births her from his own selftfeShen became a cow; he
also became a bull and started to copulate with fierm that cattle were

born. Then she became a mare but he became astilhen. After that she
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became a she-ass, but again he became anothes hedsopulated with

her. The whole-hoofed animals were born from thiiewise, she became a
she-goat but he became another he-goat. When shenbea ewe, he again
became another ram, and started copulated withGmats and sheep were
born from that way. Thus through these processémted all, and whatever
copulating pairs there are, right down to the affits.

In several texts, it can be found tihe entire animal kingdom is
divisible into two classes on the strength of tiieatedness,” Pasupati’ rules
over the animalgpasus), the four-footed datuspadzm) and the two-footed
(dvipadzm). Human beings belong to the “two-footed” classd all other
animals comprising the four-footed category. It hasn suggested by Manu
that, “One should not eat solitary animals, or wwn wild animals or
birds, nor any five-clawed animals, not even thiested among the animals
to be eaten*®® Such inedible human-like animals include pseudo;naad
apes, as well as jackals, cats and others are tmh fike humans due to
their peculiar ways. However, text has isolatedaserspecies among the
five-clawed animals, which are not like human ahdréfore edible. Both
the Manu and Upanishadic text gives us some clsi¢s why the classes of
cattle and ‘goats and sheep’ are distinguishaldenfhumans and whole-
hoofed animals. Thus the structure of the foot s&pa the class of humans
from all other animals, and then horses and assesvhole-hoofed) may be
distinguished from animals with cloven-hooves-cogaats, and sheép’

According to Manu, cattle, goatsdasheep are distinct from
humans and therefore edible and they are also aepafrom horses and
asses (and others in the whole-hoofed class) inttiey are cloven-hoofed

and have incisors in only the lower jamnyatodank rather than in both jaws

1% Brhadiranyaka Upanisad..4. 1,3-4

®Manu Smti 5.17

167 Satapatha B#hmana4.2.4.16; AV 7.5.11 ; 8.5.11 ; 19.39%yanaon AV 3.31.3. and BSS
245
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(ubhayadant Thus cattle, goats, and sheep are categorisaeffgrated from
both humans and the class of horses and asseatithdy have only lower
incisors, as well as cloven hooves.

Goats and sheep are such kind oEbelsich are “most manifestly”
like the creator god, Pi&mati, in that “they bear young three times a year
and produce two (offspring) three times (per yé¥Beside this, in the other
formulations the general classificatory principdetihe mode of pro-creation
characteristic of different types of animals; tlibhere are three sources of
the beings here such as those born from an egge thorn from a living
being and those born from sprodits.

In addition we can say that each ctdsmimals is ruled by a divine
lord- and the creation of four distinct classesaofmals such as village,
whole-hoofed, small and jungle. A classificatorycltitomy between
“village” or domesticated and “jungle” or wild anais found quite
frequently in Vedic texts® with the genus of “village” animals sub-divided
into the species of “whole-hoofed” and “small”. Bhthe sub-division has
been made on the basis of pedal or dental strycturethe mode of
procreation. On the other hand, the other taxonemmeke a division
between village and jungle animals. Sometimes,ttee fold division is
analyzed into three such as animals of the wiygvya3, jungle, and

village!"*

The seven village animals are the cow, horse, gbagp, man, ass, and
camel as the seventh; some say the mule (is thendgv The seven
jungle animals are (wild) cloven-hoofed animalsimais having feet
like dogs, birds, crawling animals, elephants, neysk and river
animals as the seventfs.

168 datapatha Bishmana4.5.5.6,9 and 5.2.1.24, cf.

189 Cchandogya Upanad 6.3.1

10 Maitrayani Samhite8.2.3. , 3.9.7. Atharva Veda Samlit2.34.4 ; 3.31.3 $atapatha Bthmana
12.7.3.18; The dichotomy is also sometimes indiddtty the opposition of wild gamenfiga) and
domesticated animalpdsu), e.g Atharva Veda Samhitl1.2.24, or in at least one passadiearva
Veda Samhit 7.5.11

"1 Rg Veda Samfit10.90.8

12 Baudhiyanasrauta Sitra 24.5



176

So the anatomical criteria - as in ‘cloven-hoofethmls ’®, animals having
feet like dogs’, ‘crawling animals’- are put intdag within a culturally
constituted category of seven undomesticated jurggiemals are the
opposition of seven domesticated village animals.

Among these (animals) there are fourteen kindsogkgssing various
forms — seven dwelling in the jungle and seven timgein the village.

The seven dwelling in the jungle are known to lmmgi tigers, wild

boars, buffalos, elephants, bears and apes. The goat, human,
sheep, horse, mule, and the ass- these sevenevillagnals are
enumerated by the wisé€'

After that we are discussing about sacrificial asnBoth the village and
jungle animals are greatly sacrificed while dealwgh the mammoth
animal sacrifice and the most well knowshvamedhar horse sacrifice. In
some text we can find that the two types of victems inclusive of all food
as well as all animals? Thus the village is equated with this world and th
jungle with the other world.

They sacrifice the village animals for (obtainirtg)s world, the jungle
(animals) for (obtaining) yonder (world). When theacrifice the sacrifice
the village animals, with that he obtains this wpnivhen the jungle
(animals are sacrificed) , with that (he obtaingnder (world). He
sacrifices both kinds of animals, village and jundbr the obtainment of
both worlds. He sacrifices both kinds of animailage and forest, for
the obtainment of both kind of food. He sacrifitesh kinds of animals,
village and forest, for the obtainment of both lérad animals’®

Thus the distinction is between thasemals that are sacrifiable and
those that are not. “They bind the village anintalthe stakes; they keep the
jungle animals in the interstices (of the snakés)) for the distinguishing
of the animals gasunam wvyavrttyai). They kill the village animals, the
jungle ones they releasé’”

So, the jungle animals or wild gam&ifag are separable fropasus
. Pasusare the kind of animals that get sacrificed, dmelnirigas are the

173 The text obviously refers only to wild animals fwitloven hooves, as we have seen above, the
term ‘cloven-hoofed animals’ ordinarily refers tmeotype of village animal (cows, sheep, and
goats).

" Mahabharata 6.5. 12-14

175 Kausttaki Brahmana20.1

1 Taittiriya Bzhmana3.9.3.1 , 3.9.2. 1-2

Y7 Taittirrya Bzhmana3.8.19.2 ; cfPaicavin¥a Brahmapa 21.4.13
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kind of animals that get haunted. So it is cleant the above that the
village animals are nothing but the sacrificial twits of the Vedic fire
rituals.

Thus, we have discussed three differgetities of animal
classification. First of all, there is a categotiaa on the basis of observable
anatomical features such as pedal or dental steictr modes of
procreation. Secondly, we have isolated anothed kihtaxonomy, that is
whether the animals are domesticated or wild, aabitant of the village or
of the jungle. Last and finally, we have again gsatl a different type of
category which entails dividing the animals intmsla worthy of being
sacrificial victims (thepasus) and those which lack the sacrificial quality.
On ritualistic or cultural ground, animals may beladed from the category
of food and the ‘five clawed’ animals (apart fronam) are most often wild,
and these wild animals are basically nonsacrifialdled thus equally
inedible

Animals are not only categorized asrtatamical, cultural, ritual and
dietary based criteria, they are also classifieth weference tovarna The
animal emitted from the creator god along with Brahminis the goat, the
horse is theKshatriyaanimal, the bovine is said to beVaishya and the
Shidra animal is the sheepB® So according to the myth from time of
beginning, the four animal members of the domesdaedible, and
sacrificial classes thus identifies with the folasses of human society in
the course of constructing a network of cosmic eation has existed. So
the classifying animal was also a way of classgypeople in our ancient

India.

5.5 Buddhism
Buddhism mainly based upon a universaa idé compassion for all

life. Thus for Buddhism a man is holy if he hasypn all living creatures.

18 Taittriya Samhit 7.1.1.4-6 Vispupurana 1.5.45 an&irmapumna 1.7.52.
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Like Hinduism Buddhism also associated with the kencept of karma,
reincarnation, ahimsa, and oneness. Buddhist mmglos holds that other
species “are subject to the same process” that imleeng experience and
living with the effects of karma from one birth next. Just as we wish for
“peace, happiness, and joy for ourselves, we kriaw all beings also wish
for these qualities. The Buddhist faith also teachse that sentient beings
and conscious cannot be killed. Buddhism also &em&himsa, they
expressed the universal moral idea suchmatta (loving-kindness), and
karuna (compassion). Buddhist writings also warn us tima¢at eating in
any form or manner and any circumstances is prigubiunconditionally
and for all. Thus it is clear from Buddhist teagsrthat the aim of moral
ideal is to reduce suffering -flesh eating. TB®dhicharyavatara of
Shantideva described for the Buddhist practitiortbes “fellow-creatures
are the same as him or herself. ‘All have the ssoneows, the same joys as
|, and | must guard them like myseff’®

In general, Buddhism represents thg wfacompassion and Lord
Buddha is regarded as the compassionate protefctdr lmeing. As for him,
the individuals following his path should practit®/ing kindness which
implies not to harm the life of all beings. It igvésed always to protect
mankind as well as animal's vegetations. Thus ihis wisdom through
which one can see all human beings in the univassequal in nature. The
well-being of all human and non-human being isrinégated and mutual.
He was the only man who was ever ready to giveisipifie for animals to
stop sacrifice. Once he said to a king, “if therdime of a lamp helps you to
go to heaven, sacrificing a man will help you betésd so sacrifice m&®.
We can see that Buddhist thought does not only irearaong social beings,

rather it remains in mental and environmental wolhdour modern society

179 Burtt, E. A, ed.The Teachings of the Compassionate Buddha ; Eaikcdbrses, the
Dhammapada, antater Basic WritingsNew York; New American Library,1955. P.139
80 The Complete Works of Swami Vivekanamii&4, Advaita Ashrama, Calcutta, 1989, page-136
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people often misused their power and destroyedattimals, forests and
mountains and creating environmental crisis. Du¢ht excessive ‘thirst’
(tanhg our greedy mind lead to such changes and theud#ishs of the
ecological balance. The thirga(hg in human mind not only pollutes our
mind alone, the whole universe also. So due tonthefulfilment of desire
among people can affect the whole environment. itpthe lack of peace in
people’s mind the external environment is serioystyluted. In fact, the
external pollution is related to our internal mipallution.

Those who believe in the teaching ofd&uddha will be able to
control their desires and live in harmony with matukeeping the
environment in healthy condition. Buddhism shows that Buddhist
monasteries have developed a harmonious living néture for thousand
years. Because of the calm and cool atmospheteedforest and mountain
Buddhist practitioners can develop their inner mintich ultimately makes
them “feel” for the protection of animals. With theving, kind and tolerant
heart the Buddhists live their life with naturalge¢ation. Even in th8utta-
nipatawe can find that a deep appreciation of beautycawersity of nature.
So the follower of Buddhism not only limited th&ionsideration for other
individuals as a matter of obligation within theniman beings alone but to
other species also. Thus the environmental etHi@&uddhism is not totally
a matter of identifying and securing rights; ratheris a matter of
undertaking a practice of affirming and realizimg ttrans-human potential
for enlightenment as an effect.

A popular and important Buddhist t&ftammapaddeaches us that

LR 11

those who follow the Buddha will, “ever by nightdaday,” “find joy in love
for all beings™®! Dhammapadaalso states that those who “hurt no living

being” will reach nirvana®® Those who follow the Buddhist way of life will

i:;The Dhammapada; The Path of Perfectians. Juan Mascaro. New York ; Penguin, 1973 .P.78
Ibid. P.68
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be filled with mercy, living a life with compassiate and kind to all
creatures that have lif€® Though we can see that many contemporary
Buddhist eat meat today, but one thing is cleamftbe Buddhist teachings
that the meaning of moral ideals is to reduce suifethat is flesh eating as
well as drinking the nursing milk of factory-farmeghimals which are
fosters massive amounts of misery among millionsawimals. So, like
Hinduism Buddhist philosophy also teaches us thdllesh eater cannot
avoid thekarmathat results from the unnecessary harmful actibaa one
can escape from the dirtying effects of thrown dioist the wind.

The possibilities and problems of “religion andraais” can be seen
in the following comparison. In 1994, the Catholhurch proclaimed,
Animals, like plants and inanimate things, are layure destined for the
common good of past, present and future humaniyiti@st this assertion
with the following from the populaMetta Suttarecited by millions of
Buddhists every day: Just as a mother would protgitt her life her own
son, her only son, so one should cultivate an unéed mind towards all
beings, and loving kindness towards the entire avoRReligion is a
notoriously complex area of human existence. Naedgts, it can be said,
quite simply, that the record of some religioustitnfons in defending
animals is one of abject failure, often driven yr@ordinary arrogance and
ignorance. Yet at other times religious believeagehlived out their faith in
ways that have been fully in defence of nonhumessli This more positive
view has, across place and time, been common. Engag with lives
outside our species has produced for some religibelevers an
understanding that other animals are the bringlelpéessings into the world.
Some believers have also held that some nonhumarasnare persons in

every sense that humans are persons, and eventaecdamily, clan

183 Burtt, E.A, ed.The Teachings of the Compassionate Buddha ; EaiscdDrses, the
Dhammapada, antater Basic WritingsNew York ; New American Library,1955 P.104
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members or separate nations. Life forms outsidehtir@an species have
regularly engaged humans’ imagination at multiggeels, and thus often
energized religious sensibilities dramatically.

In the Sutta PitakaBuddha said that our moral responsibility is not to
cause animals to be slaughtered. He also sai@dtigaivho does not hurt any
creatures by an actions are worthy human being.Stite Pitakadescribed
that one’s actions determine ones future just las twheel follows the foot
of the ox that draws the carriagl®. For many Buddhists individuals and
species as mere name and form-outward vestigegpetaground something
less tangible but more enduring, more fundamentiaft transcends
individual bodies and biological categories. S thiew hold the idea that
individual human existence, is a mirage, we arg omhtter in human form,
soon to be disbanded and recreated according taatians in this and past
lives.

Thus, the Buddhistatakais in many ways similar to the Hindu
Pancatantra, These entertaining stories feature animals of yeuend,
including humans. We can also find the Buddha’'s pesrnation inJataka
tales. The readers of the Jataka are tends tolgsua deeper, closer
connection with other life forms. In tlataka,every living being have their
own lives, their own karma, tests, purposes andagms. We can see that
in Jatakatales the Buddha offers his body both as rablit&aphant. The
rabbit flung himself into a fire to be cooked whilee elephant ran off a cliff
to land at the feet of those who needed food. Stches remind us that
there is a difference between those people who hatleing to eat except
dead animals, and those who choose to kill for faddis the stories of the
Buddha’s past incarnations, self-sacrificing s®radso remind us that the

Lord Buddha has been in many form in all livingrgs, and that is why

184 Burtt, E.A, ed. The Teachings of the Compassionate Buddha; Earlgcddirses, the
Dhammapada, antater Basic WritingsNew York; New American Library, 1955, p..52
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each living entity is capable of respectful and passionate actions toward
others. So the Buddha'’s past incarnation as diftdireing beings gives us a
message that no animals are insignificant or unalgsi in our life.

We can see that like other major faith, Buddhalso is a practical
religion which have specific aimed only at salvatidf the devotes are
trying to avoid all ill effects in their future les, then they should follow the
Buddhist teachings in their daily life. As we alive aware of the story of
famous Buddhist King Ashoka, who was not only coned with his human
subjects, but also with the welfare of animals is kingdom!® His
Buddhist compassion was a part of a larger tendemgyotect and nurture
animals. Even some Buddhists have started to hotemimal day**%also.
Through this annual celebration every people ggtémcourages to do
“work for the liberation of living beings, practid¢deration of living beings,
and find a cause to make others to do so” becaesalvare related to every
other being through the ongoing process of birégtld, and rebirth®’ So
the co-dependent and radical interdependent agtibddduddhist philosophy
leaves a message for us that each animal was &t [goimt one’s parent, and
to harm one’s parent is a particular base act.

Generally we all know that each and every Hindupsare preaches
non-injury, truthfulness, freedom from theft, luanger, greed, and doing
what is beneficial to all creatures. A principle Hinduism is Ahimsa
(harmlessness). According to the various schoolsliofluism, spiritually
there is no distinction between human beings ahdrditfe forms. All life
forms including plants and animals are manifestatid god as limited

beings fivas) and possess souls. All beings are childremprajapati, and

185 Harris, lan. “Buddhism and the Discourse of Envimental Concern ; Some Methodological
Problems ConsideréBuddhism and Ecology ; The Interconnection of Bha and DeedsEd.
Mary Evelyn Tucker and Duncan Ryuken Williams. Caiohipe, Harvard U, 1997. P.386
186 ||hi

Ibid, 386
187 BommyokoBuddhist Canon, Taisho edition (T.1484,24;997A3&n “Animal Liberation,
Death, and the State; Rites to Release Animalsadidal Japan”.P.150
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like humans animals are also subject to the cyéldihs, and deaths,
karma, triplegunas and aspects of nature, morality and the postsibff
salvation.

In Gita our lord Krishna compares the whole of our worlidhwhe
banyan tree because it is so large and providesree Hor many different
creatures. It means for our god each and everyiespéas a same value in
our world. Moreover there is a myth that ancientidan people believed that
animals had the ability to communicate in theirptity language and that
gods had the natural ability to communicate withnth while human beings
needed to develop psychic ability to do so. Someuag raise a question
that animals lack the ability to religious thoughi in the Hindu mythology
we find animals trying to acquire spiritual knowdgdby loitering around
them and listening to their discourses. Even if la@k in Manu Sambhita
which told that, “he who injures harmless creatuiresn a wish to give
himself pleasure, never finds happiness in thésdif the next.

5.6 Islam
Islam generally inherited the Judeo-QGlamshierarchy, where people

are at the top of the hierarchy but with greatspoasibilities. Literally, the
word “Islam” means to “surrender to God’s la#"”. Most of the Muslims
believed that humankind has no rights, they haug duaties, and peoples
connect to his Allah just as of slaves to his maSf@he insistence on
“Monotheism” is one of the most fundamental chagastics which are
similar in three westerns faiths such as Judaishrjsttanity, and Islam.
According to Islam we are just Allah’s caretakees,vants.
Thus Judaism, Christianity and Islam share thmesaeligious

teaching that “animals are with us common creatofehe same God. All

beings originate with a Creator who loves, just &ty Animals are not

188 Esposito, John .Lslam ; The Straight PattOxford; Oxford U , 1988. P.69
189 Denny,Frederick M. Islam and the Muslim CommunitySan Francisco ; Harper
SanFrancisco,1987.P.8
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completely separate from us, there is a commonlagt@al basis for all
life”. ° Every Muslims aggress with the view that tendiigh’s creation
out of moral obligation is an act of religious dégwa and earthly self-
sacrifice that bears sweet fruit. Furthermore,nistaethics and law teaches
us that we are not here for our own sakes, buéteesAllah. So exploiting
the earth, satisfying our wants, and dominatingumaiand animals may
provide for us a wealthy worldly existence, but sloet testify to one living
a life of submission and service to Allah. Accoglio Islam, it is forbidden
to be cruel to animals. Under Islamic law, animetpt by human beings
must have their basic needs provided, even if @eyold or ill. Thus
according to Islamic law animals must not be oveked or housed in a
way that might cause them injury.

Thus we may see that the six chapters of thQuran are named
after some species such as cow, bee, ant, spatéle, and elepharit® Al
the Muslims believe that creation has “intrinsidued through Allah®* To
him belongs all that is, in the heavens and in ¢aeth, each and all
subservient to his will. He it is who initiates ati®n and continually renews

193 Quran also said thailah saved a pair of every species

it” said by Quran
from the great flood, and we are called upon tategrotect, and save
creatures that have been driven to the brink ahetton. Actually Muslim

thinkers regarded nature as a sacred book.Quran teaches us that earth,
and all that exists therein is not merely for hunpumposes, but for the
benefit of all, and each created entity was purfuilyedesigned and brought

to life by Allah. Actually animals are not lesser lower, but separate

10 Linzey, Andrew. Animal Gospel A Christian Faith As Though Animals Mattered. idom ;
Hodder and Stoughton, 1998 P.57

91 Foltz, Richard CAnimals in Islamic Tradition and Muslim Culturé®xford ; Oneworld, 2005.
P.11

192 Ozdemir, Ibrahim. “Toward an Understanding of Eomimental Ethics from a Qur'anic
Perspective”.Islam and Ecology ; A Bestowed Trusd. Richard C. Foltz et al . Cambridge;
Harvard U, 2003 p.3-38

193 Quran Trans. N.J. Dawood. Harmondsworth ; Penguin, 1236);26-27.
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communities, all under the protective power of AllAVe are part of the
earthly diversity that Allah intended. In our woidl are created by Allah,
and all adore the divine-whether or not we undacstdhus Allah receives
each entity’s praise, as for example we can seelthas praise him as they
wing their flight.

5.7 A CRITIQUE OF RELIGION AND ANIMAL DEBATE:
The story of religion and animals is thus a mixerk.oBut even if

careful study of religion and animals can offer gmective defences of
nonhuman animals, the existing literature remaingprssingly one-
dimensional. For example, entire books that purpmraddress a religious
tradition’s views of “animals” fail to refer in anyay to the realities of the
animals allegedly being discussed. This is increggiuntenable given that
much more accurate information has been developedtaur nonhuman
cousins in the last four decades. These shortcamiageal that ethical
anthropocentrism continues to dominate much ofcoliure, as when mere
images of other animals or those nonhuman animdghwvhave been
domesticated animals remain the principal focus abse they are,
misleadingly, held out as representative or theagigm of all nonhuman
lives. Since ethical anthropocentrism in the forfmspeciesism is also a
defining feature of contemporary legal systems,fass values, mainline
economic theory, government policy decisions, atatational philosophies
and curricula, it will surprise no one that majaligious institutions
continue to promote this narrow view. Some speciaillenges for
supporters and critics of religion on the issuem@hhuman animals include
the role of customary views and symbols, the sp@tdee of ethical claims
in religion, and prevailing practices regarding neman animals.
Treatment of nonhuman animals is a critical elenmemissessing any
religious tradition’s views of other animals. Acos of the actual, day-

today treatment of other living beings reveal mablout the deepest values
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in a religious tradition. Brutal treatment of catih the daily world outside a
temple where worshippers pay homage to an idohénshape of a bull or
cow would suggest that, on the whole, the religiomolved does not respect
the harmed animals. And kind treatment of bulls eods in daily matters,
even when there are no images of these animalkeitotal people’s rituals,
would suggest something more positive. Which ofs¢héwo religious
communities would we say truly valued the cattle? carriers of views of
the world around us, religious traditions are amicieducators. They
profoundly affect the formation of cultural, ethicaocial, ecological,
intellectual, and political ideas. In this regaréligious traditions quite
naturally have had a major role in transmittingwsgeof nonhuman animals
from generation to generation.

This transmission role affects virtually everyonbasic ideas about
these beings’ natures, as well as their place inex@lusion from, our
communities of concern. An essential task in thedwtof religion and
animals is to find the special roles that religitnaslitions play in developing
or retarding views of the life around us. Since tieath of Augustine of
Hippo almost 1,600 years ago, the vast majoritysofiolarship in the
Western intellectual tradition has been premisedtlm assumption that
humans are the only animals with intellectual &piliemotions, social
complexity, and personality development. This d&sal of nonhuman
animals, which remains a centrepiece in today'<ational institutions, has
been challenged by the rich information developedodern life sciences.
The vibrant debates in modern science regardingspeeific abilities of
nonhuman animals can be used to frame a pecuiay.ifWe still talk in our
schools of “humans and animals,” rather than usiegfar more scientific
“humans and nonhumans” or “humans and other anim8lst outside
academia and even within some religious traditiomsny believers have not

adhered to the broad dismissal of nonhuman aninchisacteristic of the
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Western cultural and intellectual traditions. Thestbknown examples are
the Jains, Buddhists, and many indigenous traditielevers who clearly
treat other living beings as morally and religigusignificant beings.

One may ask, is religion a matter of an individoah deeply public
affair? Generally, people believe that religiorars issue between man and
God and no one interferes in individual’'s privabgcause such interference
will go against the individual’'s fundamental righi&/e can see that many
people who practice ancient ways of life are somesi incredibly cruel to
animals and destructive attitude towards naturatldvdSo, the religious
rituals sometimes are not always conductive to ahimelfare. Human
being is a social animal and our behaviour camerfte others, and peoples’
moral-standing closely related to our community, $o the ground of
belief, we should not do senseless practices amdinal activities. Our
belief should be rational and scientific. We cae #®at today religion has
become a platform of the “clash of civilization’nda because of this we
should not separate social life from religious lged we have to make a
bridge the gap between the constitutional ideats @ social reality. The
main motto of Dharma is to uphold, sustain and nurture the all-round
harmonious life and growth of the individual alomgth those of the
environment.

God and Allah will come in every age like Ram, Christ and
Muhammad etc. They are the God in flesh and bl@te may say that we
are not contended that Hindus or indigenous peapleprotectionist rather
only their sacred lore offers protectionist teaglinin practice sacred
teachings are not better than religious practitienEach spiritual tradition
offers a wealth of protectionist ideals but actualctices may be a different
matter. This chapter thus, expresses a firm priot@st core across major
religious tradition but cannot demonstrate thateaehts of these faiths live

a protectionist lifestyle.



188

It can be said that myth is critical to understagdihe ancient ways
of life because myth contain the worldview of pespland a directive for
how one ought to live within these communities. rAal characters are
common in mythology and teach indigenous peoplensintain reverent
relationship with the natural world. Thus, “eaclorgt is complex of
metaphors that teach the essential important opgsraelationship and
respect for the natural world. Most of the peoptelmdian civilization
generally believed that humans are just one pag pérpetual sacred life
that encompasses the entire cosmos, relationstalexd through myths are
life sustaining and therefore critical.

In Western society, there is a tendency in us toartticize and
idealize order, indigenous cultures. No doubt weehauch to learn from
them. But this should not prevent us from askintical questions as part of
the ongoing debate on animal ethics. As with athownities indigenous
peoples do not necessarily follow their spirittgddhings. Furthermore, not
all such type of teachings are beneficial to earthnimals. So dedication to
the prophet is the only way to universal brothethaand communal-
integration. Acceptance with regard and loving retheance of forefathers
and service of the verities of similar instincts atso essential ingredients of
universalDharma And the humble hope is that the world’s gredéigiens
are protectionist at heart.

5.8 Making Religion More Animal-Friendly: Identifyi ng the role of
inherited perspectives:

The influence of inherited conceptions causes maelgious
believers’ perspectives on nonhuman animals to \&& determined by
something other than a careful engagement withatiienals themselves.
Inherited preconceptions often take the form ofmissive generalizations
found in those documents held to be “revealed.” dften, one-dimensional

sketches of a few local animals have operated defiaitive assessment of
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all nonhuman animals’ abilities and moral significanée. other times,
inaccurate stories, even when positive, obscureatiieal realities of the
local nonhuman animals. Custom and tradition haWe t@ often

underwritten inflexible claims about other animdisstrating believers who
wish to engage readily available, empirically-basedidence that
contradicts, in letter or spirit, their religionisherited views.

Animal images that work as symbofs religious art, writing, dance
and oral traditions are only sometimes connectetth¢oanimals portrayed.
Western scholars have often failed to compreheheérotultures’ animal
symbols because they have assumed that other esilt@ad nonhuman
animals in the dismissive manner of the westeralledtual tradition. Such
coarse analytic methods have resulted in serioderestimation of earlier
cultures’ sophistication regarding nonhuman anim&sution, then, is
critically important in studying animal images, whi sometimes work
primarily, even exclusively, to convey some feataofehuman complexity
rather than any information about the nonhumandseimhose images are
being employed.

Ethical concerndave long been central to religious traditions.tiAes
brief review of religious belief above suggestsimians’ ability to exercise
concerns for “others” has historically includedtbbumans and nonhumans.

Thus even as mainline religious institutions haaeticipated in
dismissals of nonhuman animals from the agendareligious ethics,”
ethical concerns for nonhuman animals’ welfare hewetinued to have a
place in many religious believers’ lives. This fanakes it misleading to
suggest that all religious believers have dismigsathuman animals in the
manner of the mainline western intellectual andlibgical traditions that
remain dominant today. Even if anthropocentric ésasontinue to dominate
many modern religious institutions’ official pronoeements, then, there

remains vast potential for emergence of more inéamrrand open-minded
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treatment of nonhuman animals in the doctrinesalst experiences, ethics,
myths, social realities, and ecological perspestiokreligious believers. It

is quite possible that when a clearer picture bfji@ and animals is drawn,
it will be a rich tapestry of alternatives for irdaeting with the earth’s

nonhuman lives.

This potential remains largely unrealized, of ceurfr it remains
overwhelmingly true today that mainline religiousstitutions have left
unchallenged virtually all practices of modern isttialized societies that
are harmful to nonhuman animals. This failure abdy&iolates the ancient
consensus which originated in all religious trais that cruelty to other
beings by humans is to be avoided whenever pos$iakgions, especially
as they are ancient and enduring cultural and atliaditions, have often
been individual believers’ primary source for answéo fundamental
guestions like, “Which living beings really shoutthtter to me?” and “Who
and what should be within my community of concer@&®’ such, religion
has had profound impacts on countless humans’rectaéfecting the other,
nonhuman living beings that live within and with@utr communities. Since
religions so characteristically govern day-to-dagtians involving our
"neighbors," religions will continue to have an @ws role in answering
guestions about whether we are, or can be, a rapeaies.

This means that religion generally and specific camities of faith
can be challenged with some simple, common sensstiqus. What place
will religions give to discoveries about nonhumaninaals that come in the
future? How might mainline religious institutionsspond to their own sub
traditions that become fully informed about othernaals' realities and
humans' current treatment and uses of other arffm@lsuld individual
believers or sub-traditions prompt mainline tramis to respond to the
ethics of contemporary practices such as factamyifeg and decimation of

wildlife? These questions drive at a simple questioat challenges both
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religious and secular outlooks- how can humans thérewithin or without
religion, see nonhuman animals better?

Because religious institutions have so much infbgem cultures
across the earth-worldwide, only about one-seveothpeople count
themselves as non-religious-religions have witlmeirt grasp an important
leadership role regarding our relationship to therlev around us. An
increasing number of religious and non-religiousnans have echoed some
form of insight that “we cannot be truly ourseluasany adequate manner
without all our companion beings throughout the trearThis larger
community constitutes our greater self.” Whethelievers, churches and
religious institutions will respond to this chalggnremains an unanswered

guestion.



