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Editorial 
 

Barbara Gardner 

 

W e are very sad 

that this is the 

last edition of The Ark in 

which Judy Gibbons will 

be reporting as CCA 

Chair.  Judy has given us 

tremendous leadership and 

we shall all miss her cheerful enthusiasm 

and sound judgement, but we wish her all 

the best for some well-deserved rest and we 

thank her for all her support and friendship.  

 We are delighted to feature a lead 

article from Bishop John Arnold on climate 

change with a key message to move to a 

plant based diet, amongst other things. This 

edition highlights the plight of Fish 

following CCA’s new involvement with 

Eurogroup’s Fish Working Group with a 

leading article from Eurogroup’s Doug 

Waley.  It also focuses on CCA’s summer 

conference which was organised with Prof. 

Gary Francione at the University of East 

Anglia (UEA).  There is a report of  the 

conference by Dr Richard Ryder on page 14 

and many of the articles in this edition are 

contributed by the conference speakers on 

the subjects they presented. Prof. Gary 

Francione wrote an excellent article in the 

previous edition, so do please refer to that if 

you did not read it last time.  We also 

feature an article ‘The Roaring Twenties of 

Animal Protection’ by Wim Dekok who is 

CCA’s guest speaker at this year’s AGM on 

17th November to which all CCA members 

are most welcome! ֍ 
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Chair’s Welcome and Farewell 
 

Judy Gibbons 

  

T his time of the year we expect to see autumn frosts 

and leaves turning but climate change, as we all 

know, is having an unprecedented effect on our 

weather. In turn this affects our  wildlife, their  habitat 

and their natural pattern of life. Is it news that meat 

production is a major contributor to global warming with 

our demand for red meat and poultry leading to 

industrialised farming? No, not to those of us who care 

about God’s creatures and have been praying for the day 

when these facts are recognised.  For me the sad thing 

about all this is that actually people have not cared or been bothered by these facts 

until now, now when it hurts them.  Indifference is a sad spectacle! 

 

Farewell and Thank you! 

This will be my last Chairman’s report in the ARK as, after some 25 years of being 

Vice Chair or Chair, I shall be standing down at the next AGM. This will be held on 

Saturday 17th November at Brompton Oratory – tea and coffee provided – please 

bring your own lunch. 

 Over this time much has happened. Firstly, the loss of significant people 

who, as trustees, worked so hard for CCA in the early days. I remember and 

recognise the significant beginnings with May and Mervyn Bocking to whom we 

owe so much, later Dr Angela Curran and more recently, Susan Marshall and 

Margaret Harrington.  Fr Jeff Scott and Fr John Chandler who over the years and 

acting as chairmen, struggled to help us by giving as much time as they could, at the 

same time as running a parish. A special thank you also to Dr Ed Echlin, one time 

chairman, for his wisdom and support over the years. Each of these friends and 

supporters made a unique contribution to the work of CCA in their time. 

 Changes in CCA were made when we recruited our first Editor and General 

Secretary (now this office is Chief Executive) and were fortunate to recruit Dr 

Deborah Jones whose achievements were significant and memorable.  Debbie, as 

she is known to her friends, completed her doctorate during her time with us and 

published the first book on the subject of ‘Animals in Relation to the Catechism of 

the Catholic Church’, which has gained international recognition. Debbie was also 

the first person to address the Bishops’ Conference on the subject of animal welfare 

and ethics. 
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 All this work prepared the ground 

for the next incumbent, Chris Fegan who 

is now spreading the word about animals 

and animal ethics in the Catholic Church 

both in this country and overseas. He 

does this with his own brand of energy 

and enthusiasm.  

 It has been an enormous privilege 

and pleasure to work with such talented 

and inspiring people. It is also a 

privilege for us to be able to meet at Brompton Oratory, so I add a special thanks to 

the Fathers at the Oratory for their kindness to us over the years. 

 I would like to thank my fellow trustees for their selfless help, commitment 

and loyalty. Finally, my thanks too to our editor of The Ark and accountant, 

Barbara Gardner, for her professional advice, commitment and helpful problem 

solving. 

 The contribution of all these people has ensured that we have been able to 

take the message of animal welfare and ethics to many groups within the Church, 

both in this country and abroad.  All this work has, by the grace of God, now been 

given an enormous boost by the publication of the encyclical Laudato Si’. This 

document has given us all the encouragement and credibility in pursuing our 

message in schools, universities and parishes and in working with other groups 

within the Church. 

 As I said at the beginning, global warming, concerns about the environment 

and the message of Laudato Si’ have increased awareness of the cruelty to animals 

in the production of meat in particular. CCA is now an international organisation 

running conferences, talking to church leaders here and abroad, involved in the 

Brexit negotiations to safeguard the future of animals, running our annual retreat 

and working with other religions too. 

 The work never stops, and neither should it – as the message of animal 

welfare, its impact on our lives and how we treat animals is our ongoing work. 

 So, finally, as well as our staff and trustees, I would like to thank our 

supporters without whose help and generosity we would not be able to continue our 

work. CCA is an educational charity, spreading our animal message, not engaged in 

commercial activities, and we are so, so grateful for all the financial help we receive 

from our generous supporters, whether that be by legacies or donations. Without 

this help we cannot continue our work. 

 

So, thanks and thank you, to you all. ֍ 

 

We Warmly Welcome 

New Members 

 

Rev Denis Keating of Chester 

Mrs Mary Long of Birmingham 

Mr Thomas Davidson of Lanark 

Mr Nigel D’Cruz of Perth, Australia 
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News from the Chief Executive 
 

Chris Fegan 

 

Climate Change and Diet 

We all know of the threat posed by climate change and 

the need for countries, organisations, business, etc. to 

take action to counter this threat, but we also know that 

we, as individuals, need to play our part by what we 

consume and purchase and by our lifestyle choices, day 

by day  This has been clear for many years and was the 

subject of Pope Francis Encyclical Letter, Laudato Si’ 

published in 2015. 

 The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 

(IPCC) have very recently issued an update report on this 

issue and I am absolutely delighted that Bishop John 

Arnold has very promptly issued a formal statement in response. We have included 

the full text of Bishop John's statement in this edition of The Ark and I would draw 

your attention to paragraph six in particular, where Bishop John says: ‘It shows we 

cannot ignore the need to move to more plant based diets if we are going to meet 

emissions targets, alongside a reduction in food waste and some changes in farming 

practices’.  

 This section is hugely significant and supports the major view of Catholic 

Concern for Animals that we need to be reducing, and probably even completely 

removing, animal products from our diet and lifestyles and also that farming 

practices need to change dramatically. The appalling use of factory farming is bad 

for animals, bad for the global and local environment and is now increasingly being 

shown as also probably bad for human health.. 

 I am delighted with this response from Bishop John on behalf of the Catholic 

Church in England and Wales to the IPCC Report and CCA will be urging similar 

statements from senior Catholic Clergy around the world to follow the fantastic lead 

shown in this fantastic response. 

 

Animal Advocacy Conference 

The major event for CCA over the last few months has been our ground breaking 

Animal Advocacy Conference in partnership with Prof. Gary Francione and the 

University of East Anglia (UEA) which was held in Norwich during the summer. A 

large part of this Ark is given to reporting on the event and the contributions from 

the speakers.  I am very pleased that the Conference was a major success and was 

‘live streamed’ via Gary’s Facebook page.  You can watch it there and on the CCA  
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website and I would suggest that it is well worth viewing.  On the matter of modern 

technology, I am planning another review of the CCA social media output which I 

will report on in the next edition of The Ark. 

 

Fish 

In the Summer 2018 edition of The Ark, I updated you on the progress we have been 

making at Eurogroup for Animals (Eurogroup) with the new Fish Working Group 

and in this edition of The Ark you will find a report by Doug Waley, the officer in 

support of the project who is based at Eurogroup’s office.in Brussels.  I am very 

pleased to inform you that I have been appointed Deputy Chair of the new working 

group which is a recognition of CCA’s importance to Eurogroup in general and this 

policy area in particular.  This is very good news, especially when one considers that 

CCA has only been a member of Eurogroup for just over 12 months. 

 

CCA Ecumenical Retreat 

We held our annual CCA Ecumenical Retreat in Leeds this year and it was another 

fantastic event thanks to the organisation skills of Irene Casey. A report on the 

retreat appears later in these pages. 

 

Brexit and Animal Advocacy 

I have been keeping you updated on the position re Brexit and animal advocacy and, 

as you will be aware, the animal advocacy world in the UK and Europe have been 

speaking with ‘one voice’ on this issue for many months following the publication  

of our joint document on the situation.  However, at the time of writing, the political 

situation with regards to Brexit remains very unclear on how and on what terms the  

UK will leave the European Union.  There are even some suggestions that we will 

either extend the period of negotiations or, from some sources, that perhaps a second 

referendum should be called and the UK may not actually leave the EU at all. We 

will continue to work on and monitor the situation as best we can in this ever-

changing scenario, but March 2019 is not too far away!! 

 

AGM 

The 2018 CCA Annual General Meeting will be held on Saturday 17th November at 

the usual venue of St Joseph’s Hall at the Brompton Oratory in Kensington, London. 

I am absolutely thrilled that Wim Dekok will be our guest speaker who will be 

speaking on ‘The History of World Animal Day’. Wim is one of the most highly 

respected animal advocates in the world and we are very lucky to have him join us 

for our AGM. I would encourage as many of you as possible to take this opportunity 

to hear him speak whilst he is in the UK - see you there! ֍ 
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Urgent Action on Climate Change Needed,  

Including a Move to More Plant Based Diets 

 

Bishop John Arnold 

 

L ast week the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 

Change (IPCC) issued a special report on the 

expected impacts of an increase in 1.5°C above pre-

industrial levels, with an urgent call to action. The 

report is clear that we are seeing the consequences of a 

warming world (having already increased 1°C), resulting in 

more extreme weather, rising sea levels, diminishing sea 

ice and the loss of coral reefs, among other changes. In his 

encyclical Laudato Si’, Pope Francis laments that our 

Mother Earth ‘now cries out to us because of the harm we 

have inflicted on her by our irresponsible use and abuse of the goods with which 

God has endowed her (2)’. 

 Pope Francis reminds us in Laudato Si’: ‘Climate is a common good, 

belonging to all and meant for all (23)’. We have a duty to recognise the need for 

changes in lifestyle, production and consumption. I’m proud to say that 20 Catholic 

Dioceses in England and Wales have already made the switch to green energy, that 

45 Live Simply Awards have now been presented, and that we recently launched a 

new film-based resource called Global Healing to help parishes, groups and 

individuals respond to the damage being done to our planet. 

 According to the IPCC ‘unprecedented changes in all aspects of society’ are 

required if we are to keep warming below 1.5°C, and that this change can go ‘hand 

in hand with ensuring a more sustainable and equitable society’. 

 In 2015 the ‘Paris Agreement’ brought world nations together in agreement 

that we need to keep the global average temperature rise to well below 2°C and 

endeavour to keep it below 1.5°C. The IPCC report explores the impacts of both 

scenarios, and it is clear that the difference between the two is substantial. For 

example, by 2100 we would have 10cm higher sea level rise at 2°C than 1.5°C. 

Small Island Developing States are the most vulnerable to these effects, despite 

being amongst the least to blame for climate change, with a very real danger that 

whole communities will be displaced. Coral reefs are expected to decline by 70-90 

percent if we limit warming to 1.5°C, but virtually disappear if we reach 2°C. 

According to the World Wildlife Fund, more than 450 million people live within 60 

kilometres of coral reefs, with the majority directly or indirectly deriving food and 

income from them. This human impact is deeply concerning. 
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Another major report published last week looks at the impact of food production as a 

major driver of climate change. It shows we cannot ignore the need to move to more 

plant based diets if we are going to meet emissions targets, alongside a reduction in 

food waste and some changes in farming practices. A 2013 report on food waste 

showed that globally we produce about 4 billion metric tonnes of food a year, but 

that between 30-50 percent of this never reaches a human stomach. They suggest 

that in developed countries, 30-50 percent of food is thrown away by the purchaser. 

In July, Pope Francis encouraged us to think about these habits. ‘I am thinking about 

the many hungry people and how much leftover food we throw away (…) I will give 

you some advice: speak to your grandparents who lived through the post war period 

and ask them what they did with the leftovers. Never throw away leftover food (…) 

This is a piece of advice and also an examination of conscience: what do we do with 

leftovers at home?’ 

 Pope Francis emphasises that we cannot rely on technology to resolve the 

issue. We must accept that the problem we face is both social and environmental. To 

try and fix it without accepting that we need a change in heart and lifestyle, to 

become ‘ecologically converted,’ is to avoid dealing with the underlying causes. Just 

because we buy green energy does not mean we can use as much as we want! ‘A 

person who could afford to spend and consume more but regularly uses less heating 

and wears warmer clothes, shows the kind of convictions and attitudes which help to 

protect the environment (Laudato Si’, 211)’. 

 I highly recommend reading at least summaries of the reports mentioned here 

and continuing to engage in this very important topic so as to be better able to hear 

the cry of the earth and the cry of the poor. ֍ 

www.ourcommonhome.co.uk 

Global Healing is a newly released, film-based event for parishes, groups and 

individuals which informs and equips people to engage with pope Francis’ vital call 

to Care for Our Common Home.   

For more information go to www.ourcommonhome.co.uk  
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Looking Beneath the Surface: Fish Welfare in European 

Aquaculture 

 

Douglas Waley is the Fish Welfare Programme Leader at Eurogroup for Animals 

and supports Eurogroup’s Fish Working Group, of which CCA’s Chris Fegan is 

Deputy Chair.  Eurogroup has just published a new report on fish welfare which 

Douglas describes below in this report extract. 

 

Douglas Waley 

 

F ish represent over 60 per cent of all known vertebrate 

species on Earth. As many animals inhabit aquatic 

environments, it should be noted that throughout this 

report ‘fish’ refers to vertebrate finfish. This large group 

captures the bony fish (a group which comprises the vast 

majority of species, including familiar fish such as cod, bass 

and goldfish) and cartilaginous fish (a group which includes 

sharks and rays). The definition excludes aquatic mammals 

such as whales and dolphins, and all of the invertebrates, 

including crustaceans (e.g. lobsters and crabs), shellfish (e.g. mussels and oysters), 

cephalopods (e.g. octopuses and squid), and echinoderms (e.g. starfish and sea 

urchins).  The most recent assessment of fish diversity documented 33,249 species, 

564 families and 64 orders. Of these, over 31,000 species are classified as bony fish.  

 One of the most populous and diverse animals on the planet, fish are 

routinely exploited for human use and consumption, with fish welfare remaining a 

relatively unexplored concept, both scientifically and politically. Indeed, while 

legislation on the protection of animal welfare is increasingly implemented in 

countries around the world, since the introduction of ‘Martin’s Act’ in England in 

1822, fish remain largely ignored or are expressly excluded from the legal 

protections afforded to mammals, birds and other vertebrates.  

 The tendency to exclude fish from welfare considerations is, in part, because 

debates that were largely laid to rest with regard to the sentience of mammals and 

birds continue to rumble on when it comes to fish. There has long been global 

acceptance that mammals and birds are sentient (i.e. they have the capacity to suffer 

and can experience both pleasure and pain) and it is this fact that gives rise to our 

moral obligation towards them. In short, these animals are understood to possess 

welfare needs which should be protected if they are to avoid suffering. This, in turn, 

gives rise to the ever-expanding global body of legislation which seeks to protect 

animal welfare and prevent unnecessary suffering.  
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 Despite fish possessing similar physiology to mammals and birds, their 

capacity to suffer was ignored, avoided or actively rejected until very recently.  

 Those who argued that fish were not sentient based their position on the fact 

that fish do not possess a neocortex, the part of the mammalian brain that deals with 

emotion, sensory perception and cognition. This argument is Cartesian in its 

foundation, asserting that while it can be recognised that fish may react physically 

to injury or damage, this reaction is merely an unconscious response to external 

stimuli (known as nociception). For an animal to be 

considered capable of experiencing pain (and associated 

suffering), the argument goes, response to injury or damage 

must be more complex than mere unconscious reaction and 

must include a conscious awareness of the painful 

experience.  

 Based on the absence of a neocortex in fish, Rose et 

al, in the 2012 paper, ‘Can Fish Really Feel Pain?’, 

concluded that: ‘overall, the behavioral and neurobiological 

evidence reviewed shows fish responses to nociceptive 

stimuli are limited and fish are unlikely to experience pain’. As Balcombe notes, 

however, birds do not possess a neocortex either and yet were recognised as being 

sentient long before Rose’s 2012 paper. Importantly, birds have also long been 

afforded legal protection based on indisputable evidence of their sentience. 

Notwithstanding the dubious view that a neocortex is required for an individual to 

experience suffering, thorough research published almost a decade prior to Rose et 

al had already explored the specific issue of fish sentience, and drawn compelling 

conclusions.   

——————— 

‘there is now 

sufficient scientific 

evidence indicating 

that fish are sentient 

beings and that they 

are subject to pain 

and suffering’. 

——————— 
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 In 2003, the publication of a paper by Victoria Braithwaite et al caused 

waves in the scientific community. Their research sought to prove whether or not 

fish could feel pain and, if so, whether their experience was 

merely an unconscious reaction to injurious stimuli or could be 

truly indicative of the conscious experience required for the 

capacity to suffer.  

 Braithwaite et al’s research corroborated earlier findings 

by Russian scientist, Chervova, demonstrating that fish have the 

requisite physical anatomy to feel pain, react consciously to 

painful stimuli and demonstrate evidence of suffering as a result 

of pain being inflicted. This evidence of the high cognitive 

functioning required to demonstrate sentience, coupled with the proof of conscious, 

prolonged reactions to painful stimuli, effectively debunked the assertion that a 

neocortex was necessary to experience pain. It also provided clear evidence that fish 

certainly do have the capacity to suffer.  

 By proving that fish can and do suffer, Braithwaite’s work opened up 

discussion in both public and political spheres on the putative human obligation to 

protect fish from suffering.  

   

——————

legal 

protection for 

fish remains 

far behind that 

of other 

animals. 

————— 
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 Since the publication of Braithwaite et al’s work, an increasing body of 

evidence has shown that fish are not just sentient but that some species demonstrate 

tool use and cooperation with others, including interspecies cooperative hunting 

(previously attributed to very few animals, all of which were considered far more 

cognitively advanced than fish, such as dolphins and false killer whales). They also 

exhibit complex social skills and even self-awareness, a high-functioning cognitive 

trait previously only attributed to humans, great apes and some cetaceans (dolphin 

and whale species).  

 Although slow, progress is nonetheless being made, with the plight of fish 

gradually becoming the subject of both political and public interest. Research carried 

out by the European Food Safety Authority (EFSA) and published as a series of 

reports in 2008 and 2009, considered the need for welfare provision for fish, not just 

in the interests of the fish themselves but also for food safety reasons. This research 

resulted in a series of detailed, species-specific reports, which considered inter alia, 

welfare during husbandry and at the time of slaughter. The work highlighted the 

higher occurrence of potentially dangerous pathogens in fish not afforded adequate 

welfare provision, explored the impact of stress on farmed fish, and reviewed the 

range of factors in aquaculture that can impact on welfare.  

 EFSA’s research in turn triggered the publication of a 2009 statement by the 

European Commission, acknowledging that: ‘there is now sufficient scientific 

evidence indicating that fish are sentient beings and that they are subject to pain and 

suffering’. 

 Despite burgeoning evidence that fish have welfare needs, and some moves in 

the political sphere to recognise that fact, legal protection for fish remains far behind 

that of other animals. This is of significant concern, not just from an ethical 

perspective but because fish are by far the most exploited animal on earth.   

 Evidence of the extent to which fish may suffer is still limited, albeit 

expanding, and the research that does exist focuses on very few species. Caution 

must be exercised, therefore, when speculating as to how that suffering may be 

experienced (for example, its intensity in comparison to mammal or bird suffering), 

or the specific preferences and needs of different fish species. However, Eurogroup 

for Animals believes that, given the compelling evidence of suffering among those 

fish species examined (including many who are commonly bred and captured for 

human consumption), a range of specific protections are well-founded and clearly 

justified. Elsewhere, Eurogroup for Animals argues that a precautionary principle 

should be employed to ensure that fish are adequately protected by law from 

unnecessary suffering in the aquaculture and fisheries industries. ֍ 

Editorial footnote:  The RSPCA’s Report of the Panel of Enquiry into Shooting and 

Angling (1976-79) chaired by Lord Medway, confirmed the scientific likelihood that 

fish suffer pain (R. Ryder, Scientific Advisor). 
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Animal Advocacy in the Era of Laudato Si’ 
 

CCA Summer Conference with the University of East Anglia 

 

On 25th June 2018 Catholic Concern for Animals with Professor Gary Francione 

and the University of East Anglia held an animal advocacy conference entitled 

‘Animal Advocacy in the Era of Laudato Si’.  Many of the presentations are 

reproduced in this special edition of The Ark and are introduced here by CCA’s 

Scientific Advisor, Dr Richard Ryder. 

 

Dr Richard Ryder 

 

C atholic Concern for Animals (CCA) is to be congratulated on holding this 

important Conference jointly with the University of East Anglia.  The 

RSPCA held a Conference at Trinity College Cambridge in 1979 which led to the 

first Declaration for Animal Rights (and against speciesism) and during the 1980s 

there followed literally scores of similar conferences all over the world, giving the 

issue scientific and academic respectability.  Sadly, in the twenty-first century there 

has been a dearth of such conferences.  We need far more.  So, I warmly thank the 

organisers, especially Chris Fegan, Barbara Gardner (CCA) and Professor Gary 

Francione (UAE). 

 This Conference’s title - ‘Animal Advocacy in the Era of Laudato Si’ indicates 

that it would address both the need for better campaigning (advocacy) and the 

importance of Pope Francis’ widely acclaimed encyclical Laudato Si’ about the 

human relationship with the rest of Creation.  So, what did the ten academic speakers 

say?  Here is a very brief summary of what seemed to me to be the highlights.  They 

were, incidentally, broadcast, livestreamed and 

recorded. 

 

1)  Professor Catherine Rowett (UEA ex-

Cambridge University) asked whether the 

traditional Franciscan ‘little ways of love’ were 

enough.  What was the point of becoming a 

vegan, for example, when the taxes we pay can 

be used to subsidise the intensive farming of 

animals?  Producers could simply react to a few 

people becoming vegans by developing new 

markets for their meat.  Political action is needed, 

as well as personal commitment. 
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2)  Dr Deborah Jones 

(Oxford Centre for 

Ethics and Animals) 

praised Laudato Si’ as 

a genuine step forward 

for the Catholic 

Church and reminded 

us of the strong 

theological arguments 

supporting the Pope’s 

new policies. 

 

3)  Dr Rupert Read (UEA) outlined the political and moral impor tance of the 

‘Precautionary Principle’.  This is backed up by complex mathematical arguments 

but it basically consists of 

insisting that the risk of 

causing suffering should 

outweigh the arguments for 

exploiting an animal.  If in 

doubt we should act to 

protect animals and the rest 

of our environment.  The 

onus of proof is not on us (to 

prove that an animal suffers) 

but on the exploiter (to prove 

that it does not suffer).  The more different an animal is from us, the greater is the 

risk that we could, by exploiting it, ‘make a grave mistake’ by causing it pain. 

 

4)  Dr Clara Mancini (Open University and CCA) addressed the increasingly 

important interface 

between animals and 

technology.  Not only 

must research with 

animals be painless but 

it is only permissible if 

the animals themselves 

agree to do it.  Research 

subjects (whether human 

or nonhuman) must 

consent to the research. 
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 5)  Professor Gary Steiner (Bucknell) apologised for criticising Laudato Si’.  Yet it 

is, in his opinion, 

inconsistent and 

ambiguous.  It still 

permits research on 

animals and appears to 

reassert the superiority of 

humans. Indeed, it 

continues the Aristotelian 

(and Stoic) assertion that 

humans are ‘godlike’. 

 

6)  Dr Thomas Greaves (UEA) discussed the three common moral positions as 

regards our environment:- 

i)  Aldo Leopold’s ‘Land Ethic’ 

includes respect for plants, 

rivers and rocks etc., while 

ii)  the animal liberation ethic 

only protects those capable of 

experiencing pain (pain is seen 

as the ultimate evil), and 

iii)  the traditional moral 

position which values the 

human species above all others. 

 

7)  Dr Richard Ryder (CCA ex-Cambridge) sees speciesism as a very similar 

prejudice to racism and sexism.  The theory of painism makes causing pain to be the 

only evil (including 

mental pains like fear and 

lack of liberty).  But it is 

meaningless to add up the 

pains and pleasures of 

separate individuals.  

Laudato Si is a huge step 

forward despite its three 

areas of ambiguity (i.e. the 

meanings of  the words 

‘creation’ and ‘life’, and 

the importance of 

sentience). 
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8)  Professor Gary Francione (UEA and Rutgers) opposed campaigning for  new 

legislation to protect animals on the grounds that it only brings partial improvement, it 

encourages complacency and fails to produce perfection.  Becoming a vegan is the 

way forward.  An article on this subject by Gary was published in the previous Ark. 

 

Conclusions 

Two panels, including Chris Fegan, Barbara Gardner, Sam Earle and the speakers, 

discussed all these issues, concentrating upon the word ‘humane’, the ultimate aim of a 

good life and whether new legislation was a bad thing.  Some new laws have led the 

way by actually changing attitudes (e.g. the anti-smoking laws).  Several panellists felt 

the word ‘humane’ was unsatisfactory, many considered that introducing new legisla-

tion to protect animals was essential and almost all agreed that the aim of a good life 

concerned reducing the sufferings of others (including animals), Barbara Gardner re-

minding the audience of the ancient Golden Rule that we should treat others (animals 

included) as we ourselves would like to be treated.  ֍ 
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Pope Francis, Laudato Si: Is the ‘Little Way of Love’  

Just a Little Way?  
 

Prof. Catherine Rowett is Professor of Philosophy at the University of East Anglia 

and is the author of ‘Dumb Beasts and Dead Philosophers’ and ‘Eros Unveiled’. 

 

Prof. Catherine Rowett 

 

I n Chapter VI (on ‘Ecological Education and 

Spirituality’) of the 2015 Encyclical Laudato Si’, Pope 

Francis considers various things that need to change to 

address the crisis that we face in the world. ‘Many things 

have to change course, but it is we human beings above all who 

need to change,’ he says.  In Section V of that chapter he 

speaks of ‘the little way of love’ that I have taken for my title 

today.  

 

Saint Therese of Lisieux invites us to practise the little way of 

love, not to miss out on a kind word, a smile or any small gesture 

which sows peace and friendship. An integral ecology is also 

made up of simple daily gestures which break with the logic of 

violence, exploitation and selfishness. 

 

 This is, of course, not all that Pope Francis has to say about what our action 

for change needs to be, and I shall return to the rest of it later. But first let me raise 

two worries about ‘the little way of love’, because it can seem like - and indeed is - 

a very appealing idea.  

 

Civic and Political Love 

First of all, notice that paragraph 230 comes in a section (Section V) that is headed 

‘Civic and Political Love’. So while it might be tempting to think of Thérèse of 

Lisieux’s idea as being about the individual’s personal relationships, as opposed to 

their civic and political role, Pope Francis is thinking of the notion of a ‘Little Way 

of Love’ as part of the civic and the political. We should not let ourselves be 

seduced into forgetting that. We could be tempted into thinking that the way to 

solve the ecological crisis that confronts us and our planet, including the non-human 

animals who share our home, is to adopt a loving and non-violent attitude in our 

own personal life, cleaning up our own act by doing small things at home and in our 

daily life, eating less meat or meat only from humane farms, recycling our food 

waste and taking fewer journeys by plane.  Perhaps it looks as though it means that 
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you can make a small start by keeping your own moral 

hands clean, so to speak, and  smiling generously to 

convince others that one can tread lightly on this planet 

and be friendly too, and that this is a happy way to live.  

Perhaps it might lead us to think that this is enough, or 

is at least the source from which enough action and 

change will eventually flow.  But this individualistic 

attempt to get one’s own house in order and hope for 

the best about the rest is not, I think, enough and is not 

what Pope Francis means in this context. 

 The second worry is that the ‘Little Way of 

Love’, conceived thus as a private moral stance, is 

actually impossible and incoherent. Let’s start with this 

latter worry. We might begin by thinking, naively, that 

we can go through the modern world as a singular agent 

of kindness and non-violence, contributing nothing on 

our own part to the calamity that is going on around us. 

In reality, however, we are operating as small cogs in a 

civic and political world that is not founded on love, but 

is directed to work towards ends that are in many cases 

inimical to love, to cooperation, to kindness altogether. 

We live in a culture that insists that to thrive one must 

succeed in a competition for survival, so it insists on 

creating such a competition and measuring those who 

deserve praise by whether they have succeeded in the competition. It comes to the 

rescue of those who fail, not before they fail, but only after it has set them up to fail 

and then found them failing. It fosters a climate of greed and places a high value on 

the acquisition of stuff, promoting these values by way of ubiquitous advertising 

and by judgements that subtly discriminate against those who opt out of the things 

that are cues for respect (the clothes you wear, the car you drive, the gadgets you 

carry), and those who refuse to use a smart phone or whatever.  We live in a society 

that measures success by a value system that is as unkind as it is ungenerous.  

 The ‘hostile environment’ set up by the Home Office to destroy the lives of 

strangers and force them to return to the homes they fled is one manifestation of 

that attitude towards our fellow human creatures, but at the ecological and animal-

welfare level the attitude is the same: our fellow creatures and their green spaces are 

assessed for how much they contribute to the wealth of the nation, and if more 

could be extorted by exploiting them more, then the assumption is that it should be 

done. Anything that is not bred to yield more is a waste of space. 
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 It’s in that culture, of course, that it is most important to make changes, and 

to begin on the ‘Little Way of Love’.  For sure, within our generally unloving 

culture, there are pockets of counter-cultural community, such as churches and 

various kinds of cooperatives, community farms and charitable organisations. But 

while one can step aside into those groups and find an illusion of respite from the 

prevailing norms, stepping aside into a comfortable space where the true horror of it 

is concealed is not the way to begin, let alone complete, a regeneration of love in the 

wider world. And besides, the sense that we can escape from any taint of 

collaboration by living our lives in those counter-cultural oases is indeed only an 

illusion. The fact remains that legalistic and fiscal structures of Western culture are 

like parasites on all our activities, subtly draining our resources into replicating 

more of their own.  

Let’s think for a moment whether it is possible to clean up one’s own life 

and avoid promoting the things that are damaging the lives of animals, including 

other human beings. Is it actually impossible, as I suggest, to live the ‘Little Way of 

Love’ as a private citizen? Can’t I, for example, find the 

small farm where the calves are kept with their mothers, 

and not shipped overseas before weaning, and make sure 

I buy milk there, to help such farms to survive despite the 

lower yield? Can’t I make sure that I buy clothes only 

rarely, only when I need them, and then only in organic 

natural fibres that won’t pollute the sea with microfibres 

nor damage the places where the cotton pickers live and 

work with pesticides? Can’t I live without plastic and 

without palm oil, or at least with as little as possible? In 

practice all these things look possible (just, with 

difficulty), and it can seem then that I am doing my little 

bit to make the world a better place; but in fact, for every little bit that I do on these 

lines, to resist the cruelty and degradation of the human and natural environment, 

I’m actually compulsorily or accidentally contributing at the same time to the very 

world we want to change.  For every non-food purchase (unless I’m buying books, 

or a boat or an aircraft) I shall be contributing £1 in every £5 I spend in VAT, and 

that money is going to the treasury.  So when I buy a computer or some writing 

materials or even the organic underwear from the green shop online, part of that 

money is going not to the causes that I would choose as a personal agent operating 

on the ‘Little Way of Love’ - not to subsidising wind farms, railways or organic 

farming, but probably to building a road through the Yare Valley nature reserve, 

extra runways at Heathrow, nuclear weapons and nuclear power, subsidies for 

intensive agriculture, research on pesticides and chemical fertilisers, and  

———————— 

‘But when it comes to 

choosing any kind of 

deliberate actions and 

interventions in the 

world, the 

ramifications go 

beyond the personal 

and into the political’.  

——————–—— 
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working out how to secure the borders to make sure that no poor people arrive in 

this country.  

 Naturally, too, I am a willing payer of my normal taxes, because that too 

belongs to the ‘Little Way of Love’. Paying willingly to enable the NHS to continue 

to treat patients no matter who they are or what their resources is part of the fight 

back against the encroachment of the hostile environment that would exclude the 

unlucky from the benefits enjoyed by the few. Local taxation 

pays to ensure that children have schools and that the schools 

don’t have to charge for extras like outings and music lessons, 

and that there are free meals for those children who have 

nothing to eat at home. It also pays to ensure that the elderly 

are visited by someone who can change their bed linen and 

help them to wash: basic aspects of human decency that this 

society - in some of its more enlightened moments - has 

decided should be equally available to all no matter whether 

you have a caring family or not. But along with those things, my local and national 

taxes will be draining off into private profits for the firms that are providing 

housing for rent, social care to the elderly or who built the schools and hospitals in 

order to make a profit from the repayments over many years. Not all of the money I 

pay in taxes actually provides the care and the meals and the education that I 

wanted to pay for. Instead, out of those funds, a large amount of money goes 

indirectly to the rich financiers, and is actually helping them to perpetuate the 

values that are at odds with the way of love that I am trying to tread: it’s 

perpetuating the values of greed and consumerism and competitive margins: the 

idea that you should get more and more on top of what you’ve already got, while 

giving away less and less, just because you can. 

 So while one would not want to opt out of the provisions of the welfare state, 

which makes us look like a decent society that cares for its people and provides 

institutional support for various good community projects, subtly, behind that 

façade, all the time, the parasites are leeching out the funds that were directed from 

our taxes to support that kinder way of life, and from that profit margin they are 

defending and promoting another way of life, in which success consists in cutting 

and cutting the very things it was designed to fund so as to create bigger profit 

margins for the companies, lower wages for those who do the caring work and 

minimal levels of care for the least able. The little way of love seems to turn sour 

because it turns out to be secretly and unavoidably promoting the very opposite: a 

gross way of neglect and exploitation. 

 What has also become apparent, in looking at these illustrations, is how our 

personal choices and private responses are tied up with civic and political   

——————— 

‘Addressing these 

problems requires 

political changes 

and economic 

changes’. 

——————— 
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circumstances. The kind word, the small gesture of peace and friendship - these are 

fine, of course. But when it comes to choosing any kind of deliberate actions and 

interventions in the world, the ramifications go beyond the personal and into the 

political. We can aim for daily gestures that break with the logic of violence, 

exploitation and selfishness, but we can’t actually stop our actions and the use of our 

money from promoting that very logic even when we are trying to avoid it. 

 

Love is Political and Social 

So that’s the sense in which I think that the idea of enacting the little way of love as 

a ‘little way’ that we do by ourselves (as if that were enough) is impossible and 

incoherent.  But now I want to return to the first thought, which is that such an 

individualistic solution is not what Pope Francis meant and 

is not intended to be sufficient (and indeed is crucially, as 

we have seen, self-undermining). Pope Francis speaks of St 

Thérèse’s Little Way as part of the civic and political love 

that is the real solution. This means that the way in which 

we act to promote love, even though it is a little way in its 

attention to detail, has to be much bigger in its ambitions. It 

needs to be aware of what the biggest and least obvious 

sources of the exploitation are, and it needs to take its 

gestures directly to those problems at the global level, and 

not just to the local victims who are on the receiving end of 

them. That is, it needs to see where in politics, in local 

governance, in globalisation, in international organisations, 

in commercial exchange, and in the reward and penal systems that we live with, 

attitudes of violence, destruction, denigration of the other, selfishness and exclusion 

are endemic and promoted without question, and it needs to direct the challenges to 

those things, and to do it in a way that can actually cause people in positions of 

power to notice. It’s not sufficient to form an enclave of little people, in one local 

church or in one local community project, who are trying to remedy the matter in a 

small way; and it’s certainly not enough to convert just one or two relatively like-

minded individuals to join you in your crusade to avoid single use plastics, to stop 

eating factory farmed meat, to give up their car, or to sign up for the green electricity 

supply - because the ones you can convert to those causes are probably already there, 

on the side of the angels, and just waiting to be reminded that something they were 

doing was not in line with their proclaimed commitment to the environment. So 

converting just one more of those means only that there is just one more of you 

doing just a bit more of the little way of love, but one more, doing just a bit more, is 

not going to be enough, especially if every effort that you and they make is 

constantly undermined by that parasitic redistribution of resources to the things that  

———————— 

‘In reality our task 

is to set not just a 

few people but the 

entire society free 

from this misplaced 

model of what 

freedom is, and that 

task has to be 

political’.  

———————— 
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maintain the status quo. For if I give up factory-farmed meat, it is not at all going to 

result in the destruction of the factory farms. On the contrary, they will just need to 

identify further outlets, market their products more aggressively to more households, 

cut the welfare provisions further and put pressure on government to reduce welfare 

constraints because their profit margin is not good enough without more exploitation 

and lower wages. The less you and I buy the things that are damaging the 

environment, the more those who make their money that way will be forced to think 

of new products to promote that use the resources they are mining. They will not 

stop doing any of that until there is no market to tap into at all. Market forces do not 

stop cruelty: they just displace it to another market. 

 So what I take from this section of Laudato Si’ is that love is political and 

social. The problems we have to address are deeply embedded in the practice of 

using the market as a regulating force instead of looking to what we actually care 

about and depend upon and seeing that such things are protected. Addressing these 

problems requires political changes and economic changes. ‘Since the market tends 

to promote extreme consumerism in an effort to sell its products, people can easily 

get caught up in a whirlwind of needless buying and spending,’ Pope Francis writes. 

‘Compulsive consumerism is one example of how the techno-economic paradigm 

affects individuals. … This paradigm leads people to believe that they are free as 

long as they have the supposed freedom to consume. But those really free are the 

minority who wield economic and financial power.’ In reality our task is to set not 

just a few people but the entire society free from this misplaced model of what 

freedom is, and that task has to be political. It is, of course, a task of love, but it is 

hardly a small one. It is, I suppose, smaller than the love that the church celebrates, 

that was manifest in the creation and redemption of mankind. But it is a kind of 

redemption of mankind that is called for, because without a redemption of mankind 

from that bondage to mistaken values, and that erroneous sense of freedom, there is 

no hope for the created world and its many lovely creatures. ֍ 
 

Notes:                                                  Photo of Prof. Catherine Rowett by Joseph Casey Photography  

1. Laudato Si 202. 

2. 230  

3. Pace Pope Francis who speaks optimistically, at 206, of the power of consumer pressure, quoting an 

earlier encyclical of Benedict XVI, Caritas in veritate (2009), and also Benedict XVIth’s Message for the 

2010 World Day of Peace. “A change in lifestyle could bring healthy pressure to bear on those who wield 

political, economic and social power. This is what consumer movements accomplish by boycotting 

certain products. They prove successful in changing the way businesses operate, forcing them to consider 

their environmental footprint and their patterns of production. When social pressure affects their earnings, 

businesses clearly have to find ways to produce differently. This shows us the great need for a sense of 

social responsibility on the part of consumers. “Purchasing is always a moral – and not simply economic 

– act” [Caritas in veritate 699]. Today, in a word, “the issue of environmental degradation challenges us 

to examine our lifestyle” [Message for the 201 World Day of Peace 48]. 
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Animals as Co-designers  

A New Ethics for Working with Animals in Research 
 

Dr Clara Mancini is Senior Lecturer in Interaction Design at The Open University 

(Milton Keynes, UK), where she founded and heads the Animal-Computer 

Interaction Laboratory.  Clara is CCA’s Deputy Chair. 

 

Dr Clara Mancini  

 

A nimals have been interacting with technology for 

the best part of a century, whether in laboratories, 

on farms, or in the wild.  Already in the 1960s wild 

bears were being fitted with tracking devices during 

environmental studies and pigeons were required to use 

operant interfaces within behavioural experiments; in the 

1980s great apes were using touch-screen devices to 

communicate with those who studied them and in the 

1990s dolphins were given underwater keyboards to do the 

same, while farmed cows were being introduced to robotic 

milking systems. More recently, a variety of gadgets 

intended for cats and dogs have become available, from GPS trackers and interactive 

food dispensers, to videophones and electronic games. Meanwhile, for decades, dogs 

have been trained to operate human interfaces, such as light switches or washing 

machines, to carry out tasks on behalf of their assisted humans. 

 

The Animal-Computer Interaction Laboratory 

But how do interactive technologies affect the capabilities, activities, experience and 

welfare of the animals involved? To what extent do the technologies with which 

animals interact reflect their needs and wants? What could animals’ interactions with 

technology teach us about them? How do or could such interactions affect humans’ 

relations with animals? These are the kind of questions that we are trying to address 

at the Animal-Computer Interaction Laboratory (ACI Lab) whose mission is to 

advance the art and science of designing animal-centred interactive systems for a 

participatory multispecies society by: 

 

 - Investigating the interaction between animals and computing technology within 

the contexts in which animals habitually live, are active, and socialise with 

members of their own or other species, including humans. 

 

 - Designing interactive technology to: a) improve animals’ life quality and  
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 expectancy by facilitating the fulfilment of their physiological and psychological 

needs; b) support animals in their activities, by minimising any negative effects 

and maximising any positive effects of those activities on the animals’ life 

expectancy and quality; c) foster intra-species and  inter-species relations, by 

enabling communication and promoting understanding between parties. 

 

 - Developing animal-centred frameworks and methods to inform the design of 

technology intended for animals, regarding animal users as legitimate 

stakeholders and contributors throughout all the phases of the design process and 

beyond. 

 Our work involves, for 

example, designing dog-friendly 

interfaces that can be retrofitted in 

homes and public buildings to 

facilitate the work of mobility 

assistance dogs trained to carry out 

daily tasks (e.g. switching lights) on 

behalf of people with disabilities; or 

canine communication technologies 

that enable cancer detection dogs to 

tell what they find in the biological 

samples they screen without having to 

use signalling conventions for human 

convenience. We also develop 

frameworks for the design of tracking 

devices, commonly fitted on free living or domestic animals to monitor their activity, 

so that the impact these devices have on animal wearers is minimised; and we 

investigate the use of interactive technologies to enrich the lives and improve the 

welfare of animals who live in captivity.  

 Within our projects, animals take part in the iterative cycles that constitute the 

design process, during which we try to establish requirements to inform alternative 

prototypes that we then evaluate, until we achieve the best possible design solution 

(e.g. a canine switch that dogs are able and happy to use). Animals’ participation is 

key in animal-centered design, as it is through participation that they can tell us what 

they want and influence what we design. This requires the use of animal-centred 

methods that enable animals to express design preferences and even suggestions (e.g. 

by choosing which prototype control to use to switch on a light or how to interact 

with that control).  In turn, the implementation of animal-centred methods requires 

an animal centred-ethics that can foster the conditions for appropriate forms of 

engagement with animal participants. 

‘Dogs for Good ’ 

volunteer  

demonstrates which 

switch he prefers. 
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Creating animal protection methods that go beyond current legislation 

Currently, in the UK, research procedures that are deemed likely to harm the 

animals involved are regulated by the European Directive (2010/63/EU) On the 

Protection of Animals Used for Scientific Purposes and the British Animals 

(Scientific Procedures) Act 1986 (ASPA) Amendment Regulations 2012; while 

procedures that are less likely to harm the animals involved still fall under the 

Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 or the Animal Welfare 

Act 2006. Although intended to protect the animals 

involved from harmful procedures to which they are 

unable to consent, when it comes to animal-centred 

research, these regulations are fundamentally inadequate.  

 To begin with, under such regulations, animals are 

protected based on given characteristics (e.g. possessing a 

spinal cord) or cultural preferences (e.g. for dogs over 

pigs), regardless of individual differences and 

requirements beyond such categorizations. Animals are 

effectively regarded as instruments within a scientific 

apparatus, whereby it is acceptable that the procedures for 

which they are used have no relevance or benefit to the 

individuals involved or even to their species. Under these 

regulations, harm to the animals involved is to be minimised, but in any cost-benefit 

analysis such minimisation is ultimately subordinated to the aims of the procedures 

in question. Additionally, the killing of animals at the end of a procedure is 

considered acceptable, if carried out in a manner that is deemed humane. Within 

existing regulations, the application of the principles of replacement, reduction and 

refinement is considered best practice, but such principles are symptomatic of a 

perspective in which animals and their subjective experience are regarded as 

abstract-able, add-able, subtract-able, interchange-able quantities in an experimental 

equation. In other words, existing regulations are underpinned by an ethics 

framework which does not regard the requirements of the animals involved in 

research procedures as pivotal and which therefore cannot support animal-centred 

design. 

 

ACI Lab’s animal-centred ethics framework 

Arguably, animal-centred design can only take place within an ethics framework 

that recognises the centrality of animals’ interests as users (of technological 

artefacts) and participants (in the design process). To this end, at the ACI Lab, we 

have developed our own animal-centred ethics framework. To begin with, the 

animals involved in our research are protected simply for their role as users and  

————————

Existing regulations 
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participants, regardless of what we think we know of their characteristics. Our 

framework demands that we only work with an animal if the research is directly 

relevant and beneficial to them, and that we always prioritise their welfare.  

 Animal welfare scientist Marian Stamp Dawkins argued that animals have 

evolved physical and behavioural adaptations to live and thrive in their 

environment, they fare well when they are healthy and, 

crucially, when they have what they want. Consistent 

with this perspective, animal-centred procedures should 

never threaten animals’ health by compromising their 

biological integrity or interfere with the behavioural 

adaptations that support their health; nor should such 

procedures confine animals away from their habitual 

settings or prevent them from expressing their 

spontaneous behaviour. Additionally, within a welfare-

centred ethics, killing animals at the end of a procedure, 

regardless of the method, would be incompatible with the 

very function that allowed the animals’ adaptations to 

evolve. Instead, our animal-centred ethics demands that 

we safeguard animals’ integrity and respect their autonomy at all times by working 

in contexts that are habitual for animal participants, by endeavouring to be 

unobtrusive and undisruptive of their habitual activities, by giving them space for 

self-expression and control over procedures in which they participate, and by using  

———————— 

Our framework 

demands that we only 

work with an animal if 

the research is directly 

relevant and 

beneficial to them, 

and that we always 

prioritise their 

welfare.  

——–—————— 

Zena demonstrating preferences for size and colour of light switch to Clara. 



   THE ARK                                                                                                       AUTUMN 2018 

28 

only positive forms of interaction. In other words, the interest of the individual 

animals involved in our research must take priority over the interests of science and 

society.  

 Of course, no matter what protections are in place, informed and voluntary 

engagement is an important aspect of participation, so we are not exempt from asking 

the animals’ consent. In this regard, we must seek mediated consent from human 

guardians who know the animals well and have their best interest at heart as well as 

authority to represent them.  Additionally, we must seek contingent consent from the 

animals themselves by enabling them to assess the research setups they are invited to 

and to choose whether or how they want to engage, and by monitoring and 

appropriately responding to any manifestations of their dissent. These are two 

complementary forms of consent, whereby those who can appreciate the wider 

implications of the animals’ involvement lend their insight in the animals’ best 

interest, while the animals themselves are the only ones who can assess the 

contingent, directly experiential implications, and we have a responsibility to respect 

their assessment.  

Medical Detection Dog 

volunteer demonstrates 

how he prefers to sniff for 

chemical smells. 
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 It could be argued that the animal-centred ethics, to which we subscribe in 

our research and which demands that animals’ interests are prioritised and that they 

consent to procedures they are involved in, prevents us from engaging with socio-

economic systems whose very functioning is only possible if animals’ autonomy 

and interests are compromised (e.g. farming, animal experimentation, ownership). 

However, it is precisely within the contextual (and ethical) limitations of such 

systems, and the human–animal relationships that these are built on that our 

research situates itself, providing opportunities for the expression and fulfilment of 

animals’ autonomy as a starting point for designing technology that can better 

support their activities, improve their lives, increase our understanding of them and 

ultimately raise their standing in human society.  

 Providing animals with technology that enables them to better control the 

practices in which they are already involved affords them the possibility to exert a 

measure of autonomy, albeit within contextual limitations. As their autonomy is 

progressively supported by animal-centred technology, cultural and ethical 

assumptions have to be questioned, and a space may be pushed open where animals 

are enabled to participate in co-designing shared environments and practices with 

humans. In order for technology to be animal-centred, animals need to be part of the 

processes that lead to the development of such technology, so they can directly 

inform those processes’ outcomes. In this respect, the process and the way we 

engage is more important than any interim outcome. Designing interactive systems 

is an iterative process of progressive orientation towards an ideal final outcome that 

may never be reached but that can be increasingly approximated. If we proceed in 

the right way, animal-centred design has the potential to change socio-economic 

systems from the inside out. 

 Designing for someone is recognising that they exist, that they have 

requirements that must be met. Designing with someone is recognising them as a 

worthy interlocutor whose voice must be heard. This does not just apply to design 

outcomes (i.e. animal centred interactive systems) and processes (animal-centred 

design methods and ethics).  Because technology is so pervasive in human society, 

the values and practices that inform the design and development of technology 

inevitably end up influencing the values and practices that characterise all societal 

activity. For millennia technology has driven a wedge between humans and ‘other’ 

animals, increasingly distancing ‘us’ from ‘them’ in more ways than one.  This has 

arguably resulted in socio-economic systems that are environmentally and ethically 

unsustainable, and unjust. It is time to use technology to begin to close the gap by 

giving animals representation and control through animal-centred design processes 

and outcomes, for the sake of all and for the sake of our common home. ֍ 

 

http://www.open.ac.uk/blogs/ACI/  

http://www.open.ac.uk/blogs/ACI/
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Campaigning for Painism and against Speciesism  
 

Dr Richard Ryder is CCA’s Scientific Advisor who presented the following paper at 

the CCA Conference.  He studied Psychology at Cambridge, Columbia and 

Edinburgh Universities and was Mellon Professor at Tulane University in New 

Orleans.  He was Director of the Political Animal Lobby and has twice been 

Chairman of the RSPCA where he founded Eurogroup for Animal Welfare.  He is the 

author of ten books (e.g. Animal Revolution,1989 and Speciesism, Painism and 

Happiness, 2011) and invented the philosophical terms painism and speciesism. 

 

Dr Richard Ryder  

 

I  have been asked to talk about Advocacy, Painism and 

Speciesism, and to mention their histories.  A few years 

ago I was invited to be the Scientific Adviser to Catholic 

Concern for Animals, so I would like to begin by saying how 

impressed I am by Pope Francis’ recent encyclical Laudato 

Si’.   

 

Attitudes are changing 

Many years ago, I recall some kindly and compassionate 

Roman Catholics looking at me with surprise when I 

mentioned that I worked for the welfare of animals.  They not only thought that I had 

my priorities wrong, they actually made me feel as though I was a heretic; that I was 

somehow acting against the will of God!  When I managed to get such people to 

explain their grounds for this attitude, they said that they had been taught as 

children, in Sunday schools or in the nursery, that fondness for animals was an 

actual sin; that the natural love for animals shown by children was in some way un-

Christian and had to be stamped out. It was not just that it was weakness and 

sentimentality but that it was deeply wrong.  Animals were given to us by God for us 

to exploit them, so their teachers had told them.  Only human beings were made in 

the image of God. 

 This is, of course, speciesism at its most extreme.  But, until recently, so I am 

told, it was still quite a common attitude.  How could such callousness and cruelty 

have ever developed, especially as part of a religion that correctly claims to be the 

religion of love?  I suspect that there were at least four historical sources for this 

Christian Speciesism and they all go back some two thousand years, although the 

evidence for them is only fragmentary:- 

 1)  The first reason is diet.  I am sure that wars have been fought over diet!  

Diet is mentioned in almost every religion.  I believe the eating of meat is based  
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upon a physical addiction.  Meat-addicts, often with a sense of guilt about the 

cruelty they are causing, have become angry when more compassionate people have 

reproved them.  They have shouted back that the Bible says that God has given them 

animals so that they can eat them!  Especially after the Fall! 

 2)  The second reason over the centuries has been the vested interests - the 

farmers and butchers mainly, but also the furriers, the hunters and anyone selling 

animals for money.  Didn’t the animal-sellers in the Temple in Jerusalem become 

indignant when a furious Jesus Christ drove them out of the Temple?  Surely it was 

the animal sellers who got him arrested. It was they who pretended Jesus was a 

political terrorist and caused Pilate to crucify him. I believe it was the animal 

exploiters who killed Jesus! You may ask why was Jesus alone and so angry in the 

Temple in the first place? Personally, I believe it was because he cared about 

animals. As you know, the main business in the Temple was selling and killing 

animals for sacrifice. He was campaigning against this cruelty to animals.  How 

could such a compassionate man not be angered by such cruelty? It was said the 

Temple stank with blood. 

 3)  The third historical reason for Christian speciesism is that Christianity 

only survived because of the support of the Roman Empire from the year 313 AD.  

But it was the supporters of the Roman way of life who then altered Christianity so 

that it suited them.  And what were the Romans famous for?  How did they spend 

their spare time when not fighting wars?  Was it football?  No!  The answer is: being 

cruel to animals!  Just as we are obsessed with football, so the Romans were 

obsessed by the so-called sports of the Amphitheatre.  The crowds went there to 

watch humans and animals fighting each other.  This was their main entertainment.  

Every major Roman town had such sports.  To an extent they epitomised the human 

conquest of nature and human dominion and our supposed right to exploit and 

ravage our environment.  Romans hacked their ways through the jungles to capture 

lions and elephants for the Coliseum, giraffes from Africa and tigers from India.  

The Roman culture was based upon cruelty.  It sadistically glorified conquest and 

domination.  True, when it was taken over by the Romans in AD 313 Christianity 

did begin to reduce the ferocity of the Roman culture.  It was a contest between the 

Culture of Cruelty and the Religion of Compassion.  Humans killing humans in the 

Amphitheatre became controversial and began to die out.  But the spectators still 

wanted blood!  They were addicted to the sight of cruelty.  All the more reason then 

to step up the tormenting and killing of animals.  Watching others fighting each 

other from a safe distance has always been exciting.  It is why Mediæval tourists 

used to watch battles from the hills on the other side of the river, and why we have 

violent films today. 

 4) The fourth reason was the fascistic Aristotle whom the Romans revered. 
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 So, these four reasons - the addiction to meat, the vested interests of the 

animal exploiters, Roman mass entertainment and Aristotle - were, I suspect, the 

reasons why Romanised Christianity was speciesist and remained so for seventeen 

hundred years until the publication of Laudato Si’ in 2015.  Of course there were 

other reasons but these four were considerable. The contest over Christian 

speciesism has continued over the centuries between the early Saints and St Francis 

on one hand, and St Thomas Aquinas (and Aristotle) on the other.  But I guess that it 

was these reasons from 313 AD that formed the basis for the underlying speciesist 

position until recently.   

 

Speciesism and Painism 

In Laudato Si Pope Francis vigorously attacks anthropocentrism.  Anthropocentrism 

is an example of speciesism.  It means putting the human species at the moral centre 

of existence.  I define speciesism as discrimination based upon the supposed moral 

superiority of one species over others.  I question how 

the species difference itself, any more than sexual or 

racial differences, can justify such a prejudice.  In 

practice this usually refers to the widespread tendency 

of humans to give other species a far lower moral status 

than that of our own species.  This claims to be based 

upon our greater intelligence, autonomy or some other 

morally irrelevant trait.  In painism I argue that the 

only trait that matters morally is the capacity to suffer 

pain where pain is defined widely to cover any negative 

experience, whether mental or physical, including fear, 

grief and deprivations of liberty or justice.  All these 

experiences cause pain of one sort or another.  Pain is 

the only evil.  Speciesism is a prejudice like racism or sexism.  As nearly all modern 

moral theories are based upon the principle of not causing pain to others, I make 

pain central to this theory that I have called painism.  I say it is wrong to cause 

unconsented to pain to other individuals regardless of their race, sex or species.  So 

X amount of pain in a dog matters equally with X amount of pain in a robot or a 

human being. 

 I believe the moral theory of Painism solves some of the obvious problems in 

modern ethics.  Basically, it gives each painient individual its own importance (as 

does Rights Theory), it is based upon the very definite foundation of pain (like 

Utilitarianism) and it is not arbitrary (like Virtue Ethics).  Importantly, however, 

Painism differs from Utilitarianism by ruling out the adding up of pains and 

pleasures across individuals (because one individual does not feel the actual pain or 

pleasure of other individuals).  So, in Painism the degree of wrongness of an event is  

—————————— 

‘The contest over 
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measured not by the number of sufferers but by the quantity of pain experienced by 

its maximum sufferer.  (For example, one individual suffering 10 units of pain 

matters more than two individuals each suffering 9 units, doesn’t it?  Utilitarianism 

argues the other way around.  It says that 9 plus 9 is 18 and 18 is considerably 

bigger than 10!)  I say that the agony of any individual, for example, matters more 

than the mere convenience of millions.  Furthermore, pleasure never justifies 

another’s pain.  

 Remember - NOT causing pain to others is the basis of all sound moral 

theories, including Painism. Science cannot yet explain how consciousness occurs 

but the consciousness of pain in fundamental to all ethics and all law. 

 

Laudato Si’ - a new era 

In attacking speciesism, or rather anthropocentrism, Pope Francis actually uses some 

quite strong language.  He calls anthropocentrism ‘tyrannical’, ‘misguided’, 

‘distorted’ and ‘excessive’.  He stresses our close connection with the rest of 

creation, describing our relationship with the other animals as ‘a universal fraternity’ 

and rejects ‘every tyrannical and irresponsible domination by human beings over 

other creatures’.  He recognises the importance of pain by saying that science must 

not treat animals as if they were parts of ‘an insensate order’.  (Richard D. Ryder: 

Tyrannical Anthropocentrism, The Ark, 231, Autumn/Winter 2015.) 

 There are, however, several areas of ambivalence in what Pope Francis says.  

He uses words like ‘living’ and ‘creation’ without distinguishing clearly between 

rocks and trees and animals.  I do not believe that rocks and trees 

suffer pain, but animals certainly do.  Surely, the important criterion 

is the capacity to suffer pain.  All things that suffer pain have moral 

status - and that could include robots and aliens from a distant 

planet.  Incidentally, I think the time has come to include complex 

robots within the moral circle.  I invoke the Precautionary Principle 

to argue that it is up to the exploiters of robots to prove that they do 

not suffer pain.  It is not up to us to prove that animals or robots 

can suffer.  It is up to the exploiters to prove the reverse!   

 

Some recent history 

The modern Western political and philosophical concern for the moral and legal 

status of nonhumans started in Britain in the eighteenth century and then with the 

passage of the first Parliamentary legislation in 1822.  Utilitarians such as Jeremy 

Bentham had prepared the way and doughty anti-slavery politicians like Lord 

Erskine, William Wilberforce, Richard Martin and Thomas Fowell Buxton had 

pushed it through both Houses of Parliament. 

  

————— 

‘All things 

that suffer 
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————— 
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More or less the same men set up the RSPCA two years later in 1824 in order to 

enforce their new legislation and to keep up the pressure for more.  Germany 

followed soon after and so did some other Northern European countries. 

 Reforms continued, especially in the Edwardian era but the movement came 

to a standstill with the Great War of 1914 to 1918.  In the stunned silence after 1918 

the animal movement hardly got going again before the Second World War broke  

out in 1939.  Nothing new happened until the 1960s when Ruth Harrison’s book 

appeared about factory farming, Brigid Brophy wrote a long piece in the Sunday 

Times about the forgotten issue of Animals’ Rights, Brian Davies set up IFAW in 

Canada, and one or two demonstrations against foxhunting occurred in Southern 

England.  But the “Year of Protest” took place in Paris in 1968 without the animal 

issue being involved at all.  Great changes in social and moral attitudes were 

occurring (in Britain with Beyond the Fringe in 1960, and other satirical 

manifestations followed.  Classism was under attack.) Then racism and sexism came 

under fire.  Then, at last, came the attacks upon speciesism. 

 

The Oxford Group 

This Campaign opened in Britain with a small group of philosophically-minded 

intellectuals in Oxford, now dubbed the Oxford Group.  In 1969 and in 1970 I 

published a number of angry letters in the Daily Telegraph newspaper attacking 

animal experimentation and otter hunting.  In 1970 I invented the word speciesism 

and circulated a leaflet about it in Oxford; I held a street demonstration against cruel 

experiments and organised protests against otter hunts whose fixture lists I received 

by pretending I was Colonel John de Vere Walker!   

 Brigid Brophy got in touch and introduced me to three young Oxford 

philosophy graduates: Roslind and Stan Godlovitch from Canada and John Harris.  I 

tried out my idea of speciesism with them.  They then decided to publish a book of 

essays on the ethics of the human – animal relationship and asked me to contribute 

the chapter on Animal Experiments, which I did.  The book was published under the 

title Animals Men and Morals in 1971 and received some good reviews.  I noticed 

that the editors had cut out several of my references to speciesism — they clearly 

disliked my neologism!  However, a young Oxford philosopher from Australia 

called Peter Singer reviewed the book and was so taken with the idea of speciesism 

that he came to visit me on several occasions and we became friends.  A couple of 

years later he decided to write a book called Animal Liberation and invited me to be 

its co-author.  Stupidly, because I was so busy campaigning, I declined his kind 

offer.  (My life might have been different if I hadn’t.) 

 Unlike most of the others in the Oxford Group I was interested in getting new 

laws to protect animals, especially in laboratories, in factory farms and in the wild.  I 

turned out to be an ‘animal politician’!  To that end I immediately did four things:- 
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 1)  I got myself elected to the immensely prestigious but moribund RSPCA in 

1971, where five of us who were the only modernisers had a mighty struggle with forty 

other members of its Council who tacitly supported bloodsports.  I became Chairman 

in 1977 and in two years managed to set up RSPCA Campaigning, International, 

Scientific and Special Investigations Departments as well as founding Eurogroup for 

Animals in Brussels.  I persuaded the RSPCA to publish a range of welfare policies for 

the first time including formal opposition to hunting with hounds, and we based all our 

policies on sound science. 

 2)  I made friends with a number of politicians of all parties, most notably with 

Lord Houghton of Sowerby with whom I then closely worked from 1973 until his 

death in 1996. 

 3)  With Clive Hollands, the Director of the St. Andrews Fund in Scotland I 

then tried to attract the support of an apathetic media.  From 1970 to 1975 the British 

press and electronic media were totally indifferent to the whole subject of animal 

welfare.  They ridiculed it.  On a daily basis Clive and I would try, often vainly, to get 

the national media interested.  Then, in 1975 everything changed.  The British media 

suddenly discovered it was a subject that fascinated their readers. 

 4)  In 1979 I joined forces with Brian Davies.  I helped him with his 

campaigning to protect seals and other wildlife and together (with me wearing my 

RSPCA Chairman’s hat), we put animals into politics in Westminster and Brussels and 

even, to some extent, in Washington. 

 Back in Oxford, I enjoyed the philosophical activities of the Oxford Group.  It 

led the world in the awakening of serious interest in the ethics of the human / animal 

relationship.  Never before had a reform movement been led by so many philosophers! 

But I wanted to put animals into politics.  I wanted to apply our new philosophy to 

formulate some new laws.  The other philosophers were far less interested in doing 

this, so I pursued this avenue on my own.  I taught myself how to campaign for myself, 

using my two original objectives, to stop the hunting of otters with hounds and to stop 

cruel experiments on animals. 

Oxford - home of ‘The Oxford Group’ 
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Banning Otter Hunting 

As regards otter hunting I launched a four-year campaign of sabotage using sprays 

and other chemicals to confuse the otter hounds.  Between three and thirty of my 

friends came with me to hunt meetings in Central and Southern England.  I contacted 

Dave Wetton, the leader of the Hunt Saboteurs Association, and he came with me on 

half a dozen occasions showing me how to confront the hounds using a hunting 

horn.  As far as I was concerned the point of such confrontations was to try to create 

national publicity.  So I would spend a good deal of time on the telephone trying to 

stir up apathetic reporters and photographers. Sometimes I had success and 

sometimes I failed.  On some occasions there was no publicity at all and sometimes 

quite the reverse - unexpected photographs on the front page of the Sunday Times or 

five minutes on BBC National Television News. 

 Between demonstrations I would write incessantly to MPs and go to see them 

in London.  Many asked Parliamentary Questions in Parliament for me.  The more 

publicity we got the more they wanted to help. 

 I also contacted and supported the conservationists who also wanted to 

protect the increasingly endangered otters.  So it became a joint animal rights / 

conservation campaign. 

 Finally, we achieved success when Parliament protected otters in 1978. 

 

 

Otter hunting was banned in UK in 1978 after a 

successful campaign. 
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Stopping cruel experiments on animals  

Stopping cruel experiments on animals was altogether harder.  I had seen some of 

these cruelties myself - in British and American laboratories where I had worked as 

a psychologist. 

 I contacted the existing anti-vivisection societies, the media and Members of 

Parliament, one of whom was Douglas Houghton.  I researched and published a 

book on animal experimentation - Victims of Science - in 1975.  I was lucky.  It 

became a huge media success and provoked six debates in Parliament over the next 

few years.  From 1975 for twenty years I found myself rather in demand on radio 

and television, often being asked to talk about speciesism and various animal 

cruelties. 

 When Douglas Houghton retired from government in 1979 (he had been an 

influential member of the Wilson Cabinet) I persuaded him briefly to join the 

Council of the RSPCA.  Seeing the appalling conservatism of that august body 

Houghton decided to campaign on his own.  In 1975 he asked me to join him in 

setting up a new Committee to look at reforming the legislation protecting research 

animals.  We called it CRAE - the Committee for the Reform of Animal 

Experimentation.  Houghton asked Clive Hollands (the paid director of the Scottish 

Society for the Prevention of Vivisection) to act as its Secretary.  We formed a core 

of three - Houghton, Hollands and Ryder - but invited various other scientists and  

The Animals (Scientific 

Procedures) Act was 

introduced in 1986. 
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technicians to join us occasionally e.g. the wonderful Angela Walder.  We asked 

Clive to contact all the anti-vivisection bodies.  Houghton asked me to be the chief 

author of our proposals for reform while he wrote the Introduction.  We submitted 

our Memorandum to the Home Secretary and published it in May 1976.  Our 

emphasis was upon controlling pain.  Houghton contacted various Home Secretaries 

— Roy Jenkins, Merlyn Rees and William Whitelaw, all of whom he knew 

personally, over the ensuing years, and we had meetings with them to discuss our 

proposed reforms.  During the General Election Campaign we set up the General 

Election Coordinating Committee for Animal Protection (GECCAP) which aimed to 

put animals into politics and we persuaded Margaret Thatcher to pledge that she 

would update the law protecting laboratory animals if she became Prime Minister, 

and this she did with the Animals (Scientific Procedures) Act of 1986.  The 

campaign, as far as I was concerned, had taken some fifteen years!    

 

Putting Animals into Politics 

From 1977 to 1979 I had been Chairman of the RPSCA Council and, although the 

RSPCA did not take an active part in this campaign I was made constantly aware 

that powerful people in Whitehall and Westminster were influenced by my position.  

Houghton, Hollands and I also formed GECCAP and the Joint Advisory Committee 

on Pets in Society.  We had put animals into politics.  The achievement of which I 

am proudest is the foundation of Eurogroup which I achieved in 1979 against very 

stiff opposition from within the RSPCA. 

 The period 1970 to 2005 represents thirty-five years of unprecedented 

progress in Animal Welfare, not only in Britain but in Europe and the rest of the 

world.  The political interest reached a peak in Britain in the 1990s when it was 

constantly a matter for discussion in Parliament.  For years, British MPs received 

more letters about animals than on any other subject.  We eventually passed twelve 

laws protecting animals in the UK, and in the EU no less than forty-four new laws 

thanks to the work of Eurogroup (and CIWF which dealt exclusively with farm 

animals).  (David Bowles, 2018).  For much of that decade I was also Director of 

Brian Davies’ Political Animal Lobby (PAL).  PAL worked, often behind the 

scenes, on most of these reforms including the ban on hunting with hounds. 

 Why was so much progress made from 1970 until 2005 and so little 

subsequently?  Progress was made because we concentrated upon generating 

national publicity and making friends with media people and politicians.  In other 

words, it had been about Publicity and Politics. 

 In addition, we kept the hugely influential RSPCA on side.  (As an RSPCA 

Chairman and Trustee this was another role for me.)  Although it was often weak in 

itself as a campaigning body, it never opposed any of these reforms (as its pro- 
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hunting infiltrators no doubt hoped it would).  Ultimately, we had the RSPCA, the 

media and Parliament all on our side because the British public were on our side.   

Humans worldwide sympathise with animals but they must be mobilised and 

organised in order to get new legislation. 

 But in Britain progress ground to a halt after 2006.  What then has gone 

wrong in the last twelve years or so?  There are at least six possible reasons:- 

 

1)  We have done the easy reforms; the rest are much harder. 

2)  The public erroneously believes there is no more that needs to be done. 

3)  Many of the great campaigning figures have gone (e.g. Douglas Houghton,  

      and Brian Davies who has retired).             

4)  In the EU some of the recent joiners in the East are not very supportive of 

     Animal Welfare. 

5)  In the UK politicians have felt exhausted by the ten year Parliamentary 

     battle to outlaw foxhunting which produced the law of 2004. 

6)  In the UK the defeated pro-foxhunters have successfully turned the  

     media against us, using sophisticated ‘black propaganda’ techniques. 

 

 The two men who have taught me most about Advocacy have been Douglas 

Houghton and Brian Davies.  Houghton taught me how important it is to know 

influential people and to be friends with them: government officials, Westminster 

researchers, press reporters, EU Commissioners, editors, MPs and Ministers.  Brian 

Davies taught me the same, plus the importance of high profile publicity, emotion, 

good scientists, economists, clever lawyers and the legal but creative use of money.  

Above all we need to show politicians how many votes they can get by promoting 

animal welfare.  We can do this by using public opinion experts and opinion polls.  

Brian taught me not to waste time talking to ourselves when we needed to be dealing 

with our opponents.  He taught me to go straight into action.  Go straight to the top.  

Talk to those who have real power. 

 So, this is what we miss in our British advocacy today: scores of mature men 

and women with drive and determination, clear objectives, political contacts and an 

alliance with a vigorous and friendly media.  We need laws based upon ethics and 

ethics based upon the prevention of pain — whoever suffers it…dogs, monkeys, 

aliens, robots or humans!  

 Once again it is a question of PUBLICITY and POLITICS! All sentient 

species are part of the same moral and legal community.  All animals can suffer.  So 

all animals need protection. Laws can protect millions of animals from suffering.  

Above all, my message to you is that WE NEED FURTHER LAWS - all over the 

world! ֍ 
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The Moral Schizophrenia of Catholicism  
 

Professor Gary Steiner is Presidential Professor of Philosophy at Bucknell 

University.  He presented the following paper at the CCA Norwich Conference 

which challenges the consistency of Catholic attitudes towards animals, both before 

and after Laudato Si’. 

Prof. Gary Steiner  

 

L ast week, as I was preparing my remarks for this 

conference, I came across an op-ed piece in the 

New York Times in which the author excoriated 

those who have branded a particular ornithologist a 

‘murderer’ for having killed a rare bird he found on a 

research expedition on the island of Guadalcanal.1 The 

controversy surrounding this researcher's act reflects a 

fundamental ambivalence in our culture about the 

relationship between human beings and sentient nonhuman 

life - an ambivalence so deep and pervasive, so 

inextricably bound up with our entire conception of what it means to be human, that 

it isn't an exaggeration to call it a form of schizophrenia.  As regards the way we 

treat nonhuman sentient life, Gary Francione has long written and spoken of our 

moral ‘schizophrenia’.2  When I wrote my first book on animal ethics fifteen years 

ago, I devoted a central chapter to the ways in which this moral inconsistency 

manifests itself throughout Christian tradition, particularly in Scripture and in the 

course of the Middle Ages in the West.3 That Pope Francis 

himself attributes a certain ‘schizophrenia’ to humanity in 

his 2015 encyclical Laudato Si' (sec. 118) might lead one 

to suppose that the Church has significantly changed its 

views regarding the relative moral status of human beings 

and the rest of nature.4 But in fact the papal encyclical 

simply confirms the persistence of moral schizophrenia in 

Christian thinking about nonhuman animals. 

 That ornithologist on Guadalcanal was simply 

doing something that ethologists do all the time: locating 

somebody minding his or her own business, seeing that somebody not as a 

somebody but as a specimen, an object that can yield knowledge of use to human 

beings, capturing and killing it, and spiriting it off to a research facility to do 

whatever it is that ethologists do with dead birds at research facilities. The ensuing 

controversy was straightforward: on the one hand, opponents argued that this was  

——————— 
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murder plain and simple, that there was complete and utter disregard for the dignity 

and perhaps the rights of the bird who had been killed. On the other hand, as 

reported by the writer of the New York Times op-ed piece, the researcher and those 

who defended him offered the following ensemble of justifications: that the interests 

of human knowledge amply justify the taking of the occasional (presumably non-

human) life, that people express this kind of outrage only when it's a ‘cute’ animal 

that gets killed, that the animal killed would certainly have met a more violent and 

painful fate if it had died in the wild, that this killing did not threaten the overall 

population from which this individual was taken, and that domestic cats kill lots 

more birds than ethologists do. One could even add on the ethologists' behalf that in 

all likelihood few, if any, of the people decrying the act of killing this one unnamed 

bird are vegan let alone vegetarian, which is to say that there might be more than a 

hint of hypocrisy in anyone who decries a killing of this kind while continuing to 

participate in a massive, society-wide assault on virtually the entirety of non-human 

sentient life on our planet. 

 The indications of profound ambivalence in this controversy are multiple. I'm 

willing to believe that relatively few animal researchers possess the sheer 

indifference to animal suffering and animal interests exhibited by, say, Martin 

Seligman (of the learned helplessness experiments on dogs) and those researchers 

who conducted the baboon head trauma experiments at the University of 

Pennsylvania in the 1980s: by and large, people seem  to acknowledge what Pope  

The rare Moustached Kingfisher, 

killed by an ornithologist. 
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Francis in a few places calls the ‘intrinsic value’ of nonhuman life (sec. 118), and a 

great many people appear to have some modicum of real feeling and concern for 

nonhuman animals. But at the same time, the actual ways in which we treat these 

animals we purport to care for tell a very different story. Leaving aside the countless 

nonhuman animals used for experimentation, entertainment, and forced labour, the 

sheer number of nonhuman animals killed to feed humans is breath-taking: 

according to the United Nations Food and Agricultural Organization, every year 

over sixty billion land animals are killed worldwide for human consumption. 

According to one estimate, that's as many land animals in a year and a half as the 

total number of human beings ever to have existed.5 The ethologist Jonathan 

Balcombe has recently estimated that if we include fish and other sea creatures, the 

annual total likely exceeds a trillion.6 This extraordinary disconnect between our 

actions and our at least purported sentiments of concern for nonhuman animals is 

conspicuous - as are the lengths that researchers seem to feel the need to go to in an 

effort to justify or perhaps simply rationalize actions such as killing a perfectly 

healthy bird who was simply minding his or her own business. 

 

Catholic Tradition 

Now what has Catholicism got to do with this ambivalence that, I have suggested, is 

so deep and pervasive as to qualify as a kind of inconsistent attitude? In a word, 

everything. I'll spare you the lengthy history, but at its core the culture of the West 

is defined by a set of intersecting ancient Greek and Christian commitments about 

the place and prerogatives of human beings in the cosmic scheme. From Aristotle 

and particularly the Stoic philosophers we inherit the conviction that human beings 

are the only truly godlike sublunary creatures, in virtue of our capacity for detached 

contemplation. From Christian tradition we inherit the conviction that our proximity 

to God confers on human beings a special dignity that elevates us above the rest of 

the created world and that singles us out for the prospect of eternal salvation. It is 

against this background that Lynn White wrote that highly controversial essay in 

1967, ‘The Historical Roots of our Ecological Crisis’.7 In it, White argued that the 

problems of environmental degradation we face are directly traceable to convictions 

built into Christian doctrine; in particular, White argued that Christianity ‘not only 

established a dualism of man and nature but also insisted that it is God's will that 

man exploit nature for his proper ends...Christianity made it possible to exploit 

nature in a mood of indifference to the feelings of natural objects’.8 In chapter 5 of 

my book Anthropocentrism and Its Discontents, I presented an extended reflection 

on Scripture and the writings of St Augustine, Origen, Basil the Great, John 

Chrysostom, St Francis of Assisi, and St Thomas Aquinas, and I argued for the 

conclusion that White's analysis was essentially correct - that woven inextricably 
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into Christian doctrine is a set of convictions according to which non-human nature 

is ultimately no more than a set of resources for the satisfaction of human needs and 

desires. 

 

Laudato Si’ and Moral Schizophrenia 

I regret to report that Laudato Si' changes nothing in the terms of my assessment of 

Christian doctrine as it pertains to the moral status of nonhuman animals. If 

anything, the papal encyclical simply heightens the sense of moral schizophrenia 

with which the West has lived for thousands of years. I can only assume that this 

verdict is both surprising and disquieting to anyone who finds the encyclical 

uplifting. After all, Pope Francis very clearly rejects the ideal of dominion and 

advocates a stewardship relation to nature (sec. 116) and in a number of places he 

decries what he calls a ‘misguided anthropocentrism’ (sec. 118, 122) and on one 

occasion an ‘excessive anthropocentrism’ (sec. 116).  

Moreover, as I mentioned a moment ago, the Pope 

himself employs the language of schizophrenia in 

characterising our relationship to the environment (sec. 

118). On the most charitable reading possible, all this 

might point toward a vision of living in complete 

harmony with nature - a nature which, as St Augustine 

observes in the Confessions, exhibits a finite beauty that 

is a reflection of the infinite beauty of its creator.9 And 

yet there are a number of very clear signs in Laudato Si' 

that the Pope's call for harmony with nature stands in 

stark tension with some pointedly anthropocentric 

convictions that the Pope urges on his readers. In other 

words, in rejecting ‘misguided’ or ‘excessive’ anthropocentrism, the Pope is not 

rejecting anthropocentrism altogether but, in fact, is sanctioning a particular, 

surprisingly traditional form of it. 

 Consider the Pope's diagnosis of the root cause of our current ecological 

crisis: rather than being a product of fidelity to Christian ideals, the crisis is due to a 

‘technocracy which sees no intrinsic value in lesser beings’ and ‘no special value in 

human beings’ (sec. 118). The ‘technocratic paradigm’ has as its central figure a 

secular notion of the human subject, a being that uses ‘logical and rational 

procedures’ to gain control over external objects (sec. 106). This subject ‘declares 

independence from reality and behaves with absolute dominion,’ thereby setting 

itself up ‘in the place of God’ (sec. 117). On the Pope's analysis, such a subject 

commits the dual error of viewing nonhuman nature as lacking in inherent value and 

viewing human beings as possessing no special worth. And while the first of these  
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errors is certainly true of contemporary Western consciousness, it is far from clear 

that the latter is true. It is hard to see how a being that arrogates to itself the 

prerogative of absolute dominion over all of creation could view itself as lacking 

special worth.  You don't need to read any Heidegger on technology to know that the 

problem of modern subjectivity consists precisely in an overvaluation of the self, not 

an undervaluation. 

 But if this is so obviously the case, why would the Pope suggest that the 

modern subject represents a vision of the human being as lacking special worth? The 

reason is that, for anyone who acknowledges that there is intrinsic worth in at least 

some nonhuman beings, the use of such beings to satisfy human needs and desires 

requires a justification. The Pope is very clear in some passages of the encyclical 

that this is the case: he writes, for example, that all creatures ‘must be cherished with 

love and respect’ (sec. 42); and in a number of places he 

invokes his namesake, St Francis of Assisi, to 

underscore the Church's supposed long-standing 

commitment to the proposition that all living beings, as 

reflections of the goodness and beauty of their creator, 

merit genuine moral concern (sec. 10-12, 66, 221). 

Consider what this means for our uses of nonhuman 

animals: if we want to use animals to satisfy our needs 

and desires, then we have to reconcile this use with the 

demand that we cherish animals with love and respect. 

Implicit in the view sketched by the encyclical and by 

Christian tradition is the conviction that the sanction for 

limiting or modifying an obligation of love and respect 

cannot come from a mere human being but must come 

from the divine creator. By the same token, given that 

God, on this view, is the source of all value, a secular subject by definition cannot 

possess any ‘special value’. The classical Augustinian view is that all earthly beings 

are ordered to God, and that human beings are unique among earthly beings in being 

capable of recognising this principle and using volition to act in conformity with the 

divine dictates. The ‘subject’ that the Pope describes is one who, in Augustinian 

terms, has ‘turned away’ from God. The road to redemption, as regards both our 

salvation and the environment, lies in turning back toward God. 

 But now what is it that we are turning toward when we eschew the secular 

subject and embrace the vision for righteous conduct prescribed for us by Catholic 

tradition? It is a vision of human beings as categorically superior to everything else 

in the created world, and as entitled to use nonhuman beings to satisfy our needs and 

desires. Thus the righteous Catholic is confronted with a very peculiar and  
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seemingly insuperable challenge, namely, how to do things like kill animals for food 

or in the supposed service of human knowledge, all the while cherishing them with 

love and respect. Indeed it is here that the moral schizophrenia of Catholicism 

comes into sharp focus. On the one hand, the Pope suggests that Scripture calls for 

us to treat animals well, and he rejects what he calls ‘tyrannical 

anthropocentrism’ (sec. 68); he states that living beings are not ‘mere objects 

subjected to arbitrary human domination’ (sec. 82). Thus the 

Pope sees ‘arbitrary’ domination to be the product of what he 

variously calls ‘misguided’, ‘excessive’, and ‘tyrannical’ 

anthropocentrism in the encyclical. Moreover, the only 

alternative to anthropocentrism that he even mentions in the 

encyclical is biocentrism, and he rejects that out of hand on the 

grounds that it ‘would entail adding yet another imbalance, 

failing to solve present problems and adding new ones’ (sec. 

118).  The implications of these statements are rather clear: it is 

not really dominion per se that is to be avoided, but rather ‘arbitrary’ dominion, 

which is to say that there is nothing wrong with using nature as a resource provided 

that we do not do so in a ‘Promethean’ spirit (sec. 116). The problem with 

biocentrism would presumably be that it fails to accord to human beings the 

superior status vis à vis the rest of nature that the Pope repeatedly attributes to 

human beings; biocentrism would treat human beings as just one natural being 

among many, with no special place or prerogatives. The upshot is that there is some 

appropriate form of anthropocentrism that avoids the Promethean excesses of 

secular humanism while maintaining reverence for God's creation. 

 It is precisely this coordination of aims that seems to me impossible in 

principle to achieve. In numerous passages of the encyclical, the Pope ascribes a 

unique dignity to human beings and asserts that we are categorically superior to all 

other creatures (sec. 43, 65, 69, 89, 119, 136, 156). He calls nature ‘the patrimony of 

all humanity’, effectively conferring some sort of ownership of nature on human 

beings (sec. 95). At one point he approvingly cites Romano Guardini's remarks 

about ‘the work of dominating the world’ (sec. 219) and in the next section of the 

encyclical he writes of ‘a spirit of generous care, full of tenderness’ and envisions ‘a 

splendid universal communion’ (sec. 220). How do you kill sixty billion land 

animals per year for food and do so ‘full of tenderness’? Or is the Pope suggesting 

that we should cease eating animals, given their intrinsic worth and their place in the 

‘splendid universal communion’ that he envisions?  In fact he is doing nothing of 

the kind. He very explicitly states that ‘intervention on plants and animals’ is 

permissible ‘when it pertains to the necessities of human life’, and he cites the 

authority of the Catechism of the Catholic Church to support the proposition that 
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experimentation on animals is permissible if it ‘remains within reasonable limits  

[and] contributes to caring for or saving human lives’ (sec. 130). 

 Consider for a moment the rhetorical function of terms such as ‘intervention’, 

‘necessities’ and ‘reasonable’ in this connection.  Nowhere in the encyclical is the 

Pope willing to call a spade a spade and acknowledge that the putative superiority of 

human beings over nonhuman animals and everything else in the natural world gives 

human beings license to kill harmless and defenceless beings who are entirely 

capable of managing their own lives without the violent ‘intervention’ of human 

beings. The Pope is quite explicit about the superiority of human beings over all 

other earthly creatures, a superiority that he asserts numerous times in the encyclical. 

Who decides what counts as ‘necessary’ or ‘reasonable’ for the maintenance of 

human life? Can considerations of necessity and reasonableness be made without 

giving due consideration to the violence we inflict on nonhuman animals?  

 What counts as ‘due consideration’ in such a reckoning, if we start from the 

proposition that human beings are categorically superior, which is to say that 

nonhuman animals are categorically inferior? And with regard to which specific 

capacities or considerations should we deem human beings to be categorically 

superior? Is it perhaps in light of the fact that we have single-handedly done vastly 

more vicious damage to our home than any other species? And are we really to write 

off this capacity for evil and harm as due to a turning away from God?  Or might it 

perhaps be due instead to our having started from the proposition that human beings 

are categorically superior and thus enjoy prerogatives to use the natural environment 

that no other creatures (due to their putative inferiority) presumably have? 

 The Pope does have answers to some of these questions, if only indirect ones. 

He recommends serious consideration of small-scale food production, including 

activities such as hunting and fishing (sec. 129). And he suggests that we should 

avoid cruelty to nonhuman animals (sec. 92).  Clearly the Pope wants to counsel a 

spirit of modesty and restraint in our use of nonhuman nature.  But the Pope never 

so much as hints at the possibility that activities such as hunting, fishing, and the 

consumption of animal products are utterly unnecessary and unreasonable for almost 

the entirety of humanity; and when he counsels avoiding cruelty to nonhuman 

animals, the reason he gives for avoiding this cruelty is that cruelty to nonhuman 

animals makes us more likely to be cruel to our fellow human beings (sec. 92).  That 

the Pope here is implicitly following and endorsing the logic offered before him by 

St Thomas Aquinas and Immanuel Kant is telling: for both of those thinkers, human 

beings owe nothing directly to nonhuman animals but only to our fellow human 

beings. 

 Clearly the Pope wants to distance himself from the rhetoric of St Augustine 

and St Thomas Aquinas, both of whom expressed harsh sentiments toward  
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nonhuman animals. Augustine asserts that God gave human beings ‘lordship 

over...irrational creatures’, that this lordship entitles us to kill nonhuman animals, 

and moreover that the pain animals suffer when we kill them is of ‘little’ 

consequence to us inasmuch as ‘the beast, lacking a rational soul, is not related to us 

by a common nature’.10 Aquinas states in the Summa Theologica that, apart from the 

prohibition on cruelty, ‘it matters not how man behaves to animals, because God has 

subjected all things to man's power’.11 Indeed for Aquinas, nonhuman animals ‘are 

naturally enslaved and accommodated to the uses of 

others’, namely, to humans.12 The Pope places 

considerably more emphasis on a sense of kindness and 

gentleness in our dealing with nonhuman animals than 

either Augustine or Aquinas; but the question remains 

whether that can truly be anything more than an empty 

rhetorical gesture as long as we start from the fundamental 

axiom that human beings are inherently superior to 

nonhuman animals.  After all, are there any genuine, 

bottom-line differences between Augustine and Aquinas 

on the one hand, and the Pope on the other hand, as regards 

the ways we are entitled to relate to nonhuman animals? 

Get to use animals? All are in agreement. Get to 

experiment on animals? All are implicitly in agreement. Get to kill and eat animals? 

All are unequivocally in agreement. Important to refrain from gratuitous cruelty? At 

least Aquinas and the Pope agree on this, Augustine exhibiting an ambivalence 

between a commitment to the inherent beauty of God's creations and the contemptus 

mundi for which Augustine is notorious. The papal encyclical resounds with a sense 

of deep concern for nature, but this sense of concern stands in a clear and 

insuperable tension with the proposition that anthropocentrism can be done ‘right’. 

 One sign of this confidence can be seen in the title of chapter 3 of the 

encyclical: ‘The Human Roots of Our Ecological Crisis’, a title that echoes but 

crucially modifies the title of Lynn White's essay, which was ‘The Historical Roots 

of Our Ecological Crisis’. The shift from 'historical' to 'human' seems intended to 

signal that the core problem is not Christian metaphysics but rather the human being 

having gone the way of the Prodigal Son.  If we simply turn back toward God, all 

will be well both with our fellow human beings (whose fortunes are the 

overwhelming focus of the encyclical) and with the entirety of nonhuman nature. 

Whether you find this proposal persuasive will depend entirely on whether you 

accept the proposition that human beings are fundamentally superior to all other 

created beings - a proposition for which, I have suggested, there is ample evidence to 

the contrary - and whether you accept Augustine's and Aquinas's confident assertion  
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that animals ultimately share no genuine community with human beings.  A number  

of times in the encyclical, the Pope appeals to a notion of ‘universal communion’, 

but when he does so he is at pains to stress ‘the pre-eminence of the human 

person’ (sec. 89). 

 Sooner or later we have to come to grips with the fact that arrogating pre-

eminence to ourselves and concluding that this pre-eminence entitles us to do things 

like kill and experiment on nonhuman animals is fundamentally incompatible with 

anything even vaguely approaching an exhibition of respect or genuine concern for 

nonhuman animals. Think about it: When I referred to that unfortunate bird ‘simply 

minding his or her own business’, didn't you find that an odd way to characterise a 

nonhuman being? As if only human beings have business in this world, as if only we 

actually care about anything and have the capacity to manage our own lives? Only if 

and when we begin to see nonhuman animals as beings with genuine inherent worth 

and lives that have nothing to do with us can we truly find redemption. And that, I 

believe, cannot be accomplished within the parameters of orthodox Christian 

thinking. ֍ 

© Copyright Gary Steiner 2018 
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St Francis 

 

The Roaring Twenties of Animal Protection 
 

Wim is the Co-founder and President of World Animal Net, based in Boston, USA.  

He is also former Director for Southeast Asia of Four Paws, board member of the 

Species Survival Network (SSN), President Emeritus of the National Council for 

Animal Protection (NCAP) and board member of the European Alliance of Rescue 

Centres and Sanctuaries (EARS).  His national work in the Netherlands included 

leading roles in farm animal welfare campaigns and the globally successful ‘No 

Fur’ campaign.   

By Wim Dekok 

 

I n March 1927 a car carrying four women was speeding 

through France. Suddenly one of the tires struck a 

pothole. The driver lost control of the car and it slammed into 

a tree.  

 The driver was Louise (Lizzy) Lind-af-Hageby, a 

prominent animal activist in those days. Together with three 

of her colleagues, one of them the Duchess of Hamilton, she 

was on her way from Geneva, returning to her office at the 

Animal Defence and Anti Vivisection Society in London. 

Fortunately, all women fully recovered from their accident and after a few weeks 

resumed their work. 

 The reason why they had been to Geneva was to celebrate a milestone in 

animal protection. Their goal in life was to bring more humanity into a world of 

politics, which to them meant the protection of animals. In Geneva, where the 

League of Nations, the precursor to the United Nations, was located, the women had 

opened their own office close to the League. The International Bureau for the 

Protection of Animals, as it was called, had exhibit space to educate the members of 

the League of Nations about the plight of animals. It was a logical and strategic step 

in light of the prominent role that animal protection had claimed for itself during the 

1920’s. Environmental causes and conservation issues were hardly on the political 

agenda those days, but the protection of animals was. In 1930, the RSPCA  had no 

less than 1,779 branches and auxiliaries in England and Wales. Vivisection was an 

important issue, together with humane slaughter, fur, animals in circuses, transport 

of animals and humane education. 

 Already in 1860, the first international animal protection congress took place 

in Dresden, Germany. 27 people attended. Since then practically every two years, 

international congresses took place in cities like Vienna, Hamburg, Copenhagen, 

Brussels and eventually also in Washington DC in 1913. There was no formal  
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federation of organisations, but some French, British and German groups operated 

internationally. The 1929 meeting organized by the Vienna Animal Protection 

Society was attended by well over 500 people from as far as China, Argentina, 

Russia and the United States. 

World Animal Day 

Two years later the next international meeting took place in Florence, Italy at the 

White Hall of the Palazzo Pitti. It was at this meeting that the German editor, writer 

and animal protection activist Heinrich Zimmermann succeeded in having 4th 

October unanimously accepted as World Animal Day. Zimmermann had plans to 

open an Animals Museum of special interest to those who worked for animal 

protection in his native Berlin, but two years later the power grabbing Nazis curtailed 

all charities in Germany and systematically squelched the 

animal protection movement of the early 1900’s. The ensuing 

World War II shifted priorities completely away from 

concerns about the welfare of animals. 

 After WW II, it took until 1950 before animal 

protection groups were able to join forces again by founding 

the World Federation for the Protection of Animals (WFPA) 

in the Netherlands. Soon they started rebuilding their 

influence in world politics, mainly in Europe. They worked 

through Council of Europe which had been formed in 1949 

and whose five Conventions (farm animals, transport, 

slaughter, experimentation and pets) later on provided the 

guiding principles for much of the animal welfare legislation in Europe. WFPA 

delegates also were frequent visitors at the United Nations, which by then had moved 

to New York. Animal protection was still very much a hobby of the aristocracy and 

the political elite, which used its social network to have access in high places. 
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Another international organisation had its roots more in the United States and was 

incorporated in Washington D.C. in 1959 as the International Society for the 

Protection of Animals (ISPA).  Highly dependent on the work of volunteer board 

members, both organizations could eventually not sustain a professional and 

effective international presence and decided to merge in 1981 into the World Society 

for the Protection of Animals (WSPA). With its Headquarters 

in the former RSPCA office, in London’s Jermyn Street off 

Piccadilly, and a branch office in Boston supported by the 

Massachusetts SPCA, WSPA was effective as a leader in field 

work and disaster relief in faraway places. Through their 

global network of societies they advised governments 

worldwide on issues of humane slaughter, the seal hunt and 

animal welfare legislation. 

 Throughout the 1990’s and early 2000’s, WSPA 

maintained its organisational power and recognition by 

national governments and international institutions and 

conducted major global campaigns such as NO Fur and Libearty. Their status was 

strengthened by its global network of animal protection societies that grew to over 

1,000 members.  However, in 2011, WSPA eliminated its member society structure 

and changed its name to World Animal Protection.  

 

The need for a united front 

There are an estimated 25,000 animal protection organisations in the world. The 

larger organisations operate in a loose structure with occasional single-issue 

coalitions but there is no longer a world federation of animal protection 

organisations.  There are many highly active groups, many with substantial finances, 

doing their own thing, but they work in silos. They meet occasionally at various 

conferences, but the movement is multi layered and multi directional. In fact, so 

‘multi-everything’ that it is losing its potential to form a united front. Although 

millions of people share the same basic philosophy when it comes to caring for 

animals, the movement can hardly be called unified. The movement, as a whole, 

could certainly benefit from more focus. A structure that binds together all 

organisations is sorely lacking. The roaring 1920’s saw the height of global 

cooperation among animal protection groups. Could it be that the roaring twenties 

are again on our doorstep?  

 

Wim Dekok is to be the guest speaker at the CCA AGM on Saturday 17th 

November at the Brompton Oratory, South Kensington. All CCA members are 

welcome, so please come along.  Details are on the back cover. 
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Humans, Animals and the Environment: 

The Triangular Affair after Laudato Si’ 

 

Dr Tom Greaves is head of the philosophy department and a senior lecturer in 

philosophy at UEA’s School of Politics, Philosophy, Language and Communication 

Studies.  In his talk at the Norwich Conference he described how his theory of the 

Triangular Affair, involving humans, animals and the environment can be revisited 

following Laudato Si’. 

Dr Thomas Greaves  

 

I n ‘Animal Liberation: A Triangular Affair’ (1980, 

reprinted in 1995) J . Baird Callicott discussed the three 

common moral positions as regards our environment: 

 

1)  Aldo Leopold’s ‘land ethic’ which includes respect for the 

environment, including plants, rivers and rocks etc.; 

2)  the ‘animal liberation ethic’ or ‘humane moralism’ which 

only protects those capable of experiencing pain; and 

3)  the ‘traditional human centred ethics’ or ‘moral humanism’ which values the 

human species above all others. 

 

How does Callicotts’ Triangular Affair stand following Laudato Si’? 

There are 13 instances of the word ‘animal’ in the encyclical: 

 

1. Loving Nature: Saint Francis’ response to nature was like falling in love 

whenever he gazed at the sun, the moon, or the smallest of animals - p10; 

2. Climate change: ‘animals and plants’ cannot adapt.  Animals migrate, in turn 

affecting the poor - p20; 

3. ‘Each year sees the disappearance of thousands of plant and animal species’ - 

p25; 

4. Little attention is paid to assessing loss of ‘plant and animal species’ - p26; 

5. Habitats broken up so that ‘animal populations’ cannot migrate and roam 

freely - p26; 

6. ‘We only have one heart, and the same wretchedness that leads us to mistreat 

an animal will not be long in showing itself in our relations with other 

people’ -  p68; 

7. Intervention with ‘plants and animals’ permissible when it pertains to 

necessities of human life - p97; 
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Traditional Human Centred Ethics 

(‘Moral Humanism’) 
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8.  Animal experimentation permissible ‘within reasonable limits, and contributes 

 to caring and saving of human life’ - p97; 

9. It is contrary to human dignity to cause animals to suffer and die needlessly – 

p97; 

10. ‘Correct framework’ of consideration is unbiased life sciences for ‘intervention 

on plants and animals’ that furthers the development of nature ‘in its own line, 

as God intended; 

11. GM: ‘whether vegetable or animal, medical or agricultural’ it is difficult to 

make general judgements - p99; 

12. GM is not new ‘domestication of animals, cross breeding of species, and other 

older universally accepted practices can be mentioned as examples - p99; 

13. ‘The disappearance of a culture can be as serious, or even more serious, than 

the disappearance of a species of plant or animals.’ - p109. 

 

 Laudato Si’ is an environment ethic rather than an animal ethic, with animals 

appearing in the text overwhelmingly in the context of the environment. In most 

instances they are included in the phrase ‘plants and animals’.  Only instances 6 (the 

Kantian argument) and 8 and 9 (experiment in line with care for humans and human 

dignity) deal specifically with our treatment of animals.  Instances of other key terms 

(creature - 78, plant - 15, ecosystem - 20 and Earth - 69) suggest an environmental 

ethic.  Also the term ‘Creature’ is ambiguous. ֍ 
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The Origin of Predatory Behaviour 
 

CCA member, Robert Wehrmeyer, is a retired civil servant who has a BSc in 

Chemistry from Edinburgh University. He has previously been a school laboratory 

technician in Catholic schools and has taught conservation for the British Trust for 

Conservation Volunteers.  Here he responds to Dr Michael Fox’s article ‘Animal 

Suffering and the God Question’ in the last edition of The Ark. 

 

Robert Wehrmeyer 

 

D octor Michael Fox, in his article in the Ark 

(Summer 2018) writes, 2nd paragraph: ‘As a child 

I witnessed creatures killing and consuming each 

other in the ponds and meadows I explored and what I saw 

I felt was part of Nature’s law and order and that all was 

created by God’.  

 I understand his viewpoint, which is one shared by 

many, but I feel I must challenge it. Could a Loving Creator 

have intended His creatures to obtain their food by killing 

and eating fellow creatures?  A predatory act is the very 

antithesis of a loving one and so we simply cannot combine it with the notion of a 

loving God.  

 Dr Fox goes on to say: ‘Many animal species must kill or parasitize others to 

survive and continue their species. (Few enslave). If there were no predators would 

vegan gazelles and deer be swift of foot and sharp of horn, embodying speed and 

grace and even magnificence to us and would they not suffer more from devastating 

cycles of overpopulation and habitat destruction?’ 

 What this forgets is that if the creatures were all living in accordance with 

God’s plan, they would have had the gifts God intended for them. If an animal, 

swift of foot like the gazelle was in the plan, it would have come into being, without 

the harrowing need to have had to run from predators in its ancestral development. 

 Genesis 1:29 states that the animals were intended to eat the foliage of the 

plants. That was the blueprint and many animals live successfully by that to this 

day. Think of the rhinoceros, it lives only on herbs and nuts, but it is no wimp!  

 We can believe that a harmonious system would have worked for all the 

creatures. Neither would predators have been needed to control their populations 

because their reproductive behaviours would have been kept in check by the spirit 

of God prevailing amongst them.  

 But this didn’t happen and true, we must accept nature, as it is, red in tooth 

and claw.  However, as to the question of whether God intended it, that is another  
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matter. It seems that those of us, perhaps because we are more sensitive to logical 

contradiction, cannot accept that He did. Albert Einstein, for example, rejected his 

Jewish faith because he didn’t think the two were compatible.  

 In order that more of us do not do likewise, we absolutely need to find a way 

of reconciling predatory behaviour with the teaching of a loving God. Not so very 

long ago, most people accepted the explanation that ‘Original Sin’ was the cause.  

Nowadays, possibly since the advent of the Natural History programmes on 

television - a picture paints a thousand words - we cannot escape from the 

knowledge that predatory behaviour is deeply ingrained in Nature.  Much too deeply 

for it to have come about by this suggested mechanism.  It has also been amply 

established scientifically, that it existed on Earth long before mankind had come into 

being.  

 Even the clergy accept this.  Some years ago philosophy by Fr Michael 

Henesy called ‘Len Chimbley’s Dream’ appeared in serialised form on the front of 

our weekly parish bulletin covers. In it, he stated ‘Before ever mankind appeared on 

the scene, the animals were preying upon one another and natural disasters 

occurred’. 

 Although it may be galling for us to do so, we have to accept that the belief 

that ’Original Sin’ was the cause of predatory behaviour is no longer a tenable 

position. 

 Instead, I suggest the following approach as a means of reconciling predatory 

behaviour with a loving Creator. Think of the analogy of the potter and the clay as 

described in the hymn ‘Abba Father’. The words go on ‘...You are the potter, we are 

the clay’.  Let us assume that we may extend the analogy to include the whole of 

creation, not just ourselves.  

 In this, we understand ‘clay’ as a metaphor for a pre-existing ‘material’. 

Something the Creator is not responsible for. It exists in its own right. In order to 

accomplish His creative act, He ‘puts forth his hands’ into this ‘medium’, whatever 

it may be,  and gives it ‘form’. 

 But, we may speculate, that far from being inanimate, this material is 

‘living’. It is a ‘living clay’. It has no ‘form’ until the Creator gives it such, so has 

no organised life as such, but never-the-less it has a seething propensity for life 

internally, and therefore, when God fashions it into a living organism, it has a 

‘mind’ of its own. It chooses whether or not to cooperate with His plan for Creation. 

Some of these ‘organisms’, when they finally formed on Earth, chose not to follow 

God’s plan for harmony and instead set themselves on a predatory path from their 

earliest development. Consequently, Creation goes awry from the outset. But it is 

the ‘recalcitrant clay’ and not the Potter, which is at fault. God intended harmony, 

and so there is much harmony in nature despite all.  
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Prisons and the Care of Wildlife  
 

Fr Martin Henig is an Anglo-Catholic priest and a third order Anglican 

Franciscan.  He is Vice-Patron of the Anglican Society for the Welfare of Animals 

(ASWA) and a director of AIA.  This year he judged the Prisons Award for the Care 

of Wildlife which is a project jointly run by ASWA and Catholic Concern for 

Animals (CCA).   Here he reports on his experiences whilst visiting the prison. 

                
By Rev. Prof. Martin Henig 

 

A  couple of weeks ago I began a tour of prisons as a 

judge for an award sponsored by CCA and ASWA, 

the Anglican Society for the Welfare of Animals. It was 

directed at the prisons which had done most to encourage the 

appreciation of wildlife. The competition included an 

important element concerned with the degree to which 

inmates had benefitted spiritually, and so it was thought to be 

a good idea that one of us was a priest. It was a very 

interesting and revelatory week and, for me at least, more 

emotionally demanding than physically and intellectually exhausting, although there 

was a surprising amount of walking combined with close attention to detail, and I 

still have not absorbed all I have learned. 

 However, the experience was overwhelmingly positive once I got used, even 

as a visitor, to finding myself behind high security fences with numerous doors and 

gates locked behind me.  My only previous experience of prison was going around 

the old Oxford prison in the Castle at Oxford before it was turned into a luxury 

hotel, and pulling the iron door of the cell behind me and feeling the chill of 

complete isolation from the world I knew.  It is vital to emphasize that loss of 

liberty is, in the prison ethos, both the beginning and the end of punishment. In 

contradistinction to what the  more unchristian sentiments of the tabloids proclaim, 

we have a Department of Justice in this country and not a Department for 

Retribution.  It is clear from every prison officer we met and from the notices on 

every board in the various prisons that the aim of the system is education and 

reformation, to help individuals to return to and contribute to society and not 

revenge for past misdemeanors. Of course, there may be practical questions as to 

how a particular regime may work in practice, very likely linked to practical and 

financial constraints, but I saw the same compassion and commitment and care I 

have seen in other professions, such as teaching and the health service. 

 People are in prison for the most part because of failures in their upbringing, 

often including poverty, abuse, lack of parenting and absence of that love most of us  
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have been privileged to enjoy. There, but for God’s grace, might I have been. I was 

there, in these prisons, to discern practical input and how that may have helped to 

bring care for other beings into an individual’s life and not in any way as a substitute 

for God.  

 Engaging people with an awareness of the creatures and plants which share 

the world with us is a step towards redemption. We saw men and women engaged in 

horticulture as well as in the creation of amazing wild-flower meadows, attracting 

insects; we saw bird boxes (in one of which a kestrel was nesting), and provision for 

small mammals, amphibians and reptiles. Several institutions were rescuing 

hedgehogs, and to see tough young men helping to feed and nurture defenseless 

orphaned hoglets was a truly moving experience. We have long known that the 

abuse of children and the abuse of animals are connected, part of a very unpleasant 

aspect of human nature in which the exercise of power over others takes the place of 

compassion, and that link just has to be broken.  Prisoners, inmates of our gaols, 

who find themselves treated as individuals, with respect and understanding, who are 

helped to better themselves both in attaining new skills and in acquiring moral 

maturity are on the way to leading happy, fulfilled and good lives. 
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We are all prisoners 

But the therapeutic character of the exercise is not by any means the only aspect I 

encountered in the week. I believe very strongly that the whole of creation is equally 

blessed before God. There is no reason at all why one creature, Homo Sapiens, as our 

species arrogantly designates ourselves, should be the sole reason for creation. We are 

in danger of forgetting that true Wisdom, as defined in Scripture, manifests itself in 

accepting our total ignorance before the divine as Job is forced to accept, and as the 

Greek philosopher Socrates knew. Our species is wrong to claim precedence over 

others, when its only claim to do so is through tyranny, through human ability to use 

tools and, yes, weapons. We have a  horrifying propensity to exploit and kill our 

fellow creatures (non human and human alike) in their tens 

of millions.  In other words, we share that human tendency 

to abuse others, which has so often landed those now in 

prison into trouble with the Law. All of us are, in fact, 

imprisoned by the sin against the Holy Spirit, for which 

unless we can find redemption and release from the prison 

walls that encompass us, there is no redemption. That means 

we have to be able to put ourselves in the position of the 

trapped mouse, the hunted hare, the gazelle fleeing from the 

lion, the cattle and pigs in intensive forms, and all the 

creatures subjected to vivisection in laboratories. 

 Some prisons, especially but not exclusively open 

prisons, contain areas of land of great environmental 

importance with SSSI significance and helping to maintain 

them is of great importance in itself,  and is indeed taken 

seriously by the Ministry of Justice and partner 

organisations like the RSPB are involved. But even in 

closed prisons, patches of meadow or even cultivated plants 

help pollinating insects. Whether creating wild-life havens or saving injured 

hedgehogs, all are bound together in doing a good turn, a mitzvah, to use the Hebrew 

term, towards animals in need, and by so doing, the isolation of humanity from all the 

creatures which over the generations have had good reason to come to fear us, has 

become a little less. 

 The barriers that separate us, free members of society, and inmates of prisons 

are eroded as we begin to see the effects of caring for wildlife. A house in the suburb 

of Manchester, overseen by the Probation Service serves as a half-way house between 

prison and freedom. It was, in fact, one of the places where hedgehogs were being 

nurtured, and one of the inmates of the house was just finishing his sentence but was 

coming back in the weeks ahead, as a free man to help with the hedgehogs. Love had 

surely triumphed here. 

      

——————–—— 

Prisoners, inmates of 

our gaols, who find 

themselves treated as 

individuals, with 

respect and 

understanding, who 

are helped to better 

themselves both in 

attaining new skills 

and in acquiring 

moral maturity are 

on the way to leading 

happy, fulfilled and 

good lives. 

————————— 
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Beethoven wrote only one opera, Fidelio, originally called Leonora, after its heroine 

(1805; revised 1814) but it is one of his greatest works. It is set in a prison and ends 

with a great hymn of liberation, as the forces that bind us all  in chains are cut. The 

opera is an extended metaphor about the triumph of love over all that is at variance 

with the life of the spirit, about the triumph of love over all that is evil.  

   The Royalist Caroline poet, Richard Lovelace (1616-1657), wrote a famous 

poem when he was incarcerated in 1641 ‘To Althea from Prison’.  It contains the 

famous couplet: 

 Stone walls do not a prison make, 

 Nor iron bars a cage.  

Through our actions, by neglecting to care  for other humans and for other species 

of animals who are our cousins and treating our common home, the Earth, with 

criminal disregard, as a dustbin, we imprison our souls in Stygian darkness. 

 I do not know quite what I expected when I started on the tour. I ended by 

feeling uplifted by what was being done in the places we visited for those who find 

themselves behind bars, and conscious that we need to get away from the crude 

judgementalism of the tabloid press and realise with humility within ourselves, that 

the inmates, warders and we, as visitors for an hour or two, share a common 

humanity, and also a shared part in responsibility for the creation all around us. ֍ 

 

Please Support CCA with an Online Donation 
through 

CHARITY CHOICE or PAYPAL 
 

By producing and distributing educational material within the Catholic Church and 

beyond, CCA is changing attitudes towards animals globally and encouraging 

people to treat them with love and kindness. But CCA has limited resources and 

needs funds to be able to continue with this vital work. By making a donation you 

can help to be part of CCA’s transformational work to develop a more 

compassionate world for the future.    

 

If you would like to pay for membership or make an online donation to Catholic Concern for 

Animals by debit or credit card, with the option of adding gift aid, please go to:  

 

www.charitychoice.co.uk/catholic-concern-for-animals-1068 

Or go to the link on CCA’s website at www.catholic-animals.com 
 

Thank you for your kind support! 
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2018 Ecumenical Retreat at Hinsley Hall, Leeds 
 

Barbara Gardner 

T he 2018 CCA Ecumenical Retreat was held at Hinsley Hall in Leeds from 

Monday 10th to Thursday 13th September.  As well as masses and 

thoughtful liturgies and prayers which focused on the animal creation, there were a 

number thought-provoking speakers.  Dr Deborah Jones spoke about ‘Faith Food’ 

explaining what foods people of different faiths ate and the reasons for their 

preferences.  Dr Clara Mancini spoke about her work at the Open University with 

animals as co-designers, where researchers are using a new ethics for working with 

animals when designing technology that animals have to interface with, to encourage 

the animals they work with to tell them what their preferences are.  This is a game-

changing breakthrough in ethics in animal research.  Clara also gave this talk at the 

Norwich Conference and it is the subject of her article in this edition of The Ark.  Dr 

Richard Ryder spoke about advocacy, speciesism and painism, a talk also presented 

at the Norwich Conference and the subject of his article in this edition.  

 I spoke about The Animal Interfaith Alliance (AIA) and its work with Animal 

Advocacy and the Law, particularly the ground-breaking work of the Nonhuman 

Rights Project that AIA is supporting, where animal lawyer, Prof. Steve Wise, takes 

cases to court in the US to argue for the recognition of legal personhood for 

chimpanzees, elephants and whales in law and to give them the right of freedom.   

Hinsley Hall 
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This was the subject of a talk that I gave at the Animal Law Conference in Berlin in 

the summer and is reported on in the autumn 2018 edition of Animal Spirit. 

 The guest speakers were Fr Denis Keating who spoke about his experiences 

as a Roman Catholic priest and Sue Malcolm, founder of Friends of Baxter Animal 

Care who spoke about her new organisation which provides Reiki healing to 

animals. 

 Prayers were held in the morning and evening and were led by Ken Kearsey, 

John and Wendy Brayshaw, Judy Gibbons and Wanda Oberman, and Fr Denis 

Keating who also held the masses.   A wonderfully uplifting event was the Musings, 

Meditations and Music, designed and led by Irene Casey.  Finally everyone made 

merry at  the Musical Interlude on the last day. 

 The Retreat was, as always, a spiritually uplifting, refreshing and re-

energising event.  In one session, we went around the room asking people why they 

came to the Retreat.  Most people agreed that, as people who were concerned about 

animal suffering, they often felt isolated in their home communities and they needed 

the comradeship of like-minded people.  This comradeship was certainly found here.  

With that comradeship and the ability to share in some wonderful vegan catering 

provided by the staff of Hinsley Hall, we all left refreshed and renewed. ֍ 

Group photo of retreat attendees 
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Walk for Wildlife and People's Manifesto for Wildlife 
 

CCA trustees Sheila Thomas and Sarah Dunning joined Chris Packham and 

thousands of others for the Walk for Wildlife on 22nd September.  Sheila reports on 

the event and the People’s Manifesto for Wildlife here. 

 

Sheila Thomas 

 

T wo of the CCA trustees braved the rain to attend the rally in Hyde Park 

and took part in ‘The Walk for Wildlife’ to Downing Street on Saturday 22nd 

September, as part of a large crowd determined to show their support for wildlife 

protection, and to launch the People's Manifesto for Wildlife.  

See http://www.chrispackham.co.uk/a-peoples-manifesto-for-wildlife 

 Numerous wildlife organisations were clearly present, some sadly linked to 

hunting interests, but many on the opposite side of that argument were very visible. 

Lots of people came dressed for the occasion, and I don't mean just for the rain. 

From a fancy hat to a full outfit, including a group as a 

caterpillar, they made for a lively scene. Many people 

came along with their home-made posters and banners, 

supporting plants, birds, mammals and insects. 

 As the crowd gathered, several people widely 

known from the media were observed giving interviews to 

media and press, and others interviewed members of the 

crowd - these latter were displayed on huge screens for us 

all to enjoy. Then followed a series of short talks from 

contributors to the manifesto and the walk through the city 

to Downing Street, where a copy of the ‘The People's 

Manifesto for Wildlife’ was handed in for Mr. Gove's 

department. Through-out the walk, we were accompanied by birdsong, because a 

great many people were playing it loudly on their phone. 

 There is a lot to support in the manifesto, with many proposals that, if acted 

upon, would bring great benefit to animals' lives in our countryside and urban areas. 

For example, there are calls to control and reduce pesticide use, to establish large 

marine conservation zones, and to engage school children in appreciation of nature. 

 Some of it is on the right track but does not go far enough - particularly the 

suggestion that government ‘launch a public education campaign to change what we 

eat - less meat and more fruit, vegetables and pulses’. Many wildlife enthusiasts 

have yet to wake up to the fact that the single biggest cause of climate change and 

global warming is animal agriculture, and a pressing need for change to a plant-

based diet before it's too late. We still have work to do there! 

  

———————— 

Many wildlife 

enthusiasts have yet 

to wake up to the fact 

that the single biggest 

cause of climate 

change and global 

warming is animal 

agriculture. 

———————— 
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 Some of it is quite upsetting, since the document advocates support for 

certain forms of animal farming for food production, and even proposes some 

hunting in our upland areas, as part of the change to make them: ‘true national assets 

where there is space for many recreational activities including hiking, cycling, 

fishing, some hunting of game, and wildlife tourism. This aligns the economic value 

of the uplands with their ecological value’. 

 Please read the manifesto and contribute your thoughts - it is only version 

one, and contributions to improving it are very welcome, so we can all provide 

feedback about what we like and what we are unhappy about. ֍ 

Chris Packham speaking at the Walk for Wildlife 
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Interfaith Celebration for Animals 2018 

 

The 2018 Interfaith Celebration for Animals, organised by AIA Chair Rev. 

Feargus O’Connor, was held on 14th July at Golders Green Unitarians.  The 

guest speakers included Jain animal welfare campaigner, Nitin Mehta MBE, Hindu 

science officer for Animal Free Research UK, Dr Alpesh Patel and Debbie Catt of 

Battersea Dogs and Cats Home. ֍ 

From left to right: Dr Alpesh Patel, Ajit Singh MBE, Rev. Feargus 

O’Connor,  Debbie Catt,  Nitin Mehta MBE and Charanjit Singh. 
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If you wish to attend please contact Barbara Gardner at barbgard.aia@gmail.com 
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Berlin Summer Academy in Animal Law 

Barbara Gardner 

O n Saturday 28th July 2018, the Animal Interfaith Alliance (AIA) had the 

great privilege of speaking to lawyers, veterinarians, philosophers and 

animal rights activists at the Summer Academy in Animal Law at the 

Technical University in Berlin. 

 The event was organised by lawyer and philosopher, Julius Berrien and 

speakers included animal rights lawyer Prof. Steve Wise, AIA CE Barbara Gardner 

and ethicist and AIA patron Dr Richard Ryder.  Barbara spoke about ‘Animal 

Advocacy and the Interfaith Movement’, Richard spoke about ‘Speciesism and 

Painism’ (both terms coined by him) and Steve spoke about ‘Legal Rights for 

Nonhuman Animals’ which was about his amazing work in taking out habeas corpus 

writs against the keepers of apes, elephants and dolphins, in order to grant them 

recognition in law as ‘persons’ rather than ‘things’, as well as trying to secure their 

freedom.  For more information about Steve’s work visit: 

https://www.nonhumanrights.org/ 

 The talks are published in the autumn 2018 edition of AIA’s magazine 

Animal Spirit which can be found on the AIA website at www.animal-interfaith-

alliance .com   
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St Benedict’s Animal Blessing Service 
 

Irene Casey  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

S unday 18th September was our 3rd Animal Blessing Service at St Benedict's, 

Warrington.  We were mostly accompanied by dogs, with a few cats and a 

couple of delightful guinea pigs.  There appeared to be slight disagreement among the 

dogs as to whether they liked our choice of hymns but in the main they were accepted 

and settled down well to await events.  After a couple of gospel readings we listened to 

The Fox Man of Freshfields Animal Sanctuary, near Liverpool who takes care of sick 

and injured foxes.  Some of the sick foxes are suffering from mange but 20 cubs have 

been successfully returned to their native habitat this year.  The congregation were 

then invited to bring a photo or memento of any deceased pets and to light a candle 

which was placed on the altar rails and were given a beautiful story about the passing 

of these animals.  Fr Dave and Rev. Mavis McDonnell of St Margaret's, Orford then 

went to each pet in turn, said a prayer and blessed each one. 

 There was a retiring collection for the ‘Fox Man and his work’ and 

refreshments followed for people and their pets. ֍ 

Fr Dave Heywood holding the newly rescued pet of Mr & Mrs Ferber of 

Maghull, Liverpool. 
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Saints Who Loved Animals 

 

Forthcoming Saints Days 

 

D uring the first 1,000 years of the Christian Church there were many saints 

who loved animals.  They lived with them, rescued them, nursed them and 

saved them from hunters.  In turn, many saints were helped by animals.  We have 

listed some of these saints below, in order of their feast days, for the period of the 

autumn edition of The Ark - 1st November to 28th February.   

 You will find a brief resume of their stories on the website at www.catholic-

animals.com/catholic-spirtuality/saints-who-loved-animals/ and, in the summer 2017 

edition of The Ark. Those whose feast days occur after 1st November will appear in 

the autumn and spring editions of The Ark.   

 

St Martin de Porres - 3rd November  

St Edmund - 20th November  

St Modestos - 18th December - pictured right 

St Sylvester - 31st December  

St Basil the Great - 2nd January 

St Anthony Abbot - 17th January 

 

CCA Christmas Cards 
From the series  

Saints Who Loved Animals 

 
This series of six Saints Who Loved Animals Christmas cards includes St Francis 

and the animals, St Philip Neri and his dog, St Columba and the white horse,   

St Cuthbert and the otters, St Melangell and the hare and St Ciaran and the 

animals. 

 

A pack of six Christmas cards costs £3.00 plus postage and can be obtained from 

the Editor at: BarbaraAtTheArk@gmail.com. 
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 Purple Poppy Appeal 2018 

 

By Barbara Gardner 

 

A nimal Aid, who set up and 

ran the Purple Poppy 

Appeal to remember 

animals who gave their lives in 

war, have passed the appeal 

over to the Sasha Animal 

Foundation, allowing the funds 

raised from the sale of poppies to 

support animals in war-torn 

countries. 

 Each year the Sasha 

Animal Foundation and two other 

animal rescue charities will be 

supported by the Purple Poppy 

Appeal.  The trustees will have a list of animal rescues that fall under the appeal, 

compiled from recommendations by the public, as well as charities they have met 

whilst working in the animal rescue world.  The trustees will vote on the two animal 

rescues to support that year and will announce the names of the chosen charities near 

to the appeal date.  The Sasha Animal Foundation themselves foster cats and dogs 

from war-torn countries and worldwide. 

 This year’s Purple Poppy Appeal ran from 1st-14th September 2018 when 

purple poppies were available for purchase from stockists listed on Sasha’s website 

and from the website itself (www.sashaanimalfoundation.com).  The date was chosen 

so as not to encroach on the red poppy campaign of the Royal British Legion and 

also to commemorate ‘The British Pet Massacre’ when, during the Second World 

War, the government  recommended that pets should be put to sleep.  
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Obituary 
 

Anne Finch  
 

I t is with great sadness that we report the death of Anne Finch, the founder of 

Greyhounds in Need (GIN), on 5th August 2018, aged 75.  Anne had written 

about her work in the Autumn 2016 edition of The Ark.  She founded GIN in 1991 

with her husband, Arthur, which they developed and ran ever since.  They dealt with 

the continuing plight of thousands of greyhounds, used and disposed of by the 

greyhound racing industry, particularly in Spain.  Hers was an incredible story of 

compassion and determination in the cruel world of greyhound racing. 

 God bless you Anne and thank you for all the wonderful work you did for the 

greyhounds during your time on Earth. May you be reunited with the many 

greyhounds you have saved and loved.  R.I.P. 

Greyhounds in Need is a registered 

charity, number 1069438.  To find out 

more about them or to make a donation, 

go to www.greyhoundsinneed.co.uk or 

email info@greyhoundsinneed.co.uk or 

write to them at 33 High Street, 

Wraysbury, Middlesex, TW19 5DA.  
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Obituary 
 

Mary Midgely 

 

M ary Midgley died on 10th 

October 2018, aged 99. She 

was a philosopher and an 

early supporter of the animal rights 

movement in the 1970s, who wrote 

many books, including Beast and 

Man in 1978,  Animals and Why 

They Matter in 1983, Evolution as a 

Religion in 1985, Science and 

Salvation in 1992, The Ethical 

Primate in 1994 and many more.  

She frequently featured on Radio 4’s 

The Moral Maze, advocated for 

James Lovelock’s Gaia Theory but 

argued against Richard Dawkins’ 

Selfish Gene and against Desmond 

Morris’ Naked Ape. 

 She was born on 13th September 1919, the daughter of Canon Tom Scrutton, 

later chaplain of King’s College, Cambridge and a pacifist. From 1938 she read Mods 

and Greats at Somerville College, Oxford and, after graduating in 1942, joined the 

civil service.  She married Geoffrey Midgley in 1945 and they had three sons. 

  

 

We Remember and Pray for the Following CCA Members 

 

Mr J.A. Field of Worthing, West Sussex 

Mrs K.M. Tunstall of St Helens, Merseyside 

Fr Francis McNamara OP of Kilkenny City, Kilkenny 

Miss H. Mayer of London 

Mrs Margaret Napier of Belfast 

Mrs Olive O’Brien of Ilfracombe, Devon 
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 Ark Crossword - Number 46 by David Bates 

 

 

 

 

Across 

9 Upset fielder misses ball and gives extra 

run (9) 

10 Have permission to go (5) 

11 Cad in the pack (5) 

12 Like an underdone nut case (4-5) 

13 Make a fuss as an inventor does (7) 

14 Its evident that a past student has a 

number of bills (7) 

17S top and fix without explosive (5) 

19 Leaves island (3) 

20 Encourage US singer to take a drug (5) 

21 Decreed, changed, dwindled (7) 

22 Type of bread used to clean up fish 

dish (7) 

24 Got bigger as the Montgolfier Brothers 

did (9) 

26 Reserve book (5) 

28 Experience change of state (5) 

29 First and last native dreamed and 

roamed all over the place (9) 

 
    

Down 

1 Port bottle stopper (4) 

2 Years said to be rotten (6) 

3 Caught Red Setter making itself likeable 

amongst the younger (6,4) 

4 Angry chaser goes round the bend (6) 

5 Birds wade aboard ship (8) 

6 Hit with a number 9 iron for instance? (4) 

7 Pluck so (8) 

8 Oversee content of the advert (4) 

13 Police queen's drink (5) 

15 Accords with endless love for Maria 

Callas’ most precious gift (5,5) 

16 Back parts for support (5) 

18 Easily excited - difficult situation (8) 

19 Come Dean reveal secret handle (8) 

22 Tyre from the centre (6) 

23 An average seaman is bang up to date (6) 

24 City tub (4) 

25 Frank is honest and ready for business (4) 

27 Mount mount (4) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

9 10

11 12

13 14 15 16

17 18 19 20

21 22 23

24 25 26 27

28 29
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Forthcoming Events 

 

November 2018 

ASWA Remembrance Service for Animals in War - Sunday 11th November at 

the Animals in War Memorial, Park Lane at 3.00pm.  Further details at 

www.aswa.org.uk 

 

Catholic Concern for Animals AGM - Saturday 17th November at 2.00pm at the 

Brompton Oratory, Kensington, London. Guest speaker Wim Dekok on ‘The 

History of World Animal Day’ followed by AGM.  Join us for tea and coffee at 

1.00pm. (See back cover for details).   

 

Animal Interfaith Alliance AGM - Saturday 24th November at 2.00pm at the 

Brompton Oratory, Kensington, London. Guest speaker Chris Fegan on ‘Animal 

Welfare after Brexit’ followed by AGM.  Join us for a free vegan buffet lunch 

supplied by Shambhu’s Vegan Catering at 1.00pm.  Details at www.animal-

interfaith-alliance.com/events 

 

Regular Events 

Every Wednesday: Prayer link-up at 9.30pm. Wherever  you are. Irene Casey 

has a prayer suggestion sheet: Tel. 01925 657890. 

 

Every first Saturday of the month: Prayers for Animals at 12.15pm. Gloucester 

Cathedral, Check with Rev. Helen Hall on 07919 538077. 

 

Events are kept up to date on our website at www.catholic-animals.com/events 

 

 

Solution to Last Crossword No. 45 
 

Across: 1 May Day, 4 Garden, 8 Aniseed, 9 Coppers, 11 Adam's apple, 12 Eden,  

13 Faked, 14 In the air, 16 Sanserif, 18 Organ, 20 June, 21 Moonstruck, 23 Bittern,  

24 Decades, 25 Gandhi, 26 Asides.  
 

Down: 1 Mined, 2 Yashmak, 3 Alexander, 5 Arose, 6 Deplete, 7 Norwegian, 10 April 

fool, 13 Featuring, 15 Toolsheds, 17 Slept in, 19 Garland, 21 March, 22 Chess.  
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Please Remember 

Catholic Concern For Animals 

 In Your Will 

CCA’s mission is the advancement of Christian respect and responsibility for the 

animal creation with special reference to Catholic teaching and belief. 

By producing and distributing educational material within the Catholic Church and 

beyond, CCA is changing attitudes towards animals globally and encouraging people 

to treat them with love and kindness. 

But CCA has limited resources and needs funds to be able to continue with this vital 

work. Please consider a bequest to CCA in your will and help to be part of CCA’s 

transformational work to develop a more compassionate world for the future.    

Thank you! 
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Membership Form 

Registered Charity No 231022 
 

Life membership £200; Annual membership £20 

Overseas Life Membership £300; Annual Membership £30 

 

Please send the completed page to the Membership Secretary (not your bank): 

Sarah Dunning 43 St John’s Road, Watford, Hertfordshire, WD17 1QB. 

 Email: sariae1@googlemail.com 

  

I wish to join / renew / become a life member / & donate (please circle) 

 

Please either send a cheque made out to ‘CCA’ or complete the following Bankers Order Form. 

Please tick here for the Gift Aid scheme if you pay UK Income Tax or Capital Gains tax ___.   

 

Bankers Order Form 

To (name of your Bank/Building Society)………………………………………………….……… 

Bank’s Address …………………………………………………………………………..………… 

…………………………………………………………………. Post Code ……………………… 

My account number is…………………………………………... Sort Code …………………… 

I would like to give the sum of £……………….. on the 1st day of each month / year 

Starting on ……....…/……….… (month / year) until further notice in writing, to  

Account number 00006345 of Catholic Concern for Animals, at Cafcash (40-52-40), Kings Hill, 

West Malling, Kent, ME19 4TA. 

  

Name & Address (in block capitals please) (Rev / Mr / Mrs / Ms / ……...) 

…………………………………………………….…………………………………………….… 

………………………………………………………….………………………………….……… 

………………………………………………………………. Post/zip code: ……………………. 

Email address: ……………………………………….…………………………………………… 

Date……………………………       Signed: ……………………….…………………… 

 

CCA will retain the personal information provided on this form as long as you remain a 

subscriber. We will update it whenever we hear from you that changes are needed. Unless you 

give us permission, we can do nothing other than keep it safe.  

Please mark here to let us know that we have your permission to contact you: 

[   ] By email regarding membership matters (e.g. annual renewal) 

[   ] By post regarding membership matters (e.g. annual renewal) 

[   ] By email to send The Ark magazine 
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