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Chair’s Welcome 

 

By Judy Gibbons 

  

 

I t is important to always keep our impact on animals 

at the forefront of everything we do and CCA sees 

this as an essential part of our everyday lives.  There are 

times when we do this by making personal decisions and 

other times when we do this by working with others. This 

can be by making lifestyle choices in the products we buy 

and the food we eat, or by our actions, for example caring 

for animals or campaigning. 

 On Saturday 23rd June CCA, together with the 

University of East Anglia, put on a major free conference 

titled ‘Animal Advocacy in the Era of Laudato Si’ with a number of most impressive 

speakers, some from the USA. I am proud that a number of the major speakers are 

from CCA - Dr Richard Ryder, Dr Deborah Jones and Dr Clara Mancini, with Chris 

Fegan and Barbara Gardner taking part in the panel discussions.  Both Chris and 

Barbara had been working hard on this major initiative over the last few months.  

 Our CCA Ecumenical Retreat is now being advertised.  It is from 10th to13th 

September and is being held in Leeds, so we hope that our members living in the 

north can come along. The venue is Hinsley Hall and again it is a time to renew 

friendships and meet together, to listen to thoughtful speakers and to pray that 

animal cruelty, in all its forms, will end. Do come along if you have not been before 

– the contact is Irene Casey on 01925 657890. 

 We are also pleased to support the Animal Interfaith Alliance who are 

holding an Interfaith Celebration for Animals on Saturday 14th July at Golders 

Green Unitarians. You will find the information you need on all these important 

events in this edition of The Ark and on our website at www.catholic-animals.com.  

One other date to watch for which will be on the website and in the next issue is – 

the AGM.  

 Spring is a wonderful time for all our animals, the sun appears which brings 

out the daffodils and bluebells and lambs are seen in the fields.  I hate to bring a 

note of sadness to this peaceful scene but, the sight of lambs always makes me feel 

so sad – we all know where most of them will end up - either being transported in 

lorries to other countries or to local abattoirs – I will say no more.  
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Editorial 
 

By Barbara Gardner 

 

 

O ur concern for animals raises many difficult ethical 

questions which our Ark contributors regularly grapple 

with, whilst looking to their Catholic faith for guidance.   In 

this edition we are delighted to feature an article by Prof. Gary 

Francione and Prof. Anna Charlton who, using their background 

in law, argue the case for animals to have the right not to be 

treated as property. Veterinary expert Dr Michael Fox asks how 

we can reconcile our compassion for animals with a world that is 

full of predation, and Prof. Ernst Conradie of  the University of the Western Cape 

enquires as to how we can reconcile eating animals with discovering their intrinsic 

value.  Anthony Hofler examines the teachings of the Catechism of the Catholic 

Church in his quest to uncover why we discriminate between humans and animals 

with regards to neutering, and we continue our debate on the ethical issues 

surrounding consciousness in robots and whether that is even possible. 

 In addition to our ethical discussions, we investigate real animal issues, 

particularly the plight of elephants.  IFAW UK Director Philip Mansbridge writes 

about why we need to ban the sale of all ivory, not just new ivory, if we are to stop 

the killing of elephants, and Phillip Flanders writes about the wonderful Boon Lotts 

Elephant Sanctuary in Thailand.  We also have articles from Animal Aid’s Kate 

Fowler about the hidden suffering of pheasants and partridges and from Animal 

Equality’s Kate Werner about their education on animal suffering in factory farms 

using 3D virtual reality and their campaign to ban the import of foie gras. 

 In the previous edition of The Ark we reported on the Conservative Party’s 

new Animal Welfare (Sentencing and Recognition of Sentiency) Bill, introduced by 

Environment Secretary, Michael Gove and also on Theresa Villier’s bill to ban live 

exports. The day after we went to print, the Labour Party announced their new 

Animal Welfare Plan, so we have reported on that in this edition.  It is interesting to 

see the two main UK political parties now taking animal welfare seriously as an 

important concern of voters and competing with each other on the issue.  However, 

whilst we praise Michael Gove on many issues we are disappointed on his decision 

to support further badger culls. 

 As always, we look for guidance to our predecessors, the saints for their  

lives and communions with animals, and in this edition Rev. Prof. Martin Henig 

discusses The Way of the Saints. 
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News from the Chief Executive 
 

By Chris Fegan 

 

Laudato Si Conferences 2018 

P ope Francis’ Encyclical Letter, Laudato Si’ is three 

years old this summer and, as I indicated in the last 

Ark, a review of its implementation and reach has been 

taking place within the Catholic Church and elsewhere and, of 

course, here at CCA.  We have been involved in that work with 

our emphasis, not surprisingly, being on all of creation, 

including the animal kingdom. 

I attended a major conference in Rome in March 

which was held at the Pontifical Gregorian University and was 

entitled ‘Radical Ecological Conversion After Laudato Si', Discovering the Intrinsic 

Value of all Creatures, Human and Non-human’. This Conference was opened with 

the reading of a letter from His Holiness, Pope Francis and it also had Cardinal 

Turkson as the keynote speaker, so it was supported from the very top of the Catholic 

Church. I was delighted at the strong emphasis that was placed on ‘all creatures, 

human and non-human’ and I was able to make various contributions throughout the 

event on animal welfare and animal advocacy matters. It was a truly inspiring few 

days and the strongest indication yet that the words of Pope Francis in Laudato Si’ 

will be translated into action and, for us at CCA, that is the very best of good news in 

relation to our work for all of the animals on the planet. 

I am also very pleased to report that we have also arranged our own 

Conference for 2018 in partnership with the University of East Anglia (UEA) 

entitled ‘Animal Advocacy in the Era of 

Laudato Si’. The Conference had a 

world-class line up of speakers and a 

full report on it will appear in a future 

edition of The Ark. 

I am also expecting further big 

events and developments later this year 

in respect of the Encyclical and will 

keep CCA members and supporters 

informed as things progress and we are, 

of course, looking forward to the visit 

of Pope Francis to Ireland in August 

this year. 
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Fish 

In the Spring 2018 edition of The Ark, I mentioned that we have been working with 

colleagues at EuroGroup for Animals on the subject of fish and I am delighted to 

report that I have joined a new Fish Working Group which will look at the issues 

surrounding fish in great detail. The first meeting of this new group was held in June 

and, we have therefore delayed the publishing of a full report on the subject, which I 

was originally planning for this edition, for a future edition of The Ark in which we 

can report back from the progress on a European basis. 

 

BREXIT and European Animal Welfare 

I am continuing to work with UK and European colleagues on the situation re animal 

welfare that will result from the UK’s decision to leave the European Union and I 

am afraid that I do not have a lot to update CCA members and supporters with at this 

time, as there continues to be an impasse on negotiations between the EU and the 

UK and not least on the subject of the ‘Irish border question’ which is absolutely 

critical for animal welfare issues as we move forward. The latest information I have 

is that it may be the autumn before we have any more ‘clarity’. 

 

UK Government 

As I indicated in the last edition of The Ark, 

we have mixed news from the UK 

Government. We are delighted to welcome the 

Government’s publication of a Parliamentary 

Bill to ban ivory in the UK but are appalled at 

the announcement that the disgraceful badger 

cull is going to be extended to most parts of 

England and that farmers will be paid up to 

£50 for every badger that they kill. This is an 

appalling decision and is totally unnecessary 

and cruel in the extreme and it is estimated 

that as many as 100,000 badgers could be 

killed. A legal appeal is being planned against the Government’s plans and we will 

follow the legal process with great interest. 

 

CCA in Schools and Parishes 

We continue our work with visits, where possible, to schools and other educational 

establishments, as well as parishes, to talk to Catholics about what CCA does and the 

need for all Catholics to live a ‘cruelty free lifestyle’. If your parish or local school 

would like me to visit and give a talk or presentation please contact me directly by 

email at chrisfegancca@gmail.com.  ֍ 
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Animal Rights 
 

Gary L. Francione is Board of Governors Distinguished Professor of Law at Rutgers 

University (New Jersey, U.S.A.) and Honorary Professor of Philosophy at the 

University of East Anglia (Norwich, U.K.).  Anna E. Charlton is Adjunct Professor of 

Law at Rutgers University.  Here they make the case for animals having the right not 

to be property. 

 

Prof. Gary L. Francione and Prof. Anna E. Charlton 

 

W e are advocates for the rights of 

nonhuman animals. That doesn’t mean 

we believe that animals should have all of 

the same rights as humans - it would make no 

sense to say that animals should have the right to 

drive cars or vote (even though we might have 

better political leadership if they could). In fact, 

when we talk about animal rights, we’re referring 

to one right in particular: the right not to be 

property. Why is that one right so important? 

 

Interests, Rights, and the Right Not to Be Property 

All of us have interests - states of affairs that we prefer, desire, or want. There are 

two ways to protect these interests. The first is to protect them only to the extent that 

this produces desirable consequences. The second is to protect them despite these 

considerations - as rights.  

 A person’s interest in living is protected as a right; others must respect your 

interest in continuing to live, even if killing you would benefit other people. So, even 

if your organs could be used to save the lives of leading scientists, inventors or artists 

who will die without organ transplants, your interest in not being used as a forced 

organ donor would still be protected because you have the right to life.  

 However much people may disagree about what rights human beings should 

have, we can all agree that they all have the right not to be chattel slaves. Why is 

that? Because a slave is not considered to be a being who matters morally - to be, in 

other words, a person. Instead they become a thing that only has an economic value 

that is determined by their owner. If a human being is going to count morally, they 

must have the right not to be property. If they don’t have this right they will be used 

as a resource whenever other people believe that they will benefit from doing so.  

 Society extends the right not to be property to all people irrespective of their 

intelligence, beauty, strength or any other characteristic. It doesn’t matter whether a  

http://www.abolitionistapproach.com/media/pdf/one_right_for_all-newscientist.pdf
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person is a genius or has a learning disability. No-one should be the property of 

someone else.  Slavery still exists, but no one defends it. 

 The same reasoning holds for nonhuman animals. If animals are to matter 

morally, and not be just things, they cannot be treated as property, since if they are 

property they have no intrinsic moral value. Their only value is that accorded to 

them by their owners. The only reason we deny this right to nonhumans is that they 

are not human. But that is no different from using any other morally irrelevant 

characteristic such as race or sex to justify slavery or otherwise fail to accord equal 

consideration to others.  

 The only characteristic that animals must have in order to matter morally is 

sentience. It is not necessary that they have humanlike minds. If they are sentient, 

they have interests, including the interest in continuing to live and in not suffering 

pain or distress. That is all that is necessary. 

 If we agree that animals matter morally, we are committed to recognising that 

all sentient nonhumans have a moral right not to be used as property. This requires 

that we stop using animals as resources. In other words, we must be morally 

committed to stop eating, wearing, or otherwise using animals.  

 

https://aeon.co/ideas/a-humanely-killed-animal-is-still-killed-and-thats-wrong
http://www.abolitionistapproach.com/media/links/p8/similar-minds.pdf
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Is an Animal Rights Position as Radical as it Sounds? 

This position may sound radical, and in the sense that the rights position requires the 

abolition of all institutionalised exploitation, it is. But since most people already 

believe that it is wrong to inflict unnecessary suffering on animals, it’s really just an 

extension of current and widely-shared convictions. If the principle of unnecessary 

suffering is going to mean more than avoiding the infliction of gratuitous harm, it 

must rule out any suffering or death that’s imposed for 

reasons of pleasure, amusement or convenience. That is 

precisely why so many of us object to things like fox 

hunting, bull fighting, and dog fighting. These activities 

involve imposing suffering and death on animals for 

reasons of pleasure and amusement. We reject that 

suffering and death. 

 But are we consistent? Do we participate in 

imposing suffering and death on animals for no good 

reason? Consider our most numerically significant use of 

animals - for food.  We kill about 60 billion land animals 

and one trillion sea animals annually. Many animals are 

raised in intensive conditions that constitute torture. Even those who are raised in 

supposedly more ‘humane’ circumstances suffer distress throughout and at the end 

of their lives. 

 This is not just a matter of meat. The cows used to produce milk are 

repeatedly impregnated and have their calves taken away from them shortly after 

birth. And all animals, whether used for meat, dairy, or eggs, are subjected to terror 

and distress at the abattoir. 

 Is any of this suffering and death ‘necessary?’ Is there any compulsion 

involved?  The answer is ‘no’. No one maintains that it is necessary to consume 

animal products to be optimally healthy. For example, the UK National Health 

Service says that a sensible vegan diet can be ‘very healthy’, while mainstream 

health care professionals all over the world are increasingly taking the position that 

animal products are detrimental to human health.  We don’t have to settle the debate 

about whether it is more healthy to live on a diet of fruits, vegetables, grains, nuts, 

and seeds. The point is that a vegan diet is certainly no less healthy than a diet of 

decomposing flesh, cow secretions and chicken ova. And that’s the only point 

relevant to the issue of whether suffering and death are necessary or not. 

 Moreover, animal agriculture constitutes an ecological disaster. It is 

responsible for more greenhouse gases than the burning of fossil fuel for 

transportation, and results in deforestation, soil erosion and water pollution. The 

grain fed to animals in the United States alone could feed 800 million people.   

 

————————— 

The only 

characteristic that 

animals must have in 

order to matter 

morally is sentience. It 

is not necessary that 

they have humanlike 

minds.  

————————— 

https://www.opendemocracy.net/transformation/gary-francione/it-s-time-to-reconsider-meaning-of-animal-welfare
https://www.nhs.uk/Livewell/Vegetarianhealth/Pages/Vegetarianhealthqanda.aspx
https://well.blogs.nytimes.com/2014/08/06/advice-from-a-vegan-cardiologist/
http://science.time.com/2013/12/16/the-triple-whopper-environmental-impact-of-global-meat-production/
http://news.cornell.edu/stories/1997/08/us-could-feed-800-million-people-grain-livestock-eat
https://aeon.co/ideas/a-humanely-killed-animal-is-still-killed-and-thats-wrong
http://www.abolitionistapproach.com/media/links/p8/similar-minds.pdf
http://www.abolitionistapproach.com/media/links/p8/similar-minds.pdf
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 Against this background, what is the best justification we have for inflicting 

suffering and death on animals? The answer is simple: we think they taste good. We 

derive pleasure from eating them. Eating animals and animal 

products is a tradition, and we have been following it for a 

very long time. 

 But how is that position any different from the 

justification offered for animal uses to which most of us 

object? How is palate pleasure any different from the pleasure 

that some people derive from participating in blood sports? 

There is no difference. Many people oppose hunting foxes 

because they can see no morally significant distinction 

between the dog they love and the fox who is chased and 

killed. But what is the difference between the animals we love and those into whom 

we stick a fork and a knife? There is no difference. The dogs and cats we love, and 

the cows, pigs, fish, and other animals we exploit all feel pain and experience 

distress; they all have an interest in continuing to live. 

 So the animal rights position is not especially radical relative to what we say 

we already believe. If we all acted in accordance with what we say we believe, we’d 

be acting pretty much as we would if we embraced the animal rights position we 

described above.  

 

———————— 

So the animal rights 

position is not 

especially radical 

relative to what we 

say we already 

believe.  

————————
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But What About God?  

In Genesis, the first book of the Old Testament, God created the world and gave 

dominion over the animals to humans. Doesn’t that tell us that God wants us to eat 

animal products? The short answer is: ‘no’. The first thing to do is to go and read 

Genesis. It simply does not say what everyone seems to think. 

 In Genesis, we are told that, although God created the world and gave 

‘dominion’ over it to humans - here’s the surprise - no one was eating anyone in the 

beginning. God told humans ‘I have given you every seed-

bearing plant on all the earth and every tree that has seed 

bearing fruit on it to be your food’. (Genesis 1:29) God told 

all the wild animals, birds, and all creatures that crawl on the 

earth: ‘I give all green plants for food’. (Genesis 1:30) 

 So in the beginning, before Adam and Eve disobeyed 

God by eating the fruit of the forbidden tree and were driven 

from the Garden of Eden, everyone - humans and animals 

alike - ate only plant foods. It was only after humans were 

ejected from Eden that killing begins. After God destroyed the world with a flood, 

God established a covenant and told Noah that humans are allowed to eat ‘any living 

creature that moves about’. (Genesis 9:3) 

 So we started off in harmony with God as beings who consumed plants. When 

we fell out with God and were driven from Eden, God permitted us to kill animals as 

an accommodation to our imperfect state. The Old Testament at least suggests that 

we should be moving in the direction of getting back to the ideal state. 

 When the prophet Isaiah talks about the coming of the Messiah and the re-

establishment of God’s kingdom on earth, how does he describe it? First of all, there 

will be peace between humans, who will ‘beat their swords into ploughshares and 

their spears into pruning hooks: One nation shall not raise the sword against another, 

nor shall they train for war again’. (Isaiah 2:4) But peace will also extend to and 

amongst nonhumans: ‘The wolf and the lamb shall pasture together, and the lion 

shall eat hay like the ox - but the serpent’s food shall be dust. None shall harm or 

destroy on all my holy mountain, says the Lord’. (Isaiah 65:25) 

 But we are not biblical scholars and we don’t want to overstate the case here. 

We think that using the Old Testament to make a slam dunk case for not eating 

animal foods would be unsound. But it would also be unsound to say that the Old 

Testament provides slam dunk support for the view that God is giving us a green 

light to kill and eat anything we want because we like the taste or because it would 

be easier to stop in and pick up a bucket of fried chicken than prepare some rice and 

beans or one of the many other vegan recipes that can be prepared very easily and 

quickly. 

———————— 

The first thing to do 

is to go and read 

Genesis. It simply 

does not say what 

everyone seems to 

think. 

———————— 
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 The Old Testament, like almost all religious scriptures, is ambiguous at best 

and contains contradictions. Indeed, the entire problem with using documents like 

the Old Testament as support for anything is that the Old Testament can be read to 

support everything, including all sorts of things that we would all acknowledge as 

terrible, such as human slavery, murder, and rape. 

 What about the New Testament?  There is a great deal of scholarship on 

Jesus’ relationship with the Essene sects, which eschewed animal foods. His 

disciples included fishermen, but He certainly never commanded that we eat fish or 

any other animal products. The only thing that He commanded us to eat is the plant 

food He used at the Last Supper.  

 For Christians, it would seem that the most that one could argue is that 

humans matter more because they are made in God’s image and have souls, or have 

‘special’ souls.  Even if you believe that humans have a soul and animals don’t, and 

that we ought to prefer the interests of a human in any situation in which there is a 

legitimate conflict, that does not mean that God places a stamp of approval on 

gratuitous killing.  

 When you are deciding what to eat for dinner tonight, there is no conflict. 

There is only a choice. If you choose to consume animal products, you are 

participating in suffering and death in the absence of any sort of conflict or 

compulsion. Your only justification is that you enjoy consuming animal products or 

that it is more convenient for you to do so. That can’t be right. 
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Is Vegetarianism Enough?  

If we agree that animals matter morally, is vegetarianism enough? The short answer 

is no. 

 ‘Vegetarianism’ encompasses a number of different positions. There are 

vegetarians who do not eat meat but who eat fish and other animal products. There 

are vegetarians who do not eat any animal flesh (including fish) but who consume 

dairy or eggs. But all forms of vegetarianism share one important moral feature in 

common: they represent an incoherent response to the recognition that animals 

matter morally.   

 There is no morally coherent distinction between cows, pigs, and chickens 

on one hand, and fishes on the other. Fishes are also sentient; they feel pain. They 

have an interest in continuing to live. There is also no morally coherent distinction 

between meat and fish on one hand, and dairy on the other. Dairy involves cows 

being constantly and forcibly impregnated, and having their babies taken away 

shortly after birth with the males being shipped off to be raised in pens and 

slaughtered for veal. All the cows used for dairy end up in the same slaughterhouse 

as their ‘meat’ counterparts.  

 There is no morally coherent distinction between meat and eggs. Half of the 

egg-layers born are male and are killed at birth. The females spend their relatively 

short lives in some sort of confinement and are used as egg-laying machines, after 

which they are slaughtered.  

 All animal products involve suffering and death. It makes no more sense to 

say that you don’t eat meat but you consume dairy than it would if you were to say 

that you ate the meat from large cows but not from medium-sized cows. Such a 

position would be nonsensical. Vegetarianism is nonsensical.   

 A related question is whether ‘happy’, or supposedly more ‘humanely’ 

produced, animal products represent ‘baby steps’ in the right direction? They don’t. 

They represent very large steps - in the wrong direction. 

 As a moral matter, if it is wrong to impose suffering and death on animals at 

least without there being some sort of necessity or compulsion, it is still wrong to 

do so even if we do so in a supposedly ‘better’ way. Beating one’s slaves nine times 

a week was ‘better’ than doing so ten times a week.  But the former was still 

morally wrong.  If we agree that racism is wrong, is supposedly more ‘gentle’ 

racism an appropriate ‘baby step’ on the road to racial equality?  Of course not.   

 As a factual matter, the most ‘humanely’ produced animal foods involve 

terrible suffering and death. ‘Enriched cage’ eggs, which are now the standard in 

the European Union, involve slightly bigger cages but the hens suffer horribly and 

they still end up in a slaughterhouse. ‘Cage-free’ eggs are produced in barns that 

constitute one large cage where the animals are closely confined. ‘Free-range’ eggs  
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allow the birds to have some access to outdoor space (although this by no means 

necessarily involves their wandering about freely). And all of these birds end up in 

the same slaughterhouse. ‘Happy’ milk may involve letting a cow stay with her calf 

a bit longer, but the calf is still taken, the males are still used for veal, the mother is 

still repeatedly impregnated, and they all end their lives amidst the suffering and 

terror of the abattoir.  

 The bottom line is clear: if animals matter morally, we cannot exploit them as 

human resources.  In a situation of true conflict or necessity, we can understand a 

Christian taking the position that it is permissible - indeed obligatory - to favour the 

human over the animal. But most of us are never in such situations. Most of us never 

find ourselves starving on lifeboats or stranded on desert islands. All of us agree that 

gratuitous suffering and death cannot be morally justified. And that commits us to 

being vegan.   

 

A Final Word: On the Matter of Judgment 

In the 5th century, St Augustine wrote the phrase ‘Cum dilectione hominum et odio 

vitiorum’, which means ‘With love for mankind and hatred of sins’. This became 

popularized by Gandhi as ‘Hate the sin, love the sinner’. 

 This is good advice. We should not judge another person because we can’t 

really see into her or his heart. But we can judge conduct as right or wrong. And 

when conduct involves imposing suffering and death on others, we not only should 

judge that conduct, we must judge it. That is what it means to take morality 

seriously. 

  

http://www.howdoigovegan.com
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Applying this to the animal context, we can say, for example, that we are not going 

to judge those who engage in animal exploitation but we are going to be clear that 

animal exploitation is morally wrong. 

 This is how we think about animal ethics. We are not really interested in 

judging individuals; we are, however, most interested in presenting the case for why 

all animal exploitation is morally wrong and that if animals matter morally, we 

cannot justify eating, wearing, or using them. We are most interested in making 

clear that if animals really do matter morally, veganism is the only rational 

response. 

 We believe in nonviolent advocacy. Everyone who is reading this essay 

cares about animals. The purpose of the essay is to get you to think about where the 

care that you have leads you. We hope we have persuaded you that caring about 

animals does not mean that we become ‘kinder’ exploiters or that we should reduce 

our exploitation by consuming fewer animal products. We should just stop 

participating in the exploitation of these vulnerable beings altogether. ֍ 

 

 

Links 

The underlined words in green in this article provide links to source information.  If 

you are using the online version, press the control button and click on the link to go 

to the source information.  If this doesn’t work or if you are reading a hard copy of 

The Ark, the links are re-produced here: 

 

One right  
http://www.abolitionistapproach.com/media/pdf/one_right_for_all-newscientist.pdf 
 
Sentience  
https://aeon.co/ideas/a-humanely-killed-animal-is-still-killed-and-thats-wrong 
 
Humanlike minds 
http://www.abolitionistapproach.com/media/links/p8/similar-minds.pdf 
 
Unnecessary suffering 
https://www.opendemocracy.net/transformation/gary-francione/it-s-time-to-reconsider-meaning-of-
animal-welfare 
 
Very healthy 
https://www.nhs.uk/Livewell/Vegetarianhealth/Pages/Vegetarianhealthqanda.aspx 
 
Detrimental 
https://well.blogs.nytimes.com/2014/08/06/advice-from-a-vegan-cardiologist/ 
 
Ecological disaster 
http://science.time.com/2013/12/16/the-triple-whopper-environmental-impact-of-global-meat-
production/ 
 
800 million 
http://news.cornell.edu/stories/1997/08/us-could-feed-800-million-people-grain-livestock-eat 
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The UK Needs an Ivory Ban - and Needs it Now! 
 

Philip Mansbridge is the Regional Director of IFAW UK who heads up a campaign 

team and works closely with key influencers in Parliament, Government agencies and 

the business sector.  IFAW have campaigned to ban the trade in antique ivory which 

is disguising the illegal trade in new ivory and fuelling the killing of elephants.  They 

have played a major role in influencing the government’s announcement of a new bill 

to ban the sale of all ivory . 

By Philip Mansbridge 

 

I  am delighted to be able to provide an update for readers 

of The Ark on the International Fund for Animal 

Welfare (IFAW)’s campaign against the ivory trade. 

 The international trade in so called ‘modern ivory’ has 

been banned since 1989. That makes it illegal to sell any ivory 

item internationally that is older than from 1947. But, right here 

in the UK, each and every day hundreds and possibly thousands 

of ivory items are traded - they can be sold and purchased 

without a single formal document required to prove their age. 

 Every day people are trading pieces of dead elephant. But not just dead 

elephants, elephants that were slaughtered specifically for their magnificent ivory 

tusks. Whilst trade in raw ivory isn’t allowed in the UK, items known as ‘worked 

ivory’ can be pretty much bought and sold at will as long as 

they are deemed to be from before the 1947 cut-off date. 

‘Worked ivory’ means anything that has been changed from its 

original form, for example, changed into jewellery, figurines, 

letter openers, etc. 

 IFAW is one of many organisations trying to change 

this. For many years we’ve been calling for a ban, with 

limited, sensible and workable exemptions on the sale of ivory 

- of any age.  As of 3rd April, this ban now looks likely to 

come to fruition following Secretary of State for the 

Environment Food and Rural Affairs Michael Gove announcing plans for an ivory 

ban, stating that the new law would ‘reaffirm the UK's global leadership on this 

critical issue, demonstrating our belief that the abhorrent ivory trade should become a 

thing of the past’. 

 This is truly great news, but now we need to see the legislation laid down 

before Parliament and sped through the Parliamentary channels it needs to go 

through. The clock is ticking for elephants and we are at a tipping point for their 

future survival.  

  

———————— 

Each year at least 

20,000 African 

elephants are 

slaughtered for 

their tusks; to 

make ornaments, 

jewellery, carvings. 

———————— 
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Why do we need to ban antique ivory? 

Often we’re asked why we need this ban if it only deals with antiques. Naturally 

some people think that if the elephant is dead already and only antique ivory is 

being traded then this can’t be contributing to new elephants being killed right now, 

but we disagree.  Each year at least 20,000 African elephants are slaughtered for 

their tusks; to make ornaments, jewellery, carvings - killed 

simply to make something that will just sit on a mantelpiece or 

grace someone’s body. And the problem is that antique ivory is 

contributing. 

 Allowing the sale of ivory continues to give ivory 

credibility. At IFAW we are resolute that ivory only has value 

and beauty on a living elephant. Allowing the sale of ivory, and 

therefore attaching a value and premium to it, continues to mask 

the reality that every single piece of ivory is from a slaughtered 

elephant. It fuels demand in countries that are the main buyers of illegal ivory, like 

China (so much of the ivory sold in the UK is exported to Asia and China in 

particular), and as a result it allows for what is known as a ‘parallel market’ to 

thrive. Parallel markets are where illegal products and legal products trade alongside 

one another. They make things confusing for the public, they are incredibly difficult 

to enforce and they allow illegal product, in this case ivory, to be easily laundered 

through legal channels. 

—————— 

Allowing the 

sale of ivory 

continues to 

give ivory 

credibility.  

—————— 

The trade in antique ivory is contributing to the continued killing of elephants 

as it disguises modern ivory. 
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 To clarify though - this isn’t some righteous cleansing of sins exercise. 

We’ve never wanted to see every piece of ivory seized and destroyed, we don’t want 

historically significant works of ivory stripped from museums and we certainly don’t 

want someone to be unable to gift or hand down something sentimental to them or 

their family.  Likewise, if ivory isn’t a key factor in the product - so, for example, an 

antique piece of furniture with some minimal ivory inlay or traditional bagpipes, 

then we don’t want to ban the sale of that. All we want is for anything that celebrates 

ivory as an item of beauty to not be sold, to not prop up the deadly market. 

 We must do all we can to maintain the pressure to make this law happen. If 

not, how can we in the UK, the upcoming hosts of the Illegal Wildlife Trade 

Conference: London 2018, be hosting the event whilst propping up the slaughter of 

these magnificent creatures? How can we, recognised as a global leader in the fight 

against illegal wildlife crime, be supporters of parallel markets? It simply makes no 

sense.  We’re confident that the Government will make this legislation a priority. 

We know from polling that MPs and the public support the ban. We know that the 

consultation on an ivory ban saw a staggering 70,000 responses, with 88 per cent in 

favour of a ban. We hope that the ban, with limited exemptions as detailed in the 

outline proposals, will be in place by the time of the Illegal Wildlife Trade 

Conference in London in October and be announced in front of a delegation of key 

ministers and dignitaries from the world stage. Until then, we’ll continue to do all 

we can to make this ban happen, knowing that it’s one of the most important things 

that we in the UK can do right now to save our planet’s elephants...before it’s too 

late.  Y ou can find out more at www.ifaw.org ֍ 

Kevin Foster MP (left) and Philip Mansbridge (right) 
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Boon Lott’s Elephant Sanctuary 
 

Phillip Flanders is a dedicated animal welfarist who helps several animal rescues, 

including the Boon Lott’s Elephant Sanctuary in Thailand which he visits regularly. 

He lives in Scotland with Bubu his Romanian rescue dog, where he works in the 

freight and logistics sector.   

 

By Phillip Flanders 

 

I  first met Katherine Connor during early January 2004. 

She was a volunteer at the Thai Elephant Conservation 

Centre near Lampang in the north of Thailand. I was 

interested to find out more about her rescue of a baby elephant, 

Babar which had had a serious fall and was now paralysed in 

his back legs. Katherine was nursing him back to health and 

hoped to have him walking again. I was one of the fortunate 

few who had the opportunity to meet him but sadly, when I 

next returned the following year, Babar had died. She did 

manage to get him up and walking but then he had another fall and could not be 

saved. However, while establishing her formative relationship with the baby 

elephant Babar, also called Boon Lott, she realised her life’s passion and committed 

herself to the rescue, recovery, and retirement of abused Asian elephants. 

 She created Boon Lott’s Elephant Sanctuary (BLES) in memory of the baby 

elephant, Boon Lott (which means survivor in Thai). Inspired by his unfailing 

courage when faced with obstacle after obstacle, Katherine founded a home in his 

name for rescued and retired elephants. 

 With fierce resolution, Katherine, along with family and friends, raised the 

initial funds to purchase land and establish BLES as a sanctuary that would put the 

needs of the elephants first and foremost, and create a change in the centuries old 

traditions on how elephants should be managed.  

 Despite cautions regarding her safety and warnings about the futility of a 

young British woman founding an elephant sanctuary in a foreign country, without 

government support, Katherine and BLES are flourishing. Boon Lott’s infectious 

spirit is present in every Sanctuary moment. 

 Katherine officially opened BLES on May 5th 2007 and it is located off-the-

beaten track in the rural village of Baan Tuek in northern Thailand.  It is situated on 

over 600 hundred acres of forested land that encourages the elephants to interact in a 

natural environment. Consisting of mature banana plantations, grasslands, open 

fields, fresh water rivers, and all types of fruit trees, BLES provides the elephants 

with a bounty of stimulation, exercise, and time to enjoy what is rightfully theirs. As  
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just one elephant can eat more than 200 kilos of food a day there is a constant need 

to manage the land to ensure there is plenty to go around. 

 As an eco-friendly environment aiming toward self-sustainability, BLES 

embarked on a program of tree planting. In 2008, BLES planted over 3,000 trees, all 

of which have enriched the elephants’ lives. Not only does this vegetation provide 

the elephants with their favourite foods, it also acts as shade to protect the elephants 

from the heat of the day. 

 This unique sanctuary is just that to the elephants, a haven that allows them 

to simply be. There are no rides, shows, or painting projects, just elephants who 

have finally been allowed to live with dignity and respect. 

 All her hard work and efforts were internationally recognised, and she was 

formally invited to The House of Lords in London to receive an award from IFAW  

(International Fund for Animal Welfare) for her dedication and commitment to 

animal welfare. 

 Katherine has often said she will not turn her back on any abused animals. 

This is evident to all visitors - in addition to elephants, BLES is home to a variety of 

rescued animals, including dogs, cats, tortoises, cows, wild boars, two monkeys and 

Jerry, a crocodile! 

 At BLES, essential members of the team are the mahouts, the elephant 

handlers. The word mahout is derived from Indian Sanskrit, meaning ‘teacher of 

all’, which aptly describes the mahouts at BLES.  Each mahout exudes  

Babar - Boon Lott, the 

injured baby elephant 
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understanding, respect and a passion to protect the elephants.  However, this style 

of handling differs from the traditional mahout/elephant working relationship that 

utilises tools and methods based on animal domination. 

 The elephant was historically a source of income for the mahout and his 

family. When not working or being controlled with the hook, the elephants would 

be chained. It was a challenge for our mahouts to understand that there is a more 

humane and gentler way handle domesticated elephants. Tradition and ingrained 

habit were hard to overcome - especially when they were being advised by a young, 

foreign woman! The BLES approach is completely opposite to the traditional Thai 

way of elephant management.  

 BLES allows elephants to live in a natural environment that encourages them 

to rediscover their true identity and natural social interaction. Basic skills such as 

natural foraging, swimming, scratching and dust baths - all things that have been 

denied to most of the rescues for most of their lives. Additionally, they offer 

support and advice to local elephant owners who may lack sufficient funds to care 

for their animals. BLES is committed to the local village community and provide 

jobs and housing to several mahouts and their families. They encourage local 

participation in BLES activities and promote education about elephants and their 

plight as well as the environment. 

 BLES is on constant alert to investigate any reports concerning elephants in 

need. Katherine personally travels throughout Thailand in response to abused 

elephant sightings. She will do whatever is necessary to provide relief to these 

animals and, when possible, arranges for their retirement to the Sanctuary. 

Katherine Connor preparing bananas 
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 When rescuing an elephant in distress, BLES organizes transportation, 

communicates with qualified veterinarians, finances medical aid, and provides 

support to elephant owners. BLES takes full responsibility of a rescue from 

inception to completion. 

 Each rescued elephant is partnered with a mahout who is carefully selected 

to work with that elephant depending upon its rehabilitation needs.  The mahouts 

are on call 24 hours a day, seven days a week. 

 As the natural habitat of the Thai elephant is rapidly diminishing, BLES 

seeks to purchase land as it becomes available near the Sanctuary. They want to 

create space for the elephants and recognise their need for variety in diet and 

exercise. 

 Many people from all over the world donate to this heaven on earth for 

elephants and thanks to their generosity, Katherine can continue her life’s work. I 

have visited many times over the years and always look forward to sharing the 

peace and tranquillity with these wonderful animals.  I hope to visit again soon. 

 

How to Support BLES 

BLES are always pleased to make new friends. To find out more and maybe get 

involved in some small way, you can get in touch on Facebook ‘Boon Lott’s 

Elephant Sanctuary’ or through their website www.blesele.org. They also have a 

Facebook page for ‘the BLES Cat and Dog Home’ (BCDH). Katherine will be 

delighted to hear from you. ֍ 

Three ladies returning from 

their morning walk at the Boon 

Lott Elephant Sanctuary 

http://www.blesele.org
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 The Hidden Suffering of Pheasants and Partridges 
 

Kate Fowler is a freelance animal advocacy campaigner who works for many animal 

campaign organisations including Animal Aid.  Here she explains why Animal Aid 

are campaigning for battery cages for game birds to be banned. 

 

By Kate Fowler 

 

M ost people are aware of the horrors of the 

battery cage – that millions of egg-laying hens 

live and often die inside them, that their  feet 

become damaged by standing on wire mesh and their 

bodies are rendered featherless and raw from being pecked 

by bored cage-mates. What is less commonly known is 

that pheasants and partridges are also caged. 

 The shooting industry does not rely on there being 

plentiful wild birds to shoot. To ensure a hefty bag and a 

hefty income, it breeds 50 million birds for the shooting industry every year. Some 

of the UK’s largest farms confine the breeding birds in battery cages, which stand 

out in the open but raised off the ground so that predators do not kill the birds before 

the paying guns do. 

 

Hidden Horrors 

Animal Aid has investigated many of these breeding farms, and all too often we find 

the same desperate conditions. 

 Inside metal cages with mesh roofs and floors, one male pheasant will be kept 

with a ‘harem’ of females. They will all be fitted with beak clips or ‘shrouds’ to 

prevent the stressed birds from harming one another, while some females will have a 

dressing on their backs to cover the deep wounds caused by the male during mating. 

In the wild, females would not be injured like this; they would simply fly away.  And 

even in the cages they try. The birds throw themselves at the mesh roof over and 

over in an attempt to escape the cage and in the process, they damage the tops of 

their heads. The industry calls this ‘scalping’. 

 It is a similar situation for partridges who are confined in breeding pairs in 

enclosed metal boxes that are correspondingly smaller and even more bleak than 

those used for pheasants. These boxes are often utterly barren which is a breach of 

the official Welfare Code. Not that this worries the breeders as government 

inspections are extremely rare.  

 Animal Aid has twice placed a thermometer inside the partridge boxes and 

found temperatures in excess of 41oC and dipping below freezing. 
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Trapped, Poisoned, Snared, Shot 

The shooting industry causes mass suffering, and not only to the caged birds and 

their young whose lives are worth so little. The toll of victims increases with the 

traps, snares and poisons routinely used to kill other wild animals who may be 

attracted to the release pens by so many birds kept in one place. The list of animals 

killed must surely run into the millions, but no one counts. 

 Wild animals must already contend with habitat loss, increased traffic, 

expansion of human habitation and the road network, the effects of climate change, 

agricultural intensification, pesticide use, and some people’s intolerance of sharing 

their gardens or land with them. To deliberately kill millions more to ‘protect’ chicks 

until they too can be shot is utterly inhumane.  

 

The Campaign So Far 

Animal Aid has campaigned for a ban on the breeding cages for many years and we 

came close to succeeding back in 2010. The Defra Minister of the time – Labour’s 

Jim Fitzpatrick – altered the Code of Practice to include a requirement that the cages 

used for pheasants were increased substantially in size. This would have made it 

uneconomic for those rearing game birds, and they would, in all likelihood, have 

abandoned the use of cages altogether.  

 It was a clever move but it came too late. Shortly after its announcement, an 

election took place, and there came a change of government. One of the very first 

things the new Minister – the Conservative’s Jim Paice – did was to abandon the 

new draft code. The suffering continued. 

  

Stressed birds 

attack one 

another. 

————————— 

‘These boxes are often 

utterly barren which is 

a breach of the official 

Welfare Code. Not 

that this worries the 

breeders as 

government 

inspections are 

extremely rare.’ 

—————————- 
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 At the time, though, a curious thing happened. The British Association for 

Shooting and Conservation (BASC) came out publicly in support of a ban on cages, 

not because they started caring about the welfare of caged birds but because they 

were concerned about damage to the industry’s reputation. 

 The rest of the industry, however, followed the lead of the chicken industry 

and said it would accept larger cages with ‘enrichment’ as a compromise. Since 

then, Defra has conducted some research. It compared the welfare of pheasants in 

the traditional cages with those in slightly bigger cages and found little difference 

between the two. It seems it was trying to neutralise the Labour Party’s earlier call 

for a larger cage-size but, in so doing, it has neutralised the justification for cages 

altogether.  It showed that the problem isn’t the cage size; it is the cage. 

 

No Prosecutions, No Inspections 

Animal Aid continues to investigate these farms and to take our findings to the 

national media. Despite regularly finding barren cages – something which the 

government’s Code of Practice says should not be used – Freedom of Information 

requests we sent to seven Local Authorities in regions where we know these battery 

cages are used confirmed that no game farm has been prosecuted in the past five 

years. 

 Moreover, most local authorities tell us that that they inspect game bird farms 

only when a complaint is made, and yet these places are secretive and security-

conscious. No one passes by them so who exactly would make a complaint? 

 For too long the wellbeing of these birds has been ignored. It is quite bad 

enough that their chicks are hatched only to be used as feathered targets and to be 

shot at for fun. For their parents, life inside a cage must be unbearable. Despite their 

incarceration, these birds remain semi-wild and never lose their need to fly and to 

escape. All other natural behaviours including dustbathing, roosting, roaming, and 

nesting are denied them. Theirs is a bleak existence but there is hope. 

Row upon row of cages 
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On the political agenda 

The recently-released Labour Party Animal Welfare Plan includes a policy that 

would end the intensive rearing of birds for the shooting industry. This policy, 

should it be enacted, would see the end of cages, and – we hope – reduce the 

number of birds who would be reared.  

 On the other side of the Chamber, the current Defra Minister, Michael Gove, 

has been busy introducing animal-friendly policies, including making CCTV 

mandatory for all slaughterhouses and increasing the penalties for those caught 

harming animals. We hope he may be persuaded that these cages must go, too, 

because – while consumer pressure is driving down the sale of eggs from caged 

hens – that same pressure won’t free pheasants and partridges. After all, not many 

people eat pheasant and partridge, and even fewer go shooting.  

 This is why Animal Aid continues to take every opportunity to campaign for 

these birds whose suffering is hidden away from public view. We are building 

public and political support, and are determined to achieve a ban. 

 

Actions 

Early Day Motion 967 (‘Birds reared in cages to be shot for sport’) is 

attracting support, and we urge everyone to ask their MP to sign it. For 

those MPs who prefer not to sign EDMs, a statement of support for the 

campaign would be equally welcome 

Order campaign postcards, leaflets and br iefing sheets from Animal Aid 

(info@animalaid.org.uk) and distribute them to friends, family and 

colleagues 

Visit Animal Aid’s website and download campaign images that can be 

shared on social media 

Thank you. 

Devices used to 

restrict the beak. 

——————– 

‘For too long the 

wellbeing of these 

birds has been 

ignored.’  

——————          

mailto:info@animalaid.org.uk
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Animal Equality and the Foie Gras Campaign  

 

Kate Werner is the Campaign Manger at Animal Equality. Here she explains 

Animal Equality’s work and, in particular, their use of 3D virtual reality to educate 

about factory farming and also their campaign to ban the import of foie gras. 

 

By Kate Werner 

 

F ounded in 2006 in Madrid, Animal Equality has 

grown to become an international animal 

protection organisation, with offices in eight countries 

around the world. Evolving from a group of grassroots 

activists with a broad focus on all forms of animal 

suffering, we are now one of the most effective 

organisations in the world and focus exclusively on ending 

the suffering of the group of animals who endure the worst 

human exploitation, for the longest time, in the greatest 

numbers; animals farmed for food.  

 Animal Equality has a pragmatic approach to our work, rooted in 

behavioural research and effectiveness. We are prepared to adapt our approach if 

emerging scientific research suggests this is appropriate to create social change 

sooner, and in doing so, have been recognised by Animal Charity Evaluators for the 

last 3 years as a Top Charity for our impact and ability to effect change for a huge 

number of animals with limited funds.  

 Our activities are based around investigating and exposing animal suffering 

on farms and slaughterhouses across the eight countries we work in, campaigning 

for an end to the cruellest forms of farming and educating the public with our 

iAnimal 360 VR experience. This takes the viewer into intensive farms and gives 

them the unique opportunity to experience, from the animal’s perspective, how 

around 95 per cent of farmed animals live and die. We tour top universities and 

attend festivals across the country exhibiting our three iAnimal films about the pig, 

chicken and dairy industries. We also lobby companies and governments to change 

their policies and legislation to improve farmed animal welfare, where this will have 

a significant impact on reducing and preventing the worst types of suffering. All of 

this work is combined with promoting a plant-based diet and encouraging people to 

move towards this way of living by reducing and eliminating animal products from 

their diet. We aim to provide people with the W hy and How to be plant-based using 

a combination of education and support with our Love Veg website and series of 

newsletters.   

Our vision is a world in which all animals are respected and protected. 
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Campaign to ban the import of Foie Gras  

Animal Equality UK is currently campaigning for an end to UK imports of an 

animal product that uses some of the cruellest farming methods to produce it. Foie 

gras is a traditional French “delicacy” made from the diseased livers of ducks or 

geese who have been repeatedly force-fed unnaturally large amounts of food with a 

hydraulic or pneumatic powered metal tube that is forced down their throat 2-3 

times a day; a process known as ‘gavage’. This leaves them with a liver 7-10 times 

the normal size and close to death from liver failure, or other associated afflictions 

such as oesophagitis, bone disease and contact dermatitis. During this force-feeding 

stage, and for the majority of their lives, the birds are kept in barren, wire cages 

either individually or in small groups. They are prevented from performing any kind 

of natural behaviour. The European Federation of Foie Gras claims that ‘if 

performed by professionals under regulated conditions, gavage does not cause any 

suffering to the animals’. However, this is disproven by Britain’s pre-eminent 

animal welfare expert Professor Donald Broom, and others, as well as by Animal 

Equality’s investigations which have documented the suffering birds endure on 

more than a dozen Spanish and French farms, including untreated injuries, dead 

birds in cages with the living and animals in constant and extreme pain.  

  

Educating the public with Animal Equality’s iAnimal 360 VR experience.  
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Using Brexit as an opportunity to ban Foie Gras 

With Britain currently negotiating our exit from the EU, we have a unique 

opportunity to change our trade regulations and ban imports of certain cruel animal 

products, prevented in the past due to our membership of the EU single market. 

Until now, as a member of the single market, the UK and other members could not 

ban products from other parts of the EU from being imported. However, with it 

looking increasing likely that the UK will be leaving the single market, this could be 

about to change - spelling good news for the #FoieGrasFreeGB campaign.  

 The production of foie gras is banned in the UK, yet we still import almost 

200 tonnes of it every year. Further, less than 10 per cent of the UK population 

consumes foie gras, with it sold in only high end restaurants, delis and shops such as 

Fortnum and Mason and Harrods. We are also the smallest importing market, so it 

is difficult to see who, if anyone, would be significantly impacted should the UK 

ban this product. Not the producers, and certainly not the vast majority of people 

who would back a ban if this is proposed. In a Y ouGov poll last summer, 77 per cent 

of those who expressed an opinion were in support.    

 Although the production of foie gras is enshrined in French law as belonging 

to the ‘protected cultural and gastronomic heritage of France’, the UK has long 

prioritised the prevention of animal cruelty by creating laws to this end. We were the 

first in the world to have an animal welfare law and have introduced numerous other 

pieces of legislation to enhance animal protection since. It therefore flies in the face 

of British values and public opinion for importing foie gras to be legal, particularly 

when it is accepted that it’s too cruel to produce here.  

 With a ban on foie gras imports looking increasingly like a legal possibility, 

the Labour Party has recently included a ban in its Animal Welfare Plan and 

Michael Gove is reportedly also considering it. A groundswell of public support and 

pressure could now ensure that a ban comes to fruition and that the UK is no longer 

buying into this unspeakably cruel industry.  

 

How to help ban Fois Gras 

To give the millions of forgotten ducks and geese on foie gras farms your voice, and 

join the 70,000+ people currently calling for a foie gras-free Britain, sign and share 

the petition today at www.animalequality.org.uk/foie-gras. Animal Equality 

delivered the first 70,000 names to Defra on the 29th March, marking a year before 

we Brexit, and will be knocking on the door of No. 10 when 100,000 signatures are 

reached.  Don’t delay, join the call for a #FoieGrasFreeGB today!  

 To find out more and support Animal Equality’s work, and to learn about 

plant-based eating visit www.loveveg.uk and www.animalequality.org.uk  ֍ 

http://www.animalequality.org.uk/foie-gras
http://www.loveveg.uk
http://www.animalequality.org.uk
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Animal Suffering and the God Question 
 

Dr Michael W. Fox is an Honour Roll member of the American Veterinary Medical 

Association, a graduate of the Royal Veterinary College London, holds doctoral 

degrees in ethology/animal behaviour and medicine from the University of London, 

and writes the nationally syndicated Animal Doctor newspaper column with 

Universal Uclick.  Here he investigates how there can be suffering in God’s world. 

 

    By Michael W. Fox BVetMed, PhD, DSc, MRCVS 
 

I n these difficult times many people are becoming 

increasingly affected by the global problems of cruelty 

and suffering of humans and non-humans throughout the 

world.  Animals have enough to cope with in the wild, in 

extremes of weather and often starving, afflicted by injuries and 

disease as do many domestic animals left to fend for themselves; 

not to forget the whales, tigers, elephants and other endangered 

species likely to become extinct in the near future. So caring 

people ask, ‘What kind of God could create a world of so much suffering and 

killing?  A God who stands for all that is good? Or did God create the natural world 

for our own exclusive use no matter the cost to other inferior beings?’ 

     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 laws and 

order and that all was created by God. There was neither right nor wrong in that 

sentient realm that filled my spirit with awe and wonder - the stepping stones of 

reverence for all life. 

     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? Predation is not the same as humans killing 

each other even in the name of God, but warfare may be our biological response to 

over-population and dwindling natural resources.  

 

Human Cruelty Beyond Natural Suffering 

Many people lament our species’ violent propensity and cry for the billions of 

creatures, from fish to fowl, and pig to kid and lamb, captured and slaughtered daily 

around the world for human consumption and at ever increasing environmental cost. 

Over one hundred and fifteen million animals are experimented on world-wide each 

year to find cures for essentially anthropogenic diseases, cancer in particular.  
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  The normalisation of cruelty by common practice becoming acceptance 

means the end of empathy with erosion of moral sensibility and ethical 

responsibility in civil, secular and religious communities. Yet still, some religious 

leaders assert that animals were created for man’s use and that animal 

experimentation is justified for human benefit.   

 If there was not sentience there would not be consciousness to experience 

physical pain and emotional suffering and associated mechanisms to avoid pain, 

injury and infection.  But the suffering of other animals on the scale that we humans 

impose is unnatural, a biological aberration and, according to many sacred 

scriptures, sinful and forbidden along with slavery.  Few are those who see trees and 

wolves as sacred but many, who dedicate their lives to rescue and protect, enjoy a 

life worth living for others through the power and grace of love. 

 

Cultivating the Common Good 

Those who believe there is a God must help bring good into the world if we equate 

divinity with goodness in God’s name, for God’s sake. Atheists and agnostics can 

accept this ethic of the common good which includes the good of the forests, oceans 

and all of Nature: Earth’s life community that sustains us all.  

          Surely, if God is love then we should treat His/Her creations as we would 

have Him/Her treat us. We do have a choice, which some say is God-given, to harm 

or not to harm; to eat animals or change our diets. The problem is in our 

psychobiology as the most carnivorous of the apes, a super-predator, occasionally 

cannibalistic and known for pushing other species and entire plant, animal and 

human communities into extinction. So people ask what kind of choice. But we do. 
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God could make a species like us and a world like this where there is predation and 

so much strife and suffering.  Others say if wolves and cougars can slaughter other 

animals for food then why can’t we? and eliminate them as competitors, especially 

when they kill ‘our livestock’.  These carnivores have no choice.  But we do. 

 

Disconnectedness is the root of our inhumanity 

The anthropomorphisation of God, (making God in our own image and believing 

only we are made in God’s image) is compounded by the ultimate hubris of 

fabricating a supreme andromorphised (masculine) God. This has given divine 

authority to the world’s three monotheistic religions, (still at war with each other) to 

sanction male dominion, chauvinism, cults of self-worship 

and now the global tyranny of what Pope Francis calls 

‘unbridled anthropocentrism’ which is harming all of ‘God's 

creation’ on Earth.  Ultimately only that which we hold 

sacred is secure.  

 Around the advent of the industrial revolution 

biological scientists and others had the arrogance to 

proclaim Homo sapiens as the scientific name for our 

species: Man the wise.  In setting ourselves apart as 

superior, perhaps to make us feel more comfortable, even 

good about killing others for whatever reason - for food, 

sport or revenge, we widen the divide between self and other.  We objectify and set 

in motion the process of disconnecting, which the philosopher Martin Buber called 

the ‘I-Thou relationship’ - that sense of spiritual communion with another, through 

what psychiatrist Prof. Robert Jay Lifton described, after interviewing Nazi 

concentration camp doctors, as splitting and doubling.  Such disconnectedness is at 

the root of our inhumanity and of racism, sexism and speciesism; genocide and 

ecocide.  In contrast, the love that sustains us through hardship and loss, injustice 

and inhumanity is that illimitable love that some call God; the universal and 

universalising affinities - our sacred connections - that make us whole and one and 

which many peoples celebrate in music, prayer, ritual and dance. 

 

Developing a Creation Spirituality 

Self-realisation and God-realisation are claimed by some in incremental steps of 

personal development and collective cultural evolution. The more conscious and 

empathetic humans become, the more aware they are of the nature of divinity and 

the divinity of nature, the two being as inseparable as self-awareness and God-

awareness and self-realisation and God-realisation. German theologian Meister 

Eckhart asserted ‘Every creature is a word of God and is a book about God’. St 

Francis of Assisi preached that it was through animals and nature that one can have  

————–———— 
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communion with the divine. An indirect affirmation of the benefit of extending the 

Golden Rule to include other sentient beings is captured in the Qur’anic statement 

‘Whoever is kind to the creatures of God is kind to himself’. The Holy Prophet 

Mohammed also said ‘A good deed done to a beast is as good as doing good to a 

human being; while an act of cruelty to a beast is as bad as an act of cruelty to a 

human being’. 

 The Christian Church Blessing of the Animals on the Feast Day of St Francis 

is a hallowing affirmation of those many people with animals in their lives whom 

they regard as blessings. The Hindu sacred festival of Divali, celebrates the lights of 

life which includes decorating their animals, especially milk cows and working 

bullocks in gratitude. The Tihar festival is the Nepali equivalent of Diwali with one 

major difference, the Nepalis dedicating the second day to the worship of dogs. As 

man’s best friend, the dogs are paid respect to with garlands and a lot of good food. 

In many countries religious and community leaders have 

traditional ceremonies, blessing natural springs, ancient 

trees, groves, lakes and other subjects of natural creation that 

draw and sustain the human spirit. These sentiments and 

praxis are shared by millions of different faith traditions, 

many ancient indeed and grounded in the primal religious 

rituals and spirituality of animism (see Leslie E. Sponsel’s 

Spiritual Ecology, Prager, 2012) such as those of Native 

American Indians, Australian aborigines and other near-

extinct indigenous peoples.        

 Incorporating such views under the banner of Creation Spirituality, 

Dominican priest Fr Matthew Fox, author of several books including Original 

Blessing was silenced by Cardinal Ratzinger in 1988 for promoting pagan heresies 

and was excommunicated in 1993 when Ratzinger assumed the papacy as Pope 

Benedict XV1. Clearly, we are a chimeric species which, through reason, arrogance, 

belief and ignorance, or openness, humility and compassion can chose to harm or 

avoid harming others. Our biological past and genetically wired mental capacity to 

become a territorial predator enabling us to objectify, separate from and kill another, 

must be recognised and tempered for the common good including that of other 

animal species as well as of our own kind. This atavistic propensity for killing may 

lead to the depravities of subjugation, oppression, sadism and torture when there is 

power and control over others, be they prisoners of war, weaker minorities or 

captured elephants being broken for a life enslaved: and ultimately to genocide and 

ecocide.  

     The degree of self-awareness in the sacred union of the universal, in the 

particular, and of the particular in the universal, brings humility and compassion   

————–———— 
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since no one is God, because all is in God and God is in all.  This conceptualisation 

of divinity, termed panentheism, resonates with pan-empathy (feeling and caring for     

all sentient life) and with the process theology of an emergent universe where 

human consciousness and conscience, emotional and scientific intelligence and 

purposive, mindful action are developed and refined as we strive to avoid causing 

harm and establish mutually enhancing relationships.  

 Yet some religious traditions perpetuate and condone animal cruelty, as with 

ritual Islamic and Judaic slaughter practices; animal sacrifices in Hindu temples. 

Many Hindus and Jains oppose euthanising terminally ill and suffering animals 

because killing makes one spiritually impure by violating the principles of ahimsa 

and of non-interference with another’s karma. They have also imposed their 

religious vegetarian dictate on captive, obligate 

carnivores such as hawk eagles and lions resulting in 

chronic malnutrition, deficiency diseases and death. 

     Atheists and agnostics can accept the bioethical 

principle of treating others as we would have them 

treat us (the Golden Rule) as the path of empathy, 

loving kindness and altruism’s enlightened self-

interest. Similarly, atheists, theists and agnostics alike 

must sense the joy of animals at play and wonder at 

the numinous quality of Nature’s beauty and diversity, 

all of which moves the rational soul, with or without 

belief in God, to respect life and strive to live in 

accord the Golden Rule as we step out from egocentrism and techno-centrism to a 

more encompassing, body, mind and soul-sustaining and affirming eco-centrism.  

 If we agree with avowed atheist the late theoretical physicist Stephen 

Hawking, who uses the word God figuratively, on why the universe exists that ‘If 

we find the answer to that, it would be the ultimate triumph of human reason - for 

then we would know the mind of God’ then similarly biology reveals the living 

expression of divinity and DNA the words. 

      May we all find the way of peaceful co-existence with better, less harmful 

ways to control pests, parasites and diseases, increasingly of our own making, as 

well as our own proliferating numbers and celebrate and protect the life and beauty 

on planet Earth. Surely it is our duty to take action against inhumanity; seek justice 

in the name of loving concern and give equal consideration to all beings, especially 

those whom we may fear or have no feeling for. 

 

 For more discussion and documentation visit www.drfoxvet.net and the 

author’s book The Boundless Circle: Caring for Creatures and Creation. ֍ 

——–———————— 
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Eating Other Creatures and Discovering their Intrinsic Value? 
 

Prof. Ernst Conradie is Senior Professor in the Department of Religion and 

Theology at the University of the Western Cape (UWC) where he teaches systematic 

theology and ethics. He presented the following theological paper at the Minding 

Animals Conference in Mexico in January this year, where he puts forward an 

affirmation of the intrinsic value of other living creatures and asks how one could 

eat such creatures and affirm their intrinsic value?  
 

Prof. Ernst Conradie  

 

I ntuitively, eating another form of life may serve as a 

prime example of treating that form of life in terms of 

its instrumental value (for sustenance) and not its 

intrinsic value. This applies whether  that form of life is 

animal, vegetable, fruit, nuts, seeds, grass or organic 

residues. It also applies whether the eater is human, animal, 

insect or plant. Admittedly, plants (except for carnivorous 

plants) do not ‘eat’; they have the ability to absorb minerals 

from the soil and to produce organic material through photo

synthesis. Whenever organisms other than plants eat, they 

eat organic material. They have several options here: eating 

them alive, killing them first, relying on other members of the species (or other 

species) to do the killing, waiting for them to die first or waiting for the organism to 

become decomposed.  

 

A Multi-layered Dilemma  

This rudimentary observation poses an intriguing dilemma for any attempt to 

‘discover the intrinsic value of all creatures’ and to call for ‘radical ecological 

conversion’.  There are multiple layers of this dilemma that need to be unpacked.  

 Firstly, there seem to be limits as to how far one can go in recognising the 

intrinsic value of other creatures; at some point one has to eat. Would it not be 

hypocritical to call for such recognition in some areas (animal cruelty), while 

continuing to treat other creatures in terms of their instrumental value in other areas 

(eating food)?  Is there a way out of this dilemma?  

 Secondly, it should be noted that a vegetarian argument would not by itself 

resolve the problem. Most human forms of eating (and this applies to mammals, 

reptiles, birds, fish and insects too) require the (prior) death of other organisms. This 

may be regarded as one definition of eating, namely where one metabolism absorbs 

(swallows, chews, digests) another so that the latter no longer exists as a metabolism.  
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The transaction hardly takes place through mutual consent. Admittedly, eating does 

not necessarily imply killing other organisms. Killing is required for eating meat or 

fish, except in cases on eating carrion.  It is also required for many forms of vegetables 

(carrots, cabbages, potatoes). Admittedly, it may be odd to use the word ‘kill’ to 

describe uprooting plants but it is indeed possible for one species (mostly humans) to 

end the life of another in this way.  Killing is not required for eating fruit, pods, nuts 

and seeds. Although one may ‘kill’ the potential of seeds to become living entities, 

eating fruit may actually help to distribute such seeds. Killing is not required for eating 

dead grass, but humans don’t eat that often. Picking leaves from plants (spinach, 

herbs) need not kill the plant and may actually stimulate plant growth, but the leaves as 

part of a living organism are still ‘amputated’ prematurely. Killing other organisms is 

also not required in the cases of milk (yoghurt and cheese), eggs or honey, but in these 

cases some ‘stealing’ is arguably required. Such eating presumably takes place without 

the consent of those who produced such food. 

 Thirdly, it is indeed possible to find an instinctive way out of this dilemma by 

introducing a hierarchy amongst forms of life. Accordingly, the intrinsic value of other 

animals needs to be recognised (thus prohibiting eating mammals, birds or fish), while 

plants could be regarded as having lesser intrinsic value. This is the standard argument 

for vegetarian and vegan diets, i.e. to reduce the ‘violence’ against other forms of life. 

To recognise the intrinsic value of all creatures does not require the recognition of 

their equal intrinsic value. One may then suggest that mammals have more intrinsic 

value than, let us say, reptiles and birds, while reptiles have more intrinsic value than 

insects, insects more than plants (also trees?), etc. Evidently such hierarchies are at 

play in moral arguments that one may eat chickens but not (human) children, or chick 

peas but not chickens.  

 To introduce such a hierarchy creates other problems though – and not only in 

terms of biological classification. The obvious problem is that such a hierarchy seems 

to undermine the very distinction between instrumental and intrinsic value. It also 

allows a form of anthropocentrism in via the back door. Could one then suggest that 

great apes have more intrinsic value than other mammals and humans more intrinsic 

value than other hominids and hominins? What prevents one then from arguing that 

there are also different levels of intrinsic value amongst humans? What about equal 

human dignity and equality before the law? Note that humans are indeed treated in 

terms of their different instrumental values to the company – with salaries to match 

that.  

 Fourthly, such a way out of the dilemma raises further questions about the 

criteria introduced to differentiate between levels of intrinsic value. What criteria 

could be considered? There are proposals for value richness and this debate may 

well be necessary, but such criteria typically remain anthropomorphic if not 

anthropocentric and androcentric. Sentience, the ability to experience pain and  
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suffering, consciousness, self-consciousness, symbolic consciousness, or 

intelligence is privileged – instead of an ability to swim (as dolphins may wish to 

suggest), to run (cheetahs), to climb trees (squirrels), to see (eagles), to fly 

(swallows), to maintain social cohesion (bees, ants) or to produce food (grass). 

Again such criteria open the door for further elaboration, such as being educated, 

being ‘civilised’, being eloquent, fluency in English, and so forth, not to mention 

bodily beauty, strength, ball-skills, social status or bank balance. Again the question 

is whether there is some flaw in these observations that would allow a way out of the 

dilemma. 

 Fifthly, some may begin to wonder whether the (Kantian) distinction between 

intrinsic and instrumental value really holds. One may add the need to recognise 

‘inherent’ value – to make room for works of art, letters, a last will and testament, 

constitutions and contracts that would not have intrinsic value but could not be 

reduced to their instrumental value (for their owners) either. Recall that one may 

treat other human beings in terms of their instrumental value (whenever we employ 

others on the basis of mutual consent), but to treat others in terms of their 

instrumental value only, amounts to a definition of slavery. Alternatively, one may 

seek to extend intrinsic value, not only to other animals, but also to non-sentient 

beings. This prompts famous controversies over whether trees have (moral) standing 

and whether rocks have rights. Is there no need to recognise how all forms of life 

rely on life-giving water and minerals, that every stone is precious, that the 

‘deaths’ (a misnomer!) of stars were necessary to ‘give birth’ to planets, not to 

mention a living planet (Gaia). In considering ‘all creatures’ it would not do to 

privilege living creatures only, since life depends on non-living entities. 

  

Predation - Part of life 
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 At this point it would become necessary, at least for humans to insist that 

recognising (or discovering) intrinsic value cannot imply equal intrinsic value – or 

else one may scarcely walk across the grass for fear of killing millions of micro-

organisms in the process. If so, it seems that we cannot do without some distinction 

between intrinsic and instrumental value, troublesome as this may be. The question is 

where one draws the line between intrinsic and instrumental value. We may frown 

upon those who include only adult, propertied, male citizens, while vegans may 

critique those who fail to include everything with eyes, but don’t we all have to draw 

a line somewhere? The vegetarian position rightly acknowledges the moral relevance 

of the ability to suffer – and hence the difference between eating rabbits and carrots. 

Nevertheless, the question remains whether this is the only valid point of 

demarcation. What about the reliance of sentient forms of life on other organisms and 

of all forms of life on micro-organisms? What about the role of non-living entities? 

Do they not have intrinsic value too? 

 In the sixth place, it may also be appropriate to raise questions about the term 

‘value’ – as one moral concept alongside others such as moral visions, moral 

purposes, moral virtues and moral duties. This is a point of controversy in rivalling 

ethical theories, especially of Western origin. There is a need for rules and for goals 

and to reduce the one to the other is dangerous. The term ‘value’ is arguably already 

anthropocentric in that it indicates what we regard as valuable – and that could 

include water, money, art, education, friendship and so forth. The limits of the term 

‘value’ are indicated by an unwillingness to reduce children to their value – whether 

instrumental or intrinsic. One may value God’s patience but to ‘value’ God is hardly 

the appropriate term. The recognition of a sense of relatedness, of communion, of 

belonging to some larger whole cannot be reduced to its value for the one who does 

the valuing precisely because that seems to privilege the relata over the relationship. 

Does this give us some clue for a way out of the dilemma? 

 Finally, one may wish to question the assumption that eating something is not 

compatible with recognising or discovering its intrinsic value. This would indeed be 

counter-intuitive since it seems that to eat something is the prime example of treating 

that thing in terms of its instrumental value. The question is then worth repeating: 

Could eating other creatures be a way of discovering their intrinsic value? 

 

Finding the Way? 

Could eating other creatures be a way of recognising or discovering their intrinsic 

value? Christians as people of the Way may well believe that they have embedded in 

their tradition a way of responding to this question. In the biblical roots of the 

Christian tradition there is quite a bit of food-talk. Recall the tree of life and of 

knowledge of good and evil in paradise, the food regulations in Genesis 1, the food  
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concessions in Genesis 9, the Passover lamb, the provision of manna in the desert, 

the many regulations around clean and unclean food in the Torah, the prescription of 

grain and meat sacrifices, the notorious feasts that Jesus had with sinners to 

symbolise their inclusion in God’s household, Jesus being portrayed as the bread of 

life, the role of fish in the post-Easter witnesses, the symbols of bread and wine in 

Eucharistic eating and the eschatological images of the lion and the lamb in the 

peaceable kingdom. 

 Within the last decade or so a significant corpus of theological literature on 

eating emerged.  Does this enable us to find a way out of the dilemma? Such 

literature is surely to be welcomed. Nevertheless, let me state what I take to be the 

bottom-line for discourse on ‘radical ecological conversion’, namely the underlying 

need to address the problem of predation. There is a temptation to use the word 

‘ecological’ in the sense of a harmonious equilibrium of forms of life in an 

ecosystem, without reference to the role of predation. One does not need to adopt 

controversial phrases such as ‘the survival of the fittest’ or ‘nature red in tooth and 

claw’ to recognise that one cannot merely emphasise what seems likeable in 

evolutionary theory or in ecosystems only to discard those elements that seem less 

palatable. Predation also forms a test for the notion of ‘integral ecology’ (where the 

place of humans is respected as part of ecosystems – par. 137) that is proposed in 

Laudato Si’. How does one make sense of the ecological role of predation when 

‘taking time to recover a serene harmony with creation’ (par. 225)?  

 Confronting the problem of predation raises the question how the ‘radical’ in 

‘radical ecological conversion’ should be understood. The ascetic vision would point 

in the direction of using less violence given a discovery of the intrinsic value of other 

creatures. The question is how one could eat any other creatures if they, too, are 

beloved by God. One could call for a ‘solidarity of the sixth day’ in order to insist 

that we humans form part of God’s creation. However, how radical should one then 

be? Should one only (or at least) avoid eating meat? And fish? Should one eat less 

and less (as some desert fathers and mothers demonstrated)? Should one give one’s 

body as food for others, sooner rather than later? Should one encourage other non-

human predators to follow this example (and see predation as the result of a cosmic 

fall)? There is the old joke of the farmer who trained his donkey to get along on less 

and less food. Just when the donkey got used to that, it died. Should one adopt vegan 

practices in proleptic anticipation of an eschatological ‘peace on earth’ that includes 

a peace between species? Should we hope for a coming dispensation where eating 

will be no more? Should we confess our sins whenever we eat anything but seeds 

and fruit? If we call for such kenotic eating practices amongst humans, how should 

predation amongst other creatures then be interpreted? What about our evolutionary 

continuity with other living creatures? The irony seems to be that humanising nature  

 



   THE ARK                                                                                                       SUMMER 2018 

41 

St Francis 

in this way (by avoiding violence) tends to resist the role of predation in ecosystems 

and then runs counter to attempts to respect the intrinsic value of such creatures. 

 Is such a radical vision plausible? Is it ecological? Does this not suggest an 

unwillingness to accept being created on the Creator’s terms? Does this not indicate 

a Manichaean disdain for what is material, bodily and earthly? Does this not 

introduce a tension between God’s work of creation and salvation? Indeed, what 

does being a creature really mean and could we speak on behalf of ‘all creatures’ 

once we recognise the danger of reconstructing what it is that God created ‘in the 

beginning’? 

 The danger is that a failure to address such hard questions could revert, in 

daily Christian practices, to the opposite, namely an equally radical theological 

legitimation of the struggle for survival. Accordingly, predation is precisely that 

which is deemed to be so ‘very good’ in God’s creation! This would suggest that 

God is on the side of strong after all. God’s election then follows the pattern of 

natural selection. Nietzsche may be more satisfied with such a god but this is clearly 

not compatible with numerous contemporary theological movements, including 

liberation theology, black theology, feminist theology, Dalit theology, Minjung 

theology and a range of indigenous theologies. On this point Christians may need to 

insist that they are people of the Way and not just a way or any way. 

 One could of course also decide to drop the ‘radical’ and opt for the 

Aristotelian middle way. There may well be some practical wisdom here but this 

would also admit to a theological failure to come to terms with the underlying 

problem of predation. Again, the question remains: Could eating other creatures be a 

way of recognising or discovering their intrinsic value? 

 

Recognising / Discovering / Participating in Intrinsic Value 

There may be another way out of the dilemma which requires one to bracket the 

term ‘discover’ in the conference title. The clue here is that the recognition of 

intrinsic value is arguably something that only humans (maybe also the angels?) are 

capable of. Other animals may ‘discover’ food and this may excite them wildly 

(illustrated by pets); they may store food and even hide that away from others, but 

the discovery of intrinsic worth seems to be restricted to humans only. What if the 

verb is changed and replaced by something like participating in what is of intrinsic 

worth? Could this offer a way out? My sense is that this is worth exploring but also 

that this may call for radical conversion of a different kind. 

 One may regard eating as an interaction between two metabolisms. From this 

narrower perspective eating poses intractable problems. I really do not welcome 

mosquitoes or ticks sucking my blood. However, once eating is viewed through a 

wider lens than the needs of a single metabolism, it seems to pose fewer problems.  
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Accordingly, eating may indeed be regarded as a form of recycling. Predation, 

killing other organisms for food, absorbing other metabolisms is then not merely 

condoned or eschewed but praised as an integral part of a world that includes living 

creatures. In ecosystems nothing that lives is ever wasted but becomes recycled 

through the role of bacteria, fungi and worms. The danger is, of course, that such a 

position can easily be used to legitimise human brutality against other animals and 

the plight of animals in commercial agriculture. 
 This rather crudely secular perspective is open to theological interpretation 

though. Acts of eating and being eaten may be regarded as precisely that which a 

benevolent God declared to be ‘good’ about finite creatures. As Loren Wilkinson 

observes, ‘It has not been given humanity the choice to eat without killing, nor has 

that choice been given to any living thing. But man can eat with wonder and love, 

recognising his place in the household of life’. Flesh is the thing that God loves. 

Here there is no Gnostic or Manichaean disdain for blood, guts, saliva, orgasm or 

excretion. There is a recognition of the need to make sacrifices but this is for the 

sake of the feast. The South African Augustinian philosopher Marthinus Versfeld 

speaks of the ‘incredible largesse emptied upon the earth, which is itself super

fluous’. Augustine was wrong in making a distinction between using things and 

reserving joy only for God. It is through enjoying food that we glorify the Creator. 

To taste food is to taste God. The whole world is offered by its maker as a divine 

banquet, a cosmic feast. The pulse invigorating Robert Farrar Capon’s writings on 

eating is that food is simply delicious and should not be reduced to what is useful or 

valuable (nutritious). He regards the preference for meaning over matter to be 

idolatrous. All that is alive lives by eating. To eat is to participate in God’s gift of 

life. Eating is then not a form of enmity but of intimacy. When we eat, Angel 

Méndez-Montoya observes, ‘we are literally “intimate” with food by physically 

bringing it near to the body, lips and mouth … Our bodies are literally food 

transformed into flesh, tendon, blood, and bone’. Our mouths have multiple and 

competing functions – chewing, tasting, speaking, kissing – but they remain 

integrally related to each other. By eating we consume the world around us and are 

nourished by it, but this also expresses a sense of communion with the world that 

eliminates rigid boundaries between interiority and exteriority. This suggests the 

need to undermine binary oppositions regarding eating – as if the absorption of food 

can be classified in terms of enmity and intimacy, what is inside and what is outside. 

 Given such observations, for humans to participate in this gift is to appreciate 

its intrinsic worth. Such an emphasis on participation could draw on the sense of 

interrelatedness and interdependence described in Laudato Si’, on an Orthodox 

understanding of being as communion, indeed on the participation of all creatures in 

the triune communion, on an African understanding of ubuntu (a common  
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humanity), or the intuition in deep ecology of being part of a larger Self alike. 

However, romantic interpretations of such communion are no longer possible. The 

communion may indeed be holy but it does not eschew death and being eaten. 

 

To conclude 

Does one opt for a narrower or a wider lens then? There are dangers on both sides – 

the fallacy of misplaced concreteness and treating one case study as indicative of 

general patters. This tension is also prevalent between two conflicting approaches to 

environmental ethics, namely a biocentric approach and an ecocentric approach. The 

debate between such approaches – and others – can hardly be resolved here. It may at 

least be possible to sketch an agenda for further theological thinking in this regard. 

 As I have argued elsewhere, nothing short of a fully Trinitarian Way would 

suffice. There is a need for a theocentric focus on the love and the joy of the Creator, 

for a kenotic Christological concentration and a Pneumatological orientation on the 

Giver of (new) Life. What is needed is a theology that accepts the gift of life on 

God’s terms, one that brings into play the full spectrum of Christological symbols 

(incarnation, cross, resurrection, ascension, session and parousia) and one that does 

justice to the structural differences between Christology and Pneumatology. 

However, calling for such a Trinitarian theology is far easier than offering one. It 

remains rather elusive given the tendency to play the one off against the other. Does 

the Son need to correct the botched job of the Father who is responsible for 

predation? Does the Spirit share in the joy of eating (at the Father’s table) or is this 

joy, well, purely spiritual? Does the Spirit need to bring such joy through or 

independent of the kenosis of the Son? It will not do to take short cuts to an inner-

Trinitarian mysticism in order to emphasise a harmony of relationships – precisely 

because this is tested through a theological interpretation of predation. Eucharistic 

short cuts will not do here either, even though this meal may serve as an appropriate 

lens to comprehend the complexity embedded in the most ordinary, daily act of 

eating. Both bread and wine require human ingenuity but relies of fruits and seeds 

only and thus symbolises the need to reduce (but not eliminate) violence. 

 To participate in the intrinsic worth of the Gift of Life would indeed require 

from Christians radical conversion, namely to live from their own deepest 

confession, to not only confess their belief, but also to believe their confession. I 

believe that such conversion would also be radically ecological, so that ‘the effects of 

their encounter with Jesus Christ become evident in their relationship with the world 

around them’. Through the eyes of those outside the Christian tradition the 

plausibility of such faith will be tested by an environmental ethos, praxis and 

spirituality. Through the eyes of other forms of life (those that do have eyes) the test 

will be what we do whenever we eat.  ֍ 
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Humans, Animals, and Moral Law 

Part One - Neutering 
 

Although God is the origin of all life, probably most people regard humans and 

animals as mutually distinct. The human/animal distinction may seem an 

‘academic’ subject, but it can have practical relevance. CCA member and regular 

Ark contributor Anthony Hofler has been pondering on two examples: neutering 

and euthanasia.  

By Anthony Hofler 
 

L ack of noticeable disapproval suggests that most people are supportive or 

neutral towards ‘neutering,’ but the moral character of an act is not 

determined by majority opinion. Considering the subject of ‘neutering’ in the wider 

context of the human/animal distinction can be a very interesting exercise. 

 

The Catechism of the Catholic Church 

Let’s start with some basic rules of morality, set out in the 

Catechism of the Catholic Church (CCC), given to us as ‘a 

sure and authentic reference text’ (Pope St John Paul, Fidei 

Depositum, section 3).  

      It is never permissible to do evil so that good may 

result from it (CCC 1756 & 1789). The morality of human 

acts should not be judged solely by reference to the intention 

which inspires them or the circumstances in which they are 

done; there are acts which, in and of themselves, independently of circumstances 

and intentions, are always gravely illicit (CCC 1756). Conscience is a mental 

faculty by which people judge the moral quality of an act (CCC 1778); it must be 

informed and enlightened (CCC 1783), should not confine itself to individualistic 

considerations when judging one’s own acts, and must not be set in opposition to 

the moral law or the Magisterium of the Church (CCC 2039).  Do to others what 

you wish that they would do to you (the ‘Golden Rule’ – CCC 1789 & 1970). 

      Acceptance, and even awareness, of such rules is diminished by the 

relativism which dominates much of the world. The last-quoted one probably has 

the best chance of acceptance, but not necessarily thereby with good results. Some 

people wish for something wrong to be done to them, but consent does not change 

the moral law, nor render it inapplicable; good and evil are (contrary to relativism) 

independent of individual opinions. Good is distinguishable from evil by reference 

to natural law and the word of God, of which the Catholic Church is alone the 

divinely-authorised interpreter and guardian (CCC 85 & 86).  A combination of 

ecumenism and relativism is probably the reason for that fact being smothered, 

though it remains a fact. 
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Applying the Catechism to Neutering 

Bearing in mind the above principles, what is the correct attitude to the ‘neutering’ 

of a cat or other animal?  In the case of humans, ‘neutering’ is known as sterilisation, 

and long-established moral doctrine condemns it. Except for strictly therapeutic 

medical reasons, a directly intended amputation, mutilation and sterilisation 

performed on an innocent person is immoral (CCC 2297). Thus stated, the rule 

applies only to humans. If, however, the human/animal distinction were to be 

regarded as unjustified, relevant rules currently applicable to humans would have to 

be applied also to animals, or vice versa.  

      If the above cited rule for humans applied to animals, a directly intended 

amputation, mutilation and sterilisation performed on an innocent animal would be 

immoral except for strictly therapeutic medical reasons. The Catechism does not 

explain the meaning of ‘innocent’ (surely all creatures in the established ‘animal’ 

category are always morally innocent?) or discuss reasons which are ‘strictly 

therapeutic and medical’ (presumably they mean the rectification of physical 

problems for the benefit of the person/animal on whom the surgery is performed; cf. 

paragraphs 2274 & 2275 – in which case benefits to anyone else, such as a pet-

owner or society in general, would not prevent the operation from being immoral. 

 Alternatively, what would happen if – pursuant to the ‘all are animals’ 

viewpoint – moral rules which currently apply to animals were applied to humans? 

The Catechism declares that animals are by nature destined for the common good of 

humanity (which, incidentally, implies a distinction between the two), but that there 

are ‘moral imperatives’ which must be respected; God bestowed human dominion 

over other living beings is not absolute but subject to concern for the quality of life 

of our neighbour (including future generations) and to respect for the integrity of 

creation (CCC 2415). God entrusted animals to the stewardship of humans (CCC 

2417 and 355-358; again, that confirms a distinction between the two). 

 It is evident that this authoritative confirmation of the human/animal 

distinction defeats the ‘all are animals’ advocates, but they might suggest a ‘re-

interpretation’ of the relevant words; for example, ‘all living beings are under a 

moral duty to respect the quality of life of others, and must submit themselves to its 

requirements’. That would be not a mere ‘re-interpretation’ but a very different 

proposition, incompatible with the Catechism. If Catechism rules applicable to 

animals were applied to humans, effects could include (cf. paragraph 2417) using 

human beings as raw material for fulfilling the needs of others, such as by means of 

medical and scientific experiments which were kept within changeable ‘reasonable 

limits’ (stand up, that boy who said ‘We already do that with human embryos’). 

 I conclude, therefore, that the above-mentioned rule applicable to the 

sterilisation of humans does not apply to the ‘neutering’ of a cat or other animal. ֍ 
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Should Conscious Computers Have Rights? 
 

A Debate 

 

In the spring edition of The Ark we looked at the increasing development of artificial 

intelligence (AI) in computers and robots and asked whether we have the ethical 

framework required to deal with conscious machines (assuming that machines could 

ever achieve consciousness, which seems a very long way off, if at all possible).  

However, if consciousness did ever occur in machines, it would be a major issue 

which we might not be prepared for.  I invited readers to respond and here are some 

of the responses. 

 

Dear Editor, 

 

Y ou asked us to submit our thoughts about finding a moral code to deal 

with robots and Artificial Intelligence.  (Incidentally, intelligence has 

nothing to do with this.  Consciousness is quite different from intelligence.  

Intelligence merely means the ability to solve problems, consciously or not.)  

Because we do not know what actually produces consciousness - is it sheer 

complexity or is it ‘microtubules’ or dark matter or something else - we should not 

write off its huge moral importance. Being conscious of pain and avoiding causing it 

to others, are the central issues in ethics. 

 If you accept, as I do, that pain is the central issue of ethics (as perhaps 

assumed in Utilitarianism, the Golden Rule, Rights Theory and most religions) then 

it clearly matters whether or not robots can feel pain.  If they can feel pain then they 

should have moral status like humans and other animals.  So x amount of pain in a 

robot matters equally with x amount of pain in a human or a dog.  But how can we 

know whether others are really feeling pain?  If they scream they could be acting.  

Furthermore we can easily programme a robot to say ‘ow’ when it is hit or ‘yes’ 

when asked the question ‘can you feel pain?’  But this difficulty applies to all beings, 

not just to robots.  There are usually said to be three types of evidence suggesting 

that an individual feels pain:- 

 

1)  Physiological: it has the same type of body structures (e.g. nerves) and brain 

chemicals that are associated with pain in humans. 

 

2)  Behavioural: when hurt it shows alarm (e.g. screaming) and tries to escape the 

noxious stimulus. 

 

3)  Survival: there is evidence that avoiding painful stimuli is useful for survival.   



   THE ARK                                                                                                       SUMMER 2018 

47 

 Would these criteria apply 

in robots? Would it not be 

possible to build a robot with 

thousands of wires arranged like 

nerves, programme it to scream 

and to escape certain stimuli, and 

get it to avoid destructive 

situations?  Of course this could 

be done.  But this would not 

convince me that the resultant 

robot was actually conscious of 

pain. 

 Personally, I don’t think 

there is any way around this 

problem.  We can never know for 

certain whether any individual 

other than ourselves feels pain.  

We have to take it on trust.  When 

robots subjected to harmful stimuli consistently react with behaviour that looks like 

reactions to pain then I believe we should give them the benefit of the doubt.  The 

danger is that we may miss the signs or that some individuals do not react to pain as 

we do.  Are cars already conscious of pain for example?  Are computers?  Are eco-

systems?  Are trees?  Are planets?   

 Over the ages humans have caused so much pain not only to other humans 

but to trillions of nonhuman beings as well.  I hope we will not now invent millions 

of machines which can also experience pain and then torture them, perhaps without 

even realising that they have become conscious.  We must make sure that the super 

robots of the future can communicate with us then, if they do begin to suffer, they 

can try to tell us.  We must programme into them the ability to communicate their 

feelings, if they have any. 

 Precisely because we do not know how consciousness emerges from the 

awake brain we have to be careful that we do not create conscious beings without 

realising.  If consciousness is the automatic product of, say, electricity and 

complexity, then we may already have got there! 

 To be on the safe side, on the side of compassion, we should treat complex 

robots with moral respect.  We should always bear in mind that they might be able 

to experience pain but be unable to explain this to us.  I think we must begin right 

now to bring such individuals within our moral circle. 

Dr Richard D Ryder 
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Should Conscious Computers Have Rights? Continued: 

 

Dear Editor, 

 

F rom the perspective of 

animal rights, I don’t think 

that the emerging movement in 

support of rights for artificial 

agents on the grounds of their 

intelligence (should this reach a 

sufficient level of sophistication) is 

necessarily good news. Such 

attribution of rights would be based 

on the artificial agents’ assumed 

similarity with human intelligence 

and consciousness.  Precisely 

because such agents are artificial, it 

would be possible to define and 

describe their ‘intelligence’ and 

‘consciousness’, something which may not be possible with other animals. In this 

respect, I fear that animals might end up being simply bypassed altogether. Also, I 

am convinced that the idea of attributing rights to artificial agents is an essentially 

narcissistic one, whereby by giving machines rights we would ‘baptise’ them as 

creatures and consequently proclaim ourselves, their creators, gods. Again, since 

animals are not our creatures, I fear that animals will have nothing to gain and all to 

lose from such developments in favour of machines.  

  I personally believe that the argument in favour of animal rights should not 

be based on consciousness, intelligence or conscious experience, whether of 

suffering or fulfilment. Precisely because consciousness cannot be measured (in 

humans or other animals) I think concepts like suffering or fulfilment should 

encompass more than conscious experience.  Consciousness is not the bottom line, 

suffering and fulfilment are. In my view, these fundamental states are a reflection of 

the drives and motivations that animals have evolved, including wanting to stay 

alive and reproduce, and wanting to pursue the things that enable them to do so. In 

this respect, I think animals are much closer to humans than they are to machines. In 

fact, in this respect, it is possible to show that humans are very close to other 

animals. This, in my view, ought to provide grounds and would better support the 

argument in favour of animal rights. 

Dr Clara Mancini 

Researchers at Washington University are 

using animal training techniques to teach 

robots to do desired tasks. 
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Recipes from Veganuary and Wicked Healthy 

 

V eganuary have produced some wonderful vegan recipes in association 

with Wicked Healthy which can be found on their website at https://

veganuary.com/recipes/.  Here are a few for tasters. 

 

Miso-Glazed Eggplant with Spicy Chickpeas and Ninja Nuts 

E ggplants, aka Aubergine in the UK, halved and doused in a miso-turmeric 

glaze, then topped with wicked spicy chickpeas and karate-chopped ninja nuts 

… this one’s on fire and we love to feel the burn! 

 

Cooking Instructions  - Serves 4 

- Preheat oven to 400 degrees. 
 

- Score eggplants across the surface in both directions. 
 

- Blend glaze ingredients together until smooth. Apply glaze to eggplants, making 

sure it gets in between the cracks of the score lines and marinate for at least 15 

minutes. 
 

- Top with the chickpeas that were tossed with the chilli and paprika. Add a pinch of 

salt. 
 

- Bake for 25 minutes, basting with the glaze halfway through cooking time and 

again once they come out of the oven. 
 

- Top with the chopped nuts, green onions and chilli peppers. Serve immediately. 
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Mac Daddy Taco Platter 

W hat’s more comfort food-esc than a great Mac & Cheese, not much!  

We’ve taken this creamy bowl of emotionally satisfying fond memories to a 

whole new level of guilt-free, oil free, dairy free (can totally be gluten free 

too) while still maintaining its integrity and making sure it remained wicked delish! 

 

Cooking Instructions - serves 6 
 

To make the Mac and Cheez 

- Dice and steam sauté the Onion with a splash or two of water or wine, no oil is 

needed, no need to bother with the extra empty calories. 
 

- Add warm onions and rest of ingredients to high powered blender. 
 

- Blend all ingredients for couple minutes making sure mixture is wicked smooth. 
 

- Add about half of the sauce to the drained hot pasta and mix well. 
 

To make the Taco Platter: 

- Preheat oven to 350. 
 

- Warm tortillas and fill each compartment in the cast iron pan. 
 

- Spoon the mac and cheese into each tortilla mould. 
 

- Sprinkle the tops with powdered hot sauce and sriracha and bake at 350 degrees for 

15 minutes. 
 

- Remove and top with more sriracha as desired, topping with the cabbage shreds 

and basil. 
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Grilled Almond Buttah and Fresh Berry Sandwiches 

W ho doesn’t love an ooey-gooey toasted sandwich? We’ve packed this one 

with almond butter and a few other surprises to make this wicked healthy 

sandy that’s perfect for breakfast or lunch … although we won’t judge if you also want 

to make this for dinner! 

 

Cooking Instructions  - makes 2 sandwiches 

 

- Spread a small amount of butter on one side of each slice of bread, make sure it is 

room temp and spreadable. 

 

- Smear almond butter over the unbuttered side of two of the pieces of bread. Top with 

a generous amount of fresh berries in any artistic way you like, add a few mint leaves, 

don’t be shy about piling them on. Drizzle maple syrup on top of the berries and place 

the other slice of bread, buttered side up, on top. 

 

- On medium heat, heat up a cast iron or grill pan. Place the sandwich into the pan and 

press down lightly with a spatula. After a minute, flip and repeat on the other side, 

repeat as needed until golden brown.  Much like roasting marshmallows over an open 

fire, heat until your desired griddled colour is achieved. 

 

- Remove from heat, slice into fourths, garnish with fresh mint and serve warm. 

 

Options: Try this with all sor ts of combos, different seasonal ber r ies, fresh sliced 

strawberries etc.  Works great when you’re trying to cut down on processed sugar in

take and sugary jams. 

Imagery © Derek Sarno 



   THE ARK                                                                                                       SUMMER 2018 

52 

The Labour Party Animal Welfare Plan 
 

In the previous edition of The Ark we reported on the Conservative Party’s new 

Animal Welfare (Sentencing and Recognition of Sentiency) Bill, introduced by 

Environment Secretary Michael Gove, and also on Theresa Villier’s bill to ban live 

exports. The day after we went to print, the Labour Party announced their new 

Animal Welfare Plan, so we include it here. 
 

By Barbara Gardner 

 

O n 14th February 2018 the Labour Party 

announced its new Animal Welfare Plan.   

 In the forward to the plan, Sue Hayman, Shadow 

Secretary of State for the Environment, Food and Rural 

Affairs said: ‘Labour is the party of animal welfare. 

From bringing forward the landmark Hunting Act to 

protecting the treatment of domestic animals under the 

Animal Welfare Act, Labour has always placed the 

welfare of animals high on the policy agenda. At a 

European level, Labour secured better welfare standards 

for battery hens and chickens and tightened the rules on 

the transport of live animals. It is a record Labour is 

rightly proud of. 

 ‘However, we cannot allow hard-won progress to be undone. We know that 

Labour must be at the forefront of driving through the next phase of progress in the 

journey towards better animal welfare standards. 

 ‘Just last year the Prime Minister Theresa May openly declared her support 

for fox hunting and to bring back a free vote on the matter [now withdrawn]. Last 

year almost 20,000 badgers were killed across England in the largest destruction of 

a protected species in living memory, whilst the most recent RSPB Birdcrime 

Report showed that for the first time in thirty years, not one prosecution took place 

for raptor persecution. 

 ‘Never has it been more pressing to set an ambitious agenda on animal 

welfare than now. Labour fought for animal sentience to be part of the EU 

Withdrawal Bill but this was voted down by the Government despite Michael Gove 

going on record to say that he would support it just months earlier. Instead, we now 

have a rushed and haphazard Animal Sentience Bill which, according to the 

Environment and Rural Affairs Select Committee, has failed to consider the full 

implications of the policy. With new trade deals on the horizon and the UK no 

longer subject to EU-wide rules on animal welfare, we must ensure that we have a  

Sue Hayman MP 
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comprehensive legislative agenda in place to make sure that the UK has equal and 

better animal rights across the world. 

 ‘This suite of policies on animal welfare seeks to build upon the long-

standing leadership of the Labour Party on the issue of animal welfare. We are 

seeking views on measures that will underpin the next phase of animal welfare 

legislation under the next Labour government. Our approach will not be one of half 

measures and backtracking, based on ‘campaign of the month’ issues. One of our 

key proposals that we are seeking feedback on is the appointment of an Animal 

Welfare Commissioner to ensure that government policy across Whitehall is 

continually informed and underpinned by the latest scientific evidence on animal 

sentience and best practice in animal welfare. 

 ‘Our vision is one where no animal is made to suffer unnecessary pain and 

degradation and where we continue to drive up standards and practice in line with 

the most recent advances and understanding’. 

  

Animal Welfare Commissioner 

In addition to the promising protection of animals in the areas of domestic pets, 

factory farming and slaughter houses, wild animals, animals in sport, animals used 

in research and promising to strengthen animal welfare 

law in the UK, Labour are also proposing the 

appointment of an Animal Welfare Commissioner 

(AWC) with the objective of ensuring that animal 

welfare standards are always considered as legislation is 

introduced and as Britain takes part in international 

bodies, trade deals and obligations.  The AWC will also 

be responsible for gathering the latest scientific evidence 

on animal sentience and animal welfare, to ensure the 

most up to date and evidence-based understanding across 

Whitehall. 

 CCA welcomes the proposal to appoint an AWC. 

The AWC would oversee the enforcement of the welfare 

requirements in the Animal Welfare Act 2006.  as well as assist in the promotion of 

best practice in animal welfare internationally. Full details are at: https://

labour.org.uk/issues/animal-welfare-plan/ ֍ 

————————— 

Our vision is one where 

no animal is made to 

suffer unnecessary pain 

and degradation and 

where we continue to 

drive up standards and 

practice in line with the 

most recent advances 

and understanding. 

———————–—— 
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Book Reviews 
 

Two Books about Wolves 

Reviewed by Andrew M. Seddon 

 

I  have been fortunate, on two occasions, to see a wild wolf. The fir st crossed 

the highway in front of me at dusk in Jasper National Park, Canada. The other, a 

black wolf, appeared at early morning, sauntering along a hillside high in the 

Beartooth Mountains of Wyoming.  Both encounters provoked a reaction of surprise, 

wonder, awe, and a sense that I had been granted something special.  

 For these were no penned up animals in a zoo, secured behind impenetrable 

steel fences. These were creatures of the wild, freely wandering in their natural 

environment. And for a moment I sensed something of the mystique surrounding the 

wolf – the respect, even reverence, that indigenous peoples felt for an animal that 

was not an enemy but a fellow creature possessed of qualities to be emulated. 

 But human encounters with wolves have typically not ended well for the 

wolf. Hunter-gather peoples and wolves could co-exist as there was more than 

enough game to go around. But once humans domesticated animals and began to 

rely on cattle and sheep the situation changed. Competitors became enemies – and 

not merely enemies, but criminals, preying on what belonged to humans. The wolf 

must be punished – and exterminated. There could be only one top predator, and 

humans claimed the crown.  

 And so on 18th January, when Torak, a 12 year old wolf, escaped from the 

UK Wolf Conservation Trust in Berkshire, one could have been forgiven for 

expecting a dire ending for him. After all, wolves have been maligned for centuries 

in the blackest of black legends, depicted as merciless, ravening killers of livestock 

and humans, the embodiment of evil. And yet here was Torak, wandering through a 

field of sheep, leaving them unmolested, going through a garden so stealthily as not 

to wake the family cat, and responding to the call of a keeper. Thankfully, all ended 

well for Torak; not so for another wolf that escaped from the Cotswold Wildlife Park 

in Oxfordshire. 

 

Wolf by Garry Marvin - Reaktion Books Ltd, London: 2012 

It was after reading the story of Torak, that I picked up Wolf by Garry Marvin, 

Professor of Human-Animal Studies at the University of Roehampton, London, and a 

member of the UK Wolf Conservation Trust’s education and scientific committee. In 

this delightfully illustrated and compact volume, Marvin presents an overview of the 

natural history of the wolf before discussing ‘lupophobia’. Respect for wolves 

became fear and hatred of them; cautionary tales such as Little Red Riding Hood  
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moved on images of the Werewolf; wild animals 

taking their place in the natural order became 

enemies of humanity. 

 After lupophobia came ‘lupicide’ – the 

determined effort to persecute and eradicate the 

wolf. Although this occurred in Europe and parts of 

Russia, perhaps nowhere was this effort more 

sustained and more successful than in North 

America. Wolves were demonized by the colonists, 

who sought control over the wilderness, rather than 

live within, as part of it, as the Native Americans 

had done. The loss of domestic animals was viewed, 

not as a natural consequence of living in this new 

and difficult environment, but as deliberate theft on 

the part of the wolves. Wolves, as Marvin writes, were not hunted, but hunted down. 

 Guns, leg-hold traps, strychnine – the onslaught was merciless and 

unrelenting. And it is a sad commentary on human nature that not only were wolves 

killed, but because they were loathed criminals, they were tortured as well. A swift 

and easy death was too good for wolves. 

 By 1950 the wolf was virtually extinct in the US other than in Alaska and a 

small population in Minnesota. In France, wolves were gone by the 1930s; in 

England, between 1485-1509; in Scotland, the 1680s; in Ireland, the late 18th 

century; and so it went in most of western Europe.  

 Finally, however, the tide began to turn, as it was recognised that the wolf 

played an important role in the wilderness. Lupophobia, though not eliminated, 

began to be replaced by ‘lupophilia’. Finally, in 1973, the wolf was included on the 

US Endangered Species Act. And in 1982 the Bern Convention on the Conservation 

of European Wildlife and Natural Habitats came into force. 

What had happened was that from being seen as antagonist, the wolf came 

to be regarded as a symbol of the wild, of unspoiled natural places preserved from 

modern industrial civilization and its proclivity to run roughshod over nature. Some 

attitudes of indigenous cultures – that wolves were to be respected and admired – 

began to seep in greater cultural awareness. 

From there, it was a natural step – though not without controversy - that 

wolf populations should be allowed to increase where they already existed, or be 

reintroduced to areas where they had been eradicated, in both Europe and North 

America. Perhaps the most well-known example is the reintroduction of wolves to 

Yellowstone National Park in 1995 to the delight of naturalists, tourists, and 

photographers, and the ire of local ranchers and hunters. It was realised that the  
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eradication of wolves had led to an overpopulation of elk. The elk devoured the 

willows on which beavers depended. Without beaver dams, the ecology altered. 

Similarly, the void left by wolves was filled by coyotes to the detriment of foxes 

(since coyotes are greater competitors to foxes than are wolves). With the 

reintroduction of the wolf, some of these imbalances have been redressed. For 

similar reasons, Japanese farmers – agriculturalists instead of livestock farmers - 

would like to see the wolf reintroduced to control predators such as boar and deer. 

 

The Last Wolf by Jim Crumley - Birlinn Ltd, Edinburgh: 2010 

On a recent trip to Scotland I acquired a copy of Jim 

Crumley’s The Last Wolf, in which he writes eloquently 

of the history of the wolf in Scotland (as well as 

Norway and the US). Very much the same happened 

there as elsewhere. The wolf went from being a 

respected competitor for wild game to being a predator 

of domesticated flocks. Black legends arose. With the 

advancement of human technology and civilisation, the 

wolf was exterminated.  And the Scottish eco-system 

was thrown off-kilter – the multiplication of deer that 

resulted from the lack of predation led to destruction of 

vegetation causing harm to other species and a barren, 

treeless landscape. 

It is another lesson – as if one were needed – 

that humanity, for all its vaunted intelligence, cannot interfere with natural systems 

without dire repercussions.  

Crumley argues passionately that wolves would bring benefits to the 

Highlands of Scotland, and that wolves should be reintroduced to Rannoch Moor. 

There would be risks, of course – primarily loss of livestock – but what must be 

considered is whether those benefits outweigh the risks, and whether humanity has 

the right to eliminate the right of the wolf to live on its own terms. To reintroduce 

them means overcoming many myths and legends. 

Marvin reminds us that the issues are complicated – the wolf is not just any 

old wild creature, but one that has been intimately connected to humanity. ‘The fate 

of the wolf,’ he writes, ‘is that it has always been a creature that is too powerful and 

potent for humans to ignore; its future depends on how people choose to pay 

attention to it.’ 

While the books are dissimilar in presentation and content, read in 

conjunction they present messages about the wolf that are well worth reading and 

pondering. ֍ 
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Book Review 
 

Curlew Moon by Mary Colwell 

 

I n Curlew Moon, CCA Patron 

Mary Colwell takes us on a 500-

mile journey on foot from the 

west coast of Ireland to the east coast 

of England, to discover what is 

happening to this much loved bird.  

She sets off in early spring when the 

birds are arriving on their breeding 

grounds, watches them nesting in the 

hills of wales and walks through 

England when the young are 

hatching.  She finishes her walk on 

the coast of Lincolnshire when the 

fledglings are trying out their wings.  

This is also the place many curlews 

will return to for the winter months. 

 This evocative book 

chronicles Colwell’s impressive 

journey, with beautiful illustrations 

by Jessica Holm, weaving a gentle 

tale of discovery interspersed with 

the natural history of this iconic bird 

that has fascinated us for millennia 

and so desperately needs our help. 

 Over the last 20 years 

numbers in the UK have halved; the 

Eurasian Curlew is one of our most 

endangered birds.  With a quarter of 

the world population breeding in the 

UK and Ireland, this is nothing short 

of a disaster.  The curlew is showing 

all the signs of being the next Great 

Auk. 

William Collins £16.99,  

ISBN 978000824105 6 

Photo by 

Peter Rutt 
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The Way of the Saints 

Engaging With other Animals As Fellow Creatures under God 
 

Rev. Prof. Martin Henig is an Anglo-Catholic priest and a third order Anglican 

Franciscan.  Here he describes the mixed relationship that the early saints had with 

their fellow creatures. 

By Rev. Prof. Martin Henig  

 

W hen we address the subject of the relationship 

saints are reported to have enjoyed with 

animals, it is impor tant to remember  that the 

majority of our sources are hagiography and not biography 

or history as we would understand it. Thus the numerous 

episodes in which holy men and occasionally women have 

gone out of their way to be kind to animals, when they 

serve animals or are served by them, are usually there for 

some theological purpose. Occasionally folklore elements 

intrude or even (especially in some of the insular stories) 

reminiscences of the animal familiars of Pagan deities. 

  

Negative relationships with animals 

Even when saints speaking for themselves mention animals, the context is not 

always entirely positive.  My friend Father Peter Groves suggested that I might 

begin with a quotation from St Ignatius of Antioch, martyred around the year 107 

who writes in his Epistle to the Romans, chapters 4 & 5:  

 I am the wheat of God, and let me be ground by the teeth of the wild beasts, 

that I may be found the pure bread of Christ. Rather entice the wild beasts, that they 

may become my tomb, and may leave nothing of my body; so that when I have fallen 

asleep [in death], I may be no trouble to anyone. Then shall I truly be a disciple of 

Christ, when the world shall not see so much as my body…. 

 From Syria even unto Rome I fight with beasts, both by land and sea, both by 

night and day, being bound to ten leopards, I mean a band of soldiers, who, even 

when they receive benefits, show themselves all the worse. But I am the more 

instructed by their injuries [to act as a disciple of Christ]; yet am I not thereby 

justified? May I enjoy the wild beasts that are prepared for me; and I pray that they 

may be found eager to rush upon me, which also I will entice to devour me speedily, 

and not deal with me as with some, whom, out of fear, they have not touched. But if 

they be unwilling to assail me, I will compel them to do so. 
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 The Roman amphitheatre was notoriously horrific for both man and animal. 

For Ignatius his death in the teeth of wild beasts was almost a staged event in which 

his death would reflect the pains of Christ. The animals which killed him and others 

would subsequently have been slain by other animals or by men, bestiarii. Ignatius’ 

expectation however is that this contest would be simply the beginning of a struggle 

against evil forces and that, like Christ, he would overcome Hell, the demonic world 

and death itself.  The animals belong to the Satanic world, given license to destroy 

his body though not his soul. 

 By contrast with a scenario in which wild animals were the agents of evil, the 

4th century bishop, St Basil of Caesarea, St Basil the Great, expressed a sympathetic 

view of Creation in his Hexameron, inevitably inclusive of other creatures because 

they were created by God (though a prayer often ascribed to 

him and sometimes reproduced in animal liturgies asking 

forgiveness for our treatment of fellow creatures would 

seem not to go back to his time). 

 Stories about the saints and animals, for the most 

part, oscillate between these two scenarios and although I 

want to concentrate on saints who have a rapport with 

animals, of course there are many stories of saints who 

expelled beasts regarded as noxious, especially serpents, for 

example St Paul on Malta or St Patrick in Ireland. While 

venomous snakes may often be a problem for humans in 

tropical parts of the world, this has never really been the 

case in Europe where vipers are timid creatures and their 

bites are seldom fatal (bee stings have killed far more individuals that viper bites 

ever have). Moreover, south of the Mediterranean, in Egypt and India very poisonous 

snakes often had (in the case of Egypt) or have still (in India) a sacred role, as did the 

(non-venomous) Aesculapian snake in Greece whose bite in sanctuaries like 

Epidauros was sought by people seeking cures. For Christians, snakes, of course, 

always had an unfortunate connection with the serpent which destroyed the harmony 

of the Garden of Eden, and for that reason were generally regarded as diabolical.  

 

Holy men and women in harmony with creation 

There is a striking exception in that St Godric allowed the local vipers to share the 

warmth of his hermitage at Finchale. What is happening here is a counter topos.  A 

holy man, especially a hermit or recluse, throws off the corrupted way of the 

(human) world and re-establishes Eden, the pre-lapsarian state around him in 

harmony with the rest of creation.  

  

—————————— 

A holy man, 

especially a hermit or 

recluse, throws off the 

corrupted way of the 

(human) world and re

-establishes Eden, the 

pre-lapsarian state 

around him in 

harmony with the rest 

of creation. 

—————————— 
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 One of my favourite stories 

about insular saints is that of St 

Cuthbert and the otters. He prays in 

the sea all night, thus quelling the 

flesh. Thus, he is at one with the 

ideals of creation expounded in the 

first chapter of Genesis. On the 

other hand, the monks who spy on 

him are all too human; by doing so 

they show in their curiosity that 

they are sinners; they still belong to 

the corrupt world. Other stories like 

St Kevin and the blackbird have the 

same impact: St Kevin has so 

mastered the flesh that he can allow 

his hand to be a nest for a blackbird 

so she can hatch her eggs and raise 

her young. 

  

Saints who protected or calmed animals  

Related to such scenes of trust is the situation where a saint provides refuge for an 

animal from a huntsman. For example St Martin, and later St Anselm, are said to 

have protected  hares from huntsmen’s dogs as did St Melangell who protected a 

hare from Bochwel Yscythrog, a prince of Powys at a site now known as Pennant 

Melangel. The Breton Saint Guenalius provided refuge for a stag, while most 

famously, St Egidius [Giles] provides a sanctuary for a doe, protecting the animal 

from an as yet, secular, and therefore as yet unenlightened, huntsman, a Merovingian 

king who later adopted a holy life.  

 Larger and fiercer animals were calmed in the presence of saints.  St Gregory 

writes of the submission of a savage bear to a bishop. In this case it had been sent by 

an evil Gothic king to devour the holy man, though the animal, less savage than the 

king, submits to the bishop. A subtext here is the superiority of the spiritual power to 

the secular, a particularly hot topic in the high Middle Ages. Another holy man, 

Florentinus, befriends a bear and St Aemilianus a boar. There are also many stories 

about wolves so, in Ireland, St Ailbe saves a wolf from the hunters while St Gudwal 

of Britanny, whose relics were venerated in Ghent, cured a wolf which had been 

eating sheep commanding the animal to become vegetarian. The best-known story of 

a tamed and repentant wolf is of course the wolf of Gubbio, befriended by St 

Francis. 

  

St Kevin 
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 The origin of many animal stories 

lies in biblical narrative: Elijah was fed by 

ravens, sent to him by God and so was the 

desert anchorite Paul the hermit, according 

to St Jerome, while according to one story St 

Catharine of Alexandria was fed by doves. 

The Welsh hermit Elgar was fed by eagles, 

while an Irish anchorite called Paul was 

brought a fish every third day for thirty 

years, by a faithful otter.  

 

The sanctity of holy places 

Another topos is the sanctity of holy places. 

In Psalm 84 verse 3 we read: 

 Yea, the sparrow hath found an 

house, and the swallow a nest for herself, 

where she may lay her young, even thine 

altars, O Lord of hosts, my King, and my 

God. 

 The eider ducks who found a home in 

the Farne islands are an insular equivalent of 

the sparrows and swallows of the Jerusalem 

temple, finding peace and sanctuary in a 

place rendered most holy by St Cuthbert and 

his successors. Other animals including gulls 

found peace there. 

 These stories and others like them, 

are of course familiar in the popular 

devotional context which extols saints who 

'loved' animals. As I have said, we need to be very cautious in taking them at their 

face value. None of them are historical records, and most were written down long 

after the lifetime of the individual involved. Those who recorded them had a point to 

make, and even in the case of Francis rescuing worms or, more often sheep, or 

preaching to the birds, the hagiographers and Francis himself, of course, would have 

had biblical texts in mind. We would like to think of Francis as a founder member of 

CCA (I certainly would as an Anglican Third Order Franciscan) but have to 

remember that his world view was that of a  12th/13th century bourgeois who felt the 

call to reform the society of his day. 

St Giles 
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The psychology of our love of animals 

Before considering the factors which might have encouraged empathy between 

Ancient and Medieval holy men and the animals around them, it is as well to analyse 

what we might be about ourselves when we try to include other creatures in our 

religious discourse. 

 Firstly, a wide spectrum of people share their homes with companion animals; 

this is a trait that probably goes back to the cave dwellers of the Palaeolithic. Dogs 

were hunting companions; cats, at least from the Middle Ages, kept down mice, and 

we remember the poem written in the 9th century by an Irish monk at or around 

Reichenau Abbey about his cat, Pangur Ban - Pangur the White. Sometimes dogs 

and cats have almost become substitute human companions, and keeping pets 

without a wider empathy can easily lurch into sentimentality. Then as now, directly 

and indirectly, the keeping of predator carnivores is not always conducive to the 

stewardship of the rest of creation. It might even have got in the way, which is 

perhaps why Francis did not permit his friars to keep pets. 

 Secondly, there is an awareness that kindness to animals, provides an example 

of moral behaviour to children in particular. How often have I heard that animal 

blessing services are simply provided for the children (and perhaps for the lonely 

elderly as well). Parents and teachers often encourage children to 'keep' animals to 

render them loving and caring.  In most instances that does not necessarily inculcate 

in them a revolutionary fervour to prevent the cruelty that takes place behind closed 

doors in abattoirs, or on fishing trawlers, though there are some remarkable 

exceptions. 

 It is to the credit of those young minds who make that connection and become 

animal advocates, who thereby enter the third and more serious territory where they 

care for the environment, the natural world and the animals and plants around them 

and in distant places for their intrinsic value and, if they are formally religious, 

because God made the world. It is only at this stage that we can truly begin to speak 

of love. 

 Thus, fourthly, we may see all Creation as holy and see ourselves as part of it; 

then we may appreciate that there is a sort of moral equivalence between myself and 

a pig for instance.  It is independent, I should say, of whether I 'love' that pig or any 

other creature or any particular human being.  I am a steward, a carer, of creation for 

God and that is the beginning and end of it. 

 Fifthly and finally, as a Christian, there is a level of love embracing all 

creation including ourselves, which awaits salvation (see Romans 8:22). I would 

never call myself an 'animal lover’, any more than I would describe myself as a lover 

of humanity.  Only by adopting a holistic approach to the entire creation can we hope 

to express our own creatureliness, our own particular responsibility to Christ. 



   THE ARK                                                                                                       SUMMER 2018 

63 

 Conclusion on saints and the natural world 

So where are we to place the saints, at least some of them, who are said to have been 

involved in some benign way or other with the natural world? It is, I think, highly 

likely that saints like Cuthbert who spent so much of their time surrounded by the 

natural world developed the attitudes later attributed to them. The numerous stories 

about Francis cannot be without foundation, and we must remember that he was not 

especially learned; unlike Aquinas a little later, he had not 

absorbed the new learning, in fact the very ancient learning 

of Aristotle, which denied animals any true feeling and 

importance. Fortunately the stories of saints who felt close 

to nature and especially Francis, inspired later generations. 

In the 16th and 17th century there is much better historical 

evidence for St Philip Neri and St Martin de Porres for 

example, maintaining that link between us and the creation, 

as children of the same creator God. 

 The stories of the early saints, together with the 

sensibility evinced for example by 18th and early 19th 

century writers, amongst them Lawrence Sterne and Samuel 

Johnson (both Anglicans) and John Henry Newman (Anglican and then Catholic) 

fed into more modern approaches, which include ethical vegetarianism (the early 

saints when they took up a vegetarian diet did so as a penance). 

 Before, however, congratulating ourselves at having in some ways developed 

a little further, we need to consider two factors. First, in the conditions of the 

wilderness, for example on an Atlantic island, the only viable source of nourishment 

for a subsistence must have been shellfish, fish and bird eggs. We can be vegan 

because of agriculture and trade, but that would not have been possible on Skellig 

Michael. Secondly, the saints would surely have been as horrified as us by the 

exploitation of animals as commodity, in factory farms and the like. Cruelty like 

that would, I am sure, have been regarded as belonging together with the world of 

the Roman amphitheatre with which I began, to the realm of the infernal demons. 

 

Further reading:  

Dominic Alexander, Saints and Animals in the Middle Ages 

(2008) 

Kathleen Walker-Meikle, Medieval Pets (2012) 

 

Left - The Irish monk and his cat, Pangur Ban, used in the 

CCA logo.  

 

—————————

Only by adopting a 

holistic approach to 

the entire creation 

can we hope to 

express our own 

creatureliness, our 

own particular 

responsibility to 

Christ. 

———————— 
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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 summer edition of 

The Ark - 1st July to 31st October.   

 You will find a brief resume of 

their stories on the website at 

www.catholic-animals.com/catholic-

spirtuality/saints-who-loved-animals/ 

and, with the exception of St Neot 

opposite, 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.   

 
31st July - St Neot (died around 870 AD )  

 

16th August  - St Roche (1295 -1327 AD) 

 

1st September - St Giles (650 - 10 AD)  

 

9th September - St Ciaran the Younger (516 - 544 AD) 

  

13th September - St John Chrysostum (347 - 407 AD) 

 

30th September - St Jerome (373 - 420 AD) 

 

 

St Jerome and the Lion 



   THE ARK                                                                                                       SUMMER 2018 

65 

Saint Neot - 31st July 

 

By Barbara Gardner 

 

S t Neot is a Cornish saint who was 

described in Asser’s Life of King 

Alfred1 and died around 870AD. 

 He began life as a soldier, a lifestyle 

he later renounced to become a monk.  He 

initially served as sacristan at Glastonbury 

Abbey before moving to Cornwall to live a 

life of solitude.  Later he joined a group of 

other monks near Bodmin Moor. 

 Legend states that King Alfred 

visited him for his counsel and that he 

burned the cakes whilst hiding from the 

Danes at Althelney2. 

 The Cornish village of St Neots and 

the Cambridgeshire town of St Neots and 

many churches and priories are named after 

him.  

 He is renowned for his reclusiveness 

and for helping the sick and the poor and for 

his special way with animals. In St Neots 

Church in St Neots, Cornwall, there is a 

series of seventeen 500 year old stained 

glass windows which portray the saints, one 

of which depicts St Neot in a series of 

different scenes, including his special way 

with animals.  One of the scenes depicts him 

stopping baying hounds with a glance in 

order to save an exhausted deer from being 

hunted. 

 St Neot’s saints day is celebrated on 

31st July. 
 

Notes: 

1. Cornish Church Guide (1925) Truro: Blackford: p.170.       

2. Who Was St Neot? St Neots in Cambridge.  

 

Stained glass window in St Neot’s 

Church, St Neots in Cornwall, 

depicting the saint with deer. 
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Obituaries 
 

Fr Robert Murray SJ (8th June 1925  - 24th April 2018) 

 

F r Robert Murray SJ was a Catholic theologian 

and a Jesuit, who was ordained in 1959 after  

studying philosophy and theology at Heythrop 

College in Oxfordshire and then teaching at St 

Ignatius College in Stamford Hill.  He was editor of 

the Heythrop Journal from 1971 - 1983 and wrote the 

books The Cosmic Covenant: Biblical Themes of 

Justice, Peace and the Integrity of Creation  in 1992 

and Symbols of Church and Kingdom: a Study in Early 

Syriac Tradition in 2004.  He could read 12  

languages. 

 Fr Murray had been a friend of the Tolkein family which had led to his interest 

in religion and he proof-read drafts of Lord of the Rings, given to him by J.R.R. 

Tolkein. 

 He led CCA’s first animal welfare retreat at Aylesford Priory in Kent, taking 

all the prayers, services and talks.   

 

 

We Remember and Pray for the Following CCA Members 

 

Mrs E. Barry, Finchley, London 

Miss M. Gwinnett, Wolverhampton, West Midlands 

Miss J. Ierston, Telford, Shropshire 

Dr L Marsden, Clitheroe, Lancashire 

Mrs l. Matthews, Southwold, Suffolk 

Miss V S Milesi, Reigate, Surrey 

Rev. S. Porter, Salisbury, Wiltshire 

Mrs C. Stinchcombe, Stevenage, Hertfordshire 

Br Thomas, Coalville, Leicestershire 
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Obituaries 
 

Dr Hugh Wirth (9th September 1939 - 5th February 2018)   

Patron of CCA-Aus 
 

Contributed by John Drennan (Chairman CCA-Aus) 

 

H ugh Wirth, AM, DVSc, was for many 

years – and very deservedly so – the 

main public face of animal welfare in 

Australia. Educated at Xavier College in 

Melbourne and at the University of Queensland, 

he spent his life in private veterinary practice – 

at first, briefly, in the Gippsland (Victoria) town 

of Drouin (1965-6), and thereafter until 

retirement in August 2006, in the Melbourne 

suburb of Balwyn. He suffered from 

Parkinson’s disease during the last 10 years of 

life.  

 It was a stroke of good fortune that our 

(CCA-Aus’s) foundress, Marion Craig, and her 

two sisters became clients (in connection with 

their fox terrier ‘Lady’) – partly for the reason 

that his practice was not far from the Craigs’ 

residence in Kew.  He was very supportive of our newly established society (then 

called ACSCAW), and he accepted our invitation to be one of its patrons. The other 

patrons were Australian bishops; Dr Wirth was the only lay patron. In his case 

especially, this meant much more than giving us his blessing or approval and 

appearing on our letterhead. He advised us about activities, he attended some of our 

meetings and was guest speaker at several of our annual animal blessings, and we 

worked along with him in some of his campaigns.  

 It was largely for his leadership in the RSPCA and relevant reforming work 

that Hugh was chiefly known. He had joined the Victorian RSPCA as a junior 

member in 1948. In 1972 he became its president, remaining so until 2015, a period 

of 43 years.  He was also instrumental in bringing together the various State and 

Territory RSPCAs to form RSPCA Australia: he was its foundation president, 

continuing as such for 22 years. He was also for a time president of WSPA (now 

WAP: World Animal Protection), the first non-European to occupy that position.  
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 For more than 30 years Hugh was ‘resident vet’ for ABC radio, answering 

listeners’ questions knowledgeably and forthrightly. One such answer began: ‘The 

problem, madam, is not with your dog but with you’. 

 A truly tireless campaigner, his activities were not without some controversy. 

He sometimes came into conflict with others, including some of the more radical 

animal reformers. But he achieved many reforms at the political level – banning 

puppy farms, stopping the export of horses to Japan, and much more. 

 Hugh received numerous honours. He was made a Member of the Order of 

Australia (AM) in 1985. He was the first Australian to be awarded the George T. 

Angell Humanitarian Award from the Massachusetts SPCA (in 1988). He was named 

Victorian of the Year in 1997. And the University of Melbourne conferred on him the 

honorary degree of Doctor of Veterinary Science in 2001.  

 Hugh always spoke slowly and authoritatively. He often appeared to be gruff 

in manner, outspoken, dogmatic, even pontificating; but his words were always 

backed by well thought out and comprehensive knowledge and experience. 

 Hugh never married: he considered himself to be too much of a meticulously 

demanding and exacting person to fill that role. His life was almost entirely devoted 

to the welfare of animals. ֍ 

 

Angus (died 21st March 2018) 

 

I t is with great sadness that we say 

good-bye to The Ark’s finest 

editorial assistant, Angus who 

passed away on 21st March this year, 

aged 17 years.  He loyally sat with me 

whilst I edited The Ark, sometimes at my 

feet, sometimes on the desk next to my 

computer, providing constant and loving 

companionship. The RSPCA had rescued 

him during the winter of 2003, after 

finding him abandoned in a deserted flat, 

thin and dehydrated.  They did a wonderful job of returning him to health and in 

2004 I was blessed with a beautiful, fit and healthy companion who stayed with me 

for 14 years.  RIP Angus - you will be missed very much. 

Barbara Gardner 
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Prayer for Inner Joy and Peace for All Vegans 

By Judy Carmen 

Prayer Circle for Animals 

D ivine Loving Presence, we ask for  tender , loving guidance as we seek to 

find the delicate balance between bearing witness to the atrocities toward 

animals and finding our inner joy.  

 

Help us to be true, radiant beacons of light and love to all the people we meet so that 

they can see how beautiful the vegan life is.  

 

Give us the strength we need to help raise the consciousness of humanity so that one 

day soon human beings will leave domination and fear behind and live in peaceful 

harmony and reverence for all life.  

 

Together we send this great light and love that flows through us to all the animals 

who are suffering so greatly and dying at the hands of human beings.  

 

May they feel our love, our comfort and may they know that we will never give up 

until they are all free.  

 

Help us to be love and to bring love to all people and all beings.  

 

May compassion and love reign over all the earth for all beings everywhere. 

 

As always, I send my thanks to each of you, dear Prayer Circle members, for joining 

this circle of compassion and shining the Light of Truth for all to see, so that one day 

soon, all beings will be free. Thank you all for your devotion to truth, love, liberation 

and peace for all beings. With Love, peace, and gratitude from Judy Carman, and 

greetings from Will, Madeleine, and the Circle of Compassion team. 

 

Please share this prayer by going to the Prayer Circle for Animals Facebook page.  

This prayer is posted there. You can also share ideas and prayer requests on that 

Facebook page.  Please visit the Circle of Compassion website for ‘A prayer a day 

for animals’ and the daily Noon Prayer - http://circleofcompassion.org/ ֍ 
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Interfaith Celebration for  

Animals 2018 
 

Saturday 14th July at 3.00pm  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Golders Green Unitarians,  
31 Hoop Lane, Golders Green, NW11 8BS.   

 

A chance to meet with like-minded people of all faiths who share a 

concern for animals and listen to readings from all the major traditions. 
 

Vegan refreshments to follow 
 

All Welcome! 
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Forthcoming Events 

July 2018 

Interfaith Celebration for Animals - Saturday 14th July at 3.00pm at Golders Green 

Unitarians, 31 Hoop Lane, Golders Green, NW11 8BS.  All Welcome! 
 

Oxford Centre for Animal Ethics – Summer School 2018 – Animal Ethics and Law: 

Creating Positive Change for Animals – 22nd – 25th July 2018 at St Stephen’s House, Oxford. 

Further details at: www.oxfordanimalethics.com/what-we-do/summer-school-2018/ 

 

September 2018 

Ecumenical Animal Welfare Retreat - Monday 10th September to Thursday 13th September 

at Hinsley Hall, Leeds.  See back cover for details. 
 

Purple Poppy Appeal - 1st –14th September.   

 

October 2018 

Animal Blessing & Thanksgiving Service for Pets - Saturday 6th October 2018 at 2.00pm.  St 

Martin’s Church, Mortimer Road, Kensal Greem, London. NW10 5SN. For further details 

email animalblessinguk@gmail.com or phone 07778-453578. 

 

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 
 

Animal Interfaith Alliance AGM - Saturday 24th November at 2.00pm at the Brompton 

Oratory, Kensington, London. 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. 44 

All the Asterisked Clues when letter/letters were removed gave girls’ names 
 

Across: 6 Pro rata, 7* Olive (Oliver), 9* Mary (Marry), 10 Dishearten, 11 Covenant, 13 Eclair,  

15 T-bar, 17** Agnes (Magnets), 18* Cher (Cheer), 19 Anklet, 20 Rocketry, 23 Foam rubber,  

26* Rose (Prose), 27* Chris (Christ), 28 Seek out.  
 

Down: 1 Polyhedral, 2** Candia (Canadian), 3 Bars, 4 Boneless, 5 Liar, 6 Piano, 8 Eremite,  

12 Tenor, 14 Locker-room, 16 Benzoic, 17 Altruist, 21* Carmel (Caramel), 22 Resit, 24 Mars,  

25* Bess (Bless). 
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 Ark Crossword - Number 45 

By David Bates 

 

 

 

 

Across 

1 Socialist celebrations on the PM's birthday? 

(3,3) 

4 Perhaps danger in outside area. (6) 

8 Denies a change of flavour (7) 

9 Small change found in a station (7) 

11 Lump man got in the 4ac of 12 ac (5,5) 

12 Another PM from Fredenberg (4) 

13 First Lady left flaked: not true (5) 

14 Flying like a catch before it's caught (2,3,3) 

16 Type of fairness (8) 

18 Eye musical instrument (5) 

20 She follows the PM (4) 

21 Lunatic mounts rock unsteadily (10) 

23 Bird took a lump out of another one. (7) 

24 A long time, 10's of years (7) 

25 I'd hang about for spiritual leader (6) 

26 Whispers, 'Like the Roman middle of  

21d' (6) 

Down 

1 Dug up a type of blue material (5) 

2 Unknown remains making shortened veil (7) 

3 Laxer Dane becomes great historical leader 

(9) 

5 Got up a flower in the 4 ac (5) 

6 Drain deep stormy inlet? Quite the reverse (7) 

7 European reforms now in gear (9) 

10 Practical joke played before 1ac (5,4) 

13 Great fun I spread in starring role (9) 

15 So the old change and at first spend a lot of 

time in these perhaps (9) 

17 The bed could look like this if it was (5,2) 

19 Lie about flowers or similar decoration (7) 

21 Move briskly before part of 10 d (5) 

22 Musical type of board (5) 

 

 

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
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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! 



   THE ARK                                                                                                       SUMMER 2018 

75 

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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