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Preface from the co-editor

It is with pleasure that I write this preface to introduce the fourth volume
of the series “Interdisciplinary Animal Ethics” as its co-editor. Unlike the
other co-editor and author of this book, I am not a theologian but a moral
philosopher. Hence, I would like to contextualise Michael Rosenberger’s
book “Crown of Creation?” within the present animal ethics debate. T will
do this by outlining three remarks regarding Christian theology’s role in
the animal ethics debate.

By looking at the research published on animal ethics and human-ani-
mal studies, one can notice that Christianity and its prominent thinkers,
like St. Thomas Aquinas, are portrayed as the main culprits of the hu-
man-animal divide. And many authors simplify the issue by blaming
medieval theology for driving a wedge between the human-animal and
non-human animal world. Even Peter Singer, in his new and thoroughly
updated edition of Animal Liberation, falls into this trap: When explicitly
referring to the times before Christianity, he proceeds by introducing the
chapter Man’s Dominion... a short history of speciesism with a quote from
the Old Testament (Gen 1:26 and Gen 9:1-3) and immediately rushes
to medieval theology and Aquinas after three pages. The chapter Man’s
Dominion ends by dealing with the question “Can Christianity redeem its
past and become a non-speciesist religion?” Singer lists a few progressive
theological accounts. As the reader of this book will realise, the short histo-
ry of Man’s Dominion is too short indeed. Too short, that is, if one wants
to understand present anthropocentristic thinking and Christianity's role
in it. Rosenberger’s book counters the frequently told tale that Christiani-
ty is the main cause of anthropocentrism and speciesist maltreatment of
animals today. The author provocatively argues that we would have ended
up with anthropocentristic thinking anyhow, even without Christianity and
medieval theology. The straightforward reason for this is that anthropocen-
trism was well-established before Christianity and that Christian theology
found itself in an anthropocentristic landscape and built on what was there
already.

Second, the theological debate within human-animal studies has become
a visible and growing research area itself. The reason why this is not always
recognised can—at least in part—be found in the fact that the whole animal
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Preface from the co-editor

ethics debate is dominated by contributions in English. Hence, authors do
not always engage with and rarely acknowledge research published in other
languages. This translation of Rosenberger’s book bridges this gap by mak-
ing the lively theological debate in German-speaking countries accessible to
English-speaking scholars.

Third, I would like to remark that Christian theology is not only part
of the problems stemming from anthropocentrism but can become part
of the solution: The thorough analysis of anthropocentrism’s origin and
its genealogy that we find in this book does not only provide a better
understanding of what we are precisely facing in our attempts to overcome
moral anthropocentrism. It might also provide insights that can be utilised
to newly address the problem and to find better solutions.

With these observations and thoughts, I would like to end with a wish
and a certainty: I wish for a wide readership of Rosenberger’s book, now
available both in English and in German. My hope is that both language
gaps in the animal ethics debate and the moral divides between human
and non-human animals that were and have been intentionally or uninten-
tionally maintained in Christian theology will be increasingly overcome.
And I would like to end with expressing the certainty that this book will
further clarify the role of Christian theologies in the animal ethics debate.
As illustrated by this book, theologians have supported the doctrine of
anthropocentrism, but they have started to develop ways to think anew
and formulate a wholehearted critique of their intellectual predecessors and
religious doctrines.

Vienna, November 2023 Herwig Grimm
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Foreword

With the publication of this book, a long-cherished wish has come true.
Its initial ideas go back to the early days of the “Interdisciplinary Working
Group for Human-Animal Studies” initiated by the Biindnis Mensch & Tier
Foundation and founded in 2007. In the debates there, we kept coming
back to the question of the role of Christianity in relation to animals and
creation. And I realized that, as the only theologian in the group, I was
able to give the first rudiments of an answer, but not a comprehensive
and well-founded account. At the same time, everyone was aware of the
enormous importance of the question of Christian anthropocentrism.

The project presented here required a great deal of preliminary thought
and elaborate preparation. In particular, finding the relevant patristic texts
was an enormously arduous task and certainly did not lead to their final
and complete consideration. Nevertheless, the texts collected here provide
a solid basis for tracing the development of the history of theology. In this
respect, my student assistant at the time, Elena Deinhammer, has rendered
invaluable services. Without her precise and meticulous research, this book
would not have been possible. I would like to thank my current student
assistant Viktoria Puchner for her profound research on the text-critical
editions of the sources and secondary literature.

Scientific knowledge essentially lives from discourse. My colleagues from
the aforementioned Interdisciplinary Working Group for Human-Animal
Studies have repeatedly inspired me with their ideas, critically questioned
me, enriched me with new perspectives and spurred me on with their colle-
giality and affinity. A symposium at the Catholic University of Eichstétt run
by my colleagues Christoph Bottigheimer and Alexis Fritz on the question
of God’s creation plan was also valuable for me. Especially with regard to
the last chapter, I benefited greatly from this symposium, although I was
unfortunately only able to participate via video link. Finally, many thanks
go to my colleague Alfons Fiirst in Miinster, who was readily available to me
as a patristic discussion partner and helped greatly to place my discoveries
in the larger context of early Christian thought. Without his profound
feedback, I would never have ventured so far into the territory of another
theological discipline.

11
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I would also like to thank my colleague Martin Lintner in Brixen for
obtaining the expert opinions and taking them into account in my textual
revisions, as well as my co-editor Herwig Grimm in Vienna for including
the book in our jointly edited series “Interdisciplinary Animal Ethics”. I
would like to thank my patristic colleague Christian Lange in Wiirzburg
for his very constructive and well-argued patristic expert opinion, which
provided me with valuable information to supplement and clarify my ex-
planations.

The printing of this book was generously supported by the Episcopal
Fund for the Promotion of the Catholic Private University in Linz, for
which T thank them very much. Finally, I would like to thank Nomos
publishing house for their reliable and efficient cooperation over the years,
especially Beate Bernstein in the editing department and Melanie Schweis
in the typesetting department.

Linz, November 2023 Michael Rosenberger

12
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1 Anthropocentrism as Christian patrimony.
About the question of this book

One of the most successful East German music groups, Die Prinzen, re-
leased a new album to mark their 30th anniversary in March 2021. The title
song has the following lyrics:

Crown of creation

We came down from the trees and went up to the stars
From a stone-age cave to an energy-saving house

And evolution took its course

Today we are the king, but far from being satisfied

We have spread ourselves all over the planet

And whatever gets in our way gets flattened

The whole forest is singing in chorus:
“What on earth is the matter with you?”

We are the crown of creation

Well, that’s alright then

After us the deluge, after us the deluge

Be on your guard

We are the crown of creation

What a shame

For the animals I mean, the poor bastards
No really, what a shame

We invented nuclear power and the TV schedule
Automatic coffee makers, chicken barbecues

It’s cool to be king, the things you can do

We can travel at supersonic speed, wait in rush-hour traffic
Prove black holes and not understand the world

We are the créme de la creme in every field

The whole ocean is screaming:
“Hey, who do you think you are?”

We are the crown of creation ...

Sometimes I ask myself, “Aren't we ourselves the problem?”
Like a flaw in the matrix and the system
We rule while the planet is on fire

We are the crown of creation ...

(Die Prinzen 2021, CD Krone der Schépfung, Songwriters: Alexander Zieme/ Henri
Schmidt/ Jens Sembdner/ Mathias Dietrich/ Sebastian Krumbiegel/ Tobias Kuenzel/
Tobias Roeger/ Wolfgang Lenk, Lyrics by Krone der Schépfung © Kobalt Music Pub-
lishing Ltd.—official music video on Youtube https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=19Ru

13

[ evsn ]


https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=19RuONRmI_8&ab_channel=DiePrinzen
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=19RuONRmI_8&ab_channel=DiePrinzen
https://doi.org/10.5771/9783748940289
https://www.nomos-elibrary.de/agb
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ONRmI_8&ab_channel=DiePrinzen and https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=uo81IH
Kd51E&ab_channel=DiePrinzen-Topic accessed 5.11.2022)

Five musicians in Die Prinzen received their training in the 1980s in the
Thomanerchor in Leipzig or the Dresdner Kreuzchor. They come from a
form of church socialisation that is unusual for the GDR and know what
the allusions to the Bible in their lyrics mean. That is what makes this
song so interesting, for it positions traditional Christian convictions in the
conflict between modern evolutionary theory and ecological catastrophes.
The song has a four-part structure:

— On the one hand, the stanzas describe the enormous progress humans
have made since they evolved into their own species, homo sapiens sapi-
ens: From the trees on which our pre-human ancestors sat, to the stars to
which we send unmanned and possibly soon-to-be manned spaceships,
from stone-age caves to energy-saving houses, but also to nuclear power
plants and supersonic aircraft. On the other hand, the stanzas depict the
ecological catastrophe that is spreading with the almost infinite increase
in human knowledge. Overwhelmed by our own abilities, we ascribe to
ourselves the role of “king” and make ourselves wider and wider on the
small planet Earth, without our hunger for more and more ever being
satisfied.

- In a relatively short interlude between the verses and the chorus, the
song changes perspective and slips into the viewpoint of the animals,
who only shake their heads and are completely stunned in the face of
anthropogenic environmental destruction. The animals of the forest ask,
“What on earth is the matter with you?” And the animals of the ocean,
“Hey, who do you think you are?”

- Finally, the chorus manifests how little humans are impressed by animals’
objections. Naive as little children, they cling to their biblically based
credo: “We are the crown of creation... After us, the deluge”.

— Only at the very end, in the singular and no longer in the plural of the
first person, comes the question of whether we humans are not the real
problem and the systemic fault. “We rule while the planet is on fire”

It is remarkable that the chorus contains two allusions to the biblical Cre-
ation narratives in Gen 1-9. The “crown of creation” alludes to the image of
God in Gen 1:26, the “flood” to Gen 6-9, very deliberately suggesting that
the root of the present ecological catastrophe has something to do with the
Christian message. Since the 1960s, as we shall see (chapter 1.3), this has

14
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1.1 The current Roman Catholic position on the moral status of animals

been a widely accepted thesis. But is it true, and if so, to what extent? That
is the guiding question of this book.

In this first chapter, I will first look at the current position of the Catholic
Church, which is showing the first signs of moving away from anthropo-
centrism but has not yet completely overcome it. Then I search for an
urgently needed conceptual refining of the talk of “anthropocentrism”. On
this basis, the guiding question of this paper can be precisely determined.
Ten core theses describe the book’s main intellectual thread before a brief
look at the structure is given in conclusion.

1.1 The current Roman Catholic position on the moral status of animals
1.1.1 The 1991 Catechism of the Catholic Church

What the Roman Catholic Church officially teaches on a particular issue
can usually best be read in the “Catechism of the Catholic Church” (CCC)
from 1991. As questionable as it may be to write a catechism at all in the 21st
century, because such a catechism is not the pedagogical method of choice
in the context of the modern (and, by the way, well Socratic!) conception of
education as education for independent thinking and of religious education
as education for trust in God, and as dubious as the concrete text of the
CCC may seem to many in the light of Vatican Council II, it should in most
cases provide a rough initial guide as to what the majority of the universal
Church hierarchy thinks about certain questions of faith and morals and
how they “tick”.

This is all the truer if there is not yet a detailed papal or conciliar
teaching letter on a topic. This is precisely the case for animal ethics. It
is true that Pope Francis wrote a teaching letter on environmental ethics
in the 2015 encyclical “Laudato si”, as indicated by the subtitle “on care
for our common house”. Although animals appear on almost every page,
they are not the actual topic, but are predominantly perceived as part of
ecosystems. Only in passing can individual animal ethics conclusions be
derived from Laudato si'—a systematic form of animal ethics is not the
goal.

So when we ask what “the Church” in the sense of the hierarchical
ministry (and in this case most likely also in the sense of a large part of
Christians) thinks about animals, the relevant sections of the CCC can
certainly give us some initial guidance. They can be found in Article 3.2.2.7:

15
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“The seventh commandment: ‘Thou shalt not steal’ (Ex 20:15; Dt 5:19;
Mt 19:18)”. I quote them unabridged and add in brackets some technical
terms of the original Latin text which allow the intention of the text to be
understood more precisely:

“2415. The seventh commandment also enjoins respect for the integrity
of creation (observantiam integritatis creationis). Animals, like plants and
inanimate beings, are by nature destined for the common good of past,
present, and future humanity [Cf. Gen 1:28-31]. Use of the mineral, veget-
able, and animal resources of the universe cannot be divorced from respect
for moral imperatives. Man’s dominion (dominatus) over inanimate and
other living beings granted by the Creator is not absolute; it is limited by
concern for the quality of life of his neighbour, including generations to
come; it requires a religious respect for the integrity of creation (integritatis
creationis religiosam observantiam) [Cf. CA 37-38].

2416. Animals are God’s creatures. He surrounds them with his providen-
tial care (Ipse ea Sua providentiali amplectitur sollicitudine) [cf. Mt 6:26].
By their mere existence they bless him and give him glory [cf. Dan 3:57-
58]. Thus, men owe them kindness (benevolentiam). We should recall the
gentleness (accurata consideratione) with which saints like St. Francis of
Assisi or St. Philip Neri treated animals.

2417. God entrusted animals to the stewardship (procurationi) of those
whom he created in his own image [Cf. Gen 2:19-20; 9:1-14]. Hence it
is legitimate to use animals for food and clothing (uti). They may be
domesticated to help man in his work and leisure (assistant). Medical and
scientific experimentation on animals is a morally acceptable practice, if it
remains within reasonable limits (intra rationabiles limites) and contributes
to caring for or saving human lives.

2418. 1t is contrary to human dignity to cause animals to suffer or die
needlessly. It is likewise unworthy to spend money on them that should as a
priority go to the relief of human misery. One can love animals; one should
not direct to them the affection due only to persons (Animalia amare licet;
affectio solis personis debita ad ea averti non deberet).”

First of all, it is noticeable that some formulations remain unclear: What
does it mean to “respect the integrity of creation (observantiam integritatis
creationis)” (twice in CCC 2415)? If one takes “integritas” literally, man
should not interfere with creation at all, but that is hardly what is meant.
What are “reasonable limits” of animal experimentation (CCC 2417)? What
is the measure of their reasonableness? And finally, what is “the love due

16
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1.1 The current Roman Catholic position on the moral status of animals

only to persons” and not to animals (CCC 2418)? With these questions, one
notices that the text suggests evidence that it should actually create.

Beyond these serious ambiguities, the text as such is highly ambivalent.
On the one hand, it strives in many respects for an appreciation of animals.
Thus, the animals are presented as God’s creatures whom he embraces
with his caring providence (amplectitur). They praise God by their very
existence and deserve human benevolence and sensitivity (CCC 2416).
Therefore, they are entrusted to the caring stewardship or, more literally,
the vicarious care (procuratio) of man (CCC 2417).

The reinterpretation of concepts of loving relationships into hierarchical
relationships of domination, as the official German translation (unlike the
English one) does, however, already shows that the Catechism has another
tendency: It clearly advocates anthropocentrism, i.e. the conviction that
the whole of creation ultimately exists solely for the sake of human beings.
This is already expressed in the fact that animals are subsumed under
the VII Commandment “Thou shalt not steal”. First and foremost, they
are understood as things, as human possessions, and not as independent
living beings created for their own sake. Consequently, they are mentioned
in the text in the same breath as inanimate nature and natural resources.
The standard for their “reasonable” treatment is not their own well-being,
but the common human good understood across generations (CCC 2415).
Cruelty to animals contradicts human dignity, not animal dignity (CCC
2418). From all this follows a clear hierarchisation or prioritisation of needs:
Human needs come before animal needs, and human love is above animal
love. As much as the Catechism strives for an appreciation of animals, this
always remains within the limits of a consistently anthropocentristic world
view.

1.1.2 The 2015 encyclical Laudato si’

The same ambivalence between the classical anthropocentrist framework
and the pursuit of a new appreciation of animals is equally found in the
encyclical Laudato si’, albeit with noticeable shifts in favour of non-human
creatures.

In several places Pope Francis advocates classical anthropocentrism
when he refers to CCC 2418 (LS 92; 130) or when he explicitly rejects
biocentrism (LS 118). However, Francis clearly rejects the core thesis of
classical anthropocentrism: “In our time, the Church does not simply state
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that other creatures are completely subordinated to the good of human
beings, as if they have no worth in themselves and can be treated as we
wish” (LS 69). And: “The ultimate end of other creatures is not us” (LS
83). Furthermore, the “value proper to each creature” is described as one of
the central themes of the encyclical (LS 16; cf. also LS 76; 208). Because the
encyclical, like the Canticle of the Creatures of Francis of Assisi on which it
is based, also uses “creature” to refer to living spaces (sun, water, earth, fire,
etc.), it could even be classified as ecocentristic or holistic. For it speaks of
the intrinsic value of living beings (LS 69; 118), of species (LS 33; 36) and of
the world (LS 115).

The closeness of Laudato si’ to holism is also evident in the conviction
that everything is interconnected—according to LS 16, one of the “central
themes running through the entire encyclical”. From this descriptive pic-
ture of the world as an inseparable unity then normatively results the
demand for fraternal love: “Because all creatures are connected, each must
be cherished with love and respect, for all of us as living creatures are
dependent on one another” (LS 42). In keeping with the Franciscan style,
the Pope emphasises the universal brotherhood of all creatures (LS 92; 228)
and their belonging to a universal family (LS 89-92).

In terms of content, the intrinsic value of creatures is understood in
contrast to the use value of a resource: “It is not enough, however, to think
of different species merely as potential ‘resources’ to be exploited, while
overlooking the fact that they have value in themselves” (LS 33). Intrinsic
value is not scalar but transcends any calculation (LS 36). To perceive it is
only possible from a different perspective than the “technocracy which sees
no intrinsic value in lesser beings” (LS 118). The technocratic paradigm,
which Pope Francis vehemently rejects, is blind to the intrinsic value of
creatures. His thinking in categories of human ownership is opposed to the
faithful view that creation is on loan, entrusted to human beings in faithful
hands: “The created things of this world are not free of ownership: ‘For
they are yours, O Lord, who love the living’ (Wis 11:26).” (LS 89). With this
postulate of a divine claim to ownership, humans’ power of having creation
at its disposal is massively limited. The exclusive or primary subsumption
of non-human creatures under the VII Commandment is thus actually
obsolete.

With reference to CCC 2416, Francis twice emphasises that the intrinsic
value of creatures is based on the fact that they “give glory to God by their
very existence” (LS 33; 69). God did not create creatures so that they might
delight him, but so that they might experience delight in their own lives.
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God rejoices precisely because creatures rejoice in life. The emphasis in
Laudato si’ is therefore on existence rather than on praising God: creatures
do not first have to produce a benefit or an achievement in order to acquire
value—this is given to them through their existence alone. Their existence is
valuable in itself.

Francis is aware of the danger of playing environmental protection
and human protection off against each other. But his prescription against
this is again formulated in a strongly anthropocentrist way. He tirelessly
emphasises the “immeasurable” (LS 65; 158), “infinite” (LS 65), “unique”
(LS 69), “special” (LS 154), even “very special” (LS 43) dignity of human
beings. At a decisive point, therefore, he seems to want to reject biocentrist
egalitarianism: “This is not to put all living beings on the same level
nor to deprive human beings of their unique worth and the tremendous
responsibility it entails. [..] At times we see an obsession with denying
any pre-eminence to the human person; more zeal is shown in protecting
other species than in defending the dignity which all human beings share
in equal measure. Certainly, we should be concerned lest other living beings
be treated irresponsibly. But we should be particularly indignant at the
enormous inequalities in our midst, whereby we continue to tolerate some
considering themselves more worthy than others” (LS 90; similar LS 119)

Of course, it is absolutely true that a commitment to the environment
and animals cannot justify the neglect of human rights and interpersonal
justice. And it is probably also true that some radical environmentalists and
animal rights activists do exactly this by referring to the egalitarianism of
all living beings. But the basic biocentrist idea of the equality of all living
beings actually says something different. In this respect, LS 118 is more
cautious and therefore more accurate: “This situation has led to a constant
schizophrenia, wherein a technocracy which sees no intrinsic value in
lesser beings coexists with the other extreme, which sees no special value in
human beings” This suggests that the denial of human and creaturely dig-
nity usually goes hand in hand: Those who treat human beings primarily or
exclusively as commodities with a price will do the same with non-human
creatures and vice versa.

A significant spiritual depth shines forth when in a few passages refer-
ence is made to the fact that the Christ “incarnate”, i.e. having become
creature, “has taken unto himself this material world and now, risen, is
intimately present to each being, surrounding it with his affection and pen-
etrating it with his light” (LS 221). He has thus become “a seed of definitive
transformation” of the entire universe (LS 235). Here, Francis explicitly
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refers to Teilhard de Chardin: “The ultimate destiny of the universe is in
the fullness of God, which has already been attained by the risen Christ,
the measure of the maturity of all things” (LS 83) The interpretations of
the Colossian hymn (Col 1:15-20) and the Logos hymn (Jn 1:1-18) in LS 99
are particularly dense: “One Person of the Trinity entered into the created
cosmos, throwing in his lot with it, even to the cross. From the beginning
of the world, but particularly through the incarnation, the mystery of Christ
is at work in a hidden manner in the natural world as a whole.” Christian
anthropology often points out that in the incarnation of God the dignity
of the human being shines forth in a unique way. By analogy, one would
have to conclude from the papal interpretation of the incarnation as the
becoming of a creature that in it the dignity of both human and non-human
creatures shines forth in a unique way.

An encyclical is not a scientific theological treatise and therefore enjoys
the right to remain conceptually and argumentatively somewhat fuzzy.
Pope Francis is recognisably trying to preserve the concern of classical
anthropocentrism to protect human dignity and to stand up for interper-
sonal justice, but on the other hand to combine the concern of biocentrism
and ecocentrism with respect for the intrinsic value of creatures and to
fight for justice towards all creatures. Laudato si’ thus goes a decisive step
further than the Catechism. However, the encyclical does not achieve a
complete paradigm shift. It continues to oscillate between traditional an-
thropocentrism and modern biocentrism and ecocentrism, even if it does
show a sympathy by the Church for the latter that was hitherto undreamed
of.

1.2 Clarification of the term “anthropocentrism”

The debate about anthropocentrism is still often characterised by confusion
of terms. For although in all language families accessible to me it is now
clear that one must distinguish between three perspectives, this differenti-
ation has by no means reached the entire breadth of the discussion. For this
reason, I would like to present the current “state of the art” in advance (cf.
for the German language area first Gotthard M. Teutsch 1987, 16-18 and
Bernhard Irrgang 1992, 17):
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The epistemological, methodological or epistemic perspective asks what
standards are available to humans for environmental ethical judgements'.
Here it is completely undisputed that it is only possible for them to look
at the world with their human imaginative possibilities. They can expand
these imaginative possibilities through technical aids, but not in principle
leave them behind. For example, many animals emit sounds that humans
cannot hear. However, humans can measure them by means of sonography
and in this way make them accessible. Some animals also have sensory
organs that humans do not possess, such as sensitivity to the earth’s mag-
netic field, which they use for orientation. Here, too, measuring devices can
replace what human senses lack. In this respect, human perception of the
world around us has expanded enormously in recent decades.

At the same time, this perception remains trapped in principle in hu-
mans’ opportunities for cognition. For even if we draw valid (!) conclusions
about our own subjective feelings through the behaviour of animals and
plants, it will forever remain closed to us to feel “what it is like to be a bat”
—the title of the famous essay by Thomas Nagel in 1974. In other words:
humans methodically recognise the world anthropocentrically, dogs meth-
odically cynocentrically and bees methodically melissacentrically?. Never-
theless, certain animals, like humans, have a high capacity for empathy
across species. The similarities in the structure and functioning of the
brain cause similarities in gestures, facial expressions and behaviour, so that
these in turn allow conclusions to be drawn about inner experience per
analogiam. In order to compensate for the weaknesses of methodological or

1 Anthroporelationality is sometimes spoken of (e.g. Hans J. Miink 1998, 231-245 and
Markus Vogt 2009, 258-259)—but without defining exactly what is meant normatively
by it and what derivations result from it. Miink and Vogt suggest that they understand
the term and the concept behind it as an alternative and “compromise formula”
(Markus Vogt 2009, 258) to teleological anthropocentrism. However, from everything
I read there, it seems to me that this could rather be a refinement of methodological
anthropocentrism.

2 The idea of a species-specific epistemic limitation is already found in the reflection by
Xenophanes (born between 580 and 570 BC) that if animals had hands, lions would
make lion-like and oxen ox-like images of gods (Hermann Diels (ed.)/ Walther Kranz
(ed.) 1972-1975, 21 B 15/16), and in a poem attributed to Epicharmos (c. 540-460 BC)
that dogs find other dogs most beautiful, donkeys other donkeys, pigs other pigs and
indeed humans other humans (Hermann Diels (ed.)/ Walther Kranz (ed.) 1972-1975,
23 B 5). Cf. Urs Dierauer 1977, 62.
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epistemological anthropocentrics, the greatest possible development of the
ability to empathise and think, i.e. to put oneself in the shoes of another
species, is required. And yet limits remain.

The inescapability of methodological anthropocentrics has an immediate
ethical consequence: it requires great humility. For in view of the relativity
of the human perspective of knowledge, it is important to avoid any arrog-
ance that expresses itself in the belief that humans know how nature works
and what needs to be done to protect the environment and our fellow
human beings. If we do not even know “what it is like to be a bat”, then
it is not for us humans to elevate ourselves above animals and plants. Envir-
onmental and animal ethical decisions that we make are always subject to
the limited perspective of knowledge that we humans are given.

The second, formal perspective asks who can assume what responsibility
for their actions and whether one should speak of responsibility at all in the
case of non-human animals. This second question is increasingly answered
affirmatively in research, at least for certain animal species, with regard to
intra-species rule-setting and rule-following (Fiona Probyn-Rapsey 2018,
49). However, this never addresses the immense responsibility for the sur-
vival of the biosphere as a whole. Here, it should be indisputable that only
man rudimentarily possesses this opportunity. He is the addressee of global
ethical demands—and only he.

Again, there is a danger of drawing wrong conclusions from this special
position of man. In connection with the image of God in Gen 1, one can
easily see where such unfounded conclusions can lead. While the image
of God there describes only formal anthropocentrics, in later centuries the
term was read as an answer to the third perspective, and material anthro-
pocentrism was derived from it. From this historical fact, many American
creation ethicists conclude that one should abandon the concept of the im-
age of God as well as its modern translation with “stewardship”. Of course,
this would be possible in principle—but it would in no way escape formal
anthropocentrics. It would only be a matter of cosmetics and semantics, not
hard content. I would therefore rather ask how a more effective firewall can
be drawn between formal anthropocentrics and material anthropocentrism.

3 Angelika Krebs 1997, 342-343 calls methodological anthropocentrics “metaethical an-
thropocentrism”. The adjective can be used appropriately, but the noun, as so often,
disregards the distinction between anthropocentrics and anthropocentrism that is
justified on the following pages.
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Finally, the third, material or teleological perspective asks for whom the
earth is to be preserved: Who are the téle, the (self-)ends, for the sake
of which the means of nature may and should be used? Is it only human
beings, as anthropocentrism claims? Is it all sentient, pain-sensing living
beings, as pathocentrism or sentientism holds? Is it all living beings, as
biocentrism postulates? Or is it living beings and inorganic matter, even
collective entities such as ecosystems and species, as ecocentrism or holism
would say? This is the Gretchen question of environmental and animal
ethics par excellence, and it is not as trivial as one might think.

First of all, it is clear that all four teleological determinations are compat-
ible with both methodological and formal anthropocentrics, indeed that
all four usually affirm both of these. For no matter which teleological
determination we choose, we do it as human beings and thus methodo-
logically and formally anthropocentric. Hence, biocentrism, for example,
emphasises the formal special position of human beings associated with
their unique responsibility (Friedo Ricken 1987, 20; Hans J. Miink 1997, 26).
It also methodically recognises that humans make environmental ethical
value judgements according to human standards (Paul W. Taylor 1981, 204;
Hans J. Miink 1997, 26). The same is true of ecocentrism (J. Baird Callicott
2017, 116; Helen Kopnina 2019, 4). Conversely, material anthropocentrism
cannot necessarily be derived from the fact that humans are the only parties
responsible and that they can only judge according to their standards of
knowledge (Tim Hayward 1997, 49; Gavin Rae 2014, 7). The three perspect-
ives must therefore be kept neatly apart and have no substantive nexus that
would allow one to be derived from the other.

For the sake of this clear distinction between the three perspectives, I
must at this point say a few sentences about terminology: Starting from the
Anglo-Saxon area, it has become common in the last ten or fifteen years in
the German and Romance language areas to speak of “anthropocentrism”
when referring to the teleological question. I think this is a factually correct
and appropriate development because the actual ideological positioning
is linked to the teleological question—and semantically we traditionally
designate ideologies with the suffix “-ism” and “-ist”.

However, “anthropocentrism” and “anthropocentric”, which is usually
combined with it, do not fit together semantically. Purely linguistically, the
adjective “anthropocentrist(ic)” belongs to the noun “anthropocentrism”—
which is unfortunately not at all the case in English-language literature
on this topic. Conversely, the adjective “anthropocentric” corresponds with
the noun “anthropocentrics”, just as, for example, the adjective “ethical”
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corresponds with the noun “ethics”. For linguistically, the suffix “-ism” de-
notes a world view, an ideology, whereas the suffix “-ic’—derived from the
Greek adjective associated with it—denotes a method or approach (ethics,
physics, logic...).

Consequently, a linguistically correct distinction must be made between
moral, material or teleological anthropocentrism (with the adjective an-
thropocentristic) on the one hand and formal anthropocentrics and epi-
stemic anthropocentrics (both with the adjective anthropocentric) on the
other (cf. Rob Boddice 2011, 13). This then also makes clear linguistically
that no compelling conclusion leads from formal or epistemic anthropo-
centrics to material anthropocentrism. The firewall between the first two
and the third perspective is clearly marked linguistically. This is exactly how
I use the terminology in this book. Material anthropocentrism can then be
referred to more briefly simply as anthropocentrism and anthropocentrist-
ic. Anthropocentrics, on the other hand, always requires specification by an
adjective so that it is clear in which perspective we are. Where I quote, how-
ever, I must leave the terminology of the source quoted. Here, the reader’s
ability to recognise the possible terminological incongruence between the
source and my commentary is then called for.

For me, it is a prerequisite that the designation of a teleological definition
with an “-ism” only contains a description and in no way a valuation—
neither positive nor negative*. This is by no means self-evident, because in
social debates “-isms” are often accompanied by devaluations—just think of
Islamism, racism or anti-Semitism. Those “-isms”, on the other hand, which
are used in a less or non-judgemental way, are currently hardly present in
public debates. This can lead to prejudice in one direction or another, and
this is how I interpret the tendency of some animal ethicists to explicitly
emphasise that they are material or teleological anthropocentrics, but not
anthropocentrists. Here, a semantic trick is used that cannot be justified
linguistically and should therefore be avoided.

Anyone who advocates anthropocentrist teleology should unabashedly
call themselves an anthropocentrist. There is no shame in that, for—it

4 Lori Gruen 2015, 24 distinguishes between “inevitable anthropocentrism”, by which
she designates methodological anthropocentrics, and “arrogant anthropocentrism”,
which in our terminology is material or teleological anthropocentrism. In contrast to
my proposal, she has thus integrated a direct valuation into the terms—not through
the noun “anthropocentrism”, however, but through the two assigned adjectives. I, on
the other hand, would like to separate description and valuation conceptually, which is
why I do not adopt Gruen's terminology.

24

[ evsn ]


https://doi.org/10.5771/9783748940289
https://www.nomos-elibrary.de/agb

1.3 The central question of this book

should be emphasised—there are undoubtedly respectable models of en-
lightened and humanistically motivated anthropocentrism that can at least
reject the overexploitation of the environment with excellent reasons. How-
ever, in doing so, they involve moral feelings only slightly and therefore take
people along in a comparatively top-heavy manner. They do not offer an
approach to loving nature and taking pleasure in it “just so”, beyond utility
calculations. What weighs more heavily in our context, however, is this:
Their justifications are less convincing in terms of animal ethics than in
terms of environmental ethics. Why one should treat animals well beyond
human self-interest can hardly become clear if animals are not granted any
intrinsic value. And enlightened humanist variants of anthropocentrism
cannot do that if they want to be consistent. Most of their representatives
therefore reject the inherent value theorem (cf. Michael Rosenberger 2021,
135-141). At the same time, they declare themselves to be environmental
rather than animal ethicists. This makes a small but momentous difference.

Nevertheless, this book should not be understood as a blanket condem-
nation of anthropocentrism. Rather, it is about a thoroughly appreciative
critique of a tradition of thought that has shaped Europe for two and a
half millennia and continues to do so, a form of thought that has produced
much that is good, but also brings with it serious downsides—and, as we
will see at the end of my discussion, not only in the area of animal ethics. In
the best sense of the word, I am concerned with an elucidation of modern,
ecologically influenced anthropocentrism by reconstructing its roots and
asking whether it does not need to be significantly broadened in order to
meet the current challenges of a threatened planet. I will tackle this task
“sine ira et studio” and hope that all anthropocentrists among the readers
can meet my thoughts with the same attitude.

1.3 The central question of this book

In the above analysis of the animal ethics sections of the CCC, as well as
in the search for the creation ethics rationale of Laudato si’, an undoubted
tendency towards detachment from anthropocentrism has been noticed,
which, however, has not yet reached its goal. In the CCC, the frame-
work remains clearly anthropocentristic; in Laudato si’, anthropocentristic
and non-anthropocentristic thoughts almost balance each other out. The
detachment of the Christian message from anthropocentrism, which un-
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doubtedly has far-reaching consequences for the environment and animal
ethics, is still pending.

So the question arises as to where this anthropocentrism actually comes
from and what were the reasons for introducing it into the Christian mes-
sage? The answers to this question have so far been mostly very superficial
and clichéd or very fragmentary because they focus on a single epoch in
history.

Largely unnoticed in his time, but probably the first to raise the ques-
tion of the roots of European anthropocentrism, Albert Schweitzer did
so between 1939 and 1942 in his fragmentary Philosophy of Culture, pub-
lished only posthumously: “Why is it that European thought does not
address the question of ethical behaviour towards creatures, or addresses
it only reluctantly?” (Albert Schweitzer 2000, 139) Schweitzer’s still rather
crude first ideas are worth reading and noting. He sees that the origins
lie not in Judaism but with the Greeks, but also emphasises the catalysing
contribution of early Christianity: “However the fact [that] Jesus does not
recommend compassion for creatures may be explained: it has a disastrous
effect on European thought. The view that ethics is concerned only with
behaviour towards human beings and not also with behaviour towards
creatures is regarded by him as sanctioned by Christianity. Throughout the
centuries, this deeply ingrained prejudice has remained. Even today it has
not completely got rid of it” (Albert Schweitzer 2000, 143)

However, the public debate was opened in 1967, when the medievalist
Lynn White published a sensational article in the scientific journal “Sci-
ence” on “the historical roots of our ecological crisis”. In it, he proves that
the technological and scientific dynamism of Western Europe, which began
in the 11th century and continues today, has its roots in the widespread
Christianisation by the Carolingians in the 9th century, for this led to a
combination of two basic spiritual attitudes:

— Firstly, the biblical Creation narratives were understood in such a way
that everything created existed solely for the benefit and well-being of
man, because he alone was God’s image. Christianity had thus become
the most anthropocentristic religion in the world. “God planned all of
this explicitly for man’s benefit and rule: no item in the physical creation
had any purpose save to serve man’s purposes. And, although man’s
body is made of clay, he is not simply part of nature: he is made in
God’s image. Especially in its Western form, Christianity is the most
anthropocentric religion the world has seen. (...) Christianity, in abso-
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lute contrast to ancient paganism and Asia’s religions (except, perhaps,
Zoroastrianism), not only established a dualism of man and nature but
also insisted that it is God’s will that man exploit nature for his proper
ends.” (Lynn White 1967, 1205)

- Secondly, however, the significant difference between the Latin Western
and Greek Eastern Churches had to be explained, for only the Latin
Church had produced the aforementioned technological-scientific dy-
namic, while the Christian East had lagged behind technically and scien-
tifically. Here, White refers to the voluntarism of the Western Church,
which emerged in the 1ith century, and which places the human will
and its freedom before or above the knowledge of reason. In contrast,
the Greek Eastern Church remained intellectualistic, i.e. it placed the
knowledge of reason before will and freedom.

This leads to the following conclusion for White: “first, that, viewed histor-
ically, modern science is an extrapolation of natural theology and, second,
that modern technology is at least partly to be explained as an Occidental,
voluntarist realisation of the Christian dogma of man’s transcendence of,
and rightful mastery over, nature”. (Lynn White 1967, 1206) The ecological
crisis cannot be solved simply by more natural science and more (environ-
mental) technology, but only by spiritual conversion. The creation mysti-
cism of Francis of Assisi and his idea of fraternity with all creatures lends
itself to this, White concludes.

With this small essay, White initiated a debate that has not died down
to this day. However, his thesis has often been coarsened and robbed of its
temporal and spatial limitations. The medievalist White only analyses the
Middle Ages. He does not ask where the medieval interpretations of the
biblical narratives come from and whether they are exegetically correct. He
also does not ask what is at the origin of Western voluntarism and why
this only affected the Christian West, but not the Christian East. Finally, he
does not analyse the post-Reformation and modern developments, which
indicate that it was not so much Catholicism as Protestantism (and there
especially Calvinism® as well as the Free Churches) that promoted environ-

5 In his classic thesis, Max Weber attributed the economic success of Calvinist countries
to their doctrine of predestination. Heinz Schilling 2022, 243-259 and more recent
historical research, on the other hand, assume much more prosaically that the cause,
analogous to the European Jews, lies in the expulsion of Calvinists from most of
their areas of origin. As migrants, they were excluded from politics and all public
offices in their new places of residence, so they could only gain the respect of their

27

[ evsn ]


https://doi.org/10.5771/9783748940289
https://www.nomos-elibrary.de/agb

1 Anthropocentrism as Christian patrimony. About the question of this book

mental destruction (cf. Peter Hersche 2020 and 2020a). As a medievalist,
White sticks to his last. However, the title of his essay suggests that one
has arrived at the historical roots, as if there were no prehistory for the
Middle Ages. This is precisely what leads to uncovered generalisations and
very sweeping accusations against “Christianity”. In the German-speaking
world, it was above all Carl Amery who spoke out in 1972 with his mono-
graph on the “merciless consequences of Christianity” and Eugen Drewer-
mann in 1986 with his treatise on the “destruction of the earth and of man
in the legacy of Christianity”. In popular science, their view of things has
remained dominant to the present day.

Recently, Lynn White’s thesis has been put into perspective from another
angle. Anthropology increasingly recognises that the medieval marriage
morality of the Latin Church has been one of the most important causes
of the economic development of the West in modern times. The strict
demand for lifelong monogamy, the very far-reaching ban on intermarriage
(up to second cousins!), the teaching that the consensus of the bride and
groom constituted the marriage (and not the blessing of the priest, as
in the Eastern Church!), the favouring of living spatially separated from
relatives and the superiority of the spiritual family of the Church over the
biological family led to the dissolution of clan structures step by step in
the Latin West. Yet, sociologically, these are some of the greatest obstacles
to innovation and economic progress (Jonathan F. Schulz et al. 2019, 1-12;
Joseph Henrich 2020; Duman Bahrami-Rad et al. 2022, 1-3). Thus, at least
in part, the “merciless consequences of Christianity” were not caused by
Christian (Western and Eastern Church) anthropocentrism at all, but by
Western Church marital morality (which differs strikingly from Eastern
Church marital morality!) and were therefore not directly intended, but
unintentionally contributed to as a “side effect”—a connection that has only
received scholarly attention in the last decade.

Nevertheless, Lynn White’s thesis can hardly be dismissed as completely
absurd and unfounded. There is probably a kernel of truth in it. The
churches have therefore taken it up late, but very clearly, and acknowledged
their complicity. The European Ecumenical Assembly (EEA) in Basel in
1989 stated: “We have failed because we have not borne witness to God’s

fellow men through economic success. Moreover, due to migration, they have fewer
traditional (extended family) ties. And finally, they live in locally autonomous religious
communities whose members travel a lot for work and therefore maintain exchange
and international contacts, which also benefits trade.

28

[ evsn ]


https://doi.org/10.5771/9783748940289
https://www.nomos-elibrary.de/agb

1.3 The central question of this book

caring love for all and every creature and because we have not developed
a lifestyle that corresponds to our self-understanding as part of God’s
creation. (EEA 43) And: “Conversion to God (metanoia) today means the
commitment to seek a way out of the separation between human beings
and the rest of creation, out of human domination over nature, out of a
lifestyle and economic modes of production that seriously damage nature,
out of an individualism that violates the integrity of creation in favour of
private interests, into a community of human beings with all creatures in
which their rights and integrity are respected.” (EEA 45)

Pope Francis also candidly admitted in 2015 that “This allows us to re-
spond to an accusation against Judeo-Christian thought: [...] If it is true that
we Christians have sometimes misinterpreted the scriptures, today we must
emphatically reject the inference of absolute dominion over other creatures
from the fact of being created in the image of God and the mandate to rule
the earth” (LS 67)

Despite this fundamental acknowledgement that Christianity has con-
tributed significantly to anthropocentrism remaining the dominant ethical
ideology in the West to this day, one must still ask where the Carolingian
early Middle Ages took it from. After all, it is not an invention of Carolingi-
an theology. Obviously, one has to go further back, into antiquity, to trace
the roots of Western anthropocentrism. So where do its earliest beginnings
lie? And if, as we shall see, these are to be dated centuries before the birth of
Christianity, then what prompted Christianity to adopt it?

The intention of this question is not primarily historical but systematic,
for only after a solid elucidation of the origins and theological motives of
Christian anthropocentrism can the question be answered as to whether
the positive concerns that motivated its reception can also be achieved in a
contemporary form of theology with less or even no harm to non-human
creatures.

The guiding question defined in this way outlines a field of the history
of theology and the church that has not yet been dealt with, but also of
systematic theology. While biblical animal ethics has been relatively well
researched in recent decades (see chapter 2), the animal ethics of ancient
Greek and Roman philosophy has at least begun to be explored (see chapter
3) and the animal ethics of the Middle Ages is increasingly being explored
in a relatively large number of smaller studies, there have only been very
selective analyses of the animal ethics of early Christianity, which do not yet
allow for a coherent picture. This is therefore a missing link in the history
of theology. If, as a systematic theologian, I venture into this incomplete
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field, I do so with the necessary caution. As I said, my primary interest
in knowledge is not of a historical nature, and my genuine expertise does
not lie in historical research. Rather, I would like to better understand the
current position of the church(es) in order to be able to make proposals for
its reformation. Without a halfway differentiated perception of the origins,
this cannot possibly succeed.

14 Ten core theses of this study

In ten core theses I would like to anticipate the most important results of
this book. They will be substantiated and developed in detail in chapter 5
on the basis of textual testimonies.

1)

2)

3)

30

As far back as in the earliest times of the Church, anthropocentrism
was adopted by Christian theologians and is thus part of the “heredit-
ary property”, the genes of Christian theology and the Church ethos.
On the one hand, this explains why it has remained almost unques-
tioned for two millennia, and on the other hand, it makes clear the
enormous challenge of overcoming it by modernising theology.
Anthropocentrism does not come from Jewish and biblical traditions,
but from the mainstream of Greco-Roman philosophy, which has been
anthropocentristic since as early as the 5th century BC. By the time
of the early Church, the anthropocentristic paradigm had long since
become so firmly anchored, well-argued and self-evident in Greco-Ro-
man culture that its dubiousness was hardly noticed, despite lingering
criticism from a small minority. It is—especially in Stoic popular philo-
sophy—simply sensus communis. Moreover, it is (also) derived there
from the belief in the good providence of the gods, i.e. theologically,
whereby it literally imposes itself on early Christianity.

The Christian adoption of the anthropocentrism of Greco-Roman
philosophy can only be understood against the background of two
historical circumstances: On the one hand, the Roman Empire from
about 300 BC to at least 400 AD is characterised by so-called Hellen-
ism. Hellenism means that the entire culture of this epoch in the
Mediterranean region and partly beyond is imbued with the Greek way
of life. People (increasingly also the Jews!) move in this culture like
fish in water—they often do not even notice that Greek culture is at
work in a mode of behaviour or in outlook. On the other hand, early
Christianity had already largely detached itself from its Jewish roots
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14 Ten core theses of this study

around 200 AD. There are no longer any Jewish Christians, i.e. people

who convert from Judaism to Christianity. And the dialogue between

Christian and Jewish theologians continues (cf. Peter Schéfer 2010 and

2015), but only reaches a minority of believers in Christianity. This

means that Jewish culture and beliefs have, to a large extent, been lost

from view. Most Christians no longer notice that Judaism, and thus
also Jesus of Nazareth, sometimes held decidedly different views than

Hellenism. The language barrier—Christians can neither understand

nor speak the Hebrew language of the Old Testament and the Aramaic

language of the Palestinian Jews, in contrast to the Greek and Latin
languages—does the rest.

Early Christianity’s main arguments for anthropocentrism are not an-

imal ethical, but have to do with core issues of early dogmatic develop-

ment:

— The starting point of all considerations is soteriology with the ques-
tion under which conditions someone can attain eternal life. Step by
step, the concept of free will crystallises itself, which only belongs
to humans and fundamentally distinguishes them from animals.
Humans are supposed to determine this free will through reason,
which also distinguishes them from animals, who are called the
“reasonless” (aloga).

— This has mirrored consequences for eschatology: the Greek doctrine
of the transmigration of souls, as it is found in Platonic and Neo-Pla-
tonic philosophy, is rejected in order to safeguard the idea of the
uniqueness of earthly life, which characterises Jewish tradition and
is an indispensable prerequisite for the concept of the Last Judge-
ment and eternal life. But if souls are not allowed to wander from
human to animal and from animal to human, as part of Greek philo-
sophy assumes, then it is advisable, as a firewall between humans
and animals, to make an essential and not merely gradual distinction
between the rational immortal human soul and the exclusively ve-
getative and sensitive, therefore mortal animal soul.

- In creation theology, one wants to emphasise God’s wonderful
providence and care for human beings—and does this in orienta-
tion towards the Stoa at the expense of non-human creatures by
declaring human beings alone to be the purposes of creation. A hier-
archy and a purely utilitarian relationship are thus created between
humans and non-human creation. Even if one does not always
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understand it, all non-human creatures supposedly have a benefit
exclusively for humans.

- In anthropology, the soteriologically and eschatologically central
rational nature of man is biblically underpinned by an essential
ontological (instead of existential relational) understanding of the
image of God in Gen 1:26. This biblical passage, which had no
great significance within the Bible and in early Jewish times and was
understood quite differently in general, now becomes the central
evidence for the uniqueness of man and for the anthropocentristic
conviction that creation was created solely for the sake of man.

— Finally, on the meta-level, there is a fifth issue: the ability to engage
in dialogue with the secular majority society and to prove that,
as a small splinter group with provincial origins, they are on the
cutting edge of the anthropocentristic philosophical mainstream.
By the mid-3rd century CE, there were about 100,000 Christians
living in the Roman Empire (Kyle Harper 2020, 231). Out of a total
population of about 75 million, this was a good one per thousand.
Christianity was not yet a world religion, but consisted of largely
autonomous, very plural small groups (Peter Gemeinhardt 2022,
12). Half a century later, around 300 AD, Christians already com-
prised 15 to 20 per cent of the total population, i.e. 10 to 15 million
people, one hundred times more than fifty years earlier. They had
become a “mass phenomenon” (Kyle Harper 2020, 231). Yet it was
to take almost another century before they became the majority of
the population. Until then, it was those who were Christian, rather
than those who adhered to a different belief, who had to justify
themselves. Demonstrating knowledge, mastery and affirmation of
the current philosophy was vital in this context.

5) All five motives for the early Christian reception of Greco-Roman

6)

32

anthropocentrism culminate in the basic Greek theorem of animals as
aloga, as beings without reason and language. This theorem therefore
logically, but ultimately hardly reflected upon, becomes the key to the
perception of animals among the mainstream of Christian theology.
Even the first three centuries’ theologians, who tended to be anim-
al-friendly, did not question the aloga thesis, despite good scientific
knowledge and obvious observations of animal behaviour to the con-
trary. It was so deeply inscribed in Greco-Roman society that one did
not even think of overturning it. In this way, it became part of the
genetic code of Christianity.
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8)

9)

14 Ten core theses of this study

Even on this side of non-human animals, the reception of rational-
ist anthropocentrism produces considerable collateral damage for hu-
mans:

- Theologically, the establishment of the ability to reason as the cent-

ral dividing line favours, in the long run, the discrimination of
all those human individuals who can never attain this ability—i.e.
stillborn children or children who die in the first years of life, as
well as people with mental disabilities. To this day, there are debates
about their ecclesiological status and their entitlement to receive the
sacraments or a church funeral.

Cosmologically, like the Stoa, one has to make absurd hypotheses
about the benefit of mosquitoes, lions and many other animals for
humans. From the perspective of modern ecology, one can only
smile indulgently at such attempts.

In terms of environmental ethics, anthropocentrism favours the
ruthless exploitation of nature because it lacks the emotional inhibi-
tion threshold and tends towards an under-complex determination
of “utilities” of nature (Michael Rosenberger 2021, 178-180). This
harms humans themselves, not only the extra-human creation.

The reception of rationalist anthropocentrism, however, has also resul-
ted in incalculable collateral damage for animals:
— In the field of applied ethics, it establishes an extremely far-reaching

authorisation to use animals, which cannot be restricted by the
needs of the animals, but only by the well-understood needs of
humans. Animals do not come into view for their own sake, but only
for the sake of humans.

From a fundamental ethical point of view, in view of the texts in the
Bible that strive for animal justice, there is inevitably an irresolvable
inconsistency in Christian animal ethics, as can be clearly seen in
the current Catechism of the Catholic Church and also in the encyc-
lical Laudato si’.

Soteriologically, the exclusion of animals from salvation is the con-
sequence. Animals, according to the widely held conviction of theo-
logy and churches, have no place in God’s eternity despite the fact
that biblical texts lead one to believe otherwise. Indirectly, God’s act
of creation becomes mere preparation and a temporary backdrop for
his act of redemption, which only applies to humanity.

From the beginning until today, there has been and still is an animal-
friendly minority position in Christianity, which is partly more biblical
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than philosophical, partly more Neo-Platonic than Stoic in inspiration.
It is first represented by early monasticism, which seeks to live out
the anticipation of paradisiacal peace between humans and animals.
To this day, there are religious communities that see this concern
as an integral part of their charism. It can also be found in some
manifestations of popular piety, such as the blessing of animals and the
sharing of Easter bread with animals, as well as in Christian art, for
example when in many illustrations the ox and donkey stand closer
to Jesus’ manger than Mary and Joseph, or when animals are together
with humans under the tree of life. Theologically, it is easy to argue
why it is time to turn the minority position into the official position of
the whole church:

— Creation theology: Against the background of evolutionary theory,
the close relationship of the species homo sapiens with many animal
species, but even with plants, is obvious. Modern biology shows
more and more clearly that the transitions from less to more intel-
ligent living beings are fluid and often only nuances lie between
them. Only the development of a central nervous system constitutes
a qualitative leap. Seen in this light, humans are the relatively most
highly developed living beings at present. But it would be completely
misleading to claim that the whole course of evolution has only run
towards them. Theologically, this calls for a massive reduction of
teleology and highly cautious speaking of God’s plan of creation.

- Soteriology: Non-human animals are just as capable of redemption
as human animals because they are created and loved by God. The
ability to redeem is not based on an essence-ontological quality,
but on God’s devotion and loving care, i.e. a relational-existential
quality. This does not necessarily mean that those people who are
enabled by their gift of reason to assume responsibility no longer
have to disclose it before the judgement seat of God. It only means
that this is not the only criterion for access to eternity.

— Christology: The mystery of the incarnation can be interpreted as
God becoming flesh, i.e. becoming a creature, closely following the
biblical etymology of the Hebrew word 1%3 / basar. In Jesus Christ,
God became a creature and showed his solidarity with all creatures,
which gives them an unsurpassable dignity. This thesis also takes
much better account of the fact that the Logos hymn in Jn I has nu-
merous connections to the Creation narrative of Gen L.
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- Eschatology: The soul, which is mortal (!) like the body, can be
interpreted in the sense of the “anima forma corporis” in an Aris-
totelian way as a cipher for the independence and the practical
self-relation of human and non-human living beings. Then it stands
for the uniqueness of every living being and excludes transmigration
of souls entirely by itself. A soul understood in this way in all living
beings is very much in line with the Christian conviction of the
uniqueness of earthly life. No devaluation of non-human creatures is
needed to support it.

- Anthropology: If Christian theology can obviously leave anthropo-
centrism well behind without having to give up the motives that
spawned its introduction, then the idea of man created as the image
of God in Gen 1:26 can be interpreted without bias as it is meant
biblically: as formal anthropocentrics and not as anthropocentrism.
In Gen 1, the Creator ascribes to human beings the responsibility for
the house of life on earth that has been lent to all creatures. This is
exactly what is called “formal anthropocentrics” in modern special-
ist discussion and is fundamentally distinguished from “(material)
anthropocentrism” (see above chapter 1.2).

— Ethics: Finally, the adoption of the traditional minority position
as the official position of the church(es) also allows the voluntary
option of a consistently vegetarian or vegan diet to be recognised
as an anticipation of Paradise and as an evangelical council. With
the reduction of the evangelical counsels to three in the 12th and
13th centuries, monastic vegetarianism came under the wheels of a
church that wanted to lump all religious communities together. This
does not do justice to the diversity of charisms and vocations of reli-
gious Christians. Again, it was collateral damage that, along with the
diversity of charisms, also uprooted the value of an animal-friendly
dietary style.

— Meta-level: On the one hand, a renewed, non-anthropocentristically
thinking form of Christianity could be alternative and in a good
sense elitist on the level of practice, if it visibly highly values the
vegetarian and vegan option and places value on very limited meat
consumption in the full breadth of its membership. On the other
hand, such a form of Christianity, which is currently becoming a so-
cial minority again, would be on the cutting edge of social discourse
and go along with the trend of modern ethics towards much greater
protection of animals.
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10) The last thesis is dedicated to the theorem of the “merciless con-
sequences of Christianity”. Without question, Christianity, by adopting
Greco-Roman anthropocentrism, contributed significantly to the fact
that the instrumental, technical-rational appropriation of the earth as
a resource had and has destructive consequences. But if Christianity
had not been so successful and remained a small minority of European
societies to this day, Western culture would still have retained anthro-
pocentrism as its dominant matrix and passed it on (unless Greco-
Roman culture as a whole had perished in the era of migration of
peoples!). For when Christianity adopted anthropocentrism, it had
already been the dominant ideology of Greece and later Rome for 500
years and would have remained so even without the Church. In a way,
one can perhaps say: when Christianity was still a tiny minority in the
Roman Empire, it almost inevitably adopted anthropocentrism as the
dominant ideology of the majority society, on the one hand in order to
have a say and keep up, and on the other hand because most Christians
did not come from the Jewish but from the Greco-Roman cultural
sphere. By the time Christianity had become the majority religion three
centuries later, anthropocentrism was already so deeply anchored in
Christian doctrine that it was no longer recognised as problematic.
Unnoticed, an ideology had seeped into Christian dogmatics that had
hardly any biblical basis, indeed was diametrically opposed to the
biblical mainstream.

It is time to correct this flaw in the genetic and embryonic development of
Christianity.

1.5 The structure of this book

Eric Daryl Meyer aptly describes the problem of Christian anthropo-
centrism and its consequences for non-human animals. “Christian theolo-
gians and biblical scholars have nearly ubiquitously, for a range of historical
reasons, thought about human beings as categorically distinct from and
superior to all other animals. Scholars in the far-flung-and-still-emerging
field of animal studies draw attention to the way that such anthropological
exceptionalism leads directly to staggering suffering and injustice borne
(and resisted!) by nonhuman animals” (Eric Daryl Meyer 2018, 56-57)

In view of this, Meyer argues for a double task: first, the historical devel-
opments of Christian “exceptionalism” must be analysed, and second, it is
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necessary to look for the aspects of Christian theology that can contribute
to overcoming it. “Some urgent tasks emerge where this work intersects
with Christian theology. The deep sources of the tradition (the Bible and
influential figures across its history) must be critically analysed to discern:
first, where and how the rigid boundaries between human and other anim-
als collapse under the weight of their own assumptions and, second, what
hidden resources the tradition holds for thinking differently” (Eric Daryl
Meyer 2018, 57)

That is precisely what I see as the task of this book. Meyer has also
devoted himself to it (Eric Daryl Meyer 2018a), but from a different angle,
namely “Inner Animalities”, i.e. the animal qualities in humans. His book
uses the Cappadocian Church Fathers and contemporary theologians to
expose the immanent contradictions of classical Christian anthropology.
The core thesis is almost identical to mine: “Christian theology takes up an-
thropological exceptionalism from Greco-Roman philosophy (particularly
the Stoics), amplifies it with theological and scriptural reasoning, and then,
at the dawn of the era of European colonial expansion, passes it into
the secularized exceptionalism of Enlightenment humanism.” (Eric Daryl
Meyer 2018a, 6)

My study illuminates the same problem as Meyer, but from a different
angle. It focuses on anthropocentrism per se as well as on the entire epoch
of patristics and proceeds in the following steps:

Chapter 2 is devoted to the question of how animals are perceived
and classified in the pre-Hellenistic writings of the Old Testament. It will
be shown that the texts emphasise the similarities between animals and
humans far more than the differences. Above all, being directly created
by a good and loving God fundamentally connects them. The logical con-
sequence is that animals are included in God’s covenant with his creation.
As subjects of law, they enjoy a similar position as other precariously situ-
ated groups in society. If one wants to assign biblical thinking to one of
the teleological reasoning approaches, it is biocentrist and not anthropo-
centrist.

Chapter 3 attempts a passage through the animal ethical considerations
of Greco-Roman philosophy. As early as in the time of the pre-Socratics,
important courses were set, so that anthropocentrism was already firmly
in the saddle by the time of Socrates. It is interesting that in Socrates and
many other philosophers it contains a theological component: The fact that
everything was created for humans proves the care of the gods for humans.
In the Stoa, Greek anthropocentrism is systematised and brought to its

37

[ evsn ]


https://doi.org/10.5771/9783748940289
https://www.nomos-elibrary.de/agb

1 Anthropocentrism as Christian patrimony. About the question of this book

perfection. A five-part network of ideas, which are highly consistent with
one another and can only be unlaced and changed as a whole, is stretched
out. The popular philosophical current of the Stoa makes the five ideas
associated with anthropocentrism socially acceptable, so that they spread
throughout Greco-Roman culture in the following centuries.

Chapter 4 takes into account the fact that Greco-Roman culture gradu-
ally seeped into parts of Diaspora Judaism during the long epoch of Hellen-
ism. In traces, this also affects a few passages of the Old Testament, but
above all the Greek translation of the Jewish Bible, the Septuagint. Those
New Testament authors who, like Paul, come from Hellenistic Diaspora
Judaism also adopt some paradigms of the Stoa, including its anthropo-
centrism. The example of the prohibition of ritual slaughter, which the early
Church initially made binding for all Christians, but which lost all relev-
ance by 200 AD at the latest, makes it clear how the animal ethical impulses
of the Torah almost completely evaporated from Christianity within a few
generations.

Chapter 5, which is by far the longest, goes through the texts of the
Church Fathers and looks for traces relevant to animal ethics. These are
analysed primarily with regard to the cornerstones of Stoic animal ethics.
An enormous range of positions and approaches becomes clear. The aloga
thesis and anthropocentrism are not fundamentally questioned anywhere.
Nevertheless, there are remarkably many authors who take a far more
animal-friendly position than the Stoa. Obviously, they have neither the
intellectual nor the resource strength to ask the fundamental question, and
perhaps they did not even recognise the problem as such in its profound
dimension because they were too firmly rooted in Hellenism. Nevertheless,
many of them strive for mindfulness before and sympathy with animals.

The last chapter, chapter 6, is about ensuring systematic yield in the
sense of a further development of Christian animal ethics. The individual
elements of the Stoic network of ideas around anthropocentrism are taken
up again and brought into conversation with the current debates in the
natural sciences and humanities. From this, perspectives emerge that an-
thropocentrism must be abandoned, but that this can only succeed in
conjunction with a series of other overdue corrections of the Christian
message. At the same time, it becomes clear that the Christian message
carries the potential for healing. “While Christian theological anthropology
is at least partly culpable for the structure of human self-understanding in
the West, it also retains the disciplinary and discursive tools to address the
widest frame in which human beings understand themselves” (Eric Daryl
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Meyer 2018a, 14) This potential has significance far beyond the churches.
For just as the genetic flaw of anthropocentrism is deeply rooted in Western
thought, so too are those genes of Christianity that can contribute to a
healthy development. It is only a matter of lifting them up.
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2 Prehistory 1: Animals in the pre-Hellenistic writings of the
Bible

“The Bible only has this anthropocentrist world view. An ethic that would
take animals into consideration is not found in the Bible” (Eugen Drewer-
mann 2012; expressed in the same way ten days earlier on 19.9.2012 at the
16th Philosophicum in Lech). In this assertion, which Eugen Drewermann
has been advocating with increasing acuity and frequency for decades, the
Bible is given a conceivably bad report card with regard to animals. But
does it really have a (predominantly or consistently) anthropocentristic
world view? And is there really no ethic in it that takes animals into
account? Has Christianity inherited its anthropocentrism from the Bible, as
Drewermann suggests? These questions will be explored in the following.

In this chapter, I will limit myself to those biblical texts that can be dated
back to before the time of Hellenism, i.e. before the reign of Alexander
the Great. For them it is beyond doubt that they are not subject to any
significant influence from Greek philosophy and thus reflect the Hebrew
world in a relatively “pure” way (influences from the neighbouring oriental
cultures included!). Those biblical texts that fall into the period of Hellen-
ism and are potentially subject to the influences of Greek thought, on the
other hand, are not discussed until chapter 4. These are the late writings
of the Old Testament as well as the entire New Testament. Of course, it
must always be borne in mind that the pre-Hellenistic books of the Old
Testament are not available in the original text but have gone through
processes of tradition up to the final editing of today’s Bible. However,
since, in case of doubt, these processes have rather introduced a form of
Hellenisation into the texts, where such Hellenisation is not to be found in
the present text, it can be assumed that it was not present in the original
text either.

In the following, it will suffice to go through a few key texts of the Old
Testament—but to do so very thoroughly and precisely: the two biblical
Creation narratives, the animal ethical directives of the Torah and finally
those biblical texts that convey the vision of a comprehensive peace of
creation.
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2.1 Animals in the older Creation narrative (Gen 2-8): Companions and
Fates

In the course of the 20th century, the historically critical interpretation
of the Bible has recognised that in the first books of Scripture there are
essentially two texts from different periods of Israel’s history, which were
only combined in the 4th century BC into the one text that is present today
in the five books of Moses. The second of these texts is called the “Priestly
Scriptures” because it pays great attention to liturgical observances and
regulations and may have been written by a group of priests. It dates back
to the 6th or 5th century BC, i.e. the time during or after the Babylonian
exile (587-538 BC). The first text, on the other hand, dates back to the
time before the Babylonian exile, thus tending towards the 7th century BC.
For it, the term “pre-Priest-scriptural tradition” is common today. First, this
older source will be analysed for its animal ethical implications.

The pre-priestly narrative begins with a small paradisiacal garden that
God creates in the middle of the hostile desert (Gen 2:4b-25). There he
“places” the human being and the animals (Gen 2:8.15), both of which he
forms out of clay and breathes life into. He creates the animals with a clear
purpose: they are to give help to the lonely man (Gen 2:18). They are not
the equal help he is looking for, but the story implies a great closeness and
similarity between animal and human if the divine attempt is not to be dis-
credited as a farce. Both are formed of earth and likewise both are animated
by the neefes hajjah (w9) 7:1), the living breath. Both are mortal (Gen 3:19),
although even for humans at the time the text was written, a continuation of
life after death was by no means expected—Israel at that time saw death as
the natural end of life for both animals and humans®. “He has life only be-
cause God breathed into him breath of life by way of respite.... Man as ‘dust’
is, strictly logically considered, not capable of life without death at all”
(Joachim Jeremias 1990, 33)

Through the names that man gives to the animals (Gen 2:19), a close
relationship is established: If the name is to give expression to the nature of
the animals, and that is the point, man must know them well. In naming
the animals, Adam establishes a relationship with them that is more than
merely factual and purposeful, because he recognises their being and gives

6 Ludger Schwienhorst-Schonberger 2004, 282 comments on this passage in the sense of
a “naturalness of man as an animal”. Cf. also Peter Riede 2017, 119 and chapter 4.1 in
this book.

42

[ evsn ]


https://doi.org/10.5771/9783748940289
https://www.nomos-elibrary.de/agb

2.1 Animals in the older Creation narrative (Gen 2-8): Companions and Fates

them respect. The naming of animals is therefore not primarily to be read
as evidence of a position of dominance on the part of man but stands above
all for his ability to recognise the nature of animals and his familiarity with
them (Marie Louise Henry 1993, 26-27).

Man and animals are each other’s companions and helpers, even though
the animals are not equal to man. Only the woman whom God creates as
the crowning glory of his work has that status (Gen 2:21-25). She alone is
“bone of my bone and flesh of my flesh. Male (7¥X / ischah) she shall be
called, for from male (W% / isch) she is taken” (Gen 2:23). Together with the
man she is to cultivate and tend the garden.

The narrative suggests that the garden God creates in the midst of the
hostile, disorderly desert has a life-enhancing order: There is a centre where
one or two trees stand’. The rivers that originate in the garden flow from
there in the four cardinal directions and divide the garden into four areas
(“quarters”). But the order of the garden, as beneficial as it is, is unstable
and vulnerable (Gen 2:9-17). People are allowed to use everything, but they
are not allowed to touch the tree (or the two trees?) in the middle, which
symbolises order.

The very next chapter tells us that the first human couple abuses God’s
trust and upsets the order of the garden: Adam and Eve eat of the forbid-
den fruit. They upset the natural balance of the garden. In Gen 3:14, the
story impressively demonstrates how this disturbs relationships: Enmity or
opposition prevails from now on between man and the serpent, man and
the habitat (soil, thistles, thorns), man and woman. The transgression of the
law disturbs the community of life in the garden originally intended and
made possible by God. The paradisiacal peace of creation is lost.

The Flood narrative, in which the priestly and pre-priestly texts are inter-
woven into a single story (Gen 6-8), is to be understood in a similar way.
Both the pre-priestly (Gen 6:5) and priestly (Gen 6:13) narratives interpret
the Flood as a consequence of human wickedness and sin: Because of the
“wickedness of men”, and because the earth is “full of violent deeds”, the
Flood comes, threatening not only the perpetrators but the very existence
of the whole of creation. Sin disturbs the order of life and threatens the
survival of even the innocent. It deprives them of the air to breathe and the
space to live, so that they are in danger of sinking. It is not only human
beings who are up to their necks in water.

7 According to today's Bible text, there are two trees in the middle (Gen 2:9), but in
reality only one of the two can be exactly in the middle.
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Thus Noah, the only righteous one, is instructed to take two specimens
of each kind of living creature into the lifeboat of the ark. The ark is
therefore the archetypal symbol of the fact that the community of humans
and animals, which is created for the purpose of survival, is bonded by
fate. The formulation in Gen 8:1 “Then God remembered Noah and all the
animals and livestock that were with him in the ark” illustrates how closely
humans and animals are connected. What they have in common is God’s
almost boundless mercy. And so Noah is able to send out two birds to test
whether the earth is habitable again for all the living creatures in the ark.
Raven and dove are the first test animals in (biblical) history, even if the
experiments take place harmlessly and painlessly, unlike in many modern
laboratories. Finally, God solemnly promises: “I will not curse the earth
again because of man; for the striving of man is evil from his youth. I will
not destroy all living things in the future, as I have done. As long as the
earth endures, sowing and reaping, cold and heat, summer and winter, day
and night shall not cease” (Gen 8:21-22)

2.2 Animals in the younger Creation narrative (Gen 1-9): Co-habitants and
covenant partners

The more recent Creation narrative of the so-called Priestly Scriptures
(Gen 1:1-2:4a) tells how God creates an orderly whole out of the originally
existing, hostile chaos in seven day’s work. According to Gen 1:2, the earth
was not simply non-existent before God began his creative work, but “hul-
labaloo” (377 3731), “madness and confusion”. God’s act of Creation in the
sense of this text is therefore not creation out of nothing, but an interven-
tion that establishes order in a previously chaotic mass. Life is only possible
where there is order in the sense of separation and distinction. Chaos is
hostile and destructive to life.

Already in purely formal terms, there is a considerable difference
between the first three works of Creation and those from the fourth to
the sixth day: while at first it is a matter of three divorces of existing
realities that were previously life-threatening (light from darkness, water
above from water below, water below from land), in the second half of the
week beings are created that were not there before. Those divorced things
are named by God, the newly created beings are not. In terms of content,
the first three days are about the preparatory ordering of the living space:
“Successively... the deadliness of the primeval flood is eliminated, so that
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finally the hullabaloo earth becomes a nourishing (!) earth that can serve
as a living space for the living beings that are then to be created” (Erich
Zenger 1983, 84)

The fourth day of Creation, like the first and seventh, is dedicated to
the temporal order of the living space: daily, weekly, monthly and annual
rhythms (represented by the sun, moon and the Sabbath) are emphasised as
realities of creation, with the week standing out as the supreme and at the
same time sacred moment in the temporal order.

The next two days then serve the creation of living beings: The animals
in the water, in the air and on the land, including humans. In the overall
structure of the six days, the habitats and the living beings that reside in
them correspond to each other: The living beings of the fifth day colonise
the habitats of the second day and those of the sixth day the habitats of
the third day. Habitats and living beings are not ordered according to an
ascending or descending line (from the “lower” to the “higher” living being
or vice versa), but in concentric circles according to their proximity to
humans (Albert de Pury 1993, 139-140).

For the narrative, then, the distinction between habitats and living be-
ings, “‘dwelling space’ and “inhabitants™ is the crucial point (Albert de
Pury 1993, 139; cf. Erich Zenger 1995, 99). Animals and humans are equally
characterised as inhabitants of habitats, receive the same reproductive
blessing and, equally, only plants as food (even if cultivated plants are
reserved for humans in Gen 1:29). Meat consumption is not permitted in
the ideal state described by Gen 1. Thus, even the first Creation narrative
designs “as a positive utopia for dealing with creation, a peaceful and
non-violent relationship between humans and animals” (Bernhard Irrgang
1992, 130). The living beings live in the habitats allotted to them, there is
enough space for all of them and they have enough food. “That the most
precious good in the house of life of creation is the happy life of all living
beings unfolds in Gen 1:29f with an image of peace that we must meditate
on and concretise, especially today as a paradigm critical of progress.... The
central point of this utopia is the coexistence of all living beings without
violence.” (Erich Zenger 1989, 142).

The narrators are keen to explain the rhythm of the seven days, with
the Sabbath as the climax and conclusion, as an order by God placed in
creation from the beginning. Resting on the Sabbath on the seventh day
is not a mere convention but corresponds to the “essence” of all living
things. The fact that God blesses the Sabbath (Gen 2:3) brings about “the
continuing, life-promoting validity of this order” (Bernd Janowski 1990,
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59). Therefore, the Sabbath is not only for human beings, but for the whole
of creation. It is also a day of rest and worship at the same time: breathing
again and focusing on oneself as well as all creatures praising God belong
inseparably together. The Sabbath, not man, is the “crown of creation”.

Diagram: Genesis I—outline according to Erich Zenger 1983, 200

Day 1: TIME Day and night
RHYTHMS

Day 2: LIVING SPACE | Water and sky
Day 3: LIVING SPACE | Soil and plants

Day 4: TIME Sun and moon

RHYTHMS
Day 5: LIVING Aquatic and flying ani-
BEINGS mals
Day 6: LIVING Land animals and hu-
BEINGS mans

Day 7: TIME Sabbath

RHYTHMS

But what is the role of man if, in the logic of this text, he cannot be dubbed
the “crown of creation”? Gen 1 undeniably ascribes a special role to man.
And it is precisely these sentences that have had the most far-reaching con-
sequences in the history of Christianity. On the one hand, man is called the
image of God; on the other hand, he is given a “mandate to govern”. Both
aspects require a thorough analysis that is independent of later theological
and ecclesiastical interpretation.

Gen 1:26-27 reads: “Then God said, 'Let us make man as our image, as
our likeness. They shall rule over the fish of the sea, over the birds of the air,
over the cattle, over all the earth, and over every creeping thing that creeps
on the earth. God created man as his image, as the image of God he created
him. Male and female he created them.

First of all, it is remarkable that the concept of the image of God, al-
though highly prominent in this narrative and which recurs in Gen 5:1

8 The expression of man as the “crown of creation” appears relatively late, first appearing
in Johann Gottfried Herder (1744-1808). Cf. Barbara Schmitz 2012, 26.
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and 9:6, has not found any echo beyond the Noah narrative in the entire
Hebrew Bible—in contrast to its central meaning in Christian dogmatics
(Otmar Keel/ Silvia Schroer 2002, 177-178; Barbara Schmitz 2012, 20).
This calls for caution, because it could well be that Christian anthropology
has interpreted things into the term that it does not contain. So what is
meant? It is striking that the biblical text says that man was created “as”
the image. The “as” points to a role, a function of man in creation. It is
not an ontological statement about the nature of human beings, but a rela-
tional statement about their relationship to their fellow creatures (Otmar
Keel/Silvia Schroer 2002, 177-178; Barbara Schmitz 2012, 20; in contrast to
Renate Brandscheidt 2020, 36).

In this sense, exegesis names three meanings of the concept of the image
(cf. Karl Loning/ Erich Zenger 1997, 146-155 and Otmar Keel/ Silvia Schro-
er 2002, 178-180): Man is the image

1) like a statue of a god: Statues of gods were called images of the deities
in the ancient Orient. The role assigned to them is to be a medium of
divine life force for all creation. Whoever looks at the statue and prays
receives blessings and salvation.

2) like a king: In the ancient oriental kingdoms, kings were called images
of the Godhead because, on the one hand, they were given the divine
authority to rule in the name of the Godhead within their kingdom, but
on the other hand, they were also charged with the duty of defending
the order of life of their God precisely with regard to the weak. It
is not only in the Bible that the king is committed to the ideal of a
caring shepherd. And it is not only in Israel that there are depictions
of the king as the protector of the tree of life, and thus of the divine
order of creation. A king thus only fulfils his role as God’s image if he
ensures justice in creation. This is what is meant when Gen 1:26, in
the revised Einheitsiibersetzung (ecumenical standard translation), for-
mulates that man should “rule” over the animals in the various habitats.
Consequently, man’s rule “does not have an exploitative or destructive
(‘trampling down’) meaning, but fits into the image of kingship, which
is characterised by peace (Ps 72:7-11), justice (Ps 72:12-14) and fertility
of the land (Ps 62:16f)” (Ute Neumann-Gorsolke 2004, 307-308).

3) like a child: Some ancient oriental creation myths tell us that man
emerged from the womb of the Godhead and therefore resembles it
like an image. The likeness is, as it were, the similarity of a child to its
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parents. This likeness should be shown by all human beings in their
actions towards creation, according to the impetus from Gen 1:26-27.

Otmar Keel and Silvia Schroer assume that in Gen 1 this last aspect is
the most important: “The aspect of vicarious dominion is not an issue in
Gen 5:3, an association with an image of a god is not implied. Thus, one
may also assume for 1:26 that with the likeness not only were thoughts of
representation and dominion connected, but above all the greatest possible
kinship between God and man was to be expressed.” (Otmar Keel/ Silvia
Schroer 2002, 180)

In continental European philosophy and theology, the image of God was
described by René Descartes (1596 La Haye en Touraine-1650 Stockholm)
as “maitres et possesseurs de la nature” (René Descartes 1637, Discours de
la méthode VI,2). Descartes was not thinking of the ruthless exploitation
of nature, but of its comprehensive mastery by human technology and
science, and at least unconsciously paved the way for modern anthropo-
centrism. In contrast, Anglo-Saxon philosophy and theology had already
begun to interpret the concept of the image of God with the concept of
“stewardship” a generation after Descartes. The term was introduced into
the debate on creation ethics in 1676 by Matthew Hale (1609-1676 Alderley,
Gloucestershire)? and in recent decades has also been discovered in contin-
ental Europe (Gotthard M. Teutsch 1985, 98). Since then, it has become

9 The term stewardship itself is very familiar in the religious debates of the 17th and
18th centuries in the Anglo-Saxon-speaking world. Matthew Hale, however, makes
it the key concept in his reflections on contract theory and asks about the ethical
consequences that follow from it. In his Contemplations Moral and Divine, Volume
1, published posthumously in 1676, he entitled an entire chapter “The Great Audit,
with the Account of the Good Steward” (Matthew Hale 1676, 409-484). In it he
draws on Jesus’ parable of the talents (Mt 25:14-30) and lists a total of 17 groups of
entrusted gifts. Among them are, as the 6th group, the works of creation and, as the
10th group, non-human creatures. However, while the works of creation call primarily
for wonder and greater praise of God (theocentristic), the non-human creatures call for
stewardship, fiduciary treatment (biocentristic). Thus, Hale writes: “I have esteemed
them as thine in Propriety: thou hast committed unto me the use; and a subordinate
Dominion over them; yet I ever esteemed myself an Accountant to Thee for them... I
received and used thy creatures as committed to me under a Trust, and as a Steward
and Accomptant for them; and therefore I was always careful to use them according
to those Limits, and in order for those Ends, for which thou didst commit them to
me.” (Matthew Hale 1676, 441-443). Cruelty and mistreatment of animals, as well as
intemperance and lack of compassion towards them, are a breach of God's covenant
with creation, a breach of trust and justice (Matthew Hale 1676, 445-446). The book
has gone through numerous editions, and the chapter quoted here in particular has
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established as a useful term. The term stewardship also corresponds more
to the description of God’s action in the act of Creation. This is because,
in contrast to the Babylonian creation myth Enuma elish, which depicts
the creation of the world as a divine conquest, Gen 1 emphasises God’s
caring, loving relationship with his creation (Anathea Portier-Young 2019,
45-67). Thus, it can be summarised: being created in God’s image means
the “active responsibility of the royal human being as God’s steward for
the entire world of creation in the power of divine blessing” (Walter Gross
1995, 871).

Otmar Keel and Silvia Schroer assume that in Gen 1 this last aspect is
the most important: “The aspect of vicarious dominion is not an issue in
Gen 5:3, an association with an image of a god is not implied. Thus, one
may also assume for 1:26 that with the likeness not only were thoughts of
representation and dominion connected, but above all the greatest possible
kinship between God and man was to be expressed.” (Otmar Keel/ Silvia
Schroer 2002, 180)

Of course, there is also criticism of the concept of likeness and its
transposition with “stewardship”. The concept behind both is half-hearted
because it still gives humans a special position (Robert Shore-Goss 2016,
14). It falls short because it separates humans from other creatures instead
of connecting them (Gloria L. Schaab 2011, 59). The talk of stewardship is
seductive because it views creation as a household to be used and promotes
utilitarian thinking (Gloria L. Schaab 2011, 58). It is seductive because it
suggests that humans can manage and control the earth’s house of life
(Michael S. Northcott 1996, 129). These criticisms are certainly to be taken
seriously, but only if the two concepts of the image of God and stewardship
are taken out of their biblical context and isolated. In the overall context
of Gen 1, it is perfectly clear that the earth must not be seen primarily in
terms of utility. And it is equally clear that humans have more in common
with other living beings than separates them. In this respect, it takes a very
selective reading of Gen 1 to fall prey to an anthropocentristic misinterpret-
ation. Historically, however, it is precisely this selective reading that has
dominated for almost 2000 years.

What is revolutionary, because it is directed against the real patriarchal
environment, is the strong impulse in Gen 1 that all human beings are to
rule as God’s images, men as well as women. Moreover, likeness is not

been reproduced in many smaller writings. So one can hardly claim that the history of
Christianity is exclusively anthropocentristic.
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attributed to the king alone, but to every human being. In the concept of
the image, therefore, and at least in this the later Christian reception is
right, fundamental equality of all human beings is expressed. In the house
of creation, all human beings are called to shape this house with direct
authority given by God, but also with indispensable responsibility to be
there for the community of all living beings in a caring, life-serving and be-
neficial way. It is about formal anthropocentrics, not material, teleological
anthropocentrism.

Gen 1:28 reads: “God blessed them and God said to them: Be fruitful and
multiply, fill the earth and subdue it, and rule over the fish of the sea, over
the birds of the air and over all the animals that crawl on the earth!”

This is the so-called “dominion order”, the “dominium terrae”—a prob-
lematic concept from today’s point of view because it is prejudiced. While
the first half of the verse with the blessing of fertility and multiplication is
also promised to the animals, the second part is only dedicated to humans.
But what does it mean? First of all, a comparison of different translations
shows that it depends on the exact choice of words.

“fill the earth and subdue it to you, and have dominion over..” (according

to the revised Luther Bible 2017),

- “populate the earth, subdue it to you and rule over..” (according to the
1983 Einheitsiibersetzung),

- “fill the earth and subdue it and rule over..” (according to the Einheit-
stibersetzung of 2016) or

- “fill the earth and make it arable and rule over..” (according to Othmar

Keel and Silvia Schroer 2002)?

First of all, it is noticeable that the latter two translations omit the “you” It

does not appear in the Hebrew text. And of course, it makes a considerable

difference whether the human being subdues the earth for himself or for

another, greater one. In the sense of the aforementioned image metaphor, it

is actually clear that it can only be a matter of subduing the earth to God,

i.e. of making sure that God’s will is done in the whole of creation.
Furthermore, there are two verbs in Hebrew:

- ©35 / kabas literally means “to set foot on”. It could refer to the ancient
oriental ritual used when someone took over a territory or a house in fief.
The moment he first set foot on it, he took on the care and responsibility
for it, but of course also the power over it. This power, when “setting foot
on the earth”, would then consist of keeping the life house of creation liv-
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able for all its inhabitants and defending it against destruction. Ancient
oriental depictions show people defending their livestock against attacks
by predators, placing their foot on the animals to be protected. One can
interpret this as selfish, because the cow or goat is worth a lot to its own-
er. But one can also make the point that a living being is being protected
in a caring way—at the risk of losing its own human life.

- 7777/ radah literally means “to rule, to tread down”. The subsequent enu-
meration of the habitats of the animals indicates what is meant: Man
should ensure that all living creatures get their habitat. This is often
made clear in ancient oriental images of the so-called “Lord of the
Beasts”: two ibexes or ostriches or other animals fighting with each other
are separated by man in order to end their competition. However, “to
rule” does not mean to kill, for in the sentence that follows, humans are
also only given plants for food.

Of course, even caring, just and altruistic governance remains linked to the
use of force. This is no different even in a modern democratic constitutional
state. Order cannot be established without violence. But violence should
serve to establish justice. It must be measured against this: “The terms
kibbesch ‘to set foot on’ and radah ‘to tread down, trample underfoot,
dominate’ used in Gen 1:28 denote rule that may include the use of viol-
ence... Apologetic exegesis that seeks to completely exclude the aspects
of violence... and only focuses on responsibility does not contribute to
processing the history of the impact of this command to rule” (Othmar
Keel/ Silvia Schroer 2002, 181)

The narrative ends in Gen 1:29-2:3 with the vision of cosmic peace (Karl
Loning/ Erich Zenger 1997, 155-162). With a so-called formula of transfer,
God, like a lord to his vassals, gives all living beings the earth as a house
and the plants as food. Every living being has its place and its food. In
this context, the vegetarian nourishment of all living beings is a sign of
the fullness of life: “That the most precious good in the house of life of
creation is the happy life of all living beings unfolds Gen 1:29f with an
image of peace that we must meditate on and concretise, especially today
as a paradigm critical of progress [...] The central point of this utopia is the
coexistence of all living beings without violence.” (Erich Zenger 1989, 142)

The Flood narrative, in which the priestly and pre-priestly texts are
interwoven into a single story, has already been presented. What is new in
the priestly narrative is the section on God’s covenant with Noah and all
creatures (Gen 9:1-17): When Noah leaves the ark after the end of the great
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Illustration: The Lord of the Ibexes illustrates well what is meant by governing the
animals: scarab from Akko (Tell Fuchar) c. 1600-1500 BC (taken from:
Henrike Frey-Anthes 2010, fig. 4; cf. also Othmar Keel/ Silvia Schroer 2002,
208, fig. 161).

Illustration: On this Early Sumerian scroll seal from c. 3300-2900 BC, a naked man
defends a calving cow against a lion while placing his foot on it (taken from:
Jan Dietrich 2017, Fig. I).

flood, we are told, God makes a covenant—with him, with his descendants
and “with all living creatures among you” (Gen 9:9-10; cf. Hos 2:20-21).
God, man and animals become covenant partners. However, the covenant
is not as harmonious as the initial peace of creation in Gen 1: fear and ter-
ror of man will settle over the animals, the previous relationship of trust is
disturbed (Gen 9:2). Man, on whom the blessing of multiplication is pro-
nounced twice, is henceforth allowed to slaughter and eat animals for food.
However, he must not exploit them to the last drop of blood (Gen 9:3-4):
He must pour away the blood when slaughtering—a profound symbol of
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llustration: On this Neo-Assyrian scroll seal from the 9th-7th century BC, a man
presents his dominion over the earth through his stamped foot on the caprid
and simultaneously defending it from the lion (taken from: Jan Dietrich

2017, fig. 9). Keel and Schroer comment on the illustration thus: “Having

under foot’ or ‘treading’ does not necessarily mean brutal, certainly not
arbitrary submission, but can also imply the protection of the weaker from
the stronger.” (Othmar Keel/ Silvia Schroer 2002, 181 fig. 144)

reverence. The killing of humans remains strictly forbidden, but the Bible
obviously reckons with violations of this commandment. Thus, the
Noahide Covenant is an agreement that reckons with man’s sinfulness and
violence and tries to limit it as much as possible—for the protection of
people and animals. For never again, God promises, shall there be a flood
that destroys everything (Gen 9:11).

2.3 Animals in the instructions of the Torah: addressees of justice

The Torah, i.e. the first five books of the Bible, contains over twenty
commandments concerning animals. That is no small number. Of course,
animal ethics cannot be developed from these alone. But certain basic
orientations in dealing with animals emerge unmistakably. These reveal a
dual perspective: on the one hand, domesticated animals are a valuable
possession of humans, on the other hand, all animals—wild and domestic-
ated—have their own significance as fellow creatures to be treated justly.
The first aspect, that domesticated animals are a possession of man, is
addressed, for example, when it comes to questions of liability, be it in the
case of lost, injured or dead domestic animals (Gen 31:39; Ex 21:33-34,37;
22:9-14), be it in the case of damage caused by domesticated animals (Ex
21:28-32,35f; 22:4). Even the obligation to help the enemy’s donkey, which
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had collapsed under its excessive burdens (Ex 23:5), is more likely to have
arisen not out of concern for the animal but for its owner: “The enemy’s
economic existence would be threatened if he lost the donkey on whose
labour he depended” (Peter Riede 2010, 1.4)

The second aspect, that animals are to be treated justly for their own sake,
takes up much broader space. Paradoxically, the list begins with the state-
ment that domesticated but violent animals are to be sentenced to death
by stoning (Ex 21:28-32). The Bible, which does not yet make a distinction
between punitive action and impunity, treats animals as “moral agents”, i.e.
as responsible subjects of action—something we would certainly no longer
do today (or at most in a very limited way, for example in the case of a
“problem bear”). In addition, the following topics are addressed:

Protection of animal parents and their young from excessive stress: The
young should stay with their mother for at least seven days before being
slaughtered (Ex 22:29; Lev 22:27). Parents are not to be killed at the same
time as their young, neither in the case of farm animals (Lev 22:28) nor
in the case of wild animals (Dt 22:6-7). If one takes the young from their
parents, then one should at least let them live. The Old Testament thus
knows about the special protection of brood, birth and rearing of offspring.

Prohibition of sexual intercourse between humans and animals (Ex
22:18; Lev 18:23) and the interbreeding of different animal species (Lev
19:19): This idea of not mixing different species, which can also be observed
in other areas, e.g. in agriculture or in the production of textiles, is an
extremely important commandment for the Old Testament with its strongly
symbolic thinking in order to preserve God’s order of creation.

Prohibition of harnessing different kinds of animals to the same cart at
the same time (Dt 22:10): First of all, this commandment could also be
counted among the latter logic of the prohibition of mixing. However, it
could also have a directly animal ethical motive, namely that in the case of
different species in front of a cart, one of the two draft animals is always the
weaker one and is overburdened.

Ensuring decent working conditions for the animal (Dt 25:4): “You shall
not bind the mouth of the ox that threshes” Hard work should be rewarded
with good nutrition—for humans as well as for animals.

Admonition to be careful when hitting animals: In the normative in-
structions of the Torah, the hitting of animals is not an issue. As a means of
education, used in the right measure, it was just as acceptable at that time
as the beating of people in need of protection. However, Num 22:23-34
tells the wonderful story of the prophet Balaam, who beats his donkey three
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times because he mistakenly thinks it is stubborn. The donkey, however,
has seen something that has escaped Balaam’s notice and has thus shown
himself to be the more understanding of the two. When Balaam realises
this, he falls on his knees before the donkey and asks for forgiveness.

Limitation of animal slaughter by the blood ritual (Gen 9:4 a.0.): In prin-
ciple, the slaughter of animals for meat consumption is permitted by the
Noahide narrative. Nevertheless, the ritual of slaughter, according to which
the animal’s blood must flow out completely, sets a noticeable inhibition
threshold. Man is supposed to consider whether he really has to kill the
animal. And if he does, the killing must always be justified.

Sharing in the abundance of the Sabbatical year (Ex 23:11; Lev 25:7):
Every seventh year is a sabbatical year in Israel, during which the fields are
left fallow. What nevertheless grows in the fields is to be harvested by the
poor people and the wild animals. It is precisely they who are to receive
some of the abundance with which God bestows on his people.

Equal rest on the Sabbath: The probably oldest formulation of the Sab-
bath commandment in Ex 34:21 does not yet explicitly apply to animals and
socially inferior people. But in Ex 23:12 and even more so in the (post-)
exilic texts Dt 5:12-15 and Ex 20:8-11, the Sabbath also applies to animals
used for ploughing and threshing, pulling carts and carrying loads and
other work. Like people, animals are entitled to rest and recreation. Like
humans, they are to “catch their breath” on this day (Ex 23:12). This is an
eminently important rule that directly opposes the economic dynamic of
producing more and more and exploiting human and animal labour for this
purpose.

The Sabbath commandment is the crown of all the commandments of
the Torah and the Sabbath itself in Gen 2:1-4a is the crown of all creation.
If animals are also included in this commandment, then this shows how
naturally the Bible grants them a legal status: “The animal, then, is under
the protection of the law like man who is weak in rights” (Marie Louise
Henry 1993, 39). “The righteous knows what his cattle need.” (Prov 12:10).

2.4 The vision of the peace of creation
The Noahide narrative assumes that in earthly reality there are irreconcil-
able conflicts between humans and humans, animals and animals, and

humans and animals: Competition for scarce resources cannot be resolved
without violence. But the Bible also has a vision of how the earth will
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be one day when God has completely redeemed and perfected it. Such
a vision is by no means pure reverie, but has an impact on the present
behaviour of those who allow themselves to be inspired by it: Visions (or
less theologically: utopias) provide guidance because they point to a distant
goal; they motivate because this goal seems attractive and criticise because
they create a counter-image to reality and thus pose the question of whether
everything really has to remain as it has always been and still is at present.

The Bible presents three great visions: that all people will be filled—
an epitome of interpersonal justice (Am 9:11-15; Is 55:1-2; 25:6-8; the
fulfilment through Jesus Mk 6:30-44, etc.); that people of all religions and
cultures will go on a pilgrimage to Mount Zion—an epitome of global peace
(Mic 4:1-5; Is 2:2—4; fulfilment through the risen Christ Rev 21-22); that all
creatures will live together in a healthy community without violence—the
epitome of peace in creation.

As we have seen, the two Creation narratives Gen 1-2 already “outline
a peaceful and non-violent relationship between humans and animals as
a positive utopia for dealing with creation” (Bernhard Irrgang 1992, 130).
Living beings live in habitats that have been assigned to them, there is
enough space for all of them, they have enough food, which consists
exclusively of vegetables for all of them. In Paradise, both humans and
animals are vegetarians. “That the most precious good in the house of life
of creation is the happy life of all living beings unfolds in Gen 1:29f with
an image of peace that we must meditate on and concretise especially today
as a paradigm critical of progress.... The central point of this utopia is the
coexistence of all living beings without violence.” (Erich Zenger 1989, 142).

The prophetic texts express it even more clearly (Hos 2:20-21; Is 32:15-
20; 65:25; Eze 34:25-30 and especially Is 11:1-9): The Messiah will establish
justice and righteousness, there will be peace, which is not only for the
people of Israel, but includes the animals and all creation. Wolf and lamb,
panther and little goat, calf and lion, cow and she-bear and their young,
serpent and suckling dwell together, and the lion eats straw like the ox. In
this list, a living creature in the care of man and a wild animal are brought
together, as are adult animals and young animals and male and female
animals. It could not be made clearer that all living beings are included in
the great peace of the Messiah.

In the New Testament, this motif is explicitly taken up only once, but in a
highly prominent place: In Mk 1:13, i.e. in the programmatic prologue of the
Gospel of Mark, it is reported, as already explained, that the wild animals
provide Jesus with fellowship during his forty-day stay in the desert. In
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Christ, the new Adam, the messianic age dawns, which brings us the peace
of creation already laid out in Paradise. In him God’s reign and kingdom
dawns—a kingdom that wants to include not only human beings but all
creatures. In it, the cycle of violence against creation is broken and man
is given the opportunity to live as a new creation himself. When a human
being returns to its origins and does not sin, even wild animals become
tame again, this is how Theophilos of Antioch interprets it around 180 AD
(Theophilos of Antioch, Apology to Autolykus IL,17).

A form of animal ethics that is guided by such a vision will not be able
to be satisfied with the current status quo of animal husbandry and killing.
Rather, it will constantly ask whether a next step is not possible to improve
the situation of animals. It knows that the vision itself is an unattainable
goal for humans. But here and now it is necessary to move towards this
goal, without coming to an end, but also without stopping and putting our
hands complacently in our laps. This kind of animal ethics, which finds
itself in eschatological tension, thus poses the question to animal welfare
activists of whether they have the necessary patience to be satisfied with
small progress if it is continuous, and to animal owners of whether they
have the consistency to immediately ask for the next improvement after an
improvement has been made for their own animals.

2.5 Contribution: Anthropocentrism in the pre-Hellenistic Bible?

What is the yield from going through the pre-Hellenistic biblical texts? Are
they entirely or at least largely anthropocentristic? The Creation narratives
ascribe numerous similarities with humans to animals. Habitats are created
for humans and animals. During the Flood, animals are in the same boat
with humans, and afterwards they are covenant partners together with
God. Man is neither the crown of creation—which in Gen 1:1-2,4a is the
Sabbath—nor its centre—which in Gen 2:4b-25 is the tree (or the two
trees?) in the middle of the garden. Rather, man is a steward, entrusted
with creation as a loan to be cherished and cared for—including all the
human and non-human inhabitants of this house of life. Finally, one would
have to violently contort the meaning of the Torah with its numerous
animal protection commandments if one wanted to read from them that
animals exist solely for the benefit of humans. And the vision of the peace
of creation clearly underlines that the Bible cannot imagine a fulfilled life
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without or at the expense of animals. They, too, shall one day enjoy the
great peace that God promises to his creation.

“The Bible only has this anthropocentrist world view. An ethic that

would show consideration for animals is not found in the Bible.” (Eugen
Drewermann 2012). A more erroneous statement can hardly be made'. An-
thropocentristic thinking is only found in the Bible in individual texts from
the time of Hellenism that are influenced by Greco-Roman philosophy—
some late wisdom texts in the Old Testament as well as some Pauline
passages in the New Testament (see chapter 4). They allow us to truly trace
of the origin of Christian anthropocentrism: Greek and Roman philosophy,
which will be examined in the next chapter.

10 Gerd Hifner 2019, 305 considers this statement, which I have already made in
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Michael Rosenberger 2015, 127, to be “exaggerated”. He says: “As far as the relation-
ship to the animal world is concerned, the biblical tradition is clearly determined
by an anthropocentristic perspective” In doing so, he refers on the one hand to the
Old Testament “dominion position” of man, which, however, as shown, does not
reveal material anthropocentrism, but only formal anthropocentrics. On the other
hand, he refers to Jesus’ words that attribute more value to humans than to animals.
However, these also do not testify to anthropocentrism, but the opposite because
Jesus obviously assigns intrinsic value to animals. As a reminder, anthropocentrism is
defined by the thesis that everything is created solely for man. It embodies teleology
(see chapter 1.2). And this is not to be found in the Bible. On the contrary, God takes
care of the ox, as Gerd Hifner 2019, 314 notes against Paul as the literal sense of
Dt 25:4. The ox is thus a telos in itself in the sense of the Torah. Therefore, Hafner
effectively confirms rather than invalidates my statement.
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Where did Christianity inherit its anthropocentrism if it did not come from
the biblical and early Jewish tradition? There is only one alternative to this,
and it can be well documented: Ancient Greco-Roman philosophy, for it
is recognised that since the 5th century BC, the overwhelming majority of
its thinking has been anthropocentristic. The best overall account of the
subject to date was presented by Urs Dierauer in 1977. I follow his analyses
in this chapter—focusing on the questions of the animals’ ability to reason
and anthropocentrism.

In the Anglo-Saxon-speaking world, Richard Sorabji presented a study
in the history of ideas in 1993 that traces the origins of Western anthropo-
centrism and its exclusion of animals from the moral community. Unfortu-
nately, he did not receive Dierauer’s opus—presumably for linguistic reas-
ons. There are similarities and differences between Sorabji and Dierauer:

— Sorabji sees the decisive “crisis”, on the basis of which the animals are
qualified as aloga, in Aristotle (Richard Sorabji 1993, 7). Dierauer, on
the other hand, dates it as early as the Pre-Socratics of the 5th century
BC and also attributes a not insignificant role to Socrates. Compared
to these, he relativises the role of Aristotle, as does Cecilia Muratori
(2019, 261). On the basis of Dierauer’s convincing evidence, confirmed
by Stephen T. Newmyer’s 2011 collection of sources, I will follow this
position. Aristotle nevertheless remains one of the important factors in
the unfolding of Greco-Roman anthropocentrism. And of course, Gary
Steiner is right in this, it is only the Stoics who “elevate the boundary
line between human and animal to a cosmic principle” (Gary Steiner
2008, 36). Thus, a process emerges that begins in the 5th century BC and
extends at least to the 3rd century BC. Aristotle is an important player in
this process, but not the only or all-important crisis factor. “The extreme
end of this path is the unconditional rejection of the commitment to
justice towards animals” (Gary Steiner 2008, 44). It embodies the “cul-
mination of this crisis” (Gary Steiner 2008, 44).

— Sorabji is also interested in the question of the transition from Greco-Ro-
man philosophy to Jewish and Christian theology, which Dierauer does
not address. Sorabji’s plausible thesis is that Judaism and Christianity
adopted their anthropocentrism from Aristotle and the Stoics: “The Aris-
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totelian and Stoic denial of rationality to animals proved all too congenial
to Jews and Christians” (Richard Sorabji 1993, 8) The adoption of Aris-
totle’s anthropocentrism is unlikely to be proven for early Christianity;
Aristotle’s rejection of an immortal soul is too frowned upon for that. But
the adoption of anthropocentrism from the Stoa will prove to be correct.

- However, Sorabji links this to another thesis that must be modified
against the background of Dierauer’s analyses. Sorabji claims that Chris-
tianity and Judaism had adopted one of many equally strong approaches
to philosophy in a relatively free choice: “we are heirs of a Western
Christian tradition which selected only one side from a much more wide-
ranking Greek debate”. (Richard Sorabji 1993, 8) Dierauer’s analyses, on
the other hand, rather suggest that Judaism and Christianity received
the anthropocentrist mainstream philosophy of their time without much
and conscious choice, while the non-anthropocentrist approaches were
already massively in the minority long before the appearance of Chris-
tianity.

So let’s look into the sources to work out these lines.

3.1 Setting the course in the pre-Socratic era

Homer (8th/7th century BC) only attributes feelings to animals, but not
thinking, for whenever the heroes of the Iliad are compared to animals, it is
in relation to feelings, not thoughts (Urs Dierauer 1977, 8). For Homer and
his time, feelings are thus already a natural part of animalism in man, and
animals are symbols of irrationality. Furthermore, through a comparison
with animals, human emotions become more clearly and undisguisedly vis-
ible, since in animals they are not “tamed” and shaped by reason. Without
saying it, the Homeric epics presuppose the irrationality of animals.

Hesiod (c. 700 BC) “then expresses the conviction for the first time that
the relationship of human beings to one another is governed and must be
governed by an exactly opposite principle than the mutual relationship of
animals: by lawfulness, not by violence”. (Urs Dierauer 1977, 14). In his
“Erga kai hemerai”, he writes: “Zeus decreed this as law among men: / The
fish eat each other without punishment, the game in the fields/ And the
winged birds, since none of them knows the law; / But to men he gave
the law, the most blessed gift” (Hesiod, Erga kai hemerai 276-280) The
fact that, on the one hand, there are many herbivorous animals and that,
on the other, most people are not vegetarian and consume other animals,
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is gallantly passed over by Hesiod. This is the only way he can assert the
principled demarcation between humans and animals: while humans act
according to the nomos, the law and the reasonable order of life, animals
behave arbitrarily, cruelly and not based on rights.

With Xenophanes (around 570-after 500 BC), an essence-ontological
hierarchisation becomes visible, which determines Greek debates from then
on: Gods are higher than humans, humans higher than animals. However,
Xenophanes warns against placing humans too close to the gods and too far
away from animals. Humans, he says, are very fundamentally different from
the gods (Xenophanes, VS 21 B 23).

Heraclitus (520-460 BC) also sees as great a distance between gods and
humans as between humans and animals (Heraclitus, VS 22 B 82/ 83).
However, in the following centuries, the distance between humans and
animals was continuously increased and that between humans and the gods
was reduced. In particular, the increasingly strong emphasis that humans
had reason in common with the gods, which animals lacked, would be used
as a reason for this. Ultimately, the seeds are already laid here for early
Judaism and early Christianity to de-relationalise and essentialise the image
of God in Genesis 1:26 and to interpret it in terms of the nature of reason
(cf. chapters 4 and 5).

The Sophists (450-380 BC) develop above all a theory of culture in order
to determine what is specifically human. For them, culture is no longer
a gift of the gods, but an achievement of humans. Animals, on the other
hand, are cultureless from the Sophist point of view, for culture arises
precisely at the moment when man leaves the animal form of life (6npundng
Plog) and passes into a form of life ordered by law and morality. “The
existence of animals thus appeared as an inferior form of life that humans
had already left far behind.” (Urs Dierauer 1977, 28). Art and technology go
hand in hand with law and morality as man evolves away from the animal.

The condition of all of them is language, which animals do not have:
“In everything else that we have, we do not differ at all from the other
living beings and are even inferior to many of them in speed, strength
and other qualities. But because we have the possibility of convincing one
another and of communicating to one another everything we want, we have
not only detached ourselves from animal existence, but have also joined
together, founded cities, established laws and invented arts and crafts. In
general, in all that we have accomplished positively, the gift of speech
(A6y0g) is involved.” (Isocrates, Nicocles Oratio 3, 5-6)
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“That designation for animals which enjoyed great popularity especially
in Hellenism and late antiquity probably also arose in sophist times: ta
aroyo {®a, ‘those living beings who have no logos’ ... or also simply ta
aroya.” (Urs Dierauer 1977, 33). Of course, as early as in the 5th century
there is contradiction to this profiled thesis, because observations indicate
that animals communicate with each other. Also, the sophist conviction
that animals do without reason what humans reasonably plan is by no
means universally accepted. Nevertheless, in the long run, both the terms
of the sophists and the beliefs behind them prevail. The distinction of
humans from animals through reason and language “is among the most
momentous theses of the fifth century” (Urs Dierauer 1977, 39). For anim-
als, the consequences are fatal: “The emerging self-discovery of humans in
the 5th century BC has as its flip side increasing animal concealment [...]
The action of animals is subject to a logos, [..] in contrast to the human
animal, which [...] has a logos” (Bernhard Waldenfels 2017, 252, emphasis
in original). Animals as aloga cannot be perceived and appreciated in their
intrinsic value.

Alkmaion of Kroton (late 6th—early 5th century BC) may be considered
the first representative of the aloga thesis. For him, the decisive reason
is man’s ability to deduce (texpaipecBar) from sensory impressions to
causes (according to Diogenes Laertius, VS 24 B 1) and thus to understand
(§uvinu) instead of merely perceiving (according to Theophrastus, VS 24 A
5/ B 1a). Animals do not have this ability; they can only perceive. Human
superiority is therefore not based on physical strength, but on intelligence.
On this point, Alkmaion differs strongly from Empedocles and Anaxagoras,
who acknowledge the intellect and the capacity for love and hate in all
living beings (Urs Dierauer 1977, 43; Jean-Francois Balaudé 1997, 31-54).

But by the end of the 5th century, its conception had become accepted
and was very much taken for granted. For example, Euripides writes about
a horse: “And yet is but an animal that can neither speak (é@8oyyov)/ Nor
think, a useless (&xprotov) creature” (Euripides, The Trojan Women, VV
671-672).

3.2 Theological Anthropocentrism in Socrates
Socrates (469-399 BC) also expresses this conviction several times (accord-

ing to Plato, Laches 196e-197b; Politeia 441b; Kratylos 399¢). In him, we
also encounter a form of hard anthropocentrism for the first time: from his
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point of view, animals are created only for the sake of humans, whose out-
standing talent is shown above all in making animals useful for themselves
(Xenophon, Memorabilia 4, 3, 10). At the same time, anthropocentrism in
Socrates serves to underpin the wise foresight and care of the gods through
the human-centred teleology of creation for the first time. The framing
of anthropocentrism is thus decidedly theological. “This is the first time
in Greek literature that we encounter such a close connection between
theology and anthropocentrism.” (Urs Dierauer 1977, 52). Let us take a
closer look at the corresponding passage in Xenophon’s Memorabilia 4, 3:

“9. 1, said Euthydemos, am already considering whether the gods do
anything other than care for men; only one thing still causes me concern,
that the other living beings also participate in these benefits. —

10. Is it not clear, replied Socrates, that also these are created and brought
up (ot tadto avBpomwy Evexa yiyvetal te kol dvatpépetar) for the sake
of men? For what other creature has so many advantages to enjoy from
the goats, sheep, cattle, asses, and the rest of the animals as man? For, as
I believe, they are of more use than the plants; at least he nourishes and
enriches himself from them as well as from these. Many people do not use
the plants of the earth as food at all, but live by feeding on the milk of their
herds, on butter and meat. But in this all nations agreethat they tame and
subdue the useful animals (tl@aoevovtes kot dapdlovteg Ta xpriotpa TV
{wwv), and avail themselves of their aid for war and many other uses. —

In this also I agree with you, said Euthydemos, for I see that even
such animals as are far superior to us in strength become so obedient
(Umoxeipta) to man that he can use them for whatever he pleases (wote
xpfioBou avtoig 6 L av PovAwvTar). —

11. But remember also that for the many beautiful and useful things,
because they are so different from one another, they have given us the
appropriate sensory instruments for each, by means of which we enjoy all
goods; that they have implanted in us the reason (Aoywopov) by means
of which, making sensual perceptions objects of thought and memory,
we can ascertain what each thing is useful for, and invent all kinds of
means of enjoying the good and keeping the evil away from us; 12. Finally,
that they have also given us the faculty of making each other understand
(¢ppnveiov), by means of which we communicate all good things to each
other by instruction, and enjoy them together, agree on laws, and live in
states. —
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Yes, yes, Socrates, the gods must be very concerned for the humans.”

This dialogue between Euthydemos and Socrates reveals that the anthro-
pocentrism advocated by Socrates is by no means self-evident. With a
slightly mocking undertone and subtle exaggeration, Euthydemos questions
him. Socrates, on the other hand, opens the door and answers immediately
and without further ado with the core thesis of anthropocentrism that all
living beings are created only for the sake of humans. He makes this thesis
plausible with the fact that while there are people who almost exclusively
use animals but no plants—namely the nomadic pastoralists—there are
no people who only use plants but no animals—because even vegetarian
arable farmers keep working animals and drink milk. While Euthydemos
agrees with him in this respect, he is apparently less convinced by the
subsequent argument that man is uniquely endowed by reason (Aoyiopde)
and language (épunveia). And towards the theological conclusion of the
infinite care of the gods for mankind, he probably remains rather sceptical
to speechless. Xenophon’s memorabilia are thus impressive testimony to the
origin and theological character of anthropocentrism from the beginning,
but also to the fact that it is by no means accepted without contradiction.
The path to its final assertion as the mainstream of Greek philosophy takes
several centuries.

3.3 Reason as the driver in Plato’s work

Plato (428-348 BC) adopts the Socratic thesis of reason being entrusted to
man alone. But he turns it into an imperative to make use of it, which in
his view people rarely do, for the use of reason requires great effort and
long education (Plato, Theiatetos 186 b—c). Man could approach the gods
on the one hand and animals on the other. He has Aoyiotikdv, reason,
in common with the gods (Plato, Politeia IX, 12-13, 589 d-590 d), with
animals Bupoeldr|g, courageousness and passion, and émBopnTiKdv, desire
(Plato, Nomoi V, 732 e; V1, 782 d-783 a; Philebos 31 d; 32 e; 35 c—e; 36 b; cf.
Bernhard Waldenfels 2017, 253-254). Consequently, reason must attempt to
domesticate the animal-like in man. Plato’s famous image, often reproduced
in Baroque art, describes reason as the driver of a two-horse chariot. One
of the two horses, representing the positive and negative aspirations of
emotions, obeys, the other does not (Plato, Phaidros 246 a-b; 253 e-254
e). The domestication of animals thus becomes the paradigm of human
self-disciplining and self-education. In both processes, reason is assigned
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the guiding function: “Man acts well when his reason takes the lead, tames
and restrains the irrational, animal forces of the soul and thus establishes
order and harmony in the soul” (Urs Dierauer 1977, 68). But where human
beings are not capable of self-education, according to Plato’s sceptical ideas
of democracy, a rational ruler should step in and take over this task (Plato,
Politeia IX, 13, 590 c—d). For in a liberal democratic state, even animals
would behave anarchically (Plato, Politeia VIIL, 14, 563 ).

One of the most difficult problems concerning Plato’s evaluation of
animals is the question of how to reconcile his doctrine of the transmigra-
tion of souls with the exclusivity of man’s endowment with reason (Urs
Dierauer 1977, 77). Numerous passages prove that Plato believes in the
transmigration of the soul from man to animal and from animal to man.
But how does he imagine that a rational human soul suddenly resides in
an irrational animal and vice versa? Dierauer assumes that, for Plato, the
rational soul in the animal does not lose its power to reason, but only the
possibility of using it (Urs Dierauer 1977, 78). Nevertheless, one will have
to admit that the sharp demarcation between humans and animals, as signi-
fied by the designation of the latter as aloga, is difficult to reconcile with the
classical Greek concept of the transmigration of souls. In its momentum,
this rather aims at a similarity between humans and animals that is greater
than their dissimilarity. Among the Neo-Platonists, therefore, numerous
theories were formed in later centuries that contradicted each other in
many ways as to how the problem could be solved. However, none of them
was really convincing.

In his later work, Plato turns more strongly to the observation of nature,
which was to take on a central role with his student Aristotle. Here, Plato
recognises a certain capacity for memory in animals (Plato, Philebos 35
d), which is developed very differently in degree and obviously cannot be
attributed to the desiring part of the soul. “Perhaps Plato would say that the
memory of animals is a function of that psychic power which he claims in
the Nomoi (961 d) enables, together with perception, the preservation of all
living beings, and which he calls Nus in that passage” (Urs Dierauer 1977,
94). A stronger emphasis on the similarities between humans and animals,
as it plays a major role in Aristotle, is indicated.
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3.4 Broad development of the aloga thesis in Aristotle

Unlike the pre-Socratics Empedocles and Anaxagoras, who also conceded
perception, feeling and desire to plants, Aristotle (384-322 BC) draws a
sharper line between plants and animals and at the same time moves
animals somewhat closer to humans, because plants, since they have no
perception (aioOnotg), are for him not living beings ({®a), but only living
(LovTa) (Aristotle, De anima II, 2, 413 a 20-b 4). This fundamental dis-
tinction between plants and animals is never disputed later, but rather
deepened when the Stoics—going beyond Aristotle—even deny plants have
a soul (Urs Dierauer 1977, 114).

Aristotle regards the sense organs not only as essential for survival, but
also as conducive to the good life (¢0) (Aristotle, De anima III, 12, 434
b 23-26). He thus ascribes a certain intrinsic value to sensual pleasure—
and indirectly to all those individuals who can feel sensual pleasure, thus
also to animals (Urs Dierauer 1977, 115-116). Nevertheless, the aloga thesis
is inviolable for Aristotle. For him, animals have no reason for various
reasons:

- Man has a special physique that makes his ability to reason possible: for
man alone possesses an upright gait because he alone has a divine nature
(Aristotle, De partibus animalium IV, 10, 686 a 27-31). Moreover, man
has been given hands because he is intelligent, and not, as Anaxagoras
thought, that he has become intelligent because he has hands (Aristotle,
De partibus animalium IV, 9, 686 a 27-687 b 5; cf. Giuliana Lanata
1994, 23; Mario Vegetti 1994, 130). These two Aristotelian thoughts on the
morphological enabling conditions for intellect and reason are taken up
and developed in the Stoa (Giuliana Lanata 1994, 21; cf. chapter 3.5).

- Animals do not form abstract concepts: they do not recognise the being
(etvon) of a thing (Aristotle, De anima III, 4, 429 b 10-22), for they
have no abstract concept of the general (xa86Aov VTOANYIS), but only
concrete ideas and memories of the particular (xaf' éxaota @ovrtacio
kal pvipn) (Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics VIL, 5, 1147 b 4)—albeit with
some reference to the general (Aristotle, Analytica posteriora II, 19, 100 a
16-b 1). Animals thus have an idea and memory of a very specific scent,
for example that of a prey animal or predator, but no concept of what
“scent” is in general.

- Animals do not experience spiritual pleasures: while humans can take
pleasure in scent as such, even in the scent of non-edible things such as
a rose or incense, a dog or a lion cannot—it would only take pleasure
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in the scent of its prey, in anticipation of eating (Aristotle, Nicomachean
Ethics III, 13, 1118 a 18-23). Consequently, man could feel pleasure with-
out touching anything, and thus purely mentally, the animal only in
anticipation of the touch or in its accomplishment, and thus sensually.
“For Aristotle, the difference between human and animal striving con-
sists not only in the fact that man consciously, while animals do so
merely unconsciously, turns towards the good, but also in the fact that an
animal’s goods lie on a biological level, while those of man lie on a moral
and cognitive level” (Urs Dierauer 1977, 124).

- Animals have no morality: Aristotle admits that animals have natural
virtues (uowal dpetai). Man, however, has ethical virtues which he
determines himself in prudent judgement, acquires through conscious
practice and realises through insight (Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics
VI, 13, 1144 b 14-31). Therefore, it is merely a metaphorical way of
speaking when someone calls animals virtuous or vicious because they
have no moral insight (Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics VII, 7, 1149 b 30-
35). Analogously, fellowship and friendship among animals always aim
at a benefit, whereas in humans they are oriented towards the moral
(Aristotle, Eudemic Ethics VII, 2, 1236 b 1-6; Politeia I, 2, 1253 a 7-18).
From the distinction between viciousness and beastliness (6npidtng, bes-
tiality), however, it also follows for Aristotle that it is not appropriate to
speak of man’s bestial behaviour when he acts viciously. Acting viciously
means that there is a lack of rational judgement—acting in an animal-like
manner would mean that there is a strong emotional impulse (Aristotle,
Nicomachean Ethics VII, 7, 1150 a 1-3; cf. Richard Bodéiis 1997, 247-258).
To speak of “bestial” behaviour in humans is thus a category mistake.
If animals have neither virtues nor vices (Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics
VI, 1, 1145 a 25-26), man cannot become a wolf (Aristotle, De partibus
animalium III, 2, 663 a 13). Here, Aristotle distances himself from a long
tradition, including Plato, in favour of animals.

- Animals speak, but not on the basis of free agreement: A certain relativi-
sation of the aloga thesis can be seen in Aristotle’s relatively far-reaching
recognition of animal communication. Here, his close observation of
nature comes into play, allowing him to recognise subtle details of animal
behaviour. Thus, he emphasises that animals also express their inner
contents vocally (Aristotle, Politeia I, 2, 1253 a 10-14), but only those con-
tents that they can comprehend, i.e. not those of law and morality. Birds
with their rich expressiveness could even teach and impart knowledge,
i.e. form tradition (Aristotle, De partibus animalium II, 17, 660 a 35-b 2;
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Aristotle, Metaphysics I, 1, 980 b 21-25). Birds of the same species also
had different dialects and taught each other to sing—they formed their
language to a certain extent by agreement (Aristotle, Historia animali-
um IV, 101-111, 536 b 14-19). However, animals communicated mainly
entirely by nature, while humans developed their language mainly by
agreement (Aristotle, De interpretatione I, 2, 16 a 27-29).

- Animals have no art and reasoning: even the more gifted animals “live
in their imaginations (@avtaciat) and memory contents (pvrjpat) and
have only a small share in experience (épmeipia), the race of men, on the
other hand, also live in art (téxvn) and reasoning (Aoywop6t)” (Aristotle,
Metaphysics I, 1, 980 b 28).

- Animals cannot plan into the future or act responsibly: they cannot
undertake more complex planning when unforeseen difficulties arise,
so they cannot act in the proper sense (mpdttetv) (Aristotle, Eudemian
Ethics II, 6, 1222 b 18-20; Nicomachean Ethics VI, 2, 1139 a 17-20).
Non-human living beings carried out their lives by nature (¢ioet), some
also by habit (£0et), but only man by reason (Adyw) (Aristotle, Politics
VII, 13, 1332 b 3-5).

- Animals cannot make reflective decisions: Aristotle admits that some
animals are intelligent (¢pdvipog) and use their reason (@pdvnotg) (Aris-
totle, Historia animalium I, 1, 488 b 15; Metaphysics I, 1, 980 b 22;
Nicomachean Ethics VI, 7, 1141 a 26-28). Also, certain animals are more
intelligent than others (Aristotle, Historia animalium VIII, 1, 589 a 1; De
partibus animalium II, 2, 648 a 6-8; II, 2, 650 b 24-27; De generatione
animalium II, 6, 53 a 10-13; Metaphysics I, 1, 980 b 21), with humans
being the most intelligent (Aristotle, De anima II, 9, 421 a 18-23; De
partibus animalium IV, 10, 686 b 22; IV, 10, 687 a 7-10.16 - 18; De
generatione animalium II, 6, 44 a 30). Thus, the difference between
animal and human intelligence seems more gradual than qualitative. But:
for Aristotle, only humans are deliberative (BouAeutikés), ie. deciding
based on one’s own and on collective deliberation (Aristotle, Historia
animalium I, 1, 488 b 24-25).

In summary, Aristotle recognises some abilities of animals on the basis of
his precise observation of nature. But whenever it seems that he makes
only a difference of degree between humans and animals, he immediately
adds an argument that underpins the difference between them in principle.
No other philosopher before him developed the aloga thesis as extensively
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and justified it in so many ways as Aristotle. He thus makes a decisive
contribution to the triumphant advance of this thesis.

Anthropocentrism, on the other hand, plays a lesser role for Aristotle,
for the theological question of the care of the gods, unlike the teleological
question of an all-encompassing direction of nature’s development, has
little significance for him. Nevertheless: “At one point Aristotle even goes so
far as to assert that animals, too, were brought forth for the sake of human
beings (Politeia I, 9, 1256 b 15-22) [..] This radically anthropocentrist
statement is completely isolated in Aristotle” (Urs Dierauer 1977, 155).

The passage in Aristotle is as follows: “It must be clearly admitted that
the plants were made for the animals and the animals for man; the domes-
tic animals, that he might use them and feed on them; the wild animals, at
least for the most part, that he might feed on them and make use of them
for other needs, that clothing and other tools might be made from them.
And since nature makes nothing imperfect or purposeless, she has made all
these for man.” (Aristotle, Politeia I, 9, 1256 b 15-22; commenting on this
Mario Vegetti 1994, 131).

Dierauer rightly points out the context of the passage. It is about the
basic order of the state and politics. Many thoughts that were popular at
the time flow into these passages, such as the thesis shortly before that that
there were people who were slaves by nature. “Aristotle here justifies an
existing institution, slavery, in a very similar way, just as shortly afterwards
he justifies the de facto exploitation of animals by referring to their natu-
ralness” (Urs Dierauer 1977, 156-157). He then even explicitly makes an
analogy: slaves are human beings who are as far removed from rational
human beings as animals are, because they do not have reason, but can
only obey the reason of others (Aristotle, Politeia I, 5, 1254 b 16-26). Here,
then, as with earlier authors, the aloga thesis and the anthropocentrism
thesis are linked in terms of content. The one justifies the other. Moreover,
anthropocentrism corresponds perfectly to Aristotelian teleology, which
follows the idea that the lower serves the higher. Nevertheless: “Aristotle
sees the telos of animals, like that of humans, in the development of their
possibilities and in the realisation of their form of life, but not in their ser-
vice to higher beings. In this there is a fundamental difference in emphasis
between Aristotle’s teleology and that of the Stoa, which regarded man as
the end of the whole natural order” (Urs Dierauer 1977, 156).

The judgement of other authors is definitely harsher here, for despite
all the great natural science, Aristotle remains very concerned to justify
and stabilise existing social hierarchies in politics and ethics—including the
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linking of “speciesism, racism and sexism” (Giuliana Lanata 1994, 28). One
does not have to locate the decisive “crisis”, on the basis of which animals
are qualified as aloga in Aristotle (Richard Sorabji 1993, 7). Nevertheless, it
is about more than just a single passage, as Dierauer claims, for Aristotle re-
peatedly emphasises that there is no legal community between humans and
animals (Aristotle, Politeia I, 5, 1254 b 12ff; III, 9, 1280 a 32; Nicomachean
Ethics VIII, 11, 6, 1161 b 1ff; cf. Giuliana Lanata 1994, 35)—a central building
block of anthropocentrism, which gains decisive importance in the Stoa.
Thus, it might be a wise formulation to call Aristotle an “ambiguous genius”
(Mario Vegetti 1994, 135).

3.5 Perfecting rationalist anthropocentrism in the Stoa

“There are no other ancient texts that emphasise the difference between
man and animals as often and with such emphasis as the Stoic and Sto-
ic-influenced writings.” (Urs Dierauer 1977, 224). With these words, Urs
Dierauer outlines the special and key position of the Stoa for the view of the
human-animal relationship in ancient philosophy.

Now the Stoa covers a period of around 500 years. The historical con-
text of its emergence around 300 BC is the deep crisis of the Greek city
states. The Stoa confronts this with a strong focus on the morality of the
individual on the one hand and the cosmopolitan legal community of
all people on the other. When the “mesopolis” of the city state becomes
fragile, the “micropolis” of the individual and the “macropolis” of the global
community of people must take on the burden and bear it in pairs.

A certain problem arises from the sources: With the exception of Klean-
thes’ Hymn to Zeus, no complete works by the representatives of the older
Stoa (300-150 BC) have survived. The transmission of their teachings is
largely based on paraphrases and summaries by authors of later epochs,
among them also opponents of Stoic philosophy. However, the Stoic doc-
trine proves to be astonishingly constant throughout five centuries, which is
why one may assume that the early Stoa taught in a similar way to the mid-
dle and late Stoa (Urs Dierauer 1977, 221). We know the middle Stoa (150-0
BC) through its reception by Cicero, who was a student of Poseidonios
and therefore had a thorough knowledge of Stoic ideas. The younger Stoa
(0-200 AD) is well documented by the extant works of Seneca, Epictetus
and Marcus Aurelius.
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3.5.1 The oikeiosis doctrine as a framing theory

The context of all Stoic considerations is the doctrine of oikeiosis, the
doctrine of the loving attention of living beings to and friendship with
themselves. This is an aspiration that nature has given to all living beings.
In the terminology of modern biology, we would speak of the natural
striving for self-preservation. Thus, Diogenes Laertios refers to the lost
work ITept teA@v by Chrysipp (281/276-208/204 BC):

“The first instinct, they say, which stirs in a living creature, is that of
preserving itself (trpeiv £éavtd); it is a gift of nature from the beginning, as
Chrysipp says in the first book on the final ends, in the words, for every
living creature its first matter assigned to it by itself is its own existence as
well as the consciousness of it. For it was not to be expected that nature
should alienate the living creature from itself, or even that, having once
brought forth the creature, it should not have taken upon itself either
self-alienation (GAAotpidooan) or self-appropriation (oikeidooar). It remains,
therefore, only to say that it had befriended (oixei®oat Tpog éautd) itself
after the creation was accomplished. For thus it wards off all that is harmful
and gives free access to all that is conducive to its own nature.” (Diogenes
Laertios, Lives and Opinions of Famous Philosophers VII, 85).

Now, the natural striving for self-preservation is common to humans and
animals. Both should live according to their nature. But because humans
recognise and love themselves as rational beings from a certain age, living
according to nature means for them, in contrast to animals, living accord-
ing to reason. A rational life, however, goes beyond natural aspirations. On
the one hand, this thought underpins the fundamental interconnectedness
of all human beings, but on the other hand it tears open a deep gulf
between humans and animals. A fundamental demarcation from animals
occurs.

3.5.2 Animal Behaviour as Natural

Of course, the Stoic thesis that animals follow a natural form of striving that
they neither learn nor understand is not simply plucked out of thin air. On
the contrary, the Stoics cite a number of empirical observations to support
it. Marcus Tullius Cicero (106-43 BC) refers, for example, to ducklings
that spontaneously enter the water and begin to swim without their parents
having to teach them to do so; to chickens that also hatch duck eggs and
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thus evidently follow an inner automatism without deliberation; to young
birds that spontaneously spread their wings and attempt to fly; to newly
hatched crocodiles and turtles that can learn nothing from their parents
because the latter have buried the eggs in the sand and then made off;
to newborn mammals that immediately suckle at their mother’s breast (Ci-
cero, De natura deorum 2, 128-129). And Lucius Aeneus Seneca (1-65 AD)
refers to spiders that can build wonderful webs without ever having learned
to do so, as well as to the spontaneous flight behaviour of animals from
their natural enemies, which can also be observed from the first moment of
life (Seneca, Epistula 121, 23).

Which of the early Stoics these examples originated with must remain
obscure. Cicero and Seneca do not disclose their sources. The examples
mentioned are not yet found in Aristotle, although he already distinguishes
between behaviour by nature and behaviour on the basis of agreement and
thus indicates the Stoic position in outline. Some of this may have come
from Poseidonios (135-51 BC), but this ultimately remains speculative (Urs
Dierauer 1977, 213). What is decisive, however, is the enormous advance
in knowledge that lies in the distinction between spontaneous (modern
science would say “innate”) and learned behaviour and in the criteriology
for both. Spontaneous, natural behaviour occurs without a teacher through
natural guidance alone: “sine magistro duce natura” (Cicero, de natura
deorum 2, 128). The “knowledge” that guides such behaviour is not gained
through experience: “scientia non experimento collecta” (Seneca, Epistula
121, 19). And two criteria serve to determine behaviour as natural and
not learned: The rapidity with which the behaviour in question occurs
“immediately” and its stereotypy, which knows no variance. “Slowly and
in manifold variation comes what experience teaches; what, on the other
hand, nature teaches is the same in all and is immediately bestowed upon
them (et tardum est et varium quod usus docet; quidquid natura tradit et
aequale omnibus est et statim).” (Seneca, Epistula 121, 20).

This paradigmatic dichotomy of “innate” and learned behaviour contin-
ues to have an impact right up to modern natural science. In principle, it
has proven to be very fruitful. However, it has since been modified in two
respects:

- All living beings with a central nervous system, including humans, have
an innate basic mechanism for almost all behaviour, without which
learning processes could not be initiated. When they take their first
steps into life, they make use of these innate mechanisms, and even
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later they are not simply extinguished. However, the entire behaviour of
living beings with a central nervous system (apart from spinal reflexes!)
is continuously developed and differentiated between through learning
experiences. The radical opposition of innate and acquired behaviour is
therefore not true—neither in humans nor in animals. Rather, one will
have to say that all behaviour has an innate core that is independently
shaped and individually developed through experiences.

- This also renders superfluous the harsh stoic contrast between animals,
which supposedly only show natural behaviour, and humans, who after
a certain age supposedly only show acquired, reflected behaviour. For
the category error of the above-mentioned examples lies in the fact that,
with one exception, all the modes of behaviour of newborn animals are
compared with the behaviour of adult humans. Correctly, one should
compare the behaviour of the offspring of animals with that of the
offspring of humans and that of adult animals with that of adult humans.
But the chicken that hatches duck eggs is not compared with a human
who (in spontaneous emotion in the face of the childish scheme!) takes
care of a parentless animal baby, and the example of the innate behaviour
of sucking at a mother’s breast is not used to establish a commonality
between humans and other mammals either. Only once is a certain
ability to learn attributed to an animal, namely the horse, which after
long practice finds its way to its stable by itself (Seneca, Epistula 124,
16-17). Otherwise, however, learning is reserved for humans.

As fruitful as the Stoic distinction between natural and acquired behaviour
has proven to be over the millennia, it is still not a suitable means with
which to describe the difference between humans and animals. It is precise-
ly this category error that has serious consequences in terms of animal
ethics.

3.5.3 Rationality as a proprium of the human being

“Although references to the natural life of animals are not at all rare in
Stoic ethics, the emphasis on the radical difference between humans and
animals far outweighs them. Again and again, it is emphasised how impor-
tant it is for man not to forget the fundamental difference between him
and animals”” (Urs Dierauer 1977, 204). With these words, Dierauer rightly
indicates that for the Stoa, the demarcation of humans from animals is
not an end in itself but is done with moral pedagogical intent. This is
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evidenced, for example, by Cicero when he admonishes: “It is useful for
any enquiry into duty always to be aware of how far the nature of man is
superior to that of cattle and the other animals. Animals, after all, have only
a sense of sensual pleasure (voluptas) and give themselves over to it purely
libidinously. The human spirit, however, is nourished by learning and
thinking (hominis autem mens discendo alitur et cogitando)..” (Cicero,
De officiis 1, 105). This comparison with animals is meant to illustrate the
greatness and importance of specifically human duties. Similarly, Seneca
writes: “In no way can I be of more use to you than by showing you that
good which is according to your nature, and by separating you from the
animals and placing you on the level of God.” (Seneca, Epistula 124, 21).

For the Stoics, reason is the only real good of man; all other goods
that he has in common with animals are adiaphora (adiaqopa), ethically
neutral realities. In this sense, Seneca asks, “Why do you exercise your
bodily powers? Nature has bestowed far greater ones on cattle and wild
animals. Why do you cultivate your appearance? Even if you do everything
possible, you are surpassed in beauty by the animals. Why do you comb
your hair with such care? Whether you let it fall in the manner of the
Parthians or tie it up in the manner of the Teutons ... any horse will shake
a thicker mane and the lion’s neck will be adorned with a more beautiful
bush of hair. If you practise running fast, you will not be a match for the
little hare” (Seneca, Epistula 124, 22).

In another letter, Seneca unfolds his thesis with an even greater number
of examples: “All things consist in their good. The fruitfulness and taste
of wine commend the vine, the swiftness the stag; how strong are oxen in
regard to the back, you ask, whose only use is to carry a load; in the dog,
the sense of scent is the best when he has to track wild animals, the running
ability the best when he has to pursue them, the boldness the best when
he has to bite them and go at them: That must be the best in everyone
for which he is born, for which he is esteemed. What is the best in man?
Reason! By this he surpasses the animals, by this he follows the gods. The
perfected reason is his own good, the others are common to him with the
animals and plants. He is strong—even the lions are strong. He is beauti-
ful—the peacocks are also beautiful. He is swift—even the horses are swift.
I do not say: Man has been surpassed in all these things. I do not ask what
he has in him as greatest, but what is his. He has a body—even the trees
have bodies. He has a drive and a voluntary movement—even the predators
and worms have a drive and a voluntary movement. He has a voice—but
how much clearer a voice have the dogs, how much more penetrating a
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voice have the eagles, how much heavier a voice have the bulls, how much
lighter and more sweet a voice have the nightingales? What is peculiar to
man? Reason. This completes man’s happiness when it is right and perfect.
If, then, everything is praiseworthy when it has accomplished its good and
reached the goal of its way of life, but for man reason is his own good when
he has accomplished it, then reason is praiseworthy and has reached its
essential goal. This perfected reason is called virtue, and the same is worthy
of honour”” (Seneca, Epistula 76, 8-10).

One sees the trap into which the Stoics, like most Greeks before them,
fall. They forcefully search for the exclusive proprium of man, because sup-
posedly only this exclusive proprium can determine the goal of the human
way of life. But why should this actually be so? Can’t a good that man shares
with other animals also be his highest? That the question of the bonum
hominis is central is completely understandable. But why does this bonum
have to be an exclusive possession? This question is nowhere even touched
upon in the texts reviewed here. One cannot get rid of the impression that
human self-confidence is to be gained through the devaluation of other
living beings.

Like Aristotle, and largely following him, the Stoics also have clear ideas
about which specific abilities are reserved for those living beings that pos-
sess reason (cf. on the following Urs Dierauer 1977, 225-235):

- Language: The fact that animals do not have a language is such a funda-
mental basic conviction of the entire Stoa that one does not think one
needs to talk about it much anymore. It has therefore been handed down
to us above all by the opponents of the Stoa. In Seneca, however, we
find the hint that the articulations of animal voices are “not articulated
and confused and incapable of words (non explanabilis et perturbata et
verborum inefficax)”—and that this is a picture of their soul, which is
also devoid of logos (Seneca, De ira 1, 3, 7). On this one point, the Stoics
deviate massively from Aristotle, who had granted language to animals.

- A conscious relationship to the past and future: According to Seneca,
animals live largely in the present. They only remember the past when a
memory of it is triggered by a sensory stimulus, and they cannot imagine
the future at all (Seneca, Epistula 124, 16). Cicero concedes that animals
have narrowly limited expectations and ideas of the future (Cicero, De
officiis 1, 11). For him, this narrow limitation results from the fact that
animals, unlike humans, cannot think in causal contexts.
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- Freedom of will and action: “Every rational being acts only when it has
first been excited by the idea (specie) of something, then has received
an impulse (impetus), and finally when consent (adsensio) has con-
firmed this impulse”. (Seneca, Epistula 113, 18) This free assent (Greek
ovykatdfeaig) is possessed only by man, for it presupposes rational
judgement of the idea and the impulse it arouses. Thus, while all living
beings must follow the plan of the gods, humans are the only ones
who can and should do so of their own free will (Marcus Aurelius,
Meditationes 10, 28).

- Morality: Animals have neither virtues nor vices (Seneca, De ira 1,3,7).
When speaking colloquially of their fitness, this is therefore not meant
in the moral sense. As empirical evidence of this thesis, the Stoics cite a
feeling that animals lack. No animal is ashamed of anything or blushes
because of misbehaviour (Epictetus, Diatribae 3, 7, 27). They therefore
lack aiddg, a feeling for what is morally appropriate. Only man has a
sense of order and measure—aesthetically as well as ethically (Cicero, De
officiis 1, 14). Modern behavioural research teaches us otherwise.

- Knowledge of God and worship of God: In the Zeus hymn of Kleanthes
(331-232 BC), the human duty to praise the deity is justified by the
exclusive kinship with God and the exclusive gift of language of man:
“To praise you, Zeus, is fitting for all mortal men, for they come from
you and have received language from all that lives and walks on earth
alone” (Stoicorum veterum fragmenta I, 537, 3-5). However, not only
is the worship of God an exclusive endowment of man, but so is the
knowledge of God: “It is claimed... that the spirit was given to man by
God. Thus, we are related to the celestials and can be called their race or
tribe (genus vel stirps). So then, among so many kinds of living creatures,
there is no other besides man that has a knowledge of God.” (Cicero, De
legibus 1, 24).

Of course, most of the elements that the Stoics ascribe exclusively to
reason could also be demonstrated in animals with the means of today’s
behavioural research and neuroscience. But the good intention of the Stoic
considerations should not be overlooked. As already mentioned, the strong
emphasis on man’s ability to reason serves to underpin the ethical claim for
man to use this reason and to live in accordance with reason (Urs Dierauer
1977, 225). However, this morally good and correct intention is realised in
the Stoa in a way that entails serious collateral damage for animals, for it
cannot be separated from the “consistency and radicalism with which the
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Stoics emphasise the irrationality of animals” (Urs Dierauer 1977, 224). The
red carpet is thus laid out for anthropocentrism. Animals are excluded from
the (cosmopolitically, immensely broad!) universal community of law.

3.5.4 Teleologically strict anthropocentrism

The presentation of the Stoic doctrine of creation had its starting point
in the doctrine of oikeiosis. This natural striving of all living beings to be-
friend themselves and to be concerned about self-preservation has a wider
horizon from the Stoics’ point of view. It only becomes comprehensible in
its full meaning within the framework of Stoic teleology, anthropocentrism.

In his treatise on the nature of the gods, Cicero first describes, with many
examples, how wonderfully and purposefully living beings are created and
how there is basically no function of their bodies that does not have its pur-
pose. Then he interjects: “Perhaps someone might now ask for whose sake
(cuiusnam causa) such a mighty work was created. For trees and herbs,
whose preservation is ensured by natural law, although they are without
sentience (sine sensu)? That is absurd! Or for animals? But it is equally
improbable that the gods should have taken so much trouble for creatures
that cannot even speak and think (mutarum et nihil intellegentium). So
for whom is the world supposed to have been created? Of course, for the
rational living beings, that is, gods and men, undoubtedly the most perfect
beings; for reason (ratio) surpasses everything.” (Cicero, de natura deorum
2,133).

This section can be understood as a summation of Stoic anthropocen-
trism. All the key concepts of the ontology of living beings appear and the
entire hierarchy of creatures is gone through. In the end, only the recourse
to reason remains. But Cicero still wants to substantiate the evidence to
support this thesis. He therefore introduces the last part of his treatise
as follows: “It remains that at the end of my speech I finally show that
everything in this world (omnia in hoc mundo) that men use was created
and prepared for the sake of men (hominum causa facta esse et parata)”
(Cicero, de natura deorum 2, 154). Cicero then goes through the various
realities created one by one and shows that they all serve the benefit of
man:

— The world as a whole: “In the beginning the world itself was made
for the sake of gods and men, and whatever is in it was prepared and
invented for the benefit of men. For the world (mundus) is, as it were,
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the common house (domus) of gods and men, or their city (urbs); for
only those who use reason (ratione utentes) live according to right and
law (iure ac lege vivunt).” (Cicero, de natura deorum 2, 154). Cicero thus
interprets “house” and “city” as communities of law. And only rational
beings can belong to these, ergo gods and humans. One can see the
circular argument: If the world is defined as a community of law, it only
benefits the rational, namely the subjects of law. And because humans
are rational, they have shaped the world as a community of law. Stoic
anthropocentrism goes round in circles here.

— The celestial bodies: “Even the rotation of the sun, the moon and the
other celestial bodies, although it also contributes to the cohesion of the
world, nevertheless also gives a spectacle for human beings. For there
is no species more insatiable, no species more beautiful and more out-
standing in reason and talent (nulla est enim insatiabilior species, nul-
la pulchrior et ad rationem sollertiamque praestantior). For, observing
their course, we have known the ripeness of the times, their diversities
and changes. If, therefore, these are known to men alone, they must
have been made for the sake of men (quae si hominibus solis nota sunt,
hominum facta esse causa iudicandum est).” (Cicero, de natura deorum
2,155).

— Plants: “The use and care (usus et cura) of them and of all things is the
business of men.” (Cicero, de natura deorum 2, 156). “And even if the
wild beasts rob or steal some of them, we do not say on that account
that they are grown for their sake. For neither do men grow their fruits
for the sake of mice or ants, but for the sake of their spouses, children
and family members. Therefore, as has been said, the wild beasts enjoy
secretly, but the masters (domini) publicly and freely” (Cicero, de natura
deorum 2, 157). Here, Cicero passes over wild plants and extrapolates all
plants from cultivated plants, which man grows—which is rhetorically
clever, but argumentatively deficient.

— The animals: “And far be it from us that this was done for the sake of the
wild beasts, since we see that the wild beasts themselves are created for
the sake of men (ipsas bestias hominum gratia generatas esse).” (Cicero,
de natura deorum 2, 158-163, here 158).

With impressive consistency, Cicero pulls anthropocentrism through his
treatise. Pre-Stoic philosophy did not do this with such stringency, and even
within the Stoa hardly anyone is comparably clear. Nevertheless, “even if
anthropocentrism is not formulated in the same extreme everywhere in the

78

[ evsn ]


https://doi.org/10.5771/9783748940289
https://www.nomos-elibrary.de/agb

3.5 Perfecting rationalist anthropocentrism in the Stoa

Stoa, the assertion that animals were created for the sake of human beings
is one of those propositions that are attested to practically all Stoics” (Urs
Dierauer 1977, 240). The reason—I repeat myself—lies in the rationality
of man and the irrationality of animals and all other living beings: “The
irrational animals and things and objects in general, i.e. the irrational,
need you as a reasonable man to be generous and free. But deal with
human beings also on a communal basis, since they have reason.” (Marcus
Aurelius, Meditationes 6,23,1).

So we always encounter the same two arguments to justify anthropocen-
trism:

- The original intention of the deities, who in great care want the best
for man, becomes visible in the fact that everything is created for man
(Cicero, De natura deorum 2, 158-161; cf. also Cicero, De divinatione
1, 118120 and Stoicorum veterum fragmenta II, 1163-1166). “To put it
bluntly, one could say in the sense of the Stoa: the yoke is not adapted to
the ox, but conversely the ox to the yoke (cf. Cic. nat. deor. 2, 159) (Urs
Dierauer 1977, 242).

- The lack of reason in animals explains why they cannot be independent
téle in the sense of cosmic teleology. The lower serves the higher, the
reasonless the sensible: “Or was it not obvious that the lower beings are
there because of the higher, but the higher because of each other? But
higher than the inanimate is the animate, and higher than the animate is
the rational.” (Mark Aurelius, Meditationes 5,16). Any counter-arguments
are then fitted into the anthropocentrist system, for example when the
usefulness of predators is explained by the fact that they promote the
strength of the mind and body in humans (Cicero, De natura deorum 2,
161), the usefulness of bugs is explained by the fact that they wake people
up from sleep in time, and the usefulness of mice is explained by the fact
that they admonish people to be careful with food (Stoicorum veterorum
fragmenta II, 1163). Thus, Dierauer can summarise: “With the proof of
the irrationality of animals, the dogma of the creation of animals for the
benefit of man stood and fell” (Urs Dierauer 1977, 243).

Now, it must be acknowledged and appreciated that some Stoics allow
some selective relativisation of their hard anthropocentrism. With regard to
non-human living beings, for example, Seneca concedes that nature also
takes care of those living beings that are of no use to others (“aliis inutilia”;
Seneca, Epistula 121,24). Sometimes Seneca even speaks out against the
anthropocentrism he usually advocates: “For it is not we who are the reason

79

[ evsn ]


https://doi.org/10.5771/9783748940289
https://www.nomos-elibrary.de/agb

3 Prehistory 2: Animals in Greco-Roman Philosophy

for the universe to alternate winter and summer... We think too highly of
ourselves if we seem worthy enough that for our sake such great things
should be set in motion.” (Seneca, De ira 2, 27, 2; cf. also Seneca, De
beneficiis 6, 23, 3-4). But these are rather exceptions that confirm the
rule. Of course, consistent anthropocentrism is particularly affected by the
fact that there is also illness, suffering and death among humans. How
can that be if the gods have created everything so wonderfully for man?
Marcus Aurelius solves the problem by subordinating man to the whole of
the cosmos and the gods: “Think, then, of that which the common nature
ordains for the complete attainment of the goal as something similar to
your health, and welcome everything that happens, however hard it may
seem to you, because it leads to the goal, namely to the health of the world
and to the prosperous activity and bliss of the highest God. For he would
not send anything of the kind to a man if it were not useful to the whole”
(Marcus Aurelius, Meditationes 5, 8; similarly Epictetus, Diatribae 4, 7, 6).

Max Pohlenz, one of the most important researchers of the Stoa in the
20th century, argued in 1959 that the hard anthropocentrism of the Stoa was
“originally far removed from the Greek spirit” (Max Pohlenz 1959, 99). It is
therefore “a completely new attitude to life when the Stoa places precisely
this thought [..] at the centre of its view of the world. But just as this
attitude to life is foreign to ancient Greek life, so familiar is it to us from the
Old Testament...” (Max Pohlenz 1959, 100). And he puts forward the daring
thesis that the founder of the Stoa, Zenon of Kition (333-261 BC), brought
anthropocentrism with him from his Cypriot homeland, which was influ-
enced by Old Testament thought. However, this thesis was and is rejected
by most researchers (cf. Urs Dierauer 1977, 240), for there is really nothing
true about it: neither does the Old Testament think anthropocentristically,
nor was Cyprus Jewish at the time of Zenon, nor is there any textual
evidence that and of how Zenon should have adopted anthropocentrism
from the early Jewish context. And finally, unlike in Pohlenz’s time, today
we have a good reconstruction of the Greek origin of anthropocentrism.

But Dierauer’s thesis that anthropocentrism was presumably developed
simultaneously in the Greek and Jewish cultural spheres is also untenable
against the background of recent biblical exegesis (cf. chapter 2). Rather, the
enormous contrast between the Old Testament (including the “apocryphal”
books written in Greek but excluding the Greek translation in the Septu-
agint!), which is largely biocentrist in its thinking, and the anthropocentrist
mainstream of Greco-Roman philosophy is striking. Nowhere in the Bible
can you find a sentence that even begins to formulate it like Cicero: “In
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the beginning the world itself was made for the sake of gods and men,
and whatever is in it was prepared and invented for the benefit of men”
(Cicero, de natura deorum 2, 154). This anthropocentrism can be found,
albeit sometimes more strongly, sometimes more weakly, throughout the
Stoa (Urs Dierauer 1977, 220). What is more, on the question of whether
or not non-human creatures belong to the community of law, the Bible and
Greek philosophy diametrically contradict each other. This will be shown
in the following section.

3.5.5 No legal community between humans and animals

In the previous chapter, we determined that the Old Testament naturally
presupposes the legal community of humans and animals. Animals and
humans are together in the lifeboat of the ark, together they are partners in
God’s covenant with his Creation. Consequently, numerous norms of the
Torah are dedicated to them.

Such a position is also held sporadically in Greek philosophy. Aristotle’s
student Theophrastus (371-287 BC), for example, recognizes a legal com-
munity between humans and animals on the basis of their natural kinship,
as the few fragments of his writing “On Piety” reveal. But in the mainstream
of Greek philosophy, there is no mental space for such a community of
law. The aloga thesis weighs too heavily. Both the Epicureans and the Stoics
deny such a community, arguing that animals cannot enter into contracts.
Moreover, the Stoics add, inclusion in law is based on natural kinship, and
such kinship exists on the part of humans only with other rational beings.
Law requires fundamental equality in a legal capacity. Animals are therefore
ultimately to be treated like things. This is how Cicero summarises the Stoic
doctrine: “Just as they believe that human beings are bound to one another
by legal community (iuris vincula), so on the other hand they hold that
man has no legal relationship with animals (homini nihil iuris esse cum
bestiis). For Chrysipp aptly said that the rest came into being for the sake
of men and gods, but they themselves came into being for the sake of their
community (communitatis) and their covenant (societatis), so that men
can therefore use the animals without injustice for their benefit (ut bestiis
homines uti ad utilitatem suam possint sine iniuria).” (Cicero, De finibus
bonorum et malorum 3, 67).

According to Chrysipp’s argumentation, the strict anthropocentrism of
the Stoa excludes the attribution of animal rights, for it would, after all,
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restrict the opportunities for humans to use animals, particularly for non-
anthropocentristic reasons. On the other hand, a close connection between
humans and gods is established for the same reasons. They are connected
by reason; consequently they stand in a moral and legal community. Stoic
anthropocentrism is covertly a form of theo-anthropocentrism. Humans
and gods form a common polis, a common state, from which, however,
animals are excluded. This is how Cicero summarises grandly:

“Therefore, since there is nothing better than reason, and since this is
both in man and in God, the first thing man has in common with God
is reason. But to those who have reason in common, right reason (recta
ratio) is also common: since this is the law (lex), it must be assumed that
we men are also united to the gods by the law. Further, among those among
whom the communion of law (communio legis) prevails, there is also the
communion of right (communio iuris). But those to whom these things are
common must also be considered as belonging to the same state (civitatis
eiusdem)... But they obey this heavenly order, the divine spirit and the
almighty God (caelesti discriptioni mentique divinae et praepotenti deo),
so that now this whole world is to be regarded as one common state of
gods and men (uniuersus mundus una civitas communis deorum atque
hominum).” (Cicero, De legibus 1, 23; similar, though shorter Cicero, De
legibus 1, 33).

One immediately recognises how contrary the Stoic position is to the
biblical one. There, it is not reason that is the reason for participation in
God’s covenant, but being created and loved by God and his free offer
to all creatures. It is not the ability to abide by laws and legal norms that
leads to membership in the civitas, but the fact that one shares the one
house of life of creation, that is, everyone sits in the same boat and either
perishes together or lives well together. As grandly as the Stoic idea of the
endowment of human beings with reason is developed, the biblical texts
nevertheless reveal its enormous blind spot and its fatal consequences. The
non-human living beings simply do not come into view.

3.5.6 Summary: The Core Aspects of Stoic Anthropocentrism
At this point, the time is ripe for an interim assessment which, in maximum
brevity, sums up the core aspects of Stoic anthropocentrism. The starting

point, as has been emphasised several times, is the two premises of the
benevolent providence of the gods and man’s endowment with reason,
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which makes him similar to the gods and capable of a relationship with
them. Anthropocentrism, i.e. the conviction that the entire world was creat-
ed for human beings alone, necessarily follows from these two premises.

For the practical life of the morally responsible human being, two max-
ims result from this. The first concerns humans’ relationship to animals
and to non-human nature as a whole: they should be domesticated, i.e.
guided into reasonable paths, so that they bring about as much benefit
for and do as little harm as possible to man. The other maxim concerns
man’s relationship to his body and above all to his feelings: They are to
be controlled because they are the “animal in us” which, without wise
guidance, allows itself to be led by external stimuli and makes the human
being completely alienated. It should only be noted in passing that in many
texts this also justifies the hierarchical superiority of the rational man over
the emotionally determined woman.
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This second maxim of Stoic ethics is often overlooked in animal ethics
debates, although it has shaped Western ethics at least as much as the first,
and although it is inseparable from the first in terms of thinking. People
will treat the “animal within us” in the same way as the “animal outside
us”. And that is, if one adopts the Stoic paradigms of domination, just as
questionable, for why should we “master” our feelings in principle? Is there
really nothing inherently good about them? And can’t we also critically
accompany and balance feelings with other feelings? Why should it be
reason alone that judges and corrects them? Could it not even be the case
that feelings sometimes correct what seems perfectly reasonable to us? On
the one hand, it is charming to demand the same treatment for oneself
as for the animals. On the other hand, it seems highly problematic if the
model of a hierarchy and an exclusive rule of reason is to apply to this.

One already suspects at this point why Stoic anthropocentrism will be
attractive for early Christianity. The two premises can be combined with
Christian convictions much better than the premises of other philosophical
concepts of the time. Moreover, the Stoa is the popular philosophical model
of late antiquity par excellence. The sacrifices for Christian reception lie
rather in the two maxims that follow from anthropocentrism: They will
hardly be biblically justifiable, but we will come to that in chapter 6.

3.6 Criticism of the Stoic Mainstream by a Minority

The anthropocentrist thesis of the Stoa is steep and pointed. It is therefore
not surprising that it arouses opposition. The intellectual origin of its critics
is above all neo-pythagoreanism of the Ist century BC, which recognises
only gradual, but not principal differences between humans and animals.
But scepticism (represented in Pyrrhonism) and Neo-Platonism also con-
tribute to the critical positions.

On the whole, the anti-Stoic critique gives the impression of ignoring
some refinements to the Stoic argumentation. In any case, the empirical
observations of the younger Stoa are not taken up, especially concerning
the spontaneity, uniformity and limitedness of many forms of animal be-
haviour. Instead, the critics refer almost exclusively to the older Stoa. Since
they also often use similar arguments and the same examples of animal
behaviour, it seems reasonable to assume that they cite common sources
unknown to us, which could be dated back to before Philon (Urs Dierauer
1977, 269; Ubaldo Pérez-Paoli 2001, 97). However, the level of argumenta-
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tion of the anti-Stoics varies greatly. Conversely, the younger Stoa deals with
their best representatives and their arguments at most very superficially.
The discussion does not seem to have been very constructive on either side.

The criticism of the Stoa is as simple as it is effective: its main argument,
that animals by nature behave expediently, while humans often do not,
despite their reason, is accepted as such. But the right behaviour of animals
by nature is precisely their way of exercising reason. After all, even the gods
did not have to learn or acquire their knowledge and were still reasonable.
Ultimately, an open flank of the Stoa is exposed here, for if animals, like
the entire world, are created by the gods and the gods are the epitome of
reason, then a certain reason must be inherent in everything created. This
need not approach human reason, but to call the animals aloga is then in
any case no longer possible—the deep gulf between humans and animals is
replaced by a flowing transition.

Subsequently, it is then shown—in accordance with the Stoic schema
—that animals possess both thinking (¢v8160etog Adyog) and language
(Tpoopikds A6yog). Some examples are put forward that can be con-
firmed from the point of view of contemporary behavioural research, but
others belong to the realm of fantasy (Urs Dierauer 1977, 271). It was not
yet possible for the ancient philosophers to verify the validity of individual
reports of animal behaviour.

“The tendency to read human-like thoughts and feelings into an animal
is evident everywhere” (Urs Dierauer 1977, 272). As correct as Dierauer’s
observation is, it cannot be used as a basis for the general discrediting
of anti-Stoics. Nor is the anthropomorphic interpretation of animal be-
haviour automatically appropriate. Rather, a discussion based on modern
behavioural research would be necessary, example by example—but this
would lead away from our question.

3.6.1 Tiberius Iulius Alexander

In his dialogue “Alexander or on the Possession of Reason by Animals” (ab-
breviated Latin title De animalibus), of which only an Armenian translation
has survived, Philon of Alexandria (15 BC-40 AC), who himself advocates
Stoic anthropocentrism, refers to the non-anthropocentrist position of his
nephew and son-in-law, Tiberius Iulius Alexander, in order to subsequently
refute his arguments. We will get to know Philon’s own position in chapter
4.2. For the time being, we are concerned here with the position of his
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nephew, which constitutes the oldest evidence of a well-founded anti-Stoic
critique and comes from the New Academy.

Alexander begins by expressing his opposition to Stoic anthropocen-
trism. There is no unilateral benefit of animals for humans, but a mutual
benefit of both for each other. Humans and animals could help and support
each other very well (Philon, De animalibus 10). In the rest of the treatise,
he then addresses the central argument for Stoic anthropocentrism, namely
the claim that animals have no reason. “Reason is the best thing that
exists; but men have conceded none of it to animals. Rather, they have
appropriated it for themselves, as if they had received an irreversible reward
from nature.” (Philon, De animalibus 11).

Following entirely the Stoic distinction, Alexander sees two kinds of
reason—that in consciousness and thought (¢v3130etog Adyog) and that
in uttered speech (mpogopikds Aéyog). “But even if both kinds of reason
appear imperfect in animals, they are nonetheless fundamental.” (Philon,
De animalibus 12).

Alexander now devotes a relatively short time to animals’ capacity for
communication, which he demonstrates with the example of numerous
bird species (Philon, De animalibus 13-15). Much more extensively, how-
ever, he then deals with reason in the consciousness and thinking of ani-
mals: “But what is the use of speaking at length about expressed reason and
disregarding reason in consciousness?” (Philon, De animalibus 16).

Alexander emphasises that he bases his theses on numerous empirical
observations of the behaviour of animals in their genuine biotopes: “Some
men [...] enter groves, thickets, marshes, and marshlands to observe differ-
ent species of animals, and to discover whether only the human mind
was made in the divine image, and has received a great honour, separate
and distinct from that of all other creatures, or whether God has given
a common advantage to all creatures” (Philon, De animalibus 16). This
sentence is remarkable in two respects. On the one hand, it expresses
the importance of behavioural research and the proper interpretation of
its results. On the other hand, in this sentence we encounter a criticism
of the Stoic-inspired interpretation of the image of God from Gen 1:26
for the first time. Alexander questions “whether only the human mind
was made in the divine image”. Obviously, this essence—ontological rather
than relational-functional interpretation of the image of God was, in his
perception, a prominent element of the theological argumentation of his
uncle and father-in-law Philon, but possibly also of Hellenistic Judaism in
Alexandria of his time more generally. In any case, Philon is the first to
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document this idea in writing—and, as we will see in chapter 4.2, in several
texts.

Alexander’s core thesis is that reason, although in varying degrees, is
present in all animals. “Nature places reason as the dominating force in all
souls, but in such a way that in the one there is only a faint hint and a dim
and easily destructible form of reason, while in the other [...] there is a clear
and hardly destructible one. Thus, a form of reason which is not well visible
is given to the other living creatures, but a constant and manifest one is
given to man.” (Philon, De animalibus 29).

This rationality manifests itself in some animals in an enormous skill
(téxvn). Alexander describes this in detail in the web-building of spiders,
in the honeycomb construction and division of labour of bees, in the nest-
building of swallows and in the tricks of trained circus animals (Philon,
De animalibus 17-28). He also sees evidence of the art of healing because
some animals know what helps them in case of injury or illness (Philon, De
animalibus 38-39).

Even more comprehensively, he presents examples of the thesis that
animals exhibit “virtues of the rational soul” (Philon, De animalibus 30).
He cites prudence, especially in dealing with their offspring (Philon, De
animalibus 34), and the capacity for voluntary, interspecies and equitable
cooperation that Alexander recognises between free-ranging Thracian fal-
cons and bird catchers (Philon, De animalibus 37). Animals are capable
of prudence (Philon, De animalibus 45-46), moderation—in the sexual
sphere even far more than humans (Philon, De animalibus 47-50), bravery
(Philon, De animalibus 51-59) and justice (Philon, De animalibus 60-65).
They thus possess all four Platonic cardinal virtues. However, animals also
display a variety of vices—greed, deceit, bestiality, fear, aggressiveness and
many more (Philon, De animalibus 66-70). Both virtues and vices presup-
pose reason (Philon, De animalibus 71).

In individual cases, one could, of course, using the background of mod-
ern behavioural biology, discuss whether Alexander’s examples are suitable
as evidence of a certain animal intelligence or not. However, it seems
unquestionable that, overall, they rightly question the binary logic of stoic
anthropocentrism—here the rational humans, there the reasonless animals.

According to Sextus Empiricus (Pyrrhonian Hypotyposes 1, 69, cf. chap-
ter 3.6.3), the most famous and most cited example of animal intelligence
comes from the Stoic Chrysipp. The animal-friendly minority of Greek
philosophy received it as clear evidence of animals’ capacity for reasoning.
So did Alexander (Philon, De animalibus 45-46): A hunting dog comes
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to a crossroads in pursuit of a fleeing deer. He sniffs first at the left path,
then at the right, and finds no scent both times. Then, without sniffing,
he takes the third and last path to continue pursuing the deer. The dog,
according to Alexander and many other representatives of the minority
opinion, concludes: If not A and also not B, then (with a total of only three
possibilities) necessarily C. He no longer needs to verify his conclusion by
sniffing.

The oldest surviving example of criticism of Stoic anthropocentrism
and its aloga thesis shows well where the criticism is heading: it does not
object to the fact that humans are gradually more intelligent than the other
animals, but it does object to the fact that they alone possess reason, while
animals are completely devoid of reason.

3.6.2 Plutarch of Chaironeia

The Platonist Plutarch of Chaironeia (40-125 AD) left behind an extensive
literary work. It includes three treatises on animal reason and the moral
status of animals.

The first of the three is “De esu carnium”—a rather early and, in
terms of argumentation, not yet so mature work, which has also survived
in fragments, but which nevertheless hints at some themes that make
clear Plutarch’s singularity within the ancient discourse on animal ethics.
Plutarch consistently demands the reversal of the burden of proof: it is not
those who abstain from meat who must justify themselves, but those who
eat it. The question of man’s treatment of animals is for him a question
of justice (Tpog T {@a dixatov: Plutarch, De esu carnium 2, 7, 999 B). In
this framework, proportionality between human benefit and animal harm
is indispensable (Plutarch, De esu carnium 1, 2, 994 D). The infliction of
animal suffering needs a proper reason. Even if the work remains with only
these hints, the direction of Plutarch’s thinking is very clear.

A small but extremely artful and shrewd piece of writing is Plutarch’s
“Bruta animalia ratione uti’, which already bears the use of reason by
animals in its title. In it, Plutarch draws on an episode from Homer’s
Odyssey. Odysseus comes to the sorceress Kirke, who has transformed his
companions into animals, and demands that she change them back into
their human form. Unlike in Homer’s Odyssey, however, in Plutarch Kirke
asks him to first ask the animals if they want to be changed back into
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humans at all. To find out, Odysseus talks vicariously to the pig Gryllos,
which—in an example of subtle irony—can of course speak and argue.

Gryllos’ position is clear and incontrovertible: humans are the most
miserable creatures after all (Plutarch, Bruta animalia ratione uti 2, 986
D). Unlike Odysseus, he, Gryllos, and his other companions had the expe-
rience of both ways of living—as animals and as humans—and preferred
to remain animals (Plutarch, Bruta animalia ratione uti 2, 986 E; a subtle
allusion to Socrates, who advocated the opposite option), for animals have
much more virtue (&petr]) than humans (Plutarch, Bruta animalia ratione
uti 3, 986 F-987 B). Gryllos proves this to Odysseus using the four cardinal
virtues. Thus, he can conclude that animals have reason (Aéyog) and intel-
lect (o0veais), albeit in varying degrees. But he does not believe that ratio-
nal thinking, understanding and remembering (ppoveiv xai AoyileaBat kol
pvnpovedewy) show such strong differences between the various animals as
between the various humans (Plutarch, Bruta animalia ratione uti 10, 992
D).

One of the many subtleties in Plutarch’s treatise lies in the highly differ-
ing use of the Greek terms for animals. While {@ov is used for animals
and humans alike and thus denotes what connects them, Onplov means an
animal in contrast to and hierarchically subordinate to a human. Plutarch
reverses this conceptually immanent hierarchy and, especially from the
mouth of Gryllos, uses Bnpiov to denote that animals are superior to man
(Angela Pabst 2019, 80).

Odysseus remains sceptical: “But beware, Gryllos, is it not very daring to
ascribe reason (Adyog) to those who are not given knowledge of God (6e0d
vonog)?” (Plutarch, Bruta animalia ratione uti 10, 992 E). Gryllos answers
only with an ambiguous reference to Odysseus’ father, Sisyphus, who has
cunningly rebelled against the gods. The dialogue ends with this.

The third work by Plutarch that is relevant for us is a treatise on the
intelligence of animals: “De sollertia animalium is a philosophical and
rhetorical dialogue that discusses the special question of whether land or
water animals are more rational. Thus, it is not a matter of proving that
animals are rational; on the contrary, this is presupposed, even though
some counter-arguments are found in the introductory dialogue, which
the dialogue participant Soklaros argues unsuccessfully” (Beatrice Wyss
2019, 31). In reality, the question is about animal ethics: “The essay is [...]
a contribution to animal ethics, not to philosophy about the nature of
animals” (Angela Pabst 2019, 87).
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At the beginning, Autobulos expresses the thesis that the decisive divid-
ing line runs between soulless and thus reasonless beings on the one hand
and soul-possessing and thus rational beings on the other. Not between
humans on the one hand and animals and plants on the other, but between
humans and animals on the one hand and plants on the other, for animals
have a precise idea of which beings are their friends and which are their
enemies. And “the acts of seizing or pursuing, which arise from the percep-
tion of what is useful, and of escaping or fleeing from what is destructive or
painful, could by no means occur in creatures who are naturally incapable
of any kind of deliberation and judgement, recollection and sympathy.
These beings, then, from whom you deny all expectation, memory, design
or preparation, and all hopes, fears, desires or sorrows—they will also have
no use for eyes or ears [...] If, then, we are so constituted that in order
to have sensation we must have understanding, it must follow that all
creatures who have sensation can also understand [...] As for those who
foolishly assert that animals do not feel pleasure or anger or fear or make
preparations or remember, but that the bee remembers ‘as it were’ and the
swallow prepares its nest ‘as it were’ and the lion becomes angry ‘as it were'
and the deer is afraid ‘as it were’—I do not know what they will do with
those who say that animals do not see or hear but hear and see ‘as it were’;
that they have no cry, but cry ‘as it were’; that they also do not live at all,
but live ‘as it were’” (Plutarch, De sollertia animalium 3, 960 C-961 F).
For Plutarch, then, it is inconsistent to interpret some animal capacities as
analogous to human ones and others not. What is interesting here is the
argument that the sense organs evoke mental ideas, which in turn produce
expectations and desires in connection with memories. For this to happen,
the ability to form concepts is needed.

The inconsistency of the comparison is continued after Autobulos when
the Stoics claim that the reason of animals is given to them by nature,
whereas in humans it is learned and acquired. In contrast, he sees natural
and acquired parts in the reason of both humans and animals: “Reason as
such is implanted by nature, but true and perfect reason is the result of
care and education. And therefore, every living creature has the faculty of
reasoning; but if what they seek is true reason and wisdom, not even man
can be said to possess it [...] neither has every rational being in the same
way a mental dexterity or sagacity that has attained perfection. For just as
in animals there are many examples of social bonding and bravery and
resourcefulness [...] so on the other hand there are many examples of the
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opposite: injustice, cowardice, stupidity.” (Plutarch, De sollertia animalium
4,962 C-D).

Even the everyday use of language shows Plutarch that plants in this
sense have neither the capacity to learn nor reason: “Why do we call the
sheep more unlearned than the dog, but not the one tree more unlearned
than another? And why do we call the deer more cowardly than the lion,
but not the one vegetable more cowardly than another? The reason is
evidently this: just as in immovable things, the one is not slower than the
other, and in soundless things the one is not quieter than the other, so
also that which does not by nature possess the faculty of thinking (7 Tod
ppovelv duvopg) is not more cowardly and dull-witted and unrestrained.
For in that this faculty has come to each again in a different degree, the ap-
parent differences among living beings have arisen.” (Plutarch, De sollertia
animalium 4, 962 F-963 A).

So comparing animals in terms of their ability to reason shows that they
must have some reason after all: “In the same way, then, we should not
say of animals that they are totally lacking in intellect and understanding
and have no reason, even though their understanding is less acute and their
intellect inferior to ours. What we should say is that their intellect is weak
and dim, like a weak and dim eye.” (Plutarch, De sollertia animalium 5, 963
A-C).

The highlight of the dialogue is, of course, the questioning of anthro-
pocentrism. And this is closely linked in Plutarch’s work to his plea for a
vegetarian diet. Soklaros objects thus: “The Stoics and Peripatetics agree
[...] that justice could not arise, but would remain completely without form
and substance if all animals participated in reason. For either we are neces-
sarily unjust if we do not spare them; or, if we do not take them for food,
life becomes impracticable or impossible [...] We have, therefore, no help
for or solution to this dilemma, which deprives us either of life itself or of
justice (Stkatoavvr), unless we preserve that ancient limitation and law by
which the Creator distinguished the natural species, and gave to each class
its special domain [....] Those who know nothing of right action towards us
can receive no wrong from us.” (Plutarch, De sollertia animalium 6, 964 A-
C). Soklaros here refers to the Stoic denial of a community of law between
humans and animals: Only those who can abide by laws themselves, i.e.
moral agents, can possess a moral status and be moral patients.

But Autobulos considers the anthropocentristic conclusion inaccurate:
“There is an alternative, a non-violent principle, which on the one hand
does not deprive animals of reason, but on the other preserves the justice
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of those who use them in a right way [...] Pythagoras [...] taught us how to
profit from animals without injustice. It is certainly no injustice to punish
and kill animals that are antisocial and only hurtful, or to tame those that
are gentle and kind to man and make them our helpers in the tasks for
which they are by nature eminently fitted [....] For life is neither abolished
nor ended when a man no longer has for his banquets plates of fish or paté
of foie gras or meat of cattle and goats—or when he no longer forces some
animals against their will to assert themselves and fight in the theatre or in
the hunt [...] The fact is that it is not those who use animals who treat them
unjustly, but those who use them harmfully and carelessly and cruelly”
(Plutarch, De sollertia animalium 7, 964 E-965 B). Autobulos thus consid-
ers animal use responsible as long as it does not do violence to animals but
respects their own aspirations and needs. This demand for justice towards
animals for their own sake is unique in all of ancient philosophy (Richard
Sorabji 1993, 125; Bardo Maria Gauly 2012, 53; Stephen T. Newmyer 2014,
232).

Now that it is recognised by all participants in the conversation that
animals have reason to a graduated degree, the real main question arises
as to whether land or water animals possess more reason and virtue. The
hunter Aristotimos provides countless examples in favour of land animals
(Plutarch, De sollertia animalium 9, 965 E-22, 975 C), the fisherman Her-
akleon a similarly large number of examples in favour of water animals
(Plutarch, De sollertia animalium 23, 975 C-36, 985 C). In the end, the
contest ends in a draw, which is very typical for Plutarch (Angela Pabst
2019, 88). The winner is the thesis that all animals possess reason (Plutarch,
De sollertia animalium 37, 985 C) and must therefore be spared. “Thus, it
appears that the young hunters and Peter’s disciples [...] delegitimised their
own actions.” (Angela Pabst 2019, 89).

Beatrice Wyss sums up the point of the dialogue, which has a much
higher intellectual level than Philon’s Alexander: Plutarch’s criticism “seems
to be about the sharp division between &Aoyo {@a and Aoywog avBpwmoc.
I suspect as the reason a discomfort with the strict separation of living
beings along a line of demarcation whose existence is somehow taken for
granted, but which in reality cannot be so sharply demarcated; it is this
reason, the Adyog, the voUs. It is this self-assurance of the Stoics who know
so well that the animal, although it has a soul and is a living being and
as such partakes of God (God, in the Stoic view, is the active principle in
matter and in all living beings), is nevertheless entirely different from man,
precisely because it has no voi¢ and no Adyog” (Beatrice Wyss 2019, 33).
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3.6.3 Sextus Empiricus

The physician and philosopher Sextus Empiricus (2nd century AD) is a
representative of Pyrrhonism, a variant of scepticism that goes back to
the ancient Greek philosopher Pyrrhon of Elis (ca. 362-275 BC). In his
“Outline of Pyrrhonian skepticism”, also called “Pyrrhonian Hypotyposes”,
he massively questions human cognitive possibilities. The comparison be-
tween animal and human cognitive possibilities in the Pyrrhonian Hypoty-
poses 62-78 serves him less to show the great intelligence of animals than
the narrowly limited cognitive capacity of humans.

First, Sextus proves that animals have better sensory perception and thus
also better ideas of reality (Sextus Empiricus, Pyrrhonian Hopotyposes 62—
64). He then turns to reason, and there first to inner thought (évdi1d6etog
A6yoq) and then to outward language (Tpogoptds Adyoq). As for thought,
according to Sextus’ fiercest opponents, the Stoics, it consists in “the choice
of what is proper to the species and the avoidance of what is foreign to it,
the knowledge of the techniques directed to this end, the perception of the
virtues which correspond to one’s nature, and of the things which relate to
the affects and sufferings” (Sextus Empiricus, Pyrrhonian Hopotyposes 65).

In the following, Sextus restricts himself to a single animal species, the
dog, on whose example he attempts to demonstrate all aspects one after
the other. He demonstrates the dog’s cleverness with reference to Argos,
the dog of Odysseus, who, according to Homer’s epic, is the only one to
recognise his master on his return from Troy—despite the hero’s enormous
physical change (Sextus Empiricus, Pyrrhonian Hopotyposes 68). As a sec-
ond example, he cites Chrysipp’s observation, already known from Tiberius
Iulius Alexander, that “the hound applies the fifth multi-membered un-
proven argument when he comes to a three-way path and, after sensing
on the two paths that the game had not run along, immediately rushes
along the third without having sensed here at all. For he concludes, says the
ancient philosopher, in the following sense: ‘The game has either run along
here or here or here. But neither here nor here. So here” (Sextus Empiricus,
Pyrrhonian Hopotyposes 69). “Sextus relies on Chrysipp for the argument
that dogs know something of dialectic; this is very clever and devious; he
beats the Stoics, as it were, with their chief representative” (Beatrice Wyss
2019, 32).

Finally, after Sextus has shown how the dog takes care of its recovery
in case of injury or illness (Sextus Empiricus, Pyrrhonian Hopotyposes
70-71), he can sum up: “Then the dog is probably perfect with regard
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to inward thinking reason; for on these things rests the perfection of this
reason.” (Sextus Empiricus, Pyrrhonian Hopotyposes 72).

Sextus writes relatively briefly about reason expressing itself in language.
He remarks: “Even if we do not understand the languages of the so-called
reasonless animals, it is not entirely improbable that they talk to each other
and that we just do not understand. For we do not understand the language
of the barbarians when we hear it, but consider it to be an unvarying
sequence of sounds. And we hear from the dogs that they make a different
sound when they defend someone off than when they howl or are beaten
or wag. In general, if someone wanted to concentrate on this, he would
notice a great difference in the sounds of this and other animals in various
situations, so that one could therefore rightly say that the so-called reason-
less animals also participate in linguistically expressing reason.” (Sextus
Empiricus, Pyrrhonian Hopotyposes 74-75).

The sceptical conclusion is therefore “that we cannot value our ideas
more highly than those of rational animals. But if the reasonless animals
are not more untrustworthy than we are for the assessment of conceptions,
and if different conceptions arise according to the diversity of living beings,
then I will indeed be able to say how each of the underlying objects appears
to me, but how it is according to its nature, about this I will necessarily
have to hold back because of what has been said above.” (Sextus Empiricus,
Pyrrhonian Hopotyposes 78).

3.6.4 Kelsos

The Platonist Kelsos lived in the second half of the 2nd century. In his
lost work “True Doctrine” (AAn61¢ Aéyoc), which he wrote in Alexandria
around 180 AD, he was the first to criticise Stoic anthropocentrism in its
Christian form and advocated consistent Platonic cosmocentrism. Only
fragments of his writings have come down to us through Origen (see below
chapter 5.7) in his treatise “Contra Celsum”, written around 248 AD. Celsus
had already died by this time, but his book obviously still experiences a
lively resonance, so that Origen considers dealing with it worthwhile.
Kelsos portrays Christianity as an uneducated and socially isolating cur-
rent (Horacio E. Lona 2005, 50-54 and 473-474; Michael Fiedrowicz 2011,
29-34; Peter Gemeinhardt 2022, 35 citing Origen, Contra Celsum 3, 44)
and sees no reason for what he already perceives as the typically Christian
assumption that the world was created for the sake of man. It could rather

95

[ evsn ]


https://doi.org/10.5771/9783748940289
https://www.nomos-elibrary.de/agb

3 Prehistory 2: Animals in Greco-Roman Philosophy

be argued that it exists for the sake of animals, for by nature, no single
species is destined to dominate the world. Christian anthropocentrism is
therefore mistaken because the cosmos forms a totality in which each
component has equal importance. Instead of anthropocentrism, one could
just as well claim that “the world in its entirety was created no more for
the sake of human beings than for the sake of reasonless living beings
(008ev paAdov avBphmwy 1} T@V aAdywv {pwv Evexev yéyove o TavTa)”
(Origen, Contra Celsum 4, 74), for the classical Stoic Christian arguments
in favour of anthropocentrism do not hold water for Kelsos: “Why should
these things be more for food for men than for the plants, the trees, grasses
and thistles? [...] Even if one were to admit that these things are works of
God, they are no more intended for food for us men than for the plants,
the trees, grasses, and thistles [...] And if you say that these things—namely,
the plants, the trees, grasses, and thistles - grow for men, why will you
maintain that they grow for men rather than for the wildest reasonless
animals?” (Origen, Contra Celsum 4, 74-75). “But if you also hold up to me
the saying of Euripides: “Then the sun and the night serve mortals, I ask:
why then us more than the ants and flies? For even to them the night serves
for rest, but the day for sight and activity” (Origen, Contra Celsum 4, 77.)

Only at the end of a long treatise does Origen come to speak of the
cosmocentrist counter-thesis of Kelsos, which he renders thus: “So the
whole world was not made for man, nor for the lion or the eagle or the
dolphin, but so that this world, as the work of God, might be complete
and perfect (6AdxAnpov xai Télewov) in all its parts. For this reason, all
things are well measured (pepétpnton t@ mavta), not with regard to one
another—at most incidentally—but with regard to the whole (tod 6Aov).
God provides for the whole (péhet T Be® toU 6hov), and his providence
(mpévola) never leaves it; nor does it deteriorate, nor does God take it back
to himself after a time” (Origen, Contra Celsum 4, 99).

Kelsos also massively questions the anthropocentristic interpretation of
the biblical mandate to rule: “If someone wanted to call us the rulers of the
reasonless (dpyovtog TV GAGywv), since we hunt and eat the reasonless
creatures, we will ask: Why were we not rather created for their sake,
since they hunt us and eat us? But we also need nets and weapons, and
many men to help us, and dogs against the beasts that are to be hunted;
whereas they were immediately and intrinsically provided by nature with
the weapons by which we are easily overcome by them?” (Origen, Contra
Celsum 4, 78). “In reply to your assertion that God has given us the faculty
of catching wild animals (6npia;) and making them useful, let us note that
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it is probable that before there were cities and trades and such cooperatives
and weapons and nets, men were indeed robbed and eaten by animals, but
animals were by no means caught by men.” (Origen, Contra Celsum 4, 79).
“Therefore, at least in this respect, God rather subjected men to animals”
(Origen, Contra Celsum 4, 80).

Finally, Kelsos also attempts to refute the aloga thesis and to prove
that animals are endowed with reason. To do this, he uses the example
of state-building insects: “If it seems that humans are above reasonless
animals because they have built cities and have a state constitution with
authorities and rulers, this says nothing; for ants and bees also have this”
(Origen, Contra Celsum 4, 81). And these little animals even possess certain
skills: “The ants remove the germs from the fruits they store, so that they
do not swell, but may serve them for food all the year round.” (Origen,
Contra Celsum 4, 83). Finally, Kelsos also observes communication and
language between them: “And when they meet, they also converse with
each other (&AM Aoig StahéyovTar); therefore they do not get lost. So they
have perfectly formed reason, common ideas of certain general truths, a
language, facts and contents of language (Aéyov cupmAfpwaoic éott Tap’
a0TOlG Kol Kool Evvolol KOBOMK®V TVWwV Kol QwVY TUYXAVOVTO Kol
onpowvopeva).” (Origen, Contra Celsum 4, 84). So Celsus can conclude,
“Well then, if someone looked down from heaven to earth, what difference
would he find between what we do and what ants and bees do?” (Origen,
Contra Celsum 4, 85).

On one point, however, Kelsos makes a serious mistake, which Origen
(Contra Celsum 4, 86-99) takes full advantage of: Kelsos shares the Egyp-
tian conviction that animals can prophesy, thus have a special closeness to
the gods and are in a sense more religious than humans'. Here Origen can
easily connect to the Jewish philosopher Philon (see chapter 4.2), who had
already decisively opposed Egyptian animal manticism two centuries earli-
er and is still well known in his and Origen’s common hometown Alexan-
dria. Like Philon’s Hellenistic Judaism, Origen presents Stoic Christianity
as enlightened and exposes Egyptian animal-based divination practices as
superstitious and unreasonable.

Finally, however, Kelsos also comes to the question of eating meat: “So
when it happens according to a custom (mdtplov) inherited from the fathers
that they [sc. the Christians] abstain from any sacrificial animals (iepe{wv
V@V améxovtal), they must abstain altogether from such (t@v touwwvde)

11 For the original wording of the Kelsos quote, see Johannes Arnold 2010, 68-71.
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and (in general) from the enjoyment of all animals, as also seems right
to Pythagoras, since he honours the soul and its organs.” (Origen, Contra
Celsum 8, 28 in the punctuation of John Arnold 2010, 72). The argument
of Kelsos against the eating of meat by Christians thus runs as follows:
Almost all other religions know of animals that are completely taboo both
for sacrifice and for consumption, such as the unclean animals in Judaism.
Logically, this should also be the case in Christianity. But since Christianity
rejects all kinds of sacrificial animals, it would also have to renounce meat
altogether (Johannes Arnold 2010, 73). Kelsos refers here to Pythagoras,
with whom he obviously agrees.

Lucia Bacci (2007, 117 and 119) is right that Kelsos is not really concerned
with animals. He has little interest in them. Rather, on the one hand, he
wants to lick the sting of the anthropocentristic mainstream; on the other
hand, he is interested in the big picture of cosmic harmony. He is a true
holist. Before this, all parts of the cosmos, including humans and animals,
pale into insignificance.

3.6.5 Porphyrios of Tyros

The Neo-Platonic philosopher Porphyrios (233-305 AD) came from Tyros
in Syria via Athens to Rome, where he developed into Plotinus’ most
important student. Like his teacher, Porphyrios was a staunch opponent
of Christianity and a knowledgeable critic of the Bible. One of the most
prominent writings in his oeuvre of over 60 monographs is the pamphlet
“Against the Christians”, which, however, was completely destroyed by an
edict from the Emperor Constantine precisely for this reason. His other
writings, however, were positively received by Christianity.

Of particular importance for our question is his treatise “De abstinen-
tia ab esu animalium”™—“On the abstinence of eating animals”—which
recommends abstinence from meat to philosophers who are particularly
God-fearing and strive for perfection (Ubaldo Pérez-Paoli 2001, 94). While
in the first two books of this work Porphyrios deals with the psychological
and spiritual effects of eating meat and in the fourth book he offers cultural
and historical reflections on nutrition in the early days of humankind, in
the third book he is concerned with the moral status of animals and their
ability to reason. It is actually the most animal ethical of the four books.

First, Porphyrios deals in detail with the aloga thesis. He disputes the
Stoic coupling of the ability to reason with the question of whether a mode
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of behaviour is learned: “Whoever says that animals have this [purposeful
behaviour] by nature (¢ivoet) does not even realise that he is claiming
that they are reasonable by nature” (Porphyrios, De abstinentia 3, 10).
Porphyrios refers to the gods, who also did not acquire reason by learning:
“Nor did the divine become reasonable (Aoywév) by learning (udOnaoig).
For there was never a time when it was reasonless (&Aoyov), but simultane-
ously with its existence it was also sensible.” (Porphyrios, De abstinentia 3,
10). So, contrary to the Stoic conviction, animals do very well have reason,
otherwise they could neither serve man nor envy and quarrel among them-
selves (Porphyrios, De abstinentia 3, 13). All animals have reason to some
extent, even if most of them are imperfect (Porphyrios, De abstinentia 3,
18).

In a second step, Porphyrios deals with Stoic anthropocentrism. Accord-
ing to him animals are not created solely or primarily for human benefit—
why else would there be wild animals that could not be hunted (Por-
phyrios, De abstinentia 3, 20)? And anyway, in such a strictly (mono-)teleo-
logical view as the Stoic one, man in turn would be created for the benefit
of lions (Porphyrios, De abstinentia 3, 25). No, animals have the same
mode of origin as humans and are therefore, unlike plants, their relatives
(Porphyrios, De abstinentia 3, 26). It is piquant that Porphyrios here rein-
terprets the concept of oikeiwaoig, which is so central in Stoic doctrine.
Whereas for the Stoics it meant being at home in one’s own existence, it is
now used for the kinship relationship between humans and animals.

For Porphyrios, the preceding natural philosophical considerations lead
to the legal community between humans and animals, which includes the
prohibition of killing tame animals and only permits the killing of animals
in self-defence. The principle of justice demands a necessity for every
use of force, but the consumption of meat is not necessary (Porphyrios,
De abstinentia 3, 18.26). Finally, the principle of non-harm is proper to
God (Porphyrios, De abstinentia 3, 27). This last sentence is read by the
overwhelming majority of interpreters as meaning that Porphyrios, like
Pythagoras but unlike Plutarch, is not concerned with animals as such,
but with the divine action on animals, which is supposed to be exemplary
for humans. Living philosophically means taking the perfect God as one’s
model—and this then also applies to his actions towards non-human crea-
tures (Ubaldo Pérez-Paoli 2001, 94; Stephen T. Newmyer 2006, 97-98 and
2014, 232).
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3.6.6 Summary

Since about the turn of the century, there has been noticeable criticism of
the Stoic mainstream: of its sharp division between humans and animals,
its striking certainty regarding the aloga thesis, its strict and monolinear
anthropocentrism, and of its relentless exclusion of animals from the com-
munity of law.

This criticism comes from different sides and from different philosoph-
ical traditions—Neo-Pythagoreanism, Neo-Platonism, scepticism—and
partly from rather unknown, but partly also from very prominent person-
alities such as Plutarch and Porphyrios. Initially, it is directed against the
Stoa as a philosophical school, then also against Judaism and Christianity,
insofar as these receive Stoic ideas.

The argumentative quality of the anti-anthropocentrist critique is very
different, and so is its justification. Tiberius Iulius Alexander and Kelsos
argue more in terms of popular philosophy along the lines of empirically
made scientific observations. Sextus Empiricus mainly expresses scepticism
towards human cognitive abilities—not about animals or animal ethics at
all. Porphyrios thinks mainly from the doctrine of the transmigration of
souls and at the same time propagates the ideal of perfection as a practical
life option for a select few. Animals appear mainly indirectly and mediated
through other teachings. Plutarch is the only one who is really centrally and
directly concerned with animals and with justice towards them. At the same
time, his argumentation is undoubtedly the most subtle and nuanced.

Reception of the anti-Stoic critique nevertheless remains limited. Long
before the triumph of Christianity in the 4th and 5th centuries, namely
since its emergence, the critique has been the position of a minority, which
its representatives probably also recognise. Nevertheless, the question arises
as to how Stoic anthropocentrism could enter early Judaism and early
Christianity, when it diametrically contradicts all the biblical texts present-
ed so far. The explanatory paradigm is: Hellenisation or Hellenism. The
next chapter is devoted to this.
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After the deportation of the Jerusalem upper class into Babylonian exile
from 587 BC to about 545 BC, some of the deportees did not return
to Israel, but scattered throughout the Near and Middle East and the
Mediterranean. From this time onwards, there is a notable “Jewish” diaspo-
ra (although the term “Jewish” only appears in the Hellenistic period)—first
in the Persian empire of King Cyrus and his successors, then from 333
BC in the Greek empire of Alexander the Great and his successors. From
this moment on, an intensive encounter and confrontation between the
Israelite-Jewish religion and Greek culture and its philosophy takes place.

But this encounter does not take place at eye level. It is not symmetrical,
as if two cultures with equal rights and equal strength were meeting here.
Rather, Greek culture is already dominant in purely quantitative terms. To-
day we would call it a “leading culture”. The Jewish diaspora thus absorbs
Greek culture, while the reverse process does not take place.

This is precisely what is called Hellenism. It means the spread of Greek
culture and language, but also of philosophy beyond the Greek heartland
and its penetration “into all areas of life: in language and literature, religion
and philosophy, science and art, politics and economics, education and
upbringing” (Michael Tilly 2005, 42). No one can completely escape this
influence “in the long run [...]” (Michael Tilly 2005, 43). Hellenism is thus
a cultural and historical rather than a political phenomenon, although
it presupposes Alexander’s world empire as a political framework for its
enormous spread. Yet it remained the dominant cultural trend until late
antiquity, that is, until a time when the Greek world empire had long since
been replaced.

As a designation of a historical epoch, the term Hellenism has only been
in use since the 19th century. However, in the sense of imitating the Greek
way of life in language, costume and customs, the noun éAAnviopédg and the
verb éAAnvilerv were already used in antiquity. The New Testament calls
Greek socialised Jews éAAnviotal (Acts 6:15 9:29; 11:20).

The Hellenistic world encompasses a vast area, from Sicily and Lower
Italy (Magna Graecia) to Greece, India and present-day Afghanistan, as well
as from the Black Sea to Egypt. The Hellenisation of the Oriental popula-

101

[ evsn ]


https://doi.org/10.5771/9783748940289
https://www.nomos-elibrary.de/agb

4 Prehistory 3: Pre-Patristic Traces of the Hellenisation of Biblical Animal Ethics

tion ensures that, at least until the 7th century, a simplified form of Greek,
Koiné (from xotvég, common), was used alongside Aramaic by the urban
population of Syria. In Asia Minor, this even lasted considerably longer. The
cultural traditions of Hellenism also survived the political collapse of the
Roman Empire and continued to have an effect in Rome and the Byzantine
Empire for centuries.

Relatively early on, Hellenism also gained considerable influence over
Diaspora Judaism. From the 3rd century BC to the Ist century AD, the
so-called Apocrypha emerged, religious writings in the Greek language that
seamlessly followed the Hebrew books of the Jewish Bible in time and had
a high status. Although they were probably never canonised in Judaism,
the fact that some of them found their way into the canon of the “Old
Testament” in Christianity presupposes their high esteem in Hellenistic
Judaism.

Of even greater importance for the Hellenisation of Diaspora Judaism is
the Septuagint, a translation of the Hebrew Bible into Greek, which was
produced from about 250 BC onwards, mainly in Alexandria, the largest
metropolis in the eastern part of the Roman Empire and the centre of
early Hellenistic Judaism. It was a project of the century. By about 100 BC,
most of the books of the Hebrew Bible had been translated, with the rest
to follow by 100 AD. The motivation for producing a Greek translation of
the Bible may have been, internally, the strengthening of the identity of
Diaspora Jewry, and externally, the self-confident presentation of one’s own
tradition in the plural discourse of society (also symbolised by the fact that
the Jewish Bible was thus able to find its way into the world-famous library
of Alexandria, cf. Siegfried Kreuzer 2016, 46-49). “With the Septuagint,
Judaism entered into a public discourse with Hellenistic world culture”
(Heinz-Josef Fabry, in: Erich Zenger et al. 22016, 61).

At the same time, a fundamentalist resistance movement was forming in
Greek-ruled Israel: The Maccabees. Their emergence was triggered by the
erection of a statue of a god in the Jerusalem Temple at the behest of the
Greek Diadochi ruler Antiochus IV Epiphanes. For devout Jews, this meant
the desecration of the most sacred aspect of their religion. But beyond
this open disregard for religion by the ruler, Maccabean ideology also
fed on a broad cultural unease about the increasing Hellenisation of their
environment. For example, the fact that Greek men play sports completely
naked was anathema to them. The “clash of civilisations” was fundamental
in their view.
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In this way, intra-Jewish conflicts arose between the Hebrew or Arama-
ic-speaking Jews of Israel and the Greek-speaking Jews in the Diaspora.
As the movement of Jesus of Nazareth gradually became internationalised
after Easter, these tensions quickly spread to it. Even the early Church
in Jerusalem experienced a fierce dispute that could only be resolved by
doubling the Church leadership and creating a separate governing body
for each of the two parts of the Church: the Hebrew-Aramaic and the
Hellenistic (Acts 6). And the fact that there is a tense atmosphere between
Paul and the circle of the Twelve appointed by Jesus himself throughout his
life is also due to this. While the Twelve are all Aramaic-speaking Galileans,
Paul comes from the Hellenistic Jewish community of Tarsos. He does not
understand the Aramaic mother tongue of Jesus, and the Hebrew way of life
is foreign to him. “Paul uses the LXX, not the Hebraica. This means that he
was not able to read the Old Testament in its original language. Rather, he
was dependent on the translation that made the Old Testament accessible
to him in his mother tongue: the Septuagint.” (Peter Pilhofer 42019, 19).

With the destruction of Jerusalem and the Jewish Temple in 70 AD,
Judaism and the Jesus Community experienced a further surge in Helleni-
sation. The language of the entire New Testament and most of the writings
of the early Church Fathers was Greek. The centre of young Christianity
shifted from the one Hebrew centre of Jerusalem to several Greek and Latin
centres: Rome, Antioch, Alexandria and Edessa. “Hebrew”, or more pre-
cisely Aramaic-speaking Jews, made up a smaller and smaller proportion
of those who joined the Christian community, until at some point they
disappeared altogether. Thus, in summary, “non-Hellenised” Christianity
has never existed [...]” (Peter Gemeinhardt 2022, 3).

In Judaism, however, there was a remarkable turnaround: After the Bar
Kochba uprising against the Romans and the expulsion of the Jews from
Palestine in 135 AD, Judaism henceforth existed only as Diaspora Judaism.
In the territory of Palestine, it was as good as extinct. But the Palestinian
Jews then took over the leadership of Diaspora Jewry. This increasingly
distanced itself from its Hellenistic currents—at least where it recognised
Hellenistic ideas as such—, forbade the use of the Septuagint, which it
increasingly perceived as a “catastrophe” (Heinz-Josef Fabry, in: Erich
Zenger et al. 92016, 62), and withdrew entirely to its Hebrew and Aramaic
traditions. Therefore, almost all Hellenistic-Jewish writings have survived
only in Christian manuscripts and codices. Hellenistic Judaism perished.

Christianity, on the other hand, soon became so embedded in Hellenistic
culture that it no longer perceived it as foreign or coming from outside but
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regarded it as a genuine heritage. Like Hellenistic Judaism before it, it read
the Bible with Greek paradigms—but not vice versa: Greek philosophy with
biblical paradigms. A dialogue with rabbinic Judaism, which continued
regionally, could not stop this trend in its entirety.

In addition, there is a fundamental difference: while Judaism never pros-
elytised in its entire history, Christianity sees itself as a missionary religion
from the very beginning. In its opinion, the whole world ought to hear and
accept the Gospel (Mt 28:16-20). But if you wanted missionary success,
you had to engage with the surrounding culture. The message of Jesus had
to be inculturated.

Christianity did not succeed immediately. For about two hundred years
it remained a vanishingly small minority of less than one percent of the
population (Kyle Harper 2020, 231). Only after the “Cyprianic Plague”,
presumably an Ebola pandemic named after its most prominent reporter,
Bishop Cyprian of Carthage, which raged from about 245 to 265 AD,
did the community of Christians grow in leaps and bounds. People saw
that Christians lovingly cared for their sick relatives and that this led to
a much lower mortality rate than in the population as a whole. So all of
a sudden many people joined Christianity. By 300 AD, Christians already
comprised 15 to 20 per cent of the total population, making them a “mass
phenomenon.” (Kyle Harper 2020, 231). When Emperor Constantine came
to power a little later, he converted to the most dynamic and successful
religious movement of his time.

In order to understand the assimilation of Stoic anthropocentrism by
early Christianity, an additional consideration is important: when a small
religious community sets out to become a “mass phenomenon”, it is easier
to persuade the majority who do not yet believe to adopt new beliefs than
to adopt a new ethos. We will prove this with the example of ritual slaughter
in chapter 4.3.4. It is much easier to accept Jesus as the Saviour of the
world than to eat only kosher slaughtered meat from now on. The success
of Christianity in the 3" and 4™ centuries was also due to its flexibility in
adapting to the morals and laws of the Greco-Roman world. It is obvious
that in the long run this can diminish the credibility of one’s own message.

4.1 The late Old Testament texts

In the Old Testament, as it is used in Christianity, there are some books
from the time of Hellenism that are still written in Hebrew, some also in
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Aramaic, and some that are written in Greek. The latter were obviously
highly esteemed in early Hellenistic Judaism but were never included in the
Jewish Bible due to its decline after the Bar Kochba revolt. Christianity, on
the other hand, included them in the canon of its sacred writings.

Among the Hebrew writings of the Old Testament, there are four that fall
in passages or entirely into the period of Hellenism, namely the Book of
Proverbs and the Books of Job, Qohelet and Jonah. Of these, at least one
deals directly with Hellenism, namely the Book of Qohelet. The books are
briefly presented in the order of their dating, especially with regard to the
perception of animals and the question of anthropocentrism.

The Book of Proverbs, also called Proverbs of Solomon, collects countless
short sayings of wisdom from a period of around 600 years. The most
recent of them date back to the 3rd century BC. Among them, a few deal
with animals and emphasise above all their role model function vis-a-vis
humans. “Thus, Prov 6:6-8 praises the wisdom of the ant, which in harvest
time provides for its food in winter and sets it as an example for the lazy
to emulate. The numerical verse Prov 30:24-28, on the other hand, puts
together four animal species, the ant, the clipper, the grasshopper and the
gecko, which make up for their smallness and weakness with a special mea-
sure of wisdom that guarantees their survival” (Peter Riede 2010, chap. 1.9).
These sayings reveal a certain closeness to Greek philosophy, which also
often presents animals as models for humans. Unlike Greek philosophy,
however, there is no reference in the Book of Proverbs to human reason,
which the Greeks always emphasise. Similarities to the Greeks are again
discernible in Prov 30:29-32, where kings are admonished not to strut
around as vainly as the lion, the cock or the lead goat. Here too, however,
there is no reference to human reason or the reasonlessness of animals.

The greatest fame may have come from Prov 12:10: “The righteous has
mercy on his cattle, but the heart of the wicked is unmerciful.” Literally, it
actually says: “The righteous knows the soul/desire (¥93—nepes) of his cat-
tle”, while the concept of mercy (*»71—rahdmé) is only found in the second
half of the sentence. Whoever wants to do justice to an animal must know
its needs—an intellectual condition—and be moved by them—an emotion-
al condition. Here, animals are quite naturally the recipients of justice—
they belong to the legal community, which constitutes a fundamental differ-
ence to Greek philosophy.

The Book of Job was written between the 5th and 3rd centuries BC. A
short passage from it pays tribute to the animals who can teach people
about God’s creative power: “But only ask the animals, they will teach
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you, / The birds of the sky, they will tell you. / Or speak to the earth, it will
teach you, / The fish of the sea will tell you. / Who of them all would not
know / That the hand of the LORD has made this? / In his hand rests the
soul of all life (¥9] %2-"f—nepes kal-hay) / and every man’s body spirit
(M 92-7p3-vrR—rhah kal-basar-i8).” (Job 12:7-10). One need not take the
“asking” and “telling” literally at all. And yet the text speaks of a self-evident
respect for animals as God’s creatures as well as the perception of a funda-
mental equality with and difference from human beings: On the one hand,
the “souls of all life” rest in God’s hand. On the other hand, the riah is at-
tributed to humans alone.

Towards the end of the book, in Job 38-39, the theology of creation is
unfolded in an address by God to the suffering and questioning Job. Its
structure follows the dichotomy of the creation of the foundations of life
and living beings familiar from Gen 1. In Job 38:4-38, God emphasises his
greatness and wisdom as the creator above all of light and water as the
two elements most necessary for life. Unlike in Gen 1, the living spaces
and plants do not appear here. God’s speech then culminates in Job 38:39-
39:30, where he substantiates his greatness and wisdom by referring to
the diversity and talents of animals. He, and not man, is the Lord of the
animals. His caring providence is not only for human beings but also for
animals. The contrast with the Stoa is abundantly clear here, even if there is
no sign of a conscious demarcation.

The third Hebrew text from Hellenistic times is the Book of Qohelet,
which dates back to the second half of the 3rd century BC. “According to
the instructions in Qoh 11:9-12:7, Qohelet [..] may have been a wisdom
teacher or a scribe who taught young men of the Jerusalem upper class in
early Hellenistic times. [...] The aim of the preacher is to provide guidance
for a successful life in the face of the ambivalence of life’s experiences. The
starting point is not least social and economic upheavals in Syria—Palestine,
prompted by Hellenism spreading across the Near East” (Markus Witte
2006, chap. 3.4). The Book of Qohelet shows great intellectual “proximity to
Near Eastern wisdom texts and to Greek philosophy from the Pre-Socratics
to the Stoa and Epicurus” (Markus Witte 2006, chap. 3.1). The central
question of happiness in Qohelet is also discussed in the Greek schools of
philosophy.

The fulcrum of Qohelet’s specific response is creation theology. “Qo-
helet’s world, like that of the other biblical writers, is a dying world.
Ecclesiastes only says this more clearly than those with his motto ‘it is all
transitory’. Man and animal have the same fate of death (Qoh 3:19). With
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this assessment, Qohelet is in line with the traditional Old Testament no-
tion of death as an absolute limit and at the same time sets itself apart from
eschatological and apocalyptic notions that emerged in the 3rd century BC.
More forcefully than other biblical witnesses, he emphasises the absolute
dependence of human beings on life spaces and life cycles opened up by
God.” (Markus Witte 2006, ch. 4).

A clearly anti-Stoic and anti-anthropocentristic punch line is contained
in the passage in Qoh 3:18-21: “As for individual human beings, I thought
to myself that God singled them out and that they themselves must realise
that they are actually animals. For every human being is subject to destiny
and the animals are also subject to destiny. They have one and the same
destiny. When they die, so do those destinies. Both have one and the same
breath. There is no advantage of man over the animal. For both are a breath
of wind. Both go to one and the same place. Both are born from dust;
both return to dust. Who knows whether the breath of individual human
beings really rises upwards, while the breath of animals sinks down into
the earth?” The closing question of this impressive paragraph resonates
with a deep scepticism about the Stoic thesis. “Who knows?” asks Qohelet,
doubting the strict divide between the rational soul of human beings and
the reasonless soul of animals. Rather, he recognises an “animal-likeness of
man” (Ludger Schwienhorst-Schonberger 2004, 282; cf. Peter Riede 2017,
119).

The fourth book of the Hebrew Bible from the time of Hellenism is
the Book of Jonah. It dates back to the time around 200 BC and is thus
clearly located in Hellenism and no longer in the Persian period, to which
the Book of Jonah looks back with a transfigured gaze. As fairytale-like
as the book may seem, it is nevertheless an impressive teacher’s tale that
admonishes Hebrew Jews not to look down disdainfully on other cultures
and religions. What is interesting is the emphasis twice on the role of
animals in the city of Nineveh. Thus, animals are quite naturally seen as
equal addressees of Jonah’s sermon on repentance: “All men and beasts,
cattle, sheep and goats, shall not eat, nor feed, nor drink water. They shall
clothe themselves in robes of repentance, both man and beast” (Jonah 3:7-
8).

And just as the animals are obliged to fast and repent, so in the end, since
they obediently obey the call, they will be pardoned by God just as humans
are. For God has compassion on them: “Then the LORD said: You have
compassion (P9i—hasta) on a castor bean bush for which you did not work
and which you did not raise. Overnight it was there; overnight it died. Shall
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I not then have compassion on Nineveh, the great city, where there are
more than a hundred and twenty thousand people who cannot distinguish
between right and left—and so many cattle besides?” (Jonah 4:10-11). This
concluding question is the most important passage in the book and the
punch line of the narrative. God not only has compassion on the people
who are so unreasonable that they cannot even distinguish right from left,
but also on the animals who—the text suggests—are far more reasonable
and insightful. Now, as I said, the objective of the text is not the refutation
of other cultures, but their fundamental appreciation by Hebrew Judaism.
The book is not concerned with refuting the aloga thesis. Nevertheless, it
becomes clear that it is far from the authors’ intention to devalue animals in
comparison to humans. They are included in the legal community of the
great city of Nineveh with equal rights and obligations.

Like the Book of Job, the Book of Jesus Sirach was written around 200
BC. Until the first fragments of its Hebrew text were discovered in the
synagogue in Cairo in 1896, which were accompanied by finds from Qum-
ran and Masada in 1947 and 1964 respectively, it had been assumed for
almost 2000 years that the book had been written in Greek. However, the
original Hebrew text can no longer be completely reconstructed, so that the
Greek text of the Septuagint is used here'?. The Book of Sirach takes a very
critical view of the emerging Hellenisation of Israel. To counteract the loss
of Hebrew or early Jewish identity, Rabbi Ben Sira gathers young people
around him in a “house of learning” (Sir 51:23). His theology of creation
seems to do without animals for long stretches. Thus, in the great praise
of the Creator in Sir 42:15-43:33, the “multitude of living creatures” is men-
tioned only once (Sir 43:25). Otherwise, the text is about the sun, moon
and stars as well as the different aggregate states of water (snow, clouds,
hail, hoarfrost, ice and mist). Not even human beings are mentioned. Their
creation, on the other hand, is dealt with in detail in Sir 33:7-15—a kind
of interpretation of the formation of man from clay in Gen 2 and a deeper
reflection on the earthbound nature of human beings.

Ben Sira offers a comprehensive interpretation of the Creation narratives
in Gen 1-9 in Sir 16:24-17:23. After the introductory verses (Sir 16:24-25),
it is first emphasised that God’s order of creation, in which all creatures
have each been assigned their own “domains” (&pyaf), lasts forever (Sir
16:26-27a). In the creative peace of Paradise, all creatures respected this

12 A synopsis of the fragments of the Hebrew text is currently being compiled by a group
of researchers led by Saarland University.
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order. There is no competition and no hunger among them (Sir 16:27b-28).
Nevertheless, all living creatures return to earth as created by God (Sir
16:29-30). Ben Sira does not yet know the idea of an eternal life.

The larger part of the treatise—and this is very symbolic—is devoted to
the creation of man and his special place in creation (Sir 17:1-23): First,
it is emphasised again that he too is created from earth and returns to
earth (Sir 17:1-2a). However, the entire rest of the text then reflects his
special position. And here something remarkable happens: for the first
time, the image of God is reinterpreted in the sense of Greek thought. The
functional-relational statement that man was created in the image of God
(Gen 1:27) becomes the essence-ontological statement that he was created
in His image (xat’ eikéva avtod emoinoev avtols; Sir 17:3). This is the
exact rendering of Gen 1:27 according to the Greek Septuagint, which, as I
said, was produced by Hellenistic Judaism in Alexandria. It would be most
exciting to know whether the original Hebrew text of the Book of Sirach
still remains in Hebrew and relational-functional thinking or whether it
too already thinks in categories of Greek essence ontology.

Further on, in describing the relationship between humans and animals,
the ideal situation in Gen 1:28 is then mixed with the conflictual real
situation in Gen 9:3: “He has put the fear of him on all living creatures /
and power to command wild beasts and birds (xatoxvpiederv Onpinv kol
metewv®v).” (Sir 17:4). This blending blurs the tension between a real fear-
based and an ideal peaceful form of rule, which is the clincher in Gen
1-9—morally a highly problematic process. In what follows, human beings
are then ascribed, entirely in the ductus of Greek essence ontology and in a
very imprecise orientation to the Stoa (Johannes Marbdck 2010, 214), gifts
that obviously constitute their God-like image (Sir 17:6-23): decision-mak-
ing ability (Siapoviiov), speech (yA®ooa), understanding (StavoeicBo),
knowledge (¢miothpn), insight (oc0veaig) and the ability to know God. Even
if it is not explicitly stated that the image of God is given in the ability
to reason, this conclusion is very obvious. After all, man is morally commit-
ted to the care of all living creatures: Sir 17:12 refers to the “everlasting
covenant”, presumably the Noah covenant (cf. Johannes Marbéck 2010,
216), which is summarised in Sir 44:18, quoting Gen 9:11 thus: “Never again
shall all living creatures be destroyed by a flood” Here the arc is closed
that began in Sir 16:26-28 with the description of a comprehensive creation
peace between humans and animals.

Paradoxical as it may seem, it is Ben Sira, who is extraordinarily critical
of Hellenism, receives Greek anthropology. The essentialisation of Gen
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1:27 is a paradigm shift that is encountered here for the first time and
remains unique within the Christian Bible. And even if the juxtaposition of
human reason and the reasonlessness of animals does not appear explicitly,
it resonates perceptibly in the background. Nevertheless, the old biblical
ideal of peace between humans and animals is still present and softens the
otherwise steep anthropology of the book.

The Book of Wisdom was written directly in Greek. Scholars locate it in
Egypt, probably in Alexandria, and date it back to the time between the
Emperor Augustus’ assumption of power in Egypt in 30 BC and a letter by
the Emperor Claudius to the Jewish community of Alexandria in 41 AD.
It was thus written practically at the same time and place as the work of
Philon of Alexandria, which we will analyse in the following section.

The Book of Wisdom thinks very anthropocentristically. God takes the
whole of creation into his service for the sole purpose of educating man.
Even the animals, which are referred to here as aloga for the only time in
the Bible, appear exclusively as God’s teaching tools for the education of
man. In the background is the Egyptian worship of animals as gods (Wis
12:24; 15:18-19), “the worst form of idolatry” (Luca Mazzinghi 2018, 319),
which God seeks to eliminate “homeopathically” with the same remedy,
that is, with animals, that is, animals that torment man (Wis 16:1, 5-14;
19:10) as well as with helpful animals that comfort man (Wis 16:2-4; 19:11-
12). The frogs, locusts, biting flies and snakes torment, while the quails are
comforting. The examples are thus taken without exception from the Exo-
dus narrative—only too understandable for an Egyptian scripture. Like in
a preview, it says at the beginning: “As a punishment for their unintelligent
and unrighteous thoughts (Aoyiopér), / By which misled they worshipped
reasonless (&Aoyo) creeping animals and insignificant beasts, / You sent
them a multitude of reasonless animals (dAoya {@a). / You should realise:
One is punished by that by which one sins” (Wis 11:15-16). The disdainful
term “creeping things and beasts (¢pmeta kal kvwdoAa)” was probably a
“‘commonplace of polemics against the Egyptian animal cult, which was not
limited to Jewish literature but was also practised by Greek philosophers”
(Luca Mazzinghi 2018, 319 and 324).

But from the point of view of the Book of Wisdom, people are not very
reasonable either. Rather, their unreasonableness is constantly emphasised.
God must constantly intervene with punishment and encouragement so
that they get back on the right path. God lays on them “like reasonless
children (wg mouctv dhoyiotolg)” punishments (Wis 12:25). The aloga term
is thus also applied to people.
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Finally, a biocentrist or even ecocentrist counterpoint is set by the pas-
sage in Wis 11:24-26: “You love all that is, (t& évta mavta) / and abhor
nothing of what you have made; / for if you had hated anything, you would
not have created it. / How could anything endure without your will / or
how could anything be preserved that was not called into existence by
you? / You spare everything because it is your own, Lord, you friend of life
(eidn 8¢ mavtwy, 6Tt o 0Ty, déamota PUAGYuYe).” God is thus literally
a lover of all that exists and a friend of animate beings. Such formulations
do not occur anywhere in the texts of the Stoa. In Greek, the @iAéyuyog
is actually the one who clings to life in a cowardly manner. “The Book
of Wisdom here turns the sense of the word around and makes it an
adjective with a positive meaning” (Luca Mazzinghi 2018, 318). God is like
“a householder who has the highest regard and respect for the lives of his
subjects” (Luca Mazzinghi 2018, 323).

The chronological passage through the Old Testament books from the
time of Hellenism thus makes it clear, first of all, that early Judaism remains
resistant to Greek paradigms for quite a long time. These are found only
in the books of Jesus Sirach and Wisdom—the two latest books of the
Christian Old Testament considered here, which are not included in the
Hebrew Bible of Judaism. But even in these two, the harsh theses of Stoic
anthropology and its deep divide between humans and animals are still
tempered by traditional beliefs of the Hebrew Bible. This does not give
them great weight.

4.2 Philon of Alexandria

In the texts of the Book of Wisdom, we have already become acquainted
with the early Hellenistic Jewish community of Alexandria. For a long
time, it was the origin and centre of Hellenistic Judaism, but it largely
perished during the revolt in the years 115 to 117 AD. Its most important
representative is probably Philon of Alexandria (15 BC-40 AD). Philon,
whose mother tongue is Greek and who does not understand Hebrew, can
be considered a salient example of the symbiosis of Hellenism and Judaism
in 1st century Diaspora Judaism. On the one hand, he is firmly rooted in
the Jewish tradition; on the other hand, he is deeply influenced by Greek
education (and not only by the Stoa, as it might seem in the following!).
Three influences are significant for him (Beatrice Wyss 2018, 379):
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- his great loyalty to Judaism,

- his acceptance of Greek culture and philosophy, whereby it can hardly
be overestimated how deeply this “influenced the thinking of this devout
Jew (... a pattern for the Christian thinkers who follow in his footsteps)”
(Jacobus C.M. van Winden 1988, 1258), and

- his deep aversion to Egyptian culture, which is “known or even infamous
throughout antiquity for its animal worship” (Beatrice Wyss 2018, 397).
Philon rejects the Egyptian animal cults and their theriomorphism sim-
ply because of the Jewish prohibition of images, but also because, for
him, the incomprehensible divinity cannot be experienced or recognised
in an animal.

In the following, we will devote ourselves to three of Philon’s works: first,
the already cited philosophical work on animal reason De animalibus, and
then two works that try to defend the Torah against Greek culture and
prove it reasonable: De virtutibus, which deals with the legal texts of the
Torah, and De opificio mundi, which deals with the Creation narratives of
the Jewish Bible.

In his predominantly philosophical work on animal reason De animal-
ibus, which, as mentioned above, has only survived in an Armenian transla-
tion (cf. chapter 3.6.1), Philon refutes the anti-Stoic and anti-anthropocen-
tristic arguments of his nephew and son-in-law Tiberius Iulius Alexander:
“It is the anthropocentric view of the cosmos, that all things—including
animals—were made for man’s sake, that is challenged by Alexander and
defended by Philo.” (Abraham Terian 1981, 36; on De animalibus in gener-
al: Otto Kaiser 2015, 125-126).

As for Alexander’s thesis that animals could speak, Philon distinguishes
between the movements of the tongue and mouth on the one hand and
their control by the rational soul on the other. Animals also had the first,
but only humans the second (Philon, De animalibus 73). What we hear
from animals are “meaningless and insignificant sounds made by animals”
(Philon, De animalibus 98)—worse than the sounds of human stutterers
(Philon, De animalibus 99).

With regard to the alleged capacity of animals for technology and
artistry, Philon emphasizes, as in a Stoic textbook, that art is an acquired
ability, but that spiders and bees do not acquire it, but have their abilities
like all animals “from nature, not from learning” (Philon, De animalibus
78). Nor do their activities occur through free will: “Whatever they do
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is done non-voluntarily because of the peculiarity of their constitution”
(Philon, De animalibus 80).

Finally, Philon also flatly denies animals the ability to think. The be-
haviour of the hunting dog mentioned by Alexander only looks like syllo-
gistic reasoning, but this is a deception (Philon, De animalibus 84). Philon
then sets the bar for reasoning at maximum height: “Surely animals have no
share in the ability to reason, for this refers to a variety of abstract concepts
in the mind’s perception of God, the world, laws, provincial practices, state,
affairs of state, and numerous other things that animals do not understand”
(Philon, De animalibus 85).

But if animals possess neither language nor artistry nor thought, then a
deep chasm opens up between reasonless animals and rational humans:
“To raise animals to the level of humankind and to grant equality to
unequals is the height of injustice. To ascribe serious self-restraint to indif-
ferent and almost invisible creatures is an insult to those whom nature has
gifted with the best part.” (Philon, De animalibus 100). Philon could hardly
be more consistent in advocating Stoic cosmology. In doing so, he does
not seriously address the empirical evidence of his nephew; rather, his own
theses remain without in-depth scientific underpinning.

The style of those works in which Philo interprets the Torah and defends
it against attacks from Greek culture is quite different. Here he tries to
prove the compatibility of his religion with the Hellenistic “leading culture”.
In doing so, he cannot avoid advocating theses that are not to the liking of
the Stoa in individual cases.

His treatise on the virtues, “De virtutibus’, is to be read along these
lines. In it, Philon takes up four virtues recognised in Greek culture and
shows how broadly they are found in the instructions of the Torah: brav-
ery, humanity (@ihavBpwmia), repentance and nobility. Humanity occupies
the most space in his account. It includes mildness (émeikeia), gentleness
(prepdng), goodness (xpnotéTng) and mercy (heog) (Walter T. Wilson
2015, 208). In the Torah, according to Philon, humanity is directed against
Jews and pagans, the free and slaves, friends and enemies, and animals
and plants (Katell Berthelot 2002, 49; Walter T. Wilson 2015, 208)"3: “He
[Moses] not only presented consideration and gentleness as fundamental

13 The similarity to a footnote in Jeremy Bentham’s magnum opus is striking. Bentham
writes there almost 1800 years after Philon: “The day has come, and I am grieved
to say that it has not yet passed in many places, when the greater part of the
species, under the appellation of slaves, have been treated by the law on exactly the
same basis as, for instance, in England the lower species of animals are still treated.
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to the relations of men to their fellow men, but poured them out richly
with a lavish hand on the nature of the reasonless animals (mpdg tag T@v
aréywv {owv @uoelg) and the various species of cultivated trees” (Philon,
De virtutibus 13, 81). As many as 23 of the 227 sections are devoted to
humanity towards animals—about one tenth of the entire book.

In detail, the treatise is about five commandments of the Torah (cf. also
Robert M. Grant 1999, 1-14):

- “When an ox, a sheep or a goat is born, the young one should stay with
its mother for seven days.” (Lev 22:27; Philon, De virtutibus 25, 126-133).
Here Philon impressively describes the emotional and physical pain of
the mother when the young is taken away from her too early.

- “You shall not slaughter an ox or a sheep or a goat in one day at the same
time as its young” (Lev 22:28; Philon, De virtutibus 26, 134-140).

— “You shall not boil a kid in its mother’s milk.” (Dt 14:21b; Philon, De
virtutibus 26, 142-144).

- “You shall not muzzle the ox for threshing” (Dt 25:4; Philon, De vir-
tutibus 27, 145).

- “You shall not harness an ox and an ass together to the plough” (Dt
22:10; Philon, De virtutibus 27, 146-147).

The exciting question now is how Philon, as an author influenced by the
Stoics, justifies these animal ethical commandments. And here two figures
of argumentation can be discerned (Katell Berthelot 2002, 50-54):

1) There are analogies between humans and animals: Thus, Philon first
interprets Dt 22:10 appropriately as a commandment of animal ethics in
such a way that the donkey, as the weaker of the two, is to be protected
from being overtaxed: “It thinks of the weaker and does not want them
to suffer discomfort or oppression at the hands of a superior force”
(Philon, De virtutibus 27, 146). He then transfers this animal ethical
principle per analogiam to human beings, and there per allegoriam to
the relationship of the Jews to the Gentiles. The ox, as a pure animal in
the sense of kashrut, represents Judaism, the donkey, as an unclean an-
imal, represents paganism. The commandment in the Torah therefore

Perhaps the day will come when the remaining creatures will acquire the rights which
could never, if not by the hand of tyranny, have been withheld from them.” (Jeremy
Bentham 1828, An Introduction to the Principles of Morals and Legislation. A new
edition, corrected by the author, London, vol. 2, 235-236; German translation based
on Alberto Bondolfi (ed.) 1994,78).
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admonishes the Jews to treat pagans justly as well. “Those whose souls
have ears can almost hear it saying in a clear and distinct voice that
we should do no wrong to the people of other nations if we can accuse
them of nothing but difference of race, which is no grounds for accusa-
tion, since nothing that is neither vice nor of vice justifies reproach”
(Philon, De virtutibus 27, 147). Now the principle of analogy includes
similarities and dissimilarities. But although the dissimilarities between
rational human beings and reasonless animals are considerable for
Philon, animals may nevertheless insist on just treatment because they
can suffer similarly to human beings. This conclusion clearly stands out
from the Stoic argument.

2) The comparison of animals and humans follows the logic ‘a minori ad
maius™: If in the case of animals, the mother is not killed at the same
time as her child (Lev 22:28), then this applies all the more to humans.
Thus, according to Roman law, pregnant women condemned to death
would only be executed after the birth of their child. Philon sees a form
of clever pedagogy at work here: “Moses [...] extended the duty of just
treatment (£miekéq) to reasonless animals (GAoya {®a) as well, so that
by practising on creatures of other kinds we can show humanity to a
much fuller extent towards beings similar to ourselves.” (Philon, De
virtutibus 26, 140). In Philon, this analogising a minori ad maius is not
an expression of anthropocentrism (against Abraham Terian 1981, 45),
but its mitigation. For Philon, just behaviour towards animals retains its
own moral value.

Thus, he can conclude: “You see how great the goodness (xpnotév) that
he shows is, and how generously he has extended it to every species, first
to men, even if they are strangers or enemies, then to reasonless animals,
even if they are impure, and lastly to sown crops and trees. For he who has
first learned the lesson of justice in dealing with the unconscious forms of
existence will not offend those endowed with animal life, and he who does
not engage in molesting the animal creation is implicitly exercised to extend
his care to rational beings” (Philon, De virtutibus 29, 160).

In “De opificio mundi’, Philon finally interprets the first chapters of the
Bible. For the first time, core ideas of Stoic cosmology and ontology are in-
tertwined here with those texts that were used a little later for almost 2000
years to justify Christian anthropocentrism. I would like to pay particular
attention to four aspects of content in the following: The Stoic scala naturae
must be related to the biblical structure of God’s seven-day work. The Stoic
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view of animals as reasonless beings must be introduced into the text in the
first place since the Bible does not know this classification. The Stoic view
of man as a rational being must be thought of together with the biblical
category of the image of God. And Stoic anthropocentrism must be linked
with the biblical mandate to govern man.

In Gen 1, the order in the creation of the animals is determined accord-
ing to habitat, as we saw above (chapter 2.2). The spatially closer a group of
animals is to the human habitat, the temporally closer it is created to man.
Philon, on the other hand, interprets the arrangement according to the
Stoic scala naturae ontologically in terms of a progression from the creation
of the “lower” to the creation of the “higher” animals, with the quantitative
measure of “soul”, i.e. of central sensation and control, determining the as-
signment. On the whole, Philon finds “that it is a very beautiful (mdyxaiog)
sequence of stages in which the creation of living creatures took place ac-
cording to his instruction. The crudest and least developed soul is assigned
to the genus of fishes, the most perfect and in every respect the best to the
human race, and that lying midway between the two to the race of land
animals and air-walkers; for the latter is more sentient than that of fishes,
but weaker than that which prevails in man. For this reason, as the first
animate beings, he created the fish, which possess more of the bodily than
of the spiritual substance and are, as it were, living beings and not living
beings, moving inanimate creatures, since something soul-like was added to
them only for the preservation of the body [...] After the fish he created the
birds and land animals; for these are already more sentient and show more
clearly in their design the peculiarity of their animate nature. Lastly, as has
been said, he created man, to whom he gave as a special privilege the spirit,
as it were a soul of souls (Yuyfg Tiva Yuyn”).” (Philon, De opificio mundi
21, 64-66). And again Philon affirms, “But in the origin of individual beings
the order is this, that nature begins with the most insignificant and ends
with the very best” (Philon, De opificio mundi 22, 67).

If one follows Philon’s account, one has to assume that the water animals
were created on the fourth day, the air and land animals on the fifth and
only man on the sixth. But this is not how Genesis 1 tells it. There, only two
groups of living beings are distinguished between: On the fifth day, those
creatures are created that do not live in the habitat of man, and on the sixth
day, those creatures that live in the habitat of man—including man himself.
Philon deliberately ignores this division of the biblical text because it does
not correspond to the tripartite concept of the Stoic scala naturae, which
he, however, wants to follow. “Philon [...] reads the results of the research
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of his time into the Pentateuch.” (Beatrice Wyss 2018, 384). In a time when
theories about the beginning of the world are in great demand, he wants to
prove that the biblical Creation narrative is compatible with current natural
philosophy (Beatrice Wyss 2018, 385).

The (unbiblical) qualification of animals as aloga, which is emphasised
in the following quotation, among others, fits coherently into the Stoic
scala naturae: “Among existing things there are first of all those which
have nothing to do either with virtue or with wickedness, such as the
plants and the reasonless animals ({@o GAoya), the former because they
are inanimate (&yuyd) and not endowed with imagination (&govtdoTw
@uoel), the latterbecause spirit and reason (voUg kol AGyog) are absent from
them; but spirit and reason are, as it were, the house in which wickedness
and virtue dwell. Then again, there are those who possess only virtue and
have no part in wickedness, like the heavenly bodies; for these, it is said, are
living beings, and sensible living beings at that, or rather each one entirely
sensible, each one thoroughly virtuous and impervious to all evil. Finally,
there are beings of mixed nature, such as man, who absorbs all opposites
within himself: Reason and lack of reason, modesty and lack of discipline,
bravery and cowardice, justice and injustice, to put it briefly, good and
evil, beautiful and ugly, virtue and vice” (Philon, De opificio mundi 24,
73). From this passage it is clear that the Stoic scala naturae includes as
its fourth and highest level the celestial bodies, which, as living beings of
pure reason, are superior even to man. In the biblical narrative, on the
other hand, the heavenly bodies are not created after man, as one would
now actually expect, but on the fourth day and thus even before the air
and water animals. The fourth day, like the first and the last, is dedicated
to the temporal order. So the heavenly bodies do not have an ontologically
justified place in the Bible, but a functionally determined one: they serve to
determine time.

But now Philon moves on to reflect on the special position of man and
thus to the interpretation of Gen 1:26-28: “But one might ask the reason
why man is the last piece in the creation of the world. [...] Now those who
have penetrated more deeply into the meaning of the laws, and have investi-
gated their contents as thoroughly as possible, give as their reason that God,
by granting man reason (petadois 6 Beog avBpimw Tig Aoyiki), which
was, after all, the best gift, made him that related to himself, and therefore
did not wish to begrudge him all the rest, that therefore he provided before-
hand for him, the most kindred and dearest living creature (oixelotdtw kol
QuAtdTw {Hw), everything in the world, because he willed that immediately
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Diagram: Structure of the creation of living beings according to Gen 1 and
according to Philo

Gen1l Philon,
De opificio mundi 21, 64-67.73

Fourth day: The stars as time indi- | Pisces: more body than soul
cators (no living beings)

Fifth day: Air and water animals— | Birds and land animals: more clear-
those creatures that do not live in|ly animate
the human habitat

Sixth day: Land animals and hu- | Human being: Spirit as soul of the
mans—those creatures that live in |soul, but only partly reason
the habitat of humans

Stars: still above human beings, en-
souled, all reason

after his creation he should lack none of the things necessary for life and for
the good life (pdg te 10 LAjv kol 10 €0 ijv).” (Philon, De opificio mundi 25,
77; cf. Jonathan D. Worthington 2011, 145). On the one hand, this interpre-
tation of Gen 1 reveals the central role Philon ascribes to man’s endowment
of reason completely without reference to the biblical text; on the other
hand, it echoes a form of anthropocentrism that makes man the goal of cre-
ation rather than the Sabbath, as is the logic of the biblical narrative.

It follows logically from what has been said that the image of God in
Gen 1:26-27 is interpreted with participation in the divine nous or logos:
“Reason is man’s special prerogative, whereby he is made superior to other
animals” (Abraham Terian 1981, 38)™. Here Philon vacillates between the
relational-functional interpretation of man as God’s image and representa-
tive on earth and the essence-ontological interpretation of human reason
in the image of divine reason.

14 The idea that human reason is fashioned in the image of divine reason is found
throughout Philon’s work: De opificio mundi 6, 24-25; 23, 69; 46, 134-48, 139;
Legum allegoriae 1, 31; 1, 42; 3, 96; Quod deterius potiori insidiari soleat 80-85;
De plantatione 18-19; Quis rerum divinarum heres 56-57; 230-231; De fuga et inven-
tione 71; De somniis 1, 74; De vita Mosis 2, 65; De decalogo 134; De specialibus
legibus 1, 81; 1, 171; 3, 83; 3, 207; De virtutibus 37, 203-205; Quaestiones et solutiones
in Genesin 1, 4-5 (cf. Abraham Terian 1981, 131).
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For the relational-functional interpretation, which is entirely in the
sense of the Hebrew text of Gen 1, there are comparisons of a human
being with a charioteer and helmsman, but above all with a governor
of the divine king, who should be there in a caring way for the other
creatures. Thus, Philon writes: “As a charioteer and helmsman, therefore,
the Creator last of all created man, that he might guide the reins and steer
the government over all earthly things, and take care (¢mpéieia) of the
animal and vegetable world. as it were as governor of the first and highest
king (Omapyog Tod mptdTOU KAl peydiov PaciAéws).” (Philon, De opificio
mundi 29, 88).

The second, essence-ontological interpretation, which does not corre-
spond to the original Hebrew text of the Bible, is based on the Septuagint
translation and reads as follows: “After all other creatures, therefore, as has
been said, man was created, and done so, as it is said, ‘in the image of God
and after His likeness’ (xat eik6va Bgod kai k08 opoiwatyv, Gen 1:26). Very
true; for no earth-born being is so like God as man. But this likeness must
not be supposed in the peculiarity of the body (o@pa); for neither has God
human form, nor is the human body God-like. That likeness refers only to
the guide of the soul, the spirit (kato Tov Tfig Yuxijg Nyepdva vouv); for
according to the only guiding spirit of the universe as the archetype, the
spirit was formed in each individual human being, who is therefore, as it
were, the god of the body, bearing it in himself as a divine image. For what
the great Governing Spirit is in the universe, that is probably the human
spirit in man.” (Philon, De opificio mundi 23, 69).

Philon quotes Gen 1:26 literally from the Septuagint. There the preposi-
tion k@toa is used in the accusative. It denotes a goal towards which some-
thing is done, or a resemblance to a model. But this does not correspond to
what the Hebrew text says. Georg Fischer translates it very literally like this:
“We want to make ‘man’ as our statue, as our likeness!... And God created
man as his statue, as the statue of God he created him” (Georg Fischer 2018,
148 and 153). Fischer thereby interprets “as our statue” in the sense of a
close relationship and “as our likeness” in the sense of an abiding difference
(Georg Fischer 2018, 152). Philon, on the other hand, like the Septuagint,
makes a similarity out of it in terms of being and names its content: it is the
nous (cf. Jonathan D. Worthington 2011, 144-145). The controlling function
of the human nous, however, is not related to creation, but, in the sense of
the Stoic hegemonicon, to the human being alone.

In his interpretation of the second, older Creation narrative Gen 2,
Philon returns to the idea of the similarity between God and man. Now
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he uses the terms Adyos/ Aoyiopog instead of nous, but otherwise remains
entirely on the path once taken: “But that he was also excellent with regard
to the soul is equally clear; for for its formation God used as a model
not one of the things present in creation, but, as has been said, solely his
own reason (Adyog); whose image and imitation (Gen 1:26), he says, man
became when he breathed into his face (Gen 2:7), where is the seat of the
senses with which the Creator animated the body; but having established
reason as the ruler (tov 8¢ BactAéa hoyiopov), he gave over to that leading
part (@ fyepovik®) the senses..” (Philon, De opificio mundi 48, 139). On
the whole, then, the interpretation of man’s being made in the image of
God prevails in the sense of an essence ontological statement: man has
reason, with the bestowal of which God created man in his image.

Finally, Philon also interprets the so-called “dominium terrae”, i.e. the
governmental mandate over the earth in Gen 1:28: “For this reason also
the Father, since he created him as a being by nature fit to rule (yevviioog
aVTOV 6 TaTYp Tyepovikov @ioel {Hov), not only actually, but also by an
express word of God, appointed to rule (PaciAéa) over all that lives under
the moon on the land and in the water and in the air” (Philon, De opificio
mundi 28, 84)"5. Unlike De opificio mundi 29, 88, it is not governorship but
dominion that is spoken of here.

The interpretation of the second Creation narrative in Philon is also
exciting. Three aspects are of particular importance for our topic: First of
all, Philon sketches a picture of perfection of Adam (without Eve, who
comes off very badly in Philon’s work!): “But that first man, the earth-born
one, the progenitor of our whole generation, was, as it seems to me, the best
of all (éxdtepov GplaTog), both in soul and body, and greatly surpassed his
descendants” (Philon, De opificio mundi 47, 136).

As evidence of the perfection of the soul, Philon then cites the image of
God from Gen 1:26-27, albeit in terms other than those mentioned in the
Septuagint. For him, this image of God is also recognisable in the fact that
the human soul, unlike the body, is not created from existing matter, but by
breathing on it. Finally, he sees Stoic anthropology confirmed at its best in
the biblical scene: Reason is the queen and guide of the senses: “But that he
was also excellent as regards the soul is equally clear; for for its formation

15 That human dominion over animals is conferred on man by God is an idea often
quoted in Philon: De opificio mundi 28, 83-29, 88 and 52, 148-150; De specialibus
legibus 2, 69; Legum allegoriae 1, 9; De mutatione nominum 63; Quaestiones et
solutiones in Genesin 1, 18-23; De Abrahamo 45 (Abraham Terian 1981, 45).
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God used as a model not one of the things present in creation, but, as has
been said, solely his own reason (pévw t@ éavtod Adyw); whose image and
imitation (amewdviopo kot pipnpe), he thus says, man became, since he
was breathed on in the face, where is the seat of the senses, with which the
Creator animated the body (¢y0xwaev); but after he had appointed reason
as queen (tov 8¢ Pacidéa Aoylopov évidpuadpevog), he gave over to that
leading part (t® fyepovik®) the senses, that he might be served by them
[....] to be served” (Philon, De opificio mundi 48, 139).

This so perfect Adam is described by Philon in the second step of his
interpretation as a cosmopolitan in the house of the world. “This picture of
a worldwide state in which man rules as God’s governor had already been
sketched out by Philon in his interpretation of Gen 1:26.” (Gerhard Biising
1998, 200). However, the hierarchy in this house of the world is rather
steep, for the animals have to cower and obey. They are not citizens and
consequently have no rights: “But we will express ourselves quite truthfully
if we call that forefather not merely the first human being, but also the
only citizen of the world (pévov xogpomoiitnv). For house and city was the
world to him (v yap oixog adt® xot TéAig 6 kGop0g), since no building
had yet been carpentered by human hands out of building materials of
stone and wood; in it he dwelt, as in his native land, with perfect security
and without fear, since he was worthy of dominion over the earth-world
(epryeiov fyepoviog a&iwbelg), and all mortal beings cowered before him
and were instructed or compelled, to obey him as their master (bmaxovetv
we deomdTy).” (Philon, De opificio mundi 49, 142).

The cosmopolitan right of citizenship belongs to Adam solely on the
basis of his kinship with the divine logos, from which it is well explained
Stoically why the animals are not entitled to citizenship. “His descendants,
however, who share his peculiarity, must also preserve the characteristics of
kinship with the ancestor, albeit in a clouded form. But in what does this
kinship consist? Every man, in respect of his spirit, is related to the divine
reason (mag GvOpwmog kata pev v ddvolav prelwtor Adyw Oelw), being
an image, a particle, a reflection of its blessed essence; but in the structure
of his body, he resembles the whole world.” (Philon, De opificio mundi 51,
146).

Philon now places the naming of the animals by Adam in this context.
To this end, he reflects the “courtly custom” (Gerhard Biising 1998, 200),
according to which the ruler must address the subordinate first and not
vice versa. “Aptly he also ascribes to the first man the naming (tnv 0éotv
@V ovopdtwy); for this is a matter of wisdom and kingship (cogpiog
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xal Pacileiog); but he was a wise man by self-teaching and by his own
instruction, being created by the hand of God, and also a king; but it
behoves the Lord to address every one of his subjects. But an extraordinary
ruling power (8Vvaypug dpyfs) naturally surrounded the first man, whom
God formed with care, and dignified with the second rank, by appointing
him his governor (Omapyov avtod) and lord of all the others (GAAwv
amdvtwv Nyepdva), since even men living so many generations later [....]
still command over the reasonless (deamélovat T@v GAdywv)” (Philon, De
opificio mundi 52, 148).

Now, given the multitude of terms for man’s dominion over creation, one
could easily be inclined to grant man unlimited power. However, this is
by no means Philon’s intention. On the contrary: “Philon understands the
naming of the animals according to Gen 2:19f. as an expression of man’s
outstanding wisdom and special intellect” (Gerhard Biising 1998, 201). Like
a pupil before his teacher, man must prove that he recognises the nature of
the animals and gives them appropriate names: “He says, then, that God
brought all the animals to Adam, because he wanted to see what name he
would attach to each (Gen 2:19), [...] He tested him as a teacher tests a
pupil, awakening the faculty dormant in the soul and calling it to one of
the business incumbent upon it, that he might by his own power give the
names, not improper and unsuitable ones, but such as express the qualities
of things very well. For since the power of thought was still unclouded in
the soul, and no weakness or disease or passion had yet penetrated it, it
received into itself in full purity the ideas of bodies and objects, and gave
them their proper names, since it well divined what they signified, so that
by their naming at the same time their nature could be discerned (von67jvou
T0g pYoels avt@®v).” (Philon, De opificio mundi 52, 149-150).

Let us take stock of the analyses of De opificio mundi:

— The Stoic scala naturae, the biological state of the art at this time is
the dominant paradigm for the interpretation of God’s seven-day work.
For their sake, Philon even gives the impression that certain tasks took
place on different days than the Bible tells us (the water animals on
the fourth day instead of the fifth, the land animals on the fifth day
instead of the sixth, the heavenly bodies on the seventh instead of the
fourth). While the Bible uses the spatial proximity to humans and thus
a non-hierarchical category of relationships as a principle of division,
Philon interprets the text in terms of an essence-ontological hierarchy, a
scala naturae.
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— The Stoic view of animals as reasonless beings, which is foreign to the
Bible, determines Philon’s view of living beings. However, it has far
fewer ethical consequences for him than for the Stoics. In any case, the
conclusion that humans can use animals indefinitely is not to be found
in his work. On the contrary, Philon binds human rule to his insight and
wisdom—it obliges.

— Philon recognises the Stoic view of man as a rational being in the biblical
discourse of the image of God. Here he marks a momentous shift from
a relational-functional interpretation of man as God’s governor on earth
to an essential-ontological interpretation of man as the only rational
being. This shift, as we have seen, was already in the offing in the Septu-
agint. But as far as I can see, Philon is the first to document it extensively
and explicitly. It is all the more remarkable that he sometimes continues
to speak of man as the governor of the divine King, even making this
governorship a leitmotif of his account in the interpretation of Gen 2.

— The biblical mandate to govern is thus already addressed. It is remark-
able that there are no traces of hard anthropocentrism in the texts exam-
ined here. Although Philon unhesitatingly follows the “rational divide”
between rational and non-rational beings, the ethical consequences re-
main limited. Here, in the light of De virtutibus, the animal-friendliness
of the Torah is evident. Philon holds fast to it and defends it against
attacks from outside.

Philon is the first (tangible) writer to read the Jewish Bible and religion
through the lens of Greek and especially Stoic philosophy. He and his
Jewish diaspora community in Alexandria initiated many of the decisive
paradigm shifts that early Christianity was to adopt a short time later. Not
only at this point, but also after it, did he become the link between Greek
philosophy and early Christian theology—with enormous consequences
for the newly emerging religion and its development over at least two
millennia.

4.3 The testimonies of the New Testament

As in the Old Testament, the New Testament is full of animals. However,
most passages in the Gospels deal with the relationship between shepherd
and flock as a metaphor for the relationship between God or Christ and
His own flock. Or the animals appear as a resource (fish) or a backdrop
(the pigs in the parable of the merciful father). For our question about New
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Testament animal ethics and the origin of Christian anthropocentrism,
only a few relevant passages remain. First, we will look at some statements
that can probably be attributed to Jesus himself. Then we will focus on Paul
and the evangelists. Finally, we will look at the way the early church dealt
with the commandment to ritual slaughter, probably the most recalcitrant
animal ethical commandment in the Torah. In this way, the very first
developments in New Testament times can be adequately traced.

4.3.1 Jesus of Nazareth

What does Jesus of Nazareth himself think about animals? What place do
they have in his theology of creation and his ethics? His statements on this
question are not very rich—it is not the focus of his preaching. However,
some of his impulses, which are primarily not aimed at animal ethics but
at interhuman ethics, allow us to draw conclusions about his reception and
interpretation of Old Testament animal ethics. Three words from Jesus,
which, apart from differences in details, are found in Matthew and Luke in
the same wording, i.e. come from the so-called Logia source Q, are relevant
for this. Two of them are inspired by the Old Testament (pre-Hellenistic)
tradition of wisdom; one responds to the contemporary Torah interpre-
tation. In all three, those two figures of argumentation appear that we
have already observed in Jesus’ contemporary Philon: the analogy between
humans and animals and the argument a minori ad maius. The following
Jesuslogies are at issue:

- Mt 6:26 (par Lk 12:24) says: “Look at the birds of the air: They do not
sow, they do not reap, they do not gather provisions into barns; your
heavenly Father feeds them. Are you not worth much more than they?”
First of all, the birds are cited here as a testimony to God’s faithful care,
which he bestows completely independently of whether someone sows
and reaps and gathers provisions or not (Ulrich Luz 32002, 479). Luke
reinforces this statement by speaking of “ravens”, i.e. birds that live off
the seeds and food waste of man and therefore did not enjoy a good
reputation at the time (Francois Bovon 1996, 304). This is followed by
Jesus’ argument in the form of the question of whether humans are not
worth much more than birds. As emphasised above, both lines of argu-
ment presuppose similarities and dissimilarities between humans and
animals. Therefore, the sentence cannot be used as evidence in favour
of anthropocentrism. God cares for animals out of pure love as their
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creator—in his eyes they have a value of their own. The sentence thus
underpins biblical biocentrism.

- Mt 10:29-31 (par Lk 12:6-7) goes in a similar direction: “Do you not sell
two sparrows for a penny? And yet not one of them falls to the ground
without your Father’s will. But with you, even the hairs of your head
are all numbered. So do not be afraid! You are worth more than many
sparrows.” Again, Jesus first makes the analogy between sparrows (two
in Matthew, five in Luke) as almost worthless economically, because they
were the cheapest edible birds on the market (Ulrich Luz 1990, 128), and
human beings: God’s care is for both, just as both are dependent on God.
Utility is obviously not everything and not even the decisive factor—a
clear rejection of the temptation of anthropocentrism. Then, as in the
passage interpreted above, the argument a minori ad maius emerges.

— Finally, Mt 12:11-12 (par Lk 14:5) reads: “Which of you, having one
sheep, will not seize it and pull it out when it falls into a pit for him on
the Sabbath? How much more is a man than a sheep? Therefore, it is
lawful on the Sabbath to do good.” For the analogy between sheep (an
ox in Luke) and man to work, one must assume that both are helped
for their own sake. The animal is thus primarily pulled out of the well
not because it has a high economic value for its owner, but because it
is suffering'. Luke further emphasises this by mentioning not only the
ox as a living creature that has fallen into the well, but alternatively also
one’s own son (Walter T. Wilson 2015, 204): “Which of you, when he
falls into the well, will not immediately pull out his son or his ox, even
on the Sabbath?” Consequently, Luke omits the surpassing argument a
minori ad maius, which could hardly be brought into application for the
son-man analogy. The equality between ox, son and sick person is thus
emphasised even more strongly. All in all, the closeness of thought to
Philon is unmistakable. “While Philo interprets laws about the treatment
of animals in terms of their implications for the treatment of people,
Matthew addresses a legal question about the treatment of people with

16 This becomes even clearer when one considers that the practice of pulling the animal
out of the well on the Sabbath is by no means uncontroversial at the time of Jesus.
The Essenes forbade such help for animals, while the rabbis squirmed by either only
allowing animals to be fed or making it a condition that a person only help himself
and that the animal climbs out of the pit with its own strength. For Jesus, on the
other hand, there is absolutely no question that one must help the animal and, as a
practitioner from the land, does help (Ulrich Luz 1990, 238).
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an illustration about the treatment of animals” (Walter T. Wilson 2015,
221)

Jesus thus presents animals and humans as equally needy beings, depen-
dent on the loving care of the Creator, but at the same time caringly
loved by God—and draws analogous ethical demands from this for human
behaviour towards both. “Although the statements in Matt 6,26, 10,29-31,
and 12,12 are couched in arguments a minori ad maius, they do not have
the effect of setting human beings on a different plane of existence vis-a-vis
non-human beings. Instead, attention is drawn to the mutuality of people
and animals as members of creation, which, as such, are united in their
dependence on God’s provision, which extends even to individual members
of each species” (Walter T. Wilson 2015, 220). This logic could hardly be
further from anthropocentrism.

4.3.2 Paul of Tarsos

Things look different when we go through the letters of the Apostle Paul
(c. 5 AD Tarsos-65 Rome). Paul, born and raised in Tarsos and thus a
representative of Hellenistic Diaspora Judaism, which uses the Septuagint
as its scriptural basis, is not overly influenced by Greek philosophy. How-
ever, on some ethical issues, including animal ethics, he is significantly
influenced by the Stoa. This is evident, on the one hand, in his magnifi-
cent anthropology of conscience (Rom 2:14-15), in which he combines
Deuteronomic theology of the heart with the Stoic doctrines of conscience
and the normativity of human nature. On the other hand, his negative
evaluation of homosexual behaviour (Rom 1:26-27; 1 Cor 11:14) is clearly
Stoic-influenced, for again a reference to nature or unnaturalness, which is
untypical of the Hebrew Bible, appears. The typically Greek, but biblically
completely unknown expression of the “use” of sexuality also reveals the
origin of these Pauline thoughts.

Paul rarely refers to animals in his letters. What is remarkable, however,
is his interpretation of the animal ethical commandment of the Torah from
Dt 25:4 “You shall not muzzle the ox for threshing”. As a reminder, Philon
had interpreted this commandment in De virtutibus 27, 145 in such a way
to demonstrate that the Creator shows his kindness and care to all creatures
regardless of species (cf. chapter 4.2). Jesus does not interpret this com-
mandment anywhere, but in his attitude towards animals he moves along
the same line as Philon in De virtutibus. Paul, on the other hand, writes in
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1 Cor 9:9-10: “Does God care about oxen? Does he not speak everywhere
for our sake? Yes, for our sake it was written: Let both the ploughman and
the thresher do their work expecting to receive their portion.” Paul thus
explicitly excludes the use of analogy and replaces it with an allegorical
interpretation: the ox in Dt 25:4 is only an image for the working man.
In comparison with Philon and Jesus, this represents a striking shift: “Paul
disputes the literal sense of the Old Testament regulation by pointing out
(in the form of a rhetorical question) that God does not care for oxen [...]
According to Paul, what is said in Dt 25:4 about this context—the threshing
ox must also be able to eat while working—cannot be said for the sake of
the animal, because God’s care for the ox is excluded.” (Gerd Hafner 2019,
314). So here Paul thinks much more Stoically than Philon and negates
the actual meaning of the Old Testament commandment. That is already a
strong piece of anthropocentrism.

What is more difficult is the question of how Paul sees the role of animals
in the resurrection of the dead. On the one hand, animals do not appear in
his large chapter on this subject in 1 Cor 15. “Certainly, on the one hand,
the evaluation of such an omission is open to attack: That Paul does not
comment on certain aspects may be justified in the given problem. If the
idea of a resurrection body was at issue, Paul would simply have had to
focus on it” (Gerd Hifner 2019, 315). On the other hand, 1 Cor 15 reveals
that the fate of animals is not a very pressing concern for Paul.

Nevertheless, the redemption of animals occurs at least as a “collateral
benefit” in Rom 8:18-23. There it says: “For I am convinced that the
sufferings of the present time mean nothing compared to the glory that is to
be revealed in us. For creation eagerly awaits the manifestation of the sons
and daughters of God. Certainly, creation is subjected to nothingness, not
of its own will, but by Him who subjected it, in hope: For it too, creation
(xtiow), shall be delivered from the bondage of corruption to the freedom
and glory of the children of God. For we know that all creation groans and
lies in birth pangs to this day. But not only that, but we too, though we
have the Spirit as our firstfruits, we too groan in our hearts, waiting to be
revealed as sons and daughters with the redemption of our bodies.”

In this passage, does “creation” include animals? This is affirmed in the
exegesis: “In the past, there has been intense debate about who or what
Paul means here by «tiow. In the meantime, however, a certain consensus
has emerged, according to which the extra-human nature and creature are
being spoken of here” (Michael Wolter 2014, 509; cf. also Gerd Hifner
2019, 309). Through the different attributes he assigns to human beings
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on the one hand and to the extra-human creation on the other, Paul does
reveal that he thinks anthropocentristically in orientation towards the Stoa
and does not assign an intrinsic value to creation like Gen 1-2 (Michael
Wolter 2014, 514; similarly also Gerd Héfner 2019, 313). Nevertheless, for
the sake of human beings, he assumes that non-human creatures will also
be freed from death and impermanence (Gerd Hafner 2019, 312), because
human beings are “permanently dependent on the renewed creation and
cannot exist without it” (Michael Wolter 2014, 514). To put it bluntly:
for humans heaven without plants and animals would not be heaven, but
hell. Therefore, Paul gathers the entire non-human creature under the
cross of Christ: in suffering, but also in hope. “The universal perspective
of redemption shows that there is a community of solidarity among the
created, not only with regard to their origin from God, but also with regard
to the (eschatological) future” (Gerd Héfner 2019, 317). Even a hardened
anthropocentrist like Paul cannot avoid this insight.

4.3.3 The Gospels

At first glance, it seems as if the oldest evangelist Mark, who wrote his
Gospel shortly after 70 AD, presumably in Rome or near Rome, did not
pass on any impulses relevant to animal ethics, for he does not know the
three Jesuslogies from the source Q, and nothing more relevant has been
handed down from the mouth of Jesus. Nevertheless, it is Mark who gives
his Gospel a biocentristic or even cosmocentristic perspective at two key
points: in the prologue and at the final climax of the narrative.

Mark 1:12-15 reads: “And immediately the Spirit drove Jesus into the
wilderness. Jesus stayed in the desert for forty days and was tempted by
Satan. He lived with the wild animals and the angels ministered to him. Af-
ter John was delivered up, Jesus went to Galilee; he preached the gospel of
God and said, ‘The time is fulfilled, the kingdom of God is at hand. Repent
and believe in the gospel!™ These sentences, which are placed immediately
after the narrative of Jesus’ baptism in the Jordan, have a programmatic
character in Mark’s Gospel as part of the prologue. In particular, the small
subordinate clause “he lived with the wild animals”, which is often read
over or passed over, has great theological significance since it is a reference
back to Gen 1-2: in Christ, the new Adam, the Messianic age dawns, which
brings the peace of creation already laid out in Paradise. In him God’s reign
and kingdom dawns—a kingdom that includes not only human beings but
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all creatures. In him the cycle of violence against creation is broken and
man is given the opportunity to live as a new creation himself. For Mark,
Christ is the new Adam, the true human being whose humanity tames wild
animals. In his presence, they shed their menace and become peaceful. But
they can only do this because Jesus confronts them differently than Adam.
With the Fall of Man, the first human being also massively disturbed the
relationship with animals. Since then, it has been fraught with tension and
conflict. Jesus, however, gets along well with the wild animals even under
the extreme conditions of the desert.

Now, with the Christ-Adam parallel, only half the potential of this
passage has been exhausted, for then it immediately says: “The time is
tulfilled, the kingdom of God is at hand”. For Mark, this means that where
a person lives in peace with animals, God’s reign has begun. The talk of the
“kingdom of God” means a reality that embraces not only human beings,
but all creatures. Praying for the coming of this kingdom in the Lord’s
Prayer (to which Mark alludes in the Olivet Narrative, Mark 14:32-42) is
the same as praying for peace between man and man, man and animal, and
man and creation. For Mark, wherever the kingdom of God is spoken of,
animals are to be taken into consideration. Without them, the kingdom of
God is not complete.

Mk 15:33 must be read not only biocentristically, but cosmocentristically.
Mark tells us here that on the day of Jesus’ crucifixion, from the sixth
to the ninth hour, darkness came over the whole land. This is not an
astronomical fact, but a theological interpretation: if it becomes dark at
the sixth hour, i.e. at noon, when the sun normally shines brightest, then
with the crucifixion of Christ the order of creation from Gen 1 is turned
upside down. It is a cosmic catastrophe, as announced in Am 8:9 (Joachim
Gnilka 1979, 321). The whole of creation is drawn into the disaster caused
by the crucifixion of Jesus. At the same time, however, the whole of creation
receives a perspective of hope for salvation through the one crucified.

Mark thus places the event of Jesus as the Christ narrated in his Gospel
in a universal creation horizon. Both in his programmatic prologue and
at the climax of his narrative, the crucifixion, he explicitly refers to the
Creation narratives in Gen 1-2. Jesus as Christ came for the sake of all
creation and all creatures. There is no trace of anthropocentrism.

Matthew as well as Luke, who write between 80 and 90 AD and largely
adopt Mark 1:12-15 in their Gospels, delete the half-sentence about Jesus’
life with wild animals—presumably because the short reference is no longer
comprehensible to their audience. They receive the darkness during Jesus’
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crucifixion, on the other hand. Finally, both of them take the three animal
ethically significant Jesuslogies from the Logical source Q that is available
to them, which we have already discussed above (chapter 4.3.1).

A passage that has the highest significance for the justification of Chris-
tian animal ethics is Mt 7:12: “All things, therefore, that you expect of
others, do also to them. This is what the Law and the Prophets consist
in” In this sentence from the Sermon on the Mount, Jesus quotes the
so-called “Golden Rule” in its positive version. Matthew, however, adds
a second half-sentence to this, which is not found in the source of the
Sermon on the Mount (Luke does not convey it, cf. Lk 6:31), and claims:
Whoever keeps this rule thereby fulfils everything that the Torah and the
Prophets demand. Now, as we have seen (chapter 2.3), the Torah includes
a considerable number of animal ethical rules, and Matthew knows this.
So he is claiming no less than that animal ethics also follow the Golden
Rule. This is a strong claim. For the border between species does not, in
this logic, mark a limit to human responsibility. Humans have the ability to
empathise with a non-human living being—at least to the extent that they
can derive sufficient guidance for action from it—and this obliges them.
Christian ethics include animals.

The fourth and latest Gospel according to John, which was probably
written in Asia Minor around 100 AD, does not contain any direct refer-
ences to animal ethics due to its very “mystical” orientation. Nevertheless, it
already ascribes cosmic significance to the Christ event in its first sentences,
namely in the powerful Logos hymn (Jn 1:1-18).

The parallels to Gen 1 are obvious: both texts open with “In the begin-
ning”. In both, the semantic fields “word”/ “speak” and “become”/ “create”
play a central role. At the centre of Jn 1:1-18 is the Logos, who is before
all creation and uncreated because he is God. “All things came into being
through the Word, and without it nothing came into being that has come
into being” (Jn 1:3). Of this Word, verse 14 says: “And the Word became
flesh (c6p§) and dwelt among us, and we beheld his glory, the glory of
the only Son from the Father, full of grace and truth” For many centuries
this phrase has been interpreted as “the incarnation of God”. This is not
wrong, and yet it is only half the truth, for: “The absolute odp§ is not
paraphrasing for ‘man’ [...], but [...] expression for the earthly bound (3:6),
the perishable (6:63) [...] in the incarnate Logos heaven descends to earth”
(Rudolf Schnackenburg 1981, 243).

Throughout the Old Testament, “flesh” always means that which is crea-
turely or also creatures in their entirety. With the incarnation of the divine
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Word, the whole of creation becomes the body of God. The Word made
flesh is “the body of the universe” (Sallie McFague 1993, 131) and incarna-
tion is “God’s becoming creature” (Michael Rosenberger 2001, 20-21). Pope
Francis aptly summarises this Johannine thought in his 2015 encyclical
Laudato si’: “For the Christian experience, all the creatures of the material
universe find their true meaning in the incarnate Word (verbo encarnado),
because the Son of God took into his person a part of the material universe

into which he placed a seed of definitive transformation.” (LS 235).

4.3.4 The late New Testament epistolary literature

The latest texts of the New Testament, which were written well after 100
AD in the sphere of life of Hellenistic Jewish Christians, already use the
aloga thesis as a matter of course—precisely when it comes to comparing
immoral people with animals. More precisely, there are two passages, the
second of which is probably literarily dependent on the first.

The first passage is found in the Epistle of Jude, one of the shortest
writings in the New Testament. The letter is linguistically and stylistically of
high quality, but at the same time extraordinarily polemical. It was written
between 100 and 120 AD, possibly in Asia Minor. In any case, its author
is a Jewish Christian and writes under the pseudonym of the (long-dead)
Lord’s brother Judas. He is concerned with the sharp demarcation of the
church from “opponents”. Of the latter he writes: “These, however, blas-
pheme what they do not know; but what they understand by nature, like
reasonless animals (Quowk®g wg to GAoya {Da emiotovtar), on this they
perish” (Jud 10).

The Second Epistle of Peter is also a pseudepigraph, written in good
Greek and testifying to Hellenistic learning. Since it is partly literarily de-
pendent on the Epistle of Jude, it can only have been written after the latter,
approximately in the first third of the 2nd century AD. Very similarly to the
Epistle of Jude, it states: “those who let the filthy lust of their bodies rule
them and despise the power of the Lord [....] are like reasonless animals,
born by nature to be trapped and perish (&g dhoya (Do yeyevvnpéva
PUOK eig GAwatv xal eBoporv).” (2 Pet 2:11-12).

Both passages take up classical topoi from Greek and especially Stoic
philosophy. The immoral human being, like reasonless animals, does not
recognise qua reason, but qua nature. Instead of approaching God and
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striving upwards, he approaches those creatures that are below him in the
scala naturae. In doing so, he betrays his vocation and gift.

4.3.5 The Early Church’s Detachment from the Commandment of Ritual
Slaughter

If we take the texts of the New Testament together, it is easy to see that
the Hellenistic influences in them are kept within narrow limits. By far
the most of it is to be found in the only Hellenistic Jew among the New
Testament authors, Paul. His anthropocentrism is clearly recognisable and
far surpasses that of Philon, if we only think of both their different inter-
pretations of Dt 25:4. Nevertheless, the question of non-human creation
is a marginal question in Paul, more marginal than in the Gospels and
infinitely more marginal than in Philon. That Paul is the (main) source of
early Christian anthropocentrism seems unthinkable. It is more likely to be
Philon and early Hellenistic Judaism in Alexandria.

In order to understand how the Hellenisation of early Christianity took
place, it is helpful to reconstruct its handling of that commandment which
can, without question, be described as the hardest ethical chunk from the
bedrock of Jewish tradition: The commandment to ritual slaughter (cf.
Michael Rosenberger 2019), for it is an excellent illustration of how strong
the pressure on young Christianity was in the Hellenistic environment to
break away from the specific commandments of the Torah, where these
were not compatible with the Hellenistic ethos. At the same time, the law
of ritual slaughter illustrates how persistently and energetically the Hebrew
Jewish Christians, who were increasingly becoming a minority, resisted
giving up the core of their Jewish identity.

That I still place this section in chapter 4 is not compelling. The process-
es I describe in the following range from the late New Testament to the
early post-New Testament period. So the section could also be placed at the
beginning of chapter 5. However, since it contributes essential insights for a
better understanding of the transitional phase, I present it as the last point
in chapter 4.

In terms of content, the ritual slaughter commandment represents a
ritual of reverence towards the animal to be killed. The slaughterers know
and acknowledge that they are taking the life of a fellow creature and that
this is anything but a matter of course. With the blood completely drained
away, the most precious thing belonging to the animal is left untouched: its

132

[ evsn ]


https://doi.org/10.5771/9783748940289
https://www.nomos-elibrary.de/agb

4.3 The testimonies of the New Testament

lifeblood. The Old Testament rules even go so far as to say that the blood of
sacrificial animals must also flow out completely before they are offered to
God. Not even God is allowed to take possession of the blood—it belongs
entirely to the animal itself.

This contrasts with the thoroughly profane slaughter of Greco-Roman
culture. For them, slaughter is a secular matter because, unlike in the Bible,
animals do not belong to the legal community. If the commandment to
ritual slaughter meets pagan Hellenists in the context of the early Christian
mission, this cannot but lead to a complete lack of understanding. The
symbolic form of the ritual is not understood; the symbolic content of the
legal community of God, humans and animals is not shared.

In the New Testament, we still find evidence of the fact that the prohibi-
tion of blood consumption is one of the few instructions from the Torah
that seem non-negotiable for (Hebrew-Aramaic) Jewish Christians. For
although in the context of the mission to the Gentiles the entire Torah is
declared not to be binding for Gentile Christians, and even circumcision is
not required, this rule is adhered to: two of the four exception clauses of
the “Apostles’ Council” from around 48 AD, which Luke lists in Acts 15:20,
namely the abstention from meat sacrificed to idols and fornication, blood
and strangled food, concern the prohibition of blood consumption, which
thus becomes valid for Gentile Christians?”. Burkhard Jiirgens recognises in
these clauses an inner structure of two commandments twice: The first two
commandments of abstaining from meat sacrificed to idols and fornication
refer to the sole worship of God (Burkhard Jiirgens 1999, 163); the next two
of abstaining from blood and choking refer to his creative power: No one
shall take blood or the life breath from an animal—the vitality of creatures
is inviolable (Burkhard Jiirgens 1999, 164). Seen in this light, the Palestinian
Jewish Christians would explicitly use the commandment of ritual slaughter
against Greek anthropocentrism.

Paul does not agree with the exception clauses from the Apostles’ Decree.
The Letter to the Romans testifies that, for him, eating unkosher meat is
not a reprehensible act, but is possible in principle in the freedom of the
gospel (Rom 14:14). It is only because it would cause offence to the “weak”,
who still cling to the traditional commandments, that the “strong” are to
abstain from eating unkosher meat. It seems piquant that Paul refers to the

17 Paul claims in Gal 2:1-10 that there were no exception clauses at all. Historically,
however, it is at least clear that such exceptions were subsequently practised in many
Christian communities.

133

[ evsn ]


https://doi.org/10.5771/9783748940289
https://www.nomos-elibrary.de/agb

4 Prehistory 3: Pre-Patristic Traces of the Hellenisation of Biblical Animal Ethics

(Palestinian?) Jewish Christians as the “weak” and the Hellenistic “Gentile
Christians” as the “strong”. In Philo’s interpretation of Dt 22:10, it is exactly
the other way round. All in all, Paul’s statement must have been regarded
as tremendous provocation for Jewish Christians: “The condemnation of
any observance of the purity laws must have sounded to them like a motto
to practical godlessness.” (Ulrich Wilckens 1982, 91). And the slaughtered
animals? It is obvious that Paul does not think about them for a moment.
They are like air to him. And because that is the case, he, although a Jew,
does not like the commandment to ritual slaughter. But at first, Paul does
not succeed with this breach of tradition.

Justin (c. 100 Flavia Neapolis = Nablus/Palestine-165 Rome), for exam-
ple, in his dialogue with the Jew Tryphon, recognises the validity of the
comandment of ritual slaughter without further ado (Justin, Dialogus cum
Tryphone Judaeo 20). And even for Tertullian (160-220 Carthage, see chap-
ter 5.3), the abstention from animal blood is self-evident (Tertullian, Apolo-
gy 9, 13). He does not refer to Acts 15:20, but to the Noahide covenant in
Gen 9:4 (Tertullian, De ieiunio 4) or to the “beginning” of human history
(Tertullian, De monogamia 5). Tertullian obviously knows the decree of
the Apostolic Council in a modified version, in which only idolatry and
fornication as well as the murder of human beings are mentioned and in
which the prohibitions of blood and asphyxiation are missing (Tertullian,
De pudicitia 12). While the older Alexandrian text retains Acts 15:20 with all
four original prohibitions, the more recent Western codex, which Tertullian
has in Carthage, changes the decision of the Apostolic Council—obviously
to justify the more liberal and secular practice common in the West (Franz
Bohmisch 2007, 47-48). Nevertheless, Tertullian exhorts us to hold fast to
the Jewish prohibition on the consumption of blood. And in Alexandria,
the Christians seem to have held on to it even longer. But at some point, it
was no longer practised among them either.

The opening of the young church to the Gentile mission thus leads
to the abolition of the Jewish commandment to ritual slaughter within
a few generations in all (!) traditions, despite fierce resistance from the
Palestinian Jewish Christians. Christian slaughter is thus at least formally
profaned—a step that is understandable in view of the dynamics of the
mission to the Gentiles, but with serious consequences. Even today, its con-
sequences for the Christian attitude towards animals can only be guessed at
in outline. The Church unwisely relinquished its influence on the slaughter
of animals: “This more or less conscious sense of the ethical religious
significance of animal killing, which only finds a tolerable form for humans
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by being clothed in rites of worship, has no equivalent in the Hellenistic
Christian, and thus in the Western industrial tradition.” (Heike Baranzke
2003, 314).

4.4 On the threshold from the biblical to the patristic period

If we look back at the traces of the incipient Hellenisation of biblical
interpretation in pre-Patristic times, we see that the transition from bibli-
cal biocentrism to Hellenistic anthropocentrism is prepared by numerous
small shifts. The following facets contribute to this:

— The adoption of the Stoic scala naturae can only be found in Philon. It is
found neither in the late Old Testament nor in the New Testament. And
yet this essence—ontological hierarchy will soon play an important role in
the Christian doctrine of creation and cover the spatial-relational order
of creation of God’s seven-day work in Gen 1.

— The Stoic view of animals as reasonless beings, which is foreign to the
Bible, determines the view of the early Jewish Diaspora community of
Alexandria. It already became decisive in the Book of Wisdom, and
even more so in Philon. From Hellenistic Judaism, it reached early Chris-
tianity a little later and established the momentous “rational divide” in
Western ethics to this day.

- Alexandrian Judaism (in the Septuagint, the Book of Wisdom and the
writings of Philon) unanimously interprets the biblical reference to the
image of God in Gen 1:26-27 as referring to man’s ability to reason. The
book of Jesus Sirach, which has only been preserved in Greek, although
is originally from Hebrew Judaism, also takes this position (whether it
was also contained in the original Hebrew text is as yet unknown). It
marks a momentous shift from a relational-functional interpretation of
man as God’s governor on earth to an essential-ontological interpretation
of man as the only being endowed with reason. At the same time, man’s
connection back to God and his instructions is made invisible: man is
now no longer God’s representative, but a ruler by his own authority.

— It is remarkable that in the texts examined here, traces of hard anthro-
pocentrism can only be found in Paul and very marginally. Although
Hellenistic diaspora Judaism follows the Stoic “rational divide” between
rational and non-rational creatures, the ethical consequences of this
remain narrow for the time being. Here, the animal-friendliness of the
Torah continues to have an effect. It is upheld and defended against

135

[ evsn ]


https://doi.org/10.5771/9783748940289
https://www.nomos-elibrary.de/agb

4 Prehistory 3: Pre-Patristic Traces of the Hellenisation of Biblical Animal Ethics

attacks from outside. Early Christianity, on the other hand, gradually
bowed to the pressure of the Hellenistic environment in the context of
the mission to the Gentiles. Thus, the last bastion of biblical animal
ethics dissolved.

These very simplified processes of the history of ideas are unlikely to have
been consciously controlled. The fact that there were fewer and fewer “He-
brew” (i.e. presumably Aramaic-speaking, Israel-born) Jewish Christians
among the Christians who can keep the Old Testament and Jesus legacy
alive was due to the dynamics of the early Christian mission. At some
point, in most communities there was simply no one left who came from
Hebrew culture. Thus, Hellenistic culture with its paradigms became the
basic framework of Christian ethics without anyone questioning or reflect-
ing on it. Local but frequent hostilities between (re-Hebraised) Jews and
(fully Hellenised) Christians may have accelerated these processes.

The point here is not to evaluate the penetration of Christian theology by
Greco-Roman philosophy as a whole. For animal ethics, however, it caused
considerable collateral damage that continues to this day. When the texts of
the early Church Fathers are analysed in the following chapter, we will be
able to understand this penetration process even more precisely.

136

[ evsn ]


https://doi.org/10.5771/9783748940289
https://www.nomos-elibrary.de/agb

5 Traces of animal ethics in early Christian literature

In the first 250 years of its existence, Christianity was practised by a vanish-
ingly small minority in the Roman Empire. In the face of an environment
that did not believe at all or believed differently, it had more than enough
to do to clarify its central core messages internally, to make them plausible
and to defend them internally and externally. These include belief in the
Resurrection and eternal life, in Jesus Christ as Saviour of the world, in a
God who can be experienced in three ways, and the design of the central
liturgical celebrations. Against this background, a separate form of animal
ethics is not to be expected. Nevertheless, early Christian theology cannot
develop in a way that is completely free of animal ethical positions. In
their everyday lives, people deal with animals on a daily basis, and they are
also mentioned in abundance in biblical and philosophical texts. Inevitably,
the early Christian theologians had to adopt a position on this. In doing
so, they set a decisive course for the long term, without realising it. The
basic paradigms they adopted to describe the relationship between God,
humans and animals are, once chosen, very difficult to correct. In fact, they
continue to have an effect to this day.

So we are going on the trail of animal ethics in early Christian literature.
In terms of time, we are concerned with the phase up to the beginning
of the migration of peoples and the end of the Western Roman Empire.
Augustine, who died in 430, will therefore be the last author examined here.
This study is thus limited to the first two of three phases of Christianity
in Late Antiquity as formulated by Peter Gemeinhardt (2022, 7), namely
the two phases of the formation (until the middle of the 3rd century) and
stabilisation (until the middle of the 5th century) of Christianity, while
the phase of pluralisation (until the end of the 7th century) plays no role
for our specific question. Spatially, Christianity of this epoch is an “urban
religion” (Peter Gemeinhardt 2022, 16). It is formed predominantly from
the urban population and in the cities and can thus tie in well with the high
education in the cities.

Of course, from a historical point of view, it would be interesting to
arrange the authors according to their linguistic and theological locations
(Latin literature with its dualism between Rome and North Africa, Greek-
Antiochene, Greek-Alexandrian, Syrian-Aramaic literature, etc.) in different
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strands of tradition, so that, on the one hand, influences within Latin
as well as Greek or Syrian literature would become more apparent and,
on the other hand, adoptions from Greek into Latin or Syrian literature
would become more clearly recognisable. I, however, am not a historian
and feel that such an in-depth reconstruction of individual strands of
tradition would be too much for me. However, a somewhat simpler and
less in-depth reconstruction of early Christian animal ethics can suffice in
good conscience for the systematic interest in knowledge represented here,
namely to create perspectives for overcoming Christian anthropocentrism
by identifying its roots.

The traces of the Church Fathers” animal ethics can be found in a wide
variety of literary genres and thematic contexts. They embody important
indications of the direction in which the specifically Christian perception
of non-human creatures were to move in the centuries or millennia that
followed. For with the entry of the Christian message into Hellenistic
culture, a transformation of this message took place, such as probably only
happened to the same extent again in the age of secularisation.

Two guiding questions will be decisive for our investigation: 1) Which
paradigms of Greco-Roman philosophy that are relevant to animal and
creation ethics do the early Christian theologians adopt and reinforce,
relativise and weaken, conceal and ignore or criticise and correct? 2) How
do they receive and interpret the passages of the Bible relevant to animal
and creation ethics? Which passages are quoted, which are not? And how
strongly are these incorporated into the philosophical paradigms or how
independently are they interpreted? It should be noted that practically all
the Church Fathers read only the Greek, and in some cases even only the
Latin, translation of the Bible—one-sidedness and errors in the translations
must therefore be taken into account, and we will encounter them very
regularly in some biblical passages.

Ultimately, the question is how Christianity transposes the biblical mes-
sage of divine creation and the human treatment of animals and non-hu-
man creation into Greco-Roman culture. In this regard, the patristic spe-
cialist debate of recent times is characterised by a series of “partly extreme
research positions on the relationship of early church theology and [sic!] to
ancient philosophy. They range from the assertion of a philosophical over-
forming of Christianity to the statement that Christianity only took a few,
peripheral and formal means of expression from contemporary philosophy,
but never received its substance” (Charlotte Kockert 2009, 6).
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It should first be noted that the biblical message and Greco-Roman
culture do not stand side by side on an equal footing and are fused to-
gether from an impartial third position. Nor is it a matter of integrating
Greco-Roman ideas into Hebrew-Jewish culture, as is the case in some late
Old Testament books (cf. chapter 4.1). Rather, the challenge of the Church
Fathers was to inculturate the biblical message into Greco-Roman culture.
The ideological coordinate system, the philosophical matrix, is provided by
this Greco-Roman culture. The early Church had to fit its message into this
culture.

With regard to animals and non-human creation, this endeavour has a
serious difficulty to overcome: Animals hardly play a role in Greco-Roman
philosophical discourse and certainly have no value. Rather, the Platonic
creation myth of Timaeus is dominant here, in which the animate living
beings are created by sub-gods (Plato, Timaeus 41 a-d) and at the very
end are just worthy of the remark that they do not need to be dealt with
separately: “And now, then, the task set us of tracing the universe from its
beginnings to the emergence of human beings seems to have pretty much
reached its goal. For as to how the other animals came into being, we have
only to state very briefly, since a lengthy discussion is unnecessary.” (Plato,
Timaeus 91 e-92 c).

In addition, in the short comment immediately following from Plato’s
Timaeus, the birds are created from simple-minded men, the land animals
from those people who follow their instincts more than reason, the reptiles
from the most unreasonable and the water animals from the most unrea-
sonable and uneducated people. They are therefore not created directly but
are “recycling products” from (and I apologise) human waste.

Against this background, it becomes understandable why many of the
Church Fathers presented in the following and their audience are moved
by the question of why, according to the biblical Creation narrative, man
is only created after the animals and why there is such extensive mention
of animals at all. The broad and largely positive thematisation of animals,
their significance for God and human beings, and their value are alone in
need of justification in Greco-Roman culture. The Church Fathers faced
this challenge, and this should not be overlooked.

Now, it was clear to the Church Fathers in the 3rd and 4th centuries
at the latest: “A Christian cosmology is gained in the interpretation of
the biblical account of creation” (Charlotte Kockert 2009, 542). It can
be “read and interpreted as a natural philosophical text, because in the
natural philosophy of that time, and especially in Platonism, cosmology was
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decisively pursued in the interpretation of authoritative texts” (Charlotte
Kockert 2009, 543). However, most of the Church Fathers read only Gen
1-2 as a Creation narrative. They do not perceive the significant role that
the continuation of the narrative with the Flood and Noah’s covenant (Gen
6-9) plays in biblical cosmology. Only Irenaeus of Lyons (chapter 5.3),
Ephraim the Syrian (chapter 5.9) and Ambrose of Milan (chapter 5.13)
devote themselves to the animals in the ark in the sense of real animals
and the covenant. All the other Church Fathers mention the ark at most
ecclesiologically as an image for the Church uniting a diverse “zoo” of
people, or soteriologically and sacramentally as an image for redemption
through the wood of the cross (ark) and the water of baptism (Flood) (cf.
Hugo Rahner 1964, 504-547). But Ephraim and Ambrose, unlike Irenaeus,
also do not notice that the Noah covenant is a covenant with all living
beings. Even here, therefore, there is a remarkable reduction of the natural
philosophical, animal ethical and creation ethical potential of the Bible.

Charlotte Kockert takes the reduction one step further. In her analysis of
early Christian cosmology in Origen, Basil and Gregory of Nyssa, she limits
herself to their interpretation of the first verses of Genesis, especially Gen
1:1-2, i.e. the introduction, and marginally Gen 1:3-19, i.e. the first four days
of Creation. She omits the patristic interpretation of the second half of the
Creation narrative without giving any reasons, and thus the question of the
creation of animals and man. It seems as if for her the cosmos is only the
living house of the earth, without its inhabitants. But this is precisely where
it gets exciting. The Christian creation myth is more comprehensive than
the Platonic one, and that says something about the Christian understand-
ing of creation. A house without inhabitants is meaningless. The Church
Fathers certainly recognised and addressed this in their interpretation of
Gen 1-2, even, as we will see, in an anthropocentristic framework and not
biocentristically as in the biblical text itself.

After these content-related remarks, some formal preliminary remarks
are necessary. In this chapter, we are dealing with a new phenomenon in
the sociology of religion, which is determined by three components. Firstly,
collectively we are dealing with a new religion that had broken away from
the mother ground of the Jewish religion and had yet to find its own way.
“Christianity” in the singular did not yet exist. The early Christian move-
ment was divided into innumerable groups, some of which fought fiercely
against each other. Even the rapid formation of a hierarchical leadership
structure could not put a stop to this. It was not until the councils of the
4th and 5th centuries that a certain “homogenisation” (or, if one wants to
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be precise, “oligogenisation”) began, at least in relation to the fundamental
dogmatic questions.

Secondly, in the first three Christian centuries, almost all theologians
underwent individual “conversions”—mostly not from Judaism, but from
the pagan god cults to Christianity. The overwhelming majority of Chris-
tians were already former “pagans” in the 2nd century and at least until
the beginning of the 4th century. In order to understand the theology of
the early Christian authors, one must therefore always consider whether
and why they converted from pagan religion to Christianity and how far
they really broke away from their former religion. It will also be important
to consider what they understood as belonging to the pagan religion and
what they understood as belonging to Greco-Roman culture. The former
had to be discarded, the latter could be retained. In this way, their biogra-
phy decisively shapes their theology. From the 4th century onwards, we
then increasingly encounter theologians who grew up in Christian families
and confidently looked back on one or two generations of Christian ances-
tors. Their theology sometimes had noticeably different accents and char-
acteristics. Christianity became the majority religion, following different
dynamics than the small minority of the early period. Its embedding in the
Greco-Roman culture was, of course, the same—nothing changed for the
time being.

Thirdly, it must be taken into account that Christianity positioned itself
positively in relation to the Hellenistic culture of Greco-Roman society
from the very beginning. It made every effort to integrate itself as best it
could into this culture and to keep up intellectually and communicatively
with its opinion-makers. What was a break with the past on the religious
level —the abandonment of pagan cults and the turning to the God of Jesus
Christ in a “conversion”—therefore remained intentionally without inflict-
ing drastic changes on the level of daily life and culture. The Hellenistic
way of life was to be maintained. Of course, there were a few significant
deviations, e.g. the Christian rejection of abortion, child abandonment and
killing, or the opposition to gladiator fights. But they were very carefully
dosed and did not establish an ecclesiastical “contrast society”. Rabbinic
Judaism went a significantly different way, at least from the 2nd century
onwards—its Hellenistic wing dissolved completely.

There were undoubtedly movements within Hellenism that were critical
of society. One thinks, for example, of Neo-Pythagoreanism or Neo-Platon-
ism. These are movements that developed their positions out of the tradi-
tion of Greek philosophy, although they did not agree with the social-cul-
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tural mainstream on important issues, for example, on the question of the
relationship between humans and animals, which visibly manifests itself in
the dispute over meat consumption or abstinence from meat. Moreover,
in the Roman Empire of late antiquity, there were increasingly religious
and cultural movements that did not originate in the Greco-Roman cultur-
al sphere but, like Judaism, seeped in from other (Far Eastern) cultural
spheres. One only has to think of Manichaeism or the cult of Mithras. How-
ever, these immigrant cults, just like Christianity and Judaism, are faced
with the necessity of justifying themselves before Greco-Roman culture
with their paradigms.

One could, of course, ask the hypothetical question of whether early
Christianity could not have positioned itself against the social mainstream
on the animal issue in the same way as some of the aforementioned groups.
However, it should not be ignored that Christianity, unlike the aforemen-
tioned movements, did not see itself as elitist, but wanted to go to all
people and convert and baptise them in accordance with the Gospel’s Great
Commission (Mt 28:16-20). In view of this objective, more compromises
with society inevitably had to be made than when one wants to be a small
elite, as it declared.

In the following, we will therefore examine more closely how the Church
Fathers place the animal ethical and animal theological impulses in the
Bible in the matrix of Greco-Roman mainstream philosophy. Particular at-
tention will be paid to those core aspects that span the web of ideas of Stoic
anthropocentrism (cf. chapter 3.5.6): divine providence and care, man’s
endowment with reason and language as his exclusive proprium, dealing
with feelings as the “animals in us”, and dealing with real animals. At the
centre, however, is the question of the teleology of anthropocentrism. For
reasons of presentation, these five points of view are not always discussed in
the same order, but they appear in each author’s work, provided they have
written something about them.

5.1 Tatian

The first author relevant to our topic belongs to the minority of those
people who are critical of or even hostile to Hellenism, both before and
after his conversion to Christianity. Tatian, who was born around 120 and
who died around 180 AD, comes from the “land of the Assyrians” (Tatian,
Oratio ad Graecos 42, 1), that is, the “Aramaic-speaking heartland on the
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middle Tigris” (Jorg Trelenberg 2012, 1). In Rome he became a disciple of
Justin, who converted him to Christianity (Tatian, Oratio ad Graecos 18, 6;
Eusebius, Church History 4, 29). Due to Tatian’s radical convictions and his
rejection of any Hellenistic influence on Christianity, however, he fell out
with Justin (Irenaeus of Lyons, Adversus haereses 1, 28, 1). Tatian therefore
returned to his Syrian homeland and founded an Encratite community
there. The Encratites (from éykpdteia, abstinence) were a strict ascetic
movement of the early church from the end of the 2nd to the end of the
3rd century. They abstained completely from the consumption of meat and
wine and lived sexually abstinent lives. As a movement demanding this
lifestyle from all Christians, they dissolved around 300 AD. However, their
ideas lived on in a moderate form in early monasticism, which practised
this lifestyle as a voluntary option without demanding it from all Chris-
tians.

Tatian’s most famous work is the Diatesseron, a gospel harmony which
was still used in worship in Syria in the 4th century, but was deliberately
destroyed afterwards, so that we only possess fragments of it. A book mept
{®wv which Tatian claims to have written about animals (Tatian, Oratio ad
Graecos 15) has also been lost. A work by Tatian which completely survived,
on the other hand—albeit on a relatively narrow and poor source base
(Miroslav Marcovich 1995a, VII)—is "EmiotoAr) mpog “EAAnvag/ Oratio ad
Graecos, a polemic against the arrogance of Greek culture and for a non-
Hellenistic understanding of Christianity written between 165 and 172 AD
(Miroslav Marcovich 1995a, 2), which begins with the following sentence:
“Do not be so hostile to the ‘barbarians’, you confessors of Greekism, and
do not judge their teachings so begrudgingly! For which of your institutions
does not owe its origin to barbarians?” (Tatian, Oratio ad Graecos 1). The
fact that this work has survived proves that, unlike Tatian’s other writings,
it has always been considered helpful for Christian doctrine.

First of all, it is striking that Tatian places the killing of animals and
the killing of humans in a close relationship. He opposes the eating of
meat just as he opposes gladiatorial fights: just as the meat eaters feed
themselves physically from animal flesh, the spectators of gladiatorial fights
feed their souls with “human food”. Both are reprehensible. However, for
Tatian, killing gladiators for sheer spectatorial pleasure is even worse than
killing animals for meat, because in gladiatorial fights, killing becomes an
end in itself: “You slaughter animals ({@a) for the sake of eating flesh
(xpewpayia), and you buy men to offer man-eating (dvBpwmoopayia) to
the soul and to nourish it with most impious bloodshed. The robber, at any
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rate, murders in order to rob, but the rich man buys gladiators in order
to murder” (Tatian, Oratio ad Graecos 23, 5). Tatian thus rejects killing
altogether, of humans as well as animals, but condemns it more harshly
when it is done for the sake of killing, for pure pleasure. The purpose of
food does not justify killing, just as robbery does not justify murder. But
the act weighs more heavily when it is carried out for an end in itself. It
is noteworthy that for Tatian the killing of gladiators does not weigh more
heavily because they are human beings, but only because their death has no
purpose outside itself. A gradation of the animals is therefore not connected
with his evaluation.

Tatian does not shake the Stoic terminology of animals as “reasonless”.
The wording of his criticism of the natural and “wild” life of the Cynics
could thus also have come from the Stoics: “Man, you who emulate the
dog: you do not know God and have gone over to imitating the reasonless
(dA6ywv pipnotg)” (Tatian, Oratio ad Graecos 25, 2). Here Tatian adopts
Greek aloga terminology, which one would not necessarily expect him to
use, especially considering its origin.

In terms of content, however, Tatian distances himself from the aloga
thesis. He explicitly opposes the conviction of the “raven-croakers”—as he
contemptuously calls the sophists—according to which humans differ from
animals by reason, understanding and knowledge. In demarcation from
both Stoic anthropology (Janet E. Spittler 2010, 357-358) and the Hellenis-
tic ontologisation of the Septuagint and Philon, he interprets the image of
God from Gen 1:26-27 as an endowment with the Spirit of God. While
this interpretation also does not correspond to the intention of the Hebrew
text, it is much closer to it as a relational interpretation. Tatian writes: “Man
is not, as the raven-croakers (kopaxdpwvot) teach, ‘a being endowed with
reason, susceptible to understanding and knowledge’ ({@ov Aoywov vod
Kol EToTH NG dekTkdv), for if one follows them, it will be seen that even
the reasonless beings are susceptible to understanding and knowledge (ko
0 dhoyo vod kol EmoTrpng dextikd). But man alone is God’s image and
likeness (eixowv xot opoiwaig Tob Beod); but I do not mean a man who
behaves like the animals (Spota ol {hoig TpdtTovta), but one who has
gone far beyond his humanity to God Himself. [...] Now suppose that this
organism [of man] thus formed resembles a temple, God wills to dwell in
him by the Spirit (mvedpa), his emissary; but if he be no such sanctuary,
man is superior to the animals only by his articulate voice (mpoiyet t@v
Bnpiwv 6 GvBpwmog koo TV EvapBpov wvnv pévov) and, since his other
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expressions of life are quite like the animal ones, not a 'likeness of God'
either” (Tatian, Oratio ad Graecos 15, 3-5).

This interpretation of Gen 1:26-27 is unique in early Christian theology.
It proves that there is definitely a minority in Christianity that resists the
Hellenistic ontologisation of biblical key texts and adheres to a relational
interpretation. At the same time, the identification of Godlikeness with
religiosity rather than humanity, with faith rather than morality, is highly
problematic and itself unbiblical. Tatian sees only Christians as true human
beings—all non-believers or those who believe otherwise have ultimately
forfeited their humanity (Janet E. Spittler 2010, 358), not to mention ani-
mals, which cannot be spiritual at all.

Although tending to be strongly anti-Stoic and rather animal-friendly,
Tatian explicitly excludes the resurrection of animals. Only humans will
be resurrected to be judged: “And therefore we cherish the belief that after
the consummation of all things, bodies will also be resurrected [...] only
once, after the consummation of the present time, and for the sole purpose
of gathering men together for the sake of judgement” (Tatian, Oratio ad
Graecos 6, 1).

It is recognisable that Tatian does not yet manage to position himself
clearly and consistently with regard to animals. For all his reserve vis-a-vis
the Stoa and Hellenism, some of his core theses are in fact Greek. On the
other hand, his distance from the aloga thesis and his linking of animal
killing and human killing suggest tones that are rare in early Christianity.

5.2 Theophilos of Antioch

The next texts relevant to our question have come down to us from
Theophilos, who was Bishop of Antioch from about 169 AD until the year
of his death around 183 AD. Theophilos had a classical education and came
to Christianity through the study of the Bible. As a Christian, he wrote
numerous writings, of which only the three-volume apology Ad Autolycum
(written around 180) has survived, along with a few fragments. In it, the
bishop tries to convince the pagan Autolykos of the Christian religion. It is
a kind of “crash course” in the Christian faith, presenting the religion’s most
important contents briefly and concisely. Literarily and philosophically,
it is not of a particularly high standard and does not present an overly
sophisticated argument. Nevertheless, it is the oldest post-biblical testimony
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to those shifts in the view of the human-animal relationship that took place
in the Christian mainstream within less than one century.

With Theophilos we turn to Antioch on the Orontes for the first time.
In Roman times, Antioch was, along with Alexandria, the largest and most
important city in the eastern Mediterranean and the centre of one of the
most venerable and largest Jewish diaspora communities. The very early
foundation of the Christian community in Antioch “goes back to Hellenists
expelled from Jerusalem, especially men from Cyprus and Cyrenaica, who
also missionised Gentiles in Antioch [...] the consolidation of the communi-
ty in Antioch is connected with the sending of Barnabas from Jerusalem to
the Syrian capital, where he becomes the leading man” (Rudolf Pesch 1986,
350).

The Christian community of Antioch, which became the missionary base
of Peter, Paul and Barnabas, was composed of three (!) groups from the
beginning: Hebrew-Aramaic Jews, Hellenistic Jews and Hellenistic Gentiles.
On the one hand, this shows the breadth and openness of the community,
but it also provides an idea of the conflicts that could arise, for in Antioch
there were uncircumcised Christians for the first time (Acts 15), which
demanded a position to be taken on the following question: Do all men
who convert to Christianity have to be circumcised, or do they not? The
Apostles’ Council in Jerusalem in 48 AD (see chapter 4.3.4) goes back
to this dispute in Antioch. If the Jesus community continued to see itself
as a Jewish group, its members had to keep the commandments of the
Torah, i.e. also the commandment of circumcision. If the Jesus Community
became (more) independent of Judaism, circumcision could be dispensed
with. The Apostolic Council decided in favour of the second option and
thus opened the door for the Gentile mission. In Antioch, the members of
the Jesus Community were called “Christians” (yptotiavél, Acts 11:26) for
the first time.

In Ad Autolycum, Theophilos is first concerned with the image of God.
The one and incomprehensible God can be recognised in many ways—
among others in his works of creation: “Consider, o man, his works: The
timely change of seasons, the changes of weather, the orderly course of
the heavenly bodies, the regular course of days and nights, months and
years, the colourful beauty of seeds, plants and fruits, the various kinds
of quadrupeds, birds, swimming and crawling animals, river and water
animals; or the understanding (o0veoig) put into the animals themselves
for the reproduction and nourishment of their young, not for their own
benefit, but for the use of man (oV« €io (Slav piiow, GAAL eio TO Exey TOV
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avBpwmov); then the care (tpévoia) which God bears in providing food for
all flesh (maom oapxi), or the subordination (Vmotaym) in which, according
to his arrangement, all beings are under man.” (Theophilos of Antioch, Ad
Autolycum 1, 6)

The signals of this passage are very contradictory: On the one hand,
Theophilos seems to think in a relatively animal-friendly manner, for the
fact that animals possess insight (cUveoig) had until then only been assert-
ed by Plutarch (chapter 3.6.2) and Tatian (chapter 5.1). In mainstream
Greek philosophy, this qualification is reserved for humans. And God’s
“care” for “all flesh”, i.e. all creatures, is also entirely in line with the biblical
message, but cannot be done with the Stoa. On the other hand, Theophilos
claims that the reproduction of animals is not for their own benefit, but for
the benefit of humans. And he speaks of the “subordination” of all living
beings to man. One does not quite know how he intends to bring these
contradictory statements together.

Theophilos begins his interpretation of the Creation narrative with the
following reflections: “Nothing existed apart from God, but he himself
was his space, was perfect enough for himself and was there before all
times. But he wanted to create man in order to be known by him; for
him, therefore, he prepared the world. For the created are in need of many
things, but the Eternal is without need. So God, with his wisdom, begat his
Word, which he had determined in his own interior (Adyov évdidBetov),
making it come forth from himself before all things. This word therefore
he used as the means of all his creations, and created all things by the
same (Jn 1:3)” (Theophilos of Antioch, Ad Autolycum 2, 10). As early as
in these first sentences, Theophilos clarifies for what purpose God created
the world: He wants to be known by a counterpart. And this counterpart
is man, at whom the creation of the world is consequently aimed. However,
man is needy, he needs the supportive and sheltering house of life on
earth, which is therefore created for his sake (cf. Andrew Louth 2009, 43).
Finally, Theophilos emphasises from the beginning that creation has to do
with the divine Logos, Christ: Through the Word all things were created,
and through the Word man can know God. The anthropocentrism that is
visible here is thus a form of logocentrism and Christocentrism, as we will
encounter in many authors.

In Ad Autolycum 2, 16-18, Theophilos interprets the fifth and sixth of
the seven days of creation from Gen 1. Ad Autolycum 2, 16 explains the
fifth day of creation and sees the aquatic animals as images of baptism, the
carnivorous birds as images of greed and iniquity, and the carnivores in
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general as images of robbery and murder. For the first time, the animals are
interpreted exclusively allegorically—a form of interpretation that is consid-
ered typical of Alexandria for the following centuries, but which apparently
also existed in Antioch in the early days of the Church. This hermeneutic
is also continued in Ad Autolycum 2, 17, where the wild land animals serve
as an image for godless people. However, allegories only work if the factual
half is correctly represented. Therefore, Theophilos feels compelled to say
something about the sinfulness of the animals. The animals were by no
means created evil by God but were only corrupted by man’s sin: “Because
he is the master (x0plog), the subordinates (t& dodAa) also sinned with
him. Now when man shall rise again to an existence suitable to his nature,
and shall do no more evil, they also shall return to their original gentle na-
ture” (Theophilos of Antioch, Ad Autolycum 2, 17). Quite incidentally, the
human-animal relationship is interpreted here as a relationship between
master and servant—an absolute hierarchy clearly beyond the Bible. The
attribute xVptog normally only belongs to God himself.

Theophilos also maintains this steep hierarchy between humans and
animals in his explanations of the creation of man. Ad Autolycum 2, 18,
like 2, 11, quotes the verses Gen 1:26-27 verbatim from the Septuagint
and thus adopts its essential ontological interpretation of the image of
God. God creates man in his image, not as his image, as the Hebrew
Bible says. Theophilos concludes by underpinning the subordination of the
“secondary” animals to the only “worthy” human beings with the following
sentences: “For after God had created everything by his word, he consid-
ered everything secondary works (médpepya, more accurately translated: ir-
relevant works), but only the creation of man as a work worthy of his hands
(GEov Epyov). [...] Having therefore created and blessed him, that he might
grow and fill the earth, he subordinated all beings to him as submissive and
servile (Ométagev avT® vToyelplo kal Védovha T Tavta).” (Theophilos
of Antioch, Ad Autolycum 2, 18).

Even if we do not yet find in Theophilos a thoroughly composed and
coherent body of thought of a Christian doctrine of creation, the shifts from
biblical to Hellenistic paradigms are clearly recognisable. Within just less
than a century, mainstream Christianity, which in the meantime consisted
almost exclusively of Christians of non-Jewish origin, had distanced itself
far from its biblical roots and assimilated to its Hellenistic environment.
The hierarchy between God, man and animal had become very steep.
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Irenaeus (c. 135 Smyrna-c. 200 Lyons) probably comes from Smyrna (to-
day’s Izmir) in Asia Minor and is therefore still called “Irenaios of Smyrna”
in the Eastern Church. According to his own account, he was a disciple
of the bishop of his hometown, Polycarp of Smyrna (Irenaeus of Lyons,
Adversus haereses 3, 3). Via Rome he reached Lugdunum (Lyon), where he
was elected second bishop of the city in 177 AD.

Of his writings, apart from the Epideixis discussed at the end of the
chapter, only the five-volume treatise against heresies, Adversus haereses,
written around 180 to 185 AD (Norbert Brox 1993b, 101) has survived, and
only in a relatively free Latin translation. Only a few scattered fragments
of the original Greek text still exist, but not for most sections discussed
here, so we have to make do with the Latin terms. In this work, Irenaeus
deals with the heresies of the Gnostics, a very diverse and completely
non-uniform current of thought, who take ideas from the most diverse
religions and put them together in a patchwork fashion (Norbert Brox 1993,
8). Thus, the canon of topics in Adversus haereses is also determined by
gnosis and in that respect is not representative of a complete exposition of
Christian doctrine (Norbert Brox 1993, 13).

Irenaeus presupposes the Greek aloga thesis as a matter of course. Thus,
he calls the animals “dumb animals (muta animalia)” (Irenaeus of Lyons,
Adversus haereses 4, 33, 5; 4, 38, 4) and “reasonless animals (animalia
irrationalia)” (Irenaeus of Lyons, Adversus haereses 4, 4, 3; 5, 8, 2). This
denies the animals the two Stoic characteristics of reason: thinking and
speaking. The casualness of the formulations shows that Irenaeus does not
even think of doubting Stoic ontology. For him, its correctness is obvious.

Irenaeus is more reserved where he alludes to the Stoic scala naturae.
While he adopts their classifications unchanged, he nowhere emphasises
the hierarchy implied by the Stoics. Rather, he is concerned with God’s
wise and benevolent provision, which assigns to each creature the quality
suitable for it as well as the optimal place in the house of life of creation:
“In himself according to that which is inexplicable and inscrutable to us,
he predestinatedly made everything as he willed (omnia praedestinans fecit
quemadmodum voluit), and gave to each its place and order and the begin-
ning of its creation (consonantiam et ordinem suum et initium creationis
donans), to the spiritual beings the spiritual and invisible, to the celestials
the celestial, to the angels the angelic, to the animals the animal (animalibus
animalem), to the water-dwellers the water, to the earth-dwellers the earth,

149

[ evsn ]


https://doi.org/10.5771/9783748940289
https://www.nomos-elibrary.de/agb

5 Traces of animal ethics in early Christian literature

and thus he gave to all the suitable constitution (omnibus aptam qualitatis
substantiam). But all things that were made he made by his ineffable
word (infatigabili verbo).” (Irenaeus of Lyons, Adversus haereses 2, 2, 4).
Compared to Philon (chapter 4.2), Irenaeus here stays much closer to the
meaning of the biblical text: The Creator assigns a place to everything, no
creature goes empty-handed, and the characteristics of every living being
are appropriate to its habitat. One can feel the breath of the paradisiacal
state of peace that Gen 1 wants to convey. At the same time, in the last sen-
tence of the quotation, Irenaeus already hints at the Logos of God, Christ,
through whom creation takes place. From the beginning, Christianity reads
Gen 1 against the background of Jn 1—the Old Testament in the light of
the New—and thus foreshadows the Christocentrist underpinning of Stoic
anthropocentrism.

The interpretation of the image of God from Gen 1:26-27, on the other
hand, moves in the ontologising thinking of Hellenism, for Irenaeus sees
it embodied in free will and in the capacity for moral action: “Since,
however, man has free will from the beginning (liberae sententiae ab initio
est homo), just as God has free will, in whose image he was created, so
he [the Apostle] always gives him advice to hold fast that which is good,
which is accomplished in obedience to God.” (Irenaeus of Lyons, Adversus
haereses 4, 37, 4). What is unspoken but implied is the Stoic conviction that
animals have no free will. The image of God in human beings thus consists,
at least in part, in resembling God in the ability to make free decisions of
will.

When interpreting Isaiah’s vision of the peace of all beasts (Is 11:1-9)'8,
on the other hand, Irenaeus, quite in keeping with his Asia Minor origins,
distances himself from an allegorical interpretation and insists on a literal
interpretation: “Now I know well that some try to apply this to those
uncultured people who have become believers from different peoples and
circumstances and now agree with the righteous. But although this now
applies to some people who come to the one conviction of faith from
different peoples, yet at the resurrection of the righteous this also applies to
those animals, for, as I said, rich in everything is God. And when creation is

18 In the interpretations of the peace of creation by the Church Fathers, different
conclusions sometimes become apparent, depending on whether we are dealing with
the protological animal peace in paradise or the eschatological one at the end of days.
These differences, however, concern exclusively dogmatic points of view. They have
no bearing on animal ethics, which is why no stronger distinction is made in the
following.

150

[ evsn ]


https://doi.org/10.5771/9783748940289
https://www.nomos-elibrary.de/agb

5.3 Irenaeus of Lyons

restored, then all animals must obey and submit (obedire et subiecta esse)
to man and return to the first food given them by God, to the fruit of the
earth, just as they were in obedience (in obedientia subiecta) to Adam. By
the way, even now no one can show a lion feeding on straw. But this points
to the size and fatness of the fruit. For if the lion feeds on straw, what
must be the wheat itself, the straw of which serves as food for the lions!”
(Irenaeus of Lyons, Adversus haereses 5, 33, 4).

The abundance of God’s kingdom after resurrection will be so immea-
surable that even the great carnivores like lions will be satisfied with plant
food. Thus, in eternity, all living beings can live together without violence,
without eating each other. And although the hierarchy between humans
and animals is not abolished there either, but the animals must continue to
subordinate themselves to and obey humans, they are nevertheless included
in the resurrection. One can see that Irenaeus rejects the Stoic “dogmas”
(only) where they do not seem to him to be compatible with the Bible.
How he imagines the presence of the animals In the paradisiacal peace
remains in the dark. But in any case, they play a considerable role there:
“Irenaeus should not be understood to propose the personal resurrection of
individual creatures. [...] Nevertheless, Irenaeus’ emphasis on the presence
of animals in the eschatological future is a significant departure from other
patristic thinking”” (Janet E. Spittler 2010, 360-361).

Irenaeus compares, quite in the line of Greek philosophy, those people
who do not control and steer their feelings by reason and do not use their
free will to make a rational decision with the animals who cannot do this
by nature, also doing so once with the idea of the chaff separated from
the wheat from John the Baptist’s sermon on repentance (Mt 3:12): “But
wheat and chaff, which are without life and understanding (inanimalia et
irrationalia exsistentia), became so by nature (naturaliter); but the rational
man (homo rationabilis), by this the image of God, that he can freely
choose and determine himself (liber in arbitrio factus et suae potestatis),
bears in himself the cause, if he once becomes wheat, the other time chaff.
Therefore he will also be justly condemned if, in spite of his understanding,
he has lost his true understanding, and living irrationally (irrationabiliter
vivens), has challenged the justice of God by yielding to all the spirit of
the earth and serving all lusts, according to the words of the prophet who
says: ‘When man was in honour, he did not understand; he became like
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the unintelligent (insipientibus) beasts and became like them’. (Ps 48:13
LXX)Y” (Irenaeus of Lyon, Adversus haereses 4, 4, 3).

Irenaeus presents his interpretation of the narrative of the Fall in Gen
3 in the following sentences: “Irrational (irrationabiles), then, in every
respect, are those who do not wait for the time of growth and attribute
the weakness of their nature to God. These insatiable and ungrateful ones
know neither God nor themselves, if they do not want to be what they
have become first: human beings capable of suffering (homines passionum
capaces); and transgressing the law of the human race, they want, even
before they have become human beings, to be like the Creator God and
to admit no difference between the uncreated God and the now created
human being. More irrational are they than the dumb animals (plus irra-
tionales sunt quam muta animalia). For these do not reproach God for not
having made them men, but each of them gives thanks with what it is for
being” (Irenaeus of Lyons, Adversus haereses 4, 38, 4).

According to Irenaeus, the original human sin consists in not accepting
the weakness and capacity for suffering of one’s own nature and corporeal-
ity, thus denying one’s own creatureliness and wanting to be uncreated,
incorporeal and incapable of suffering, just like God Himself. Later, in
patristic literature, the opposing concepts of pride (superbia) and humility
(humilitas) will be used for this, which do not yet appear in Irenaeus. How-
ever, while animals willingly accept their nature and thank God for it, many
humans do not and are thus “more unreasonable” (plus irrationales) than
animals—a comparative that is strictly logically impossible: you cannot be
more unreasonable than unreasonable. This attribution hits those it refers
to all the harder.

19 This psalm verse is often quoted in the patristic texts. The problem is that it already
undergoes a considerable shift in meaning when it is translated into Greek. In the
Hebrew Ps 49:13, it is said of rich and poor, wise and foolish alike: “But man does
not abide in his splendour; he is like cattle that fall silent” In death, the thought
goes, all are equal: rich and poor, man and cattle. In the Septuagint, the second
half-sentence of Ps 48:13 reads thus, “.. tapoacuvepAr|0n Tolg xTrveawy Toig dvorjtolg
kol wpolwdn avtolg” - “. he resembles the unintelligent cattle and becomes like
them?” In the place of being dumb in death is incomprehensibility in life—a totally
different statement. One can see how the Septuagint Hellenises the Hebrew text:
According to the Stoic conviction, man and animals are precisely not equal to each
other in death, since the soul of man is immortal—a conviction that is unthinkable
in Israel at the time of the Psalms. And it is equally unthinkable for the Psalms to
describe animals as “incomprehensible”.
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A third time, Irenaeus compares people who live irresponsibly and give
in to their desires to reasonless animals: “But those who reject the counsel
of the Spirit, serve the lusts of the flesh, live irrationally, and throw them-
selves unrestrainedly into their desires (carnis autem voluptatibus serviunt
et irrationabiliter vivunt et ineffrenati deiiciuntur in sua desideria), since
they have no breath of the divine Spirit, but live after the manner of swine
and dogs; the apostle rightly calls them carnal, since they know nothing but
carnal things. And the prophets, for the same reason, compare those who
walk so unreasonably to reasonless animals (irrationabilibus animalibus
assimilant eos). [...] For through his own fault ‘he has become like cattle
(assimilatus est iumentis)’ (Ps 48:13 LXX), because he has given himself up
to an unreasonable life. And accordingly, we also say of such people that
they have become reasonless cattle and animal-like! [...] Rightly, then, the
apostle called all these, who, because of their unbelief and opulence, do
not obtain the divine Spirit, and by various characters cast out the Spirit
that makes them alive, and walk unreasonably in their lusts, carnal and
beastly; the prophets called them cattle and wild beasts; custom interprets
them as beasts and reasonless (irrational); the law proclaims them unclean.”
(Irenaeus of Lyons, Adversus haereses 5, 8, 2-3). As in Greek philosophy,
the aloga thesis is interpreted by Irenaeus as an admonition to people to use
their own reason and to live life responsibly. One’s own guilt is more than
clearly emphasized, and the entire Bible (Torah, prophets and writings, as
well as Paul—but not Jesus!) must be used to support the reprehensibility of
“animal behaviour” by humans.

In summary, it can be stated that Irenaeus is the first of the authors
presented here to advocate the aloga thesis without qualification, albeit
predominantly with a moral pedagogical impetus. The Latin translation,
however, is very free at this point. The fact that the Greek dAoya is
rendered with the Latin “irrationalia” and not (imitating the alpha priva-
tivum) with “arationalia” is correct, since the prefix “in-“ corresponds to the
“a-“ privativum and the term “arationalis” does not exist in Latin. However,
in “adversus haereses” “irrationabilia” is used more often, literally “those
who are not capable of reason”, which corresponds to the Stoic intention,
but is an interpretation and not an exact translation. The writings of the
Latin Stoa used in chapter 3.5 do not include this terminology. In terms of
content, the classification as “irrationabilis” means for Irenaeus, in line with
Paul and the Stoa, above all to abandon oneself to one’s own desires and
feelings. Whereas animals, in his view, cannot do otherwise, in humans it is
a free, albeit irresponsible, decision.
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Although Irenaeus consistently and clearly advocates the aloga thesis,
he is more reserved with regard to the hierarchy between humans and
animals. In any case, he receives the Stoic scala naturae without its steep
gradient of values. The Bishop of Lyons, referring to Is 11, furthermore
can only imagine eternity with the inclusion of all creatures. He resolutely
rejects an allegorical interpretation of the text. Above all, however, there is
no trace of Stoic anthropocentrism in him. One senses that Irenaeus wants
to hold on to the animal-friendliness of the Bible within the framework of
Greek ontology.

The Epideixis, the exposition of the apostolic proclamation mentioned by
Eusebius of Caesarea (Historia ecclesiastica 5, 26), has also only survived in
a single Armenian manuscript discovered in Yerevan in 1904 (Norbert Brox
1993a, 23-24). In terms of diction and content, however, it is so typical of
Irenaeus that it can be regarded as authentic. It is a summary of Adversus
haereses, which was written after these five books (Norbert Brox 1993a, 24)
and a kind of “catechism of early Christianity” (Norbert Brox 1993a, 27).
Therefore, it will be briefly examined for its passages relevant to our topic.

First of all, it is striking that in the Epideixis, unlike in Adversus haereses,
Irenaeus interprets the vision of the peace of creation in Is 11 allegorically.
The prophet thus indicates “in a symbolic way that people of very different
descent gather together in unity and peace through the name of Christ.
This is the assembly of the righteous, who are likened to oxen and lambs
and kids, because they do no harm to anyone, whereas in former times
they were like wild beasts by their extortions, both men and women, so
that some of them became like wolves and lions, since they robbed the
weak and made war with their own kind; but the women like panthers
and vipers, who by deadly poisons or by their lusts (?) were even able
to kill their loved ones. Gathered together in the one name, they adopt
right customs by the grace of God, changing their wild and crude nature.
Which is what has happened now?” (Irenaeus of Lyons, Epideixis 61). Here,
Irenaeus apparently adapts to the mainstream, which he had previously
explicitly opposed.

Otherwise, however, he sticks to his animal-friendly positions, for in
the Epideixis he also advocates formal anthropocentrics without material
anthropocentrism: “As the image of God, created man was placed on earth.
[..] Now he was free and independent, having been created by God to rule
over all those who are on earth” (Irenaeus of Lyons, Epideixis 11). This is a
very restrained interpretation of the image of God from Gen 1:26-27.
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The animal theological highlight of the Epideixis, however, is the inter-
pretation of the Flood narrative. For Irenaeus, the starting point is the
irrevocable community of fate between humans and animals: “And since
destruction overtook all, both humans and animals that were on earth,
only what was protected in the ark remained alive” (Irenaeus of Lyons,
Epideixis 19). This leads him to a statement that must be unique for the
entire time of the Fathers. Indeed, Irenaeus explicitly emphasises that the
Noahide covenant applies to all living creatures: “But after the Flood, God
decreed a covenant with the whole world, especially with all living creatures
and human beings, so that all the growth of the earth would no longer be
spoiled by a flood.” (Irenaeus of Lyons, Epideixis 22). I have not found a
comparable statement anywhere else in the texts examined here.

5.4 Clement of Alexandria

Titus Flavius Clemens, or Clement of Alexandria for short (c. 150-c. 215
AD), provides more extensive, though not yet consistent, systematisation of
Christian thought. Biographically, we know relatively little about him. Born
into a Greek milieu, he received a good Middle Platonic education, but later
converted to Christianity. In Alexandria, where he stayed for the longest
time of his life, he also became acquainted with the Stoa. The important
Jewish community of Alexandria, on the other hand, had already largely
perished during the revolt in the years 115 to 117 AD, and Clement did
not get to know them. He taught at a Christian school in Alexandria until
around 202, before leaving the metropolis for unknown reasons.

With his writings, Clement made a decisive contribution to the Christian
reception of Greek philosophy and to the adoption of Platonic and Stoic
elements in the Christian doctrinal edifice that was forming at this time.
Despite his different religious affiliation, he was strongly oriented towards
the earlier Alexandrian Philon. His three main works, which will be anal-
ysed below, are: the Protrepticus, an exhortation to interested pagans about
Christianity as the true philosophy, the Paedagogus, which directly follows
the Protrepticus, in which Christ is presented to the already baptised as
the true teacher for a good life (including a very conscious diet), and
the Stromateis, a mixed collection of philosophical aphorisms, the deeper
truths of which, according to Clement, only Christians can recognise.

First of all, the interpretation of the animal ethical norms of the Torah,
which is surprisingly strongly oriented towards Philon’s treatise De vir-
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tutibus, is striking. The five commandments referred to there are discussed
in exactly the same order, which does not correspond to the Bible. Clement
fully adopts Philon’s logic that mercy towards animals also teaches mercy
towards humans and consequently allows the analogy and the argument
a minori ad maius. However, he expands and deepens the argumentation.
Pythagoras, as Clement introduces, took his explanations on mercy with
animals from the Torah, which establishes the following commandments:

- “When an ox, a sheep or a goat is born, the young one shall stay with its
mother for seven days.” (Lev 22:27; cf. Philon, De virtutibus 25, 126-133).
On this point Clement elaborates, “In any case, the law commanded to
abstain from immediate use, even for the purpose of sacrifice, in the
case of the animals newly born in the flocks of sheep, goats, and cattle,
both for the sake of the young and their mothers (¢x yovéwv te €vexa
Kal untépwv). In this way, beginning from below with the reasonless ani-
mals, it wished gradually to educate towards mildness [...] For if nothing
happens without a definite purpose, and milk flows to the mothers after
birth for the nourishment of the young, nature disregards (&tipélet tnv
@Vow) whoever deprives the newborn of the care offered to it by milk.
So the Greeks, and all who otherwise find fault with the law, ought to
be ashamed, since, while the latter shows clemency even in the case of
reasonless animals, they even abandon human offspring, although the
law, by the precept just stated, since ancient times prophetically wanted
to restrain them from cruelty. For if it forbids the young of reasonless
animals (GAoya {@a) to be separated from their mothers before they
have been suckled, much more, where men are concerned, does it seek to
influence in advance the brutal and unruly nature of the senses, so that
they may listen, if not to nature, at least to instruction.” (Clement, Stro-
mateis 2, 18, 92). First of all, Clement holds that the purpose of the Torah
is to spare animals—the offspring as well as the mother. It has intrinsic
moral value. Secondly—and here Clement turns a Stoic argument against
the Stoa—anyone who separates mother and offspring before weaning
disregards the nature of animals. While the Stoa applies the maxim of
living according to nature to human nature alone, Clement broadens its
scope and also considers the nature of animals to be normative. Finally,
taking this animal ethical commandment of the Torah as a starting point,
he criticises the generally accepted Greek practice of child abandonment
by analogy and the argument a minori ad maius. If they do not listen to
the voice of nature, they should at least respect the Torah’s instruction!
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- “You shall not slaughter an ox or a sheep or a goat on the same day as its
young.” (Lev 22:28; cf. Philon, De virtutibus 26, 134-140). Here, Clement
refers to exactly the same analogy as Philon, namely the sparing of a
pregnant woman condemned to death until the birth of the child. And
he concludes, “Thus the law extended its clemency (émewrc) even to
the reasonless animals, so that we might exercise clemency on those who
are not of the same nature (&vopoyevég) as us, and then to a far higher
degree exercise philanthropy (@thavBpwia) against those like ourselves
(opoyevég)” (Clement, Stromateis 2, 18, 93). From the Greek terms, it
can be seen that Clement confines philanthropy to human beings as an
enhancement of clemency, as is also in keeping with the etymology of the
term. Philon had used the two terms equally for humans and animals.

— “You shall not boil a kid in its mother’s milk.” (Dt 14:21b; cf. Philon, De
virtutibus 26, 142-144). Going beyond Philon, Clement cites an example
from Plutarch of a practice that contradicts the biblical commandment.
And he justifies the Torah’s commandment with the natural purpose of
milk: “For food intended for the living shall not, it is said, become the
seasoning of the slaughtered animal, and that which is intended for the
preservation of life shall not be used in the eating of the dead body”
(Clement, Stromateis 2, 18, 94). Respect for the mother animal, which
is the original aim of the Torah commandment, is not addressed by
Clement.

- “You shall not muzzle the ox for threshing.” (Dt 25:4; cf. Philon, De
virtutibus 27, 145). This commandment is also relatively briefly justified,
this time by reversing the analogy by invoking justice: “for the labourer
too shall receive his deserved wages (Lk 10:7; Mt 10:10)” (Clement,
Stromateis 2, 18, 94).

- “You shall not harness an ox and an ass together to the plough.” (Dt
22:10; cf. Philon, De virtutibus 27, 146-147). Here, Clement takes his cue
entirely from Philon. The weak animal is to be protected, just like the
weak man, namely the unclean, the goy (Clement, Stromateis 2, 18, 94).
Again, it is a question of justice.

In comparison with Philon, Clement expands the argumentation consider-
ably. The animal-friendliness of the Torah is just as unquestionable for
him as the analogy to human-friendliness. This is also shown in his inter-
pretation of Mt 6:26, where Jesus emphasises God’s care for the animals.
Clement writes: “No one, however, is poor in necessities, and never is a
man completely forgotten. For it is one, God, who feeds all that flies and
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all that swims, and in a word the reasonless living creatures (GAoya {®a);
neither do they lack the least thing, though they do not provide for their
food. But we are worth more (apetvoug) than they, because we are their
masters (x0ptot), and are nearer to God, because we are more understand-
ing (cweppovéatepot).” (Clement, Paedagogus 2, 1, 14). As with Jesus, and
by analogy with the interpretation of the animal ethical commandments of
the Torah, the argument a minori ad maius also appears here. However, the
designation of humans as “masters” over animals, which is supplemented
by the comparative “more understanding”, is surprising. In order to justify
the higher value of human beings, there would be no need to refer to the
relationship of dominion. Jesus, in any case, does not do this.

Like Neo-Platonism and Neo-Pythagoreanism, Clement is very critical
of meat-eating, but without, like Tatian, elevating abstinence from meat to
a general duty: “It is good not to eat meat or drink wine’ (Rom 14:21),
therefore he [Paul] himself says, and likewise Pythagoras with his followers.
For this is more fitting for animals; and since the exhalation thereof is
more impure, it darkens the soul. However, one does not sin if he also
eats such food, only he should do it with moderation and not consider it
indispensable or become dependent on it, and must not be greedy for the
flesh; for otherwise a voice will sound to him saying, ‘Do not destroy the
work of God for the sake of a food!” (Rom 14:20).” (Clement, Paedagogus 2,
1, 11). Clement here abbreviates the original meaning in Paul, who, as seen
above (chapter 4.3.2), only rpoblematizes the consumption of non-kosher
meat, demands consideration for the “weak” and has not the slightest
interest in the animals that are killed. Clement, on the other hand, reflects
on the consumption of meat itself and, citing Pythagoras, pleads for great
restraint, for he considers it not in accordance with human nature: “Nor
[...] must we take too much meat for ourselves; for man is by nature
(pvoet) not a glutton (dWopdyog), but an eater of bread (otto@dyog) (cf.
Xenophon, Memorabilia II1 14, 2-3)” (Clement, Paedagogus 2, 7, 55).

Like Philon, Clement resolutely opposes the Egyptian animal cults and
their theriomorphism: “Be convinced that these words are told to you on the
basis of divine inspiration: ‘Do not think that stones are sacred (iepa), and
trees, and birds, and serpents, but men are not!” (Plato, Minos 319 A). On
the contrary, consider men truly sacred, but animals and stones for what
they are! For truly pitiful and unhappy men think that God speaks through
a raven or a jackdaw, but through a man is silent; and the raven they hold
in honour as a messenger of God, but the man of God they persecute,
though he does not cry or squawk like a raven, but, as I think, speaks
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reasonably” (Clement, Protrepticus 10, 104). Hidden in this text is again an
argument a minori ad maius (this time negative): if one already considers
non-human beings sacred, one should consider human beings all the more
sacred. And unlike Jesus, who regards the argument as self-evident and
does not substantiate it further, Clement hints at a rationale: the reasonable
speech of God-like man.

With regard to the abilities of animals, it is striking on the one hand that
Clement, citing Plato, attributes language to them. Plato “believes that even
the reasonless animals have language (81dAext0g), which animals belonging
to the same species understand” (Clement, Stromateis 1, 21, 143). In detail
Clement proves his thesis with scientific observations on elephants, scorpi-
ons and fish. On the other hand, he affirms that animals by their nature
do not possess knowledge of God: “Now as we do not compel the horse to
plough, nor the bull to hunt, but use every animal for what it is naturally
suited, so we justly call man, who is created for the contemplation of
heaven, and is in truth a ‘heavenly plant’ (putov 0Opdviov, Plato, Timaeus
90 A), to the knowledge of God (yvioig tod Beod); having recognised
what is his own, what is exclusive and what is peculiar compared with all
other creatures (10 oikelov adToD kal ¢5ailpeTov Kol IBWPATIKOV TOPX TOL
ara {da), we advise him to acquire godliness as a provision sufficient
for eternity” (Clement, Protrepticus 10, 100). The knowledge of God, then,
is the most intrinsically human thing, which Clement assigns to man as
exclusively as possible by means of three adjectives. One of them would
have sufficed—this series of three signals the highest importance of this
assignment.

After all, animals do not possess reason either—they therefore rightly
bear the designation as aloga. But for Clement this is no reason for false
self-assurance, for unreasonable people are much worse than reasonless
animals: “Truly the animals (Bnpia) are happier than people caught in
error; like you they dwell in ignorance, but they do not hypocritically
pretend to possess the truth. There are no clans of flatterers among them;
the fishes are not superstitious; the birds do no idolatry; only the sky do
they marvel at, because they have not been dignified with reason (Aéyoq)
and therefore cannot know God. And so you are not ashamed that you
have made yourselves more unreasonable than the reasonless animals (tév
AAGYywV opig aTOVG AAOYWTEPOUG TETOLNKOTEG), having worn yourselves
out in godlessness through so many ages?” (Clement, Protrepticus 10, 108).
The comparative dAoywtépoug is striking, for strictly speaking “more rea-
sonless than reasonless” is an impossibility. Like Irenaeus with the “plus
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irrationalis”, Clement deliberately accepts this paradox in order to make
clear the drama of a form of behaviour in which people do not use their
abilities of cognition and insight. As a collateral benefit, the irrationality of
animals is thus somewhat defused—they are better off than unreasonable
humans. Later we will see that Origen omits the comparative and equates
the unreasonable humans with the unreasonable animals. For the animals,
this clearly means a deterioration.

Clement first interprets the image of God in man from Gen 1:26-27 in
the light of the fertility blessing that follows in Gen 1:28—without consid-
ering that animals also receive it: “And in this respect man becomes an
image of God, inasmuch as a man helps to generate a man.” (Clement,
Paedagogus 2, 10, 83). Then, however, he joins the line of interpretation
that we first found (still without Christological deepening) in Alexandrian
Diaspora Judaism: “Image of God’ is his Logos; but image of the Logos
is the true man, the spirit (volg) in man, of whom it is therefore said
that he was created ‘in the image and likeness of God’, who through
thinking (pp6vnoic) in his heart became like the divine Logos and thereby
reasonable (Aoywkdg).” (Clement, Protrepticus 10, 98). And elsewhere: “For
understanding (voepdg) is the word of God, and accordingly the image
of the Spirit (tod vod eixoviouds) is manifested in man alone, just as
the good man according to his soul is God-like and divine (Bgoe1d1ig kol
Beoeikelog), and on the other hand God is man-like (GvBpwmoeidnc).
For the constitution (£idog) of each is the spirit (voig), and by it we are
characterised” (Clement, Stromateis 6, 9, 72). Here, Clement plays on the
Greek word &ido¢, which is also contained in the two complementary terms
God-like and man-like. The likeness between God and man is established
by the endowment of the Spirit and mediated by the Logos, that is, Christ.
Again, we encounter the close connection between anthropocentrism and
Christocentrism, which is beginning to take shape in outlines.

The exclusive endowment of humans with reason and knowledge of
God, however, has a drastic consequence in Clement: the exclusive attribu-
tion of immortality to humans. “Come to me, that you may be classed
under one God and the one Logos of God, and not only have something in
advance of the reasonless animals through your reason (Adyoq); rather, of
all mortals (Bvnt@v) I grant it to you alone to enjoy the fruit of immortality
(aBavaaia). For I will, yea, I will also make you partakers of this grace, and
give you the consummation of the benefit, incorruption (&gpBapaoia); and
the Logos I give you, the knowledge of God (yv@oig tob Be0?), perfectly
I give you myself” (Clement, Protrepticus 12, 120). The self-gift of God,
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the idea goes, is only possible through reason, as an intellectual gift. And
it establishes immortality, which cannot exist without knowledge of God.
This Stoic thesis, that reasonable humans will see eternity, but reasonless
animals will not, appears here for the first time in early Christian literature.
It continues to have an intense effect right up to the present day.

Finally, methodologically it is striking that in Clement the allegorical
interpretation of animals increases significantly, predominantly as images
for negative behaviour and aspirations in man. Thus, he interprets Jesus’
cohabitation with wild animals in Mk 1:13 as follows: “He [Christ] alone
among all who ever lived tamed the wildest beasts (6np{a), men, both birds,
which are the reckless, and creeping animals, which are the deceitful, and
lions, which are the irascible, and swine, which are the lustful, and wolves,
which are the rapacious. But stone and wood are the unreasonable; yea,
even more unfeeling than stone is a man sunk in folly. [...] See what the
new song accomplished: men it made of stones, men of beasts” (Clement,
Protrepticus 1, 4).

In Paedagogus in particular, animals are portrayed as lustful and vora-
cious. All raw desires are seen in them, and people are compared to them
who cannot control their passions: “.. no longer reasonable (Aoyikog) is
he who has erred against reason (6 moapa Adyov apoptavwv), rather a
reasonless beast, given over to desires, ridden by all lusts (@npiov &¢
81 aloyov, Exootov emBupiolg, ® Tdom emikddnvton ndovar)” (Clement,
Paedagogus 1, 13, 102). “Other men live in order to eat, as indeed do the
reasonless animals (dAoya {®a), for whom life (Biog) is nothing but their
stomach; but we, according to the admonition of the Educator, ought to eat
in order to live. For our purpose in life is not food, and our purpose in
life is not pleasure; rather, for the purpose of our remaining on this earth,
that the Logos may educate to incorruption (ap8apaia), food is admitted.”
(Clement, Paedagogus 2, 1, 1). A few paragraphs further on, the comparison
is intensified by comparing the immoderately gluttonous with creepers,
the lowest animals according to the view of the time: “People who for the
delight of their stomachs give up reason (Adyog) or friendship (¢iAia) or
even life (7)), who crawl on their bellies, animals in the likeness of men
(Onplo avdpeixera), ..” (Clement, Paedagogus 2,1, 7).

In summary, a contradictory picture emerges: on the one hand, Clement
continues to emphasise the animal-friendliness of the Torah, which he,
like Philon, places in analogy to human-friendliness. Also, as far as the
consumption of meat is concerned, his restraint shows a certain closeness
to the animal-friendly positions of the Neo-Platonists and Neo-Pythagore-
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ans. In this line, Clement finally even recognises the ability of animals to
speak. On the other hand, as far as reason and knowledge of God are
concerned, he deepens and intensifies the binary view of the Stoa: while
animals do not possess these two gifts, they are given to humans—and
in this their being an image of God is revealed. This is also the basis of
their exclusive immortality, an idea that appears here for the first time but
will accompany Christianity for two millennia. Even if anthropocentrism
is still not explicitly advocated, the way is increasingly paved for it. Finally,
the gloomy animal allegorism, which equates animals with uncontrolled
desires, will also cast a long shadow. This will already become apparent
with the next Alexandrian, Origen (chapter 5.6).

5.5 Tertullian

Quintus Septimius Florens Tertullianus (c. 160-220 AD) lived almost at
the same time as Clement, but in Carthage and thus in the western, Latin
half of the Roman Empire. He had an extensive literary, philosophical and
juridical education and was married to a Christian woman. Towards the
end of the 2nd century, he converted to Christianity and composed at least
31 theological writings. Since the persecution of North African Christians
under Emperor Septimius Severus (193-211 AD), these had increasingly
focused on apologies in defence of Christianity against external attacks.
Tertullian’s philosophical basis was largely Stoic—considerably more so
than that of the authors presented above. As the first important writer of
the Western Church, he shaped the Latin key concepts of theology for a
long time.

Only a few passages in his work deal with animals. Once, Tertullian
refers to the widespread conviction in ancient philosophy that animals,
in case of illness, know about the herbal remedies that can help them
recover, and gives some examples of this (Tertullian, De paenitentia 12). At
one point, Gen 1:26-27 is also interpreted when it says in a subordinate
clause: “man himself, the work and image of God, the possessor of the
whole universe (ipsum hominem, opus et imaginem dei, totius universitatis
possessorem)” (Tertullian, De spectaculis 2, 12). For the first time, the
term “possessor” appears here, which later gains such great importance
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in René Descartes’ interpretation of Gen 1:26-28%0. But these issues are
not particularly important to Tertullian, so that it remains with the short
subordinate clause.

The Carthaginian deals more intensively with the doctrine of creation,
especially with regard to two topics. The first is the doctrine of the transmi-
gration of souls. Interestingly, for him the core problem is not the migration
of the soul from a human body into an animal body, but the migration from
the body of one individual into that of another individual. The soul is very
specifically organised for a certain living being and cannot possibly exist in
another. Each soul is unique and perfectly created for the equally unique
body in which it dwells. According to the species-specific nature (natura),
there could be a similarity between different individuals, but not according
to individual substance (substantia) (Tertullian, De anima 32). A transmi-
gration of souls is therefore unthinkable. Tertullian thus proves that one
can effectively refute the doctrine of the transmigration of souls without
disparaging animals. One does not even have to use the idea that a human
rational soul migrates into an irrational animal in order to recognise the
problematic nature of the doctrine of the transmigration of souls. It is quite
sufficient to perceive the soul as part of creaturely individuality. With this
much more fundamental categorisation, Tertullian is able to undermine the
doctrine of transmigration considerably more sustainably.

The second theme, in which the doctrine of creation plays a role,
is Tertullian’s dispute with Markion or with the Markionites. Markion
(around 85, presumably in Sinope/ Province of Pontus-around 160) was
initially a successful shipowner before he went to Rome around 140 and
joined the Catholic community there. In 144, he broke with this commu-
nity and founded his own church. Its core elements include distancing
itself from Judaism, clear, easily understandable dualism between good and
evil, and rigorous asceticism, including a general commitment to celibacy
and sexual abstinence (Volker Lukas 2015, 7-8). In connection with this,
Markion postulates a fundamental contrast between the good, merciful
God of the New Testament and the ruthless, strict God of the Old Testa-
ment. Consequently, for him the Old Testament does not belong to the
Holy Scriptures of Christianity. Despite some overlaps with Gnosticism,
Markion is not a Gnostic in the full sense of the word (Volker Lukas 2015,

20 Science and technology make us “comme maitres et possesseurs de la nature”—“like
masters and possessors of nature” (René Descartes 1637, Discours de la méthode
VI,2).
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10-13). Nevertheless, his community was remarkably successful and spread
rapidly, also to North Africa.

For this reason, Tertullian has to deal with the Markionites. Around 203
he wrote his extensive work Adversus Marcionem (Volker Lukas 2015, 19).
Tertullian evaluates Markionite dualism, which goes hand in hand with a
devaluation of the material and corporeal, as disrespect for the Creator and
his creatures and calls on Markion to respect animals and their Creator:
“But inasmuch as you want to have your mockery of the little animals (ani-
malia minutiora), whom the greatest artist (maximus artifex) has purposely
so abundantly endowed with skill and power, teaching that great things are
revealed in the humble, much as, according to the words of the Apostle,
virtue is revealed in weakness, do once imitate, if you can, the houses of
bees, the tunnels of ants, the webs of spiders, the weavings of silkworms;
endure and withstand, if you can, the small animals that find themselves
in your bed and home, the venom of wasps, the sting of flies, the buzzing
and biting of mosquitoes. How will you fare with the larger animals, since
you already experience from the small ones partly advantages and partly
disadvantages, so that you cannot despise the Creator even in the small (ut
nec in modicis despicias Creatorem)?” (Tertullian, Adversus Marcionem 1,
14, 1-2). Here a typical train of thought becomes visible, which is found in
many Church Fathers: It is precisely in the smallest creatures that the great
God can be recognised and marvelled at particularly well, because despite
their tininess, these animals have so many wonderful skills.

However, Tertullian defends the Old Testament not only on the basis
of its Creation narratives, but also on the basis of the Torah, which he
regards as outstanding evidence of man’s special position. Here we are with
the Greek philosophers, who regard man’s capacity for justice and morality
as proof of his superiority. At the same time, Tertullian wants to hold on
to the goodness (bonitas) of the Old Testament and contradicts the thesis
of the vengeful, punishing Old Testament God: “The goodness [of God]
places man at the head of everything, which he should enjoy and master
and even name (bonitas praefecit universis fruendis atque regnandis, etiam
cognominandis) [..] Even the law [of the Torah], which you accuse so
vehemently, which you so tug at in controversy, is enacted by goodness
(bonitas), which counsels man to adhere to God, lest he appear as free
as he is cast out. He would then resemble his own servants, the rest of
the animals (aequandus famulis suis, ceteris animalibus), who are without
connection with God, spurned by Him, left to themselves. But he alone,
as man, should have the glory, alone be deemed worthy to receive a law
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from God, and as a rational creature, capable of knowledge and science
(animal rationale intellectus et scientiae capax), should also be held in
bounds by rational freedom (libertate rationali) itself, subject to him who
had subjected everything to him (ei subiectus qui subiecerat illi omnia).
(Tertullian, Adversus Marcionem 2, 4, 4-6).

Here Tertullian goes far into Stoic waters. According to him, the distinc-
tion of man above all creatures is shown in his capacity for justice and
morality, knowledge (also of God), science and freedom of will. He regards
animals, on the other hand, as separate from God because they do not
possess all these abilities. By virtue of his reason in cognition and decision-
making, man stands between God and non-human living beings, subject to
the one and master of the other. Tertullian defends the Stoic scala naturae
here, invoking the Torah in which he believes it is evident—here he will
have had in mind the dominion mandate from Gen 1:28.

Even if Tertullian’s doctrine of creation remains very fragmentary and
is certainly not one of the core impulses of his work, it is more strongly
influenced by stoic anthropocentrism than anything we have read so far
from the early theologians. And as if it were the greatest matter of course,
he obviously invokes the Old Testament Creation narratives. On the basis
of his gift of reason and by virtue of divine commission, everything is
subject to man; he is the “owner” of the universe. With Tertullian, Christian
anthropocentrism clearly comes to the fore.

5.6 Origen

Origen (185 Alexandria-253/254, probably in Tyros) came from a wealthy,
Christian Alexandrian family. His mother was presumably of Egyptian
descent, while his father Leonides was a Roman citizen (Alfons Fiirst 2011,
47 and 51). Leonides was killed in 202 in the North African persecution of
Christians under Emperor Septimius Severus (193-211). The family was left
impoverished, their property confiscated by the state. Thereupon, a woman
of the Alexandrian upper class financed Origen’s education (Eusebius of
Caesarea, Church History 6, 2).

Origen was thus, unlike most theologians of his time, ocialized as a
Christian from his youth. Due to his high qualifications, he was soon ap-
preciated as a teacher of asceticism and therefore gave up teaching grammar
in order to teach Christian philosophy and theology, but was nevertheless
“a theological lateral thinker of distinction who caused offence even dur-
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ing his lifetime” (Eberhard Schockenhoff 2012, 46). Some of his students
were imprisoned, and Origen accompanied them pastorally to martyrdom.
After the end of the persecution of Christians in 210, Bishop Demetrius of
Alexandria entrusted him with public instruction in Christian philosophy,
“the first and greatest lay theologian of the Church” (Eberhard Schocken-
hoff 2012, 47). Origen developed intensive travelling activity, among others
to Rome, Athens, Caesarea and Palestine. Because of a conflict with Bishop
Demetrius, he left Alexandria around 231/232 and settled permanently in
Caesarea. In the meantime, ordained as a priest, he ran a house church
there. He preached daily on a biblical text, wrote biblical commentaries
and engaged in fruitful exchange with the rabbis of the Jewish community.
Origen was one of the few early Christian theologians who understood
some Hebrew and also read the original text of the Bible with the help
of Greek translations. During the Cyprianic plague, he was called upon to
sacrifice to Apollo, as are all citizens of the Roman Empire. Because of his
refusal to do so, he was imprisoned and tortured, and after his release he
presumably died as a result of the ordeal.

Most of Origen’s works have not survived in the original Greek, but only
in a Latin translation by the monk Rufinus of Aquileia (ca. 345-411/412).
Many have been completely destroyed by his opponents. Three are relevant
to our question: ITept dpy@v/ De principiis is a kind of Christian dogmatics
written by Origen “probably in the early twenties” in Alexandria (Herwig
Gorgemanns/ Heinrich Karpp 1985, 6). The other two works were written
in Caesarea, namely his sermons on the Book of Genesis around 245 and
Contra Celsum, a defence of Christianity against Kelsos, whom we have
already met (chapter 3.6.4), around 248.

Philosophically, Origen represents a Middle Platonic world view. “At
the time of Origen, this school of thought had already integrated Stoic
thought” (Agnethe Siquans 2016, 58), including above all anthropocentrism
and the perception of animals as aloga (Max Pohlenz 1959, 449; Agnethe
Siquans 2016, 59). Although animals are ensouled, they are at the bottom
of the hierarchical scala naturae, especially creeping and aquatic animals.
Origen, on the other hand, takes the method of his biblical interpretation
from Paul and Philon (Agnethe Siquans 2016, 55), i.e. from the tradition
of Hellenistic Diaspora Judaism. In addition to the literal interpretation
of the biblical text “secundum litteram”, there is also a spiritual symbolic
interpretation “secundum allegoriam”, as in Clement of Alexandria (Maria
Di Pasquale Barbanti 2003, 85-94). In fact, the latter gained an enormous
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preponderance, while the former disappeared almost entirely. This had
serious consequences for the perception of animals.

5.6.1 About the beginnings

In his systematic-theological treatise “De principiis’, Origen presents his view
of the world order strictly hierarchically from top to bottom. First, he talks
about God the Father, Son and Spirit, then about rational beings and their
moral capacity. This brings him to his core concern: A virtuous life, which
is impossible for reasonless beings, but commanded for rational beings and
the basis for reward and punishment (Origen, De principiis 1, 5, 2). Even
spiritual beings, when they sin, “can, by virtue of their depravity, be bound
to the coarse body of the reasonless cattle” (Origen, De principiis 1, 5, 5).
Already here, one can see that Origen counts corporeality as something
animal and evaluates it negatively.

The second book of De principiis t’en d’als with the levels arranged
under human beings, namely animals, habitats and plants (Origen, De
principiis 2, 1, 1; cf. also 2, 9, 3). Stoic teleology is echoed here: The entire
cosmos with all creatures is created only for the sake of rational beings. Fur-
thermore, Origen interprets diversity in a good Platonic way as something
that has been split. This is not wanted and must be brought back to unity
through a process of return.

Origen then arrives at his main topic, the doctrine of the soul. For his
thesis that all animals are animate beings, he cites the Bible, where Gen
1:20,24 tells of the creation of “animate beings” and Lev 17:14 describes the
blood as the soul of all living things. On the other hand, he refers to a
conceptual analysis according to which animate beings are those that have
senses and drives. Philosophy and the Bible were therefore in complete
agreement on this question (Origen, De principiis 2, 8, 1).

But if animals, like humans, have a soul, what distinguishes them? Ori-
gen classically interprets the soul as a certain principle of movement from
within. Inanimate objects are moved only from without, animate ones
also from within, for they bring forth an idea, and this is an impulse.
Animals produce this idea “naturally”: “Of everything that moves, some
have the cause of movement in itself; others are moved only from without
[...] Inanimate objects move from without themselves, animate ones from
within themselves. From itself, namely, the animate moves when an idea
(povtacio) arises which gives rise to a drive (oppr}); and again, in some
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living beings, ideas arise which give rise to a drive when the power of
imagination (@Uowg @avtacTiky) arouses the drive according to a plan”
(Origen, De principiis 3, 1, 2). Origen cites the web-building of a spider and
the honeycomb-building of bees as examples of this.

Unlike animals, however, humans also possess a critical filter that checks
the impulse generated by imagination for reasonableness and morality:
“The rational being, however, in addition to the power of imagination, has
reason, which judges ideas (To pévtot Aoyikév {hov ko Adyov éxet Tpog )
QovTaoTIKY QUOEL, ToV kpivovta Tdg povtaciog) and rejects some, adopts
others, so that the living being may be guided by them. Further, since rea-
son has the faculty of discerning between good and evil, by virtue of which,
from deliberation, we choose good and avoid evil, so we are to be praised
if we devote ourselves to the practice of good; to be censured if we do the
contrary. It is not to be overlooked that the majority of the natural force
diffused through the universe is in some way, though in varying degrees, in
living beings. [...] The fact that this or that reproach from outside awakens
this or that idea in us is admittedly not up to us: but the judgement whether
we wish to apply the given in this way or in another is, after all, solely a
matter for the reason in us (&v fpiv Adyov éotiv), which, on account of the
causes lying in it, leads us to those impulses which prompt us towards the
beautiful and appropriate (Tpog TaG €Tl TO KAAOV TPOKAAOVPEVOG KOL TO
kaBfjkov Oppdg), or misleads us towards the opposite path” (Origen, De
principiis 3, 1, 3).

The fact that a certain external stimulus awakens a certain idea in a
living being is natural and is out of its control. And the fact that the natural
force that awakens this idea and, through it, the corresponding drive, is
differently pronounced in human and animal creatures is also not their
fault. The power of judgement, on the other hand, which is based on
reason, is in principle possessed by every human being and can therefore
relate to inner ideas and drives. Yes, the power of judgement even develops
“legal and moral drives”, thus pushing man towards the good. According to
Origen and the entire Greek mainstream philosophy, this is precisely what
distinguishes humans from animals.

Consequently, a person who does not bring their reason to bear is similar
to an animal: “But if the soul has not turned to the spirit and becomes
one with it, but still clings to the body and thinks of carnal things, it is
[...] similar to an animal (animali similis).” (Origen, De principiis 3, 4, 3).
As usual in Platonism, Origen interprets “the soul as the middle between
two conflicting laws, which can conform either to the higher principle of its
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existence, the vedpa, or to the lower, the adp€” (Christian Hengstermann
2016, 94 citing Origen, Commentarius in epistulam ad Romanos 1, 7). Man,
who is placed between God and animals in the hierarchy of being, is to
follow the spiritual in order to be God’s likeness, not the corporeal, which
would make him an animal. “Where man does not follow the ‘law of the
spirit’ [...] but abandons himself to the ‘drives’ of the soul, which he has in
common with the animal [...], his movement is not that of a man, not a
self-determined ‘movement through himself” or ‘self-movement’, but the in-
stinct-steered ‘movement of himself” of the animal. In contrast, it is a matter
of offering the animal in the human [...] in a ‘life according to the word, as
it were, as a sacrifice” (Christian Hengstermann 2016, 105 in interpretation
of Homiliae in Leviticum 2,2). Origen like the Stoic tradition does not
speak of “instinct-driven”, but of “natural”. Biology has also abandoned the
instinct theory since the middle of the 20th century, because “instinct” was
only a black box for processes in the brain as long as its functional mech-
anisms were not known. Apart from that, however, Hengstermann aptly
characterises the horror image of animalisation of the soul conjured up in
De principiis and “especially in the Homilies” (Christian Hengstermann
2016, 104). At the same time, he suggests that Origen also interprets the Old
Testament animal sacrifices allegorically: man should sacrifice the animal
within himself in order to live rationally.

The interpretation of Gen 1:26-27 is also to be placed in this context.
Origen interprets the statement of the Greek Bible that God creates man
in his image and likeness as follows: Man has been the image (£idog) of
God since his creation. Likeness (opoiwatg), literally becoming like, is the
potential that man must realise himself through a virtuous life. His primor-
dial image for this is the Logos, Christ Himself. Thus, the opoiwoig 6ed is
“the highest good to which the rational nature as a whole aspires” (Origen,
De principiis 3, 6, 1; cf. Christian Hengstermann 2016, 96). According to
Origen, the Greek philosophers would have recognised this from the Bible
without naming its source.

5.6.2 The Homilies on Genesis
The second group of texts of importance for our topic are the homilies on
Genesis. They were delivered in Caesarea around 245 AD in a relatively late

phase of his life. A total of sixteen homilies have survived. “They probably
represent only a section of an originally much larger number of homilies”
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(Peter Habermehl 2011, 7). While the Abraham cycle (Gen 12-25) has been
preserved in its entirety, only two exemplary homilies each have survived
from the prehistory cycle (Gen 1-11) and the Jacob-Joseph cycle (Gen 26-
50) (Peter Habermehl 2011, 8). In concrete terms, this means that the first
homily is dedicated to Gen 1, the second to Gen 6-8.

The first homily interprets the creation of the world as an allegory for the
moral life of man. Origen interprets the creation of animals as an image
of the creation of thoughts in the heart (Origen, Homiliae in Genesim 1,
8-11): The good thoughts rise like birds to the sky, the bad ones remain like
creepers on the ground (Origen, Homiliae in Genesim 1, 8). On the basis
of this allegory, however, a problem arises for the literal sense: Why does
God consider all the animals in Genesis 1:21 to be good, even the creepers?
Origen explains this by saying that good only becomes recognisable as good
through that which is bad and that what is bad is a valuable challenge that
man can grow from by confronting it: “What beauty and splendour the
light possesses would remain hidden if the darkness of the night did not
confront it” (Origen, Homiliae in Genesim 1, 10). His negative interpreta-
tion of land animals lies in the same logic (Origen, Homiliae in Genesim 1,
10).

Origen makes a momentous statement about the creation of animals:
“Only the heavens and the earth, the sun, the moon and the stars, and
finally man were created by God; everything else, it is said in Scripture,
came into being at his command.” (Origen, Homiliae in Genesim 1, 12).
Here, Origen refers to Scripture, which says exactly the opposite: animals
are also created by God, directly and completely independently of man.
“It is hardly conceivable that the famous commentator on Genesis should
have inadvertently made such a blunder. Did Origen sacrifice philological
textual fidelity for the theological message here?” (Peter Habermehl 2011,
13). Habermehl's question can be answered with “no” with regard to the
text of the Septuagint. Origen reads in his Bible “Let the waters bring forth
(producant) creeping creatures and birds” (Origen, Homiliae in Genesim 1,
8; cf. Gen 1:20 LXX: E€ayayétw) and “Let the earth bring forth (producat)
living creatures according to their kind” (Origen, Homiliae in Genesim I,
11; cf. Gen 1:24 LXX: Efoyayétw). So, according to the Septuagint, God
gives the command to the water (unlike in the Hebrew text) and the earth
(like in the Hebrew text) to bring forth the animals and thus apparently
does not create them single-handedly like the heavenly bodies and man—at
least if one reads over Gen 1:21 and Gen 1:25, where it also says in the
Septuagint that God created the animals in question (¢moinoev 6 6edg).
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Origen is thus not philologically unfaithful to his biblical text, but selective-
ly faithful. He over-interprets one formulation of the Septuagint, overlooks
the other and draws from it the conclusion of man being privileged, which
is not intended in the Hebrew text of Gen L

Finally, in Gen 1:28, God gives man the “principatus bestiarum”, which,
according to Origen, is dominion over wild animals. Origen interprets this
in such a way that the mind (mens) is to rule the senses (sensus) and
not vice versa the senses the mind (Origen, Homiliae in Genesim 1, 12
and 1, 16). The image of God thus becomes the key to immortality: “It
is our interior man, invisible and incorporeal, incorruptible and immortal
(interior homo noster est, invisibilis et incorporalis, et incorruptus atque
immortalis).” (Origen, Homiliae in Genesim 1:13). Ultimately, the Logos of
God, Christ, is this image of God in man. Even the seed-bearing fruits
given to man for food in Gen 1:29 are interpreted allegorically by Origen.
They embody the capacity for anger and desire in us, which we can use
rationally for justice (rationabiliter utimur ad iustitiam; Origen, Homiliae
in Genesim 1,17).

Overall, the consistent allegorisation as collateral damage entails an ex-
tremely negative view of animals (and, by analogy, of the body!): “Although
he talks about spiritual realities and spiritual struggles in the human micro-
cosm, there is no room for a positive attitude towards the animals in the
macrocosm, i.e. the physically existing animals, insofar as microcosm and
macrocosm correspond to each other. Of course, animals are created by
God, of course they are useful to humans, but they are—based on the idea
of a graduated order of being—interpreted in the allegorical view [..] as
inferior and dangerous, so that they have to be fought. This reflects the
basic tenor of Origen’s moral interpretation, which thus implies a hostile at-
titude towards animals not only in the allegorical sense but also in physical
reality” (Agnethe Siquans 2016, 64).

In the second homily on Genesis, Origen preaches on the Flood narrative
Gen 6-8. One after the other, he explains the text in the classical threefold
sense: in his literal or historical interpretation, he takes up almost exclusive-
ly the technical construction of the ark—its size and its materials, its rooms
and their function. In the spiritual or mystical interpretation, he takes up
the Christological and ecclesiological interpretation that has been common
since Justin (Dialogus cum Tryphono Judaeo 138): The human and animal
inhabitants of the ark symbolise different groups of people who are united
in the one ark of the Church by the “spiritual Noah” (Origen, In Genesis
homilia 2, 5) through the wood of the cross and the water of baptism.
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Origen compares the coexistence of the animals in the ark with the vision
of the messianic peace of creation in Is 11:1-9 and interprets both as images
for the coexistence of different and sometimes even very wild people in the
Church. As a third image, he draws on Peter’s vision of the unclean animals
in Acts 10: the unclean animals become clean, that is, the unredeemed
people are redeemed because they are bound in the one cloth of faith,
which has four corners, i.e. is held by four gospels. Finally, in the third,
moral interpretation, Origen interprets the ark as the library of Christians,
in which the Holy Scriptures have their place on the upper floors, but in the
basement even pagan writings can have their place.

One can see that hardly anything remains of the actual intention of
the Old Testament story when it is allegorised and condensed into a few
statements. The animals as such completely lose their meaning. And this is
the case even in the literal interpretation, in which Origen shows himself
to be very fond of technology but has no interest whatsoever in living
creatures?'. In this respect, Origen stands in a long tradition: before him,
Justin Martyr (Dialogus cum Tryphono Judaeo 138) and Tertullian (De
baptismo 8) interpreted the Flood narrative purely allegorically. Cyprian of
Carthage (De unitate ecclesiae 6) and Augustine (In Ioannis Evangelium
Tractatus 6, 2; 6, 19; 7, 3; 9, 11; 11, 7; 120, 2) follow him. The only Church
Fathers who interpret the narrative literally with regard to animals besides
the aforementioned Irenaeus of Lyons (chapter 5.3) are Ephraim the Syrian
(chapter 5.9) and Ambrose of Milan (chapter 5.13), both, however, by using
it contrary to its intention of supporting strong anthropocentrism.

5.6.3 The treatise against Kelsos

The third of Origen’s writings to be analysed here is Contra Celsum, a
defence of Christianity against Kelsos, whom we have already met (chapter
3.6.4), written around 248 A.D. As a reminder, the Platonist (Michael
Fiedrowicz 2011, 20) Kelsos lived in the 2nd half of the 2nd century. In

21 There is only one flash of fascination for the living in Origen's work, and that is in
Contra Celsum 4, 41. Against Kelsos’ argument that the Flood narrative is a “fairy
tale for underage children”, Origen first emphasises, as he did in the second homily
on Genesis, that the dimensions of the ark were to be multiplied by 300 according to
Egyptian mathematics, and then there would be enough room for the animals. But
then he asks his opponent: “Must it not finally arouse astonishment that by divine
providence pairs of animals of every kind were brought into the ark, so that the earth
in turn would have seed from all living creatures...”.
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his lost work “True Doctrine” (AAn67,g Aéyog), which he wrote in Alexan-
dria around 180 AD, he is the first to criticise Stoic anthropocentrism in
its Christian guise and, in contrast, advocates consistent Platonic cosmo-
centrism (precisely the “true” doctrine because it is ancient, cf. Michael
Fiedrowicz 2011, 25). At the time Origen wrote his defence of Christianity,
Kelsos had long since died, but his book was still on people’s minds, so
Origen sought to confront it.

Kelsos’ work is obviously characterised by provocative comparisons be-
tween humans and animals—in modern terms we could say by biocentristic
egalitarianism. In Origen’s first reaction one already senses how much he
feels provoked by this: “Now, in answering these diatribes against us, we
address the question to those who take pleasure in them: Do you hold that
all men without distinction, because of the surpassing greatness of God,
are ‘like a swarm of bats or ants or frogs or earthworms? [...] But no well
thinking man (0¥delg T@v €0 @povouvtwv) is likely to maintain that the
reasonless (to @hoya) stand higher than the reasonable ones (ta Aoywad)
because of the size of their bodies, for reason raises the sensible high to
superiority over all the reasonless (oAb yop eig Umepoynv avdayet 6 Adyog
TO Aoywkov mapa mdvta to dhoya). (Origen, Contra Celsum 4, 24). One
can literally feel Origen’s speechlessness. In itself, Kelsos™ thesis is quite
comprehensible: In view of the immeasurable greatness of God, the “size”
differences between creatures disappear. But for Origen, reason has such
weight that the gulf between humans and animals is for him as great as that
between God and humans. With his word play of the direct opposition of
aroyo and Aoywé ((@a would be added to that), Origen shines rhetorically
and at the same time covers up his argumentative weakness. There is no
equidistance between God, humans and animals—Kelsos is right about
that.

In the next section, Origen asks whether Kelsos perhaps considers hu-
mans as small as animals because they have sins, weaknesses and faults
in their souls. But even if Kelsos thought so, Origen would reject this
because the capacity for reason and virtue alone ennobles man. “Basically,
no rational being (t0 Aoywov), be it what it may, may well be compared
to an ‘earthworm’ because it possesses endowments of virtue (&poppog
gyov mpog apetrjv). For these do not permit persons to be compared to
an ‘earthworm’ who are capable of virtue and can never entirely lose their
seed (oméppota). It is thus shown that by no means are men in general
only ‘earthworms’ towards God. For since reason owes its origin ‘to the
word’ ‘which is with God’ (Jn 1:1-2), the rational being must therefore not
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be altogether denied kinship with God (6 yap Abyog thv dpxnv Exwv &mo
0D apa Be® Adyou ok €@ TO Aoykov {Hov TAvTY AANGTPLOY vopLaBTjvon
Beo?). [...] If the nature of reason (1} Tod Adyou @ioig) does not permit such
a comparison to be adopted, we shall certainly not dishonour the human
nature fitted for virtue (t7v mpog dpetNv KoTETKEVOTPEVTY AvOpwTivNY
@uov), even if she should sin through ignorance, and not put herself on
an equal footing with such living beings ({®a).” (Origen, Contra Celsum 4,
25).

At this point it is easy to see how central the idea of the indwelling of
the divine Logos, Christ, in man is for Origen. His anthropocentrism is
ultimately based on logocentrism or, more precisely, Christocentrism. In
contrast to the Logos hymn of John’s Gospel (cf. chapter 4.3.3), however,
Origen interprets the incarnation in the Stoic spirit as becoming human
and not in the biblical sense as becoming creature-like. Being steeped in
Stoicism right down to the roots, it does not even occur to him that non-
human creation can also participate in the divine Logos and be redeemed
by it.

The central passages for our topic are found in Contra Celsum 4, 75-
93. There, Origen works through the three most important themes in a
very structured way: the question of cosmic teleology with the answer
of anthropocentrism (Origen, Contra Celsum 4, 75-80), the question of
animal reason with the answer of the aloga thesis (Origen, Contra Celsum
4, 81-87) and the question of the relationship of special animals to God
with the answer of their possession by demons (Origen, Contra Celsum 4,
88-93). With this last part, a new level of devaluation of animals is reached.

On the question of the first theme of cosmic teleology, Origen already
writes in an earlier passage: “And as for the plants, so many and var-
ious, which are governed by an invisible, natural power working with-
in them, and are created for no small benefit to all mankind (mpog
ypelov yeyovétwv ovk gbkatappdvntov v @ mavtl avBpomwy), and
as for the animals that are there for the service of men (t@v avBpwmotg
Sraxovovpévawv {hwv), ..” (Origen, Contra Celsum 4, 54). One senses the
matter-of-factness with which Origen states anthropocentrism in the subor-
dinate clauses. It is not problematised in the least. However, this is done in
great detail in the passages from 4, 75 onwards.

Origen begins by praising the Creator and a quotation from Scripture:
“But we Christians, who worship only one God as the Creator of these
things, we also thank Him for creating them and preparing for us such a
glorious dwelling place, and for our sake also the animals that serve us (8t

174

[ evsn ]


https://doi.org/10.5771/9783748940289
https://www.nomos-elibrary.de/agb

5.6 Origen

oG Tolg dovhevovawy Nuiv {woig). ‘He causeth grass to grow for cattle, and
plants for the service of men, to bring forth corn out of the ground, and
that wine may gladden the heart of man, and that the countenance may be
gladdened with oil, and that bread may strengthen the heart of man’ (Ps
104:14-15). But if God has also prepared food for ‘the wildest beasts’, there
is nothing striking in this. For these living creatures (tadta yop ta {@a), as
other philosophers have also said, were created for the sake of exercise for
the rational living creature (yupvaciov évexa yeyovévar @ Aoyw®d {ow).”
(Origen, Contra Celsum 4, 75).

Psalm 104 sings of the Creator, who gives food to all living creatures,
non-human and human alike. The Psalm makes only a gradual distinction
between them, listing more food for humans than for animals: bread, wine
and oil, the triad of the most prestigious (and, nota bene, vegan!) foods
of the Mediterranean region of antiquity (cf. Michael Rosenberger 2014,
353 and 400-401). Nevertheless, the Psalm breathes great “biocentrist egali-
tarianism”. Before God, all living beings are equal: equally needy, equally
mortal, equally loved, equally cared for. There is no trace of a hierarchy of
purposes. That Origen nevertheless reads it in this sense shows how strong-
ly he is influenced by Stoic teleology. He thinks he discovers it everywhere,
even where the Bible describes the exact opposite.

In the Stoa, the fact that animals are physically much better adapted to
their way of life than humans is interpreted as proof of their lack of reason,
for if they possessed reason, a less well-suited body would suffice for them,
as it does for humans. They could make tools, use animals as helpers and
thus compensate for their physical shortcomings. Origen receives this thesis
in the following sentences: “Therefore one might well admire Providence
(mpdvoa) precisely because, in comparison with the reasonless beings (ta
aroyo {@a), it has created the rational (10 Aoywév) as relatively needy for
its own benefit. For the reasonless creatures their food is ready, because
they have no means of using arts; nature also gives them clothing, for they
are provided with hair or feathers or scales or housing” (Origen, Contra
Celsum 4, 76). That a correct biological insight is described here is beyond
question. However, the binary opposition of lack of reason and endowment
with reason remains without justification—modern biology assumes a con-
tinuum of intelligence, as some animal-friendly authors already assumed in
antiquity.

An important touchstone of teleology is the question of the direction of
the food chain and the dynamics of domestication. Origen writes on this:
“Kelsos counters himself [...] that [...] the reasonless creatures were created
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for their sake, and says: 'If anyone should wish to call us the rulers of the
reasonless (dpyovtog TV GAGywv), since we hunt and eat the reasonless
creatures, we shall ask: Why are not rather we created for their sake, since
they hunt and eat us? But we also need nets and weapons and many men
and dogs to help us against the animals we hunt, whereas they were imme-
diately and intrinsically provided by nature with the weapons with which
we are easily conquered by them. But just there we can see how powerful
an aid we have been given in the mind, which affords more protection than
any weapon the animals seem to possess. Although, therefore, in bodily
strength we are far inferior to the living creatures (t@v {Hwv), and in
bodily size we are even greatly surpassed by some, yet by our intellect we
rule over the wild beasts (xpatoUpev S v olveowy @V Orpiwv). We
drive away the mighty elephants; those animals which can be tamed we
compel by mild treatment; against those which cannot be tamed, or from
the taming of which we cannot expect any benefit, we behave cautiously,
and protect ourselves from them by keeping such animals confined when
we please; but when we need their flesh for our food, we kill them as
easily as we kill domestic animals. All things, then, the Creator has made
subservient to the rational living creature and its natural mind (AobAa 00v
vt To0 Aoytkol {Hov kol T1jg PUOLKT|§ aVTOD GUVETEWG KATETKEVATEY O
dnpovpyds). And for one purpose we need the dogs, for example, to guard
our flocks of sheep or herds of cattle or herds of goats or houses; for other
purposes we need the oxen, for example, to cultivate the fields; the draught
and pack animals we use again for other things. And so it may also be said
that the lions, bears, panthers, wild boars, and similar wild beasts are given
to us, that we may train the disposition that is in us to manly strength”
(Origen, Contra Celsum 4, 78).

Kelsos challenges the all-encompassing, monolinear teleology of Stoic-
Christian anthropocentrism by turning it on its head: Just as humans
use animals, animals use humans—even as food. Kelsos does not want to
resolve the contradictory nature of nature at all, but to leave it at that in
great serenity. The only thing he wants to prove is that anthropocentrism is
under-complex. Origen does not understand this point and wants to decide
according to the majority of examples. He cannot bear the complexity of
Kelsos’ argumentation because it contradicts his Stoic understanding of
divine providence. So he talks past Kelsos and comes back to his “ceterum
censeo”: “In contrast, note that although ‘men catch wild beasts (Bnpio)
and ‘wild beasts rob mern’, yet there is a great difference between men who
gain the upper hand by their intellect (cuvéoet) and beasts, to whom their
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wild and brute nature gives the upper hand over those men who do not use
their intellect to protect themselves against the attacks of beasts.” (Origen,
Contra Celsum 4, 79).

Finally, Origen invokes Gen 2:18-20, where the creation of animals is
underpinned by God’s intention to give man assistance. The Bible and
philosophy therefore agreed in relation to anthropocentrism: “God has not
subjected men to animals’; on the contrary, he has caused men to be able
to bring animals under their control by means of their intellect and the
artificial aids they are capable of inventing. For without divine assistance
men would not have found the means to protect themselves against the
animals and to become masters of them.” (Origen, Contra Celsum 4, 80).

One has to admit that Origen’s arguments for anthropocentrism have
clear flaws: In terms of natural science, there is at most sufficient evidence
that humans are more intelligent than animals—but not that animals are
reasonless. Cosmologically, the problem of the monolinearity of divine
providence, which Kelsos impressively addresses, is not understood. And
biblically, the testimonies for anthropocentrism that are cited are thin, in
the case of Psalm 104 even simply wrong.

Origen apparently opens the question of the second theme of animal
reason with a surprise, for he admits that animals have a certain analogy
to rational beings: “But the Deity must be admired because he has given
even to the reasonless animals the faculty of being, as it were, an image
of rational beings (10 olovel pog & Aoywd pipnpo), perhaps with the
intention of putting the rational beings to shame, so that they may become
more industrious and economical in the use of their goods with regard to
the ants, and so that, looking after the bees, they may render obedience to
the authorities and take their share in the necessary affairs of state for the
salvation of the cities.” (Origen, Contra Celsum 4, 81).

First of all, the two key terms from Gen 1:26-27 of the Septuagint,
namely image (eix)v) and parable (6poiwaig), do not appear. Given Ori-
gen’s linguistic sensitivity, this is probably no coincidence. Nevertheless,
for an anthropocentrist, the thesis that animals are an image (pipnpo) of
rational beings seems very daring. If the analogy is to be even rudimentarily
justified, there must, for all the dissimilarity, be a resemblance with regard
to the thing depicted, that is, the Aoywov. The classical Stoic thesis that
animals participate in the Aoywov through their nature and not through
their intellect, which Origen will use in Contra Celsum 4, 87, is not really
convincing, for it destroys the analogy. The animals are then precisely not
an image of rational beings.
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Only a little later, however, Origen returns to the pure aloga thesis: “But
why do I say ‘irrational animals’, since according to the opinion of Kelsos
the animals are not irrational beings at all, as they are commonly called?
So he is of the opinion that even the ants are not without reason, he who
has presumed to want to speak ‘about the whole of nature’ and boastfully
promises the truth in the title of his book. For he says of ‘the ants’, whom
he makes ‘converse with one another’, as follows: And when they meet,
they also converse (StaAéyovtan) with one another; therefore they do not
fail to find their way’. Have they not, therefore, perfectly formed reason,
common conceptions of certain general [facts] and a language and events
and terms (oVxoDv kol Adyou GUPTApWOis €0TL Tap’ aVTOTS Kol KOOl
gvvolal KaBoAMK®V TIVeV Kal QwvY) TuyydvovTa Kot onpavopeva)?’ For
when one converses with another, it is in a language that ‘makes some
concept clear’, but often also gives information about things that are called
accidental. But to attribute this to ants is the most ridiculous thing in the
world” (Origen, Contra Celsum 4, 84).

Kelsos presents an exact observation: ants communicate with each other.
They therefore have a common language and use it to exchange common
ideas that they can express and through which they learn from each other.
Now, it can be argued whether and to what extent this observation by Kel-
sos is correct. Origen, however, refrains from doing so because he considers
it ridiculous and not worthy of discussion.

“He [Kelsos] does not hesitate, in order to show the ugliness of his
teachings to posterity, to add the following words: ‘Now then, if someone
were to look down on the earth from heaven, what difference would he
find between what we do and what ants and bees do? [...] But it would be
foolish to suppose that he who looks down from heaven on earthly things
would observe from so far away only the bodies of men and ants, and not
rather look at the nature of the forces that move them, and the source of
the movements, whether they be rational or irrational. But once he sees the
source of all movements, it is clear that he will also perceive the difference
and the precedence of man not only over ants but also over elephants. For
he who looks down from heaven will be able to discover in the reasonless
(&v pe&v toig aAdyors), however large their bodies, no other principle than,
if I may say so, reasonlessness (dAoyia); but among rational beings (év &¢
To1g Aoywkoig) he will find reason (Adyog), which men have in common
with divine and heavenly beings, nay, perhaps even with God who rules
over all. Hence, it is also said of them that they were created ‘in the image
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of God’ (Gen 1:26-27); for ‘image’ (eikwv) of God who rules over all is his
Word (Aéyo05).” (Origen, Contra Celsum 4, 85).

With an appealing thought experiment, Kelsos tries to draw Christians
out of their shells: Imagine looking down at the earth from heaven! This
experiment, which imagines the perspective of God, has been used in
many contexts in the course of the history of philosophy and theology and
has proved very fruitful if used correctly. Origen does not engage in this
experiment, for he only sees what he has always seen and refuses to step
out of his own edifice of thought at least once for a moment. A constructive
dialogue is not possible in this way. It is a petitio principii, a classic circular
argument.

We had already seen in the analysis of the Stoa (in chapter 3.5) that they
considered the diversity of behaviour of individuals of the same species
as an indication of the use of reason, and the stereotyped behaviour of
all individuals of a species as an indication against it. Origen agrees with
this reasoning: “And supposing that other ‘remedies’ are known to animals,
how is it to be proved that it is not nature but reason that invents these
remedies in animals? For if reason were the inventor, [..] there would
be as many remedies in animals as in men. But since every animal has
received means of healing corresponding to its nature, it is clear that they
possess neither wisdom nor reason, but only natural (guow?) wisdom, a
disposition (xatookevr]) bestowed by reason (010 T00 Adyou yeyevnuévn)
to such things as are conducive to the well-being of every living thing (mpog
Ta T014de owtnplag Evexev TV {Wwv).” (Origen, Contra Celsum 4, 87).

Urs Dierauer sees in this passage “probably the best and most complete
description in ancient literature” of what has been called “instinct” since
the Middle Ages (Urs Dierauer 1977, 217): a natural, “innate” disposition
that enables certain performances and serves “to maintain the life” of living
beings. The Stoic and Christian philosophies classified this ability as irra-
tional, but, like Origen, attributed it to divine reason. Despite all the excel-
lent interpretation that Dierauer provides and from which I have profited
extraordinarily, considerable objections remain at this point: Firstly, the
term “innate” does not occur, but only the term “natural”. Secondly, there
is no mention of “life preservation”, but of the “salvation” or “well-being”
of living beings, which is much more comprehensive. Thirdly, the instinct
theory was already outdated long before Dierauer’s dissertation, because
the first insights into the former “black box” brain have been gained and
animal behaviour can thus be described in a much more nuanced way. And
fourthly, modern behavioural research has been able to gain fruitful in-
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sights using the heuristic instrument of differentiating between behavioural
variance and behavioural stereotypy as used by the Stoics. In the process,
an enormous variance has also been revealed in animal behaviour, which
the Stoics had not reckoned with. The Stoic method of proving the aloga
thesis has become an instrument of its refutation. Origen could not yet have
known this with such clarity, but there were already observations in this
direction in antiquity, as we have seen on various occasions.

Most touching and depressing at the same time, of course, is the passage
that reveals Origen’s deeper motivation for his anthropocentrism: “In the
case of ants, since they are irrational animals, there is no reason to fear
that they will become proud and haughty if their actions are compared with
those of humans, but humans, who by virtue of their rational disposition
can perceive how lowly their participation is valued for others, could per-
haps suffer harm, insofar as it depends on Kelsos and his words.” (Origen,
Contra Celsum 4, 83). Here Origen reveals his deepest concerns and fears:
Humans might lose their sense of self-worth, feel set back, humiliated
and offended if they are put on a par with the rest of the animals. This
passage is strongly reminiscent of Sigmund Freud’s second, “biological
mortification”, which he sees as caused by Darwin’s theory of evolution?.
Freud relatively precisely describes the causes of the alienation between
humans and animals that precede this mortification: anthropocentrism and
the aloga thesis. Avoiding mortification by denying reality, according to
Freud, is not a solution. Origen pursues the good intention of giving people
self-confidence by bad means. At some point, the mortification becomes
effective.

There remains the question of the third theme, the relationship of animals
to God. Are animals possibly particularly “divine” and capable of recognis-
ing things that remain hidden from humans? Especially in Alexandria with
its Egyptian animal cults, this question was hotly disputed. Origen could

22 “In the course of his cultural development, man threw himself up as master over his
fellow animal creatures. But not satisfied with this supremacy, he began to put a gulf
between their nature and his own. He denied them reason and ascribed to himself
an immortal soul, invoking a high divine descent that allowed him to break the bond
of communion with the animal world. It is strange that this exaltation is still remote
from the little child, as it is from primitive and primeval man. It is the result of a
later sophisticated development. [...] We all know that the research of Ch. Darwin, his
co-workers and predecessors, put an end to this exaltation of man a little more than
half a century ago. [...] But this is the second, the biological mortification of human
narcissism.” (Sigmund Freud 1917, 4).
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not avoid it any more than Kelsos. Since it is no longer relevant today to the
same extent as the first two questions, we can deal with it relatively briefly.

As an argument against the special power of animals to prophesy, Origen
cites a simple but indisputable fact: “If a divine power were really inherent
in them, which makes future things known to them beforehand, [...] none
of these animals could be caught by men at all.” (Origen, Contra Celsum
4, 90). Origen does not leave it at that, however, to state the inability of
animals to prophesy. He goes beyond this and sees some animals—as terri-
ble as this may sound to modern ears—as the dwelling place of demons:
“According to our view, certain evil and, as it were, titanic or gigantic
demons have transgressed against the truly divine and against the angels
in heaven, and have therefore fallen down from heaven (Lk 10:18) and are
now doing their business on earth in the fatter and impure bodies. At the
same time, they have a certain keen eye for what is to come, since they
themselves are not clothed with earthly bodies. Since all their striving and
activity after their descent is directed towards persuading the human race
to fall away from the true God, they take up residence in the bodies of the
most ferocious, wild and vicious animals and direct them wherever they
want and whenever it pleases them [...], so that men allow themselves to be
blinded by this prophesying power present in the reasonless animals and
do not seek the God who encompasses the universe, nor do they fathom the
true worship of God, but turn their thinking to earthly things..” (Origen,
Contra Celsum 4, 92).

The fact that animals become an image for vices is something we have
already encountered in several authors, especially in the animal allegory
of the older Alexandrian Clement. Origen’s allegorical interpretation of the
creation of animals in the first homily to Genesis stands in this tradition.
But to regard some animals as dwellings of demons goes a considerable
step further. With all due understanding for people’s fear of tigers, lions or
crocodiles, the Bible writes in Genesis that God considered animals to be
good. Origen must completely ignore the literal sense of the biblical text in
order to maintain his thesis.

But that is not all. Origen also thinks that he can find confirmation for
his thesis in the purity commandments of the Torah and in the prophets:
“In any case, in classifying the animals, he [Moses] determined that all
those should be unclean which were considered prophesying by the Egyp-
tians and the other peoples, while the others could generally be considered
pure. [...] And it will be found in general, that not only in the law, but also in
the prophets, these animals are always used as emblems of what is worst [...]
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There seems now to exist for each genus of demons a kind of communion
with each genus of animals” (Origen, Contra Celsum 4, 93). The unclean
animals in the sense of the biblical purity regulations are thus supposedly
the very ones that are worshipped as sacred in the Egyptian animal cults.
And it is precisely those that the prophets would use as images for morally
reprehensible attitudes. Again, Origen violently contorts the meaning of the
biblical texts. The question of pure or impure does not imply any moral
judgement in the Bible but orders the world. The “unclean” animals are just
as “good” as the “clean” ones, for all are created by God. It is only that some
may be eaten and sacrificed and others not.

5.6.4 Summary

A generation after Tertullian and Clement of Alexandria, an enormous
amount had been clarified and developed. Thus, Origen reached a com-
pletely new level of systematisation of Christian anthropology and the
doctrine of creation. In doing so, he concentrates (well Neo-Platonic) ma-
terially very strongly on the relationship between God or Christ and the
human rational soul. Formally, his almost exclusive interpretation of bibli-
cal texts in an allegorical sense (exacerbating the Alexandrian tendency) is
striking. What Philon (for Dt 22:10) and Paul (for Dt 25:4) had begun quite
tentatively and selectively, now becomes the only method of interpretation,
at least for the passages of the Bible referring to animals: the animals are
nothing but images for inner-psychic processes.

One quickly realises that the material object and the formal object corre-
spond perfectly—and therein undoubtedly lies Origen’s genius. In itself, his
world of thought is extremely consistent. The result, which is nevertheless
fatal for animals, follows compellingly from the two premises. Origen rep-
resents consistent anthropocentrism, which under the surface is a form of
concealed Christocentrism or logocentrism, and a harsh interpretation of
the aloga thesis. For him, animals have no value in themselves. More than
that, in his engagement with the animal cults of his Egyptian homeland,
he gets caught up in the whirlpool of demonising some animals. I have
not noticed a single place in his work where he shows empathy or even
appreciation for animals. This is clearly different with most of the authors
presented here.
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The next leap in time in our treatise is not just one, but two generations.
Lucius Caecilius Firmianus Lactantius (c. 250-c. 320), known as Lactance
for short, came from western North Africa (from the area of present-day
Tunisia). Emperor Diocletian appointed him as an official rhetor in his
residential city of Nicomedia in Asia Minor (at the eastern end of the Sea
of Marmara), where he met the Neo-Platonist Porphyrios, a sharp critic of
Christianity who advocated a very animal-friendly philosophy (cf. chapter
3.6.5 above). During the Diocletianic persecution of Christians in 303,
Lactance converted to Christianity and resigned from his state office. Still
in Nicomedia, he witnessed Galerius™ edict of tolerance in 311. In 314/315,
Emperor Constantine entrusted him with the education of his son Crispus,
which is why Lactance moved to “Gaul”, presumably to Constantine’s resi-
dence in Augusta Treverorum (Trier). Whether he died there or elsewhere
is not known.

Lactance was a brilliant artist in his use of the Latin language. It is a
pleasure to read his writings. Two of his numerous works play a role in the
following: De opificio Dei on the creative work of God and De ira Dei on
the wrath of God.

The theme of De opificio Dei, which was probably written during the
Diocletianic persecution of 303/304, is corporeality in animals and humans
(including the bodily correlations for the soul and spirit). By means of
a strongly scientific approach, Lactance wants to provide proof of the
Creator’s benevolent providence and great wisdom. He does so without any
reference to the Bible, which is very helpful in the debate with non-Chris-
tian philosophers.

Lactance begins with a programmatic prelude that actually says it all:
“God the Father, our great Creator, gave us sense and reason (sensum atque
rationem) so that we could recognise that we were created by him, because
he himself is insight (intelligentia), he himself is sense and reason (sensus
ac ratio). For the other living creatures, since he has not given them that
power of mind (rationale), he has nevertheless provided (providit) their
lives with great security” (Lactance, De opificio Dei 2, 1-2). Thus, Stoic
anthropocentrism is out of the question for Lactance from the very first
sentence. But unlike the Stoics, he sees no reason at all to doubt the divine
care and provision for non-human creatures.
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As evidence that God also cares for animals, Lactance describes with
much love and empathy that they have fur to protect them from the cold,
as well as “weapons” for defence, the ability to flee quickly or places to
hide from predators. Thus, he can conclude, “Every animal (animans)
possesses its means of protection.” (Lactance, De opificio Dei 2, 4). Where
these were insufficient and a greater number of individuals fell prey to
predators, greater fecundity could compensate for the losses (Lactance, De
opificio Dei 2, 5). This is a most remarkable and biologically very accurate
observation for the time?3.

Lactance contrasts the physical advantages of animals with the mental
superiority of man—which is also scientifically very correct. Man does not
receive such physical advantages, but he does not need them either: “But to
man, to whom he gave the gift of reason and the ability to think and speak
(ratione concessa, et virtute sentiendi atque eloquendi data), he granted
none of these qualities given to the animals, because reason could provide
him with what nature had denied him. He put him into the world naked
and bare, because he could arm himself by his spirit and clothe himself
with the help of his reason” (Lactance, De opificio Dei 2, 6). Here, the
thesis of the “deficient human being”, which was already several centuries
old at the time of Lactance and is still outdated today, is summed up
magnificently and elegantly in language.

Of course, Lactance is not concerned with establishing the thesis of the
deficient human being, but with its interpretation and evaluation. His op-
ponents are above all the Epicureans, who claim that there is no providence
because there is no God, but rather that everything came into being by
natural chance (Lactance, De opificio Dei 2, 10-4, 24). “They complain
that man, compared to the animals, comes into the world all too weak
and fragile (nimis imbecillus et fragilis), [...] naked and defenceless (nudus
et inermis), as if thrust into this misery (miseria) after a shipwreck [...].Ac-
cording to this, nature is not the mother, but the stepmother of mankind,
who [...] has shown herself to be so kind to the animals” (Lactance, De
opificio Dei 3,1-2).

Lactance refutes the Epicurean thesis in two steps: On the one hand, na-
ture is by no means always only kind and maternal, even towards animals.
He refers to the birds, which can neither walk nor fly when they hatch
and need a lot of parental care. In a sense, they too were born naked and

23 Today, we speak of the so-called r-strategists, i.e. animal and plant species that
compensate for their higher mortality with a higher reproductive rate r.

184

[ evsn ]


https://doi.org/10.5771/9783748940289
https://www.nomos-elibrary.de/agb

5.7 Lactance

defenceless. The parental care of birds therefore reveals that they “possess
something of human intelligence (aliquid humanae intelligentiae)”. On the
other hand, humans do not need many natural advantages because they
have reason: “But if such a creature is endowed with reason, why does
it still need physical protection, since reason can replace nature? Reason
serves to adorn and distinguish man to such a degree that nothing greater,
nothing better could have been given to him by God.” (Lactance, De opifi-
cio Dei 3, 14).

Lactance sees people faced with the (fictitious) alternative of choosing
either reason without the physical advantages or the physical advantages
without reason. The Epicureans, however, are so foolish as to want both
(Lactance, De opificio Dei 3, 12-13). In this, reason was such a great advan-
tage that it far outweighed all the physical advantages of animals: “So it is
the case that reason grants more to men than nature does to dumb animals,
because in the case of the latter neither their mighty bodily strength nor
their strong build could prevent them either from being oppressed by us
or from being subject to our power (aut opprimantur a nobis, aut nostrae
subiecta sint potestati).” (Lactance, De opificio Dei 3, 17).

In the context of his reflections on physique (Lactance, De opificio Dei
5-15), Lactance also comes to speak of the special characteristic of man’s
ability to walk upright, which already belonged to good tradition in Greek
philosophy, but appears for the first time in the Christian context: “Since
it was God’s intention, of all living creatures, to make man alone heavenly,
but all the rest earthly (ex omnibus animalibus solum hominem facere
coelestem, caetera universa terrena), he created man upright for the con-
templation of heaven (ad coeli contemplationem), and set him on two feet,
that he might look whence he came; but the animals he created looking
towards the earth, so that, since they have no immortality to expect (nulla
immortalitatis xpectation est), they would have only the belly and the lining
(ventri pabuloque) to follow. Thus, the right reason and upright posture
(recta ratio et sublimis status) of man alone, as well as his face, which is
entirely similar and close to God the Father (vultus Deo patri communis ac
proximus), indicate his origin and creator. His almost divine mind (divina
mens), since he has been given dominion (dominatus) not only over the
animals of the earth but also over his own body, has its seat at the very top
of the head, and like from a high castle he sees and perceives everything”
(Lactance, De opificio Dei 8, 2-3).

For Lactance, the upright gait thus proves not only man’s endowment
with reason and the raised gaze not only his being made in the image of
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God (a new interpretation of Gen 1:26-27!), but also his dominion over
his own body and animals as well as his sole vocation to immortality,
which animals, looking towards the earth, cannot expect. Stoic-Christian
anthropocentrism has grown here into a highly stringent edifice of thought
that hardly seems surmountable once one has adopted even one of its
premises.

Johannes N. Vorster (2015, 262-265), following Michel Foucault, shows
how Lactance uses the representation of a bodily difference at this point
to normatively demand a spatial difference and thus a social order: Man’s
upright gait (bodily characteristic) underpins his calling to heavenly heights
(characteristic of social order), the animals’ gaze to earth (bodily character-
istic) justifies their exclusion from eternity (characteristic of social order).
Here, Lactance adopts a common argumentation model from Greek philos-
ophy, which he, however, brings to the point rhetorically in a particularly
impressive way.

In the second work relevant here, De ira Dei, Lactance wants to refute
the thesis from Greek philosophy advanced against Judaism and Christian-
ity that God is never angry. In order to defend religion as such in this
context, he presents it as the decisive difference between man and animals.
First of all, Lactance states that no one questions the fundamental differ-
ence between man and animals: “But no philosopher has ever claimed
that there is no difference between man and animals. And in general, no
one who wanted to give himself even some semblance of wisdom has ever
put the rational animal on an equal footing with the dumb and irrational
(rationale animal cum mutis et irrationabilibus coaequavit). This is done
only by some inexperienced individuals (imperiti), who themselves belong
to the ranks of animals (pecudes).” (Lactance, De ira Dei 7, 1-2).

Despite the recognition of this difference, however, some would now
claim that man and animals have the same destiny, namely death, and that
is the end of everything. It is easy to recognise the Epicurean doctrine. In
contrast, Lactance sees “something divine in man” and, on the basis of the
spirit, “a manifest kinship (cognatio) with God” (Lactance, De ira Dei 7, 4).
An animal walks on all fours and is turned towards the ground, a human
being walks upright and looks upwards. He “exchanges glances with God,
and reason cognizes reason (confert cum Deo vultum, et rationem ratio
cognoscit). Therefore, as Cicero says, there is no creature on earth except
man that has even the slightest knowledge of God (notitia Dei). He alone is
endowed with wisdom to know religion as the only one, and this is between
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man and beast the outstanding or even the only difference (vel praecipua,
vel sola distantia).” (Lactance, De ira Dei 7, 5-6).

In comparison with the stoic mainstream, Lactance thus limits the spe-
cial gift of man to a single ability, religion. Animals also have language,
even laughter and forward planning for the future. Based on his unbiased
and empathetic observation of animals, he leaves no doubt about this.
Religion then emerges all the more clearly as the proprium humanum—and
that obliges: “If, then, of all the qualities usually ascribed to man, some
resemblance is also found in animals, it is clear that it is religion alone
of which no trace and not the slightest inkling can be found in animals.
One peculiarity of religion is justice (religionis est propria iustitia), which
no other animal attains. For man alone commands (imperat); animals
know only care for themselves. To justice is added the service of God (Dei
cultus); he who does not submit to this service lives, alienated from the
nature of man, the life of animals under human form (a natura hominis
alienus, vitam pecudum sub humana specie vivet). [...] Thus, it is obvious
that religion cannot be abolished in any way” (Lactance, De ira Dei 7,
12-13).

From the perspective of modern natural science, one might find fault
with the fact that Lactance ties justice so closely to religion that he must
also deny it to animals. He obviously did not perceive the complex struc-
tures of social organisation in many animals. However, if one leaves this
small flaw aside, his reflections testify to a high degree of differentiation
and a clear effort not to assert more than he can prove. Lactance does not
consider it expedient to unduly inflate the special position of humans and
to base it on empirically refutable assertions. The anthropological point
becomes all the more credible the more respect it also shows to animals.

The same intention guides Lactance when he once again addresses an-
thropocentrism. Unlike most Stoics, he accepts the objection that some
animals are of no use to humans: “The Stoics have rejected this objection
quite clumsily out of ignorance of the truth. For they say: 'There are many
among plants and among the number of animals whose use is at present
still hidden; but in the course of time, it will be found, just as many things
that were unknown in earlier centuries have already found necessity and
use. What benefit then can be found in all the world in mice, in moths,
and in serpents, all of which are troublesome and pernicious to man?”
(Lactance, De ira Dei 13, 11-12). The attempt to construct the benefit of
mice and moths for man is thus considered by Lactance to be quite abstruse
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and nonsensical. He does not see the teleology of the cosmos running so
linearly towards man.

It is not because nature itself has shaped everything for the benefit of
man that man is called to rule over creation, but because his wisdom,
given by God, enables him to make use of the world in spite of all lasting
adversities: “The Stoics could have answered more briefly and more truly
in the following way: When God created man, as it were in the image of
God and as the culmination of the divine work of creation (divini opificii
summum), he breathed into him wisdom alone, so that he might subject
everything to his rule and command and make use of all the amenities of
the world (ut omnia imperio ac ditioni suae subiugaret omnibusque mundi
commodis uteretur).” (Lactance, De ira Dei 13, 13).

Lactance proves that anthropocentrism does not have to be anti-animal
and exploitative per se. The basis of his argumentations is an unbiased,
precisely observed natural science, which he noticeably enjoys. Philosophi-
cal and theological argumentation must be measured against this empirical
evidence. Connected with this is a great love for animals and a high regard
for them. Lactance likes animals and concludes from this that God loves
them. Although he explicitly rejects the resurrection of animals with Stoic
arguments, he nevertheless sees them, in contrast to the Stoa, as gifted with
many great abilities and very largely included in the care of the Creator
(although Christ does not play a role here, since Lactance deals with non-
Christians, cf. John N. Vorster 2015, 261). Compared to Origen, Lactance at
any rate ensures that other tones of the relationship between humans and
animals are heard in Christianity.

5.8 Aphrahat

“Most people imagine early Christian literature to be exclusively the prod-
ucts of authors writing either in Greek or Latin: tertium non datur. The
reality, however, is quite different: Besides the Greek East and the Latin
West, there is a third component that could be called the ‘syriac Orient™
(Sebastian Brock 2004, 7). The next two authors examined here come from
this “Syrian Orient”. The first of them is Aphrahat, who is later repeatedly
dubbed the “Persian Sage”.

Biographically, we do not know much about him. If we compile statistics
on loan words in his writings, we find that he is hardly influenced by Greek
or Persian vocabulary, “so that only the west of the Sassanid Empire comes
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into question as his place of residence” (Peter Bruns 1991, 43). By his own
admission, Aphrahat lived a celibate life and belonged to the ascetic “sons
of the covenant”, a community similar to monasticism within the Syrian
Church of the 4th century, which combined ascetic life with active social
and church political activity. Asceticism and celibacy were prerequisites
for admission to this group, which determined the ecclesiastical life of the
region. Whether Aphrahat was also a cleric remains uncertain.

Literarily, what we know of Aphrahat primarily are his 23 expositions,
which according to his own dating were written between 337 and 345
(Peter Bruns 1991, 36). They are conceived as a unit since the initial letters
follow the Syriac alphabet and the 23rd exposition begins again with the
Aleph. Their topics are exclusively questions of lived Christian piety, while
dogmatic theological treatises, for example on Christology or the doctrine
of the Trinity, are lacking. Aphrahat was concerned with spiritual practice
and not with the dogmatic disputes of his time. Since he wrote in Syriac,
I can only quote and discuss his expositions (as well as those of Ephraim
below) from translations.

The expositions reveal “very clearly anti-Jewish polemics” (Peter Bruns
1991, 54), because in view of the threat of persecution under the Sassanid
ruler Shapur II (309-379 AD), many Christians apparently flirted with
conversion to officially tolerated Judaism. At the same time, however, the
accounts testify that Aphrahat had intensive contact with rabbis and con-
ducted lively discourses with them.

Animals come into play in the exposition 13 about the Sabbath—in the
prominent role of the chief witnesses. Aphrahat’s core thesis is directed
against the Jews around him: God did not give the Sabbath to reward those
who keep it and punish those who do not, but to relieve those who have
to work hard, and that includes non-believers and animals: “The Sabbath
is not set between death and life, nor between righteousness and sin, but
is given for rest [..] but not only for men to rest, but also for cattle”
(Aphrahat, Expositions 13, 2).

Aphrahat explains in detail that animals can neither sin nor earn salva-
tion on working days and the Sabbath, for, he refers to a belief shared be-
tween Jews and Christians that “The animal has no resurrection to receive
retribution for keeping the Sabbath. Nor does it go to judgement. Just as
no other commandment, no law, was given to the beast to keep, so it has
no profit from the Sabbath” (Aphrahat, Expositions 13, 2). And at the end
of this section he concludes affirmatively, “This is the proof which I have
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written down, that the Sabbath was given for rest to every creature that
toils” (Aphrahat, Expositions 13, 3).

From the meta perspective, one can easily recognise his strategy: by
means of the exclusion of a third party, namely animals, from redemp-
tion, the dispute between the first two parties, i.e. Jews and Christians,
is bridged. Here they can meet and agree. At the same time, however,
it becomes clear that Aphrahat and Syrian Christianity in his region are
obviously more Hellenised than one might assume at first glance, for the
clear emphasis on the conviction that only man can be judged and reach
resurrection is typically Hellenistic—as is the talk of “dumb cattle” in the
next section, which testifies to the adoption of aloga terminology into the
Syrian world of language and thought. So it is Hellenism, of all things,
that is supposed to unite Jewish and Christian convictions and unify their
interpretation of the Sabbath commandment.

At the same time, Aphrahat also preserves classical biblical thinking
when he speaks of a God who cares for animals as much as for all other
creatures. “Therefore, the Sabbath is given for keeping, that the servants
may rest, the maidservants, the hired servants, the strangers, and the dumb
cattle (Ex 23:12), that all who toil may rest. For God is concerned for all
his creation, even for beasts and cattle, even for the birds and the beasts
of the field” (Aphrahat, Expositions 13, 9). To underline God’s concern for
animals, Aphrahat cites a considerable list of biblical quotations, pointing
to two animal ethical commandments from the Torah, namely Ex 23:10-11
(in the Sabbatical year animals may eat what grows in the fields) and Dt
22:6-7 (one shall not take the incubating mother out of the nest together
with her eggs), as well as Ps 147:9 and 36:7, Job 39:5-6, 30 and 38:41, Ps
104:27-29 and Is 34:15-17—biblical passages that speak in general terms of
God’s care for animals. And Aphrahat summarises: “From this it is evident
that God cares for all his creatures and that he forgets nothing” (Aphrahat,
Exposition 13, 9).

In this way, Aphrahat’s position is ambivalent: on the one hand, he
categorically excludes animals—in good Hellenistic tradition—from (heav-
enly) salvation; on the other hand, he includes them—in good biblical
tradition—in the faithful (earthly) care of the Creator. This is hardly a
position to be attributed originally to Aphrahat, but rather a reflection of
widespread convictions in Syrian Christianity at the time and its confronta-
tion with neighbouring Judaism. The doctrine of creation and the doctrine
of redemption enter into an insurmountable hiatus. As inconsistent, even
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schizophrenic as this position is, it can still be found today in many debates
on Christian animal ethics.

5.9 Ephraim the Syrian

The second author from the “Syrian Orient”, Ephraim the Syrian, was
born around 306 in Nisibis, today’s Nusaybin/Turkey directly on the bor-
der to Syria, into a Christian family and died in 373 in Edessa, today’s
Sanliurfa. Unlike Aphrahat, Ephraim lived in the Roman domain and not
in the Persian one. In this border region between the Greek, Syrian and
Persian cultural spheres, Christianity was theologically very diverse and
experienced strong conflicts (Sebastian Brock 1985, 3-5). Ephraim was
above all marked by controversies with the followers of Markion, Bardaisan
and Mani (Thomas Kremer 2012, 94). He taught as an ascetic and deacon
and was an advisor to numerous bishops. When Emperor Jovian (363-364)
had to surrender Nisibis to the Persian Sassanids, Ephraim moved to the
city of Edessa, a little further west. It was the Roman centre of the region
and at the same time the city with the largest Christian community.

Like Aphrahat, Ephraim wrote his works in Syriac. The basis of his
teaching is the Bible, which he mostly quotes by paraphrasing. While he
was largely unfamiliar with contemporary Greek theologians and their dog-
matic (Christological and Trinitarian) key concepts such as person, being
and nature, he thought in a very Greek way in terms of the perception of
man, animal and creation. He adopted anthropocentrism and its justifica-
tion quite naturally. However, Ephraim interpreted the scriptural texts in
the Antiochian tradition less allegorically than most of his contemporaries
and thus added some original arguments to the familiar figures of thought.

Before we deal with his commentary on Genesis, we will first discuss his
hymns. In them it becomes abundantly clear that for Ephraim man stands
far above animals according to divine order: “He has set you apart from
the animals” (Ephraim, Hymni de fide 36, 8). Entirely in accordance with
the Greek aloga thesis, for Ephraim the animals also have no language and
are mute. But this still makes them better than the demons, who constantly
speak evil (Ephraim, Hymni de fide 38, 2). Theologically, Ephraim justifies
the inability of animals to speak with a difference in their creation. While
God breathed a soul into humans and thus made them capable of speech,
he did not breathe a soul into animals themselves, which is why they are
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mute (Ephraim, Carmina nisibena 44, 1-13 based on Gen 2:7,19; cf. Thomas
Kremer 2012, 223-224).

Through the Fall, man became like animals. But in redemption, God
offers man the opportunity to return from the animal-like to the God-like
state: “As soon as we had become like the animals, God came down and
became like us, so that we could turn around and become like him. O
Blessed One, whose mercy has called us from here to there!” (Ephraim,
Hymni de fide 37, 2).

Before the Fall, there were no unclean animals: “Before Adam sinned,
all creatures were clean. And while they were pure, he adorned them with
their names. When that man sinned in his will, the Creator rejected [the
creatures] because of [Adam’s] sins. He declared some of them unclean so
that he might teach [Adam] through them and bring him to purity. As it
is written, he became both like wild and domesticated animals (Ps 48:13
LXX). Through them [God] presented [Adam’s] uncleanness, that he might
see how unclean he had become, that when he saw his slothfulness he
might despise it, that when he saw his great wound he might be ashamed,
and when he saw how he had become he might weep and seek the splen-
dour he had given away.” (Ephraim, Hymni de fide 34, 1-2). So some of the
animals are made unclean only for the sake of educational benefit to man.
God uses animals as a teaching tool—an extraordinarily anthropocentristic
and typically Stoic idea.

It should also be noted that Psalm 49:13 is rendered in the Septuagint
version (there under the numbering 48:13). It is completely irrelevant
whether Ephraim quotes directly from the Greek Bible or from a Syriac
translation with the same and thus also Hellenised wording. What is de-
cisive is the shift in meaning away from the dying human being, who
resembles the cattle that fall silent in death, to the unreasonable human
being, who becomes like the reasonless cattle when he deviates from the
path of reason. And as if to reinforce this, Ephraim emphasises that the
animals become a mirror for man because he has voluntarily given up his
reason and has become exclusively body like them (Ephraim, Hymni de
fide 34, 4). Only because man has turned from the spiritual to the physical
can the animals teach him something, for they are exclusively bodies.

While for some Church Fathers some animals stand for good qualities,
for Ephraim animals are exclusively images of bad qualities: “By means of
the animals man admonishes and reproves himself that he does not become
ravenous like a wolf nor kill like a wild animal. He will not adopt the
hissing of the serpent or the silence of the scorpion. Neither will he, like
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the latter, strike his friend in secret, nor will he, like the dog, rage against
his Maker, nor be ‘like a horse or a mule that is without understanding’ (Ps
32:9)” (Ephraim, Hymni de fide 34, 5). Only Origen has ever spoken so
negatively about animals.

In this ductus, it is relatively clear that, as already stated by Aphrahat, hu-
mans alone are destined for resurrection, whereas animals are entirely part
of everything that is perishable (Ephraim, Carmina nisibena 44, 14-24).
According to Ephraim, the work of animals already remains without reward
on earth, so that they are also without hope of a reward in eternity. Human
work, on the other hand, is already rewarded in this world, which is why
God rewards humans with resurrection after this life (Ephraim, Carmina
nisibena 44, 25-57). Moreover, animals do not practise asceticism, but
humans do. Their reward is resurrection (Ephraim, Carmina nisibena 44,
58-68). Finally, animals may be killed just like plants, whereas humans
must not be killed even in the case of serious illness or old age. This can
only mean that animals and plants are not resurrected, but humans are
(Ephraim, Carmina nisibena 44, 69-134). All three of Ephraim’s arguments
for the exclusion of animals from resurrection could be questioned. For us,
however, it is sufficient that they manifest (in agreement with Aphrahat, but
in far greater detail) the fundamental Greek dichotomy between humans
and other animals and underpin a classical Greek conviction.

Ephraim also interprets (like Origen, cf. chapter 5.6.2) the similarities
between humans and animals less than their differences from his Bible, as
we can see in his commentary on Genesis. To do this, we first have to look at
the Hebrew text of Gen 1:20-27. It reads as follows: “Then God said, ‘Let
the waters swarm (140—vyisrosh) with swarms of living creatures, and let
birds fly above the earth in the firmament of the heavens. And God created
(X33n—wayyibrd’) the great aquatic animals and all living creatures that
move about after their kind, of which the waters swarm (1¥7¢—Sarastt), and
all feathered birds after their kind. [...] Then God said: Let the earth bring
forth (X:1n—tds€’) living creatures of every kind, of cattle, of creeping
things, and of wild animals of the earth after their kind. And so it came to
pass. God made (y—wayya‘as) the wild animals of the earth after their
kind, cattle after their kind, and all the creeping things on the ground after
their kind. [...] Then God said: Let us make man (7%¥3—na‘4$é) in our im-
age, like us! They shall rule over the fish of the sea, over the birds of the air,
over the cattle, over all the earth, and over every creeping thing that creeps
on the earth. God created (X31—wayyibra’) man in His image, in the im-
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age of God He created (x72—bara’) him. Male and female, he created (X72
—Dbara’) them”

So we are dealing with three verbs for God’s creating, two of which are
used to refer to both animals and humans:

- bara, “to create”, a term reserved exclusively for God’s creative work, first
appears in Gen 1:1 (God created the heavens and the earth), but then
again in Gen 1:21 for the water and air animals, and finally in Gen 1:27
three times for man.

— asa, “to make”, is used first in Gen 1:25 for land animals and then in Gen
1:26 for humans.

- Only the third term, bringing forth from the earth, refers to land animals
only.

In Ephraim’s Bible the weighting is significantly shifted (as in the Septu-
agint, cf. chapter 5.6.2), for he reads the same term “bring forth” in the
creation of the water and air animals as in the land animals: “Let the
waters bring forth all kinds of creeping things as living creatures, and let
birds fly above the earth. And God created the greater dragons, and every
living soul that the waters brought forth after their kind.” (Ephreem, Com-
mentarium in Genesim 1, 26). Thus, Ephraim’s Bible, like the Septuagint,
aligns the process of creation of water, air and land animals—in the sense
of a greater difference between them and humans. Man is now (if one
passes over Gen 1:21 and 25!) the only living being that is not indirectly
“brought forth” by water or earth, but directly created by God. Moreover,
according to Ephraim, man is “formed” by God and not simply “created”
(Ephraim, Commentarium in Genesim 2, 9; cf. Thomas Kremer 2012, 213)
—a difference that Ephraim probably interprets from Gen 2 and projects
into Gen 1. “For Ephraim, therefore, there is an essential difference between
the way God ‘formed’ man, i.e. shaped and created him, and the way the
animals were brought forth” (Thomas Kremer 2012, 213). Thus, it can
be summarised “that in Ephraim almost all the details are already to be
found that are of importance in Greco-Latin patristics in the question of
the imago character of man” (Thomas Kremer 2012, 215). Ephraim is very
Hellenistic in his approach to these questions.

Ephraim’s emphasis on the difference between humans and animals
is heightened by his statement that land animals were created outside
Paradise, but near it, “so that they might dwell near Adam” (Ephraim,
Commentarium in Genesim 1, 27). This opens up a deep chasm between
humans and animals, which the Bible does not know, and at the same
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time underpins maximum anthropocentrism: only so that they can serve
humans (after the Fall) are the animals placed near Paradise at all. As long
as man is in Paradise, he does not need them.

Ephraim’s interpretation of Gen 1:28 also corresponds to this. The fertili-
ty blessing for man is entirely in the service of the dominium terrae. It is
a blessing for dominion over animals, for God is already thinking of the
time after the Fall. In Paradise, according to Ephraim, man does not need
a blessing of his own, because Paradise is blessed per se. The blessing takes
place temporally before man is placed in Paradise, but spatially outside it
(Ephraim, Commentarium in Genesim 1, 31), for the animals are there, and
man only has contact with them after the Fall.

In his interpretation of the second Creation narrative, Ephraim also re-
veals relatively harsh anthropocentrism, which is only somewhat mitigated
by his sentences about the paradisiacal peace of creation. Thus, in interpret-
ing Gen 2:19, Ephraim writes: “He [God] brought them [the animals] to
Adam, that he might show his wisdom, and how the peace was between the
animals and Adam before the transgression of the commandment. For they
came to him as to a loving shepherd [...] and without fear of him, and they
feared neither him nor each other. In front went the band of wild beasts
of prey, and behind them went without fear the family of those whom they
harm” (Ephraim, Commentarium in Genesim 2, 9). For a moment, the
vision of peaceful coexistence between caring humans and fearless animals
flashes here.

But in the very next paragraph, Ephraim returns to the language of harsh
submission. He interprets the act of naming the animals as an exercise of
almost total dominion: “God made Adam a god of creation by making
him a ruler who would establish the names [of the animals] exactly as
He had established these beings. But whenever Adam desired to become a
god, he would be rebuked, reproved and shamed on account of his theft.
Since Adam had indeed become a partner [of God], God established the
names of all creatures, but reserved for Adam the names of all animals,
so that by means of His wise knowledge they would receive the naming
of their names as living beings. For without names, children and young
people are considered dead. On account of names, those who are called
are alive” (Ephraim, Commentarium in Genesim 2, 26, 1). Thomas Kremer
(2012, 220) emphasises that the idea of man as a second God was also
present in the early Jewish and Persian traditions at that time. And the
Greek positioning of man between gods and animals is not far from this
idea either. “According to Ephraim, the only thing that matters in Gen 2,19f
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is that Adam takes up his dominion over the earth and becomes lord over
everything. [..] Adam is granted universal dominion” (Thomas Kremer
2012, 267 in reference to Ephraim, Commentarium in Genesim 2, 9-10).
For Ephraim, this naming testifies to “a tremendous fullness of power:
[...] authority to dispose of the essence of the divine work of creation. [...]
And by giving the animals names, he really calls them into being, as it
were” (Thomas Kremer 2012, 267). Ephraim himself affirms this with the
following summary: “Wiser than all the animals was Adam, who was set
before the animals as lord and ruler, and wiser than all was he who gave
names to all” (Ephraim, Commentarium in Genesim 2, 15).

To substantiate the enormous special position of man in creation,
Ephraim uses a metaphor that we have not yet found anywhere: Man
is clothed with glory and splendour (cf. Thomas Kremer 2012, 223). We
had already seen that animals, according to Ephraim, are created outside
Paradise and only man inside in his commentary on the first Creation nar-
rative (Ephraim, Commentarium in Genesim 1, 27, I and 1, 31, 1). Ephraim
gives the reason for this in his interpretation of the second Creation narra-
tive: Man dwells in Paradise in a room full of glory that the animals cannot
look at and which they are consequently not allowed to enter (Ephraim,
Commentarium in Genesim 2, 15, 2). For Ephraim, the paradisiacal human
being is clothed with a glory that he loses with the Fall, so that he becomes
naked (Ephraim, Commentarium in Genesim 2, 13, 2). This is an emphasis
that is rarely encountered elsewhere and may have Persian as well as early
Jewish roots (Thomas Kremer 2012, 226-232; also Sebastian Brock 1985,
66-69). The metaphor of a garment of glory is there a metaphor for kings
and rulers. For Ephraim, man is thus a king and ruler over creation.

Moreover, in the interpretation of the Flood narrative (Ephraim, Com-
mentarium in Genesim 6, 9, I and 6, 10, 2), old familiar and new thoughts
emerge in equal measure in comparison with the Greek and Latin authors.
Ephraim interprets the narrative explicitly literally and not allegorically, as
in Carmina nisibena 1, where he compares Noah’s situation with his own
persecution and expulsion. The ark is a “place of refuge for man and beast”
(Thomas Kremer 2012, 390 in reference to Ephraim, Commentarium in
Genesim 6, 9, 3), while an allegorical ecclesiological interpretation of the
ark, as it dominates in the vast majority of the Church Fathers, is found in
Ephraim only in some hymns (Thomas Kremer 2012, 399).

The dominant motif for the interpretation of the Flood narrative is com-
prehensive animal peace, for the Creator had instilled passivity into preda-
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tors for the time of the Flood and placed a limit on their predatory nature:
“Lions go into the ark and cattle without fearful rushing and seeking shelter
with the lions. At the same time with them wolves and lambs go in, hawks
and sparrows, doves and eagles” (Ephraim, Commentarium in Genesim
6, 9, 3). “And this is marvellous; neither did the lions remember their
ferocity, nor did any other kind of land animal or bird desire their habits”
(Ephraim, Commentarium in Genesim 6, 10, 2). All living creatures on
the ark live in “holiness” (Ephraim, Commentarium in Genesim 6, 12, 4).
This interspecies peace on the ark is thus an archetype of the eschatological
peace of creation (Ephraim, Hymni de Ecclesia 51, 2)—both an image of the
archetype in Paradise and “a prefiguration of the redemption to be expected
for humans and animals” (Thomas Kremer 2012, 209 and 390)%4.

A specific feature of the two Syriac Church Fathers Aphrahat and
Ephraim is their strong emphasis on sexual abstinence, corresponding to
the view of the “sons of the covenant” to which they belong. In Ephraim,
this resonates with the Flood narrative. He interprets the sin and violence
of the people who cause the Flood primarily in sexual terms—and in turn
interprets the asceticism of Noah and all the human and animal inhabitants
of the ark primarily as sexual abstinence. He portrays Noah as a priest
who must live abstinently during his priestly consummation (cf. Ephraim,
Carmina nisibena 1, 45-50). For him, this is an even greater miracle than
the paradisiacal peace that reigns between animals and humans on the ark.

The narrative of the Noahide covenant is also highly abbreviated in
Ephraim (Ephraim, Commentarium in Genesim 6, 14-15; cf. Thomas Kre-
mer 2012, 405). He comments only on the three Noahide commandments:
the prohibition of eating blood, the prohibition of killing people and the
commandment of killing those people who have killed themselves. It is
important for Ephraim to emphasise that animals that have eaten people
or parts of them on earth must give them back when they rise from the
dead. What happens in the reverse case to animals that have been eaten by
humans is not an issue he addresses. Again, the conviction that resurrection
is reserved for humans is evident. Finally, not a word is said about the
fact that Gen 9 explicitly states four times that God’s covenant applies to

24 Note that according to Kremer, the image of the ark does have soteriological conse-
quences. In the logic of this image, animals will also experience redemption. In this
respect, this biblical strand clearly rubs shoulders with the Greek conviction, also
received by Ephraim, that there is no resurrection of animals.
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all human and animal creatures. Ephraim ignores this, as do all the other
Church Fathers examined here, except Irenaeus of Lyons (cf. chapter 5.3).

In summary, it can be said that the hope that the two Syriac Church
Fathers would have a different, less Greek-influenced view of animals has
not been fulfilled®. Even though they may selectively emphasise animal-
friendly ideas, they are firmly anchored in Greek anthropocentrism, which
Ephraim even increases with his metaphors and topologies in his commen-
tary on Genesis. The difference between humans and animals achieves an
emphasis that is otherwise rare among the Church Fathers?.

5.10 Cyril of Jerusalem

With Emperor Constantine, we enter a new era in which Christian the-
ologians are increasingly brought up as Christians as children. Cyril of
Jerusalem, for example, was born in 313 in the environs of Jerusalem to
Christian parents. He later became a priest and, because he was known as
an excellent preacher, Patriarch of Jerusalem in 350. He died in Jerusalem in
386.

Cyril was not a scientist, but a pastor and preacher. His 24 catecheses on
the individual articles of the Nicean Creed of 325 have come down to us
in writing. Catecheses are sermons or lectures for a mixed, not necessarily
educated audience who wish to receive baptism. We are therefore dealing
with a different literary genre, which is, however, possibly more meaningful
than many scientific treatises. Because they were written down, Cyril’s
catecheses were probably used in many places in the Near East to prepare
for baptism.

In the ninth catechesis, Cyril speaks about the article of faith “Creator
of heaven and earth, of all that is visible and invisible”. He goes through

25 Therefore, the thesis of Sebastian Brock 1985, 2-3 must be relativised, at least for the
area of creation and animal ethics, which says: “here is a form of genuinely Asian
Christianity which is free from the specifically European cultural, historical and
intellectual trappings that have become attached to the main streams of Christianity
[..] he is the one major representative of Semitic—Asian Christianity in its as yet
un-Hellenised—un-Europeanised—form”.

26 Sebastian Brock completely ignores this aspect and sees in Ephraim “an appropriate
patron saint for ecologically minded people” (1985, 136). That he then tries to support
this thesis by comparing Ephraim with the New Age theorist Fritjof Capra (Sebastian
Brock 1985, 139-140) is a hardly forgivable faux pas. Even in 1985, Lynn White’s thesis
should have been known and taken seriously!
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God’s six-day work from Gen 1 day by day, so he finally comes to aquatic
animals and asks by way of introduction: “Who can describe the beauty of
the fish of the sea? Who can describe the size of the sea monsters and the
nature of the amphibians, which soon live on dry land, soon in the water?”
(Cyril of Jerusalem, Procatechesis et Catecheses ad illuminandos 9, 11).
Similarly, he introduces reflection on birds and finally asks, “If you cannot
discern the dumbest bird that soars on high, how will you understand the
Creator of the universe?” (Cyril of Jerusalem, Procatechesis et Catecheses
ad illuminandos 9, 12). In a third step, he comes to land animals and
asks, “What man knows even the names of all the animals? Or who can
write a special natural history? But if we do not even know the names of
the animals, how will we understand their Creator?” (Cyril of Jerusalem,
Procatechesis et Catecheses ad illuminandos 9, 13). The diversity, beauty
and adaptability of animals is a good reason for Cyril to admire the Creator
and his wisdom.

Cyril marvels at the tremendous abilities of animals, but even more at
the creativity of God who created them: “God spoke the one word: ‘Let the
earth bring forth wild, tame and creeping animals (6 pia) after their kind’
(Gen 1:24). And at the one word, out of the one earth have become different
kinds of beasts: the so pious lamb and the carnivorous lion. There have
become the various movements of the reasonless living creatures ({wv
aAéywv xwnoels), to imitate the expressions of human wills (pproets
gxovoat dlopdpwv Tpoatpécewy avBpwmivwy): the fox expresses human
cunning, the snake shows the poison of human friendships, the neighing
horse the exuberance of youth. The busy ant has become to awaken the
sluggish and lazy man. If a man spends his youth in laziness, then he will
be taught by the reasonless creatures; for the divine Scripture rebukes him
with the words: ‘Go to the ant, you lazy one, see its ways and imitate it, and
be wiser than it!" (Prov 6:6) For take heed how it gathers its sustenance in
due season, and do likewise: gather for yourself as treasures for the future
the fruits of good works! And again, it is said: ‘Go to the bee and learn how
diligent she is!” (Prov 6:8) On various flowers they fly about to gather hon-
ey for your benefit. Thus, you shall wander through the divine scriptures to
work your salvation, and, being satiated by them, say: ‘How sweet are your
words to my palate; more than honey are they to my mouth. (Ps 118:103
LXX)” (Cyril of Jerusalem, Procatechesis et Catecheses ad illuminandos 9,
13).

Of course, Cyril understands animals here anthropocentristically as
God’s teaching tools for humans. But on the one hand, most animals come
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off excellently, both cognitively and morally, and on the other hand, Cyril
even emphasises that they “imitate” human decisions, that their behaviour
thus shows a certain analogy to human behaviour. And this must be the
case if one wants to postulate that humans learn from animals. Finally,
with four biblical quotations in a single paragraph, Cyril is much closer to
biblical texts than any author we have examined so far. This may be partly
due to the genre of the sermon. And yet the biblical references reinforce
Cyril’s extremely positive view of animals.

Thus, he concludes the treatise on animals with some questions: “Is the
artist, then, not worthy of praise? Is creation already evil because you do
not penetrate the essence of all that is created? Can you know the powers
of all plants? Can you know what benefit each animal brings you? [...]
From the various arrangement in creation you shall infer the power of the
Creator” (Cyril of Jerusalem, Procatechesis et Catecheses ad illuminandos
9,14).

After praising the human body in relation to the sixth day of Creation,
Cyril concludes his catechesis as follows: “I have now taught you at length
about creation. But I have still left out a thousand things, especially from
the incorporeal, invisible creation. Now you shall hate those who blas-
pheme against the wise, good artist. From what has been said and read,
from what you can find and know through self-observation, from the great-
ness and beauty of creation, you shall recognise the Creator accordingly.
Reverently you shall bow the knee before the Creator of the world, who
made the sensuous and the spiritual, all things visible and invisible, and
in grateful, praising words, with unwearied lips glorify God, saying: ‘How
admirable are your works, O Lord, all things have you made with wisdom’
(Ps 104:24), to you be due honour, glory, greatness now and forever. Amen.”
(Cyril of Jerusalem, Procatechesis et Catecheses ad illuminandos 9, 16).

Cyril quotes the same Psalm 104 here as Origen does in Contra Celsum
4, 75 (cf. chapter 5.6). But while Origen uses the Psalm as (supposed)
proof of anthropocentrism and explains that animals were only created for
human exercise, Cyril simply leaves the Psalm as praise to God. He invites
us to wonder, to joy and to praise, for every creature is for him a single
miracle.

Nonetheless, Cyril does not avoid an explicit confession of anthropocen-
trism in another passage, and does so in the context of a theme that, at first
glance, seems to have no relation to non-human creatures. It is his twelfth
catechesis on the article of faith “who took on flesh and became man”. Here,
Cyril first of all inevitably poses the classic dogmatic question “cur Deus
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homo?” and elaborates: “First let us examine the question: Why did Jesus
descend to earth? Pay no attention to reasons that my own mind comes
up with! [...] If you want to investigate the reason for Christ’s incarnation,
go back to the first book of Scripture! In six days, God created the world,
but the world because of man (6 xéopog S Tov GvBpwmov). The sun,
shining in most brilliant rays, was created to shine upon us. All animals
were brought into being to serve us. Plants and trees were created for our
benefit. Glorious are all creatures, but none of them is an image of God,
man alone excepted (008&v eikwv @eod, pdvog 8¢ avBpwmog). The sun was
formed by the mere word, but man was formed by the hands of God: ‘Let
us make man in our image and likeness!” (Gen 1:26). One honours the
wooden image of an earthly king; how much more does the spiritual image
of God deserve honour?” (Cyril of Jerusalem, Procatechesis et Catecheses
ad illuminandos 12, 5).

According to Cyril, the doctrine of creation could do without the com-
mitment to anthropocentrism. Christology and soteriology, on the other
hand, which lie behind the question “cur Deus homo?”, would not. Every-
thing in God’s creation must come down to man, so that everything in
God’s creation can come down to Christ, the Logos of God—even before
the Fall. For Cyril, like many other Church Fathers after him, interprets
Gen 1:26 in such a way that the plural of God “let us make man” refers
to God the Father and God the Son together (Cyril of Jerusalem, Procate-
chesis et Catecheses ad illuminandos 10, 6; 11, 23). Man as a logos-gifted
being is thus also an image of Christ, and Christ is not only a special divine
man, as the Arians claim, but God from eternity. One senses how much the
Christological and Trinitarian questions push to the fore in the 4th century
and cover everything else, especially the doctrine of creation.

In order to be able to single out Christ, Cyril, like Origen, must single
out the human being. Unlike Origen, however, Freud’s second, biological
mortification does not play a role for him. Cyril does not see man’s self-es-
teem in danger. Therefore, he can speak very impartially of the beauty
and usefulness of animals, marvel at their wonder and ascribe to them out-
standing qualities. Like Lactance, he represents sympathetic, animal-friend-
ly anthropocentrism.
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5.11 Basil of Caesarea

Basil, born in 330 in the Cappadocian metropolis of Caesarea (today’s
Kayseri) and who died there in 379, was at least the third generation of
his family to be Christian. His grandfather died as a martyr in the Diocle-
tianic persecution of Christians, which strengthened the family’s religious
self-confidence. Basil, whose younger brother Gregory of Nyssa we will get
to know in the following sub-chapter, studied in Caesarea, Constantinople
and Athens and acquired broad scientific knowledge. Influenced by his old-
er sister Makrina, who was already a nun, he decided to become a monk,
founded a monastery in Cappadocia in 355 and lived there for five years,
during which time he wrote the monastic rule that is still authoritative in
Orthodoxy today. His baptism, which was still an adult baptism, took place
during this time, in 356. As a monk, Basil lived a strictly vegetarian life
and maintained this lifestyle even when he left the monastery to support
Archbishop Eusebius of Caesarea. In 364 he was ordained a priest, and in
370 he was elected successor to Eusebius as Archbishop of Caesarea. He
held this office until his death.

Basil was in the middle of the dispute between Arians and Nicenes
about the appropriate Christology and doctrine of the Trinity, in which the
Roman emperors interfered considerably for political reasons. In numerous
sermons, however, he also dealt with creation and animals. A new genre
of literature goes back to him: the Hexaemeron, literally translated “the
six-day”, i.e. a series of sermons on the six days of creation in Gen 1. Philon
of Alexandria and Theophilos of Antioch had already written extensively
on this. Now, however, the interpretation of Gen 1 took on a far greater
significance, not only for Basil, but also for several of the early Christian
authors who followed. Basil preached the series of sermons during Lent
378, the last year of his life.

His intensive use of pagan scientific literature was a complete novelty.
“This approach is anything but self-evident. His predecessors apparently
still shied away from treading this path. The Cappadocian’s procedure can
only be explained against the background of Christian Chrésis, i.e. the use
of non-Christian spiritual and cultural goods.” (Rainer Henke 2000, 39).
This is justified with two arguments: Systematically, Christian theology
assumes that pagan authors also recognised some true things, since they
were created by the one God and endowed with reason. And biblically,
the three verses Ex 3:22; 11:2; 12:36 are interpreted allegorically, in which
the Israelites fleeing Egypt are asked to take with them golden and silver
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artefacts of the Egyptians. In this interpretation, the Egyptians are the
pagan philosophers and gold and silver their accumulated knowledge. This
also indicates the necessity of selection: not everything that shines in Greek
philosophy is gold and thus worthy of being adopted into Christian tradi-
tion.

If we think back to the diagram that summarised Stoic anthropocentrism
and its core ideas (Chapter 3.5.6), we can easily understand from this
example what the method of Chrésis means for Basil. He adopts statements
about animals and the relationship between humans and animals (lower
right quadrant) if and only if it

- serves to prove cosmic teleology and the benevolent providence of the
Creator (mpévota) (upper left quadrant): Natural scientific “information
is not an end in itself but serves the preacher as eye-opening evidence
that all natural processes are subject to the Creator’s providence, that
there is ‘neither anything superfluous... nor anything deficient’ (Hex 9,5:
154,20).” (Rainer Henke 2000, 59)

- is conducive to the clarification of the relationship between God and
humans, i.e. portrays man as endowed with the divine Adyog in the
image of God and Christ as the Adyog of God in person and thus as the
mediator between God and man (upper right quadrant). The attribution
of reason to humans alone aims at “the theocentristic orientation of
zoology” (Rainer Henke 2000, 46) or

- serves the ethical-spiritual maturation of man (lower left quadrant):
“The Christian homilet... takes up... the characteristics of animals cited
by the pagan zoologists only where he wants to demonstrate the wisdom
of the Creator God on the basis of the purposeful arrangement of fauna
or to encourage man to make moral progress or deter him from bad
behaviour” (Rainer Henke 2000, 47)

Behind all this lies the conviction that animal behaviour is designed by the
Creator in such a way that it can serve man in making ethical and spiritual
progress in these three respects. At the same time, its presentation on the
basis of biblical texts can show pagan intellectuals the wisdom of the Bible
(Rainer Henke 2000, 49).

You can see the epochal change that took place about a generation before
Basil: Christianity now has a firm grip on society and the state. The hard
conflicts no longer take place with the pagan cults of gods and emperors,
but within Christianity between individual groups and currents—in Basil’s
time between Arian and Nicene Christianity. This allows for much freer,
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more sovereign handling of scientific findings about animals—without the
stoic theological-ethical framework of anthropocentrism being attacked
in principle. We will see, however, that Basil considerably weakens and
relativises the actual anthropocentrist thesis that all creatures exist solely to
serve man. He does not give it up completely, but he is not far from it.

5.11.1 Sermons on various topics and occasions

In his eighth sermon “Against the Angry”, Basil compares poisonous and
wild animals with the human passion of anger: “If we ourselves have once
given room to anger, let it run free like a mighty stream, or calmly observed
the ugly distortion of those seized by this passion, then indeed the truth of
the saying became clear to us: ‘An angry man has no decent appearance’
(Prov 11:25). For when this passion (mdfog) has once supplanted rational
considerations (Aoylopuét) and obtained dominion over the soul (SuvaoTteia
g Yuxijs), it loses the man completely and does not allow him to be a
man at all, since reason (Adyog) is no longer at his command. What poison
is to poisonous animals, anger is to irritated people. They rage like dogs,
advance like scorpions, bite like snakes. Scripture also knows how to name
those seized by passion with the names of the animals to which they resem-
ble with their evil quality. They call them ‘dumb dogs’ (Is 56:10), ‘serpents,
‘brood of vipers’ (Mt 23:33) and the like. For those who are disposed to
harm their neighbour and to destroy their kinsmen may justly be reckoned
among the wild and venomous beasts, which by nature (¢x @Uoewc) bear
an irreconcilable hatred against men.” (Basil of Caesarea, Homilia 8, I).
Thus, when passion (md80¢) instead of reason (Adyog) takes dominion over
the soul (duvaoteio i Yuyiis), man becomes like an animal, and a very
harmful one at that. Basil argues Stoically, quite differently from Aristotle,
who can also find positive things in anger, but combines his thoughts with
quite a few biblical quotations. The Bible and philosophy agree on this
perception.

However, Basil shows that animals also display very touching behaviour
in a personally delivered example from the fourth sermon “on the martyr
Julitta”. The sermon is actually about the correct way of dealing with the
death of a person we were close to according to Stoic ideals. This is charac-
terised by dispassion (amdBeia), the equanimous acceptance of what God,
in his inscrutable wisdom, has ordained for mankind. Thus, Basil writes:
“The loss of a beloved child, of a faithful spouse, of a dear friend, or of
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a relative full of loud benevolence is not terribly difficult to a discerning
man who has right reason for the guide of life (tov 6pBov Adyov Nyeudva
™g {wig éxovtt). (Basil of Caesarea, Homilia 4, 4). In order to make
the decisive role of reason clearer, Basil now compares human grief with
animal grief. The latter is characterised by the fact that animals find it much
more difficult to get away from the habitual contact with deceased members
of their species: “I myself once saw an ox crying at a manger because his
pasture and yoke companion had died. In other animals, too, you can see
that they are very attached to habit” (Basil of Caesarea, Homilia 4, 4).

So the message is the same in the face of grief as it is in the face of anger:
control your emotions, for that alone is worthy of you! “Do not be upset
by misfortune! Do not speak of a blind coincidence of things, as if there
were no ruler who governs the world. Nor conjecture an evil creator of
the world, nor let intemperate sorrow breed pernicious doctrines; do not
fall away from the true faith! [...] Remember that God, who formed and
animated us, has given to each soul its own life span, and has appointed
to one man this hour of death, to another another” (Basil of Caesarea,
Homilia 4, 5).

On the level of content, Basil does not deviate one millimetre from
the Stoic teaching, which has become foreign to us today, to bear death
with equanimity. What is interesting, however, is the nuances he conveys.
While he first formulates his words from the perspective of an uninvolved
observer in the third person, he abruptly switches to the perspective of the
participant affected at the mention of the ox and speaks in the first person:
“I myself once saw..”. Obviously, the ox’s grief has gone very much to his
heart. But the very next sentence switches back to the impersonal form of
“can be seen” or “is very much to be seen”. It seems as if Basil wants to
suppress his sympathy for the ox immediately after he has caught himself in
a strong emotion. But in reality, here of all places, he shows very personal
feelings that make him seem human. The encounter with the animal stirs
his soul—and he recognises something of himself. At the same time, he
understands how touching the animal’s grief for its fellow animal is.

In his second sermon on Dt 15:9, “Take heed to yourself!”, Basil presents
the classical Stoic argument that animals naturally recognise and do what
is conducive to them, while humans should do so out of rational insight:
“It is said, ‘“Take heed to yourself!” Every animal has innately (oikoBev),
on the part of God who creates all things, the faculties (apoppoag) for
the protection of its own existence. You may find by careful observation
that most animals, without instruction (48{daxtov), know how to avoid
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what is harmful, and on the other hand are impelled by some natural
drawing (@uowki] Tivi 6Akf}) to the enjoyment of what is useful to them.
Therefore, also the God who educates us (moudevwv fpog Oeog) has given
this great commandment, that what is natural to those may be granted
to us by means of reason (6mep éxelvolg ék pUoEWG, TOVTO NPV €K THG
T0D Adyov PonBelag), that what is rashly (dvemotdtwg) accomplished by
the reasonless, may be done by us with attention and continued thought,
that we may further be conscientious stewards of the faculties given to us
by God, fleeing sin as the reasonless flee poisonous fodder, and seeking
righteousness as they seek edible herbs. “Take heed therefore unto yourself!”
that you may be able to discern that which is harmful from that which is
wholesome.” (Basil of Caesarea, Homilia 2, 2).

Again, the contrast between the rational and the reasonless serves to
create ethical exhortation. For the sake of encouraging a rational life, Basil
then also cites anthropocentrism: “You have received an understanding
soul (Yuynv Elapeg voepav), with which you know God, fathom the nature
of things, pluck the fruit of wisdom so sweet. All land animals, both tame
and wild, and all animals that live in the water and fly through the air, are
servile and subject to you (So0Ad éaTt kot vToxeipia).” (Basil of Caesarea,
Homilia 2, 6). Thus, for Basil, dominion over animals is, on the one hand,
evidence of God’s goodness and, on the other, evidence of specifically
human abilities.

That the gift of reason obliges is also the basis of a thought in the seventh
sermon in times of famine. Basil castigates the human practice of looking
only to one’s own advantage in the face of adversity and refers to animals,
who are always ready to share: “Let us who are capable of reason show
ourselves no more cruel than the reasonless animals! These live from the
natural growth of the earth as from a common good (xouwf]). Flocks of
sheep graze on one and the same mountain; many horses seek their food
in one and the same meadow, and all animals thus allow each other the
enjoyment of the necessary food. But we store up in our bosom what is
common to all and keep alone what belongs to many.” (Basil of Caesarea,
Homilia 7, 8).

In his eleventh sermon against alcoholics, Basil (like Irenaeus of Lyons
and Clement of Alexandria before him) also cites animals as the “more rea-
sonable” role models. For alcohol promotes sexual licentiousness and per-
version, and so drunkards are even more unreasonable than the reasonless:
“Yes, I would say that the intoxicated are more unreasonable (dAoywtépot)
than cattle: all quadrupeds, even the wild animals (Onpia), have their
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regulated impulses (0ppcu) for mating. But those who are under the spell
of drunkenness, and whose bodies are satiated with unnatural heat, are
provoked into foul and shameless embraces and lusts every moment and
every hour” (Basil of Caesarea, Homilia 11, 3). “The reasonless know the
limits of nature (tog 6poug g pUTEWS); but the drunken seek in man the
woman and in woman the man.” (Basil of Caesarea, Homilia 11, 4).

Humans and animals often have in common that they strive naturally for
what is good, such as love for their parents or benefactors. Basil therefore
explicitly compares human children with animals. The highlight of his
admonition in the second of his 55 “detailed rules” is then, of course, their
love for God as our father, as our mother as well as our immeasurable
benefactor. Here, Basil also refers to the famous quotation from Isaiah,
according to which the ox and the donkey know their Lord, but Israel does
not.

“What is perfected by free choice (mpoaipeoic) is therefore already natu-
rally (puowkdg) in us, if we are not wicked in our dispositions through
malice. Hence, love against God is required of us as a necessary debt, the
missing of which is the most intolerable of all evils to the soul. [...] But if
children already have a natural love (puowy otopyy]) for their parents, as
is shown both by the behaviour of the reasonless and by the affection of
men in their first years for their mothers, we must not prove ourselves more
unreasonable (GAoywtépot) than minors and more savage than animals by
behaving uncharitably and strangely towards our Creator. [...] Among those
whom a natural trait compels to love, the benefactor is uppermost, and this
trait is not found exclusively in men, but also in almost all animals, that
they are attracted to those who have done them good. It is said that ‘the
ox knows its owner and the ass the manger of its master’. But let it be far
from us that the following should be said: ‘But Israel knows me not, neither
do my people understand me’ (Is 1:3). For what shall I say of the dog, and
many other such animals, which show so great an acknowledgment towards
their providers? But if we feel naturally drawn in benevolence and love
to benefactors, and undergo every effort to repay the benefits previously
shown to us, what speech could possibly worthily describe the gifts of
God?” (Basil of Caesarea, Regulae fusius tractatae 2).

Animals get angry and animals grieve. Animals take care of themselves
and share food with each other. They practise sexuality in moderation
and know and love their parents and benefactors. Basil knows a lot about
animals, he likes and appreciates them and uses them much more often
as an example than as a deterrent. Moreover, as a monk he adheres to
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abstinence from meat and lives a vegetarian life. He also advises this in his
first sermon on fasting.

In the spirituality of the early monks, fasting, including abstinence from
meat, like sexual abstinence, is part of a freely chosen practice of coming
close to Paradise and living a life like the angels. “Fasting was already a
commandment in Paradise. The first commandment Adam received was:
‘From the tree of the knowledge of good and evil you shall not eat!” (Gen
3:17) [..] Yes, even the life in Paradise is a model of fasting, not only
inasmuch as man walked like an angel and by frugality preserved the
likeness of the angels, but also because everything that the human mind
conceived afterwards, such as drinking wine (oivomooia), slaughtering ani-
mals ({woBuaia), in general everything that clouds the spirit of man, was
not yet known to those living in Paradise” (Basil of Caesarea, Homilia 1,
3). It is remarkable that Basil writes here of the “slaughter” or “sacrifice”
of animals and not of the “consumption of meat”, as would have been
obvious by analogy with the drinking of wine. While drinking wine is
about its alcoholic effect and thus about a human problem, abstinence from
meat is about the suffering of the animals that have to give up their lives.
This is very clear in the wording, which sounds poetic in Greek because
oivoroaio and {woBvaio have the same rhythm and ending and rhyme.
Strictly anthropocentristic, such a consideration could hardly be justified.
Here, the view of the empathetic preacher widens and understands animals
as independent téle and sensitive living beings.

However, the paradisiacal duty to abstain from meat in Gen 1 also applies
to animals. They too are to eat a purely vegetable diet. That is why Daniel,
who is thrown into a lion’s den by the Babylonian king Nebuchadnezzar,
becomes a prototype of those who fast, for the lions take him as an example
and do not eat him: “Daniel then, the ‘man of pleasure’ (Dan 9:23; 10:11),
who ate no bread and drank no water for three weeks (Dan 10:2), cast into
the pit, taught even the lions to fast (Dan 6:16-22). [...] for they did not
open their mouths against the Holy One”” (Basil of Caesarea, Homilia 1, 7).
The whole of creation renounces consuming other living beings—this is the
ideal of Gen 1, which Basil takes up and realises with early monasticism.

Finally, Basil forcefully summarises the benefits of meat fasting: “No ani-
mal laments its death; no blood is shed; no death sentence is pronounced
against animals by the inexorable belly; the knife of the butcher rests. The
table is content with that which grows of itself” (Basil of Caesarea, Homilia
1, 7). It is hard to speak much more clearly about one’s responsibility for
the welfare of animals. Basil paints a picture of peace that could not have
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been more aptly portrayed in Gen I and Is 1. Of course, he does not
oblige Christians to eat a meatless diet, but “only” advises them to do so
in the sense of a free decision—temporal abstinence from meat, however,
and the moderate consumption of meat that this signals, are incumbent
on all Christians (Ian Jones 2013, 28-29). But his gaze is firmly fixed on
the welfare of animals. Argue as you will, but this is definitely no longer
anthropocentrism. Although Basil never doubts it in theory, he turns away
from it in practice.

5.11.2 The nine homilies to the Hexaemeron

With the Ophion eig v E€arjpepov Basil opens a long and illustrious se-
ries of works of a new literary genre. The term 10 é€arjpepov, denoting the
six-day work of Creation, is first found in Philon, Legum allegoriae 2, 12,
and in Christian literature for the first time in Theophilos of Antioch, Ad
Autolycum 2, 12. We also first encounter the literary genre of the interpreta-
tion of the first Creation narrative in Philon, namely De opificio mundi.
Basil then uses 1] é§arjpepoc, the six-day Creation narrative, explicitly in
the title of the book. “The Hexaemeron of Basil the Great is the earliest
work devoted exclusively to the account of creation which has come down
to us; it is also the most influential of those which cannot be interpreted
allegorically” (Jacobus C.M. van Winden 1988, 1260). It has a direct influ-
ence on the next two authors of this genre, namely Gregory of Nyssa, who
defends his brother’s writing against misunderstandings (chapter 5.12), and
Ambrose of Milan, who adopts the sermons of his episcopal colleague Basil
almost verbatim in 386 (chapter 5.13).

Basil probably preached the homilies at the beginning of Lent in the last
year of his life in 378—and did so within five days, Monday to Friday, with
two on all days, namely in the morning and in the evening, and only one
of the nine homilies on Wednesday (Stig Y. Rudberg 1997, XVI). Andrew
Louth (2009, 44) suggests that it may have been an ancient tradition to read
the entire Book of Genesis during Lent.

As early as in the structure, Basil visibly distances himself from the Stoic
scala naturae. While Philon adapts his structure in De opificio Dei to the
Stoic hierarchy of being, Basil sticks strictly to the biblical order. Thus, he
arranges the three animal homilies in Hexaemeron 7-9 as follows: Aquatic
Animals (7)—Aerial Animals (8)—Land Animals and Man (9) (cf. Basil
of Caesarea, Hexaemeron 8, 2, where he explicitly emphasises this). One
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senses the Christian self-confidence that has clearly grown in comparison
to Greco-Roman philosophy.

Methodologically, Basil clearly rejects an allegorical interpretation of the
Creation narrative: “I know the laws of allegory (vépovg @rAnyoplag),
although I did not draw them from myself, but rather came across them in
the works of others. They do not take the scriptural words in their ordinary
sense, and do not call water water, but understand by it some other nature;
they also interpret plant and fish arbitrarily, and also twist and interpret
the origin of creeping and other animals (Ovpiwv) entirely according to
their taste, as the dream-interpreters interpret the dream-appearances en-
tirely according to their head. But when I hear of grass, I think of grass,
and plant, fish, wild animal, domestic animal; in general, I understand
everything as it is said.” (Basil of Caesarea, Hexaemeron 9, 1; cf. also 3, 9).
Basil thus distances himself from a tradition that begins with Theophilos of
Antioch (Ad Autolycum 2, 16-18, cf. chapter 5.2) and comes to flower with
the Alexandrians Clement and Origen (cf. chapters 5.4 and 5.6).

In contrast to allegorism, Basil uses the knowledge of ancient natural
science to an enormous degree and with great matter-of-factness (Andrew
Louth 2009, 53), but this knowledge is always employed in the service of
theological and ethical statements. The most important of these will be
presented below:

There is a well-thought-out and perfect divine plan for the benefit of
all living beings, but especially of man: Basil describes the divine plan of
creation as perfect and encompassing all creatures: “But every one of the
created beings (éxaotov 8¢ TV yevopévwv) has some purpose of its own
(1316v Tiva Aéyov) to fulfil in creation.” (Basil of Caesarea, Hexaemeron 5,
4). “Nothing beyond what is useful (mepirtdtepov tijs ypelag) has our God
created, but neither has he forgotten anything of what is necessary (t@v
avayxaiwv).” (Basil of Caesarea, Hexaemeron 8, 7). Two examples to prove
the perfection of creation are the observation that prey animals have higher
reproductive rates to compensate for feeding losses (Basil, Hexaemeron
9, 5; also already Lactance, cf. chapter 5.7), and the physique of animals:
“Even if you look at the limbs of animals, you will find that the Creator has
given nothing that is superfluous, and left nothing necessary out.” (Basil
of Caesarea, Hexaemeron 9, 5). One is about animal behaviour, the other
about animal morphology. Both show how well animals are adapted to
their living conditions.

It is remarkable that Basil advocates comparatively weak anthropocen-
trism: “Therefore, even if a species of grass is useful only to animals,
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the benefit they derive from it also benefits us..” (Basil of Caesarea, Hexae-
meron 5, 2). This is formulated far more cautiously than by some authors
before him. Basil recognises that non-human creation is useful to man in
three ways: materially, religiously and ethically: “The one is there for man’s
enjoyment, the other for the contemplation of the miracle of creation.
Still other things are terrible in order to resist our recklessness.” (Basil of
Caesarea, Hexaemeron 7, 6). Nevertheless, Basil emphasises that God cares
for all creatures: “The Lord of the wind and the sea has sown a trace of
his great wisdom into the little creature. There is nothing God has not
foreseen, for which he has not made provision (O0d¢v ampovéntov, o0dev
npeAnuévov mapa Oeod). All things his never-sleeping eye beholds (Prov
15:3). To all he is near, caring for each one’s welfare (¢xmopilwv éxdotw
v owtnplav)” (Basil of Caesarea, Hexaemeron 7, 5). The term cwtrpia
here is quite ambiguous—it can also be translated as “salvation”. God thus
provides for the “salvation” of all living beings, even the smallest. That is a
strong statement!

The scientific contemplation of creation leads to all the greater praise of
the Creator (cf. Domenico Ciarlo 2007, 144): Thus, Basil exhorts, “Learn to
know the wisdom of God in everything, and never cease to admire it and
to glorify the Creator in every creature (80 Tdomng 7| kTioewg do&aletv
tov omiv)!” (Basil of Caesarea, Hexaemeron 8, 7). He sees the diversity
of species and their composition as special evidence of God’s greatness
and creativity, saying, “But to wish to enumerate all the species of fish
one by one would be to count the billows of the ocean or to measure the
waters of the sea with a hollow hand.” (Basil of Caesarea, Hexaemeron 7,
1). He also says that the appropriateness of natural behaviour shows God’s
greatness, such as the migration of fish and sea creatures from spawning
to feeding grounds and from winter to summer abodes: “Who is it that
drives them? Where is a royal command? What public notice gives them
the appointed time? Who is their guide to foreign lands? Everywhere you
see the divine order, how it governs even the smallest things.” (Basil of
Caesarea, Hexaemeron 7, 4). Basil also interprets the migration of birds in
an analogous way (Basil of Caesarea, Hexaemeron 8, 5).

One senses the Bishop’s enthusiasm when he concludes his sermon at the
end of the day: “The words of Scripture, read only in this way, are a few
short syllables. The waters bring forth winged beasts, which fly above the
earth in the firmament of heaven (Gen 1:20). But if one explores the mean-
ing of these words, the great wonder of the Creator’s wisdom is revealed.
Think of how many kinds of fowl he has provided! How has he separated
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them according to species and kind, and how is each kind characterised by
their peculiarities! The whole day was not sufficient to describe to you the
wonders of the air” (Basil of Caesarea, Hexaemeron 8, 8).

Some animals serve as negative role models for humans: the moral ana-
logue of the “wickedness” (koxio) of animals plays a rather minor role for
Basil and mainly concerns predators. He describes the “cunning” of the
crab that feeds on oysters as follows: “The crab craves the flesh of the
oyster; but because of the hard shell it can hardly get hold of the prey. [...]
When it sees the oyster warming itself comfortably in a calm place and
opening its shells to the sun’s rays, it suddenly throws a small stone between
them, thus preventing them from closing and, as you can see, replacing
with cunning what it lacks in strength. This is the wickedness of those who
have no reason and no voice (AUt 1 kaxio TOV prite Adyou prte Pwviig
petex6vtwy). I would wish you the acquisitiveness and skillfulness of crabs,
without harming your neighbour” (Basil of Caesarea, Hexaemeron 7, 3). A
second example is even more remarkable: the polyp adapts itself in colour
to its surroundings so that its prey may feel safe and come so close to it
that it can catch it. In this way, the polyp resembles those humans who
adapt to their environment, even if it is morally corrupt (Basil of Caesarea,
Hexaemeron 7, 3). So there is animal behaviour that is morally not worthy
of imitation. Overall, however, the examples of positive animal behaviour
far outweigh these.

Many animals serve as positive role models for humans: First of all, Basil
sees some ways in which animals can act as role models with regard to
virtues that relate to the relationship of humans to themselves. For example,
the natural self-limitation of animals should be a model of moderation
for humans: “How the species of fish have each allotted themselves a
corresponding section, do not enter foreign territory, but remain within
their boundaries! [..] But we are not like that. Where does that come
from? Because we are shifting the eternal boundaries set by our fathers.
We distribute the earth, add house to house, field to field, in order to take
something from our neighbour. [...] the fish does not contradict the law of
God (IxBug ok avtidéyel vopw Beod), but we humans do not want to
adhere to the wholesome teachings (&vBpwmot cwtnpiwv Sdaypdtwy odk
avex6peda). Do not despise fish because they are speechless and reasonless
(Gpwva xat dhoya)! Rather, fear being more unreasonable (dAoywTepog)
than they, if you do not submit to the decree of God!” (Basil of Caesarea,
Hexaemeron 7, 3-4). The final admonition is remarkable. On the one hand,
because it is about respect for animals—a tone we have hardly heard before
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in early Christian literature—and on the other hand, because this respect
is demanded of all things towards fish, which, according to the Stoic scala
naturae, occupy the lowest rank among all animals. Seen in this light,
Basil’s statements go a long way towards accommodating animals!

For Basil, the consistent orientation of animals towards their future can
become a model of human hope: He speaks of the “endowment of animals
with an eye to the future, so that we too may not cling to this present life
but may devote all our care to the life to come.” (Basil of Caesarea, Hexae-
meron 9, 3). Again, he sees fish, of all things, as particularly exemplary:
“The fish know about a certain provision for the future; but we, for lack of
hope for the future, waste our lives in animal lust. The fish changes so many
seas to find some advantage; what will you say, you who live in idleness?”
(Basil of Caesarea, Hexaemeron 7, 5). But the bishop is also impressed by
the perseverance of the swallow, which is never discouraged by setbacks in
building its nest or rearing its brood (Basil of Caesarea, Hexaemeron 8, 5).

Basil finds role models for social virtues rather in the animals of the air
and the land—their social behaviour is easier to observe. Thus, he praises
the hospitality of crows (Basil of Caesarea, Hexaemeron 8, 5), the care of
storks for their old parents (Basil, Hexaemeron 8, 5), i.e. the legendary
“stork’s thanks” (&vtimehopywotg), which is still so called and applied
to humans today, the boundless loyalty of dogs to their masters, beside
whom they remain after the latter’s death until they themselves starve
(Basil of Caesarea, Hexaemeron 9, 4), and in general the love of animals
between parents and young: “Incomprehensibly great among animals is
the mutual love of parents and their young, because God, who created
them, has replaced their lack of reason with an excess of sensual feelings
(16T O dnovpyrioog avTa Oeog v ToD Adyouv EAAeWyv Sl TG TAOV
aioOntnplwv Teplovaiog mopepudrioato).” (Basil of Caesarea, Hexaemeron
9,4).

This still leaves the question of the intellectual abilities of animals: First
of all, Basil distinguishes animals as animate from plants as inanimate
living beings in the Stoic tradition (Basil of Caesarea, Hexaemeron 7, 1).
For him, there are different degrees of ensoulment between the individual
animals: land animals have more of the life principle of the soul than
water animals (Basil of Caesarea, Hexaemeron 8, 1). In any case, however,
the soul of animals is earthly and therefore mortal: “Since, according to
Scripture, the soul of every animal is its blood (Lev 17:11), but the blood
condenses and turns into flesh, and the flesh decays and dissolves into
earth, the animal soul is naturally earthy. [...] Do not think it is older than
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its corporeal substance, or that it will continue after the dissolution of the
flesh!” (Basil of Caesarea, Hexaemeron 8,2). Basil thus negates not only the
pre-existence of the animal soul (and thus also transmigration), but also
its post-existence in eternity. Despite all his love of animals, he sticks to
the classical Stoic-Christian position with a (questionable) reference to the
Bible.

Basil recognises an ability in some animals that is very similar to human
syllogistic reasoning. Two examples are vultures and dogs. Vultures follow
migrating armies because they hope to find corpses—and they cannot know
this from birth, but only learn it from observation. Basil summarises the
much-discussed example as follows: “You see countless flocks of vultures
following the armies, which conclude from the armour what will happen
to the soldiers. But this is not far from human reasoning (o0 poxpdv ot
hoytop@v avBpwrivwv).” (Basil of Caesarea, Hexaemeron 8, 7). The aloga
thesis stands like a dogma in the room, which Basil does not want to
question. And yet one wonders why the behaviour of vultures should only
be “not remote” from human reasoning and how it can then actually be
explained.

The second example comes from Chrysipp—we have already met it in
Sextus Empiricus (chapter 3.6.3) and Tiberius Iulius Alexander, the nephew
of Philon (chapter 3.6.1): “What the worldly wise have scarcely found after
long years of study, namely, the chain conclusions (tag v guAloyLoP®V
mAokag) that, as you see, the dog knows, only instructed by nature (mwopa
s @Uoews memaudevpévog). For if he tracks a game, and in doing so
encounters various tracks, then follows the tracks leading everywhere, yet
by such conduct he only pronounces the syllogism (tv gvAloyioTikny
ewvnv): ‘The game has turned this way, or that way, or towards a third
side; but it has run neither that way nor that way; consequently, it must
have run towards this side’ Thus, after rejecting what is wrong, he finds
what is right” (Basil of Caesarea, Hexaemeron 9, 4). Thus, according to
Basil, the dog does not carry out a syllogistic conclusion, but is “taught by
nature”. Here, the bishop sticks entirely to the traditional Stoic teaching.

Like Lactance (Chapter 5.7), Basil also cites man’s upright walk as a
central biological correlation to the gift of reason. He interprets the half-
sentence in Gen 1:24 “Let the earth bring forth” as follows: “The animals
are earth-born and inclined to the earth. But the ‘heavenly plant’ (Plato,
Timaeus 90 A-B), man, is distinguished as much by his physique as by
the nobility of his soul. What shape do the quadrupeds have? Their head
is turned towards the earth, looking at their belly and seeking in every
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way to satisfy its lust. Your head is turned towards heaven; your eyes look
upwards.” (Basil of Caesarea, Hexaemeron 9, 2). The gift of reason, then,
serves primarily to orient man towards God, so that he may live up to
his kinship with God. As with Lactance, the bodily characteristics of the
upright gait and the raised gaze become the code of social order.

Nevertheless, the lack of reason in animals is compensated for by an
excess of feelings (Basil of Caesarea, Hexaemeron 9, 4). Thus, despite
everything, God’s kind care for his creatures becomes visible: “That God
compensates for the lack of reason in the animal world at the same time
reveals the goodness of the Christian Creator God and his love for every
creature, a decisively new moment in the view of nature, especially in
comparison with the Stoa. Basil repeatedly emphasised this revolutionary
thought in the homilies of the Hexaemeron.” (Rainer Henke 2000, 46).

In summary, Basil’s great love for animals and the sensitive way he
speaks about them is an unmistakable and strong feature of his sermons. It
also corresponds to his enthusiasm for the detailed animal observation of
natural science. That he justifies monastic abstinence from meat so strongly
in terms of avoiding animal suffering and feels compassion for a grieving
ox is also new. On the level of practicality, then, Basil is a great animal
lover. On the level of theological ethical theory, however, he harbours
no fundamental doubts about the outdated positions of Stoic-Christian an-
thropocentrism and the aloga thesis. These are so deeply and firmly rooted
in late antique culture that they are no longer perceived as questionable.
Nevertheless, the core position of anthropocentrism, that everything was
created solely for the benefit of man, remains extraordinarily weak in Basil.
If he mentions it at all, and he does so rather rarely, he weakens it as much
as possible. Basil is without doubt one of the “least anthropocentristic”
authors of the early Church.

5.12 Gregory of Nyssa

Gregory of Nyssa, born around 335/340 in Caesarea and who died after 394
in Nyssa, was the second youngest of ten children, who first married after
his education and was soon widowed. Influenced by his eldest sister, the
nun Makrina, and the second eldest of the siblings, his brother the bishop
Basil of Caesarea (chapter 5.11), he becomes a monk and in 372, bishop of
the newly established diocese of Nyssa, today’s Nevsehir in Cappadocia.
Theologically, he thought and wrote more systematically than his brother
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and continued his brother’s Trinitarian ideas, especially at the Council
of Constantinople in 381, where they were incorporated into the Creed.
Gregory produced an extensive literary oeuvre, but unlike his brother Basil,
he wrote much less about animals.

Gregory understands his work De hominis opificio, “one of the main
works of patristic anthropology in the Greek language” (Giovanni Man-
dolino 2018, 416), which provides most of the content to be presented here,
as the completion of what Basil did not elaborate on in the Hexaemeron
due to time constraints, namely the Creation and being God’s image of
man. In doing so, Gregory, like his brother, draws intensively on contempo-
rary natural science. He devotes more attention to the interpretation of the
bodily constitution of man than to the interpretation of the soul and the
spirit. Some thoughts reveal ideas that Basil had already established, while
some appear for the first time.

The guiding question of De hominis opificio is why man is created as
the final work of God according to the Creation narrative. Throughout
his answer, Gregory underpins strong anthropocentrism from the very be-
ginning, using poetic sentences to describe a world perfectly prepared for
human use: “Already, then, all had come to its end. [..] And full was the
earth of the seasonal fruits, sprouting at the same time as the blossoms,
full were the meadows of all that grows in the meadows, and all the reefs
and heights, and all the lowlands and hills, and all the valley bottoms, were
adorned with fresh green grass and the colourful splendour of the trees,
which had just risen from the earth, but were rapidly growing into perfect
beauty. But all was merry, of course, and the animals that had come to
life at God’s command leapt about, sheltering in the bushes in herds and
species, every bush and shade-giving shrub resounded with the songs of the
songbirds. [...] and all the wealth of creation on land and sea was ready, but
the partaker (6 petéywv) was not. For as yet that great and venerable thing
(t0 péyoa todTo kal Tipov xpfjpa), man, was not resident in the world of
things. For neither was it appropriate for the ruler (épywv) to appear before
the ruled, but only after the preparation of the ruler’s territory was it time
for the king (Baothetc) to appear” (Gregory of Nyssa, De opificio hominis
1-2). Nowhere else have we read the anthropocentristic interpretation of
God’s six-day work in such rich and imaginative embellishment as here.
And nowhere has human kingship been so directly equated with ownership
or stakeholdership. To be a king is to be a beneficiary—an equation that
can certainly be questioned. “Gregory imagines the scene of creation as a
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lavish banquet laid out for a guest who has yet to arrive—a world made for
human consumption.” (Eric Daryl Meyer 2018, 43).

Gregory regards free will as the decisive difference between humans and
animals and as a constitutive characteristic of the human image of God.
Thus, he writes in his treatise on virginity: “He was the image and likeness
(eixdv v xai opoiwpa) [...] of the power that is king over all that exists
(Baathevovong), and therefore in the self-empowerment of decision, he
received the likeness of him who has power over all things..” (Gregory of
Nyssa, De virginitate 12). From this follows very classically: “The self-em-
powerment of man is [..] for Gregory the essential trait of the image of
God [...] It is necessarily connected with man’s endowment with reason.”
(Martin Streck 2005, 132-133).

Like Basil, Gregory asks above all about the characteristics of the body
that predestine man as the ruler of creation and make his leadership role
possible. First of all, this includes his lack of physical strength, which makes
him in need of help, which is why he begins to dominate and domesticate
animals. He needs this, but he can also do it (Gregory of Nyssa, De opificio
hominis 7). The second characteristic, which is also already known to us,
is the upright walk: “But the form of man is upright and directed towards
heaven, and he looks upwards. This is also princely and denotes royal
dignity (Apywa xai tadta, kol v Pacthny aflav émonpaivovtal). For
the fact that among creatures man alone is thus constituted, and all others
have their bodies bent downwards, clearly shows the difference of dignity
between those bent under dominion and the power above them (trv tfjg
a&lag dlapopay, T@V Te VTOKVTITOVTWY Ti] SUVATTE(Q, KOL TT| UTIEPOVETTH
ans avt@v ¢govaiag).” (Gregory of Nyssa, De opificio hominis 8).

Finally, Gregory’s third specifically human bodily characteristic, which
goes beyond that of his brother Basil, is the free play of the hands, which in
the first place made possible man’s ability to speak. In De hominis opificio
8, “it is shown how the bodily characteristics of man were interrelated and
how they were all oriented towards the service of the Logos: The upright
walk frees the forelimbs from their function as supporting organs and is
thus the prerequisite for the formation of the hands. The hands, in turn,
free the mouth from the task of feeding itself directly; but this enables the
mouth and tongue to take on a shape that makes possible the articulation
of the voice. If, like the animals, we had to pluck the plants with our
mouths, we would have a snout, calloused, thick lips and a rough, animal
tongue, and would consequently only be able to utter animal sounds”
(Urs Dierauer 1977, 236). What Dierauer summarises compactly proves
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Gregory’s long and demanding chain of thought from the upright walk to
the ability to speak, which would also do credit to modern biology. The
human organism is presented as perfectly oriented towards the formation
of language.

We have already pointed out elsewhere the hermeneutical problem of
constructing a categorical, principled difference in dignity from these cat-
egorical, contingent differences in bodily constitution (Eric Daryl Meyer
2018, 46). The problem is not specific to Gregory but concerns all of Stoic
natural philosophy. The conclusion from being to ought, as inevitable as
it is, always remains precarious from an ethical point of view and requires
highly nuanced and very careful exposition. In Gregory, on the other hand
(as in the Stoa as a whole), it remains largely unreflective.

It is not surprising that the aloga thesis is not specifically explained in
a work about the creation of man. In his sermon on the third Beatitude,
“Blessed are those who mourn”, Gregory does, however, mention it, for on
the basis of their lack of reason, he denies animals the ability to mourn:
“.. anyone who sinks into the pleasures of this life cannot be assumed to
mourn. The latter is also proved by the reasonless animals; these are indeed
by nature in a pitiable condition—for what is more pitiable than to be
deprived of reason? But they do not have a feeling of unhappiness; on the
contrary, their life proceeds with a certain joy: the horse is full of high
spirits, the bull romps about so that the dust flies up, the pig bristles, the
young dogs joke, the calves leap; every living creature can also express its
joy through various signs. But if they had any idea of the joy (xdptc) of
reason, which they lack, they would not spend their dull, low life in joy
(ndovn).” (Gregory of Nyssa, De beatitudinibus 3, 4).

Mourning in the true sense, and Gregory is quite Stoic about it, can
only be given when someone has a clear idea of loss and the ways of
coping with it, and when someone can therefore relate to it. He denies
animals this possibility because, for him, they have no reason. For his part,
Gregory evaluates their lack of reason objectively as a misfortune, but one
that they would and could not feel subjectively—and describes their sensual
pleasures in detail. In terms of content, his brother Basil was of the same
opinion. However, if we recall the mode of representation with which he
describes the mourning ox that he observed, then nevertheless a difference
becomes clear. At least performatively, Basil hints that he is not happy with
the Stoic concept of animals’ inability to truly grieve. Gregory, on the other
hand, does vividly describe the joys of animals, but he is obviously not
moved to deny them the genuine joy that is reserved for rational beings.
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Where Basil shows empathetic closeness to animals, Gregor remains at an
indifferent distance from them.

On the whole, Gregory sees animals as closer to plants than to men
within the framework of the Stoic scala naturae, which for him establishes
the legitimacy of consuming animals as food in the same way as plants:
“Therefore, the general lawgiver also gave over the nature of animals, as
not far removed from plant life, to the use of man in the same way, to
serve their owners instead of herbs; for ‘all flesh; he says, ‘eat as herbs of
the field’ (Gen 9:3); only a little, indeed, does it seem to be in advance,
by virtue of its sentience, of that which grows and multiplies without it.
Let this be a lesson to those who are carnally minded, not to tie the mind
too much to sensual things, but to be busy in the soul’s advantages, since
the true soul shows itself in these, but sensibility is also in the animals”
(Gregory of Nyssa, De hominis opificio 15). Gregory does not follow the
usual distinction between a purely vegetarian diet before the Fall and a
carnal diet after the Fall. This is because, for him, the sentience of animals is
not an ethically relevant endowment. Instead, he immediately mentions the
warning that this assessment contains for humans, namely to set themselves
apart from animals.

The human endowment of reason for Gregory thus remains a commit-
ment to morality as well. In De opificio hominis 18, he describes in good
Stoic manner that the nature of man is composed of two halves, the divine
and the animal. The moral task of man now consists in controlling the
second through the first. Whereas animals are driven to self-care by natural
impulses, man must lead these forces to good through the guidance of
reason. Elsewhere, Gregory uses the familiar Platonic image of the chario-
teer and wild draught animals: “If, on the other hand, reason, like some
charioteer (tig 1vioxog), drops the reins, who then himself falls under the
carriage and is dragged behind it, wherever the draught animals tear the
team in their reasonless motion (7] &Aoyog kivnoig), then the impulses turn
into passion, the malignancy of which can also be seen in the reasonless
creatures (t6te eig TaBog ai Oppol kataoTPEPOVTAL, olov B1) Kal £TL TOTG
aAdyolg EaTwy i0elv).” (Gregory of Nyssa, Dialogus de anima et resurrec-
tione 8, 7). This image from Plato’s Phaedrus (cf. chapter 3.3), which is still
echoed in many idioms today—for example, when “unbridled behaviour”
is mentioned—, illustrates more clearly than almost any other the efforts of
Greek ethics to domesticate the animal in man and make it both harmless
and useful. It illustrates the Greeks’ deep mistrust of feelings, which then
casts its long shadow on animals as well.
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Gregory both theologically and spiritually is strongly oriented towards
his older brother Basil but does not have his esprit and above all does not
adopt his great love for animals. He makes anthropocentrism unusually
strong by explicitly equating the kingship of man, which he recognises in
the image of God, with the authorisation to use creation. His biological
derivation of man’s ability to speak from his upright walk is also genuine.
Overall, non-human creation is not a major concern for him.

5.13 Ambrose of Milan

Ambrose was born in Augusta Treverorum (Trier) in 339 and died in
Mediolanum (Milan) in 397. His parents belonged to the Roman senatorial
aristocracy. His father, Aurelius Ambrosius, was the prefect of the province
of Gallia Narbonensis (in present-day southern France) and died early.
Ambrose received a good legal education so that he could pursue a career
as a civil servant like his father. In 372/373 he became the prefect of the
province of Aemilia-Liguria with its seat in Milan, one of the imperial
residences at the time. But in 374 he was elected Bishop of Milan by the
people, although he was still a catechumen. After consultation with the
emperor, he accepted the office and within a week received baptism and the
ordinations of deacon, priest and bishop. Because of his new task, he now
dealt with theology for the first time. He did not become a great theologian,
but rather a church politician who took his theology from Basil of Caesarea
(chapter 5.11) and other great theologians of his time and transferred it from
the Greek-speaking to the Latin-speaking world.

More than half of his writings are devoted to biblical interpretation and
are probably based on sermons. As far as I can see, Ambrose was the only
one of the Church Fathers to have written his own treatise on the story
of Noah: De Noe et Arca from the year 378. Elsewhere, the ark is often
the only part of the story mentioned. The wood of the ark and the water
of the Flood are understood as an image of the cross of Christ and the
water of baptism, and sometimes there is also mention of the two birds,
the raven and the dove, which Noah sends out. Above all, however, the ark
is used as an image for the church, in which a veritable “zo0” of people
are peacefully united and live together in harmony. Ambrose, on the other
hand, interprets much of the narrative, and does so in a twofold process:
First, he explains the literal sense of the text, then the “sensus altior”,
the higher, i.e. allegorical sense. He consistently recognises this in man’s
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confrontation with his desires and passions. Noah is the righteous, that is,
the mind (mens) that subdues all irrational passions and locks them up, as
it were, in the ark of his reason (Ambrose, De Noe et Arca 9, 30).

Not everything that Gen 6-9 has to say about animals is interpreted by
Ambrose. He often skips over theologically significant verses and instead
dwells on questions of detail. For our question, it seems to me that only one
longer passage is significant, namely the discussion of the question of why
animals have to die in the Flood, although they have not sinned. Ambrose
uses several arguments to explain this. First, for him it is like an army
that must die if the commander of the army has made a mistake and dies
himself: “If man perishes, to whom the Lord God has given a royal power
(regalis potestas) over every species of animals” (Ambrose, De Noe et Arca
10, 31), then all animals must perish with man. Even in a plague, animals
would eventually be infected along with humans. The second argument
is the analogy with the body: if the head dies, all the other parts of the
body die with it, which, conversely, need not be the case. “The head and,
as it were, the leading organ of the rest of the animals is man (caput et
principale quoddam caeterorum animalium homo est).” (Ambrose, De Noe
et Arca 10, 32). Finally, Ambrose puts forward anthropocentrism as his
third and most important argument. Citing Ps 8:8, he holds that animals
were created for the sake of man. Therefore, if man were to be extinguished,
their existence would no longer have any purpose: “Because of him are
they all; some for the sake of usefulness, some for the sake of pleasure,
some for the sake of lust. It was therefore logical to think that when man is
extinguished from the surface of the earth, those who were created for his
sake should likewise be extinguished.” (Ambrose, De Noe et Arca 10, 33).

Not only does Ambrose’s allegorical interpretation of the Noah narrative
disappoint from an animal theological perspective, but so does his literal
one. The fact that animals are saved at all; that God’s covenant applies
to them just as it does to humans; that they experience a community
of destiny, but also a community of law with God and humans, is not
addressed by Ambrose. Here, the trained administrator is obviously simply
out of his depth.

Probably the most important and best-known piece of writing by Am-
brose that refers to the Creation is the Hexaemeron, which we will deal
with in the following. It is strongly oriented towards Basil's model and
interprets the Creation narratives literally, not allegorically. In contrast to
the latter, however, the scientific examples are expanded considerably, while
the theological and philosophical reflections are reduced to a minimum (cf.
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also Maria Pia Ciccarese 2016, 103-110). Ambrose’s paraenetic concern, of
course, remains the same as Basil’s: amazement at the wonder of creation
and the greatness of the Creator. The Bishop of Milan uses the verb “mirari”
countless times (cf. Maria Pia Ciccarese 2016, 96-98). He aptly formulates:
“Mirabilis natura in maximis [...] mirabilis etiam in minimis” - “Nature is
admirable in its biggest facets... and also admirable in its smallest aspects”
(Ambrose, Hexaemeron 6, 6, 37).

In terms of content, the focus is on the exemplary nature of animals as
“exempla” (Maria Pia Ciccarese 2016, 98-103). Like Basil, Ambrose cites
individual negative examples concerning the behaviour of predators, for
example when he admonishes that humans should not become predators
(Ambrose, Hexaemeron 5, 5, 13-14). Much more extensive, however, as
with Basil, are the examples in which animals are considered positive role
models. For example, fish, which know their territories by nature and are
content with them, admonish moderation and respect for boundaries (Am-
brose, Hexaemeron 5, 10, 26-27). Numerous birds are a model of hospitality
(Ambrose, Hexaemeron 5, 16, 54). Birds are also used to illustrate mildness
and mercy (Ambrose, Hexaemeron 5, 16, 55). A frequent theme is the love
of animals between children and parents, for example in the case of water
animals (Ambrose, Hexaemeron 5, 3, 7) and crows (Ambrose, Hexaemeron
5,18, 58). Finally, the doves are mentioned as an example of fidelity beyond
the death of a partner (Ambrose, Hexaemeron 5, 19, 62).

Of course, the example of the dog pursuing game and seemingly
concluding syllogistically appears again. As mentioned, it comes from
Chrysipp, and we encountered it in Sextus Empiricus (chapter 3.6.3),
Tiberius ITulius Alexander (chapter 3.6.1) and Basil of Caesarea (chapter
5.11.2). Ambrose comments: “No one doubts that the dog has no reason
(exsortem rationis canem esse nemo dubitaverit). And yet, if one observes
its acumen (sensus eius vigorem), one would like to think that it makes
use of reason in its fine sense of intuition. For example, what very few
people in schools are able to accomplish, even if they spend their whole
lives learning, namely, to carry out syllogistic deductions (coniunctiones
syllogismorum), the dogs, as will be easily seen, know how to do by
means of natural instruction (naturali eruditione). [...; here follows the
well-known example, note MR]. What humans can hardly manage in spite
of long, properly trained thinking, results for the dogs in a natural way
(ex natura suppetit): First they convince themselves of what is false, then,
after eliminating that which is false, they arrive at the truth” (Ambrose,
Hexaemeron 6, 4, 23). Ambrose’s explanation thus remains entirely within
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the classical Stoic patterns of explanation, which illuminate the difference
between learned and natural abilities and reserve the learned ones for
humans.

The Ambrosian commentary on the creation of man makes a strict dis-
tinction between the image of God, which is Christ alone, and the human
soul, which is created in the image of God, that is, after Christ: “So then
our soul accords with the image of God (ad imaginem Dei). In it, man, you
are whole; for without it you are nothing, but are earth and are dissolved
into earth. [...] It is through her that you rule (per quam dominaris) over all
the other beings of the animal and bird world. She accords with the image
of God, but the body is formed after the manner of animals (haec est ad
imaginem Dei, corpus autem ad speciem bestiarum). The latter bears the
pious seal of the imitation of God (pium divinae imitationis insigne), the
latter shares the lot (consortium) with the beasts and monsters.” (Ambrose,
Hexaemeron 6, 7, 43). Ambrose is keen to signal a clear hierarchical differ-
ence between man and Christ. Furthermore, he attributes the likeness to
the soul alone, not to the body, because the body is mortal, as is the case
with animals.

It is astonishing, however, that in the entire Hexaemeron there is hardly
an allusion to the command to rule from Gen 1:28-29. The subordinate
clause in the quotation just referred to is one of the rare exceptions. If,
on the other hand, one follows the overall structure of the treatise on
the creation of man, Ambrose moves directly from the morphology of
the human body and the significance of the soul to the Sabbath (Gen
2:1-4). That there is a divine plan for creation is echoed everywhere. That
everything has its purpose and function, likewise. But Ambrose does not
say that everything exists for man. And that man has the role of ruler is only
cautiously hinted at. Thus, the Bishop of Milan remains extraordinarily
reserved on the question of teleology and anthropocentrism. Reflection on
the relationship between humans and non-human creatures does not occur
in the Ambrosian Hexaemeron.

5.14 John Chrysostom
John of Antioch, who in the 6th century was given the nickname
Xpuobotopos, Golden Mouth, due to his rhetorical talent, was born

around 348 in Antioch and died in 407 in Komana Pontika. His father,
a high officer, died soon after John’s birth, so that he was brought up alone
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by his Christian mother. He studied law and was baptised in 371. After his
mother’s death in 372, he went to the Syrian desert as a monk, but due to
his poor health had to return to Antioch in 378. In 381 he was ordained
a deacon, in 386 a priest and finally in 397 Patriarch of Constantinople.
From 403 onwards, he had to go into exile several times because his sharp
criticism of rich displeased the empress and emperor. On his way from one
place of exile to the next, he died in 407.

Chrysostom is the early Christian theologian from whom the most pub-
lications have survived. His oeuvre is enormous. It consists of scientific
treatises, biblical commentaries, sermons and letters from his exile. Never-
theless, his writings on creation are limited. They are mainly found in his
sermons to the people of Antioch, which are set against a very concrete
event: during Lent 387, the Antiochian population destroyed the statues of
the emperor and his family standing on pillars in protest against new taxes.
The very next day, in retaliation, several inhabitants were killed, including
children. In this extremely tense situation, Chrysostom preached twenty
sermons ‘on the pillars”, which also made a great impression on the pagan
population and noticeably calmed the situation.

First of all, it will come as no surprise that the gifted preacher sees lan-
guage as the special, exclusively human characteristic and gift. In a sermon
on repentance that can neither be located nor dated, he states: “For this
very reason we have an advantage over wordless creatures (tév GAdywv
{wwv), because we have a word (¢v t@® Adyov £xewv), can speak to one
another through the word, and love the word (Aéyov €pav); for a man who
does not love the word is more unreasonable than the beasts (dAoychtepog
OV kTNv@v), because he does not know why he has been honoured
and whence he has received this honour. Therefore, the Prophet rightly
speaks: ‘Man, since he was honoured, did not understand, behaved like
the unintelligent animals and became like them (AvBpwmog év Tipf] ®v 0¥
ouvijke- TapacuvePAr Oy Tolg kTrveat dvorjtols, kot mpowndn avtoic). (Ps
48:13 LXX)” (John Chrysostom, De paenitentia homiliae 3, 1). Chrysostom
thus interprets logos in this sermon primarily in terms of language; the
aloga are, in his perception, primarily speechless. The word is the special
splendour and adornment of man; it honours him to be able to speak.
To prove this, Chrysostom refers to a scriptural word already known to
us, which he mistakenly ascribes to a “prophet”, although it comes from a
Psalm (and thus, if he wanted to ascribe it to a person, it would have to
be attributed to David). This he interprets differently from those authors
who have quoted it so far: Man has not understood what his honour is,
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namely, the word, and has thus become like the unintelligent animals.
Although the Septuagint does not speak of &Aoya, but of éavénre, thus
rendering impossible Chrysostom’s play on words, he interprets the Psalm
verse entirely in his sense: He who does not appreciate the logos, language,
becomes an animal.

In his seventh homily to the Antiochians on the image columns,
Chrysostom asks what could give comfort to people in this precarious
situation. And here he comes to anthropocentrism as the strongest proof
of divine love and care, which he combines quite Stoically with the thesis
of man’s dominion over creation, symbolised in his likeness to God: “For
when you hear that God made the heavens and the earth, the sea, the air,
the waters, the many stars, the two great lights, the plants, the four-footed
animals, the swimming and flying creatures, in short, all visible things, for
your sake and for the sake of your salvation and your honour (8w o¢ xai
v owtnpiov kal Tipnv), do you not receive abundant consolation, and
receive in this the greatest proof of the divine love, when you consider
that God has called into existence a world of such size and nature, of such
beauty and extent, on account of you, who are so small? Therefore, when
you hear that God made the heavens and the earth in the beginning, do not
pass over what has been said hastily, but survey in your mind the expanse
of the earth and consider how He has set before us such a delicious and
abundant table and has given us many delights in every place. And the
greatest thing is that He did not give us this so great and glorious world
as a reward for our labour or as recompense for good works, but that at
the same time He formed us with it and with this kingship (PactAeio)
honoured our race. For ‘Let us make a man, he said, ‘in our image and
likeness (xat' eikdvo Npetépav kot kad' opoiwarv). (Gen 1:26 LXX). Which
means, ‘in our image and likeness?” An image of dominion, he says (tf|¢
apxfs eikéva enot), and as there is none in heaven higher than God, so
let there be none on earth higher than man! This then is the one and first
honour which he did him, that he made him in his own image. The second
is that he gave us dominion, not as recompense for our labours, but as a
pure gift of his human kindness and grace. The third is that he gave it to
us as something natural; for some rulership is natural; some comes from a
vote; [...] that which is not possessed by nature easily changes and passes to
others; [...] Here, then, the dignity of kingship is always obtained by birth,
and no one has ever seen a lion forfeit his dominion. Now God has also
given us such kingship from the beginning and set it before us all. And not
by this alone has he honoured our nature, but also by the pre-eminence of
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place, assigning to us paradise as our chosen abode, and giving us reason,
and bestowing upon us an immortal soul (xai Adyov dolg kol Yuynv
a0davatov yopiodpuevog).” (John Chrysostom, Ad populum Antiochenum
homiliae 7, 2).

First of all, this last sentence, in which Chrysostom distinguishes man’s
endowment with reason from his being made in the image of God, is inter-
esting. Reason is added to the image of God as an additive, like paradise
and immortality. This is quite unusual. Early Christian theologians usually
equated the image of God with the gift of reason. Chrysostom thinks
differently. More important, however, are the two main arguments through
which he wants to comfort people, for in the face of imperial punitive
measures, the Antiochians felt quite small and frightened. Their situation
did not feel like domination at all. Chrysostom comforts them with two
thoughts: on the one hand, with the message of anthropocentrism: the
small human being is declared the goal and purpose of the great Creation.
There could be no greater proof of divine love, Chrysostom is convinced.
Ultimately, the Stoic idea of pronoia gains new topicality and existential
depth here. The Stoics already saw it as proof of divine care and tried to
draw self-confidence from it. This is precisely what Chrysostom does in the
time of fear and despair in his hometown.

On the other hand, Chrysostom comforts the Antiochians by pointing
out that they have a royal dignity in creation—and by nature, not by choice;
permanently, not temporarily; given by God, not earned by performance.
The emperor, on the other hand, has his dignity only by choice and tem-
porarily—it can be taken from him tomorrow. The image of God from Gen-
esis 1 is thus socio-politically charged without inciting rebellion against the
emperor. Moreover, it is related to a place (the Garden of Paradise) and a
time (eternity) that surpass all imperial claims. Neither the imperial palace
in Constantinople nor the duration of an imperial reign can match it. This
kingship of man also appears in his Homiliae in Genesin. There, in answer
to the already familiar question as to why creation was created before man,
he writes that it was so that man could enter his festively decorated royal
city like a king (Johannes Chrysostomus, Homiliae in Genesin 8, 2).

Obviously, the first argument of anthropocentrism did not convince all
listeners. In particular, heterodox critics such as Manichaeans, Markionites,
Valentinians unanimously doubt the anthropocentrist teleology of ecclesias-
tical orthodoxy. Their misgivings and doubts are explicitly taken up by the
preacher: “For many, in addition to what has already been said, make the
following objection: ‘If man is the king of the reasonless (Baoctievg t@v
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aAéywv), why then is he surpassed by many of the same in strength, agility
and swiftness?”” (John Chrysostom, Ad populum Antiochenum homiliae 11,
4). Again, Chrysostom answers quite classically: man makes use of animals
by virtue of his reason, so that they serve him (cf. Blake Leyerle 2019, 279-
281). At the same time, according to his continuation of the argument, the
human body is so constituted that it can and should also obey reason.

A vyear before the homilies to the Antiochians on the image columns,
in Lent of the year 386, Chrysostom delivered his Sermones in Genesim,
homilies on the first chapters of Genesis. In them, appropriately for Lent,
the main role is not played by creation but by the narrative of the Fall.
This is prepared by Sermo 3 on the question of what “according to his
likeness (xaf' 6poiwov)” means in Gen 1:26, namely likeness of dominion.
Chrysostom answers with remarkably pointed formulations: ‘Not a likeness
of essence, but a likeness of dominion (ovx ovoil a ¢ dnapariagio, GAN
apyTis opotdne). But that ‘after his likeness’ means being mild and meek
and becoming like God through powers according to the reason of virtue
(kata Tév ThG apetiig AOyov), as Christ says, ‘Be like my Father in heaven’
(Mt 5:45). For as on this wide and spacious earth some of the living
creatures (T@v {Wwv) are less reasonable (dAoywtepa) and some are wilder,
so some of the thoughts (t@wv Aoywop@v) in the vastness of our soul are
less reasonable and more animal (dAoy@Tepot kot kTNvwdeLg), some wilder
and more terrible. They are therefore to be subdued and tamed, and to
be entrusted in order to reason the dominion (&pyr) over them. [..] We
subdue lions and return their souls tame, and you doubt whether you
can convert the wildness of thought into gentleness?” (John Chrysostom,
Sermones in Genesim 3, 1).

The passage above contains a lot of interesting aspects: First of all, the
image of God is not interpreted ontologically in the sense of “equality of
essence”, but ethically in the sense of imitating the exercise of dominion. It
implies an obligation and task, which corresponds perfectly to the intention
of the Hebrew Bible. Unlike the Hebrew Bible, however, Chrysostom does
not understand dominion as a setting of relationships, and certainly not in
relation to real animals. Rather, he is concerned with dominion over the
“animal in us”, i.e. dominion over one’s own thoughts and feelings. Man
should become mild and gentle like God and tame and domesticate the
animal in himself; then he will be the likeness of God.

In his homilies on Genesis, however, we also find a negative interpreta-
tion of dominion. Chrysostom interprets the naming of the animals by
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Adam in Gen 2:19-20 as a “symbol of dominion (cVpforov Seamoteiag)”.
He compares it to the custom of a master who has bought a new slave im-
mediately giving him a new name (John Chrysostom, Homiliae in Genesin
14, 5, 19)—a harsh, identity-destroying demonstration of power that is far
removed from the intention of the biblical text, which in fact speaks not of
a change of name but of a naming?’. Chrysostom thus seems to vacillate:
on the one hand he sees human dominion over animals as an imitation of
the good, caring Creator God, on the other hand as a pure demonstration
of power. And in another place, he describes man’s harsh, fear-inspiring
dominion over animals (as well as man’s fear of some animals) as a conse-
quence of sin (John Chrysostom, Homiliae in Genesin 9, 4). Chrysostom
obviously did not become quite clear on this question.

For Chrysostom, too, animals can serve as models in many ways. Some-
times they are a negative role model for passions (John Chrysostom, Ho-
miliae in Genesin 12, 10), but mostly a positive role model: “Learn from
the reasonless (oudeVOnTL Tapo TV dAGYwv) [...] and marvel at your Lord
not only because he created the sun and the heaven, but also because he
brought the ant into being; for though it be a little beast (BpoxV T0 {wov),
yet it is full proof of the greatness of the wisdom of God (tod peyéBoug
Tfig gogpiog To0 ®e0D).” (John Chrysostom, Ad populum Antiochenum
homiliae 12, 2). It is precisely the small animals such as bees, ants, spiders,
birds and many others that Chrysostom cites as examples. As with Basil
and Ambrose, positive examples predominate. However, he also knows
negative examples and therefore urges discernment: “If there is anything
good in them, accept it, and if they have some natural merits, strive to
make them your own by your resolution of will (S tfjg Tpoatpéoews);
for God has gifted you with [the faculty of ] volition, that by him you may
appropriate their natural advantages (10 @uowa aOT@V TALOVEKTHRATA),
and so also be rewarded; for their right conduct does not come from a
decision of the will and from reason, but merely from their nature (ovx
éx Tpoatpéoewg kal Adyou, GAN 4o @ioews pévng)” (John Chrysostom,
Ad populum Antiochenum homiliae 12, 2). What is given to animals by
nature, man must acquire autonomously through the mpoaipeoic. This is his
ability, but also his task. Thus, Chrysostom concludes with the admonition,

27 Note the extremely precise analysis by Benjamin H. Dunning 2015, 71-95. Dunning
also shows, among other things, that in Chrysostom there is an explicit connection
between the dominion of man over animals and the dominion of man over woman.
This connection does not need to be shown in detail here.
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“Gather, then, the best and adorn yourself with it; for you are the king of
the reasonless (Baothebs v dAéywv)” (John Chrysostom, Ad populum
Antiochenum homiliae 12, 3).

If man errs in this moral task, he is, it is now an established phrase,
more incomprehensible than animals: “Wherewith, then, shall we excuse
ourselves, what shall we say in our defence, if we are more incomprehensi-
ble (&vontétepol) than the reasonless? For a bird once caught in a snare
and then escaped, and a deer that has escaped from the net into which it
has fallen, cannot easily be caught again by the same means; for experience
teaches them all to be cautious. But we fall into the same nets in which
we have often been entangled, and do not imitate the caution and care of
the reasonless (T@Wv GAGywV TO TPOVONTIKOV KOU MELEPLUVTILEVOV), Who,
after all, are endowed with reason.” (John Chrysostom, Ad populum Anti-
ochenum homiliae 15, 2).

In summary, it can be said that creation does not play a particularly
important role in Chrysostom’s thinking. Compared to his gigantic oeuvre,
it only appears in homeopathic doses. The few existing passages, however,
reveal a conscious and original conception. Creation in its immensity and
diversity demonstrates God’s care and man’s greatness and can give him
confidence in himself and God. Moreover, creation, especially in the form
of animals, is an example in the moral sense. Therefore, the concept of like-
ness and the biblical mandate to rule are primarily interpreted allegorically
in terms of inner-psychic processes.

5.15 Nemesios of Emesa

Very little is known about the life of Nemesios, bishop of Emesa (today’s
Homs in Syria). However, the dating of his immensely widely received work
(Moreno Morani 1987, V) “On the Nature of Man” (xepaiaiwdng mept
@Voews avBpdmov/ De natura hominis) shortly before 400 AD is based
on several clues from the work itself. Nemesios is both philosophically
and medically literate. De natura hominis is the first systematic treatise on
Christian anthropology (David Lloyd Dusenbury 2021, xv and 202la, 45)
and has two prominent predecessors: both Hippocrates and Zenon wrote
works with the same title (David Lloyd Dusenbury 2021a, 46). Nemesios
argues largely on the basis of Greek philosophy, especially Neo-Platonism
and the Stoa. At the same time, he was the first Christian author to receive
the medical writings of Galen (Galenos of Pergamon, c. 130-210 AD) to a
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greater extent and to make them fruitful for anthropology. What is almost
more astonishing, however, is that he acknowledges Aristotle in decisive
respects—even if he does not quote him explicitly, but only makes “silent
borrowings”, where he adopts his thoughts (Martin Streck 2001, 559 and
2005, 21). In early Christianity, Aristotle was not considered worthy of
reception; indeed he was downright frowned upon, among other things
because he did not grant immortality to the human soul, which makes
the positive reception of some of his thoughts by Nemesios all the more
remarkable.

Overall, Nemesios is characterised by an optimistic world view, to which
his anthropocentrism, strongly linked to the idea of divine providence,
contributes considerably. This is already abundantly clear in the first two
chapters of his work, which are extraordinarily long and very programmati-
cally conceived. Nemesios begins as follows:

“As is well known, man is in communion with the soulless (toig ayiOyolg
kowwvel), he participates in the life of the reasonless living beings (tfig
TV aAOYwv {Hwv petéxel {wijg), he participates in the thinking of the rea-
sonable (tfig T@v Aoyk®dv petelAnpe vorjoews). [...] By reason man unites
himself with the incorporeal and rational forms of nature (cuvdmteton
S ToD Aoyikod Talg dowpdrtolg kol voepais @Uoeawy): he deliberates, he
thinks, he judges each one, he strives for the virtues, he welcomes the
summit of the virtues, piety (Aoywldpevog kot vodv kpivwy €kaoTto Kol
TOG OPETOG METOSIDKWY KOl TV APETOV TOV KOAOPOVA TNV VTEPelo
aomalbpevog). That is why he also stands, as it were, on the borderline
between spiritual and sensual essence (bomep év peBopiolg ativ vonTiig
xal aioBntiig ovoiag); through the body and corporeal dispositions he is in
communication with the reasonless and soulless living beings, but through
reason with the incorporeal beings, as has been previously remarked. The
Creator has evidently gradually linked together the different forms of na-
ture, so that the whole of creation is one and related (®dote piav eivon kol
ovyyevi] ™ maoav ktiow). From this especially this follows: there is only
one Creator of all things (gig &v 6 TavTwv T@V Gvtwy dnpovpyds). He did
not merely combine the existence of the individual atoms into a unity. He
also fitted the individual things together. [...] He linked them together by the
small kinship and difference of their nature (cuvdmtwyv aAAfAoS Tf] KOT
OAlyov oixeldtr T kal Taporiayf] T¥ig Uoews). Therefore, the wholly soul-
less beings do not differ much from the plants with their nutritive power.
On the other hand, these beings are not different from the reasonless and
sentient beings. Moreover, the reasonless beings are not entirely separated
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from the sensible ones, they are not without relation to each other, they
are united by a natural bond of kinship (8eopod Trvog eivon ouppuods kai
¢puowkoD).” (Nemesius of Emesa, De natura hominis 1).

As if in a programmatic prologue, Nemesios opens his treatise on human
beings with an emphasis on his being integrated into non-human creation.
This is anything but self-evident. He sees man as harmoniously embedded
in the cosmic community of creation of everything that exists. He has
something in common (xowvwvel) with all creatures and is related to them,
and likewise these are related among themselves, for otherwise no connec-
tion could arise between them. Preliminary to his special position, then,
man is a fellow-creature among many others. Creation is an organic unity,
everything is connected to everything else and related to each other (cf.
Urs Dierauer 1977, 246). The similarities far outweigh the differences. The
Stoic scala naturae, contrary to its original intention, is first and foremost
interpreted as unifying (David Lloyd Dusenbury 2021, 159) by correlating
the peripatetic notion of xowwvio with the Stoic oikeiwoig (David Lloyd
Dusenbury 2021, 46 and 2021a, 52). These are (Aristotelian) tones that were
not heard in the entire preceding patristics—a novelty that does not abolish
anthropocentrism, but clearly puts it into perspective.

In this cosmic vision, human beings are located—entirely in the tradition
of Greek philosophy—in the middle or borderland between the living be-
ings, with whom he has the body in common, on the one hand, and the
spiritual beings, with whom he has reason in common, on the other. He is,
as it were, a bridge being between two worlds. Nemesios describes in detail
which abilities the gift of reason brings with it. Man can reason, think,
judge, but all these abilities amount to morality and piety. If they are not
used for that purpose, they are in vain.

At the same time, Nemesios strives to make the gap between the irra-
tional and the rational as small as possible, almost invisible, for he also
admits that non-human beings have some abilities that are close to reason.
Thus, he writes in the following passage: “After that, God turned from
the irrational to the rational being, the human being. Nor did he create
him all at once; rather, even before that, he implanted in the other beings
certain natural understandings (puowkds Tivag ouvéoelg); he gave them
manual dexterity and abilities to do all sorts of things for their good (mpog
owtnpiav). As a result, they seemed to stand closely with the reasonable
(yyvs Aoywav). Thus, he created the truly rational living being, man
(t0 &AnB&c hoywov {Hov tov GvBpwmov). The same kind of progressive
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development will be found further in the study of the voice..” (Nemesius of
Emesa, De natura hominis 1).

In terms of natural science, Nemesios is sufficiently educated in the
teachings of Aristotle that he recognises the continuum of nature from the
completely reasonless to the very rational living beings (and also, as the
last remark suggests, from the completely mute to the extensively speaking
living beings). In a difficult analysis of text fragments, Urs Dierauer (1977,
249-251) suggests that Nemesios may have taken his cue from the Stoic
Poseidonios. His complete texts are missing, however, so that the possibility
of reconstructing them remains limited.

Strikingly often, Nemesios uses terms that actually contain a contradic-
tion in themselves: “natural intelligibility”, which is basically “reasonless
reasonableness”. One senses how Nemesios struggles, since he cannot ex-
press a continuum with classical terms but only a binary exclusionary
difference. In the end, he comes back to this binary logic when he talks
about man as the “truly” rational being. All other living beings are obvious-
ly not “truly” rational. This is where the language of Greek philosophy
reaches its limits, and one senses this more in De natura hominis than in
other early Christian writings.

Nemesios then introduces anthropocentrist teleology with the observa-
tion, strongly made in Gregory of Nyssa (chapter 5.12), that man is created
as the last creature in Gen 1: “Man was created last. Was it logical, after
all, not only that after the creation of all things for his sake (mavtwv 8
avtov yevopévwy), things for his need (mpog thv xpfiow adtod) were first
procured, and only afterwards he himself was brought forth, to use them,
but also because, as nature was created which could be comprehended by
the intellect and the sense of sight, there had also to be a bond for both
together; the universe was to be a unity, sympathetic with itself, and not
alien to itself (iva €v 7} TO Tav kol cupTadEs £0VT® KAl pr) AAAGTPLOV ADTO
éautod). Then the living being was created that unites the two forms of
nature: man (T0 oVVdEoV GPPOTEPAG TOG PUTELS LoV O GvBpwTog). Such,
in short, are the works of the Creator’s wisdom.” (Nemesius of Emesa, De
natura hominis 1). It is, as it were, like the construction of a vault: the
keystone, which connects the two halves of the arch and creates a stable
unit, is inserted at the very end, as its name indicates.

The fact that man only enters the stage of the cosmos when everything
that is to be of use to him has been provided seems self-evident for Neme-
sios, but in contrast to Gregory of Nyssa, it does not seem to be the actual
main argument. Rather, he is concerned that with man, the unifying being
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comes into the world. Only a being that has reason and body can bind
the universe together into a unity. Only through this being does reason
not remain alien to the physical and the physical not alien to reason. Only
in this being can the world feel compassion for itself. Here, Nemesios
considerably shifts the Stoic teleology, which is strongly conceived in terms
of purposes. The question of an individual who is entitled with ends or
benefits moves far into the background. The ultimate telos is the unity of
the cosmos, of the whole. One could almost call Nemesios an ecocentrist or
holist.

The unifying function of man, however, places a great burden and
obligation on him: “On the border between the reasonless and sensible
nature stands man (Ev peBopiloc ovv tijg dAdyou xal Aoywkiig @UoENS
0 avBpwmog TayBeis); when he turns to the body and loves bodily plea-
sures more, he prefers the way of life of the reasonless (tov t@v dAdywv
aoméletar Piov). [...] When man despises all pleasures of a corporeal kind
and turns to reason, he attains the divine, most godly life, to that life which
is especially suitable for man; he will then be like the heavenly one (olog 6
émovpaviog) [...] This is the principle of rational nature (Aoy«i|g @Uoews TO
kepdAaidv): avoiding and repelling the bad, seeking out and embracing the
good” (Nemesius of Emesa, De natura hominis 1).

Starting from a completely different point, Nemesios returns to the clas-
sical admonition of controlling passions through reason and leading a
morally good life. A person who takes this to heart will be “like the heavenly
one”—though here is no allusion whatsoever to the likeness of God in
Genesis 1. Nemesios, although a bishop, argues purely philosophically.

For Nemesios, animals have no reason, but they do not need one either:
“For none of the rational movements are manifested in the reasonless ani-
mals; for they have no arts, no sciences, no acts of the will, no virtues, nor
is there anything else of reasoning activities (olUte Téyvar pobrjpato foviol
oUte apetol oUte GAAO TL TV dtavonTik®v) in them. From this it clearly
follows that animals have no share in a rational soul (00 péteott Aoyiijs
Yuyijs avTtolg). It would also be truly foolish to call the reasonless animals
reasonable (Gtomov Aéyewv Ta dAoyo Aoywkd). Although very young boys
have only reasonless movement, yet we say: they have a rational soul; for
when they have grown up, they manifest the activity of their reason. The
reasonless being, on the other hand, which at no time of his life displays
the reasoning part, would have a rational soul in vain; for the ability to
think will be of no use to him. All men have unanimously admitted: God
has created nothing superfluous. If this is true, then the rational soul must
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have been superfluously implanted in both tame and wild animals (toig
KTrjveotv kol Toig Onplog), for it is never able to express its own work in
these animals. It would be a reproach against Him who gave the body an
improper soul (tod 86vtog dvdappoatov Yuxnv @ owpatt).” (Nemesius of
Emesa, De natura hominis 2).

Nemesios argues here with the principle of parsimony: God created
the world in such a way that nothing is missing, but also nothing is too
much. He gave everything the optimal appropriate measure in view of
genuine objectives. To ascribe a rational soul to animals, although they
could not develop their potential, would therefore be an accusation against
the Creator, who then would obviously not have adhered to His principle
of maximum efficiency. Here, Nemesios is subject to circular reasoning:
animals have no arts and sciences, so they do not need reason and are
without reason. Because they are reasonless, they cannot develop arts and
sciences. Nemesios thus abandons his own previously established principle
of describing a continuum between reasonlessness and “full” reason. Thus,
he falls short of his own possibilities.

One senses, however, how much Nemesios wrestles with himself at this
point when analysing the following paragraph: “It is better, therefore, to
suppose the following: a suitable soul has been inserted into every body;
further: the animals, according to their disposition, have nothing more
than the natural simplicity which is apparent in their activities. Every single
species of the reasonless moves by its own impulse (x0T’ oikeiov 6punv);
every species has been created for the use and operation of the impulse
from the beginning. [...] The Creator did not leave them altogether helpless;
rather, He bestowed on each a natural, not a rational, insight (puowrv, o0
Aoyk1]y, évépadev avveay). To some he even gave cunning (avouvpyia),
as it is an image of skill and a shadow of reason (womep téxvng eikdva
kal okway Aoywijv). For these two reasons he did so: the animals were to
avoid momentary dangers and to protect themselves from future ones; he
also wished, as already stated, to unite the whole of creation under himself
(ovvayon v xtiow maoov éovti])” (Nemesius of Emesa, De natura homi-
nis 2).

Nemesios wavers back and forth and yet does not reach his goal. On the
one hand, he speaks Stoically of a “drive” (6ppr)) in animals—a notion that
had far-reaching consequences and dominated biology as recently as half
a century ago. On the other hand, he returns once again to the oxymoron
we have already encountered: the “natural, non-rational insight” (puow,
oV Aoywr oUveoig) or, as I pointedly put it, “reasonless reasonableness”.
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Nemesios’ main aim is to explain why animals can avoid danger and protect
their lives, using some artifice (téxvn), even cunning (mavoupyio). We
know from modern behavioural research that the use of a ruse actually
requires an extremely high level of intellectual ability, such as a “theory of
mind”, i.e. the knowledge of what the other person is thinking. Only those
who can read their counterpart’s thoughts can consciously deceive. Some
animals can indeed do that, and this is possibly more than just a “shadow of
reason” (oKL AOYIKY]).

Finally, Nemesios justifies the irrationality of animals empirically with
the fact that their behaviour is stereotypical, whereas human behaviour
shows enormous variance. We have already met this Stoic argument, which
is used above all by Seneca, several times: “But that these animals do not
act rationally is clear from this: every single animal of the same species
does the same things similarly; the activities of the animals in the herd
differ only in such a way that one animal does more, the other less; but
the whole species of animals moves only according to a single natural
impulse (xata piorv 6ppnv). [...] This is not true in the case of man. There
are, after all, innumerable kinds of human activity (pupion yap 630t t@v
avBpwnivwv TpdEewv). Something independent and voluntary is, after all,
reason (¢AevBepov yap Tt kol adteEoVa0v TO Aoykdv). Therefore, all men
do not perform one and the same activity, as is the case with every single
species of the reasonless living beings. These alone move by nature (¢pioet
yop pévn). The natural movements, on the other hand, are similar in all of
them (Opolwg mopa maoiv). The operations of reason take place differently
in different men; they are not necessarily the same in all men.” (Nemesius
of Emesa, De natura hominis 2; cf. Urs Dierauer 1977, 216).

Nevertheless, Nemesios sees animals as well as human beings as recip-
ients of divine providence: “All things depend on divine will, and from
there they derive their lasting existence and well-being. Even the basis of
atoms and multiplied things is capable of receiving providence. This is
clearly seen in the animals, which are guided by orders and leading beings;
there are many kinds of these animals. For example, bees, ants and most
animals that gather in flocks are placed under some leaders, whom they
follow obediently. This can be seen in particular if one looks at the state
constitution of humans. The state constitution is obviously receptive to the
concerns and administrative measures of its legislators and its leaders. If the
constitution is receptive to these acts, why should it not be receptive to the
providence of the Creator?” (Nemesius of Emesa, De natura hominis 43).
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At the end of his treatise on man, Nemesios thus returns to the view
of all creation. Here he introduces an aspect that has always fascinated
ancient reflection: that animals also form states. Animals form “animal
worlds” or “quasi-cities” (David Lloyd Dusenbury 2021, xviii), each with
their own rules and power relations. The human poleis are inserted into
the zoopoleis. They gradually surpass them in their enormous receptivity
to laws but are constructed according to analogous principles. And equally
analogously, both are open to divine providence, which is not confined
to man alone. What is special about man is that he is the regent of the
cosmopolis and, as it were, exercises “global governance” in the polis of
creation (David Lloyd Dusenbury 2021a, 57-58).

All in all, Nemesios is probably the best example of the early Christian
authors who makes the greatest intellectual (and in his case: purely philo-
sophical!) effort to overcome anthropocentrism—and yet falls short of that
goal. He emphasises the organic kinship of all creatures and the interrelat-
edness of all created things. He reflects intensely on the continuum between
complete lack of reason and maximum endowment with reason and strug-
gles to find concepts that can grant animals something like reason. The
Stoic form of anthropocentrism, that everything is created for the benefit of
man, is not important to him. Rather, his teleology boils down to the unity
of the cosmos and thus has holistic echoes. And yet he ultimately remains
trapped in both anthropocentrism and the aloga thesis. One suspects how
deeply they must have been anchored in the society of the time that he does
not questions them fundamentally anywhere.

5.16 Pseudo-Athenagoras

Athenagoras of Athens was an early Christian apologist of the second half of
the 2nd century. However, the work “De resurrectione mortuorum”, which
was published under his name, did not come from his pen, but was written
much later under a pseudonym. This is largely undisputed in patristic
research. However, the dating of this work generates discussions that flared
up again only a few years ago.

Indeed, from the structure and argumentation of the treatise, Niko-
lai Kiel concludes that De resurrectione “responds directly to Celsus’
objections concerning the resurrection” (Nikolai Kiel 2016, 177). In his
widespread refutation of the equally widespread food-chain argument (res-
urrection from the dead is impossible because animals ate parts of the
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human body), Kiel assumes a dependence in this respect on Galen (Nikolai
Kiel 2016, 371 and 388) and, like Jacques Schwartz (1914-1992 Strasbourg)
and Jean-Marie Vermander (1978, 125-134) before him, concludes that it
originated in the first half of the 3rd century (Nikolai Kiel 2016, 390).

Horacio E. Lona (2017, 184-188), on the other hand, considers a much
later point in time to be plausible: firstly, the Alethes logos of Kelsos was
rather unknown in Athens, but the arguments he put forward in it were,
since they were widespread. Secondly, the proximity between Origen and
De resurrectione claimed by Kiel does not exist on closer analysis. And
thirdly—quite decisively—the Christian reception of Galen only began at
the end of the 4th century with Nemesios of Emesa. This is therefore the
terminus post quem and justifies the plea for the work being dated later
(Horacio E. Lona 2017, 188). As a non-patristician, I do not dare to make
my own judgement on this question. However, Lona’s arguments seem
very plausible to me, which is why I agree with his dating and place “De
ressurectione” directly after Nemesios of Emesa.

De resurrectione, like De natura hominis by Nemesios, is a purely philo-
sophical treatise. The Bible does not appear in it, not even in a single quo-
tation. Rather, the anonymous author attempts to prove that resurrection
from the dead is necessary. The exposition is of tremendous clarity and
possesses an almost scholastic degree of systematisation. At the same time,
it represents a clearly Stoic ontology and teleology, while the concrete telos
is described and positioned in demarcation from Stoa and Epicurus.

De resurrectione is, as I said, extraordinarily systematic. In chapters 1 to
10, it is first demonstrated in the sense of a via negativa that the resurrection
of human beings firstly does not contradict human nature, secondly is
not impossible for God and thirdly is not unjust towards any group of
individuals. The author provides evidence of the first thesis in chapters
5 to 7, where he argues for the belief, bizarre in today’s perception, that
human flesh, unlike animal flesh, cannot be assimilated after being eaten
and concludes that “the human species seems to be biologically engineered
for resurrection in a way that animals are not” (Janet E. Spittler 2010, 360).

In his proof of the third thesis, non-human creatures come into play:
“The unjust (10 &dwov) would come into consideration in the resurrection
question either with regard to the resurrected one himself or to some other
besides him. That no being standing outside humanity and belonging to
the world would thereby suffer injustice is clear from the outset. The purely
spiritual natures (vontai @uoeig) will hardly be wronged by the resurrec-
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tion of men; for the resurrection of men brings them neither limitation of
their existence nor harm nor dishonour. But neither will any injustice be
done by it to the reasonless or to inanimate nature (008 TV GAGywV 1)
@Uo1g 00Ot T@V aYUywv), for the reasonless will no longer exist after the
resurrection, and against a non-being there is no wrong (mepl 8¢ 10 1)
ov o0dev @dwov); supposing, however, that they continued forever, even
then no wrong would be done to them by the renewal of the bodies of
men; for if no injustice is done to them now, in that they must submit
(vmeikovta) to human nature and the needs of those who depend on them,
and are subjugated and many times enslaved (V16 te Quyov fypéva xol
dovieiov Tavtoiov), much less will this be the case when men have become
immortal and needless of their services, so that they will then be freed from
all bondage (¢AevBepwbiévta 8¢ mdong Sovieing). Nor, if they could speak,
would they certainly accuse the Creator (dnovpyog), as having degraded
them below men against justice, since He had not granted them the same
resurrection as them; for a just man does not determine unequal nature
to the same end (Qv yap 7 @vog ovk lon, TolTOlg 0VSE TO TéNOGg igoV O
dikatog emipetpel); moreover, beings who lack the concept of justice cannot
make the accusation of injustice?8. Nor, further, can it be said that injustice
is manifest in regard to the resurrected man himself..” (Athenagoras, De
Resurrectione 10).

Strictly systematically, the treatise considers all possible scenarios: The
resurrection could be unjust to purely spiritual beings, to other human be-
ings or to non-human living beings. It is this last case that interests us. The
anonymous author considers two possibilities: Either, which he obviously
assumes himself, non-human living beings no longer exist, and against
non-existent things by definition there is no injustice, or, what he considers
factually not given but conceivable in principle, non-human living beings
will be resurrected. Then they will be liberated because humans will have
no more needs and servitude will thus be ended—a perceptive thought
which clearly contrasts Pseudo-Athenagoras with Irenaeus of Lyons, who
also assumes a hierarchy of service in eternity (chapter 5.3). In this second
case, the non-human living beings also could not complain if their resurrec-
tion was different from that of humans, because it is part of the principles
of justice that unequal things must be treated unequally.

28 I will not go into this aspect here. See especially Janet E. Spittler 2010, 359: “In De
resurrectione, Athenagoras introduces one of the most important aspects of the Stoic
assessment of animals, that is, the impossibility of doing injustice to animals”
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After the resurrection from the dead has thus proved to be impossible per
viam negativam, Pseudo-Athenagoras treads the via positiva in chapters 11
to 24: “It is now a question of proving the doctrine of resurrection to be
true directly from the cause according to which and from which the first
man came into being” (Peudo-Athenagoras, De Resurrectione 11). Thus,
the author does not want to make the resurrection plausible on the basis
of a revelation, but to prove it as necessary from a philosophical point of
view. The following very long quotation describes his again extraordinarily
systematic considerations:

“We get the reason for creation (6 &mo tg aitiag Adyog) when we ask
ourselves whether man was created accidentally and purposelessly or for
a specific purpose (métepov aTAGOS kol paTNV yéyovev GvBpwog 1| Tvog
gvexev); and if for a definite purpose, he is then there to live for himself
after his creation, and to continue in the nature created for him, or because
some other being is in need of him (dw ypelav Tvég); but if he was
created with a view to a need, is it then the Creator (tod mowjoavtog),
or some other being who is near to him and enjoys high care. What we
can already find on more general consideration is the fact that everyone of
understanding, everyone who is moved to action by sound judgement, does
nothing of what he deliberately sets in motion purposelessly, but either
to satisfy a need of his own, or to benefit another being for whom he
is concerned, or because of the work itself, namely, if a natural trait and
love (6Axf] Tt puaikf] kol otopyfj) moves him to its production. Thus,
man (let an example explain the matter) builds a house because he himself
needs it; but he also builds shelters for cattle, camels or for the other living
creatures that he needs (toig dAlow {doig, v éoTv évderic) which are
suitable for each of these animals; judging by sight, he does not do this
for his own use, but he does so, considering the end purpose (o0« idiog
EVEKEV YPYOEWS KOTAL TO QPOLVOUEVOY, GANG KaTO pev TO TEAOG); first he
does it out of care (¢mpéAeia) for his fosterlings. [...] Thus do men. But God
also did not create man without a purpose, for he is wise; but no work of
wisdom lacks a purpose (008&v cogiag Epyov pdtoiov). Nor did He create
him because He himself was in need of him; for He is in need of nothing
at all; but for a being who is wholly without need, none of His works
can serve for his own need. But neither did He make man for the sake of
another creature. For no rational being capable of judgement, be it a higher
or a lower one, was or is brought into existence in order to serve another
for use, but in order, once it exists, to have its own life and continuance
(O0dev yap tv Aoyw kal kpioel xpwpévwy olte T@V pelldvwy olite TV
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KaTadeaTépwy YEYOVeY 1] yiveTtal Tpog ETépou Y pelav, dAAL S Thv idiov
ATV T@OV yevouévwy {wijv Te kot dtapovriv). Nor can reason attribute the
origin of man to any need; for immortal beings are without need, and in
no way require any human aid for their existence; whereas beings without
reason must, according to the natural course of things, allow themselves to
be governed, and render to man the services appropriate to their nature,
while they themselves are incapable of availing themselves of man; for right
it was and is not, to place ruling and leading in the service of a lesser
being, or to subordinate the reasonable to the reasonless (o dpyxov xol
Nyepovolv UTdyev eig xpflowv Tolg EAATTOOLY, 1] TO AOYKOV UTOTATTELY
aAdyoig), which after all is unfit for ruling. If, then, man is not created
without a reason or purpose (for no divine work is without a purpose), and
if, further, his origin is due neither to a need of the Creator Himself nor
to a need of another being created by God, it is clear that, in the first and
more general respect, God created man because He is God and because His
goodness and wisdom shine forth from the work of creation in general. But
if we look at the matter more from the point of view of the created human
beings, then it is because He wants them to live, and not a life that is only
kindled for a short time but is then extinguished completely. Of course,
God has granted a short life to the reptiles, to the air and water animals,
and in general to everything without reason, whereas He bestowed upon
humans, who have the Creator in them (¢v éavtoig dyaipatopopoiot
Tov owTijv) and are endowed with reason and discerning understanding
(volv te cuvemipepopévolg kol Aoykiis kploews pepolpopévols), eternal
perpetuity. For their destiny is, in the knowledge of their Creator and of
His power and wisdom, and in the fulfilment of the law and right, to live
throughout eternity without all suffering in those goods by which they also
already gave firmness and support to their preceding life, although they
dwelt in mortal and earthly bodies. Everything that has come into being
for the sake of another, as soon as that for which it came into being ceases,
must also cease to be..” (Pseudo-Athenagoras, De Resurrectione 12).

The unknown author first outlines the idea of a “realm of purposes”,
as we know it in modern times, especially from Immanuel Kant: Nothing
is purposeless, everything has its purpose—especially in terms of logically
linking the purposes with each other towards the great overall goal, the
telos. Pseudo-Athenagoras argues that one must not look too closely at
the immediate purpose of an action, but rather at the comprehensive telos
towards which it is designed. Only then does one understand the meaning
of that action. This, the author emphasises, already applies interpersonally,
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for example when building a house or stable, but even more so when asking
about the reason for the creation of the world and of man and thus about
the purpose of divine action. The Creator has a reasonable, recognisable
plan with his Creation.

However, the divine plan follows two different forms of logic of its own,
depending on whether one looks at it from God’s perspective or from man’s
perspective—this idea could also come directly from Kant. From God’s
point of view, it is clear that He has no needs. So He cannot have created
man for the satisfaction of His own needs, but only “because He is God”
and because He wants to show His goodness and wisdom. From His point
of view, creation happens solely out of freedom and love.

Things are different, according to Pseudo-Athenagoras, “from the point
of view of created human beings”: Man has the need to live, to acquire
knowledge of God and to do good. This need is permanent, and therefore it
can only be meaningful if it can also find permanent fulfilment. Therefore,
man must necessarily (!) be destined for eternal life, for otherwise his need
would not be purposeful, and then the Creator would be proven not to be
rational. But that cannot be.

Of course, the argument of pseudo-Athenagoras only works on the
premise that the realm of ends actually runs towards a single great and
rational telos. If one doubts this premise, and many would do so today, then
the argument collapses like a house of cards. What is more relevant to our
question, however, is the collateral damage done to non-human creatures:
Animals and plants have a need to live, but no need to know eternal life and
thus no need to live forever. In accordance with the principle of parsimony,
it would therefore not be rational for them to be given eternal life if they
do not strive for it at all. No, they exist solely for the sake of man, who, as
a rational being, possesses an end in itself and can use animals for his own
purposes. However, as soon as man no longer needs non-human creatures
(and this is the case in eternity), there is no longer any reason why they
should continue to exist.

“If, therefore, the Creator of the world created man to have an under-
standing life and, having once beheld God’s glory and the Creator’s wis-
dom, to abide in the vision of these things forever, according to the inten-
tion of the Creator and the nature of man, then from the cause of origin
arises the certainty of eternal continuance, and from this the certainty of
resurrection, without which there could be no continuance of man. Thus,
the resurrection, as is evident from what has been said, is clearly proved by
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the cause of origin and by the Creator’s intention.” (Pseudo-Athenagoras,
De Resurrectione 13).

After Pseudo-Athenagoras has thus proven resurrection to be necessary
for thought and thus, from his point of view, to exist, reflections follow on
the continuity between earthly and heavenly life in the face of death and the
decomposition of the body.

“If one believes in God as the Creator of this universe, then, unless one
wishes to be unfaithful to one’s own principles, one must conclude from
His wisdom and justice, that He watches and cares for all created things
(tf) TovToU CoPig Kal BikaloaVVY THV TV YEVOUEVWY ATAVTWY GvoTiBéval
@uAaknv Te kol Tpévolav); on the basis of this knowledge, one must then
be convinced that nothing of earthly and heavenly things is left without
supervision (Gvemitpémevtog) and without care (dmpovénrog), and that
the attention of the Creator extends to everything in the same way, to
the invisible and the visible, to the small and the greater. For both the
totality of creatures needs the providence (mpdvoia) of the Creator and
each individual according to its nature and purpose (kof 6 mépuke kol
pog 0 mépukev). It would, however, be useless zeal to no