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Takdim

Degerli Okuyucular,

ISAR (Abdullah Tivnikli istanbul Arastirma ve Egitim Vakfi) Tip ve Ahlak
Calisma Grubu, 2009 yilindan bu yana ¢aligmalarini stirdiiren; basta tip,
sosyal bilimler ve ilahiyat uzmanlarn olmak iizere farkh disiplinlerden uz-
manlarin katkilariyla, tilkemizde tip ve tibbi etik konularinda bir duyarlilik
olusturmayt, saglik alaninda dogru hedefler ve uygulamalar 6nermeyi, tib-
bi gelisme ve uygulamalan tip etigi ve islami degerler 1s1ginda irdelemeyi

amaglayan bir akademik ¢aligma grubudur.

iSAR Tip ve Ahlak Calisma Grubu, ilk giinden bu yana gegen 10 y1l zarfin-
da, belirledigi temel alanlarda, hem teorik hem pratik birikimi, hem ulusal
hem uluslararasi miiktesebati ilgililerin huzuruna getiren ¢ok 6nemli ve
kapsaml: toplantilar, ¢alistaylar, sempozyumlar ve paneller diizenlemistir.
Bu calismalarin birgogu, ISAR Yayinlar: arasinda kitaplastirilarak literatiire
kalic1 olarak kazandirilmigtir. Bu baglamda, 9 Subat 2019'da grubumuz tara-
findan diizenlenen “Hayvan Etigi Calistayi’nda ise, tip aragtirmalarinda ¢ok
onemli bir yer teskil eden ve diinyada da giderek daha biiyiik bir duyarlihkla
degerlendirilen hayvanlarin deneysel kullanimi olgusundan hareketle “dini,
felsefi, ahlaki, hukuki” yonleriyle hayvanlarla iligkilerimiz ele alinmis, Bati
diinyasinda “animal ethics” baghg altinda ciddi bir hacme ulagan hayvan
etigi literatiiriine mitevazi de olsa bir katk: saglanmigtir. Elinizdeki kitap,
bu ¢alistayin sunumlarn ve ayni ¢ergevede onlara eklenen bazi makalelerden

olusmaktadur.

insan ve hayvanin birlikte yasamu insanlik tarihi kadar eskidir. Insanoglu,
kdinatin bir pargasi ve ekolojik dengenin 6nemli bir unsuru kabul edilen
hayvanlardan, beslenme, giyinme ve ulagim basta olmak Gizere, bir¢ok alan-
da eskiden beri faydalanmaktadir. Bu iligki ag1 gliniimiizde, 6zellikle son iki
yiizyilda, tip alaninda insan saghgyla iigili deneyleri de igine alacak sekilde
genislemistir. Biitiin bu iligkiler sirasinda, hayvanlar her ne kadar ahlaki
davranislar olan bir 6zne olarak gérmesek de, onlan yapilanlardan etkile-
nen, aci duyan ve bizim menfaatlerimiz i¢in yeri geldiginde hayatim1 kay-
beden, kendisine karg: ahlaki bir sorumlulugumuz bulunan canli bir varlik
olarak degerlendirmek zorundayiz. Her ne kadar kendi gelenegimizde ve
inancimizda hayvanlara karg: ahlaki hassasiyet 6nemli bir yer tutsa da, bu-
giin bu hassasiyetten ciddi bir sekilde uzaklagtigimiz: tespit etmek miim-

kindiir. Cok degil, daha birka¢ dekat 6ncesinde, bir¢ogumuzun sahit oldu-
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gu ve isittigi anekdotlar i¢inde, sobaya odun atmadan énce odunu kovanin
kenarina vuran biiyiiklerimizin, bunu aciklarken, “bécek varsa diigsiin de
yanmasin evladim” demesi 6nemli bir yer tutmaktadir. Diger taraftan 6zel-
likle bilimsel arastirmalarda konular oldukga kompleks bir hale gelmis ve
bu baglamda hem klasik anlamda hem de modern anlamda hayvan ile ilis-

kilerimizi sorgulamamz geregi dogmustur.

Cikis noktasini bu kaygilarin teskil ettigi “Hayvan Etigi” c¢ahistayimizda,
once Bat1 diisiince geleneginde sonra da {slam diisiincesinde hayvan etigi-
nin felsefi, etik ve teolojik temelleri ortaya konmustur. Daha sonra bu teorik
cercevenin igerisinde, genelde hayvan haklari meselesi ve 6zelde hayvanla-
rin egitim ve deney amach kullamilmasi tibbi, hukuki, dini ve etik yénleriyle
ele alinmigtir. Calistayda dile getirilen ve kitaba dahil edilen bir baska konu
da “et yeme™nin ¢ok boyutlu olarak degerlendirilmesi olmustur. Bu prob-
lemler, ¢alistayda, konunun ulusal ve uluslararas: alanda saygin uzmanlari
tarafindan disiplinler arast bir konseptle tartisilmis ve bir¢ogu 6zgiin olan

gorisler ortaya konmustur.

inamiyoruz ki, hayvanlari 6nemseyen, onlarin hayatimizda miihim bir yeri
olduguna ve onlara kars1 sorumluluklarimizin varligina inanan herkes, bu

kitaptaki verilerden istifade edecektir.

Kitabt siz degerli okuyucularin tetkik nazarlarina sunarken, insanoglunun
hayvanlara bakisinin nasil olmasi: gerektigini veciz bir sekilde ifade eden
merhum Ahmed Hamdi Akseki Hoca'nin su tespitine yer vermeyi uygun

buluyoruz:

“Seref ve vekdr-1 insani, hayvanat hakkinda katiyen bed muameleyi
tecviz etmez. Bizim mahlikat-1 saire tzerine bir tahakkiimumiiz, bir
richanumiz varsa o da meziyet-i insaniyemizdir. Bu meziyet ise her
mahlitkun hakkina hiirmet etmekle kaimdir. Hayvanata karst her
tirlii kaba muameleyi irtikab edenler, mertebe-i insaniyetten sukit
etmis sayilabilirler. Misliimanhk yalniz insanlarin degil, hayvaniarin
da hukukuna riayeti amirdir. Ahlak-1 Islamiyye iki seyde hiilasa olu-

nabilir: Evamir-i ilahiyeye tazim ve inkiydd, mahlikata sefkat.”

Bu calistayin gerceklesmesinde ve kitabin olusmasinda, bir¢ok kisi ve ku-
rulusun 6nemli katkilar1 olmustur. Bu baglamda, kitabimiza makaleleri ile
katki saglayan degerli hocalarimiza ve arastirmacilarimiza tesekkiirli borg

biliyoruz. Yine ¢alstaya ev sahipligi yapan TDV islam Arastirmalar Merke-
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zi ybnetimine, Tip ve Ahlak Calisma Grubunun ¢alismalarina 10 yildan beri
zemin hazirlayan ve kosulsuz destek veren istanbul Arastirma ve Egitim
Vakfi yonetimine, her iki kurumun personeline ve ¢ahgtayda bityiik emek-

leri olan 6grenci arkadaglarimiza kalbi tesekkiirlerimizi sunariz.

ISAR'1n ilmi galismalarina biiyiik destekler veren merhum biiyiigiimiiz Ab-

dullah Tivnikli Beyefendiyi de rahmet dualariyla aniyoruz.

“Iki giinii birbirine esit olanin ziyanda oldugu” anlayisiyla cahisan ISAR Tip
ve Ahlak Calisma Grubu mensuplar: adina, siz degerli okuyucularimiza say-

gllarlmlll sunuyoruz.

M.ihsan Karaman
Seyit Ankarah
Tuncay Sandik¢1

Eyliil 2019, istanbul
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Akil, Sezgi ve Esitlik

Hayvanlarnin Ahlak ve Kurtulus Topluluklarina
Dahil Edilmesinin ya da Dislanmasinin

Bati Felsefesi ve Hristiyan Teolojisi
Acisindan Temellendirilmesi'

HEIKE BARANZKE

Dr. Theol., Wuppertal Universitesi, heike.baranzke@t-online.de

Giris notlar1: Hayvan-insan iligkisinde ortakliklar ve farkliliklar

Avcilar tarafindan avlanmak, canllar var oldugundan beri, hayvanlarin ve
insanlarin ortak tecriibesidir. Fakat yalnizca insanlar, insan-hayvan iligkisinin
duygu karmasasi yasatan taraflarina ve kendi davraniglarinin iyi-koti yanla-
rina kafa yormustur. Sadece insanlar, dogal ve ahlaki olmayan diinya konusu
tizerine tefekkiir eder ve insanlarin fiillerini iyi-kotd, hakli-haksiz gibi norma-

tif a¢ilardan mesrulastirir ya da kinarlar.

Bu tiir tefekkiriin ilk 6rnekleri, tarih 6ncesi ¢agda yapilmis hayvan heykel-
lerinde ve magara duvarlarindaki resimlerde goriilmektedir. Efsaneler ve mi-
tolojiler, insan-hayvan iligkisinin disintldigiine dair ilk yazili kanitlardir.
Bat1 diistincesinin baslangici, Helenistik dénemdeki antik Yunan gelenekleri
ve yakin dogu diistincesinin, yani Bat1 ve Dogu kiiltarlerinin, tamismasindan
dogan verimli alisverise dayanmaktadir. Bu yilizden gliniimiizde hayvan etigi
tartismalarinda da hala kullanilmakta olan bu efsanelerden bazi motiflere yer

1 Bu metin Dr. Orhan Onder tarafindan Tiirkce'ye cevrilmistir
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vermek istiyorum. Bu motiflerin ve temellendirme stratejilerinin modern tar-

tismalarimiza nasil tasindigini sorgulayacagim.

Insan-hayvan iliskisini temellendirme stratejileri ikiye ayrilir. {lki, farklihklara
dikkat ceker ve hayvanlarin ahlaki zeminden dislanmasi gerektigini savunur.
Digeri ise hayvanlar ve insanlar arasindaki ortakliklara dikkat ¢eker. Bu durum
gosteriyor ki, insan-hayvan tartismasi kaginilmaz olarak insan kimligi hakkin-
daki antropolojik kavramlari yansitmaktadir. Hayvan etigindeki zorlu mesele,
insanlar ve hayvanlar (ikisi de ¢ogul) arasindaki ¢esitli ampirik benzerlikler ile
insan ve hayvan (ikisi de tekil) arasinda temel etik farklarin bulundugu hakika-
tini uzlastirmaktir. Yani bizim, yalmzca insani ahlaki agidan miikellef ve ahlaki

gerekgelendirmeye layik kabul etmemizdir.

Hayvanlarin farkli zaman dilimlerinde insanlar tarafindan nasil kullanildigina
ve gercek uygulamalara deginmeyecegimi belirtmek isterim. Avlanma, hayvan-
larin kesilmesi ve kurban edilmesi meseleleri ve benzer diger meselelere de
deginmeyecegim. Yalnizca, hayvanlarin, neden dini ve ahlaki agidan 6nemli
oldugunu (ya da olmadigini) tartigirken kullanilan temellendirme argiimanlan

hakkinda konusacagim.

I. Insan-hayvan iliskileri hususunda incil'deki antropolojik uyarilar

Hristiyan antropoloji diisiincesinde, kutsal yaratilis hakkindaki ilk incil bo-
limleri ¢ok etkili olmustur. Burada, insanin yaraticiyla dzel bir iligkisi oldugu
belirtilmis, insan Tanri'nin diinyadaki sorumluluk sahibi temsilcisi olarak be-
lirlenmistir. Misirl ve Asurlu komsularimiz, sadece krallarini insanlar1 yéneten
tanrinin temsilcisi sorumlular olarak gériirlerken, Israili versiyon tiim insanlar
-kadin, erkek- yaraticinin temsilcileri olarak sunar ve hayvanlarin insanlar ta-
rafindan yonetildigi evrensel insan krallig fikri ile ¢catigir. Buna karsin, yaratilis
mitolojileri diinyanin baglangicinin mitkemmel oldugunu anlatmay: amaglar.
Buyilizden, kan dékme diinyanin kutsal orijinal diizeninin bir par¢asi olamaya-
cagindan, insanlar ve hayvanlar i¢in vejetaryen diyet zorunlu kilinmastir. (Yara-
tilig 1,29f). Et yeme, bilyiik tufandan sonra (Yaratilis 9,4-6), Tanri ikinci diizeni
kurdugunda serbest birakilmuistir. Tufan sonrasi ¢agda kétiliigiin, bu diinyanin
hep bir pargast olacagi gercekei yaklasimi dikkate alinmistir. Et yeme serbest
birakilmasina ragmen, insanlarin hayvan kanindan faydalanmamas gerekliligi
kanunlarla sabitlenmistir. Kan, ruhun tasiyicis: olarak goriilmistiir. Bu yilizden
kesilen hayvanlarin kani, ruhun bir 6rnegi olarak geri verilmektedir. Hayvan
kanindan faydalanmaktan ka¢inmak -Miisliimanlar ve Yahudiler tarafindan

hala yasatilan bir kuraldir- hayvanlar tamamen boyunduruk altina almaktan
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(ya da onlara zulmetmekten) kaginmanin bir ifadesi olarak anlagilabilir.

Siddet ve kan dokme, muhtesem kutsal diinya diizeni tasavvuru ile uyusma-
maktadir. Orijinal yaratilis hakkindaki bu mesaj sadece mitler tarafindan de-
gil, Deutero Jesaja'nin (ikinci Isaya) yazilarindaki eskatalojik perspektifin yeni
yaratilisq1 goriisleri tarafindan da s6ylenmistir (Jesaja 11,6-8). Burada avci hay-
vanlar ve sigirlar arasindaki kusursuz harmoni yaninda, hayvanlar ve insanlar
arasindaki huzurlu iliskiyi de iceren hayvan barisi metaforunu gériiyoruz. Oyle
ki bu metaforda, koyun kurdu barindiriyor, yetiskin ¢obanlar yerine ¢ocuklar
buzagilar: aslanlarla birlikte giidiiyor, aslan bir 6kiiz gibi vejetaryen diyete bas-
liyor ve bebekler bir yilan deliginin yaninda oynuyorlar. Bunlarin gercek diinya
ile uyusmayan anlatilar oldugu asikar, ancak insanin diinya tizerinde maalesef
asla ger¢eklesmeyecek siddet yokluguna, giiven ve giivenlige yonelik timitle-
rinin ve arzularinn siirsel kokularidir. Modern yorumlar bu yaratilis¢ ve es-
katalojik mitleri, 6ykiindiiglimiiz ge¢misten ya da hatirladigimiz gelecekten
mesajlar olarak tanimlamaktadir. Bu zamanlar aras: boyut degisimleri, betim-
lenen durumlarin iitopik oldugunu géstermektedir. Bunlar, Israililer tarafin-
dan hayvanlarin yaratilmislara dogal olarak dahil edildigi arzu dolu yonelim-
ler olarak anlagilabilir. Diger bir deyisle, insanin Tann tarafindan kendisinin
miikellef ve secilmis temsilcisi olarak gosterildiginin bilincinde olmasi, insan
dis1 yaratilmiglarin kutsal kurtulustan dislanmasini gerektirmez. Bu durum,
hayvanlarin kullanimina yonelik ¢esitli buyruklarin ve kisitlamalarin habercisi
olmustur. Sigirlarin Sabat glinii ¢alistinlmasinin yasak olmasi (Exodus 20,10;
Deuteronomy 5,14), “Tahillar islerken 6kiizii gemle.” buyrugu (Deuteronomy
25,4), anne kusun civcivlerle birlikte taginmasi yukiimliiliigti buna 6rnek veri-
lebilir. “Sadece insan diger canlilar1 umursar, kétiilerin ise kalbi merhametsiz-
dir” s6zi, 19.yy'da hayvanlar1 koruma hareketinin ana motivasyonu olmustur.
Bu, Sadik? insanin takvali olmasimi gerektirmektedir ki, takva sadece Tanri ile
iligkisini degil, insanlara ve hatta sigirlarina karst davraniglarinin merhametli
olmasini da saglar. “Tanr insanlar1 ve hayvanlan korur.” ayeti ile sabittir ki bu

Sadik’in dini ylikiimlalagadir (Psalm 36,7; krs. Psalm 104,14.27f. vb.).

II. Aklin rolii: Klasik Yunan felsefesinin entelektiiel etkisi

Helenistik felsefe ve Yunan felsefesi doneminde, acik¢a, hayvanlarin esitlik¢i
olmayan entelektiiel dahli temelde degismistir. Bu degisimin sebebi, aklin sa-

dece insan ruhunun sahip olabilecegi, ruhun bir fakiiltesi olarak degerlendiril-

2 ibranicede Tanr’'nin gdziine girebilmis insan.

13
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mesidir. Akil, insan ve insan olmayan canhlart net sinirlarla ayirt eden antro-
polojik bir unsur haline gelmistir. incil'deki insan nitelemelerinin “Tanr’nin
sorumluluk tastyan temsilcisi” seklinde olmasina karsin, Yunan felsefesinin in-
san konsepti akli, sahte-spesifik insan ruhunun dogal bir yetenegi olarak gor-
mektedir. Béylece Incil'deki insan ve Tanri arasindaki 6zel ahlaki iligki, insanin

ontolojik bir 6zelligine dontismiis olmaktadir (ontologicalization).

Bu tiir bir kiiltiirel doniisiim, Yaratihs 1,26'nin, Incil'in Helenistik yorumlari
olarak galigilabilir. incil'de Bilgelik kitabinda 2.23: “Tanr1 insami sonsuz olma-
st i¢in, kendi dogasindan bir imaj olarak yaratt1” denmektedir. Burada insan,
Tanrr'yla onun (entelektiiel) ruhunun sonsuz yolculugundan olusan benzerligi
ile sunulmaktadir. Ruhun bu 6zelligi, insanin Tanr’ya benzerligini yansitabil-
mesidir. Insanin yaratilisinda Tanri'nin temsilcisi olarak Tanrr'ya karst 6zel so-
rumluluklarinin neler olduguna dair bir sey séylenmemistir. Ote yandan, Yara-
tilis 1'deki eski antropolojik niteleme ise, Helenistik yorumlarin aksine Bilgelik
kitabinin yeniden yorumlanmasinda gii¢li etkileri ile bilinen Platonik felsefe
geleneginde rasyonel insan ve irrasyonel hayvan arasinda belirgin farklar orta-

ya koyan sonsuz ruha dair bir sey bilmez.

Klasik dénem Yunan filozoflari, ruhun sahte-spesifik bir yetisi olarak insan ak-
limin ontolojik déniisiimiine (ontologicalisation) dayanarak, ayricalikli esitlik
mantigini izlemislerdir. Ahlaki, yasal ve dini topluluklarin, dogas: geregi sade-
ce rasyonel-ahlaki “kisiler” (person) tarafindan olusabilecegi sonucuna ulas-
migslardir. Rasyonel olmayan varliklar, ahlaki kaygilarin konusu olamayacag)
gibi, ahlaki (moral) topluluklarin {iyesi olma ihtimalini de tagimazlar. Burada,
Bati'da giinlimiiz hayvan etigi tartismalarin etkileyen gii¢li felsefi, dislayict

argiimanlastirma stratejilerini gosteren alintilar1 bulabilirsiniz:

Hesiod3: Hesiod kardesini siddetten arinarak dogal hukuka boyun egmeye
cagirmustir, en yiice Yunan tanrist Zeus insanlara adalet duygusunu vermistir,
oysa “Balik, vahsi hayvanlar ve kuslar birbirini yutabilir, ¢iinkii aralarinda bir
kanun yoktur” (Hesiod: isler, Giinler, 274-279). Hesiod, insanlar: ve hayvanla-
r1 adalet duygusuna sahip olmaya gére simflandiran ilk Avrupali diisiiniirdiir.
Hayvanlar dogal hukuk muhataplari arasina dahil edilmez.

Bu goriigiin bir yankisin1 Helenistik filozof Epikur'da (MO 342-270) bulabil-
mekteyiz. Epikur: “Ortak (mutual) zaran engellemek adina ‘anlagsma’ yapama-
yan canlilar i¢in adalet ve adaletsizlik yoktur” diye eklemistir. Epikur’'un bu

3 Nesillerin kiiltirel yoztagmasi Gzerine “isler Giinler” mitolojik siirinin yazari Yunan yazar,
MO. 700.
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temel entelektiiel inanci1 Francis Bacon'dan John Rawls’a ve daha bagkalarina

kadar, teorik “anlagma” yaklagimlan igin etkili bir kaynak olmustur.

Aristoteles (MO 384-322), Platon’'un en iinlii 6grencisi, hayvanlar arkadaglik
iligkilerinden ve akillarin1 kullanamamalari kaynakli mutluluk ihtimalinden
diglamistir. “Canli olmayan varliklar (inorganik) i¢in adalet iligkisi ve arkadas-
ik ihtimali miimkiin degildir. Ustelik, bu ata veya 6kiize kars1 da aym sekil-
dedir. Ciinki bilindigi tizere her insan diger bir varlikla, hukuka ve anlagsma
gelenegine dahil edilebilecek bir tiir adalet iliskisine sahiptir. Bu varlik insan
oldugu siirece arkadaslik iligkisi hayal edilebilir olmaktadir”. “Tannlar igin ha-
yatin tamami bir mutluluk durumudur, insanlar igin de dyle, ¢iinkii en azin-
dan bir par¢a da olsa bu ilahi aktiviteyi yansitabilmektedir. Diger varliklar ise
asla mutlu olamazlar, ¢iinkii onlar entelektiiel tasarimlamaya dahil olamazlar”

(Aristoteles, Nicomachean Ethics).

Orta Cag teologu Aquinolu Thomas (1225-1274), Aristoteles’in felsefesini Hris-
tiyan teolojisine uyarlamasi ile meshurdur. Aquinolu Thomas, filozofun soyle-
diklerine ek olarak, ayrica, yaraticinin rasyonel olmayan yaratiklarina kargi ar-
kadaslik iliskisi kuramayacagim séyler. Hayvanlar kendilerinde bir iyilige sahip
degildir, ¢iinkii onlar sadece insanlarin iyiligi i¢in yaratilmiglardir. “Arkadaglik
sadece rasyonel varliklar i¢in miimkiindiir. Ama rasyonel olmayan varhklar ne
Tanrr’y1 sevimeye, ne de entelektiiel ve mutlu yagsayanlar arasina katilmaya eri-
semezler. Cok net sdylenmistir ki Tanr1 rasyonel olmayan yaratiklar arkadaghk
sevgisi ile sevmez, yalmzca arzu ile sever, bdylece onlari rasyonel varliklara ve
kendisine gore net pozisyonlara koyar. Onlara ihtiya¢ duydugu i¢in degil, iyi
oldugu ve onlar bizim i¢in faydali olmasindan otiirii boyledir”. “Bilinmelidir ki
kisi rasyonel olmayan bir varhk i¢in iyi bir seyi istememelidir, ¢linkii rasyonel
olmayan varliklar kendi iyiliklerine sahip olamazlar” (Thomas Aquinas, STh
[1-11 25,3).

Bu alintilara bakinca a¢ik¢a goriiyoruz ki, rasyonel olmadiklar: igin hayvanlar,
insanlar icin aragsallastinlmiglardir. Aquinas hayvanlarin kendilerinde iyilik
tasidiklarimi reddeder. Incilin meseleye yaklasimlarinda, Tanr’'min insanlari
da hayvanlar gibi destekledigini, ¢linkii ikisinin de O’nun sevgi destegine ihti-
ya¢ duyduklarini agik¢a gorebildigimizi hatirlayalim. Bu kayda deger degisim,
Helenistik donemde felsefeden etkilenen teologlarin sevgi ve Tanrr'ya duygu-
sal baglilik diiglincesinin degismesi ve yerini saf akil olarak felsefi entelektiiel
Tanr’'nin almasi ile miimkiin olmustur. Bu arka planda, akil, Tann ile en yiice
iyi olarak iligkinin 6n garti haline gelmistir. Neticede, akilli olmayan hayvan-
lar “kurtulustan” ve hesaptan diglanmislardir. Bu durum aslinda Platonik ge-
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lenekte sonsuz ruh argiimani ile ¢oktan dile getirilmisti. Phaidon diyalogunda
Platon, bitmeyen akil yiiriitme yetisi ile insan ruhunun sonsuzlugunu kanit-
lamistir. Bu argiimanin etkisi ile, Bilgelik 2,23’teki Yaratilis 1,26'nin yeniden
yorumlanmasinda karsilasmistik. Oyleyse, hayvanlarin kurtulus umudu, ye-
niden dirilmesi ya da Tanri'ya yakinlig1 sevmeye yonelik bir yetileri olmadigim
gosteren bir grup argiiman mevcuttur diyebiliriz. Hayvan etikgileri, Hristiyan
cennetinde oldugu gibi, kindar-kétiimser bir sonug ¢izmistir. Bati'da hayvanla-
r1 koruma hareketi ile birlikte Hristiyan teologlar, sadece akla sahip oldugu i¢in
insanlar1 degil, bitiin yaratilmislar1 dahil eden yaratihis ve kurtulus teolojisi

uzerine tekrar diisinmeye baglamisglardir.

Yine de, Aquinas, Stoaci felsefe ile radikalize olan Aristoteles’in geleneksel ant-
roposantrizminin ¢ok Gtesine gecmistir. Asagida verilen, Roma imparatorlugu-
nun son donemlerinde yasayan Papaz Augustine alintilarinda, kotii tinlenmis
Stoac1 antroposantrizmin Hristiyan bigimini gérebiliyoruz: “Hayvanlarin aci
¢ekerek oldiiklerini ¢igliklarindan anlayabiliyoruz, rasyonel akla sahip olma-
yan bu hayvanlarin sadece bir kisminda bunu algilayabilmemize ragmen, bu
ortak bir doganin varlig: ile iligkisizdir. Yani onlarla herhangi bir hak iligkisi
tasimiyoruz.” (Augustine, Manichean ve Hristiyan gelenekleri hakkinda).

ilgingtir ki, Stoaci filozoflar, Tanri'nin evrene miidahalesi ile ilgili doktrinleri
baglaminda rasyonel olmayan hayvanlar i¢in i¢giidii kuramini iiretmislerdir.
(Bkz: pronoia, oikeiosis, providentia). Stoac1 oikeiosis doktrininde, yaraticinin
(Incil'e gore) yasayan her canliya karsi kisisel ilgisi, yasayan her canlida, Tanm
vergisi isleyen doganin bir kanunu olarak i¢gtdii ile yer degistirmistir. Boylece
Tanri ve hayvanlar arasinda bireysel iliskiye ihtiya¢ kalmamistir. Eski Stoact fi-
lozoflardan Chrysipp -tam bir antroposantristtir- i¢in denilmektedir ki, o, do-
muzlar gibi rasyonel olmayan hayvanlara yasayan bir ruh verilmesindeki kutsal
takdir-i ilahiyi, etlerini ¢iiriimekten alikoyan tuz gibi gorerek yiiceltmistir.

[1I. Descartes’in hayvan-makine teorisi

Rene Descartes’in gelistirdigi bu teori, hayvan-makinesi teorisinin felsefi ve
Katolik arka plamni olusturmustur. Bu teoriye gbre, hayvanlar sadece akildan
degil, hissetme kabiliyeti olan bir ruhtan da yoksundur. Descartes’in, Aristo-
teles’in ruhu neredeyse biyolojik, yani bir seyi bitki, hayvan ya da insan gibi
yasayan bir canli yapan sey olarak (6rnegin tas ruhsuz inorganik bir seydir)
gordiigii konsepti elestirdigi dikkate ahndiginda hayvan makine teorisi anla-
silabilir. Descartes ise, ruhu 6z farkindahgin -onu modern felsefenin babasi

olarak tanitan, tinlii “diisiinityorum Syleyse varim” (cogito ergo sum) s6zi- bir
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ilkesi olarak gormiistiir. Descartes i¢in, duyular 6z farkindahiga, zihinde bilingli
temsiller haline gelmesine, zorunlu olarak baghdir. Bu yiizden, Descartes’in
modern zihin felsefesinin hayvan etigi yansimalarinda, hayvanlarin hisleri ol-
dugu konusuna bile kusku ile bakilmaktadir. Unlii Metot Uzerine Konusma'da

(Discours de la méthode) sunlart savunur:

1. Stoact filozoflar zamanindan bu yana akillica konusma, akla sahip olmanin
dis diinyadaki bir isareti olarak kabul edilmistir. Hayvanlar akilhca konusa-
mazlar. Bu da onlarin hi¢bir sekilde akla sahip olmadiklarini1 gostermekte-
dir.

2. Antik zamanlardan beri, hayvan akli savunuculari, bazi hayvanlarin belirli
konularda insanlarin hi¢bir zaman olamayacag: kadar yetenekli oldugunu
savundular. Ama hayvanlar diger aktiviteleri 6grenemezler. Bu da, onla-
rin her seyi 6grenmeyi miimkiin kilan evrensel bir kapasite olarak akildan
yoksun olduklarini gostermektedir. Ustelik hayvanlarin bu yetenek dolu
fiilleri, bir makinenin diizgiin ¢alisan parcalarindan daha fazlasi degildir.
Bu saatleri sayma konusunda insanlardan ¢ok daha yetkin ve yetenekli olan

mekanik bir saati kargilastirdigimizda ¢ok daha agik¢a gériilmektedir.

Gorilayor ki, Descartes’in hayvan-makine teorisi hayvan deneyleri i¢in -hat-
ta teolojik Onerilerle birlikte- ¢ok kullanigh bir temellendirme araci olmustur.
Fransiz filozof Darmanson Kartezyen teorinin nasil teodise (theodicy) proble-
mine hizmet edebilecegini agiklamistir. insanlarin hayvanlara yaptig: ac1 verici
fiiller ile ytizlesirken, Yaratici hayvanlar hissedebilen ve ac1 ¢ekebilen canhi-
lar olarak yarattigindan kabalikla suglanabilir. Ama Kartezyen hayvan-maki-
ne teorisi, insanlarin tiim bu kabaliklarina karsin Tanrr'yr aklamaya yardime:
olmaktadir. Yine de Descartes’in hayvanlarin ac1 ¢ektigini reddetmesi, 17. ve
18. yuizyillarda hayvan deneyleri ve hayvanlarin ruhu hakkindaki ¢etin felsefi
ve teolojik tartismalar: ateslemistir. Bu, canlilarin i¢ diinyalar ile ilgilenmeyi
sona erdiren davranisgilik (behaviourism) akiminin felsefi yaklasimi ile ideolo-
jik destek bulmustur. Hayvan psikologlar1 ve hayvan korumacilari, 20. ylizyihin
ortalarina kadar, hayvanlarin aci ¢ekme, hissetme ve farkindalik kapasitele-
rinin oldugunu gosterebilmek i¢in Neo-kartezyenlere ve davranig¢ilara kars:

milcadele etmislerdir.

IV. Patosentrik (Pathocentric) yaklasim

Jeremy Bentham'in Ahlak ve Yasama Ilkelerine Giris kitabinin ikinci baskisin-
daki (1823) dikkate deger asil soru, ne hayvanlarin distinebilirligi ne de ko-
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nusabilirligi ile ilgilidir. Aksine “Ac1 ¢ekerler mi” dipnotu Kartezyen yaklagimi
acikca sorgulamaktadir. Ozellikle utilitaryan filozof Peter Singer'in Hayvan
Ozgiirlesmesi ve Pratik Etik kitaplar ile 6ne ¢ikarilan patosentrik yaklagim,
yeni hayvan haklart hareketlerinin temel program: haline gelmistir. Ama zaten
bu ¢ok etkili yayinlarindan 6nce de Singer, hayvan korumacihg hakkindaki,
Ingilizce editorliigiinii yaptigi, hayvan psikologu Richard Ryder’in de kendi
eseri olan hayvan deneyleri laboratuvarinda “tiirciiliik” nosyonu hakkindaki
ilk makalesini yaymladig kitapta esitlik yaklasimim ana etik ilke olarak almus-
tir. Singer’in kitap degerlendirmelerinin baghgi onun ana felsefi mesajini da
icermektedir: “Tim hayvanlar esittir” (New York Review of Books, 1973).

Dikkate degerdir ki, patosentrik filozoflar ve hayvanlarn ahlaki degerlendir-
meden diglayan baskin entelektiielist gelenek aynt ilkeyi takip etmistir: esitlik.
Ama esit taraflan olusturan komiinitelerin 6zellikleri noktasinda ayrilmakta-
dirlar. Dislayicr ekip, akil yetisini ahlaki komiiniteye giris bileti olarak se¢erken,
patosentristler ac1 ¢ekme ve eglenme kapasitesini secmektedir. Peter Singer’in
su s6zl bu durumu agtk¢a gostermektedir: “Eger bir varlik ac1 ¢ekme, eglenme
ve mutlu olmaya kadir degilse, hesaba katilacak higbir sey yok demektir. Iste bu
yuzden duyarliligin sinir1, digerlerinin ¢tkarina yonelik endisenin tek savunu-
labilir stnindir. Bu simirlan zeka veya akillilik gibi diger ozelliklerle belirlemek
keyfi bir tanimlama olacaktir.” (Peter Singer, PE 1979,50).

V. Akil, duyarhilik ve esitlik hakkinda sistematik sonuglar

Bu alternatif oneriler; akil veya duyarlilik gibi farkl 6zelliklerin etik tartigma-
larda ne gibi bir rol oynayabilecegi ve esitligin ahlaki komitnitelerde tek miim-
kiin rehber ilke olabileceginin desteklenmesinin dogru olup olmadig1 sorularn-
nt ortaya ¢ikariyor. Duyarlilik tarafina yoneltilen ilk karsi argtiman; duyarhlik
ve ac1 ¢ekme ya da eglenme gibi diger 6zellikler etik onerilere ve degerlendir-
melere kaynak olamayacak, deneysel 6zelliklerden baska bir sey degildir. Bu
Hume'nin is-ought problemi ya da gercek-deger safsatas: olarak adlandirihir.
Peki, bu akil icin de dogru degil midir? Akli ampirik bir 6zellik olarak kabul
ettigimiz takdirde, dogrudur. Ancak ahlaki hesap verebilirlik olasiliginin man-
tikli bir 6n kabuli olarak kabul edildiginde akil, ahlaki kurumun kurulmas:

~ icin belirleyici bir sart oluverir. Akil bu sekilde kabul edildiginde, artik ne am-
'pirik ne de ontolojik bir 6zelliktir, aksine bizi ahlakin konusu oldugumuzdan

haberdar eden yansitic: bir 6z-iligkisidir.

Peki, Hesiod'dan Kartezyen'e klasik antroposantristlerin siirdiiregeldigi sek-
liyle, ahlaki 6zneler neden sadece esitlerini -yani diger ahlaki 6zneleri- ahlaki
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ac¢idan dikkate almahdir? Bunun yerine, “ahlaki 6zne olanlarin ahlaki 6zne ol-
mayan varliklara kars1 da ahlaki tavrt s6z konusu olabilir” diyerek hayvanlar
korumayi savunabiliriz. Bu durumda, varhiklara kars: nasil davranilmas: gerek-
tigi diisiiniildiigiinde, neleri dikkate almalan gerektigi konusunda duyarlilik
ve yasiyor olmak gibi ampirik 6zellikler ahlaki 6zneleri bilgilendirebilir. Sonug
olarak sdyleyebiliriz ki akil, ahlaki 6zneligin imkant i¢in gerekli bir sarttir. Te-
melde, biitiin bu ontolojik ve ampirik 6zellikler, somut vakalarda varliklara
karsi nasil davranilmasi gerektigi konusunda ahlaki 6znelere bilgi verir. Boy-
lece, ahlaki komiiniteler yalmzca esitlerden degil, ahlaki 6znelerden ve ahlaki
nesnelerden olugur. Ahlaki temellendirmeyi ve ahlaki komiiniteleri daha kar-
magik bir yapida kuran filozoflardan biri de Immanuel Kant'tir (1724-1804).
Odev iliskileri analizinde Kant, ahlaki agidan yetersiz olan mineraller, bitkiler
ve hayvanlar gibi varliklar, ahlaki 6znelerin dikkate almas: gereken savunma-
siz varhklar olarak yeniden dahil etmistir. Kant'in sekiiler 6dev analizini teolo-
jik konseptlere yeniden uyarladigimizda, séyleyebiliriz ki, Tanr1'ya ya da kendi-
mize kargi ahlaki hesap verebilirligimiz biz insanlara yaratilista 6zel bir konum
kazandirmaktadir. Farkl sekillerdeki savunmasizlik ise tiim yaratilmiglarin,
insan-insan olmayan, ortak 6zelligidir ve ahlaki 6znelere savunmasiz varhklara
kars1 bazi sorumluluklar yiikler.

Immanuel Kant'in Protestan bir Hristiyan olarak yetigtirilmesi ilgingtir. Martin
Luther (1483-1565) teolojik antropolojiyi degistirmistir. insanin yaratilmisla-
rin krah oldugu Katolik antropolojiyi elestirmigtir. Luther insanin glinahkar
oldugunun altin1 ¢izmistir. Bu antropolojik degisim, eski Musevi antropoloji-
nin -yaratilmiglara merhametli davranma noktasinda Tanrr'ya karst sorumlu,
hesap verebilir bir el¢i- hatirlanmasim kolaylastirmistir. Bu el¢ilik antropolojisi
17. yizyildan beri Protestan hareketlerin hayvanlar ve dogay: korumaya kati-
limini uyarmistir.

Hayvanlarin ahlaki degerlendirmeye dahil edilmesi ve dislanmasi i¢in ana etik
temellendirme stratejilerini aktardim. insan olmayan canlilarin Tanr1’'nin izleri
olarak tasvir edildigi siirsel anlatilardan kagindim, ¢iinkii insan hayvan iligkisi-
nin etik tarafinin altin1 ¢izmek istedim.
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Introductory remarks: Commonalities and
difference regarding the human-animal-relationship

Being hunted by predators are vital common experiences of humans and
animals since the origin of living beings. But it is only the human being who
starts to reflect upon the ambivalences of the human-animal-relationship and
her own practice with regard to good and evil. Only the human being brings
ethical reflection into the natural, non-moral world and justifies or condemns

human acts with regard to normative aspects of good/evil and just/unjust.

It seems that the first hints for this kind of reflection can be found in prehistor-
ic animal sculptures and cave drawings. Mythologies and legends are the first
written proofs of thinking about the human-animal-relationship. The begin-
ning of Western thinking derives from the productive exchange of Near-East-
ern and old Greek traditions during the Hellenistic period, a time when orien-

tal and occidental cultures came into contact. Therefore, 1 want to take at least
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some motifs of these legends, which are also still vivid in our present animal
ethical thinking. I will ask how motifs and justification strategies have been
transferred to our modern discussion on the subject matter. The justification
strategies with regard to the human-animal-relation are twofold: one under-
lines the differences and argues for excluding animals from the human moral
community, the other strategy underlines the commonalities between humans
and animals. This demonstrates that the human-animal-debate inevitably
implies anthropological conceptions about human identity. The challenge in
animal ethics is to combine the truth about the variety of empirical similari-
ties between human beings and non-human animals (both in plural) with the
truth of the essential ethical difference between the human being and the ani-
mal (both in singular), namely that we take only the human being for morally
accountable, and able for moral justification. Subsequently, I will not relate
anything about the real practices of how animals have been used by peoples
during various periods in history. I will, therefore,not take into consideration
practices such as hunting, slaughtering, animal sacrificing, and so forth. The
focus of my discussion will be on the justifying arguments that people have
used to show why animals should or should not matter from a religious and

moral perspective.

I. The biblical anthropological stimulus with
regard to the human-animal-relationship

The first biblical chapters about the divine creation of the world have been
highly influential upon Christian anthropological thinking. Here, the human
being is determined to be a creature that has a special relationship with the
Creator, namely, to be His accountable representative in the world. Whereas
the Assyrian and Egyptian neighbors regarded only the king as the representa-
tive of God who was determined to rule the people, and meanwhile the Israel-
itic version presents all human beings, both male and female, as His true repre-
sentatives in the world and moreover contrasts the universal humane kingship
over the animals which was determined to be ruled by the human being. How-
ever, mythology with regards to creation is intended to describe the perfect
beginning of the world. Thus shedding blood cannot be part of the divine orig-
inal order of the world, which is therefore characterized by a vegetarian diet
law for humans and animals (Genesis 1,29f.). Meat eating is only allowed after
the big flood (Genesis 9,4-6), when the creator arranged a second best order.
Regarding the postdiluvial era the realistic insight is taken into account that
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the evil will always be a part of the world. Although meat eating has become
permissible, it is restricted by the law such that the human being shall not
enjoy the animal’s blood. Blood was regarded as the carrier of the spirit of life.
Therefore the blood of slaughtered animals should be restored to the Creator
as the master of life. Refraining from enjoying animal blood - a precept, which
is still vivid in Jewish and Muslim religious diet rules - can be understood as an
expression of abstaining from subduing animals totally.

Violence and bloodshed does not fit with the imagination of a perfect divine
world order. This message is told not only by the myths about the original cre-
ation, but also in the visions of a new creation in an eschatological perspective
in the text of a prophet called Deutero-Jesaja (Jesaja 11,6-8). Here we find the
metaphor of animal peace which includes, besides the perfect harmony be-
tween cattle and predator animals, a peaceful relationship between animals
and humans, too. Moreover, the verses reflect a sublime critique of might as
a root of violence when presenting a total change of natural and societal roles

that intends not to overcome the enemy but the inimical relations. So, the

sheep offers hosting the wolf, children instead of grown-up shepherds survey

calves and lions together, the lions transition to a vegetarian diet like an ox, and
babies play near the hole of a serpent. Obviously, these are not descriptions of
real life experiences but are poetic scents about human hopes and longings for
safety, trust, and the total absence of violence that will regrettably never be-
come true in real life. A modern interpretation characterizes these creational
and eschatological myths as messages from a past which we hope for (“erhoffte
Vergangenheit”), and from a future we remember (“erinnerte Zukunft”). These
exchanges of time dimensions indicate the ir-reality, namely, utopian charac-
ter of the depicted situations. They can be understood as wishful value-orien-
tations, in which it is a matter of course that animals have been included as
co-creatures by the old Israelites. In other words, the consciousness of being
addressed as the Creator’s accountable and elected representative did not im-
plicate exclusion of non-human creatures from hope in divine salvation, which
is foreshadowed in a variety of restrictions and prescriptions concerning the
use of animals; e.g. the inclusion of cattle in the prohibition to work on the Sab-
bath (Exodus 20,10; Deuteronomy s5,14), the prohibition to “muzzle an ox when
itis treading out grain” (Deuteronomy 25,4), the prohibition to take the mother
bird with her brood, and so forth. Proverb 12,10 is another case in point: “The
just man takes care of his beast, but the heart of the wicked is merciless,” has
become a leading motif in the early animal protection movements in the 19th

century. It presupposes that the piety of the sadiq (Hebrew: just man in the eye
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of God), does not only concern his felationship to God, but affects his behavior
in terms of a merciful attitude to human beings and even to his cattle. That is
the religious duty of a sadig, since it is evident that “the Lord sustains humans

and beasts” (Psalm 36,7; cf. Psalm 104,14.27f.).

II. The role of reason:
The intellectualistic impact of Greek classical philosophy

This obviously non-egalitarian intellectual inclusion of animals has changed
fundamentally in the period of Greek and Hellenistic philosophy. The reason
for this change is the high evaluation of reason as a faculty for which only the
human soul possesses. Reason became the anthropologic characteristic that
distinguished sharply between the human and the non-human living beings.
Whereas the biblical characterization of the human being as the Creator’s rep-
resentative consisted in a claim of responsibility, the Greek concept of the hu-
man being is based on reason as a natural ability of the species-specific human
soul. So the biblical special moral relationship between God and the human
being has been transferred into an ontological property of the human being

(ontologicalization).

This kind of cultural transfer can be studied in a Hellenistic biblical reflection
upon Genesis 1,26 as we find in the biblical Book of Wisdom 2,23: “For God
formed man to be imperishable; the image of his own nature He made him.”
Here, the human being is presented with regard to his similarity to God that
consists in the imperishable destiny of his (intellectual) soul. It is this property
of the soul, which mirrors man’s likeness to God. Nothing is said about the spe-
cial responsibility of the human being towards God as his representative in the
creation. And, in contrast to the Hellenistic reflection, the older anthropolog-
ical characterization in Genesis 1 knows nothing about an imperishable soul,
which makes a decisive distinction between rational man and the irrational
animal in the Platonic philosophical tradition that can further be identified as

a powerful influence in Wisdom’s reinterpretation of Genesis 1,26.

Based on this kind of ontologicalization of the human property of reason as a
species-specific soul ability, the classical Greek philosophers followed an ex-
clusive logic of equality: They concluded that moral, legal, and religious com-
munities could only consist of members who were naturally determined to be
rational, moral agents, that is “persons.” Non-rational beings have been exclud-

ed from the possibility of becoming a member of moral communities or being
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addressed by moral concerns. Here is a selection of quotations that show the
powerful philosophical, excluding argumentation strategy that has influenced
the Western animal ethical debates until today:

Hesiod (Greek author of the mythological poem “Works and days” about the
cultural decay of generations, named by metals; he lived about 700 BCE): He
admonished his brother Perses to follow the natural law by refraining from
violence, since the supreme Greek God, Zeus has gifted the humans with the
sense of justice, whereas “fish, wild beast and birds shall swallow one another,
since there is no law beneath them” (Hesiod: Works and Days, 274-279). Hesiod
is the first European thinker who distinguishes between humans and animals
with regard to the sense of justice. Animals are excluded from the community
of natural law. This position is likewise echoed by the Hellenistic philosopher
Epikur (342-270 BCE), who maintains: “For all living beings unable to make
contracts in order to prevent mutual harm there is no justice or injustice.” Epi-
kur’s basic intellectual credo is an influential source for theoretical contract

approaches from Francis Bacon to John Rawls and beyond.

Aristotle (384-322 BCE), the most famous pupil of Plato, excluded animals from
friendship communities and from the possibility of happiness due to their lack
of reason. “No friendship is possible to the non-living entities (the inorganic)
and also no relationship of justice. However, that is true also for the relation to
a horse or to an ox. ... Because it is of common knowledge that there is a sort of
just relationship for every human being to any other being, that can participate
in law and contractual convention. Therefore friendship is imaginable - so far
the being is human” (Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics).

“While for the gods the whole life is a state of happiness, and for the human
beings, too, so far they may reflect, at least, a little of the splendor of the illus-
trious divine activity, the other living beings can never be happy, since they are
not able to participate in intellectual contemplation” (Aristotle, Nicomachean
Ethics, 178b). )

The medieval theologian Thomas Aquinas (1225-1274) is widely famous in
Christian Theology for his adoption of Aristotle’s philosophy. Aquinas conclud-
ed from “the philosopher’s” statements that also the Creator would not have a
friendship-relation to his non-rational creatures and that animals would lack
an own good and were only created for the good of the human being. “Friend-
ship is possible only for rational beings, ... But non-rational beings cannot rise
up to love God nor to the community of the intellectual and happy life, which

is lived by God. Strictly spoken does God not love the non-rational creatures
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with the love of friendship, but only with the love of desire, in so far He puts
them into a certain position to the rational creatures and to Himself; not that
He would need them, but because of His goodness and because of their use-
fulness for us” (Thomas Aquinas, STh I 21,2) “Strictly spoken one cannot wish
something good for a non-rational creature, since it is not its affair to possess
an own good....” (Thomas Aquinas, STh II-11 25,3).

From these quotations we can easily see that animals, because of their lack
of reason, were wholly instrumentalized for human purposes. Aquinas denies
that they could have a notion of good for themselves. Note that from a biblical
perspective, the Creator evidently sustains humans as well as animals because
of the fact that both need His loving support. This remarkable shift was made
possible under the philosophical influence of the theologians who since the
Hellenistic period changed the biblical idea of a loving and an emotionally en-
gaged Creator with the philosophical intellectual idea of God as pure reason. In
this context, reason becomes a precondition for having a relationship with God
as the highest reasonable good. As a consequence, non-reasonable animals
were excluded with regards to salvation. This declaration was already made in
the Platonic tradition through the argument of the imperishable soul. In the
dialogue “Phaidon” Platon proved the imperishability of the human soul by the
non-ending activity of the capacity of reasoning. We have already encountered
the argument’s effect in the reinterpretation of Genesis 1,26 in Wisdom 2,23.
There are therefore a bundle of philosophical arguments that show that the
individual animal has no reason for possessing any hope in salvation, resurrec-
tion, or a loving nearness to the Creator. Animal ethicists have drawn the cyn-
ical conclusion that nowhere has the extermination of species been as extraor-
dinary as in the Christian heaven. It is only since the beginnings of the Western
animal protection movement that Christian theologians started rethinking a
theology of creation and salvation that includes all beloved creatures, and not

only the so-called reasonable human ones.

Nevertheless, Aquinas has gone far beyond Aristotle’s already traditional an-
thropocentrism that has been radicalized in Stoic philosophy. In the following
quotation from the Christian church father Augustine (354-430), who lived
during the last period of the Roman Empire, we can learn of the ill-famed Stoic
anthropocentrism in the shape of its Christian adoption: “We can perceive by
their cries that animals die with pain, although we make little of this since the
beast, lacking a rational soul, is not related to us by a common nature, so we do
not share with them a community of rights” (Augustine, About the Manichean

and Christian customs).
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It is interesting that the Stoic philosophers invented the instinct-theory for
non-rational animals in the context of their doctrine about the providential
acting of God (cf. pronoia, oikeiosis, providentia). In the Stoic oikeiosis-doc-
trine, the personal care of the biblical Creator for every living individual is re-
placed through the instinct as an inner natural law that works providentially
in every living individual. Thus there is no more need for a personal individual
relationship between God and the animals. It is said that the old-stoic philos-
opher Chrysipp, a thorough anthropocentrist, praised divine providence for
delivering a living soul to non-rational animals like pigs for it would work like

salt that prevents their meat from rotting quickly.

II1. Descartes’ beast-machine theory

This has been the dominant philosophical and Catholic theological back-
ground, one on which René Descartes (1596-1650) had developed his beast-ma-
chine theory. According to this theory, animals do not only lack reason but
even a soul with sensitive capacities. This can be understood when realizing
that Descartes criticized Aristotle’s quasi-biological concept of soul, which
made an entity a living organic being, such as a plant, an animal, or a human,
distinguished; e.g. a stone as an inorganic entity without a soul. Instead, Des-
cartes determined the notion of soul as being a principal of self-consciousness:
his famous “cogito ergo sum,” and where he also introduced himself as the “fa-
ther” of modern philosophy. For Descartes, sensations are necessarily connect-
ed to self-consciousness in order to become conscious representations in the
mind. Thus, the animal ethical implications of Descartes’ modern philosophy
of mind is that animals were even doubted to be sentient beings. In his famous
“Discours de la méthode” (1637) he argues as follows: Firstly, since the time of
Stoic philosophy, reasonable speech is regarded to be the outer sign of inner
reason. Animals cannot talk reasonably. That proves that they do not possess
any reason, at all.Secondly, since ancient times defenders of animal reason ar-
gued that some animals are more skillful in certain activities than humans can
ever be. But all animals are unable to learn other activities. That shows that
they lack reason, for reason is a universal capacity of the soul that enables one
to learn everything. Instead, the special skillful activities of animals are noth-
ing else than precise functions of organs in a machine. This becomes evident
by comparing the human being with a mechanical clock, which is also more

precise and skillful in counting hours than humans are.
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It is close at hand that Descartes’ beast-machine theory has been a very use-
ful justification strategy for animal experimentation, even with regards to its
theological implications. The French philosopher Darmanson explicates the
Cartesian theory to serve a theodicy problem. When facing all the painful ac-
tivities humans do with animals, then the Creator could be blamed for being
cruel if He would have created animals with the ability to feel and to suffer. But
the Cartesian beast-machine theory helps to justify God despite the cruelty of
the human being. Nevertheless, Descartes’ denial of animal suffering provoked
a vivid philosophical and theological debate about the animal soul and animal
experimentation in the 17" and 18" centuries. It found ideological support in
the psychological approach of behaviorism that refrained from dealing with
the inner experience of living beings. Animal psychologists and animal pro-
tectionists have struggled for the acknowledgement of animal awareness and
their capacity to feel and suffer against neo-Cartesians and behaviorists until

the middle of the 20" century.

IV. The pathocentric approach

Jeremy Bentham’s famous remark: “the question is not, Can they reason? nor,
Can they talk?, but, Can they suffer?” in the footnote of the second edition of
his “Introduction to the Principles of Morals and Legislation” (1823) markedly
questions the Cartesian position. It became programmatic in the new animal
rights movement as the pathocentric approach, especially promoted by the
utilitarian philosopher Peter Singer (*1946) in his writings “Animal Liberation”
(1975) and “Practical Ethics” (1979). However, already before his highly influ-
ential publications, Singer has taken up the aspect of equality as his leading
ethical principle in a review of an English edited book about animal protection
in which the animal psychologist Richard Ryder published his first article on
his invented notion “speciesism” in animal experimentation laboratories. The
heading of Singer’s book review contains his leading philosophical message:
“All animals are equal” (New York Review of Books 1973).

It is remarkable that the pathocentric philosophers follow the same program
like the dominant intellectualistic tradition which has excluded animals from
moral consideration, that is, in terms of equality. But they differ in the property
that is to constitute the community of the equals. The excluding party has cho-
sen the feature of reason as the ticket to enter the moral community; the patho-
centrists choose sentience, namely, the capacity of suffering and enjoyment as
a famous quotation from Singer shows: “If a being is not capable of suffering,
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or of experiencing enjoyment or happiness, there is nothing to be taken into
account. This is why the limit of sentience ... is the only defensible boundary of
concern for the interests of others. ... Defining this boundary by other features

like intelligence or rationality would mean to define it arbitrarily” (Peter Singer,

PE 1979, 50).

V. Systematic conclusions about reason, sentience and equality

These alternative suggestions put the question on the table with regards to the
kind of role the different features like reason or sentience may play in the eth-
ical argumentation and whether the supposition is correct that equality is the
only possible guiding principle in moral communities. The first counter-ar-
gument against the sentience-party is that sentience or other capacities like
enjoyment or suffering are nothing else than empirical features, from which
ethical prescriptions and evaluations cannot be derived. This is called Hume’s
verdict of an is-ought-, or an fact-value-fallacy. But is this not true for reason,
too? Taken as an empirical feature, we would have to admit it is. Whereas it is
not true if reason is taken as the logical presupposition for the possibility of
moral accountability such that reason is made the decisive condition for the
constitution of moral agency. When reason is conceived in this way, it is no lon-
ger an empirical or ontological feature but a moral reflective self-relationship

that makes us become aware of our being as moral agents.

But why should moral agents take only equals, namely other moral agents, into
their moral account, as the classical anthropocentrists from Hesiod to the Car-
tesian maintained? Instead, we can argue for animal protection, that moral
agents are able to take moral responsibility for beings that are not moral agents.
In this case, empirical features like sentience or living may inform moral agents
in terms of what they should take into consideration when thinking about how
the living being should be treated adequately. As a result, we can say that rea-
son, on the one hand, is the necessary condition for the possibility of moral
agency, in principle, and on the other hand, that ontological features and em-
pirical capabilities inform moral agents and how entities should be handled
adequately in concrete situations. Thus, moral communities usually consist
of different members, namely moral agents and moral patients, and not only
of equals. One of the first philosophers to have conceived of a more complex
structure of moral reason and moral communities is Immanuel Kant (1724-
1804). In his analysis of duty-relationships, Kant re-included morally incom-

petent entities like minerals, plants, and animals as vulnerable entities which
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should be taken into regard by moral agents. Re-translating Kant’s secular
duty-analysis into theological concepts, we can say that moral accountability
towards God or the moral self gives the human creature a special position in
creation. And yet vulnerability in different kinds is the common characteristic
of all creatures, humans and non-humans, which prompts moral agents to take

responsibility for vulnerable creatures.

It is interesting to note that Immanuel Kant was educated as a Protestant Chris-
tian Martin Luther (1483-1565) is also known for having changed theological
anthropology where he criticized the Catholic triumphalistic anthropology of
the human being as a king in the creation. Luther had instead pointed out that
the human being is a sinner. This anthropological shift paved the way to re-
member the old Hebrew anthropology of the human being as the accountable
steward who is responsible towards the Creator for a merciful handling of the
creatures. The so-called stewardship-anthropology stimulated the emergence
of Protestant movements to uphold the protection of animals and nature since

the 17'P century.

I have outlined the main ethical justification strategies for the inclusion or ex-
clusion of a moral consideration of animals. In the meantime, I refrained from
drawing on poetic stories about spiritual contemplations of non-human crea-
tures as vestiges of the Creator since my primary objective was to draw atten-
tion to the ethical side of the human-animal relationship.
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Son yillarda, islam’'da vejetaryenligin savunulmasi lehine dikkate deger ii¢
girisim goriilmektedir. Richard Foltz, vejetaryen yasam tarzinimn Islam ile ta-
mamen uyumsuz olmadigini savunurken islami doktrinlere ve diger ilkelere
bagvurur. Katherine Perlo, Islam dini dahil diinya dinlerinin beslenmek i¢in
hayvan 6ldiirmeyi nasil yasakladigin1 géstermek amaciyla ahlaki ilerleme il-
kesine deginir. Son olarak Kecia Ali, misojini ve karnivorizmin ayn1 sémiriicii
on kabuller ile temellendirildigini savunurken ve beslenmek i¢in 6ldiirmenin
mesruiyetine kars: onciiller tiretirken, feminist teoriye dayanir. Her ne kadar,
bu tartigmalar Miisliimanlarin hayvanlara yonelik tutumlarinin bir¢ok soruniu
yoniini ve hakh sikayetleri vurgulasa da, ayn1 zamanda metodolojik kusurlarla
maluldiir ve gelenegi yanhs tamimlayip asin basitlestirmektedir. Dahasi, hay-
van haklan soylemine, vejetaryenlik ilkesine ve onu savunan teorilere belirgin
olarak elestirel bir inceleme uygulamamaktadirlar. Bu makalenin amaci, yal-
nizca vejetaryenligin islami énciillere dayandirlabilir olup olmadigin deger-
lendirmek degil, aym:1 zamanda heniiz yeterince tartigiimamis olan bu mesele-
nin 6nemli boyutlarina dikkat ¢ekmektir. Bu amacla, 6ncelikle beslenmek i¢in
o6ldiirme sorusuna yonelik hakim goriisii tarif edip, daha sonra Islarm’'da vejetar-
yenligin savunulmasi i¢in kullanilan argiimanlari ana hatlariyla belirleyecegim

ve elestirel olarak degerlendirecegim.

............

1 Bu metin Dr. Orhan Onder tarafindan Tiirkce'ye gevrilmistir.
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islam, hayvanlarin beslenmek i¢in 6ldiiriilmesine izin veren yegane din degil-
dir, ancak diinya dinleri arasinda vejetaryenlige kars1 direng seviyesi bakimin-
dan gercekten yegane olabilir. Yazili 6gretiler veya en azindan bu 6gretilerin
yaygin olarak okunmalari, bu durusun arkasindaki ana nedendir. Kur'an ve
Siinnet, Miisliimanlarin herhangi bir hayvansal tirlin tilketmesini emretmez,
ancak siit ve bal gibi maddelerin tiiketiminden olumlu bir sekilde séz eder ve
belirli sartlar yerine getirildikten sonra et tiiketimine izin verir (Armanios and
Ergene, 2018, 3. boliim).> Kur’an, siitii “saf” bir madde ve “i¢enlere lezzetli”
olarak tanimlar (en-Nahl 16/66) ve balin “insanlik i¢in sifa oldugunu” belirtir
(en-Nahl 16/69). Baz! istisnalar disinda, uygun sartlarda éldiiriilen evcil hay-
vanlar ve av hayvanlarinin yani sira deniz hayvanlarinin etinin tiikketimine de
izin verir (el-Maide s/1, 4, 96; el-Hac 22/28-30, 34, 36). Stinnet bu konular
yineler ve aciklar. Bir hadiste, Peygamber (sav) Miisliimanlara yemekten sonra,
“Allah’im! Bu yemegi bizim i¢in bereketli kil ve bize daha iyilerinden ver” de-
meyi ve siit ictikten sonra “Allah bunu bizim icin bereketli kilsin ve bize daha
fazlasini versin” demeyi 6gretir.3 Bu, Hz. Peygamber'in siiti en iyi besin tiirii
olarak kabul ettigini gosterir. Slinnet, ayn1 zamanda Hz. Muhammed’in (sav)
bali sevdigini ve tiikettigini4 ve bunu hastaliklarin tedavisi i¢in tavsiye ettigini>

dogrular.

Ayrica hayvansal {iriinler, cennet yiyecekleri arasinda da yer almaktadir. Is-
lamda cennet tasvirlerinde, nehirlerden siit ve bal akmaktadir (el-Muhammed
47/15). Kur’an'a gére, cennet sakinlerine kiimes hayvani da dahil olmak Gzere
et ve arzu ettikleri yiyecekler ikram edilmektedir (et-Tur 52/22; el-Vikia 56/21).
Cennette, bu maddelerin hayvanlardan elde edilmeye devam edecegini varsay-
mak icin bir neden olmasa da (nehirlerden siit ve balin akiyor olusu, Allah'in
onlan dogrudan yaratacagim gosteriyor olabilir), onlar cennetteki lezzetler
arasinda listelemek, Kur’an'in diinyada bu maddelerin tiiketiminden kaynak-
lanabilecek sugluluk ve endise duygularini ortadan kaldirmak istedigini gos-
termektedir. Ya da en azindan bu, Yahudi-Hristiyan geleneginden farkl: olarak,
Kuran'in vejetaryenligi miiminlerin arzu edecegi bir cennet (Edenik) ideali ola-

rak sunmadigini gostermektedir.

2 Febe Armanios- Bogac Ergene, Halal Food: A History, (New York: Oxford University Press,
2018), 3. bdlim.
3 Abdiirrezzak es-San‘ani, Musannaf Abd Al-Razzaq, (Beirut: al-Maktab al-islami, 1970), 4: 511.
4 Buhari, Muhammad ibn isma‘il. Sahih al-Buhdri. (Riyad: Dar al-Hadara, 2015), 871.
Buhari, Sahih al-Buhari, 931.
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Kur'an, hayvan iiriinlerinin tiiketimini onaylamanin yaninda, “Ey inananlar!
Allah’in size helal ettigi temiz seyleri haram kilmayin, hududu da agmayin,
dogrusu Allah asint gidenleri sevmez” derken Miusliimanlar1 bu izni tahrif
etmekten men etmektedir (el-Maide 5/87). Tefsir literatiiriinde bu ayet, ken-
dilerini tamamen Allah'a adamak icin yemekten, cinsel iligkiden ve rahat bir
yatakta dinlenmekten alikoyan bazi sahabeler i¢in indirildi seklinde agiklan-
maktadir. Sahabenin bu karari, Kur'an’in uyarisinin yaninda, kendisinin boyle
asirt davramiglardan kagindigini sdyleyen Peygamberimiz tarafindan defalarca
ihtar edilmigtir. Peygamberimiz esleriyle cinsel birliktelikten ve iyi yemek ye-
mekten hoslanmakta, bazi glinlerde orug tutmakta, geceyi hem duaya hem de
uykuya ayirmaktaydi. O, “Kim ki benim 6rnekligimi kii¢iimserse, benimle bir

alakasi yoktur” diye tembihler.®

Et tiiketimi hakkindaki Kur’an 6gretilerinden esinlenen Foltz “Belirtilen sartlar
disinda, et yemek Tanrt’y1 raz1 edebilir” diyerek su sekilde sonuca baglar: “En
ufak ayrintiya kadar Allah’t raz1 edecek sekilde yasamak her Miisliimanin so-
rumlulugu iken, Allah yememizi istiyorken et yememek kiifiir olacaktir”?. Bag-
lantili olarak, Perlo, varsayimsal bir islam devletinin vejetaryenlik hakkindaki
kararlan nasil uygulayacagin1 merak eden Yahya Monastra'ya atifta bulunur:
“Beni yatirip, agzimi agmaya zorlayip kebaplari bogazima mi tikistiracaklar?”

diye sorar.®

Bunlar temellendirilmemis goriislerdir. Aslinda, Kur’an ve Siinnette hayvan
uriinlerini tiiketmek olumlu bir sekilde sunulsa da, hayvan iriinlerini tiket-
mek veya onlardan ka¢inmakla iligkili bir cezadan ya da 6diilden de bahsedil-
mez. Naslar hayvan urinlerini, Allah’'in Misliimanlara tadini ¢ikarsinlar diye
indirdigt nimetler olarak goriir. Bu yilizden, hakim goriiste, Miisllimanlar se-
viyorsa et yemekte veya aksi durumda et yemekten kaginmakta serbesttirler
ve bu davraniglarin higbiri kulluk olarak sayilamaz. Bu nedenle etin titketimi
ve et yemeden ka¢inmak, ser’i ve ahlaki agidan esit derecede nétr konulardir.
Bununla birlikte, gelenek, et tiiketimini sug gibi gorerek veya bagka bir sekilde
kétiileyerek bu cevazi tahrif girisimini reddetmektedir. Bu yiizden, asil itiraz
edilen kisim, davramgsal olmaktan ¢ok teolojiktir. Misliimanlar vejetaryen

beslenme konusunda serbest iken, Miisliimanlarin vejetaryenligi islami bir

6 Ahmad ibn Shuayb el-Nasai, Al-Sunan ai-kubrd (Beyrut: Mu’assasat al-Riséla, 2001), 5:152.

7 Foltz, Richard. “Is Vegétarianism Un-Islamic?” in Food for Thought: The Debate over Eating
Meat, ed. Steve F. Sapontzis. 209-222. (New York: Prometheus Books, 2004), 211.

8 Katherine Wills Perlo. Kinship and Killing: The Animal in World Religions, (New York: Columbia
University Press, 2009), 171.
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ideal olarak savunmalan ve sahiplenmeleri, kulluk gostergesi olarak saymalari

ya da aym sebeplerle baskalarina dayatmalar yasaklanmistir.

Vejetaryenligi bir dava haline getirmek

Islam'da vejetaryenlik temellendirilirken bazi ilkelere deginilir; tarihteki emsal
durumlar, et tiiketiminin saglik tizerine etkisi, endustriyel boyutta et tiretimi-
nin negatif etkisi, ahlaki tutarlilik ve ahlaki ilerleme. Bu ilkelerden bazilari di-
gerlerinden daha gii¢lii olsa da, bu bélitmde, bu ilkelerden hi¢birinin islam'da
vejetaryenlik i¢in temel olusturacak kadar saglam olmadigin: géstermeye ¢ali-

sacagim.

Emsal durumlar

Emsal durumlar ilkesi, baz: Muslimanlarin, 6zellikle modern 6ncesi ¢agda,
Foltz'in dedigi gibi, “Bir¢ok durumda kulluk gostergesi olarak” vejetaryenligi
kullandigi argiimanindan olusuyor. Bu vejetaryenler buyiik olasilikla, Gnli sufi
Rabia el-‘AdeviyyeY ve birka¢ daha az bilinen ya da isimsiz sufi figiiridar. Ta-
savvufa miiracaat etmenin altta yatan amaci-muhtemelen islam’in ana akim
olmasa da daha manevi akimi- {slam'in “en saf” sekliyle vejetaryen dostu olma-
st durumunda, vejetaryenligin kulluk gostergesi olarak benimsenmesi olabilir.
Daha da provokatifi, Kecia Ali, Peygamberimiz igin “iki vakada hayvanlarin
iyiligi icin et tiketiminin azaltilmasina kanaat getirdi.” der ve “Bu tiir rivayet-
lerden ¢ok bahsedilmez.” diye yakinir.'® Burada belirtilen nokta, eger Peygam-
berimiz et tiiketimini azaltmay1 diisiindiiyse, Miisliimanlar belki de bunu bir
adim ileri tasimali ve et titkketmekten tamamen ka¢inmalidir. Dolayisiyla emsal
durum argimani, gelenegin vejetaryen-dostu denebilecek Ortodoks ana akim

tarafindan gizlenmis ya da gelistirilmemis tarafina 1sik tutmaktadir.

Bu argiiman birkag¢ yerde hatalidir. Birincisi, Ali'nin, Peygamberimizin veje-
taryenlige itibar ettigi iddiasinin mantiksizliginin yaninda, yukarida alintila-
nanlar da dahil olmak iizere pek ¢ok kutsal dgreti ile agik¢a celismesidir. Ali
argiimanimi Giovanni Canova’nin, Peygamberimizin, ondan yardim isteyen,

yakalanmuis bir geyigi ve kagmakta olan deveyi kurtarmasi hadisesini aktard:g

9 Foltz, “Is Vegetarianism Un-Istamic?” in Food for Thought: The Debate over Eating Meat, 218;
Perlo, Kinship and Killing: The Animal in World Religions, 171

10 Kecia Ali, “Muslims and Meat-Eating: Vegetarianism, Gender, and |dentity”, Journal of Religi-
ous Ethics. 43/2 (2015): 273
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makalesinde tartisilan iki noktadan ¢ikarir." ilkinde, geyik yavrularini besleye-
bilmek i¢in Peygamberimizin onu kurtarmasini ister ve hemen geri donecegi
s6zunii verir; ikincisinde, deve 6miir boyu siiren bir hizmetten sonra yaslandig
ve onlara faydas1 dokunmadig) i¢in sahiplerinin onu kesmeyi planladigindan
sikayet eder. Peygamberimiz, geyik yavrular ile bir araya gelebilsin ve onlar
beslesin diye salinmasina yardima olur ve devenin sahibinden onu éldiirme-

mesini ister.

Her iki durum da, Peygamberimizin hayvanlari 6nemsedigini gosterse de, ikisi
de beslenme kurallar ile alakal: hi¢ bir sey aktarmamaktadir. Aslinda bu has-
sasiyet Peygamberimizin hayvanlarla ilgili 6gretilerinin igine islemistir, ancak
yine de vejetaryenligi one ¢ikarmaz. Ornegin Hz. Muhammed (sav) Miislii-
manlara, sebepsiz yere hayvan 6ldiirmenin cehennem atesinden hig de az ol-
mayan bir cezay1 gerektiren bir su¢ oldugunu 6gretmis ve hayvanlari sakatlayan
ya da aa1 ¢ektirenleri lanetlemistir. Dahasi, hayvanlara itibarl, 6zenli ve sef-
katli davranmay: 6gretmis ve hayvanlara karsi her tiirli iyi davranisin cennette
odiillendirileceginin so6ziini vermistir.'> Bu 6gretileri vurgularken Peygambe-
rimiz, beslenmek i¢in kurallara uygun kesimi digerlerinden ayirarak caiz kil-
mustir. Ornegin, sahabeden Abdullah b. Omer'den rivayet edilen su hadise bir
bakalim:

Allahin elgisi buyurdu ki “Kim ki bir serceyi ya da daha buyiik bir kusu
megru bir sebep olmadan éldiiriirse, Allah onu (ahirette) sorumlu tu-
tacaktir.” Biri sordu, “Neler mesru sebeplerdir ey Allah'in Resulii?” Hz.
Muhammed ekledi, “Oldiirdiikten sonra yemektir, kafasint koparip atmak
degil”™.

Dogrusu, Hz. Muhammed, defalarca kendi elleriyle hayvan 6ldiirmiis, hay-
van kurban etmis ve Miisliimanlara aynisini yapmalarini buyurmus ve et tii-
ketmistir. Enes bin Malik'ten (ra) séyle rivayet edilir; “Allah’in selami ve rahmet
onun uzerine olsun, Peygamber, iki beyaz boynuzlu kog¢ kurban etti. Onlarn
kendi elleriyle kesti”.'4 Sahabeden Abdullah b. Omer aktariyor; “Allah’in selami

ve rahmeti onun tizerine olsun, Peygamber, diizenli olarak Kurban Bayramini

11 Giovanni Canova “Il Profeta Muhammad e gli Animali : La Leggenda del Cammello e della
Gazzella” Oriente Moderno, 89/2 (2009): 257.

12 Sarra Tlili, “Animals” Muhammad in History, Thought, and Culture: An Encyclopedia of the
Prophet of God, ed. Coeli Fitzpatrick ve Adam Hani Walker. (Santa Barbara, C A: ABC -C LIO,
2014), 24.

13 Nasai, Al-Sunan al-kubra, 4:489.

14 Buhari, Sahih al-Buhari, 914.

35



36

Sarra Tiili

kutladigr on y1l Medine'de yasadi”'5 Yine Peygamberimiz buyurmustur: “Bu
(kurban) giinti, namazimizi kilip evlerimize gidip kurbanlarimizi kesecegiz.” '
Ebu Hureyre'den rivayet edilir: “Biri Peygambere (sav) et verdi, o da sevdigi
incik kismindan ald1 ve onu yedi.”'7 Ebdi Miisa el-Es'ari Peygamberimizin ta-
vuk yedigini aktarmustir.’® Bu ve benzer rivayetler gosteriyor ki Peygamberimiz
et yedi, kurban kesmeyi tembihledi ve hayatinin son on yilinda da buna aym
sekilde devam etti. Bu ve mebzul miktarda delile dayanarak, Kecia Ali'nin,
geyik ve deve meselesinden et titketimini azaltmaya y6nelik ¢ikarimlarn savu-

nulamaz.

Tasavvufa dayanan argiimanlar daha etkili olmustur. Yasuf ibn ismail el-Nab-
hani'den (6. 1350/1932) aktarilan anekdot bu noktaya dikkat ¢eker. Kendisi de
bir sufi olan el-Nabhani, bir seyhin sufi misafirlerine ekmek ve et ikram et-
tigini, onlarinsa reddedip, sadece baklagiller yedigini anlatir. Ev sahibi yeme-
gi kendisi yiyip, baklagilleri misafire ikram eder. Misafiri tiim geceyi ibadetle
gecirirken, ev sahibi yatakta gegirir. Sabah ise, ev sahibi misafire kerametler
gOsterir, iste bu saf kullugun isareti olarak yorumlanmaktadir.’ Bu anekdottan
sufilerin vejetaryen diyet ile beslendiklerini anlamamiza ragmen, bu hikaye-
nin mesaji -vejetaryenligin bir bileseni olarak gdsterilen austerity (konforsuz
ve diinyevi zevklerden yoksun bir yasam)- gereksiz ve nahostur. Belki de bu
yiizden isimleri ile bildigimiz az sayida vejetaryen sufi vardir. Bazi sufiler ve-
jetaryen olsa da, tasavvuf literatiiriiniin geneli, vejetaryenligi, Islami bir ideal
ya da bir sufi ideali olarak 6ne ¢ikarmaya ¢ok istekli degildir. Rabia 6rneginin
modern literatiirde abartildig séylenmelidir. Vahsi hayvanlara olan yakinligim
anlatan ve onun vejetaryen oldugunu disiindiiren anekdota karsin, digerleri
onun et yedigini gostermektedir.>® Her haltikdrda, Rabia hakkinda, diyetine
dair net bir bilgi sahibi olunamayacak kadar az sey bilinmektedir. Bu nedenle,
ona dair geligkili rivayetlerin onu, rakip taraflarin kendi fikirerini savunmanin

bir yolu olarak kendisine bagvurdugu bir figiir haline getirdigi agiktir.

Ayrica unutulmamahdir ki, vejetaryen sufiler varsa da bu, hayvanlarla ilgili en-
diselerden nadiren kaynaklanmaktadir. Bunun motivasyonu en iyi durumda

diinya nimetlerine ilgi duymama, en kétii durumda da hayvanlar1 hor gérme

15 Aba isa Muhammad Tirmizi, Al-Cami’ el-Kebir, (Beyrut: Dar al-Gharb al-1slami, 1996), 3:170.
16 Buhari, Sahih al-Buhdri, 913.

17 Buhari, Sahih al-Buhdri, 543.

18 Buhari, Sahih al-Buharf, 1069.

19 Yasuf ibn ismail Nabhani, Cdmi’ kerdmat el-evliyd, (Kahire: Mustafa al-Babi, 1962), 1:171.

20 Mahmad Sarkavi, Rabia el-Adaviyye, (Kahire: as-Sallb, 1971), 132.



islam’da Vejetaryenlik

seklinde gozitkmektedir. Foltz kendisi sunu da belirtmistir, “Helenistik a¢i-
dan etkilenen sufiler, bazen et yemeyi “hayvani ruhu” besledigi gerekgesi ile
kiicimser” ve Foltz yine “hayvaniligi artirdigt” gerekgesi ile hayvan yag: tii-
ketmekten kaginilmasini 6neren el-Kerim el-Cili'den alint1 yapar. Bu sadece
hayvan imajini karaladig igin degil, ayrica hayvanlarin iyiligini somut olarak
tehlikeye atacagi igin bir hayvan savunucusunun tesvik etmek isteyecegi bir
konum degildir. Bu hor gérme, hayvanlarin beslenmek i¢in 6ldiriilmesine ne-
den olabilir, ancak diger tiirden siddet gesitlerini zorunlu kilmaz. Ancak sa-
sirtic1 bir sekilde Foltz bu ihtimali ¢ok 6nemsemiyor gibi gézitkkmekte, bu tip
bir vejetaryenligi olumlu sunmakta ve bu yasam tarzini sagliga ve ruha faydasi

oldugu i¢in 6nermektedir.*

Saghk Argiimant

Foltz vejetaryenligin saghga faydalarini, Misliimanlarin bu diyeti benimseme-
leri i¢in ek bir neden olarak hatirlatir. Bu argiiman stratejik olarak kullarugh
olsa da, derin bir inceleme bunun sorunsuz olmadigin1 géstermektedir. As-
linda, saglik ve hayvanlar i¢in endiselenme vejetaryenligin kabuliinde en ¢ok
bahsedilen sebepler olmasina ragmen, birbirlerinden énemli 6lgiide farklidur.
Biri, hayvan yanlis1 tutumlara ve inanclara yol agarken, digeri hayvan eti karsit1
tutumlara ve inanglara yol agmaktadir.2? Saglik vejetaryenleri i¢in Rothgerber,
“Saghg: korumak ve hastaliklar1 6nlemek igin arzulamn ele alan igsel bir odag:
benimsiyorlar.” der ve bir¢ogu i¢in, 6lii hayvanlarin tliketilmesinin bir kirlenme
sekli olarak gorildigiini belirtir.?3 Bu tutum, asil ilgi alaminin hayvanlardan
ziyade insanin saflig: ve iyiligi oldugu s6ylenen ziiht hayatini -burada ruhtan
¢ok bedene odaklansa da- hatirlatmaktadir.

Saglik argimani ayrica ampirik olarak da kusurludur. Her ne kadar artan aras-
tirmalar vejetaryen diyetin faydalarim vurgulamaya devam etse de, akademinin
bu konudaki giincel konumu hayvan driinlerinden kaginmanin saglik riskleri
ile dolu oldugu yoniindedir. Vejetaryenler, bilhassa hayvansal iiriinlerde mev-
cut olan B vitamini alimlan i¢in, 6zellikle de yorgunluk, halsizlik, istahsiz-
lik, depresyon, zayif hafiza gibi bir dizi saghk probleminden kaginmak i¢in,

21 Foltz, “Is Vegetarianism Un-Islamic?” in Food for Thought: The Debate over Eating Meat, 214-
5.

22 Hank Rothgerber, “Attitudes Toward Meat and Plants in Vegetarians” Vegetarian and
Plant-Based Diets in Health and Disease Prevention, ed. Frangois Mariotti, (ABD: Academic
Press , 2017}, 25.

23 Rothgerber, ’ Attitudes Toward Meat and Plants in Vegetarians”, 22.
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gii¢clendirilmis gidalara bagimhdir.24 Bu vitamine ¢ok az miktarda ihtiya¢ duy-
mamiza ve viicudumuzda depolayabilmemize ragmen, alimint durdurmak ol-
dukga zararlidir.®s Ote yandan hayvan iiriinlerinin zararlar ile yalmzca fazla
miktarda tiiketildiklerinde karsilasmaktayiz. Tony Milligan “Vejetaryenligin
her tiirii icin kabul edilmelidir ki, et besin olarak tehlikeli degildir.” der ve ek-
ler: “Et yemek bize higbir fiziksel zarar vermez (uygun miktarlarda, uygun ha-
zirlama vs kosullarda)”. Milligan hakli olarak “Etin kendi basina fiziksel olarak
zararh oldugu diisiincesi bilgiden yoksundur.” diye de belirtir.2

Endiistriyel Etin Etkisi

Foltz ayrica, Miishimanlarin vejetaryenligi tercih etmesi gerekliliginin bir bas-
ka gerekgesi olarak, endiistriyel et {iretiminin gevresel, sosyal ve saglik tizerin-
deki zararh etkilerini 6ne ¢ikarmaktadir. Endiistriyel et iireticiligi iki acidan
incelenmeyi hak etmektedir; agiga ¢ikan problemlerin kaynag: ve Miisliiman-
larin bu problemlere deginmede genel basarisizlig1. Foltz endiistriyel hayvan
tirtinlerinin iiretimiyle, diinyadaki aghk problemi (yoksul iilkelerdeki degerli
tarim arazilerinin, daha zengin gruplarin tiiketecegi giftlik hayvanlarimin yetis-
tirilmesi igin kullanilmasina kismen bagl bir problem olarak) arasindaki ilis-
kiyi vurgular.?7 Bu, endiistriyel et tretiminin gizli maliyetlerinden yalmzca bir
tanesidir. Cevresel bozulmaya katkida bulunan en biiyiik sektérlerden biri olan
endiistri, bagka sosyal esitsizlik sorunlariyla da doludur. Endiistrinin triinleri
ve uygulamalari, ciddi saglik tehditleri konusunu da diistindiirmektedir.

Cevresel diizeyde ise, bir¢ok ¢alisma et endiistrisinin, insan kaynakh sera gaz-
larinin en biiyiik kaynag: oldugunu?3, kiiresel ormansizlasmanin en biiyiik
sebebi oldugunu ve ayrica hava ve su kirliligine yol actigini géstermektedir.29
Ekosistemlerin tahrip edilmesi ve vahsi yasamin tehlikeye sokulmasi, endiistri-
nin sayisiz ¢evresel etkilerinin arasindadir.
24 Karlyn Grimes, “Review for the Registration Examination for Dietitians”, Life Cycle Nutrition:
An Evidence-Based Approach, ed. Sari Edelstein, (Burlington, MA: Jones and Barlett Learning,
2015), 535.

J6rn Schneede, "Milestones in the discovery of pernicious anemia and its treatment”, Vitamin
B12: advances and insights, ed Rima Obeid, (Boca Raton, FL : Taylor & Francis, 2017).

26 Tony Milligan, Beyond Animal Rights, (London: Continuum, 2010), 49-50.
27 Foltz, “Is Vegetarianism Un-islamic?” in Food for Thought: The Debate over Eating Meat, 215

2

(%

28 Henning Steinfeld v.dgr., Livestock’s Long Shadow, Environmental Issues and Options. Lives-
tock, Environment, and Development Initiative, (Rome: United Nations Food and Agriculture
Organization, 2006).

29 Neo, Harvey - Jody, Emel. Geographies of Meat: Politics, Economy and Culture. (Londra: Rout-
ledge, 2017), 4. bolim.
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Bu cevresel problemler, sosyal problemlerle i¢ igedir. Yoksul tlkelerin tarim
arazilerinden yoksun birakilmasi, endistrinin sebep oldugu tek sosyal adalet-
sizlik bi¢imi degildir. Gizli yapilan aragtirmalar, endiistrinin is¢ilere uyguladig
acimasiz muameleyi ve ¢ogu is¢inin ¢ahistigi kot kosullar: da ortaya ¢ikarmis-
tir. Endistri genellikle gé¢menler gibi imtiyazli olmayan topluluklardan is¢i
toplar ve onlara higbir koruma saglamaz. ABD'nin en biiyiik tgiinci domuz
iireticisi ve dordiincii lider domuz islemcisi olan Seaboard Corporation’dan
bahseden Harvey Neo ve Jody Emel soyle yazmaktadir: “Sirketin iggilere yone-
lik muamelesiyle ilgili mevcut olan ¢ok az bilgide birinci yil boyunca is¢ilerin
hig tatil yapmadig goriiliyor ve is yerinde yaralanan varsa girket sorumluluk
almaktan ka¢inmak igin elinden geleni yapryor” 3° Ayni yazarlar, et iretim te-
sislerindeki ¢alisma sartlarint su sekilde anlatmiglardir:

“Tozlar arasinda, yem ve diski par¢aciklan, tiy ve kil yumaklan, cilt d6-
kiintiileri, mantar pargalart ve sporlar, bakteri ve bakteri parcalari, viris-
ler ve ¢Gp pargaciklar: bulunur. Bu toz, tipik organik toz olarak bilinir,
¢linkii canl organizmalarin tiretti§i maddelerden olusmaktadir. Gizemli
bir koptik, domuz operasyonlar: igin bariyer olarak kullaniltyor, bu ba-
riyerin icinde metan gazi hapsoluyor, domuzlan ve iscileri 6ldiiren ahir
patlamalarina neden oluyor. Tek bir yerde toplanan (antibiyotikler, hor-
monlar ve diger kimyasallarla dolu) giibre miktarim digiindiigtiniizde,
béyle bir yerde herhangi birinin nasil ¢alisabilecegini diisiintirsiiniiz. Us-

telik zavalli hayvanlarla da ugragsmak durumundalar’™

Bu ¢alisma kosullar: saglik riskleriyle doludur, ama endistrinin saghk konu-
sundaki adimlari, is yerine ulasmamaktadir. Daha 6nce tartigilan ¢evre sorun-
lar; calisanlar, ¢evre topluluklar ve titketiciler i¢in ciddi saglik tehditleri yara-
tiyor. Bir dizi uzmandan olusan komite, bu iiretim tesislerinden kaynaklanan
atik akisinin “Yeralt1 suyu ve igme suyu kaynaklarini kirletebilecegini ve toksik
gaz emisyonlarinin tarim isgilerine ve gevre topluluklara zararl, hatta 6limcil
olabilecegini” belirtmektedir. Endiistrinin biiyiime hormonlarina ve antibiyo-
tiklere dayanmasi da tiiketicilere ciddi saglik tehditleri yaratiyor. Birgok ¢alis-
ma, antibiyotige direncli bakterilerin (tehlikeli E. coli suslar gibi) ve direngli
Salmonella tiirlerinin ortaya ¢ikisim1 hayvan tariminda antibiyotik kullanimi
ile iligkilendirir.32

------------

30 Neo - Jody, Geographies of Meat: Politics, Economy and Culture, 72.
31 Neo - Jody, Geographies of Meat: Politics, Economy and Cuflture, 73.
32 Michael S. Carolan, The Real Cost of Cheap Food {New York: Earthscan, 2011), 87
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Bunlara, endiistrinin hayvanlar nesnelegtirme ve suistimalini de ekleyecek
olursak, endiistriyel et {iretimi islami doktrinlerle bagdasmaz goriinmektedir.
Nitekim, Ginlih Misliiman alim Muhammed Hasim Kamali, endiistrinin hor-
mon ve antibiyotik kullanmasi nedeniyle endiistriyel etin Islami helal stan-
dartlara uygunluguna dair siiphesini dile getirmekte ve fabrika uygulamala-
rinin merhamet ilkesi ile ¢eliskili olabilecegine dikkat ¢ekmektedir.33 Kamali,
yalmzca siiphesini dile getirmesine ragmen, yaptig1 analiz, bu tiir bir siiphenin,
fabrika ciftligi iiriinlerini Islami gerekgelerle yasaklamak icin -siipheli olandan
kaginilmalidir hitkmiince- yeterli olabilecegini gosteriyor. En azindan, bu en-
diselerin Misliiman din alimleri ile diger entelektiieller ve sosyal reformcular
arasindaki tartismalan tetiklemesi beklenirdi, ama bildigim kadaryla bu tar-
tisma heniiz baglamadi. En azindan, halkin dikkatini ¢ekecek ve somut sonug-

lara yol agacak kadar biiyiik 6l¢ekte goriinmiiyor.

Bunun yaninda, bu sorunun ciddiyetini tam olarak kabul etmekle birlikte, en-
diistriyel hayvan iiriinlerine kars1 bir tutumun tiim hayvansal Griinlere karst
ayni tutumu gerektirmedigi agiktir. Bu, geleneksel hayvan yetistiriciliginin,
hayvan istismari agisindan masum oldugu anlamina gelmemektedir, ama buna
karsin potansiyel tehlikeli bir sistem ile 6ziinde tehlikeli bir sistem arasinda
fark vardir. Beslenmek i¢in hayvan 6ldiirme tartismalarini bir kenara birakir-
sak, geleneksel hayvancilik, hayvanlarin ¢gikarlarina uygun bir sekilde yapilabi-
lir ve yapilmustir. iki iiretim tiirii arasindaki temel farkliliklar g6z 6niine alindi-

ginda, ikisi aym ozellikte goriilmemelidir.

Ahlaki ilerleme

Bu ilke, “Islam ge¢miste beslenmek i¢in 6ldiirmeye cevaz vermis olsa da, ampi-
rik ve ahlaki a¢idan ilerlemeler cevazin iptalini gerektirir” fikrinden olugmak-
tadir. Foltz, “ilk Misliimanlar icin et tiiketiminden kacinmak, o donemdeki
sinirl yiyecek secenekleri gbz 6niinde bulunduruldugunda ¢ok makul degil-
di.” der ve “Ancak modern ekonomiler bu sartlar kaldirmistir.” seklinde devam
eder. Perlo ise beslenmek i¢in hayvan 6ldiirmenin gereklilikten kaynaklanma-
dig1, bunun asil sebebinin ahlaki noksanlik oldugu goériigiinii benimsemekte-
dir. Bununla birlikte, kolelik, despotizm, irkeilik ve cinsiyet¢iligin terk edilmesi

orneginde kanitlandig1 gibi “Duygudashg ve i¢ huzuru saglama dirtiistiniin

------------

33 Mohammad Hashim Kamali, “The Halal Industry from A Shari'ah Perspective”, Islam and
Civilisational Renewal 1/4 (2010): 601.
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gittikce daha insaniyetli politikalara yol actigim” belirtir.34 “Iste bu duygudashk
simdi hayvanlan da kapsayacak sekilde genisletilmelidir” diye ekler.

Ahlaki ilerleme hakkindaki argiimanlar da bir¢ok probleme sahiptir. Batrdaki
birgok filozof, insanhgin ahlaki durumunun artik eskisinden daha iyi oldugu
yoniindeki 6nermeyi kabul etse de, bir¢ok kisi bu 6nermeyi kesin olmayan te-
rimlerle kurmanin zorlugunu ifade ediyor ve bu 6nermenin bir tartigma ko-
nusu olacagini belirtiyor.3> Bunun sebebi ilk olarak, ahlak, tiim etik filozofla-
rinin muhtemelen kabul edecegi gibi sosyal olarak, en azindan kismen, inga
edilmistir. Bir¢ok kisinin insanligin eskisinden daha ahlaki oldugu izlenimine
sahip olmasi, kiiltiirel ya da tarihi bir sovenizmin ifadesi olabilir. Jess Prinz’in
dedigi gibi; “Buglinden bakinca, ge¢miste sahip oldugumuz degerlerden daha
iyi degerlere sahip oldugumuzu ve mevcut degerlerimizi kucakladigimizi, artik

gecmis degerlerimizi sahiplenmeyecegimizi diisiiniiyoruz.”3°

Diger bir zorluk ise degerlendirme araglan ile ilgilidir. Ornegin, ahlaki ilerle-
menin gergeklesip ger¢eklesmedigine karar verirken, normatif seviyeye bakmak
yeterli midir, yoksa yasayan gercekligi de goz oniinde bulundurmamiz gerekir
mi? Ornegin, kolelik kurumu kaldirilmis olmasina ragmen, bununla geleneksel

olarak iligkili birgok uygulamanin varhigin: siirdiirdiigii iddia edilebilir.

Uciincit bir zorluk, bu ilkenin sOmiirgeci temayiillerinden olusur. Ne de olsa,
yerli halklarin ahlaki gelisimi, sémiirgecinin giindeminde37 6nemli konulardan
biriydi ve bu hayvan ve cevre etigi ile ilgili tartismalar da dahil olmak iizere
felsefi ve siyasi tartigmalarda hala hissedilebilmektedir. Aslinda, Batili olmayan
geleneklerde, hayvan etigini dillendiren gerekgelere miitevaz1 bir bakis agis:
bile kazandirmaya ¢alismadig) i¢in, Perlo’nun pozisyonu, Batih sémirgecilerin

tavrini yansitryor.

Daha az problemli olsa da, Foltz'un “ekonomik degisiklikler, beslenmek igin
hayvan 6ldiirmenin mesruiyeti ile iligkili kurallarin degisimini gerektirir” 6ner-
mesi sorunsuz degildir. Her ne kadar modern ekonomiler biyiik olasilikla, en
¢ok sayida insana esi goriilmemis bir refah diizeyi saglamus olsalar da, bu refah
esit derecede ve ¢evresel maliyet olmadan deneyimlenmez. Bu noktada yorum

34 Perlo, Kinship and Killing: The Animal in World Religions, 215-7.

35 Ruth Macklin, “Moral Progress,"” Ethics 87/4 (1977): 370.

36 Jesse Prinz, The Emotional Construction of Morals {(New York: Oxford University Press, 2007),
289.

37 Bu noktada bkz: Michael Mann, “Torchbearers Upon the Path of Progress: Britain’s Ideology
of a ‘Moral and Material Progress in India” Colonialism as Civilizing Mission: Cultural Ideology in
British India. Ed. Harald Fischer-Tiné and Michael Mann. (London: Anthem Press, 2004), 1-28.
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yapan Catherine Osborne, modern vejetaryenlik savunmalarinin, genellikle
endistri sonrast Bat: ekonomisinde yasayan siipermarket tiiketicilerinden olu-
san zengin bir okuyucu kitlesi oldugunu yaziyor. Osborne séyle devam ediyor;
“Bu gibi durumlarda, insanlarin et yememeyi se¢meleri gerektigini iddia etmek
mantikh olabilir, ¢tinkil vejetaryen alternatifler onlar i¢in her zaman mevcuttur
ve et, insan saghg i¢in gerekli degildir"3® Aslina bakarsak, saglikh vejetaryen
alternatiflere herkes ulasamamaktadir. Simon Fairlie, Richard Young ve Pat
Thomas, modern Ingiltere kadar zengin bir toplumda bile, biri sehirden ayrilip
ciftlige -hatta bu ciftlik ingiltere’nin en bol iiriiniinden olusuyorsa- tasindigin-
da vegan veya vejetaryen bir diyetin daha az anlamli olabilecegini belirtmistir.
Biiyiik ¢ogunlugunu Masliimanlarin olusturdugu refah seviyesi daha distik
olan toplumlar, temel saglik gereksinimlerini karsilamak i¢in yeterince gesit-
lendirilmis ve takviye edilmis gida maddelerinin iiretimi veya elde edilmesi i¢in
ihtiya¢ duyulan teknoloji ve finansal arac¢lardan yoksundur. Cogu kimse i¢in
hayvan tirtinleri igeren bir diyet, damak tadindan ziyade saglikla iligkilidir.

Belki daha da problemlisi, ¢ok sayida insamin saghikli ve vejetaryen diyete eri-
simine imkdn saglayan bu bolluk, ¢evre problemleri ile i¢ ice gegmistir. Millet-
ler, ayricalikhilar arasina katildik¢a, bunlarin ekolojik ayak izi (karbon ayak izi)
ve diinya kaynaklar tizerindeki baskisi artiyor. Bu artislar sayisiz hayvani da

-0zellikle evcil olmayanlari- etkilemektedir.

Bununla birlikte, ampirik diizeydeki degisikliklerin dini kararlarin gézden ge-
¢irilmesini gerektirebilecegi onermesi, ne i¢tihatlara aykir1 ne de 6z itibariyle
problemlidir. Ornegin, Mekke'ye hac ziyareti de dahil olmak tizere, kurban ke-
simi icin, ¢ogu hayvanin, hayvanlara muameleye iligkin Peygamber dgretileri
ile acikea celisen kosullar altinda uzak yerlerden ithal edilmesinin gerektigini
goz oniinde bulundurursak, bu ibadeti farkli yonlerden yeniden diisiinmenin
faydasi olabilir. Ne de olsa, gelenegin ortaya ¢ikan kisitlamalara uyum sagla-
masi igin ilk ¢agn bu degil ve nitekim bu gibi ¢agnlar bu yolun kesfedilmeye
deger oldugunu gosterecek kadar ¢ok defa yamitlandi. Bununla birlikte, bu yola
girmeden Once birkag¢ noktaya deginilmelidir.

Gelecege yonelik oneriler

Islam'da vejetaryenlik tartigmalari, islam'da beslenmek i¢in 6ldiirmenin bir-
cok gerekgesini bildiren antroposentrik varsayimlara dikkat cekip isaret etse

38 Catherine Osborne, Dumb Beasts and Dead Philosophers: Humanity and the Humane in An-
“cient Philosophy and Literature, (New York: Oxford University Press, 2007}, 236.
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de, vejetaryenlik ilkelerini ve bunu savunan teorileri ¢ok az incelemistir. Daha
once de belirtildigi gibi, gelenegi yeniden yorumlamadan 6nce dikkatle tartil-
mas1 gereken bir nokta, bu tartismadaki refahin roliidar. Bu sorunun gevresel
boyutunun yani sira, vejetaryenligin daha zenginler arasinda potansiyel olarak
benimsenmesinin, daha az refaha sahiplerin imajini nasil etkileyebilecegi de
disiiniilmelidir. Her ne kadar ¢ogu simdi, beslenmek i¢in gercek bir 6ldiirme
ihtiyaci oldugunda, etik olarak sorunlu olmadigim kabul etse de, bu uygulama
yalnizca yoksullarla iliskilendirilirse, nihayetinde yiiksek ahlakin refahla bag-
lantili hale gelmesi, yoksulun yabani ve daha az ahlakli algilanmast riskini tasir.

Vejetaryenligin Islami baglamda savunulmasi, her bir modelle ilgili kompli-
kasyonlar tespit etmeli ve ele almak istedikleri vejetaryen model hakkindaki
gorislerini de ifade etmelidir. Agikgasi, ovo-lakto vejetaryen diyet, hayvanla-
rin dldiirilmesini gerektiren bir sisteme baglidir, hatta vegan diyetin bile bir
yasam maliyeti vardir. Vejetaryen diyet ideali, yaniltict olabilir ya da en azin-
dan 6ldiirme agisindan birgok kimsenin diisindiigii kadar masum olmayabilir.
Hatta bazilari, bu diyetin, hayvan driinleri iceren diyetlere gore yasam maliyet-
leri daha yiiksek bir diyet oldugunu belirtmistir.

Bagka bir komplikasyon, beslenmek i¢in 6ldiirme pratigine yakindan bagli ev-
cillestirme kurumuyla ilgilidir. Geleneksel hayvan haklar1 savunucularinin ta-
lep ettigi gibi bu kurum kaldirilmali mi, yoksa bazi politik teorisyenlerin éner-
digi gibi 6ldiirmeyle bir sekilde yeniden mi yapilandirilmali? Ikincisi ise, tam
olarak nasil? ilki ise, teknoloji ve diger kaynaklardan yoksun olan pastoral ve
¢ift¢i toplumlara ne diyecegiz?

Son olarak, vejetaryenligin savunuculari, bu ilkenin antroposentrik karakte-
rini ve onu savunan teorilerin ¢ogunu kabul etmelidir. Bu 6ne ¢ikan faydaci-
ik, deontoloji, Aristotelescilik ve s6zlesmecilik (contractarianism) gibi ahlaki
distincenin, insanlara olan benzerliklerine dayanarak diger canlilar kapsadig
hayvan etigi teorilerinde ortak olan kapsamacilik (extensionism) sorununa 6r-
nektir. Ayrica, vejetaryen felsefenin, fikirlerini daha genis bir canli toplulugun-
dan ziyade insan toplumundan almakta oldugu saptanabilir.

Sonug

Islam'da vejetaryenlik meselesini temellendirme girisimleri, Kur'an ve hadis
okumalarinin antroposentrik karakterine meydan okudugu i¢in 6vgiliyi hak
ediyor, ancak bu okumalar, beslenmek i¢in 6ldiirmeyi naslarla mesru kilmanin
tek yolu degildir. Bu baglamda, Val Plumwood ve Andrew Smith gibi ekolojik
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hayvancilarin sagladig kavramsal araglar daha yararl: olabilir. Bu teorisyenle-
rin onerileriyle uyumlu olarak, yakin bir Kur'an okumasi, diger hayvanlardan
yararlanma mesruiyetinin, insanin miistesna olusundan ziyade, kirilganhgina
karsilik olarak ilahi bir lituf olarak tasarlandigim ortaya koymaktadir. Plumwo-
od ve Smith, ayrica vejetaryenligin insanlarin daha genis bir canh toplulugu
ile olan iliskisini kestigini, dini amaglarla 6ldiirmenin ise insanlar bu toplulu-
gun bir par¢asi yaptigini savunur. Bu 6nerme, yukarida da o6ne siirdiigiim gibi,
insanlari daha genis olan yaratilmislar topluluguna entegre etmeye ¢abalayan

Kur’an’la 6rtiismektedir.
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Three notable attempts to build a case for vegetarianism in Islam have
appeared in the last couple of decades. Richard Foltz (2004) appeals to Islamic
doctrines and other principles to argue that a vegetarian lifestyle is not totally
incompatible with Islamic creed. Katherine Perlo (2009) invokes mainly the
principle of moral progress to show how world religions, including Islam, can
abandon killing for food. Finally, Kecia Ali (2015) engages feminist theory to ar-
gue that misogyny and carnivorism are underlain by the same exploitative pre-
suppositions and to derive an Islamic premise countering the permissibility of
killing for food. Although these discussions address legitimate grievances and
highlight many problematic aspects of Muslims’ attitudes toward nonhuman
animals, they also suffer from methodological flaws and mischaracterize and
oversimplify the tradition. Moreover, they hardly apply any critical scrutiny to
the animal rights discourse, more specifically to the principle of vegetarianism
and the theories that defend it. The aim of this presentation is to consider not
only whether a case for vegetarianism is buildable on Islamic premises, but
also to draw attention to important dimensions of this debate that have yet to
be addressed. To this end, I will first describe the mainstream position toward
the question of killing for food, and thereafter outline and critically assess the

arguments used to build a case for vegetarianism in Islam.
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Mainstream position

Islam is not unique in allowing animals to be killed for food, albeit relative to
other religions it may indeed be regarded as unique with respect to the lev-
el of its resistance to vegetarianism. Scriptural teachings, or at least prevalent
readings thereof, are the main reason behind this stance. The Qur’an and the
Prophetic Tradition do not require Muslims to consume any animal products,
but they speak favorably of the consumption of items such as milk and honey
and authorize the consumption of meat once certain ritual requirements in
obtaining it are satisfied (Armanios and Ergene, 2018, chap. 3). The Quran
describes milk as a “pure” substance, “palatable to the drinkers” (Q 16/al-Nahl:
66) and states that in honey there “is healing for humankind” (Q 16/al-Nahl:
69). With some exceptions, it also authorizes the consumption of the flesh
of ritually killed domestic and hunted animals as well as sea animals (Q 5/al-
Mza’ida:, 4, 96; Q 22/al-Hajj: 28-30, 34, 36). The Prophetic Tradition (hadith)
reiterates and further explicates these themes. One Prophetic report teaches
Muslims to say, “God bless this food for us and give us something better than it”
after they consume any type of food, but to say after they drink milk, “God bless
it for us and give us more of it!” (al-San‘ani, 1970, vol. 4, p. s11). This indicates
that the Prophet considered milk the best type of nourishment. The Prophetic
tradition affirms also that Muhammad liked and consumed honey (al-Bukhari,
2015, p. 871) and that he prescribed it as a treatment for ailments (al-Bukhari,

2015, p. 931).

Animal products are also cited among the staples of heavenly food. Milk and
honey run in rivers in the Islamic paradise (Q 47/Muhammad: 15) and the
dwellers of heaven are served meat, including fowl meat, such as they desire,
the Qur’an says (Q s52/al-Tar: 22; Q 56/al-Wagi‘a: 21). Although there is no rea-
son to assume that in heaven these items will continue to be obtained through
animals (the fact that milk and honey run in rivers seems to indicate that God
will create them directly), listing them among heavenly delicacies suggests that
the Qur’an seeks to dispel any feelings of guilt and anxiety that may result from
the consumption of these items in this world, or, at least, it indicates that un-
like the Judeo-Christian tradition, the Qur'an does not present vegetarianism

as an Edenic ideal to which the believer is meant to aspire.

While merely authorizing (rather than imposing) the consumption of animal
products, the Qur’an seems also to prohibit Muslims from tampering with this
authorization when it addresses believers saying, “do not make unlawful the
good things that God has made lawful for you and transgress not, for God does
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not love transgressors” (Q 5/al-Ma’ida: 87). Exegetical literature explains that
this verse was revealed when some of the Prophet’s Companions decided to
abstain from sex and meat and to never lay their sides on a comfortable bed
so that they can devote themselves fully to God. Besides the Qur’anic remind-
er, their decision reportedly triggered an admonition from the Prophet who
reminded them that he himself avoids such excessive behavior: He enjoys sex
and good food, observes fasting on some days yet not on others, and divides
his night time between prayers and sleep. “Whoever shuns my example,” the
Prophet cautions in conclusion, “has nothing to do with me” (al-Nasa', 2004,

vol. 5, p. 152).

Qur’anic teachings about meat consumption led Foltz to conclude that “meat
eating might seem to be, except under specified conditions, pleasing to God”
from which he derives the conclusion that, “Since it is incumbent upon Mus-
lims to live in a way that is pleasing to God in every detail, not to eat meat if God
wishes us to would constitute an act of infidelity” (2004, p. 211). Relatedly, Per-
lo cites Yahya Monastra who wonders how a hypothetical Islamic state would
enforce rulings about vegetarianism. “[Would they hold] me down, force my
mouth open, and shove kebabs down my throat” he asks? (Perlo, 171).

These are unjustified readings. Indeed, although the Quran and the hadith
present the consumption of animal products in a positive light, neither of them
prescribes reward or punishment for either eating or abstaining from them.
These texts merely treat animal products as a blessing from God that Muslims
are authorized to enjoy in gratitude. Because of this, the mainstream position
holds that Muslims are free to either eat or abstain from meat if they are so in-
clined and that neither behavior counts as an act of piety. The consumption of
and abstention from meat are thus equally neutral matters from legal and eth-
ical standpoints. However, the tradition disallows any attempt to tamper with
this permissibility by criminalizing or otherwise tarnishing meat consumption.
Thus, the objectional part is theological rather than behavioral. While Muslims
are free to follow a vegetarian diet if they wish to, they are not allowed to em-
brace or advocate vegetarianism as an Islamic ideal, adopt it as an expression of

piety, or seek to enforce it on others for the same reason.

Building a case for vegetarianism

Attempts to build a case for vegetarianism in Islam appeal to several principles,

including historical precedent, the health impact of meat consumption, the
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negative impact of industrial-scale meat production, moral consistency, and
moral progress. Although some of these principles have more strength than
others, in this section I try to show that none of them are adequately sturdy so

as to provide an unequivocal foundation for vegetarianism in Islam.

Historical precedent

The historical precedent principle consists of the argument that some Mus-
lims, especially in the premodern era, practiced vegetarianism “in many cases
for reasons of piety,” as Foltz maintains. Such vegetarians presumably include
the renowned Sufi Rabi‘a al-‘Adawiyya (Foltz, 2004, 218; Perlo, 2009, 171) and
a few other lesser known or unnamed Sufi figures. The underlying aim of ap-
peals to Sufism—presumably Islam’s more spiritual though arguably less main-
stream strand—could be that if in its “purest” form Islam is or can be vegetari-
an-friendly then vegetarianism can be adopted as an expression of piety. More
provocatively, Kecia Ali maintains that the Prophet Muhammad “speculated in
two instances about forgoing meat consumption out of concern for animals”
and complains that “such reports are seldom mentioned” (Ali, 2015, p. 273).
The implied point seems to be that if the Prophet himself considered forgo-
ing meat consumption, then Muslims should perhaps take this a step further
and abstain from meat altogether. The social precedent argument thus seeks to
shed light on a supposedly more vegetarian-friendly side of the tradition that
has presumably been obscured or underdeveloped by mainstream orthodoxy.

This argument suffers from several flaws. Firstly, Ali’s suggestion that the
Prophet considered vegetarianism is not only implausible, it is plainly con-
tradicted by numerous scriptural teachings, including the ones cited earlier.
Ali infers her argument from two accounts discussed in an article by Giovanni
Canova, whereby the Prophet comes to the rescue of two animals, a captured
doe and an escaping camel, who request his assistance (Canova, 2009). In the
first account, the doe asks the Prophet to untie her so that she can go feed her
fawns, promising to be back immediately thereafter; in the second, the camel
complains that after a lifetime of service his owners are planning to slaughter
him now that his old age has made him less useful to them. The Prophet helps
the doe, then intercedes on her behalf so that she can be permanently freed

and reunited with her fawns and asks the camel’s owners to spare his life.

Although both accounts highlight the Prophet’s concern for nonhuman ani-
mals, neither of them says anything about dietary rules. In fact, the same con-
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cern permeates the Prophet’s teachings about animals without, nonetheless,
ever translating in a preference for vegetarianism. Muhammad, for example,
taught Muslims that the unjustified killing of animals is a crime punishable by
no less than the hellfire and, moreover, cursed anyone who mutilates or causes
an animal to suffer. More positively, he taught Muslims to treat other animals
with dignity, care, and compassion and promised them heavenly rewards for
any act of kindness toward a nonhuman creature (Tlili, 2014). While empha-
sizing these teachings, however, Muhammad unambiguously exempted ritual
killing for food as permissible. Consider as an example the following report
related by the Companion ‘Abd Allah ibn ‘Umar:

The Apostle of God said, “Whoever kills a sparrow or any animal above it for
no legitimate reason God will hold him accountable for it (in the hereafter)’
Someone asked, ‘what would count as a legitimate reason, O Apostle of God?’
Muhammad said, ‘That he kills then eats it, not that he severs its head then
discards it (al-Nasa'i, 2001, vol. 4, p. 489).

Indeed, Muhammad reportedly slaughtered animals with his own hands, ob-
served animal sacrifice and enjoined Muslims to do the same, and consumed
meat. Anas ibn Malik (d. 712) is reported to have said, “The Prophet, God’s
peace and blessings be upon him, sacrificed two white horned rams (kabshayn
amlahayn agranayn). He slaughtered them with his own hands (dhabahahuma
bi-yadihi)” (al-Bukhari, 2015, p. 914). The Prophet’s companion ‘Abd Allah ibn
‘Umar is reported to have said, “The Prophet, God’s peace and blessings be
upon him, lived ten years in Medina during which he consistently observed the
Eid Sacrifice” (al-Tirmidhi, 1996, vol. 3, p. 170). Muhammad is also reported to
have said, “On this (the Sacrifice) day, we first pray then we go home and ob-
serve the sacrifice (of an animal, nusalli thumma narji‘ fa-nanhir)” (al-Bukhari,
2015, p. 913). Ab Hurayra is reported to have said, “Someone gave meat to the
Prophet, God’s peace and blessings be upon him, so he took the shank, which
he liked, and ate from it” (al-Bukhari, 2015, p. 543). Abu Misa al-Ash‘ari report-
ed that the Prophet consumed chicken (al-Bukhari, 2015, p. 1069). These as well
as other related reports indicate that the Prophet consumed meat and enjoined
animal sacrifice and that he continued to do so throughout the last ten years of
his life. The weight of this alongside that of ample related evidence shows that
Ali’s inference that the Prophet speculated about forgoing meat consumption

from the doe and camel accounts is untenable.

Appeals to Sufism are hardly more effective. A close reading of an anecdote
cited by Yasuf ibn Isma‘il al-Nabhani (d. 1350/1932) illustrates this point. Al-
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Nabhani, himself a Sufj, tells us of a shaykh who served his Sufi guests meat
and bread, but -they declined the meal, explaining that they only ate pulses.
The host ate the meal himself and served them pulses. The guests then spent
the entire night praying while the host spent it in bed. In the morning, how-
ever, the host outperformed the guests in miracles, something that is inter-
preted as a sign of true piety (al-Nabhani, 1962, vol. 1, p. 171). Although from
this anecdote we learn that some Sufis followed a vegetarian diet, the moral
of the story is to convey that austerity—of which vegetarianism is treated as a
component—is unnecessary and undesirable. This is perhaps why we know of
so few vegetarian Sufis by name. Although some Sufis were vegetarian, overall
Sufi literature is not eager to promote vegetarianism as an [slamic or even as a
Sufi ideal. It is also worth noting that even the case of Rabi‘a has been exag-
gerated in modern literature, for in contrast with the anecdote that attributes
her intimacy with wild animals to her supposed vegetarianism, other accounts
indicate that she consumed meat (al-Sharqawi, 1971, p. 132). In any case, too lit-
tle is known about the historical Rabi‘a to provide conclusive knowledge about
her diet. The conflicting reports attributed to her are thus merely a sign of her
stature, something that leads competing parties to attribute to her the behavior
that they wish to promote as a way of bolstering their cases.

It should also be noted that even when it exists, vegetarianism in Sufism is
rarely motivated by concern for animals. At best, it is motivated by a lack of in-
terest in worldly pleasures and at worst by disdain for nonhuman animals. Foltz
himself notes that “Hellenistically influenced Sufis have sometimes shunned
meat-eating as nourishing the ‘animal soul’” and cites ‘Abd al-Karim al-Jili who
recommends the avoidance of animal fat because it “strengthens animality.”
This is hardly a position that an animal advocate would want to promote, not
only because it is founded on denigrating views of animals, but also because it
can compromise their wellbeing in concrete ways. Such disdain may spare ani-
mals the act of being killed for food but not necessarily other types of violence.
Surprisingly, however, Foltz does not seem to mind this approach. He still pres-
ents this type of vegetarianism in a favorable light and recommends this life-
style both for its “spiritual” and “health” benefits (Foltz, 2004, pp. 214-5).

The health argument

Foltz invokes the health benefits of vegetarianism as an additional reason why
Muslims should adopt this diet. Although this argument may be strategically
useful, deeper scrutiny shows that it is not without problems. Indeed, although



A Case for Vegetarianism in Islam?

personal health and concern for animals are the two most cited motives for the
adoption of a vegetarian lifestyle, the two types vary considerably, for whereas
one leads to “proanimal attitudes and beliefs” the other leads “to antimeat at-
titudes and beliefs” (Rothgerber, 2017, p. 25). Health vegetarians, Rothgerber
notes, “adopt an internal focus, addressing desires to sustain good health and
avoid illness” and for many of them the consumption of dead animals is seen
as a form of contamination (Rothgerber, 2017, p. 22). This attitude is somewhat
reminiscent of the ascetic one described earlier as its main underlying preoccu-
pation is the wellbeing and purity of the human being rather than the animal,
though in this case with a focus on the body rather than the soul.

The health argument is also empirically flawed. Although a growing body of
research continues to highlight the merits of vegetarian diets, the current state
of scholarship still holds that foregoing animal products altogether is fraught
with health risks. Vegans must notably depend on fortified food for their in-
take of vitamin B, which is otherwise available only in animal products, if
they want to avoid a series of health problems including fatigue, weakness,
loss of appetite, depression, poor memory, and difficulty maintaining balance
(Grimes, 2015, p. 535). Though this vitamin is required only in trace amounts
and can be stored in the body for several years, forgoing it altogether is harmful
(Schneede, 2017). On the other hand, animal products pose health risk only if
consumed excessively. As Tony Milligan writes, “A vegetarianism of any defen-
sible sort may have to accept that meat is not nutritionally compromised” and
“that it does us no physical harm to eat it (in suitable amounts, with suitable
preparation, and so on).” Milligan rightly notes that “the idea that meat perse is
physically harmful is, at the very least, ill-informed.” (Milligan,2010, p. 49-50).

Impact of Industrial Meat

Foltz also invokes the detrimental environmental, social, and health impacts of
industrial meat production as a further reason why Muslims should opt for veg-
etarianism. The issue of industrial animal farming deserves special attention
both due to the host of problems associated with it and to Muslims’ general
failure to address this problem adequately. Foltz highlights the link between
industrial livestock production and the problem of world hunger, affecting 20
percent of world population—a problem that is partly linked to the dedication
of valuable agricultural land in poor countries to feed crops destined for live-
stock consumption geared toward more affluent groups (2004, p. 215). This is
only one of the many hidden costs of industrial meat. The industry is also one
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of the major contributors to environmental degradation, is fraught with other
problems of social inequity and its products and practices pause serious health

threats.

At the environmental level, many studies affirm that the meat industry is the
largest anthropogenic emitter of greenhouse gases (Steinfeld, et al., 2006), the
largest driver of global deforestation, and a major contributor to air and water
pollution (Neo and Emel, 2017, chap. 4). Destruction of ecosystems and endan-
germent of wildlife are among the numerous ramifications of the industry’s

environmental impact.

These environmental problems are intertwined with social ones. Depriving
poor countries of vital agricultural land is not the only form of social inequity
for which the industry is responsible. Undercover investigations have also re-
vealed the cruel treatment inflicted on the industry’s labor force and the poor
conditions where most workers work. The industry often recruits workers from
among underprivileged communities, such as immigrants, and hardly guaran-
tees them any protections. Citing the example of Seaboard Corporation, the
third largest U.S. hog producer and fourth leading pork processor, Harvey Neo
and Jody Emel write that, “In the few bits of information available about {the
company’s] treatment of workers it looks as though there is no holiday during
the first year, and if someone is injured on the job the company does everything
it can to avoid taking responsibility (2017, p. 72). The same authors describe

the work conditions in meat facilities as follows:

The dust contains feed and faecal particles, feather barbules, skin debris, fungal
fragments and spores, bacterial and bacterial fragments, viruses and particles
of litter. This type of dust is typically known as organic dust, since it is derived
from materials formed by living organisms. A mysterious foam is plaguing pig
operations, trapping methane and causing barn explosions that kill pigs and
workers. When you think about the amount of manure (filled with antibiotics,
hormones and other chemicals) concentrated in one place, you can only won-
der how anyone can work in such a place - never mind having to deal with the

miserable animals themselves (2017, p. 73).

Obviously, such conditions are fraught with health risks, but the health reper-
cussions of the industry extend far beyond the work site. The environmental
problems discussed earlier create serious health threats for workers, surround-
ing communities, and consumers. A Pew expert panel notes for example that
the waste run-off from these production facilities “can contaminate ground-
water and drinking water supplies, and the toxic gas emissions can be harm-
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ful - and even fatal - to farm workers and surrounding communities” (2008).
The industry’s reliance on growth hormones and antibiotics also poses serious
health threats to consumers. Many studies link the emergence of antibiotic-re-
sistant bacteria (such as dangerous E. coli strains) and resistant types of salmo-

nella to the use of antibiotics in animal agriculture (Carolan, 201, p. 87).

When one adds to this already troubling record the industry’s notorious objec-
tification and abuse of nonhuman animals, factory farming would seem to be
irreconcilable with Islamic doctrines. Indeed, the renowned Muslim scholar
Mohammad Hashim Kamali expresses his doubt that industrial meat can meet
Islamic standards of halal (Islamically permissible) due to the industry’s use of
hormones and antibiotics and further notes that factory practices may fail the
test of compatibility with the Islamic principle of compassion (2010, p. 601). Al-
though Kamali merely expresses doubt, his analysis indicates that such doubt
may be all that is needed to proscribe factory farm products on Islamic grounds
as per the legal maxim that in cases of doubt prohibition prevails. At the very
least, one would have expected these concerns to trigger debates among Mus-
lim religious scholars and other intellectuals and social reformers, but to my
knowledge this debate has not started yet, at least not at a large enough scale to

capture the attention of the public and lead to tangible results.

While fully acknowledging the gravity of this problem, however, it seems ob-
vious that a case against industrial animal products does not constitute a case
against all animal products. This is not to claim that conventional animal hus-
bandry is innocent of animal abuse; however, there is a difference between a
system that is inherently problematic and one that is potentially so. Leaving
aside the controversial question of killing for food, conventional animal hus-
bandry can be and has been conducted in a way that is consistent with nonhu-
man animals’ interests. Considering the fundamental differences between the

two types of farming, the two should not be conflated into one.

Moral progress

This argument consists of the idea that even if Islam allowed killing for food
in the past, human progress both at the empirical and moral levels warrants
the reversal of this position. Foltz maintains that for early Muslims forgoing
the consumption of meat was probably unfeasible considering their limited

dietary options, but modern economies have lifted such pressures. Perlo does
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not share the view that killing for food is ever dictated by necessity, blaming
the practice instead on humans’ moral shortcomings. However, she notes that
“the drive to fulfill sympathy and achieve inner peace has led to more and more
benevolent policies”, as evidenced by the abandonment of slavery, despotism,
racism, and sexism (215-7). Such sympathy, she demands, should now be ex-

tended to nonhuman animals.

The argument about moral progress poses many problems. Although many
philosophers in the West seem to accept the proposition that humanity’s mor-
al state is now better than what it used to be, many admit the difficulty of
establishing this proposition in unequivocal terms and acknowledge that this
proposition will remain a point of controversy.! This is firstly because morality,
as all ethics philosophers would probably grant, is at least in part socially con-
structed. The fact that many have the impression that humanity is currently
more moral than it used to be can thus simply be an expression of cultural
or historical chauvinism. As Jess Prinz explains, “From the present, we always
seem to have better values than we had in the past for the trivial reason that we

embrace our present values and no longer embrace our past values.”

A second difficulty pertains to the evaluation tools. For example, in deciding
whether we have achieved moral progress, would it be enough to look at the
normative level or do we also need to take into consideration the lived reality?
One could, for example, argue that although the institution of slavery has been
abolished, many practices that are traditionally associated with it survive intact

today.

A third difficulty consists of the colonial undertones of this principle. Afterall,
the moral improvement of indigenous populations was one of the important
items on the colonizer’s agenda3 and can still be sensed in political and philo-
sophical debates, including ones dealing with animal and environmental eth-
ics. Indeed, through her lack of attempt to gain even a modest glimpse into the
rationales that inform animal ethics in non-Western traditions, Perlo’s position

echoes the one that characterized generations of Western colonizers.

1 Ruth Macklin, “Moral Progress,” Ethics 87/4 (1977): 370.

2 Jesse Prinz, The Emotional Construction of Morals (New York: Oxford University Press, 2007),
289.

3 On this point, see for example Michael Mann, “'Torchbearers Upon the Path of Progress”
Britain’s ideology of a ‘Moral and Material Progress’ in India. An Introductory Essay,” in
Colonialism as Civilizing Mission: Cultural ldeology in British India, edited by Harald Fischer-
Tiné and Michael Mann. (London: Anthem Press, 2004), 1-28.
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Though less problematic, Foltz’s proposition that economic changes warrant
a revision of rulings pertaining to the permissibility of killing for food is not
without difficulties. Although modern economies have probably secured an
unprecedented level of affluence to the largest number of people, such af-
fluence is neither equally experienced nor is it without environmental cost.
Commenting on this point, Catherine Osborne writes that modern defenses
of vegetarianism generally assume an affluent readership consisting of the su-
permarket consumers in a Western post-industrial economy. “In such circum-
stances,” she notes, “it might make sense to claim that people should choose
not to eat meat, because vegetarian alternatives are always available to them,
and meat is not essential for human well-being” (Osborne, 2007, p. 236). In-
deed, healthy enough vegetarian alternatives are not readily available to all.
Even in a society as affluent as modern Britain, note Simon Fairlie, Richard
Young and Pat Thomas, a vegan or vegetarian diet can start to make less sense
if one leaves the city and moves to a farm, especially if the farm consists mainly
of the UK’s most abundant crop: grass (Fairlie et al, 16). Less affluent societies,
of which Muslims form a substantial part, often lack the technology and finan-
cial means needed for the production or obtainment of sufficiently diversified
and fortified food items to meet basic health requirements. For many, diets
inclusive of animal products are not simply a matter of satisfying one’s pallet,
but rather of health.

Perhaps even more problematically, the same affluence that has enabled a
growing number of people to enjoy healthy and satisfying vegetarian meals
is closely intertwined with environmental problems. As more nations join the
club of the privileged, the ecological footprint and the stress on earth resources
become evermore straining. The impact of these stresses extends to innumera-

ble nonhuman animals, especially non-domestic ones.

This said, the proposition that changes at the empirical level may call for revi-
sion of religious rulings is neither unprecedented nor inherently problematic.
For example, considering that the observance of the sacrifice ritual, including
during pilgrimage to Mecca, requires most animals to be imported from distant
locations in conditions that clearly conflict with Prophetic teachings pertain-
ing to their treatment, it may be worthwhile to reconsider aspects of this ritual.
After all, this is not the first time that the tradition has been called upon to
adapt to emerging constraints, and the call was answered frequently enough to
show that this path is worth exploring. Before going down this path, however,

several points must be addressed.
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Future directions

While discussions of vegetarianism in Islam have pertinently pointed out and
challenged the anthropocentric assumptions that inform many justifications
for killing for food in Islam, they have applied little to no scrutiny to the prin-
ciple of vegetarianism and the theories that defend it. As mentioned eartier,
one point that needs to be weighed carefully before seeking to reinterpret the
tradition is the role of affluence in this debate. Besides the environmental di-
mension of this question, one needs also to consider how the potential adop-
tion of vegetarianism among the more affluent can affect the image of the less
so. Although many would now grant that when there is genuine need, killing
for food is not ethically problematic, and yet if this practice becomes associated
only with the poor then there is a risk that eventually high morality will become
linked with affluence whereas the poor would be perceived as savage and less

ethical.

Defenses of vegetarianism in the Islamic context should also spell out their
conceptions of the vegetarian model that they seek to promote and likewise
address the complications associated with each model. Obviously, an ovo-lacto
vegetarian diet depends on a system that requires animals to be killed, but even
a vegan diet has a cost in life. The vegetarian ideal may thus be illusive, or at
least not as innocent of killing as many may think. Some have even proposed
that it may even be more costly in life than a diet that is inclusive of animal

products.

Another complication pertains to the institution of domestication, which is
closely tied to the practice of killing for food. Should this institution be abol-
ished, as conventional animal rightists demand, or should it be remodeled in a
way that would do away with killing, as some political theorists have proposed?
If the latter, how specifically; and if the former, then what about pastoral and

farming societies that lack technological and other resources.

Finally, defenses of vegetarianism need to acknowledge the anthropocentric
character of this principle and many of the theories that defend it. This con-
sists, for example, of the problem of extensionism common to prominent an-
imal ethics theories such as utilitarianism, deontology, Aristotelianism, and
contractarianism, whereby moral consideration is allocated to other creatures
based on their level of similarity to humans. It is also detectable from the fact
that vegetarian philosophy takes its cue from human society rather than the

larger community of life.
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Conclusion

Attempts to build a case for vegetarianism in Islam deserve credit for challeng-
ing the anthropocentric character of readings of the Qur’an and the hadith, but
these readings are not the only way of accounting for the scriptural authoriza-
tion to kill for food. In this regard, the conceptual tools provided by ecological
animalists such as Val Plumwood and Andrew Smith may be more useful. Con-
sistent with these theorists’ propositions, a close reading of the Qur'an reveals
that the authorization to benefit from otheranimals is intended as a divine grace
in response to human vulnerability rather than a sign of human exceptionalism.
Plumwood and Smith have also argued that vegetarianism severs humans from
the larger community of life whereas sacred killing embeds them in this com-
munity. This proposition resonates with the Qur'an, which, as | have argued

elsewhere, strives to integrate humans in the larger creaturely community.
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Cesitli Acilardan
Hayvanlara Karsi
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Prof. Dr., istanbul Ticaret Universitesi, Hukuk Fakiiltesi Ogretim Uyesi, hhatemi@ticaret.edu.tr

1. Davranis felsefesinin temeli olarak sevgi

Yaradihigin temeli sevgidir. Varhk felsefesi agisindan mutlak varlik inkar
edilemez. Diger bir deyisle varlik ilkedir. Yokluktan, “yokluktan bagka bir sey”
dogmasina imkan yoktur. Evrenin yaratilmasindan 6nce ezeli ve ebedi olarak
var olan Mutlak Varlik ve Yaratic: tektir. Bu mutlak varligin kudreti ve sevgisi
sonsuzdur. Ne var ki kendisinden bagka, ilke olarak ikinci bir varlik olmadi-
g1 icin, Vedtd ismi geregince de sevmeyi ve sevilmeyi irade ettigi i¢in insani
yaratmustir. insan sevgide ilerlemekle Allah’a yaklasir ve sevgisi gii¢ kazandigt
oranda Yaratic1 da onu sever. Su halde yeryiizii bir imtihan alanidir. insana ira-
de 6zgiirligii verilmis, iyi ve kotii gosterilmis, iyiyi se¢mesi halinde Allah tara-
findan da sevilecegi bildirilmistir. irade serbestisi olmasaydi insan esasen iyiyi
segmekten bagka bir sey yapamazdi. irade serbestisi verilmistir ki sinavin de-
geri olsun. Temel ve evrensel davranis ilke ve kurallar insana verilmis ve sinavi
boyunca bunlar g6z 6niinde tutmasi istenmistir. Bu davranis kurallari 3 temel
ilkeye dayanir. Birincisi, insanlar arasinda esitlik adaletidir. Ikincisi, hakkaniyet

ilkesidir. Uglinciisii de kimseye zarar vermeme ilkesini de igeren diristliik iist
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ilkesidir. insanlar, hayvanlara ve cevreye de sevgi ahlakina uygun davranmakla
yukiimlidiirler. Hz. Ali, kendisine devlet reisi olarak biat edildikten sonra prog-
ramint agikladig ilk hutbesinde “Yarattiklan ve beldeleri (canlilar ve cansizlar)
konusunda Allah’1t sayin, emirlerine uyun; stiphesiz ¢evreden (cansiz ¢evre ve
bitki ortiistinden) ve hayvanlardan da sorumlusunuz” demistir. Bdylece ken-
disine kigiik yasindan beri 6zen gosterip 6gretmenlik eden Hz. Peygamber’in
ahlakini 6zet olarak insanhga hatirlatmigtir. Hz. Peygamberin (sav) bu konuda
bir¢ok tavsiye ve talimat: vardir. Biitiin Ehl-i beyt de ayni ahlaki teblig etmistir.
Asagida hayvanlara karsi sorumluluklarimizi 6zet olarak belirtelim.

2. Hayvanlarin da yasama haklar1 vardir.

Kurans Kerim'de Hac suresinin basinda kurbanhk hayvanlar i¢in verilen tali-
mat, aslinda biitlin etinden yararlanilabilen hayvanlar i¢indir. Hayvanlar belirli
bir vakte kadar etinden yararlanmak iizere kesilemezler. Ureme ve iiretme ka-
biliyetleri siirditk¢e hayvanlarin hayatina son verilmemelidir. Su halde, “kuzu
kesmek” sevgi ahlakina tamamen aykiri bir davranistir. Tavuk, kaz, ordek,
hindi gibi hayvanlar icin de ayni kural yirtrliktedir. Belirli vade gelinceye ka-
dar, hayvanlar higbir sekilde eziyet ¢ektirilmeksizin hayatlarimi siirmeli, ¢ifte
kosulan hayvanlara da ayni sekilde sefkatle muamele edilmelidir. Pir Sultan
Abdal'in ¢ift siiren 6kiiz i¢in séyledigi “Irencberler, hosca tutun 6kiizii!” ve “Ko-
sumdan koguma go6zlerin 6piin!” gibi tavsiyeleri bu sevgi ahlakinin gerektirdigi
hayvanlara kars: sevgi ve sefkatin ozetidir. Domuz, ¢iftlik hayvani olarak etin-
den yararlanilacak bir hayvan degildir. Nitekim kedi ve képek de éyledir. K-
pegin etinin yenmemesi ona nefret duymamizi nasil gerektirmiyorsa domuzun
yaradilisinda da bir hikmet vardir. Ve domuzdan da nefret etmemiz igin higbir
sebep yoktur. Domuz, tabiattaki organik kalintilar1 ortadan kaldirmakla gorev-
li bir temizlik memuru gibidir. Nefret edilmemeli ve zulmedilmemelidir. Haci
Bektas-1 Veli'nin menakibinda yaban domuzlarina gosterdigi sefkatin érnegi
vardir. Kendisine bagli olan birisinin, bir yaban domuzunun boynuna ¢an tak-
masindan ¢ok rahatsiz olmus, yavruyu nihayet tutabilmis ve ¢am1 boynundan
gikarmig, ¢ani takana da yaptiginin zuliim oldugunu belirtmistir. “Bu ¢an boy-
nunda kalinca ¢ikarttig1 ses dolayisiyla annesi ve diger domuzlar kendisinden
kacarlar, o da helak olur!”. Tabiatiyla kirpi, kaplumbaga, kurbaga gibi hayvan-
larin da “eti yenmeyecek olan hayvanlar” olarak yasama haklarina sayg: géster-
mek gerekir. Kiirki i¢in higbir hayvan éldiirilmemelidir. Ancak 6len hayvan-
larin postundan yararlanilabilir. Ciftlik hayvanlar da belirli bir yasa ulastiktan
sonra, aci vermeksizin ve miamkiinse uyusturularak kesilmelerinden sonra de-

rilerinden yararlanilabilir.
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3. Su halde av hangi 6l¢iilerde caizdir?
a. Kus avi -kanaatimce- hi¢bir zaman caiz degildir.

b. Kara hayvanlarn ancak zaruret halinde, “zaruretler memnu olan seyleri
mubah kildig: i¢in” avlanabilir. Bunun disinda haddi asmak demektir.
(Maide suresi)

c. Deniz avi miibah kilinmustir. Ne var ki, bu av, yavru baliklarin kagabile-
cegi Olgiide genis delikli aglarla yapilmali ve bu aglarda demir par¢alar:
ve sikistirma tertibat1 bulunmamalidir. Aga miimkin oldugu kadar fazla
balik sigdirmak igin su i¢inde canh canli baliklarin kemiklerinin kirilmasi
asla caiz degildir. Olta ile balik tutmak da béyledir. Oltaya tutulan balik,
damagina olta ignesi gectigi andan itibaren damag par¢alanarak igneden
¢ikarildigr ana kadar biiyiik bir ac1 ¢eker. Bu sebeple olta ile balik tutma-
min da dogru olmamas: gerekir. Ag ile tutulan balik, karaya veya gemiye
cekildikten sonra bir dakika kadar bir stire gegince bilincini kaybeder ve
hayati sona erer. Balik disindaki deniz canlilar1 da yenmemelidir (midye,
karides, 1stakoz gibi). Hele karides ve 1stakoz gibi canlilarin, canh can-
I1 kizgin suda haglanmalan insanlik dis1 bir davrams olarak gériilmeli-
dir. Bunlarin haglandiklar: siradaki -bizim duyamadigimiz- feryatlarinin
civardaki saks: bitkileri tarafindan duyuldugu ve onlarin da duyduklar
dehset dolayisiyla yapraklarinin kapanmasi gibi tepkiler gosterdikleri go-
rillmektedir. Yukarida da belirtildigi iizere, eti degil kiirkii i¢in hayvan
avlama asla caiz olmamalidir. Fok baliklarinin yavrularinin baslarina bal-
yoz vurarak oldiiriilmeleri, kendilerini medeni olarak kabul eden insafsiz
avcilarin medeniyetten tamamen uzak vahsiler olduklarini gosterir. Ku-
ran’1 Kerim'de buyruldugu gibi bunlar beserdir, ancak insan sayilamazlar.

Zulmettikleri hayvanlar karsisinda ¢ok asagi bir seviyededirler.

4. Binek hayvanlarinin yuk tastyamaz hale geldikleri zaman yilki ati durumuna

getirilmemeleri gerekir. Sevgi ahlaki bunu gerektirir.

5. Canlt hayvan lizerinde deney veya iskence yasaktir.

Hz. Ali, Hz. Peygamberden nakletmektedir ki: Islam'da kuduz kopegi bile 6l-
dirmek zorunda kalanlar, 6ldirdiikten sonra cesedine dahi saygisizlik etme-
melidirler. Bir uzvunu kesmemelidirler. insan icin de elbette béyle bir yasak
vardir. Savasta 6lenler veya baskasin: 6ldiirdiikleri i¢in idam cezasi verilenlerin
de cesetlerine dokunulmamali, bir uzvu kesilmemelidir. Canli hayvan {izerinde
deney yasagim gosteren bir hadis-i serif su mealdedir: Hz. Peygamber Medi-
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ne'de bir arsa kenarindan gegerken bu arsada bir tavugun kendisini hedef alarak
atilan oklarin korkusuyla bagirarak ka¢tigini goriince, “Ne yapiyorsunuz?” diye
sormustur. “Savasta hedefi vurabilelim diye talim yapiyoruz.” cevabini alinca,
“Canli hayvani hedef alan mel'undur, mel'undur, mel'undur!” buyurmustur.
Belirli yasa eristikten sonra eti yenecek hayvanlarin kesimlerinde de hayvanin
kan kokusu duymayacag bir yerde gozleri baglanarak ve 6nce su verilerek, ¢ok
keskin bir bigakla, karaya ¢ekilen balik gibi bir dakika bir siire iginde suurunu
kaybedecek sekilde kesilmelidir. Miimkiinse uyusturularak kesilmesi daha dog-
ru olur. Yukarida sdyledigimiz gibi domuz asla kesilmemelidir. Etinden yararla-
nilmast i¢in yaratilmamustir. Bu sebeple 6nsezi bakimindan koyuna degil képe-
ge benzer. Kopek de dldiiriilecegini sezer, domuz da boyledir. Oldiiriilecegini
hissederek dehgete kapilan domuzun biinyesi, onun korkusunun hafiflemesi
ve suurunun bulanmasi i¢in adrenalin salgilar bu salgi domuzun etini zehirler.
Domuz eti yemek bu bakimdan sihhate tamamen aykiridir. Yoksa domuz yeme-

menin sebebi, domuz yiyenin esini kiskanmayacag) gibi efsaneler degildir.

6. Hayvanlar arasi veya hayvan-insan dégiisi (boga gliresi, kopek giiresi, horoz
dogisii) kesin olarak yasaklanmalidir. Bunlar spor, eglence degil, sadece vah-

settir.

7. Hayvanlarin yakilarak oldiriilmesi kesinlikle yasaktir.

Akrep veya yilan gibi canlilar da zaruret icabi 6ldiirme geregini duyarsak, asla

yakmaya hakkimiz yoktur, ac1 ¢ektirmeye hakkimiz yoktur.

8. Kurban kesiminde hikmet, 6zellikle Hac merasimi sirasinda yoksul hacilarin
doyurulmasi ve eski donemde soguk hava tertibatli tagima araglar olmadig
icin, kurban kesenin de etinden yiyebilmesi i¢indir.

Kurban aslinda “kurbet” kelimesinden gelen ve biitiin ibadetlerde aranan “Al-
lah’a manen yaklasma kast1” demektir. Su halde yoksullara yapilan nakdi yar-
dim, giyecek yardimy, yiyecek yardim biitiin bunlar kurban ve diger bir deyisle
sadakadir. Su halde kurban kelimesini sadece hayvan kesimine hasretmek ve
bu ibadetin hikmeti olarak kan d6kmeyi géstermek son derece yanlistir. Ku-
ran’t Kerim'de, Hac suresinde, kesilen hayvanlarin ne etinin ne kaninin Allah’a
erisecegi, sadece kurbet kastiyla yapilan ibadetin ifade ettigi Allah’a yonelik
sevginin Allah’a erisecegi buyurulmaktadir.

9. islamda hayvan haklarina riayet o derecededir ki; yine hadislerde, bir binek

hayvana binmis bir kimsenin yolda karsilastig1 tamdigryla hayvamn tizerinde
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iken sohbet etmeyip yere inmesi tavsiyesi, hayvanlara asir1 yik yiiklenmemesi
tavsiyesi, yiizlerine damga vurulmamasi tavsiyesi, evde beslenen bir hayvanin
kendisinde sevildigine dair giiven uyandirildiktan sonra hayvanin kesilmemesi

tavsiyesi gibi ¢esitli rivayetler vardir.

Yine Kur’an-1 Kerim'de, Silleyman Peygamberin ordusunun sefere ¢ikarken bir
vadiyi doldurmasi sirasinda bir karincanin “Ey karincalar, yuvalariniza girin, ta
ki Siileyman ordusu (kalabaliktan gormeyerek) sizi ezmesin!” dedigi nakledil-
mektedir. Buradaki ince mana da sudur: ideal hukuk ve adalet devleti, sevginin
adaleti devletidir. Karinca kug¢iikliigiinde de olsa, zaruret olmadik¢a hayvanla-

rin oldirilmesi yasaktir.

10. Bizde kurban ibadeti genellikle yanhs yorumlanmaktadir. Kan dokmek bu
ibadetin asil amaci sayllmaktadir. Bu tamamen yanlistir.

Kevser Suresindeki “V'enhar!” ibaresi “hayvan kes!” demek degil, ulu kurban
olan (zibh-i azim) imam Huseyn'in sehadetine isarettir. Hz. Ibrahim de asla
oglu Ismail'i kesmeye tesebbiis etmemistir. Tevrat metni, Babil esaretinden
doniisten sonra hatirda kalanlarla yeniden yazilmasi sirasinda bazi tahrifle-
re ugramistir. Gokten inen kog filan yoktur. Hz. ibrahim Kur'an-1 Kerim'den
anlasildigina gore Allah’tan béyle bir emir almams, sadece rityasinda oglunu
kurban ettigini gormiis, bunun manasint da anlamistir, Allah Peygamberine
sormaktadir: “70 yaglarindayken sana verdigim oglun Ismail’i herhangi bir
sekilde kaybedersen bana karsi sevgin sarsilir mi?”. Hz. [brahim bu sinavda
muvaffak olmus ve Allah, ibrahim ve ismail soyundan gelen son peygamberin
torunu Huseyn'in ulu insanlik kurbani oldugunu 