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DIGEST 

The primary intent of the writer of this thesis is to 

investigate the traditional rabbinic literature, responsa 

literature and selections from the modern literature in to 

try to answer the following question: To what extent, if 

any, are the laws concerning the ritual slaughterer 

inf 1 uenced by what iare termed ''m•::•re~ ! and ethical co::·,ncerns?" 

The methodology to be used is the following: As I 

the literature that relate to the ritual slaughterer and his 

moral and ethical obligations. These different pieces of 

rabbinical literature are classified according to historical 

periods, beginning with Mishna and ending with the responsa 

1 it ere:d; ure. In the analysis of the traditional rabbinic 

literature I did not find any concern with the kinds of 

moral and ethical values that we might assume a ritual 

slaughterer must have. In the responsa literature, however, 

authorities sought to react to the lack of moral 

values in the classic rabbinical literature. By 

examining the rabbinical literature as a historical ~vent, 

one might be able to infer that it is concerned with the 

ethical and moral values associated with ritual 

s 1 a1.q~ht er i ng. This is attributable to the Responsa 



literature and its approach to the problem of moral and 

ethical values of the ritual slaughtering. 

In the conclusion, I suggest that the dietary laws, 

which include ritual slaughtering, can have an important 

place in our spiritual and religious life, and that it is 

very important that ritual slaughtering recover its meaning 

and ethical value. I also propose that the reason for the 

small percentage of Reform Jews <and Jews in general> 

observe ritual slaughtering and the dietary laws is that the 

laws have lost their meaning in our times. Many slaughter 

houses and ritual slaughterers have been involved in 

corruption. Of course, this is only one contributing factor 

to a loss of meaning regarding the ethical and moral values 

concerning ritual slaughtering and the ritual slaughterer. 

I suggest that one possible way to restore meaning to these 

institutions is for the Reform movement to offer to those 

who wish to observe the dietary laws and ritual slaughtering 

a religious process in which honesty and ethical values are 

the primary, and perhaps only, goal. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The subject of ritual slaughter for this is a matter 

with personal significance for the writer. Fc•r many years I 

believed that the dietary laws, and particularly ritual 

slaughtering, were a fundamental aspect of the Jewish 

ex per i er1ce. For more than two years my wife and I kept a 

strictly kosher home, keeping the dietary laws with devotion 

and real conviction of their religious and spirit~al value. 

At one point, we started to question the reasons for having 

a ritual slaughtering process and a ritual slaughterer. 

What are the facts that make the actual taking of a life a 

ritual? Is it the way in which the animal is slaughtered? 

Or perhaps certain characteristics of the slaughterer 

transformed slaughterir1g ir1tc• "rit1.1al" slaughterir1g? 

All these questions created a feeling of uncertainty as 

to the meaning of kashrut in the modern age. Each time we 

bought a piece of kosher meat we had to pay two and 

sometimes three times the price of a comparable piece of 

I needed to find out what our sages 

expected from a person who makes his living by slaughtering 

animals. I wanted to investigate some of the fraud that the 

kosher foods industry has suffered. My original goal was to 

propose changes for the kosher foods industry. Yet, having 
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completed this thesis, I have come to the conclusion that 

the kosher foods industry requires sweeping changes, the 

depth of which are outside of the scope of this work. 

Above all, this thesis has given me a tremendous 

opportunity to study our texts and discover a whole new way 

of thinking about the way I relate to my tradition. 

The dietary laws represent an important element in the 

1 i fe c1f ar1y Jew. This is true for two maJor reasons: either 

a particul~r Jew has decided to observe the laws of kashrut 

or has decided not to. Most Jews have a partial knowledge 

of the dietary laws that a traditional Jew observes and of 

which animals may be eaten according to our tradition. It 

is not important if this particular Jew observes the dietary 

1 aws or r1c1t. He knows that they are a c6nsequence of 

differen~ events in the history of the Jewish people. There 

have been many explanations for the dietary laws though none 

are offered in the Bible. 

Tradition has said that God chose the Jews as a holy 

people '' ..• therefore you shall make yourselves holy, and be 

holy for I am hcily ... " <Lev. 11:44). 

traditional Judaism, partially represented in what the 

Jewish people eat. It is as if by observing the dietary 

laws and, therefore, ritual slaughtering, that the Jewish 

people can achieve part of their holiness and share in the 

sar1ct ity of Gcod. This traditional approach has not 
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convinced the whole Jewish population. Observance of the 

dietary laws present a difficulty in our days. It preser1t s 

not only an economical but a social difficulty as well. Hcow 

can anyone force someone else to serve kosher meat if that 

person is not convinced of the importance of such a 

practice? 

If the process of ritual slaughtering proves to be less 

painful than the regular methods of slaughtering, and the 

ritual slaughterer changes his commercial interests toward 

ritual slaughtering, then there may be a chance that more 

Jews will find meC\riing in these "new" but always spiritual 

regulations and, thus, choose to observe the dietary laws. 

This thesis is a study and analysis of the Talmudic, 

rabbinic, responsa, and modern religious literature 

concerning the ritual slaughterer and his moral and 

religious obligations. The work begins with the Mishna and 

moves historically to the period of the Responsa. It 

includes an in-depth analysis of the Tosefta, Talmud, Mishne 

Tora, Tur, and Shulchan Aruch. Three responsa are examined 

for the patterns followed by the rabbis for judging issues 

where the ritual slaughterer does not meet the moral 

standards set by the community. The study is oriented 

toward examination of the character of the ritual 

sl a1.1ght er er. 

A brief presentation of the modern literature is made 
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concerning ritual slaughtering and the ritual slaughterer, 

and the Reform perspective on the dietary laws. 

In chapter 4, Conclusions, I will propose that the kosher 

foods industry must establish new goals and values the 

ritual slaughtering. 

In its beginnings, the Reform movement was highly 

concerned with offering to its members a religion which 

placed importance on those rituals that offer or support an 

ethical system of values. This beir1g the case, I believe 

that we should take some responsibility for these changes. 
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CHAPTER 1 

TRADITIONAL AND TALMUDIC SOURCES 

People have long believed that the slaughtering ritual, 

in the Jewish faith, is based primarily on the prevention of 

cruelty to animals. This implies that the slaughterer must 

have high moral values in order to 'carry the responsibility 

of taking the life of an animal • The author will seek to . ', 

study these moral and religious characteristics in relevant 

sections of the halacha that discuss moral and religious 

aspects of the slaughtering ritual. 

Any study of a Jewish ritual must begin by studying the 

halacha, the law, that governs that particular ritual. The 

halachik material has a predominant role over the other 

rabbinic literature because the halacha is usually the 

result of the agreement of a group of authorities over the 

course of centuries and not the opinion of an individual 

sage. Shechita, ritual slaughtering, is no exception. In 

order to better understand the development of the laws of 

ritual slaughtering and the ritual slaughterer, it is 

necessary to do an historical study of the halachik 

material. 

This section of the thesis presents the halachik 

material, beginning with the Mishna and ending with the 

Shulcha~ Aruch. The sources will be analyzed according to 
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the historical periods in which they built their arguments. 

The main feature of this analysis will be to discover what 

each new work adds to the halacha on this issue that we do 

not find in previous sources. The author will also analyze 

the problems that each new work addresses or solves. Each 

section of the halachik material is explained and analyzed 

by maJor halachik commentators and by the author. For Jews, 

especially the Orthodox, the haiacha is the symbol of the 

covenant. As such the halachik material must be seen not 

only from an historical perspective but also as a modern 

study of present-day observance among the maJority of 

traditional Jews. 

! . 
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Mishna 

The Mishna, the basic codification of the Oral 

<Rabbinic) Law, is specific in defining who is permitted to 

perform the slaughtering ritual. It says that the 

deaf-mute, insane person, minor and idolater may not perform 

ritual slaughtering. In the analysis of this particular 

Mishna the intent is to discover the moral or religious 

obligations of a slaughterer in the Jewish faith. A 

translation of the text will be followed by an analysis. 

Mishr1a Chul_Lir1 1: "Al 1 may slaughter, arid their 

slaughtering is valid, with the exception of a deaf-mute, an 

insane person and a minor, lest they invalidate their 

slaughtering. And if any of these did slaughter while others 

are watching them, their slaughtering is valid. The 

slaughtering of an idolater is considered carrion and it 

communicates uncleanliness by the act of carrying. If a 

pers•:•r1 s 1 aught ered at r1 i ght, 1 i kew i se if a b 1 i rid persor1 

slaughtered, the slaughterir1g is val id .. If the pers1:1r1 

slaughtered on Shabbat or on the Day of Atonement, although 

that person is guilty of a capital offense, the slaughtering 

is va 1 id. " 

This Mishna tries to explain who is permitted to 

slaughter and who is prohibited from slaughtering. The 

Mishna is clear when it lists who is prohibited from 

performing ritual slaughtering (i.e., the deaf-mute, i nsar1e 

person and minor) and the reasons for this. This Mi shr1a 
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also shows no cencern with moral requirements for the ritual 

slaughterer. There are i:•ther Tar1aitic literat1.1re, like the 

Tosefta, that will explain why the idolater is not allowed 

to perform the ritual slaughtering. This particular Mishna 

has puzzled our sages because it is possible, as will be 

shown in the Talmud section, to understand this Mishna and 

its different sentences to have more than one meaning. 

However? another approach has been taken. Epst e i r1 suggests 

that this Mishna and the way in which it was written 
I I> 

presents no difficulty and that there is nothing more than 

its simple m~aning. & The source of the problem may be in 

I> the analysis of the first words: 11 All may slaughter arid 

their slaughterir1g is val id ... 11 Why does the Mishna express 

the same idea twice? If it already said that anyone can 

slaughter why is it necessary to reassure that the 

slaughtering will be valid? 

This Mishna seems to be a preface for the midrashic 

explanation that the Tosefta gives in the following section. 

This is important because the Tosefta is also a Tanaitic 

T•:•sefta 

Continuing with the study of the different halachik 

materials, the fosefta is another important element in the 

discovery of the moral and religious behavior required of a 

Jewish slaughterer. This source is a collection of 
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embodied in the Mishna as compiled by R. Judah han-Nasi) 

that basically parrallel the order of the Mishna. The 

Aramaic w1:1rd Ti:1seft a mear1s 11 add it i •:•Y-1. 11 This work is, 

therefore, a collection of halacha, halachik midrashim and 

other traditions that are not included in the Mishna. 

As in the Mishna, Tosefta presents no moral or 

religious requirements except that the slaughterer may not 

practice idolatry. In this analysis of the Tosefta 

<Zuckermandel's version) a main feature emerges. The 

Tc•seft a gives a more comp 1 et e def in it i or1 i:•f the wi:1rd hako 1 

' 
. i ' (all) by interpreting the word in a wider sense. Ir1 the 

T1:1sefta the word §.f .. i-1 . .ll. (ever1) serns to ir1clude ir1 the 

category of ritual slaughtere~s certain people whom 

otherwise might be excluded. Even though the Tosefta tries 

to expand the concept presented by the Mishna much 

uncertainty remains regarding the religious and moral 

obligation~ of the slaughterer. A translation of Tosefta 

1-1 will be followed by an analysis. 

T1:1seft .. ~l.: "Al 1 are al lowed ti:• serve c.-:i.s slaughters, 

even a Samaritan, even an uncircumcised man, and even an 

ap1::1state. ~ The act of slau~]hter done by a rJ1in [severe 

degree of heretic]~ is [considered] idolatry. 4 <This is the 

phrase rnissinq f1·or11 the versio:•n •:•f the Tosefta that is 

printed on the hack of the folio editions of the Talmud. 

The Zukerrnandel ·1ersion includes the min). The slaughtering 

performed by a gentile is considered invalid. Arid the 
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slaughtering by an ape is considered invalid as it is said: 

'And yc•ll sha 11 s 1 aught er. • • arid yc11.1 sha 11 eat ••. ' 

<Deuteronomy 12:21), not what the gentile slaughters, or 

what the ape slaughters, or that which is slaughtered on 

account of its own. Where an Israelite slaughtered and a 

ger1t i le firiished, the act is cr:•r1sider ir1val id. If he [the 

Jew] slaughtered two or a great part of the two organs [of 

the throat] his slaughtering is considered valid. Where a 

gentile slaughtered and the slaughtering is finished by an 

Israelite, his act is considered valid. If he [the gentile] 

slaughtered in the animal something that does not make it 

forbidden and an Israelite came and finished the 

slaughterir1g, it may be eater1.' Ari Israelite arid a ger1t i le 

who were holding a knife and slaughtering, even if [the hand 

of] one was above and the other was below, the~r 

slaughtering is considered valid. A blind person who knows 

how to slaughter, his slaughtering is considered valid. A 

minor who knows how to slaughter his s~aughtering is 

c1:1r1sidered val id." 

The remainder of this Tosefta does not deal with the 

person who is slaughtering but with the instrument that is 

used to slaughter. 

include people that may have been excluded, according to the 

Mishna, from performing shechita~. The Tosefta does not 

explain why the meshumad (lesser degree •:•f heretic) arid min 
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may •::ir may r1•::it perf•:•rm shech it a; heowever, it d1:1es exp 1 a i r1 

why the gentile is not allowed to perform shechita. The 

weird !J..ak•:•l_ is e1fter1 1.mderst•::ic1d by the rabbis tco ir1cl•.lde 

something we would otherwise exclude. The reason a gentile 

may r1e•t slaughter is based e•n Deut. 12:21 "And yc•u [sing. J 

sh a 1 1 s 1 aught er. . . a r1 d you [ s i r1 g . J sh a 1 1 eat . 11 The weird 

11 yeru 11 is the key t C• rea 1 i z i rig that wherever is part of 11 y1:1u 11 

(i.e., from among the people of Israel> may be a 

s 1 aught er er. 

The Tosefta includes and excludes certain Jews from 

performing ritual slaughtering. Since the biblical verse 

believed to be the inspiration for the laws of shechita does 

not mention any specifics,~ the Tosefta finds here a good 

opportunity to reinterpret or create a new halacha. The 

r:•ther level r:•f interpret at ior1 is rnidrashic. This 

interpretation is used to exclude possible groups of 

improper slaughterers by a midrashic interpretation of the 

weird ha~.•:•l. The Midrash excl1.ldes the idolater and the ape 

becai..lse on 1 y those wh•:• are frcrm among '' yr:•t.l '' may be 

slaughterers. 

The Tosefta divides the mumar (apostate Jew> into two 

different categories. It uses the following words to 

describe different kinds of mumarim (Jewish transgressors) 

a meshumad is ~llowed to perform shechita and it is 

cc1r1sidered val id; however, the slaughtering by a rnir1 is 

considered as idolatrous. 7 The latter class of mumar is 
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considered the worse of the two. The ~umar has not only 

rejected the faith of Israel but also is an enemy of the 

Jewish peep 1 e. 

printed versions of the Tosefta. The fact that not all the 

versions c1f the Tcisefta have the categc1ry c1f the ri1in, it is 

impossible tc1 be sure that the Tcisefta excludes the mirr frc1m 

performing the ritual slaughtering. The Tosefta tries to 

define who is a Jew or, at least, who is qualified to 

perform shechita in the Jewish community. 

The weird mirr implies a special kirrd of trar1sgressc1r. It 

' - 'l • 

! is not simply the person who may have converted to another 

religicin. The weird min has beerr defined irr the Talmud arid 

other halachik wc1rks as a Jewish sectariarr. The term mirr has 

been applied to non-Jews as well. There has been an attempt 

to associate the minim with a particular sect of Jews. A 

theory like this cannot be proven since, in various 

hist1:1rical peri1:1ds, the weird mirr has beer1 applied tc1 rnarry 

different kinds of heretics. 11 Minir11 here denc•te Christ iar1s 

or Gnostic sects •..• Past enemies of Israel - Pharaoh, 

Ba 1 aarn, Ama 1 e k. Everr with the difficulty that the weird rnin 

presents, we can, at least, show two different uses of the 

term. As A. 81.1echler pc1ints out, 1_mt i 1 the early secc1r1d 

cer1t1.1ry C.E. the word rnirr "derroted heretic Jews" but 11 ir1 

Galilee in the secor1d arid third centuries C.E. rnin der1c1ted 

non-Jewish sectaries ... Bible reading heathens who oppose 

' 
Judaism and its basic doctrines, antinomian gnostics, or, in 

'I 

1' I, 

11: 

Ii'!,,''' 
I• 

' '· 

l 
! ~ I I . ' ~ ~ I 
'I 

Ii''' 

ii ~ 
:1 
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a few cases, heat hen Christi ans whc• agree with them. au 

The Tosefta may not be aware of all these definitions 

.but it still tries to select and define who is a Jew (i.e., 

sc•me1:1r1e who is amc1r1g the Biblical c•:•ncept 1:1f 11 y1:11.1 11
) ir1 

relation to the ritual of slaughtering. 

The rnin was per1alized by the Rabbis. All other 

trar1sgressc1rs were al lowed tc• perf•:•rm shechita, but the mi.J'.l 

was excluded from the privil~ge. This version of the 

Tc•sefta <Zuckermarrdel) regards the rnir1 as an idc•later. 

The gentile arid the rnin may rr•:•t perfc1rm shechita. But the 

Jew whc1 has c1:1rrverted, the rn.eshurnad, and therefore practices 

idcilatry, is rrot disqr.lalified by the Rabbis. The reasc1r1 f•:•r 

this might be that a mir1 r1c•t i:ir1ly rejects the Jewish faith 

but also attempts ti:i reinterpret it as if ti:i say that he is 

the true Israelite. On the other hand the meshurnad who 

converts does not lose his religious status. He may be 

considered a transgressor of one commandment, but he is not 

considered an idolater. Even a Jew who has rejected his 

religion but has not accepted any other is still considered 

a Jew, and any ritual performed by him is considered valid. 

The Tosefta does not give a detailed explanation of the 

differer1ce betweerr the rnirr and the rneshurnac:t. This 

di st i net i c•n bet o-ieen the mesh urn ad arrd !'fl in indicated a pr1:::1b 1 em 

clearly linke~ to the time period in which the Tosefta was 

compiled. The Rabbis had to find some way to deal with those 

who had converted to Christianity. They determined that new 
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Christians and other apostates were invalidated from all 

their ritualistic rights, even from slaughtering, which was 

1.mderst1::iod to be the right •:•f ar1y Jew (hak.r:•l). 

The Tosefta also puts a restriction on the 

slaughtering performed by a gentile and on any possible 

slaughtering done by an animal, such as an ape that can, 

itself, perform the act •:•f shechita, or ar1 ardmal that 

accidentally slaughters itself. The reason for this 

restriction is to prevent any misunderstanding of the word 

bakol. The Tosefta interprets the word hakol in light of the 

basic rabbinic understanding of the verse in Deuteronomy 

12:21, which indicates those people who are permitted to 

perf•:•rm she ch~ ta. , I r1 that verse the Hebrew is addressed t c• 

the second person singular ( ... and you shall slaughter ... and 

you shall eat ... > and not to any other individual who might 

perform the slaughter for the addressee. 

The Tosefta goes on to analyze various situations that 

may occur during the slaughtering. Each situation deals 

with slaughtering done by a gentile and an Israelite 

tr::ogether. It seems that the Tosefta would accept any 

slaughtering done with the participation of a Jew. Nr::o 

mention is made of who should recite the blessing prior to 

the shechita. This Tosefta provides no moral explanations 

fcrr any c•f the r·ules that are given. 

Some of the situations mentioned in this Tosefta are 

sc•rnewhat di ff i cu 1 t t •=• imagine arid may have beer1 included ,for 

"' '" 

ii, 
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all-ir1clusive the Rabbis strc1ve tc• be. It is interesting tc• I: 

note that in this Tosefta the only practices or features 

that would disqualify a person from being a slaughterer are 

idolatry and apostasy. 

Ir1 Mishr1a [:huU.i_n e1nd Tosefta Ch1.1llin <Z1.1c1-'.errnar1del 

edition>, we cannot discern any moral or civic attitudes 

required of the slaughterer. The maJor point for the Rabbis 

is the fact that the validity of the slaughtering is 

dependent on the partial or complete participation of an 

Israelite. The Tosefta includes the meshuma¢ as a valid 

slaughterer. Tosefta stresses that the weird bakc•l includes 

r111:1st •:•f thc•se people who, it wc11.1ld seem, sh1:1uld be 

disqualified on religious grounds. Only in those versions 

where the rn in is i r1c 1 uded does the Terse ft a exc 1 ude a Jew on 

religious grounds. 

Up to this point, there has been no discussion of the 

first Mishna in Chullin. The Tosefta discusses the 

implication(s) of the Mishna by expanding on the definition 

In the Babylonian Talmud several rabbis 

are engaged in a complex interpretation and discussion of 

the Mishna in an attempt to reach a conclusion. As is 
i,i •:, 

expected in the Talmud, arguments and explanations are I' ',II:" 

l· 1 :iii·' 
111: 

I ~ I i 

sometimes clear but other times seem to have no direct 
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relationship to the subject of discussion, which in this 

case are the moral and religious chacteristics of the 

slaughterer. The Talmud provides neither a definitive 

interpretation of the Mishna nor a conclusion. 

Talmud is not have to decide the law. 

Sir1ce the 

The material regarding the subject of the slaughterer 

and the transgressor, who is not qualified to be a ritual 

slaughterer, is taken from the Babylonian Talmud, tractate 

The following is an explanation and 

analysis of the material from these pages. 

Talrn•.td Chullin chapt~'?r 1: The Talmud begins by 

introducing us to a problem that it perceives in the first 

sentence of Mishna ~hullin 

slaughterirrg is val id ... JI). 

All may slaughter and their 

The Talmud is puzzled. 

does this first sentence refer? Rashi explains that the 

word hakol comes to include something whibh we might 

otherwise not include in the list of proper slaughterers. 

Therefore, the Gernara asks if the word tia£.oJ.. (all) iirr this 

Mishna considers ·fit the following kinds of slaughterers: 

Unclean persor1 <t.9~ bachul 1 in), Cuthean arrd ar1 Israelite 

If they are considered proper slaughterers is 

The Ta 1 rn 1.1 .-J t r 1 es t o ex p l a i n w h et h e ~- t h e w i::1 rd JI a 1 1 JI 

shi:1r.1ld be underc:;tood as lechatcrii la or bediavad. / These 

terrns are cerrtral to this particular Talmudic discussir:•n 

and, therefore, a precise definition is needed. Lechatchila 
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rnear1s "in pr i r1c i p 1 e, befo:ore the act •:1ccurs, r10:1t a ft er. " 

Bediavad r11ear1s "after the act, pr•:•hibited befi::ire the act, 

properly di::ine or accepted in the situation in which the act 

The Talmud tries to 

resolve the contradictory language of the Mishna. It says 

that the word IJ.£k.ol i.rnplies that the slaughterer is i·l"1clucJecJ 

J.echatchila while" ... e:w1d their slaughterir1g is valid •.• " 

irnplies the opposite, that is to say, after the act, 

This rneans that in principle he shi::iuld have not 

perforrned the slaughtering. 

?hechita is accepted. Rav Aha, the son of Rava, suggests to 

Rav Ashi thc:1t the word b.~2."-<.cLl rnight refer to:• bediavad. If 

so, there is no contradiction because both phrases are 

Q_ediavq9_. l~c.1v (.~shi replies that, ir1 this Mishna, the wo:•rd 

~.£~ rnust rnear1 ~g.hatch:!:.J.A because " •.. arid their 

s 1 a 1 .. t g h t er i ·n g i s v a 1 i d . . • " ob v i o us l y rn ea r1 s " a ft er t he act h 21 s 

beer1 per fo:1rmed". 

With this inform2tion how can the Mishna be interpreted 

so that the following will be solved and proved? 

·, "All" rneans J_echat_g_hila; to:• \o'Jhom do:•es this terrn refer-:i 

" • • . and t h f? i r s l au g h t er i r1 g i s v a 1 i d . . . " rn ea r1 s t; o 

Q.g_g..i.§._y ad ; t o v1 h o r11 does t h i s t er m re fer ') , 

II 

means that even ~~diavad their slaughtering is unacceptable. 

The Talmud deals with this as follows: The sentence from 

the Mishna is divided into separate concepts. "Al 1 may 

i 

I 
'I 11" 
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slaughter" is, for the Talrnud, a right i1'1 the first 

That is to say, everyone can perform th~ ritual 

1::1f slaughtering. The Talmud understands the w•::•rd "all" 

(hakol) as a way to include a certain person or group into 

the law of the Mishna. The Talmud also notes that for the 

Mishna to say that their slaughtering is valid after it says 

The Mishna is not aware of this contradiction. The first 

~ilernma that the Talmud confronts is the necessity to 

c 1 a r i f y t he rim an i n g of t he trio rd " a 1 l " ( b_f' k ci_:U i:• r t he c i:• r1 c e pt 

that this word implies in the Mishna. 

slaughterir1g is Vc.":1.lid •.• ") is ir1terpreted by the Talmud ti:• 

mean a ~;a1r1ct ion after <9.i:7.f.li..~vag_) the act of slaughterir1g 

when it is performed by individuals who are forbidden to 

perform ritual slaughtering but whose slaughtering will 

nevertheless be accepted as valid after they do it. It is 

irnpi:1rtar1t t1::1 r1ote, as vJi 11 be sshown further on, thc":1.t the 

Talrnud understands that when the Mishna says '' ..• and their 

sla1.1ghterir1g is val id ... " it does not refF.?r to the 

slaughtering performed by a deaf-mute, an insane person or a 

rninor. 

F~ab Acha, the son .:.:if Raba, raised the fol lowing 

}...§'.'chatchila? After givir1g different examples fri:•rn other 

P l aces i r1 t he Ta l r11 u d i rr w h i ch t h e word " a l 1 " i s used , t he 
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Gernara arrives ci:1r1cludes that in si:•rne cases the weird "all" 

(hakr:tl) implies l~chatchi la and ir1 other cases it must be 

understood as bediavad. This conclusion is challenged by 

Rav Ashi, saying that if we accept the view that it can be 

here to mean a sanction after the act? If we were to do so, 

there would be no difficulty in understanding the Mishna. 

Rav Rshi replies the:it thi~.5 hakqj_ must be 1.mderstr:1r:1d as 

lechatchila because " •.• their slaughtering is valid ••• " is 

i:1bviously g~d~ .. a\'ac.t and thE~rE? is no need f1:1r two bediavad 

What follows in the Talrnud, beginning with 

Rabbah bar Hulla, are various attempts to interpret the 

Mi shna sr:• that J. eQ_b_f,\t c;_b.j 1 a rneE~ns ",:;i.11" and bed i av ad rneans 

'' .•• and their sle:\ughtering is val id •.. '' 

prove that these two statements each rnean something 

different and that they do not contradict one another. 

Rabbah b. iu11a interprets the 13ent('lnce "All mc..1y 

slaughter ••• " to mean that '', •• evr2n an unclean pers•:•n. II is 

allowed to slaughter animals (non-consecrated) for food. He 

is also of the opinion that the second part of the sentence 

n t:• t depend en t .. ,, , t h e J. as t c l a us P o f t h e M i. sh n a , w h i ch i s 

" ••• c-:\nd if anv ··~ thec=;e slaughtered while others were 

standb·1g over ~r'"'r11, thE~ir slaughtering is val id." 

II •. their slaughtering is vr::il id" rf?fers to the unclean 

Persr:w1 <:t2111ehl vJho slaughters a consecrated animal 

"' 1\ 
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(mukdash). Although in principle ()echatchila) he is 

forbidden to perform the slaughtering, in practice, after 

the fact <i.e., bediav~_Q.> if the tarneh says he .is sure that 

he did not touch the animal his slaughtering is considered 

valid. 

_lechatct}ila arid he uses the slaughterirrg i::1f a nor1consecrated 

animal performed by the unclean person as an example. 

Rabbah b. 'Ulla also provef".;; that " .•. arid their slaughter:lrrg 

is val id ••• "can only mean after the act has been perfo:1rmed, 

<Le, bediav_ad) by usin~1 as an example the slar.1ghtering 0:1f a 

consecrated animal which is performed by an unclean person. 

Rabbah b. 'Ulla does not accept as valid the slaughtering by 

a deaf-mute, an insane person or a minor, even bediavad. 

The Gemara raises a difficulty with the interpretation 

of the phrase " ..• arrd if iar1y of these slaughtered ... " This 

phrase cannot refer to any of the three categories of 

s l au g h t ere rs ( i . e. , de a f -mu t e , i n s "" lr1 e person, m i n 0:1 r ) . 

Therefore Rabbah b. 'Ulla's interpretation does not solve 

the problem of the Mishna. The phrase " ... arid if ar1y 0:1f 

these slaughtered ..• 11 still presents a difficulty, even in 

view of the proposed interpretations. It has not been 

possible to determine to what category does the statement 

" • . . a r1 d i f any -=· f t h es e s 1 .;.1 u g h t ere d • . . " refers. This is the 

difficulty of the Talmud. 

This interpretation by Rabbah b. 'Ulla is derived from 

another Mishna which the Talmud refuses to accept as the 
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primary source of the law.~ Rabbah b. 'Ulla is clearly 

trying to rewrite this Mishna and he does this by bringing 

parallel examples from similar cases in the Talmud. 

Rs mentioned before, various Rabbis interpreted this 

particular Mishna. Each of them rewrote this extremely 

complicated Mishna in his own way. We will continue with 

the opinion of Rbaye. 

Rb.:=iye begins, as does Rabbah b. 'U 11 a, by i r1t er pr et i ng 

the first part of the Mishr1a: 11 Rr1d all may slaughter ••• 11 He 

t:i e l i eves t hat t h E~ word 11 a l 1 11 i r1 c 1 u des t l-1 e Cut he a r1. :1. o Th i s 

rule is only valid when an Israelite observes the complete 

act of slaughtering, and does not leave the Cuthean alone. 

However, if the Israelite leaves the Cuthean, then although 

one sh~uld not eat from his slaughtering, he is accepted 

bediavad. One may not infer that the slaughtering is valid 

simply because the Cuthean eats a ~iece of the meat. Rashi 

explains that the Cuthean does not care if he causes an 

Israelite to eat meat from an animal that has not been 

ritually slaughtered because he follows a literal 

interpretation of the commandment: You shall not put a 

stumbl ir1g block before the bl ind. 11 However, since the 

Cuthean observes the laws of sla~ghtering, if the Cuthean 

eats from the meat it is permissible to eat from it. 

Fo:1r Rbay':::, I: he words 11 
••• E,~xcept a deaf-mute, arr i r1sar1e 

perso:1r1 arid a r111nor ... 11 are a clear ir1dicat ior1 that the 

slaughtering performed by these individuals (bediavad} is 
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considered invalid. He believes that any of these three 

conditions is sufficient to predispose an individual to 

perform some of the forbidden movements with the knife.~~ 

The Gemara raises the same difficulty with Rabbah b. 'Ulla's 

statement " .•. and if any of these slaughtered ••• " that it 

raised with Abaye's view. 

Rava (not Rc;1bbah b. 'Ulla) has the same •:•pinion as 

1~baye. Rava believes that the expression "all may 

slaughter ..• " mus.;t be underst1:11:1d as "even a Cuthean." It 

would apply even if the Jew goes out and in from the place 

where the slaughtering takes place. This is different from 

Abaye, who requires that the Jew stay during the entire time 

of the slaughtering. According to Rava, the bediavad 

sect i i:• n o f t he M i sh n C.'I, " .. • • c.1 r1 d t hi:? i r ~5 1 aught er i n g i s 

v a 1 i d . . . , " re fer s t i:• a Cut he a t"1 who h as a 1 re<:~ d y s 1 au g h t ere d . 

Rava agrees with 1'.:\baye concE:>rn i ng a dea f-rnut e, insane pers•:•n 

and rn i ni:•r. For Rava, t herf.? fore, 1 echa t ch_:l.1.§. mear1s a Cut hec;n·1 

and a Jew whi:• g•:•es 01 .. 1t and in. ~~iavad, fi:•r Rava, refers to 

the Cuthean who has slaughtered in the absence of a Jew. 

R. Ashi has a completely different meaning for the 

expressior1 "cil l r11c:1y slaughtf2r, .. " He b€i>l ieves thc.~t it 

includes thr= I·-:;,·c.ielit<=? <:'lpostate who, with the singular 

p1.lrpose of s,;-.t 1 f' 1 ng his appetite, eats the meat of an 

animal that h~~ not been rit0ally slaughtered. Ashi bases 

his interpretation on Rava's statement. Rava agrees with 

Ashi but he (R,.:;1v;J.) includes a requirement that lechatchiJ.E .. 
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the knife be prepared and inspected before the apostate 

performs the slaughtering. Rava adds that if the apostate 

has slaughtered without prior inspection of the knife, then 

we must inspect the knife after the slaughtering. If it 

seems satisfactory, we may eat from his slaughtering 

<Q.!=!diavad). Ashi maintains the same position as the other 

sages regardir1'g the deaf-mute, ir1sar1e pers•:wr, and minor. We 

are not allowed to eat from the slaughtering of these three 

even after the slaughtering has taken place (i.e., 

.Qediavad). The· Gemara raises the same difficulty with R . 

Ash i cc•r1cerrii ng the phrase of the Mi f::>hna " ••• arid if any of 

these slaurJhter(:.:.>d ... " According to Ashi, "these" refers to 

the apostate, and the phrase is a clear proof for his point 

of view. 

Rabina thinks that when the Mishna uses the expression 

"all may slaughter .. II it refers to all who are qualified to 

perform the ritual. He maintains that Jechatchila the word 

no experie1'1ce. The bediavad section of the Mishna, " ... c:i.nd 

their slaughtering is valid ... 11
1 is that if it is impossible 

to check his. 1-'·r101 .. .Jledge beforehand we must question him 

aft'?rwards. [ f' h E? k n 0 W c_; t h f? l a W S 1:1 f §.!:) E? dJ.i_t C:~ i t i S 

perr11issible.> t;._1 ,_·r.\t forn his slaughterir1g. The Talmud also 

raises the sc:tr11e difficulty r(:-?gardir1g the deaf-mute, the 

insane person, ,3 nd the mi nor, for these present a prc1b 1 ern 

for Rabina's interpretation. Therefore, Rabina also 
't; 



18 

excludes the three types df persons mentioned in the Mishna 

and he says that the st at ement " ••. and if any o:if these 

slaughtered. "refers ti:• thc•se who are n•:•t qualified. 

, other words, it rE-?fers to thotse wh1:1se kl'K•Wledge C•f the laws 

i::of §_hechita is unkni::•Wl"1 t•::• us befc•re they perfcorm shechita. 

On the other hand there is another version of Rabina's 

<.st at ernent. It E?><plains that lJ:?c.hatchiJ.a "all may 

slaughter ... " refers, to the on(?. whc•se kl"10:1wledge cof the laws 

cof !,5h~£.hit,;i. is unknown but who::• is experienced, as evidenced 

by the fact this person has slaughtered in our presence two 

or three times and has not fainted. Ho:•wever, if we have nc•t 

but he has slaughtered, he must 

proclaim that he did not faint. This, then, will be 

ti~diE1vad ( " ... c:\nc:f their slaughtering is val id .•• "). Rabi n,3 

agrees with the other Rabbis regarding the deaf-mute, the 

insane person and the minor, that is to say, even bediavad 

their slaughtering is considered invalid. The Gemara again 

raises the same difficulty with Rabina's explanation 

regarding the three categories of slaughterers (i.e., the 

deaf-mute, insane person, and minor) that it raises with the 

arguments of the other rabbis discussed here. Rabina 

applies the phr·,:\coE·? from the IYl:ishna " ... c'.-\nd if any c1f these 

slC\ughtered ... " :,nJ.y to l;ho 1;:;e ~·Jho a.re not experienced in 

Up to this point all the Rabbis 

discussed in thE' Ta.lr11ud sf.~ction have interpreted i:only the 

first three statements of the Mishna, as shown here: 
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1. "All rnay slaughter arid their slaughterir1g is 

val id ..• " 

3. 11 
••• aY"1d if aY"1y i:•f these slaughtet ... ed •.. 11 

The Talrnud now presents us with an overall view of how 

each opinion relates the others. The situation is as 

fol.lows~ 

Mishna in the same way as Abaye, Raba and R. Ashi. This is 

because the latter group find difficulty in the statement 

" ..• and if any of these '5laughtered ••• " 

Rabina, nbaye? Raba, and R. Ashi do not agree with 

Rabbah b. 'l.Jl 1 ,;:1 '' ~:; interpret .:.:1t i or1 because he suggests that 

t h i s M i sh n a ( Ch ~1 1 1 i n 1 : 1) i s t he s 0:1 u r c e f O::• r t he 1 aw 

regarding the uncertainties of the Mishna. They believe 

that another Mishna is the source of the law for this Mishna 

(Ch-1\J.) in 1: 1). :1..::1 The law seems to:• be in acco:ordance with 

Rabbc:\h b. 'Ul. la's understanding of the Mishna, but it is no::•t 

clear from the text 1 -. 

On pages 4a-b, previously cited in the discussion of R. 

Ashi, we find Raba stating that the transgressor who eats 

meat out of desire from an animal that has not been properly 

slc.-=1ughtered r1LL, q·nder certai·n circun 1stances, beco:ime a 

s 1 c":\l.\ght erer. 'E! ,3dd"; th,:\t this 'kind of transgressor is 

cornrnandrnent s; i 111p l y out of his owr1 wea14.ness. If this 14, ind of 

t~ansgressor wants to perform shechita, the knife must be 
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inspected prior to the slaughtering. No one is required to 

observe the slaughtering because, if given the opportunity 

to slaughter properly, the transgressor will not break the 

1 aw. 

The question is therefore: if the transgressor is so 

concerned with the ritual of slaughtering, why then must the 

knife be inspected by someone who is not a transgressor? 

The ans.swer is because the !:!l.llinill:. whr::• eats improper 1 y 

slaughtered meat will not go to any trouble to prepare the 

knife correctly. However, if given a knife that is already 

prepared, he· wi 11 perfo:•rm ?heclJ...l:t._~- pro:•perly. The reasc:•n that 

this particular kind of transgressor is mentioned here is 

becuse the tendency might be to think that someone who does 

not care what kind of meat he eats will not be allowed to 

The truth is that he is specially 

mentioned particularly so that no one will make the error of 

considering his slaughtering improper. The concept behind 

this rule is that one who transgresses one commandment is 

not considered to have profaned the whole Torah. For Shmuel, 

an 1:•ther rabbi r11ffnt ior1ed in the ana.lysis O:•f Mishna Chul l i'Q 

1:1, the ~laughtering performed by an idolater, who is also 

considered a I~ ,·,:1n·orJressor ( i. E•. , QJ_'::,tmar), is cor1s i de red 

Val id. 

On the middle of page 5a, the discussion regarding the 

sla1_\ghtering of a transgressor (Ql.'::.\.ffiar) is continued. The 

Talmud discusses the ~eraita that says that '' ..• all may 



slaughter, even a Cuthean, even an uncircumcised person, 

The Talmud interprets each 

of these categories of transgressors. 

The analysis begins with the uncircumcised person. 

The Talmud clarifies that this case is not one in which the 

br1::1ther of the uncircumcised m,::1r1 has died C.'IS a result of the 

c ire urnc is i or1. . t "''" 

The next part of the analysis explains the meaning of 

the term Israelite apostate. The Talmud asks if the term 

Israelite apostate refers to someone who is opposed to a 

particular L::1w. If the answer is yes, this case is similar 

to that of the uncircumcised Israelite, who is considered a 

transgressor of the commandment of circumcision. This ki.nd 

l' C:' .. ) of 

Therefore, must an Israelite apostate be an idolater? The 

Talmud answers by saying that being an idolater is much more 

serious than being any other kind of apostate. Thi.s implies 

that an Israelite ,:ipos;tate is=. "a transgressor 1:1f a specific 

c1:1r11r11a ndri1ent 11 ( 1. r:-'!. , ea. t ~:;; ·non ·-ko::osh er meat out of desire) c:t ncl 

his shech ii.9. l'i 1 :. l be~ ,:icce pt eel if sorneone has inspected the 

The Talmud says that this 

Th(::? L;1lmud continues by saying that if the 

the apostate practices idolatry it is as if he denies the 

I•' 

! 



whole Torah; therefore, he is not allowed to perform 

Then why would such a transgressor be mentioned? 

Why would he be allowed to perform shechita? The answer 

given by the Talmud is that the Israelite ~postate " ..• is 

one who is opposed to his particular practice [of ritual 

::;laughteringJ ... i.a 11 This kind of transgressor is still 

allowed to perform the ritual slaghtering, even though he is 

oppo:1~1ed to it. This is in c.:i.ccordr3nce with Rava' s view. 19 

The discussion continues with an objection based on a 

verse frorn Lev. j '·:::• II 
, " L.~ .. When any of you presents an offering 

of cattle to the Lord, you shall offer you offering from the 

herd or from your f 1 oc::·~ .• · •• /1 in which the emphasis is put c~·n 

the word you, meaning the Israelites, and on the word 

cattle, which the rabbis interpreted as people without merit 

The rabbis agreed that offerings 

brought by the transgressor (and not by the apostate> should 

be acceptf?d so th.::1t the transrJr(?'5Si::•rs •rJi 11 ''b<::-, inclined to 

repent-= 0 • " The Talmud goes on to explain that offerings may 

not be accepted from an Israelite apostate (note the 

difference betw02n this person and a transgressor) who 

o::offers wine 01' 1bat1on or profanes the Sabbath publicly 

' more serious sins than the others. The 

rn a i n p O:• i l'1 t t h d ' ' · -. f?> T .::1 l rn u d proves on pa g e 5 a i s t hat /1 
• • , c?\ r1 

whi:1 le Torah ... ""' 1 " This means that he is not allowed to 

'. 
ii;11 :, 
1:,:.,,' 
i 
I 

!. 

j'' 
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perform ritual slaughtering. Therefore, the apostate 

The Talmudic discussion does not offer a solid and 

c 1 e r:~ r c i:1 n c l us i o n 1::1 n t h e po ~s r,; i b l. f?. mean i n g s i:1 f t h e word r:; h a_hf~.l 

In later rabbinical works a much more 

sophisticated definition is offered, especially in the 

Code!'";. NE· v er t h E:· J. r.~ s:. :::; , i t i "-" [-:; t i 1 1 i rn port ant t i:::1 po i n t out 

that the Rabbis of the Talmud were looking for patterns to 

help them decide which kind of transgressor would not be 

The fact that the Talmud is 

a certain problem, helps to clarify why this confusion 

exists in the Talmudic reading. 

It is clear from the Talmud that any Jew who practices 

idolatry or profanes the Sabbath publicly is always 

disqualifi8d from performing the ritual slaughtering. This 

In comp,':l\-·1nrJ thE~ conclu~::.ion•:::. of thr=' Tc.~lmudic pE.1s:,sa~1e 

th2 same decision is Found. In t hE' 

~htering performed by a~ Israelite apostat~ 

, person who transgresses any commandment 

bi_\t di:1es not p1 ' cne thf=.' f:'lc:\bbc-:•.th publicly or practice 

i d 1 ~:i 1 at r y ) i s c ._;. r·1 ,-, l d er::;? d v d 1 i d . This is also true in the 

Talmud, as found on page 4b in Raba's statement. Tosefta 



1: 1 di:1es n1:rt al lowed the miX..!. to perform ritual slai.tghtering. 

The only reason given for this rule is that the slaughtering 

is considered idolatry. The Tosefta further mentions that 

the slaughtering performed by a gentile is also considered 

i '1r1V C.i 1 id• Thu~::; one rnay conclude th,,~t the min of the Teisefta 

is the same ~J.lli!J.SD:..: that the) Talmud rnent ions. One r111.ts~ t akE? 

into consideration that the Talmud probably reinterprets the 

concept of Ill.ill e:\ncl incluc:lE~s public profanation 1:1f the 

s,~:i.bbc:1th alr1d idol:::ttry as the l'll<'1-..]0r ch,'1.r,'1.ctt?ristics i:1f this 

to perform ritual slaughtering. 

After the period of the Talmud, many rabbinic scholars 

prod UCE'd works of 1:12 J. ,:'l_c;tL~, cod es which i::t t t (·?rnpt t i:1 pinpoint 

In the l;~th 

century., /v/,::i.irnonic:lf?s, the 1Jreat .Tf::~1r1ish thinker, writes the 

Mishne Torah as a result of the need for a code that 

determines the law in every area of Jewish observance. 

Despite the prestige of its author and the brilliance of his 

achievement, th~ problem with this work is that Maimonides 

cl o es not p r r::1 v i c . c,. '"°· o u r c e s f or a 1 l t h E~ 1 ,:,1 ~·; ~.:; t h Et t h e o'>I r i t e s . 

Th i. 2i ~'3 1·::1 r11 E? t ·L r11 (=.> '7: : · " ~1 "'" "' i. t h a. r cl t o f o .l l o o\) M Et i rr1 on i d es ' t h i n k i n q .. 

It 1. '" . ~, t h f'? (" "'' f '. ' : 

This is done by 

The commentary to 

l.:I :l 1 ch ~2..t ~JJ....~c;.bJ. .. t.5.1_ t h .;:i. t i s w r it t en under Mag i d M i sh n e' s 1"1 a rn e •'"I 

I: 
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is the work of another scholar who probably uses the name of 

Magid Mishne in order to give validity to his work. 

Maimonides deals with our subject--the religious 

que:dificatio:l\'1s of the ritual !.'-:;l.nughterer-·-in the lk11::1h, £!_f 

l_a~·Js of shecr.J.)t<:1 <3re found in Chapter four, Law 

fourt eer-1. 

'' . .. .. A Y-1 c\ po c..:; t c:1 t: e I s r C:\ e l i t e who t r a Y-1 s g res s es one ci f t h f2 

ci:1r11maY1dmFJ)nts, and i~:; al~>•:• an E?xpert in ?riechit~, may 

slaughter in the first instance, but ~n observant Israelite 

must first examine the knife and then give it to this 

e:1p1:1state to perform ~"itLQ..i;;:hit..!§l, s:ince the presurnption i~; that 

he Cthe apostate] will not go to any trouble to inspect the 

knife. And if he is an apostate to the extreme of 

practicing idolatry or public profanation of the Sabbath, or 

i f h e i s a rr c\ t h e i s-, t , t h i::1 t i s , h f2 cl f2 n i f2 s t h e a u t h or i t y o f t h e 

Torah and of Moses our teacher, ~s we have explained in the 

Laws of Repentance, he is considered an idolater and his 

§11 E'f~r.l.Lt.~ is cr::•ns id erc::::cJ i nv c:\ 1 id .... " 

Th i s 1 aw, c 1 ear c:i. s i t may ''' f? ~='·I'll ~ pre"=· en t s c\ D re at de a 1 

of trouble for the commentator. It is important to know 

t hat Ma i rn on i cl c;:,· '''· : ts r~ f-3 t h e T <3 1 l'r'l 1..1 d E1 ~:; a pr i. I'll c:\ r y s:; our c e t o 

create the l~w. µven though he does not explain how he uses 

it. The cr:rrnrrrc?r' .r;,::•r r11ust e><pl<:1in how th:i.s particular latt1 i.<o,; 

derived from I;:-,·'? r "' l rn 1..1d ,;;1nd h r.:11r1 the T i:.11 I'll ud I'll<']( kr:~s a 

difference in !Ylc.-1u11onides' law<;;;. 

Magid Mishne on 14: The commentator calls our 
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attention to the fact that a feature of Maimonides' ruling 

seems to have no Talmudic basis. The Talmud only mentions 

the person who, out of desire, eats meat that has not been 

properly slaughtered (see Chullin 3a). The cr:omment at or 

cannot understand why Maimonides says that a transgressor of 

any commandment, not only the commandment to eat properly 

slaughtered meat, must have an observant Jew inspect the 

knife prior to the act of slaughtering. And further, says 

the commentator, Maimonides did not codify the law 

concerning the person who eats forbidden meat out of scorn 

for the commandments. Magid Mishne also questions the law 

regarding the one who eats forbidden meat Just to upset 

someone. This kind of transgressor is different from the 

one who eats forbidden meat out of desire, because the 

former will always try to eat improperly slaughtered meat 

JUst to upset someone and to show that he does not care 

about the commandment. The latter will choose to eat 

ritually <:;laughtE1red meat over forbiddE!n meat br:!c,"use his 

prr:•blem is nr:rt with the princip.lf?. of 1.;h,:? ritual but with e1 

desire that he is unable to control. The problem with the 

transgressor who P~ts improperly slaughtered meat out of 

desire .i~.:; th.c·1t. rrf:! v-Ji.11 not !~0 out of his Wc3Y to obtain 

r i t u a 1 1 y s 1 a • .. i q ; .. , I: ' , .. (:c d r11 e cl t . The tr·ansgressor who eats 

i rn pr r:• per l y ::; l ""' u g h t e r E) cf ri1 e <':\ t ~=, i rn p 1 y t o u p :::; et so rn e r:1 n e i s 

C•:•nsidered the ~·1·~•r·se of the 0::;e two kinds of transgressr:rrs. 

The Talmud mentions the need for inspection of the knife 
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only with respect to the position of Rab Ashi (3a>, and Rab 

Ashi does not mention the expert at all, as does Maimonides. 

In fact, the Talmud concludes that Rab Ashi would not 

require inspection of the knife even if the slaughterer were 

an apostate out of desire. The commentator explains this. by 

saying that all people are assumed to know how to ritually 

n;laughter. In thi.s-, haJ_ach.::1 Maimonides mixes two 

one 1 aw. 

Magid MishnE) points out that Rc:1be.inu Asher b. Yehiel 

<Rosh>, an eminent Talmudist born in Germany in the 13th 

century and forced to move to Toledo, Spain, has the same 

difficulties that the commentator himself has with 

Rosh seeks to understand why Maimonides 

is so:• strict, applying the dt:::mand fi:•r inspect ior1 tci ar1y 

He .~-:i.rgues that 

Maimcinides reasons as follows: someone whci customarily 

violates anyone commandment of the Torah cannot be expected 

to observe any of the other laws in the proper way. In 01.tr 

Talmudic discussion, on the other hand, Rava excluded from 

the dietary laws, He does so in order to allow such a mumar 

to be a slaughterer in the first place. If he had ·not been 

"' 111: 
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specific, it would have been possible to conclude that while 

most transgressors may slaughter, a violator of this 

particular commandment could be excluded. Thus, Maimonide's 

ruling is not based on Rava's statement. There are •:•t hers 

CacherimJ who say that this law written by Maimonides <that 

prior to the slaughtering an observant Jew must inspect the 

knife of anyone who transgresses even a single commandment> 

derives from the bar:.£,i.t.s-1 <Chullin 4b) which is cited in 

The ~araita states that anyone is allowed • 

to slaughter, even a Cuthean, an uncircumcised person, and 

an Israelite apostate. The point that Rava tries to make 

here is that a transgressor of one commandment is not like a 

transgressor of the entire Torah and, therefore, he is 

allowed to slaughter. 

Accord i n~1 t C• these i Y-1t er pr et ers ( c\cher i m) , Mai mc•n ides 

sees this baraita as dealing with a case of inspection of 

the knife, JUst as in Rava's statement, since the Talmud 

cites this baraitA in support of Rava. However, Maimonides 

rejects Rava on the issue of the violator of the dietary 

laws, whether he violc."\tes out of desire •:•r scorn. 

Inspection of the knife is insufficient to allow this 

i:\postate to 'Slc< 1ght:er; c\n c\postate rnay !slaughter only if he 

vi1:1lates some. riir11andrnent othf..~r than the dietary laws. The 

violator of th~ dietary laws is never permitted, 

lechatchi la, t•::• •sl.::ntghter. Since he derives the law from 

the beraita and not frorn Rava's statement, this, according 
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to the acherim, is why Maimonides does not cite Rava's 

statement in full. The §Cherim also write that Rif~~ 

agrees that the violator of the dietary laws is forbidden to 

perform ritual slaughtering, since he omits the statements 

Magid Mishne proceeds to summarize the law concerning 

four kinds of transgressors as follows: 

1) The transgressor of any commandment of the Torah, 

with the exception of the person who profanes the 

Sabbath publicly or practices idolatry, is allowed, 

in principle, to perform slaughtering by himself. 

Even without checking the knife ourselves, we trust 

that he has inspected the knife and that he has 

performed the slaughtering properly. Ti:• .prove this 

fir!5t poi.nt, the ach~rirn qui:rte the Talmud where it 

says that " .•. all rn<:<y sle1ughter f~~ver1 an 

u nc ire urnc i !.'5ed persor1 ... " In this case the 

beraJ..H 1 •• mdE•r:;tancls the uncircurnc:ised persi:•n to be 

opposed to the l.:rtw of circ1 .. lrncisio·n, that is ti::• say, 

opposed to one law of the Torah. 

no mention that inspection of the knife is required 

This contradicts the opinion of 

Maimonides who requires the inspection of the knife 

for any kind of transgressor. 

2) For the transgressor who eats forbidden meat out of 
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desire, a desire that he is unable to control, 

inspection of the knife prior to the slaughtering is 

necessary before he is allowed to perform shechita. 

This precaution is based on the fact that this kind 

of transgressor will not extend himself in order to 

acquire a sharpened knife. Hi:::1wever, if the l-<.r1 i Fe 

has been inspected before being given to him, he 

will perform the slaughtering according to the laws 

of !shechit_f~· Inspection of the knife is the only 

requirement for this kind of transgressor. There is 

no need for an observant Jew to witness the 

slaughtering since there is no suspicion that this 

particular kind of transgressor will prefer to eat 

meat that has been improperly slaughtered when 

kosher meat is readily available. It is a 1 s1:::1 

believed that a transgressor out of desire will not 

cause someone else to sin since, unlike the Cuthean, 

he accepts the rabbinic interpretation of the 

B i b 1 i ca 1 corn man cl r11 en t t o 11 r1 o t p u t ,~, st um b l i n g r 1:::1 c k 

before the blind" (Lc-:::>v t·J~llf). Ho~·iever, if the 

knife h~s not been inspected before the slaughtering 

onf2 ''.o:-1,:,11ld ·not ,,:xpect th,,~i; l;hr:~ tr,·;;i.nsr,]ref.:;sor ou·t i:1f 

I f t h e kn i f c2 h as bee. n i n spec t e d 

c..' ft er 1_ : ·, f,• "5 l ,::i. u 1:;i h t er i n IJ .·o:< n d i !5 f o u ·n d f i t , we are 

al lo\'1F~c.i t;o eat from his ""hechita. Theref1:1re if the 

knife is lost prior to the inspection, the act is 

I

:. 
·' 

"I 
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consider invalid. But if the transgressor seems to 

have slaughtered with the knife of a slaughterer, 

his own slaughtering is considered valid, since the 

knife of a slaughterer is usually ready for 

slaughtering and is therefore considered to be 

11 i r1sp0:ct ed. 11 1=-rorn the s-,c.w1e per~s pect i ve, if this 

kind of transgressor slaughters in privacy and is 

found to be holding two knives, on~ inspected and 

the other uninspected, and he says that he 

slaughtered with the proper knife, then the 

slaughtering is valid. The reason for this is that 

it is believed that the transgressor will not 

m i ~s l ea d o t hers , r1 or w i 1 1 hf:.? s l c"":i ugh t er w i t h an u n f i t 

knife when a proper knife is readily available. 

Other authorities are more strict. 

t h e m um a r i s not t 1:1 be t rust e d i f, bet wee r1 t he t i rn e 

of the slaughtering and the inspection, he had the 

opportunity to obtain a sharpened knife elsewhere. 

Magid Mishne, however, rejects this stringecy. 

Magid Mishne refers to a dispute among some 

autheir1t if.::•s. There are those who say that if the 

knife ha~ been inspected before the slaughtering 

Ther('? "~,.-, .. tho<:;cc? •~ho SdY 1:;hc.1t it is n1:1t r1ecessary to 

inspect the signs (i.e., the respiratory system, 

bone structure, digestive system, and circulatory 
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system~4 l in the animals after the slaughtering, and 

that if the slaughterer has slaughtered a number of 

animals there is no need to inspect the knife 

between each slaughtering. While some require 

inspection of the knife in these cases, others point 

01.tt tho,d; in thP Talr11ud, Rava requires the ir1:;pect ion 

of the knife only before the act of slaughtering 

Magid Mishne is of the opinion that 

t h i ~5 d :l s c 1 .. t c,; s; i. on par ;.;i 1 1 e l s t he mat t er o:• f a 11 f i t Jew 11 

that has already been discussed by our sages. Those 

who rf?qu:lrf.·? s:;uch in!5pf?ctior1s wher1 a ''fit'' Jew 

slaughters would certainly require them in the case 

The only difference between the 

observant Jew and this particular transgressor is 

that inspection of the knife for the transgressor is 

required !;ie_fore the slE1ughteri.ng sir1ce the persi::1r1 

who eats forbidden meat out of desire will not go to 

any trouble to check the knife prior to performing 

This is what Rava stipulates ih the 

Talmud. Thus there is need for this discussion at 

C:\ l l.. 

3) The ., ·1 :'it "Les di.,;agree conc<.erning the tro,1nsgre!'3c-::.or 

who (·"',: ,,1, ... ,.c" .. ,t i.·n orde·,.., l;o s-;ho:iw scorn fi::•r !;he 

. ( ;t. Sorn e ~3 c:-t y t h at , l e ch at ch i 1 .:::1 , t h e 

t·,.',:1nf:'il]1··~· .. ,':; 1.:•r is:; nr::•t al lowed to slc.'lughter whether .or 

not the knife has been inspected or an observant Jew 
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witnesses the slaughtering from beginning to end. 

But if the transgressor has slaughtered (bediavad) 

and the knife was inspected and others watched the 

slaughtering, or if the knife is found to be 

acceptable after he has perfo~med shechit~, his 

slaughtering is consider valid since he is not a 

Gentile but rather a rebellious Jew with regard to 

the laws of ~hechi~a. As long as we see that he 

s 1 c:w g h t ere cl correct 1 y, 9.~9 i av ad , h i s sh e ch i t a 

is iaccepted. This is the opinion of Rashba~~ 

and H,::\·r'··ah'"~f;... Others [acherimJ, on the other 

hand, write that a person who eats forbidden meat in 

order to upset someone is considered an idolater as 

observe the slaughtering or the knife has been 

considered invalid. This is the opinion of Rosh and 

F~ i. ""' 7 

4) The slaughtering of the transgressor who profanes 

the S~bbjth in public or uses the wine of libation 

is c•:, .. ·,: ::lerecl invc:1lid. Nothing can make it valid, 

i '(IC'], I • i ~ v-Ji.tnr2''S'sinq the f...;l.:.1u1:Jhtering or inc,:;pecti.ng 

the k:. bef<:<r<;;h":\nd. Regarding any matter of 

re 1 i lJ. hi<:; •:;t:atus is of that an idolater. 

These are ttH? f·:·•.1r· categories that Magid Mishne presents in 
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I r1 his b..§ll_«::ich lli work, Mai r111::•l"1 i cl f::~f.5 ma i. .,. .. ,ta ins a st.,., i ct er 

position that other commentators. To Maimonides, there is 

no difference between a transgressor of any commandment and 

a transgressor of the commandment to observe the dietary 

laws. Therefore he puts the same requirement and stringency 

upon any transgressor who may perform the ritual 

isl o":'IUIJh t f£~r i n1;;i. The significance of Maimonides' view is that 

he places all commandments at the same level of kashrut 

observance in relationship to the ritual slaughtering. For 

t: r c:1 .,,.1 s:. [J ·,.-. e '5 s; <::::cf thf~ lavJS of kashrut . but ---···--·--·-·' hf2Cctuse any 

transgressor is suspec€ed of being negligent with regard to 

one commandment) may never have bransgressed the laws of 

!·.<c\sl:~rut;_ ,::ir"1d he :i.s s;t i 11, 2tccorc:lin~i to Maimonides' opinion, 

forbidden to perform the ritual slaughtering. Mai mon i de':o 

differs with the other commentators because they see only a 

technical problem with the transgressor. That is to 1:;ay 

The reason being that 

Mairnonides <~'l<:~,·:· '1c:idi:o to the Tc:~lrr11Jd's c:c1nalysis by simplifying 

the law into s1~pler statements that are easier to 

underst ai'1d. It could be said that Maimonides writes a 
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sophisticated conclusion out of the Talmudic argument. 

The Tur is a 14th century halachik work writen by Jacob 

Ben Asher that presents the basis for the laws of the 

It lists a series of laws regarding some of 

the religious characteristics of the slaughterer. The 

discussion below presents an overview of the different laws 

discussion is an analysis of Caro's interpretation of these 

Caro's work tries to 

investigate each law of the Tur, beginning with the Talmud 

and following its development, as well as analyze several 

views regarding each specific law. The ultimate goal of 

(th i.s 

<:\ Q.f'-:1.::.2.. i t a b <:\ s e d o r1 DE! u t . l. ;;::: : ~:::'. :t ) t he :::;. e ct i. o r1 regard i n g 

~hechita begins by saying that the laws of ritual 

slaughtering were given to Moses at Sinai. This is 

presented here in order to give validity to the laws of 

1 ... -"' 

g;hechita that e1i··;:-' r11entionE?d only in the Rc-1bbinic literature. 

therefore, thej • ~ve unquestionable validity. The Tur 

·follows the.~ '.st-. . •r·cJ r·,"bbinic ch1.:11..1gh·c, th:':'IC is to Sr-'ly, thc.".C 

the laws of ,.... . . 
;_) l '(If:\ l. 

Th e T 1.t r ., . :. ·~'~ ,,.., <"? l l. .:,\ ':O t h f:? i:_~, t h F.• r <::1 u t h i::1 r i t i es , i s aware o f 

tht? ci:introv0?r~.;y created by the Mishr1aic ser1ter1ce: "Al 1 rnay 
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sla1Jghter ... " The Tur begins, therefore, by e:1ccepting thc::1t, 

t •=• s 1 aught er. It is clear that the Tur acknowledges the 

rnaj•:•rity principle based on the word hi:.':\kol •:•f the Mi~:;h·na 

("A 11 may s l ,':\ugh t E·r ... ") which, ,::1~. rM2nt i oned befi:1re., imp 1 :i. l'~~:~ 

that women are also allowed to slaughter. 

that 1tJomen a re not .~\ 1 1 ow Pd to pE~r form '.02.b..s·ch it..§~. in our t i me 

even though the law permits anyone to slaughter because the 

tradition <::if Is;r.:,1el i::; the:1t 1tJorn!::1n do not perform sh€t£:;J:J.it21; 

and tradition annuls the l~w. !n this commentary Caro 

rf::1 f ers to To,:;a f ot in GJ:1_1.1lli.B ;::e:1 :i. n trJh i ch the w•::•rcl tl.Sl.1'.J;L1.,, in 

the Palestinian tradition, means that women are forbidden to 

s 1 <Ht g ht er • The tradition of the Babylonian Talmud is that 

women are permitted to slaughter. 

an not law which annuls the practice. 

Th e T u r f o 1 1 ow s t h e r 1,1 J. f? t h <:'1 t i r= i t i. '3 i. m po ~-3 ,; i b l <·:? t 1:1 

ask the slaughterer if he has knowledoe or experience 

regarding shechit~ one may still presum8 that he is 

qualified to perform ritual slaughtering. 

however, one is obliged to question the slaughterer. 

i.f he is not ) r, l;!-1>2 prf?'i:,(·:·?nce of l';he p<:?c1plr::2'1 

th21t, in thi , · ,~·, , t h f2 p f2 o p 1 e1 r"' E' l. y o n ·t: h E·~ rn a , J or i t y 

pr i r1c i p 1 £~. I f, 

of the people, th~y must inqu1~e whether he knows the laws 

of ~hechita and if he Fainted during or after this 
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particular slaughtering. Questioning of the slaughterer 

need not occur before the slaughtering. 

If one ~as slaughtered properly four or five times in 

the presence of witnesses, but it is known that he does not 

may not eat from his slaughtering unless he is watched. At 

tl1is pi::1i·nt the Tur r11ake~; Et cJi:stinction i:Jf2twf.:?en knowledge ,"1.nd 

practical experience. Practical experience alone is not 

enough to qualify someone to perform ritual slaughtering. 

However, if the slaughterer has slaughtered properly in the 

presence of witnesses his slaughtering is considered valid. 

The witnesses are a fundamental factor in determining the 

validity of the slaughtering of someone who has practical 

experience but no knowledge of the laws of shechita. The 

when it is known that the slaughterer is not an expert. 

Here the Tur grants validity to the slaughtering of the 

one with practical experience but no knowledge so that 

properly ~laughtered meat can be provided in communities 

where no knowledgeable slaughterer resides. Thi. s; 

illustrates the Flexibility of the Rabbis regarding 

Tht:: Itu1· 

·it is n•::•t kno\'ln ,,,Jhether he f,::i.int~:; or not (rnuchzak), he may, 
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ir1 prir1ciple, bl~ ,:d low(ed to perform 2t1ecliLta. It 1 <:; 

unnecessary to examine him concerning his experience (i.e., 

whether or not he fainted). The Itur rules that knowledge 

is much more important than practical experience. 

The Tur al~o points out the opinion of Rambam, 

discussed above~Q, regarding the difference between 

knowledge and practical experience. For f~c\fll bi=.1r11, both 

knowledge and practical experience are important. In 

principle, according to Maimonides, a slaughterer needs to 

r::;laughterin~j, Thf':•rr:.:·:· i :c:; .;:1 di fff!."'l""enct-:i bE.'t l-'JF.:en the ex ptdrt who 

has no have e~perience and the one who has experience but no 

When the expert without 

experience slaught8rs there is no need to ask him whether or 

lr1 0 t h e fa l n t f? Ci b f2 f 0 r E·:• E.:: E\ t i n g (: r '~'I'll i'l i ~:; c :. ]. o:\ U ~~ h t E! r :i. n g , 

the person who possesses practical experience but no 

knowledge slaughters one is obliged to ask him concerning 

Caro~ howev8r 1 explain~ that Rambam does not 

t h e one l-'J i t h 

'L. l''1'l:; =.,.,..:,I-] ·~t P . ;.::; r r 1 ... . : ,.:;\ , _ 

l~arn barn be:! 1 i. L"·. 

the J.,::\W!5 of _.,!_:_.i,,_t,:.iL i:Ju+: ~·,c.:i~-;:, ,·,,:i pri:'ICt i.c.:'\J. E·><peri0?nce need 



net be interrogated concerning his experience. 

hand, Ramb~m says that if the slaughterer has only practical 

experience and he slaughtered alone, one is obliged to ask 

him if he knows the l.::\ws; of §.t:lfil.~~.t1.Lt£!.• 

Rosh makes no distinction. For him it is an obligation 

to examine both kinds of slaughterers. This ex0Ht'lir1<:\tion 

must be done before anyone eats from his slaughtering. 

However, if either of the slaughterers is available to be 

examined one may presume, under the maJority principle, that 

he was a qualified slaughterer. 

The Tur states that a minor is not allowed, even in 

pr i r1 c i p 1 e , t o p E? r f 0::1 rm '.!?..!:H!:~.f.11.Lt.9 .• If the minor, however, has 

it is considered valid. If the minor knows the laws of 

~1")..!:?.~t:r.,J,~~.A i:':\Y'1d he al sc• knows; how to r J. t u,a J. l y 1;,:; 1 e:1ught e~r i l'1r,1, he.> 

is not allowed, in principle, to perform the slaughtering 

But, if he ha1s .::~lre<ldy pc::?rforrn12d the slai .. tr,ihtering 

<9...§.Qj,J.ayad) alor1e, it is considered v,::,lid. 

Si rnarLB~it= In faj....[!JA!.1 !2.f:?j,_t_ th~~ Tur exp 1 ores, in gre,\':\t f?r 

depth, religious barriers that inval idatf:~ 2.bJE.£.i)j_tq_. It 

specifies some of the transgressions that will invalidate 

even a slaughtering that is performed correctly according to 

thf: law. 

The slaughtering of an idolater is considered carrion 

even if others have witnessed the slaughtering. 

The transgressor who eats forbidden meat out of desire 
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has inspected the knife. This allows him to perform 

slaughtering is considered valid even if he does not eat 

from it. Caro explains that the reason the knife must be 

inspected is because this particular transgressor eats only 

out of desire .. This means that if this transgressor has a 

proper knife readily available, he will not exchange it for 

an improper knife. Caro adds that the transgressor out of 

desire need not be the first one to eat a piece of the meat. 

Caro states that the Tur derives this from the arguments of 

the Tosafists, who have interpreted the law in the same 

The Tosafists point out that the Gemara does not 

require the slaughterer who transgresses by eating meat out 

of desire to eat a piece of meat in order for it to be 

considered fit for others. 

The only case in which the transgressor must eat a 

piece of meat first, Caro says, is when the slaughterer is a 

Cut heal'"r. This is because the Cuthean observes a literal 

ri:1ck before tht:-? blind ... " Therefore, he will not take 

personal responsibility for causing another individual to 

t ral'"rS5grraiss, whet her reJ lated to the 1 .:1ws of L~§...hr~..\l i:1r al'"ry 

other ~ommandments. In other words, the Cuthean may give 

the observant Israelite a piece of meat that is not properly 

slaughtered. It is important to remember that the Cuthean 
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a meat that has not been properly slaughtered. However, he 

would give improperly slaughtered meat to someone else. The 

Tosafists and Rosh wrote that without inspection of the 

knife the transgressor out of desire is not permitted to 

This is true even if an observant Jew 

enters and exits during the slaughtering. The case of the 

Cuthsan is different because he fears that the knife will be 

irHspected. 

slaughtering with a knife that has not been inspected. Since 

he knows that he is under constant inspection by the 

observant Jew, the Cuthean takes precautions so that the 

meat he slaughters will not be wasted. The transgressor out 

of desire is not concerned with the inspection of the knife 

after the slaughtering because~ as a Jew, he assumes that no 

one will question his slaughtering. 

The Tur says that Rashba's opinion is that even if the 

t:;;laughterer' s knowled~1e of the l,:i.ws; of 2.tL§'.~'t-)jJ;a, is unknown, 

he is allowed to slaughter on the condition that an 

observant Jew inspect the knife prior to the slaughtering. 

In a case like this, one may not presume that the knife will 

be inspected after the slaughtering. This is taken from 

Rashba questions himself by 

asking whether it is possible to rely on the majority 

principle even in the case of the transgressor out of 

ch:·:si re. The majority principle consists of the assumption 

''I I 
i' 

I' 

!··'.~u; ·.· 1J.e>ei# 
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that anyone who performs the ritual slaughtering without 

being examined as to his knowledge or experience is 

considered fit to perform ritual slaughtering since the 

majority of those people who perform the ritual slaughtering 

are considered experts. Rashba says that it is reasonable 

to assume that the maJority principle can be applied to the 

case of the transgressor out of desire. Rashba thinks that 

wher1 'the Talrnud r,;ays ''.,. mor,;t of the !slau1dhterers .are 

£?.xperts .•. " it refe.•rs to al 1 sl.::utgh·~erers with1:1ut 

Rashba believes that Rab Ashi, Abaya and 

Rava do not mention the requirement of expertise with 

It is Maimonides who 

Th is irnpl ies 

that the transgressor may slaughter only if he is an expert. 

Rashba agrees with this. It is reasonable to assume that 

one who eats forbidden meab and goes to. no trouble to secure 

properly slaughtered meat is not an expert since he 

slaughters only to satisfy his appetite. 

Rashba stipulates that if, however, the transgressor 

break other cornrnandrneY-1t s, hi. s §J:l .. §.£.b ... i.:t..<-3. i !r; st i 11 coY-1S i de red 

Vo'i\ 1 id. Regard i r1 g 2.b.£!;.fitt.!1'\., h €?. is:; cons :id f.?.red oil r1 ob!::;erva r1t 

Israelite and so he is under the protection of the majority 

pr i l'"IC i p 1 G?. Rashba infers from Maimonides~ statement that 

'1.- ' 

)?ii :iJW 
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thsre is no need to investigate whether the transgressor 

When Maimonides requires an 

expert <w.!.,!I!1.C~l§:i) he dc•es n•:•t mec:ir1 that we must be si.tre this 

transgressor knows all the 1 aws i::•f sh£;ich :it a .. ,, _____ ,, _____ , but rather that 

he appear to be competent. Rashba explains that the Talmud 

slaughter, but Maimonides does. Is this a contradiction? 

The ~nswer is no because there is a difference between a 

transgressor who eats non-kosher meat (if we assume that he 

:is not an expert the majority principle does not include 

him) and other transgressors, who are included under the 

majority principle. Rashba explains that perhaps Rambam 

does not mean that it is necessary to be certain that this 

Caro also introduces the opinion of Ran <Rabeinu Nissim 

ben Reuben of Gerena ?1310-?1375>, who does not believe that 

the majority principle applies to the transgressor out of 

desire. Ran requires us to determine whether this 

trar1sgressor know~5 the laws; i:::if 2..bJEfjJjJ~ .. #~. beforei he is al lowed 

to perform'ritual slaughtering. 

Further on, the discussion returns to the subject of 

the t rar·1s:Jgrf~,::;,::;o·r· .. The Tur states that a transgressor of any 

there i~ no need to inspect the knife either before or after 

the slaughtering. Caro explains this by stating that in the 
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transgressor of one commandment is not considered a 

transgressor of the whole Torah, the Tur follows the opinion 

of his father, the Rosh, rather than Maimonides' stricter 

transgressor's slaughtering. However, if the t rar1sgress :i. i::ir1 

is the drinking of the wine of libation or the public 

profanation of the Sabbath, such a transgressor is 

considered to have profaned the whole Torah. 

considered an idolater and his slaughtering is invalid. 

Caro introduces one additional authority, Rabeinu 

Ye.1ruch<::\f'i'I. Rc:\b«;):i.r1u Yeruch<:im (YE·)ruch.::irn b .. Mef,;;hulam, :LLf 1·: 1"1 

century, Spain) says that if a person observes the Sabbath 

and does not practice idolatry but he is a transgressor of 

the rest of the Torah he is considered an idolater. Caro 

now examines a different aspect of the problem .. Ht::~ tries to 

determine why inspection of the knife is required in the 

quotes Rosh and Rosh quotes Maimonides .. F~osh ~s<:~ys t he:'\t 

inspection of the knife is necessary only when the 

transgressor profanes the laws i::1f shechita .......... - .... - ............................ ? ,:..rid not wh <-21'1 he 

tran~gress other comandments. Magid Mishne makes a 

distinction between the different kinds of transgressors and 

their r~?strict ions; regardir1g ~becb ... tt_€.l• He gives the four 

categories previously discussed in this thesis&• in the 

section on Mishne Torah. r~arnbc.-:i.rn, on the other hand, is rnuch 
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more strict and differs from the Tur and Rosh's opinion. He 

requires inspection of the knife for any kind of 

t r,:i r1~; g rssso::•r. He reasons, according to Rosh, that anyone 

who transgresses a commandment cannot be trusted to perform 

previously in this thesis, the Rambam's position is clearly 

more strict than other sages. He gives equal value and 

importance to all the commandments. 

Rambam requires inspection of the knife prior to 

slaughtering because he believes that it is impossible to 

trust a slaughterer who does not observe the commandments. 

Caro explains that Rambam requires inspection of the knife 

only with rE·?g,ard to a habitU2'\l trc:l.l'1SgresS0::1r (i.e., Dl.~,lli!.§J.:,'":,) Of 

a particular commandment. Rambam, according to Caro, does 

not require inspection of the knife if the sinner (i.e., 

§~.:J::.fil.::..'t'..En, a sinr1£~r who ck•e£5 riot trc."\ns~ire·!£5£5 habitually) is 

disqualified from testifying. He differentiates between the 

occasional sinner and the habitual transgressor, the sinner 

being the less severe of the two categories. 

that if the transgressor who is slaughtering is not 

qualified to testify because he has eaten forbidden meat, 

even if he has eaten it only once, he is still obliged to 

hiav~ ·t~hi!:? knifE? in!:opected prior to pE)rforrning 2.!l.<@.S.tl .. Lt.2.· 

Rashba's view elucidates Caro's explanation of Rambam's 

Rashba explains the problem as follows~ a 

transgressor of one commandment who is not considered a 



transgressor of the whole Torah and who has not 

tr.::1.nsgre~:;secl the 1e:1ws:; o::•f I?..tl.~.S.t:l.A.t . .£\. is allowed, in pr:i.r1ciplE:~, 

to slaughter alone. He may do so even without inspection of 

the knife. Rashba adds that Rambam does require inspection 

of the knife before the transgressor is allowed to 

!!fi .l C:\l.lght er. Rashba expresses puzzlement at Rambam?s 

strictness, while Rosh, as we have seen? does provide an 

explanation for Maimonides' stringency. 

Is 2l!J~.r;b.i.:~ .. ~l~ !5£·?c~n by the R.:':\bbis as equ<al .ly important ti:• 

daily prayer or study? Based on the Rabbis' treatment of 

discern degrees of importance among the numerous 

commandments of our faith. 

The Tur is important because on one level it shows the 

concern our sages had for ritual slaughtering. 

level it is proof of the Rabbis? debate on whether or not to 

grant validity to the slaughtering of a transgressor. It is 

clear that the major offenses are the public profanation of 

the Sabbath and the practice of idolatry. These acts 

undoubtedly disqualify any Israelite from slaughtering. 

The sages do not agree in relation to moral 

requirementsj length of time of practical experience, and 

amo~nt of knowledge that the slaughterer must have. There 

has been no resolution beyond the Mishne Torah stage even 

though the prblem has been discussed considerably. The 

question that the sages considered is: is it possible to 



trust a [!]!,\Jll§.!': t;i:::r perfr:•rm pri::ip£.~rly 21r,5 a ritue.~l s;le:1ughterer? 

vir:ilatr:ir of the dietary laws, it is r1r:•t possible to trust 

him.to seek a valid knife. It is necessary to inspect the 

knife prior tr:i the ritual slaughtering. Maimr:inicies extends 

this stringency to the habitual transgressr:ir r:if any 

cr:imrne:11•1drnent. Rosh provides the accepted explanation of this 

~Hl the 

sages agree that if the transgressr:ir practices idr:ilatry or 

profanes the Sabbath publicly he is considered an idolater, 

which disqualifies his slaughtering. This last statement 

shows a different level of stringency than in the case of 

the transgressor of the dietary laws. 

transgressr:ir is excluded frr:irn performing ritual slaughtering 

for pragmatic reasons (i.e., we need not wr:irry about the 

fact that the knife must be inspected prior to 

The transgressor who practices idolatry or 

profanes the Sabbath publicly is consi~ered an idolater and, 

in contrast to the case of the one who profanes the dietary 

l~ws, his ritual slaughtering is always rendered invc::did., 

even if the knife is inspected. 

A major philosophical difference exists between the 

tr~nsgressor of the dietary laws out of desire and the one 

who practices idolatry or profanes the Sabbath. The 

transgressor of the dietary laws out of desire is considered 

a ''f1 .. 1ll'' J'f2w re~Jarc:lir1g the cornrnandrner1·ts. This rneans that he 



is obligated to observe all of them but that because of 

weakness he will eat any kind of meat. As a consequence of 

this weakness he will make no effort to obtain properly 

slaughtered meat. Howr-:::ver, if si::1meo1'·1e inspects the knife 

the transgressor out of desire will have no objection to 

performing the ritual slaughtering and eating that meat. On 

the other hand? the Jew who is accused of practicing 

idolatry or profaning the Sabbath publicly is not considered 

a "full" JE·?W, He is not even considered a Jew technically 

slaughtering of a non-Jew, which is forbidden even if the 

knife is inspected. This kind of transgressor is not 

permitted to slaughter in the Jewish community because of 

the fact that these two transgressions will cause him to be 

excommunicated from the people of Israel. In other words, 

he is not responsible for any of the commandments that a Jew 

muEst ob~.;f!~rvf"~' includi1r1L:;! ritu,::~l slc":\1 .. tqhtt"2rint:;i. 

is the Shulchan Aruch. Thci? t3hulche\n (-iruch, like the Mish·l"1e 

Torah, was written in a style that facilitates understanding 

of the law without presenting the discussion process 

undergone by the Rabbis to arrive at the law. 
I 

It represents 

t he ]. aw, as '"' gr E! e d u po n by t he r .:::\ b b i s? i ir1 i t !S f i n ,3 l for rn. 

Even today th i. ss work its cons i de~red ar1 :i. rnport ant b ... ~l.S\.£.b.J~. 

work for the Jewish community. Joseph Caro, author of the 
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Shulchan Aruch, bases most of the laws on Talmudic arguments 

as well as other codes. The Shulchan Aruch is strongly 

related to another of Caro's famous works, a 

compendium of Caro's commentaries on the Tur. 

divided into the same major chapters as the Tur. 

not state the sources from which Caro took the laws that he 

included in the Shulchan Aruch. 

Maimonides, and Reher b. Jehiel, and that he generally 

accepted the majority opinion <two) in case of disagreement. 

The section that deals with the slaughtering performed 

by Viarious 1-<.inds of idolaters c.•ppe.:irs in the volume Y..!;2.C.@lJ.. 

The laws will be presented in translation and the 

rabbinical source will appear in parenthesis. 

will be added to the translation as needed. 

of parenthesis in each paragraph contains the commentary of 

Be' er Ha-Gola, Moses Rivkes. In 1661 through 1666 he 

corrected the editiqn of the Shulchan Aruch that was printed 

in Amsterdam by adding the sources and helping to clarify 

some of the laws. 

Sliman Bt:?it: "Is the slaughterin[~ of <:in i'di:ilati:•r or a 
I ···-·-·--·-·-··"""-""""""·-

t ransgref.ssor cons i derE1d valid? 11 

Efil2.€tRC2.P.tL . .L: ''The sl,:iughterin~f performed by an ido::1lc:1te.>r 

!::is c1:1nsideredJ carrion. 11 
( f'r'lishr1a, f.::l12LLLi.l.'.l page 13). 11 Ever1 



if he is a minor (i.e., even if he is too young to make an 

informed choice about idolatry>, even if he does not 

active 1 y participate?. i Y-1 i di:::• l worst1 i p ;as i Y-1 the case of ,a .9J:E.l:2. 

:!2..Q.E.!J.SY., .::llO E.'VE?l'"I if others witl"1ess r1irn. II <Chapter four, 

Mishne Torah, Laws of Ritual Slaughtering>. 

desire, an [observant] Israelite has to inspect the knife 

and then Cthe knife] is ~iven to him Cthe transgressor] and 

:i.t is pe·irmitted to ee:\t from hiP..l slaughterir·1g. 11 <From the 

Fxaba in ~b..!.,l.L!:...tn pc:~ge 3: '1Hf? will not 1aba1~1d•:•l"1 what is 

permitted in orde~ to eat what is forbidden. Evel"1 if he 

does not eat from it there is no suspicion because this 

transgressor observes the commandment not to put a stumbling 

rock before the blind.') "Even if he slaugh·tf:-'?rs alone." 

<Rabeinu Nissim and Mordechai in the name of Rab Itzchak. 

All of this is true if it is known that he [the 

trar1sgressr:1r] knows the laws of g:~IJ.~?S:~.!l.ti .. ~· <This is what the? 

R<!."\beil"1u l\lissim 

carried out Cthe same interpretation] from Rashba.) 

the knife was not inspected prior to the slaughtering it is 

forbidden to ~at from the slaughtering until the knife has 

beeY-1 in!specte·?d c.\fte?r thE?. sl,::iughteril"1g .. " (Gem<:1ra in tr<actate 

[:;; .. bJ~\J ... l .. in .• ) "But i.t is f1::•rbiddem to al low him, in prir1ciple, 

to slaughter, even if an observant Israelite witnesses the 

slaughterir1g, wJ.thr:::rut the1 inspection of the kxiife by an 

observant Israelite prior to the slaughtering, on the 
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assumption that that the knife will be inspected after the 

s; la u [J ht er in g. 11 ( F~ a sh be."'\ i r1 Ig.r:::..<!lt t:L~.··· P...fi.Y...i.:t..) 

slaughters [aloneJ, even if he swears that he has 

slaughtered with a pri::1per knife Ci. e., ir1spectedJ h<;;) ir,:; r11:1t 

to bF.:! believed. 11 <Q.b.gl. M9.tlf:~.Q., arid the respi:1r1surn i:1f f~amban, 

g;j_W.!!:'i.n 1 0 g ) 

slaughtered alone and who possesses two knives, one that has 

been inspected and anot~er that cannot be used to slaughter, 

if he says that he has slaughtered with the inspected one, 

he is to be believed. Even if a piece of meat is in his 

hand and he says that an expert has slaughtered for him, he 

:i.f.5 to be bel ieve.•d .. II (Tur, ir1 thE~ name of r-=<c."1.shba) 

Up to this point, the Shulchan Aruch has dealt only 

with the transgressor out of desire. This transgressor is 

seen by most of the sages as an Israelite who accepts as 

v,::i.lid and binding the ci:1mmandrnent concerning §.Q.§'.J;_:'_IJ...Lt.E..• Thf? 

sages know that this kind of transgressor can be partially 

trusted. Once someone has inspected the knife for this 

t rair1sgress;1::1r, h1:': 'is not suspf'::lCt ed of pi!!i!rfi::1rm i ng the 

slaughtering improperly. In the next paragraph the Shulchan 

Aruch deals with the another kind of transgressor, one who 

wouid eat improperly slaughtered meat in order to upset 

someone (i.e., out of principle, one who denies the 

authority of this commandment). 



who does so in order to upset someone <Tosafists and Rosh of 

~.~.b .. !.,t.lJ ... Ln, page 3 an cl Rosh • ~) l s C• F~ ash b a i n I.£~~-t t:l..g.:::.!:?. .. ~i: .. :t. 

In another words, Rashba and Caro wrote these laws 

for a rn .. ~.\.f.!.l.E.C who::• transgresses ag«;\ir1ist the dietary laws i:::out of 

principle. C8e'er Ha-Gola says that in Caro?s Kesef Mishne ---... -................ ---·-···--................. ' 

another rule which says that someone who transgresses one 

a transgressor because of idolatry or public profanation of 

the Sabbath~ or is a transgressi:::or of the whole Torah with 

the ex6eption of idi:::olatry and public profanation of the 

!::)abbe:1t h, is ~-:it i 11 cons; i dered 1i1-<.e ,;w1 i do 1 at er. " ( Q.f~.t:.fil .. t a. i r1 

Ge rn a r a G .. b . ..',.\J .. J)J.'.1, pa !~ £'2 f i v ~"? ) • 

someone is not concerned with ritual slaughtering and he 

eats forbidden meat out of desirej even though he is not 

doing it to upset somei:::one he is considered at the same level 

as a transgressor who eats forbidden meat in order to upset 

It is important to remember that a transgressor 

who eats forbidden meat Just to upset someone is, as we have 

seen in other rabbinical works, not considered in the same 

I 

cat~gory as the transgr~ssor who eats out of desire. 

l:excf:..:pt S?ll.§..S:b .. t:ts,.J ther£'2 is no need fol"' the knife to:• be 



lvfairnonides;, the) knife.> hi:\S to be ir1s;pe)cted, but this i:\pplief:5 

only to the case of a habitual transgressor of one 

commar1dme:.>r1t. "But if the persor1 is disqualified from h~livin~J 

testimony because he has sinned with regard to one of the 

commandments of the Torah, there is no need to inspect the 

knife. 

G.b .. !:.\.11 .. i.r.:!., pc:\ ~J i:.~ f o u r ) • 

disqualified from giving testimony is not considered a 

habitual tr2:\nf::;1]r€~f:5!?Jor. '' This, therefore, does not prevent a 

one-time transgressor from being a slaughterer. 

E~i:i:!J:2.f:::\..9..l::.5l.P.t) ...... ~Z. ~ '' (;~ t r ,::\ l'1 s; b.I r f::) !:;; so r i::i f t he comm and mer1 t of 

circumcision is considered a transgressor of ~11 the 

conm1c:\r1dments." <From the Ge:~mar<~ (:;.b.!,.\JJ...!.n, pages five arid si><) 

'
1 r::.)1·1d if hf: is ni::•t circumci1aed bl"!!Cc'.:IU!5e his brcither died a1:; a 

result of circumcision, he is considered an observant 

Is5rael i.tf:?. 11 <Gemc::1r1::1 Gb ... '.LLl.~, .. n, page fiVf:?) 

f.~.~'l.t.:.§ .. L.lt:§lf!.b_Jl: ''The Cut hee\n? ~:; ~.;;tat us r1owadays is like 

that c•f an idolater." <Gemara !JJ..!:LLL:!:.n, P•":\Q~? seven) 

f~&C.!2 .. L.lt::.~.P..b ......... 2: ''The s l ii:\ught er i n~1 of the Sad ucees21 C."\nd 

Boethusians38 is forbidden unless others witnessed the 

slaughtering and the knife was inspected for them. 11 <Rambam, 

ch,::1pt er four) 

I. 

E'..!ill::.iE."! .. 9...~.:.sU.J..b ......... 1..n: '1 I f th E'~ s 1 e:1 ugh t e,:)r i. n g i ::;; in it i at ed by 

f:50mf.0one whi::• i r,; di ~:;q 1..t<:~ 1 if i ed from perform i l'1g ~IJ..~£JJ ... ~J_<El. <!':l.nd an 

observant Israelite completes the slaughtering, or if the 
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observant Israelite begins the slaughtering and the person 

who is disqualified from slaur.~hterinr.~ co::1r11pletes it, it is 

c 1:1 n s i de red i r1 v a l i d • 11 
< I~ <::1 sh b a :i n I.f.!.t::.Slt tl~::.!1.€\.Y ... U ... , !;._t:l ... ~~\.1 .. U .. n, 

"Why is this said? Beca1.1t-se the disqualified 

person may begin by doing something that would make the 

animal carrion [like incorrectly cutting the esophagus or 

But if the disqualified person begins when half 

of the trachea has been already cut, the slaughtering is 

consddered vr::i.l id." 

P.~.l:~'. .. S\..~1!'.:§~J.l.b ........ LL: 11 I f «A r1 Is rc:\e 1 it E~ and c':\ d i sq u a 1 i f i ed 

person are holding the knife and they slaughter, the 

slaughtering is considered invalid. And there is no need to 

say that each h<::i.d his own krii fe i r1 his h.::i.1"1d. " (Mi shna, §..:tm2.n 

E.12, Cl'}..'.~LU.:..Ln, pages Lf 1 a rid "72. ) 

After rf-.?i:Adir1r.;1 thi!s 2.Lmf~ .. n ir1 thi.::.~ Shulchan ~~ruch, it; may 

be inferred that Caro follows the opinions of the sages, 

excepting Maimonides. Caro is not as strict as Maimonides, 

but he does follows Maimonides? view regarding the 

slaughtering performed by an idolater. In paragraph six of 

the Shulchan Aruch, Caro includes both his own and 

Maimonides views. He does not indicate that Maimonides? 

view is different from his own view, but he does points out 

that Mc:\irnc1nidE~~:;' vir.~w is the minority opinion. 
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CHAPTr:::R ;:.;: 

RESPONSA LITERATURE 

This section is an analysis of three responsa. Two 

were written by Chatam Sofer and one was written by Rabbi 

mi::\t t f~r, " , ;~;;Q II This procedure began in Talmudic times even 

though it did not have important implications. 34 The 

responsa literature began to grow and become an important 

part of the rabbinic literature during the Geonic period 

(5th-11th centuries). In the period of the Rishonim 

<11•h-15•h centuries>, responsa literature developed a more 

sophisticated rabbinical style of writing. The way in which 

the Rishonim wrote thse responsa shows that a lengthy and 

c:let a i 1 E:-'?ci sty 1 f:~ of ,;,\n~;wer i l"1g !J..§..1 .. ~.£.J:Ltb.~ q uer::>t i ens was eve 1 vi n~~. 

These responsa were an elaboration and analysis of a 

certain 0eligious p~oblem. 

The Responsa literc:iture J. c· 
• ,;!) in 

understc~ndin~1 how the b . .E!l .. 1.§\J;; .. b ... ;~. of the t imf:? was handl•~c:I~ and 

eve1"1 c71d ''"pt t~d .1 to th o~5t."'! sit UEt t i. on~3 in which the !J .. ~~J...§£~J .. §. c:I O(es 

not mention the specific problem that the author of the 

I 

resp•:•nsa 1. <::' 
.::> being asked to solve. The responsa is a way by 

which to see how the the light and wisdom of Jewish law are 

used to solve a problem. 
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It is clear that the authors of the responsa 

literature, especially in the following three cases, go 

beyond the 1 it erc.'l. l rne1::1n i ng of the t!..!!:~)....§\<~h~ in •:::•rd er t O:::• 1::\ssure 

that the ritual slaughterers possess certain rnoral 

characteristics that rnake their status in the Jewish 

holiness of the ritual slaughtering. The authors of the 

responsa 1 iterature! found c.~ wc.~y ti::• apply the tl.§J .. 9.£.b.$.\. to e:1ny 

situation presented to them, even if it was not specifically 

r11e1•1t i oned in the b..§)_§.!.;:.b .. §~ itself. 

The author of the first two responsa is known as Chatam 

~3ofer. His real name was Mesas Sofer and ha was born in 

Frankfort in 1762 and died in Pressburg in 1839. The ~;econd 

author, Moses Teomim, was born in 1819 and died in 1888. He 

was the rabbi in Horodenka. 

Each of these responsa analyzes a specific situation or 

conflict that a ritual slaughterer is involved in or creates 

by not behaving as expected of a religious representative by 

the commurr it y. The task of the authors of the responsa is 

to use the traditional sources as the basis for the final 

decision they are asked to rnake. 

Bi::•th e:1uthors ~:;e~ ~;t,3nde:1rds f•::•r the ''rnor<.:\l behc::\Vi•::•r'' 

ri?quired of a r'it1.1aJ. !slaughterer. They attempt to prove 

I 

their points of view by drawing from the traditional 

literature any analogies that can be applied to the real 

situation they arE~ confrontin£;1 c:i1r1d, in this way, to draw c':\ 
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C:' C• l'"I c l us i 1:1 n based 0:• l'"I t h (-) b..~l~1.~2t:L~ .• They do not hesitate to go 

beyond the literal meaning of the law and to reinterpret it 

~Sc• that the cas.;e Cc1\l'"1 be-~ so:.J.ved ir1 light of the b..~1.§}.f.~.t:L~· 

This responsum presents the case of a slaughterer from 

a certain congregation who says that he had intercourse with 

his sister-in-law and that she is pregnant. He and his w :if!':~ 

say they want to get divorced and that, against his will 1 he 

shall leave the congregation. All of this is said before 

the lo:•c<.1\1 lf?!Jial iauthorit if2r,:;, thf? ).:?,.~_;Lt ~LLn· buddenly the 

slaughterer retracts his testimony, saying that his initial 

words were false and that he made the claim because he 

wanted to abandon the community. And, now that he has 

resolved his dispute with them, he retracts his testimony 

concerning the sister-in-law. To Chat am Sofer, it is 

ur1thir1l.{.able th,:.1t a ''c:~on~1re1;i<atio::in of Is5rael, which is~ ho::oly to 

C3od" wi 11 1 isten to the-~ wo::ords of s.;uch a pf2rso:•n or tht:\t thE-!Y 

w i 11 ~?at from his s l aughb:r i ng, inasmuch i:i\S he d1arf?d to::• say 

such scandalous things about himself before the Rabbinic 

CO:•Urt. 

number 8, Isserles mentions.the following case: If someone 

I 

says publicly that he will hand over a Jew to violent people 

he is co:•ns i dered t:..s'U!2.!l..~ < perversf.?). E~en if he has not yet 

done so this person is not permitted to swear an oath in 
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People are not allowed to argue on his behalf and 

say t l1at h :is words were J 1 .. tf.-5t '"' ''figure a:•f speech. '' 

makes such a claim, his subsequent testimony is 

d :i sq ua 1 i f i ed. H•::•w much the rnorE;? sa::•, says Chat1am ~3c•fer~ in 

the case of a ritual slaughterer who denies his words. He 

thus declares himself to be a liar; therefore, his ritual 

slaughtering cannot be trusted. 

Chc~tarn ~1ofer d•:::•&?s riot refer ta::• Y..9.C~l-J.. !1§'-~ .... 9.b.., chapter •:::., 

for his decision concerning the fitness of this slaughterer. 

He bases his suspicion of the ritual slaughtering of this 

p <.'Ir t i cu 1 1a r §}.hgs;J:l .. §. .. t on an o t h e.1 r t:L~\ .. L~~.StLt~. r u 1 e ( GJJ.!;;-:!..g;_Q.§..l'.:t 

t1.1§~.tu:i .. §:.Ji.., ch,;:~pt f.~r 336, number n). Ch<at arn Hofer does not s,3y 

.J u st t h '"' t t h i ~; g,~.h.~~~.S.b ... ~t:t i s '"' !.~.£~.2.!:l.§.. and rn us; t be rem•::• v e d from 

his office, but he adds that his slaughtering cannot be 

t ru:;t E'~d. 

Chatarn Sofer suggests that the ritual slaughterer may 

have said all of this in order to obtain monetary benefit. 

E:ven if his l,3st w1:1rds are true, how Cc\Yi c":'I pers<::•n like this 

be trusted if for a little thing he will debase himself so 

t:;ireat 1 y? What will he do if he loses any money or personal 

honor or if he is involved in a small argument? J ~s it not, 

for this kind of person, acceptable to lie, to say that 

something is permitted when he knows that it :is forbidden? 

1

Mai~Jht he not dE~cl,3re a piece of mec;\t !:,E._\:?..0 .. §'12. when the anim.::~l 

has not been properly slaughtered? 

If his first words are true he must be suspended from 
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his function, without receiving his salary, until a 

rabbinical court of three judges can decide what his status 

will be. In the meantime, says the commentator, the 

congregation has three choices. They can decide to keep him 

in office as a ritual slaughterer or as leader of the 

religious services, or they can discharge the ritual 

slaughterer from his work until the congregation determines 

that he is innocent or, if the congregation desires, the 

slaughterer can be fired. 

This is a difficult situation for Chatam Sofer to 

rceso l ve .. He is inclined to be rather severe in his 

judgement because he sees a moral problem if the beahvior 

of the slaughterer can go to the extreme, that is to say, 

lying for his benefit or acting inmoraly. He is also 

concerned with the community, and addresses the possibility 

of their kee!ping the ?...!:l.!2£.b .. §!tt evE.~l'1 C.".\ftc;;~r he has 1 ied for 

monetary benefit. 

This is a clear example of how exemplary behavior is 

expected from the ritual slaughterer because he occupies a 

public p1:1sit ion ,::\nd is, in "" ~:-:;ense, partially respor1sible 

for the observance of the commandments (i.e .. , dietary laws) 

by the community. This responsum shows how important the 

character of the ritual slaughterer is. He must be a 

Vrustworthy and honest person. 

me r1 t i O:• r1 Y..f.!l'...~-.?..!:l. Q_§_? __ S\tt ch a pt er ;:~ . 

Chatam Sofer does not 

This chapter provides the 
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slaughterer. In this section nothing is mentioned about a 

However, for Chatam 

tlofer there is 0:1 strong ci:•nnect io::•n between a §.0.!2.S.IJ..§.:t who 

1 i es i \"1 front of a ,t,2§J: .. :t £LLn and hi ~3 ho::w1er::d; y regarding the 

rital slaughtering. It semms that for Chatam Sofer this 

part i cu 1 ar ~?.b.9.!;11..E?J_ i !s C(~•nr:; i derf:d a t r1a1r1s~1resf..;o::or aY1d 

therefore he cannot be trusted. 

The conclusion that can be drawn from this case is that 

a ritual slaughterer can be fired for these two reasons: 

1) The community does not want an untrustworthy 

person serving as a ritual slaughterer. 

2> His immorality makes his slaughtering 

of the ritual slaughterer are clear in this responsum. It 

indicates that the ritual slaughterer is considered a 

religious representative of the Jewish community and that 

certain conduct can be expected of him. This particular 

responsum, and especially its conclusion, shows that one of 

the maJOr concerns of the Jewish community regarding the 

ritual slaughterer is not only that he master the laws and 

techniques of sl21Ut]hte-:~rin~1 but c-:1ls10 that his ''mor.:~l 

I 

ritual slaughtering. Chatam Sofer bases his entire analysis 

of the problem on questioning the slaughterer's moral 
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In this responsum Chatam Sofer is asked to decide 

whether a ritual slaughterer must be removed from his 

posit ion becaum;r;;!! he he:\m; mc:\de fur1 r:::if a W!2.tl .. §.1 .. (Jew who::• 

performs circumsion) in public by telling him to come to his 

city and perform the circumsion of his son when, in fact, 

the slaughterer's wife has given birth to a girl. 

has travelled four hours to the slaughterer's village and he 

is laughed at by the villagers. 

Chatam Sofer analyzes the situation from two different 

He says that there is first a monetary 

problem and secondly a question of fraudulent representation 

because of the false information given by the slaughterer to 

Chi:':\tc:\fll S1:1fElr citf!:)S c?\ To:\lmuc:lic pC:"\Ssage <f~§~Q.t~ 

!~!JE..t<=l: . .!!~.!J.., ~5Elb) to provc7.? th<::1.t qivin~1 fo:1.l!S€;? ir1f1:1rmatior1 is 

prohibited by the rabbis. 

1. ,.::> 

On page 58b, the rabbis deal with 

whether monetary or verbal 

In order to prove his point, Chatam Sofer uses the 

example from 5Bb in which false monetary and verbal 

information are given. 

a person, he must not go and say to them: 'Go to so and so 

whD sells grain,' knowing that he has never sold any ... ~~ 

In this example Chatam Sofer shows how providing misleading 

information can affect the monetary standing of a person. 

11,.,·: 

1

,11! 
, rl1,, 
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This is the case with the information given by the 

1!5la1.l g ht r,~rf.:\'r t 0 the rnglJ..§ .. 1.· The main point of the Talmudic 

teat-:hing is "Just there 1. ~' ... in buying .:H·1d 

who publicly shames his neighbour is as though he shed 

This is analogous to what the ritual 

slaughterer has done. 

4 states that to give false information and mock at someone 

for Chatam Sofer and the sages, the slaughterer has 

the m.9.Df,·~ .. t whi:• does riot live :i.n thf'.? 1same t•:•wn as the ritu,::,1 

s l 21ught erer. 

As mentioned before, Chatam Sofer also finds that the 

slaughterer is responsible for monetary damages and that he 

professional services. 

monetary compensation for public scorn and ridicule, the 

Shulchan Aruch provides two cases that help Chatam Sofer to 

reach a conclusion. The first one is fouir1d in CIJ .. 9.§~.bgn 

A group of workers is sent to work 

in someone's field, but when they arrive at the field they 

it he m~st pay the workers. However, if the c•wner did 

inspect the field the night before, and it was not flooded, 
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that in the morning the workers find the field flooded, then 

the owner is not required to pay the workers. 

Chatam Sofer compares this case with another case 

It is the case of a teacher whose student becomes sick. If 

the student is healthy and happens on one ocassion to be 

sick, or even if he is often sick and the teacher is from 

the same town, the salary of the teacher need not be paid if 

he should be prevented by the illnes from giving lessons. 

On the ot;her he.1r1d, if the t<~?,:':\ch02r is-, from e.1r1r:::•ther to:::•wr1 and 

the student is often sic~, and the teacher has no way of 

knowing because he comes from far away, the father of the 

student must pay the teacher his full salary. 

The Chatam Sofer relates these two cases to his 

responsum in the following way: the first case involves 

field hands, common laborers. ThE-1 J.1:":J.borf2r, unlike the 

act. False information is unintentionally given to the 

group of workers, but because they are unable to do their 

Job for external reasons they are not paid, This c:lo:•es riot 

he(iS entitled to receive his full salary. This is the cas1e 

of the f.!J.9.L1.£~.1. who, unlikf.~ th<2 teach<~?r.1 was c;:,:Rlled to:• perform 
,. 

a commandment under false pretenses created by the ritual 
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sla1..1ghterer. Bo, for Che:\t<am Sofer, the mi:::!...h~ .. l. is er1t it lt::1cl to 

his fee for performing the circumcision plus the expenses 

for the trip. Chatam Sofer also mentions that according to 

Jewish law the slaughterer can be excommunicated, but the 

secular goverment of the time does not allow it. The law 

religious law does not permit anyone to be fined therefore, 

the slaughterer cannot be fined as a punishment for his 

behaviour. 

Chatam Sofer concludes that in this case the 

m;lo:iU£Jhter£7!r mus;t cornc=! bei!fcire '°" !'.2Ji~ .. t:t 9 .. Ln (,Jf?wish co::•urt). He 

can be removed from his wi::irk until all matters are settled 

I ' 
and he repents from his actii::in. Chatam Sofer believes, 

regarding the transgression of giving false informatii::in, 

that the slaughterer may be suspended fri::im his duty if a 

j:2.~J .. :t 9 ... LrJ. finds him guilty as chc:~rr;!f.?ci. 

In this situation the slaughterer need not be removed 

from his office as long as he pays the da~ages and expresses 

regret that he has given false infi::irmation. Chat am ~3ofer i. s 

not concerned with the character of the slaughterer but with 

varying levels of severity of transgression. 

is not as srict in this case as in the previous responsum. 

In this responsum Chatam Sofer deals with the way in 

which ii:\ ri.tuc::\l slc71U!~hterer, C:\ r£7!liqious;; repre~ser1te:1tiv£i!, is 

required ti::i relate to others. Honesty and respect for other 

hum~n beinqs are important characteristics that Chatam Sofer 

d~mands from a ritual slaughterer. It is interesting that 

1·1 

' " 
·, ,':r·,, 

l 

,I, . 
:11 : ! i', I 
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this transgression committed by ritual slaughterer can be 

'f'o::•r~l i VeY1 if hf.·? ci:::ir11p€:::ns;at es ~ he1 WS.!.tL~~l fc•r his work C:\nd ti me. 

Clt herw i ~:se if th~? §.?.h .. 9 .. G.!l§ .. t. d•:•es Y1ot repeY1t .::ir1d co::•rnpE?n!i~a:~t e the 

rn.S:.1! E~ 1 , he ce:1 Y1 bt:? cl i sq ua 1 i f i e.1d f ri:::irn pe:!r f .:)rm in g 2.!J .. §.!.=l.tlJ ... tS!.· 

Chatam Si:::ifer does not concern himself with the validity of 

thi::2 sla1 .. tG1htering pi::2rformE?c.i by thi~.:; part icule.~r §l::l .. ~7:~£.bJE:~i.· 

Chatam Sofer has no reason to suspect that this slaughterer 

will slaughter impri:::iperly (like in the case previously 

This means that Chatam Sofer is willing to 

forbid this; ~?..bS.!...<;t1.§.:tt prom pE:::rfi:•rrning ritue:1l slaughteriY1E1 •:•n 

the basis of his immoral conduct. 

Thi S'i pg_g;_g7)_'.:.') n,;;i. b bi fYlo~5€0~:5 T f'!!!Ori'I i m' pr£0~S(lf2nt s th €0 CE:\ S(·? () f ''" 

group of slaughterers 0ho have transgressed a law and have 

also broken the oath that they accepted regarding ritual 

slaughtering and the inspection of the knife. 

never tells what the actual transgressions are but it is 

clear from the context that the slaughterers did something 

immoral in the eyes of the community and of the commentator. 

Tht0 P,,g_;:;_~~.!!:. proves thE! ~~uilt of thf:;1 s;lau~;1htert0rs-, by includin~] 

the opinions of other sages and answering the following 

Rre these men forbidden to practice ritual 

slaughtering for the community? 

H £-.'.'/ beg i n s by rn en t i on i n g t h at , for M ,::~ i rn o Y1 i d r0 s;, :i. f o Y1 e i s 
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suspected of robbery it does not necessarily mean that he is 

suspect concerning his ritual slaughtering. 

agrees with this statement but he argues that it can only 

apply to those slaughterers who are not permanent 

slaughterers of the community. there 1. "" • :::> 

need for inquiring on the moral character of the temporary 

§}1.1.~~~~.tl .. ~~t before it is pE~rmittf!:Jd t o eat from h i s; ~~.b..,gs.:.~.b .. J.t..i:~ .• 

commandment of the Torah, other than the dietary laws, there 

is no need to inspect the knife. But nowadays, the 

commentator continues, when a permanent ritual slaughterer 

is appointed, the community expects him to observe the laws 

The commE~nt1::\ti:•r also tel ls tht"i?: cornmunity that if C:\ .\.?.~~ .. 1..t. 

£UX~ (.Jewish CC•Urt) ha~L~ 1:1lready rn,;:i.de ,:;\ deci~.:;ii:•l'I rer:1ardir1g thf? 

slaughterers it is proper to trust the court's decision. If 

the slaughterers violate the decision of the court they may 

be suspended frorn their work as ritual slaughterers. 

The slaughtering performed by this particular group of 

slaughterers will be considered invalid only for those 

people in the congregation who believe or know what the 

witnesses against the slaughterers have said. They arvi?: 

still fit to perform the ritual slaughtering for the rest of 

the 6ommunity since they have a certificate from a teacher 

(i.e.~ £.!J..9..£.!J_§~[!}) and recognition from other perr11anei·1t 

---------
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r,;; l aught erers. This goes against those who want to fire the 

slaughterers and replace them. In other responsa it has 

been explained that the slaughterer cannot be compared with 

a common worker and that he shculcl not be treated as such. 

the basis of mere suspicion. Cl !'"1 t h e o t h er h an cl , t h e §.t1!~~;.tJ..~.t. 

can be fired on mere suspicion that he has acted improperly. 

The commentate~ introduces a respcnsum of Maharshal 

(Scolom•:•l'"1 b. ,Jehied L.uria.1 1~510··-l~:i74, Poliar1d) ir1 which he 

says that if half the community wants tc remove the 

slaughterer and the other half wants to keep him in his 

position, the community cannot remove him from his office 

while his contract is still valid. Even if the whole 

community wants to dismiss the slaughterer, says Maharshal, 

they are not allowed to fire him. They may reduce the length 

of his contract but they must pay the slaughterer all the 

money that he would have earned from performing 

slaughtering through the initial period in his contract. 

This is so if the ritual slaughterer has not committed a 

moral transgression. If he has committed a transgression 

two or three times he may be removed him from his work~ even 

against the desire of the whole congregation. If it is 

fouir1d that the <;.?..bS~GJ:)..ft:t ha•:; slaught<~?rE~d :i.mproperly by· 

accident, ancl although there are no legal grounds to remove 

the slaughterer from his work, if strict people do not 

trust that particular slaughterer and will not eat from his 
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slaughtering, the wishes of these people cannot be disputed 

because they do this in the name of Heaven. 

cannot stop the slaughterer from receiving his salary until 

the last day of his contract. 

In the opinion of the commentator, Maharshal's opinion 

l. <"" .::> In the T<;;i.lmud, fi l'"rd 

that if someone sells a slave and finds out that the slave 

is a thief, Call slaves are normally considered thieves. 

This could probably be the reason why they were sold into 

slavery>, this does not create a blemish on the sale. 

11 
••• [If::I onf£~ ~.;olc:I to '"'nother a f.5lc.:1ve whi::• was found to have 

b~:-:<~~n ,3 thi.,;?f or<::\ f:~,::i.rnbler thi:2 ~;al€e is v<.-:i.lid ... 11 

It is wr:i.ttt:\'n in the t:lh1.Jlchi::1n Arr .. tch, Ccie.b .. §1'.:!. t'.1.J.J!.liU.:2..~'i.t 

233:10 that a slave cannot be returned because of a defect 

:i.f that defect does not prevent him from performing his Job, 

whether the slave has bad breath or smells bad or even if he 

:t~; a th:i.ef. These will not interfere with his work. In the 

case of slaves with a physical defect that will prevent them 

from performing their work satisfactorily, then the buyer :i.s 

allowed to return the slave. 

Y-~~ .. sJS.9"'.., vol .. :J., number :l'?l.f, 1specifit::~s that t;his is in the 

case of a Canaanite slave. In the case of the Hebrew 

slaves, if the slave is a thief, he is 6onsidered to have a 

blemish upon him. The owner may dismiss him without having 

to ~ait out his contract. 

contr<::i.ct 1. c. .. 
• :::> 

There is no need to pay his 

t £est imony the ~s l ,::tve. 

',II 

J 
,I 

:, I 



Mere suspicion is sufficient. 

Theri: is .::\neither c.::1se, mE~nt ione.•d by Iss(~rle9.;, ir1 t;ht:.'? 

Shu 1 ch an (.~)ruch, !;..b .. ~~;~§JJJ~.n. !:1 .. tf:5hl?.§ .. :t L~21: 6 in which r'.) pers501"1 wh1::1 

has a servant suspected of theft can fire that servant 

before the contract is over, even if there is no proof 

against the servant. This is also the law in the responsum 

concerning the case of the slaughterers. 

of doing wrong can be fired. They can be removed even 

before the contract is over, and there is no obligation to 

pay the salary that they would have made through the end of 

the contract. Even if there is no clear testimony against 

them this is the principle that rules the situation. 

It is known that if someone buys something and fi~ds it 

unsatisfactory or cannot use it, he is allowed to return 

it. 39 The same applies to the slaughterer and his 

merch<::'lnd i se. It is enough for people to say that they do 

not want to eat certain meat and they are entitled to a 

r(~fund. The congregation does not have to pay the 

s 1 aught erer. I r1 ~YJl~J.1 !::!.~~.!?.' ... ?. ... !f.?..C.·i ch c.:~pt er L~O c..;;ays t hi::~t even c:~n 

engagement can be broken if there is suspicion. 

For the commentator the problem with the slaughterers 

is resolved in the following way: If the slaughterer did not 

transgress the specific religious law that invalidated the 

ritual sl<au~1htE-~rin~~' he is, in ther::1ry, fit to perforrn th€"0 

ritual slaughtering. In any place that the community wants 

to keep the slaughterer, they are allowed to do so. When 

',I I 

! i 



the community does not want to keep him because his work is I. 

not seen as proper, they need not keep the slaughterer. 

This is because, concerning the Judgments of the laws of 

ritu.::d sla1 .. q]htering, the wr:1rk ( i. f2., the r::;laughtering) muist 

be perfect and the slaughterer must fear God publicly. On 

that stipulation the slaughterer was hired in the first 

place:::. Therefore, even if the slaught~rer did not 

transgress the laws of ritual slaughtering he can be removed 

from his office since the validity of his work is now I ''•1 
I 

questioned in the community. I 

The P..9.§..~:~l:!,'1 s; viE!W ii::; thi"\t thr:?. ritur"\l slaughterer has to 

'I 
rn<.:i int ii:\ in mor.::1 l .J re-?:! 1 i qi ous and r :it u1::1 l i i~:;t i c cor1d uct t h,;:~t 

indicates him to be responsible and aware of the holiness of 

ritual slaughtering. 

th.:-1t, ac~corcling to Y..f~L~!J.. !2i~:~ .... §:~!J.. :land;;:::., the ritual 

slaughterer can be removed from his work only for 

transgressions against the dietary laws. He is of t~·ie 

apply ti::r ·the permant !;'~JJ.f.;! .. !;.} .. l§"'..:t• The P..~:~L~.!.-1,. rner1t ii::1ns thii:\t the 

?. .. IJ..£~S.b. .. <F_i. can be rr:.."!moved if the:1 ci:::rngreq,:.1tior1 suspects him, 

even if he has not transgressed the dietary laws. Thi~ .. :; 

means that his work is not considered valid before the 

standards i:::rf the ci:::rngregation 1 which expects the ritual 

s5l<:11..l~JhtE·?rE.'r to be i::I J·c~i...J who h,::\s 11 ff,1ar of Hc::!!aven. 11 

Therefore, he must not i:::rnly observe all the commandments but 

he must also behave in a moral fashion. 
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This responsum brings in an important factor, the power i" 

of the community to impose its standards on the ritual 

s l .:.1ught ere~r .. Rabbi Moses Teomim does a sophisticated study 

c•f the b.§..l.§.£.tt§~. i.y·, ~-Jhich l"lf::l makes the re,:\dt:~r aware of th<~ 

difference between a regular worker and a ritual ~ I 

It is on the basis of this difference that the 

community expects a religious attitude from its ritual I 
' 

The community is the ultimate source of 
,I 

terms of moral behavior. There is no doubt that for Rabbi 

., 

:1 

'' decision on what to expect from its ritual slaughterer in 

Teomim the ritual slaughterer must be a religious and '·i I I 
':!I 

~;,-'. 
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Upon e >< e\1'11 i r·1 i r1 [:I the di ff Ell"Elr1t s:;ect i or1s 1::1 f th<-:.'! t1 .. s.1.£\.~~b.J:i 

that deal with the characteristics of the ritual 

"~ 1 aught erer, it l. c:· _, pi::1s:;s; i b 1 e to s 1 .. trn1"11.a r i ~~ e the tl.s\.1~.E.!J_s.'' s vi f.?W 

on the moral behavior<sl of the ritual slaughterer as 

f c:1 J. l 1:::<Wf.5 :: 

.::i) Tht:.~ cl<:\S!sic b.£~ .. L·~~.f:JJ.§. dof.~ls:; not pri::•vide i::'\ set of 

1'!1inil'l1um moral standards that a ritual slaughterer must have I 

I 
in order to hold such an important office in the Jewish 

the moral behavior expected of the ritual slaughterer. The 

knowledge of the process of slaughtering. 

slaughterer 1'!1erely a mastery of the act of slaughtering and 

the basic laws surrounding it in order for him to perform 

the ritual slaughtering. 

are those regarding the ritual slaughterer who profanes the 

Sabbath publicly or practices idolatry. These two kinds of 

tran~::;!~re!::;!:sion•:; worriced th£.'! s:;agE:~s; bF:!c.aus:;e., for tht.'!r11, if 

someone transgresses the Sabbath publicly or practices 

idolatry he is openly rejecting the value of Judaism and its 

commandments. The person who commits these two 

transgressions is placing himself out of the community. 
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Therefore, he is prohibited by the Biblical commandmsnt to 

perform ritual slaughtering. The Biblical verse in 

LE?viticu~; 1i2~;;~1 spE?cifically !•;ays 11 
••• .:.wrd y•:•t . .l shall 

s J. aught er ••• 11 in which 11 yi::•u '1 refers i::•n 1 y to si:•rneone whi:::1 

belongs to the community. 

The only section of the traditional literature that 

deals with the moral conduct of the ritual slaughterer is 

the responsa section of this work. In this section the 

do not confer any importance on ethical and moral values 

' 
regarding the ritual slaughterer. It is here that a ' 1[ 

pre:'\ ct i ca 1, re~<::i 1 · .. -1 i fe c:\PP 1 :i. Cc:\t ion of th£-: t:L~1.<E.tftL~. occurs. The 

f2.9.E.?..!.i.~: .. !Jt h ,::\d to d f.·? pr.:\ rt from ·b he P.~~.?.b .. §..:!!.. (!Si rn p 1 e) rne<'.:\ n in [:J of the 

·laws, which deals with the ritual slaughterer 7 s religious 

come up with new regulations for the moral and ethical 

behavior of the ritual slaughterer. They had to learn the 

moral and ethical values from other laws and then to apply 

and relate them to the ritual slaughterer. They were 

the subJect of the ritr .. t,::\J. !slaU!Jhterc:2r ·from a t:t~~J..i~£.:"..tJ..J .. L<~ 

pe~rr:.pect i VF.J, This creativity with the sources is best 

illustrated in the way that Orion Talitai deals with 

For him, these laws may be 

1 .. tr,;ed only in thE-: c.:.1sE: of thf2 !.~b . .f:!.!;JJ .. <~.:t whi::1 i~> not working 

full-time in a community. He believes that the requirements 



f•:•r the sJ-:2gph.fb>.:t who wc1rkfJ> f1.1l l .. -t ime in .:1 ci:::ir11n1unity must have 

The authors~ h<~d to fi'r"1d a ci::•nnect ion betwee\"1 the b_€:lJ .. §~.£.tls\ and 

the solution to the problem they faced. The solution to the 

particular problems mentioned in the three Responsa is that 

despite the fact that the traditional rabbinical literature 

does not specifically mention ethical and moral values~ they 

can certainly be deduced from ether sources and situations. 

It seemfJ> th.::\t thr-:! b.§Ll..12:.£.tl . .'E~ was the theoretical gro1 .. t'r"1d 

from which the rabbis departed in their constant attempt to 

The w.::\y by which 

Howt::?V0?r ... thr::~ 

responsa literature puzzles. It is impossible to know 

indeed the resultat of an elaborated legal process. The 

liesponfu12\ litff:r2\ture.1 is-, c:::i ~s:imbol i::if how the b..~l.L§chEl 

accommodates itself to the changing needs of the community. 

The Responsa literature seems to answer many questions. It 

is now our task to decide whether we agree not with the 

procedure used by the Q.!2..~lL~.:.Am b1 .. 1t with the result i:•f the 

application of such a process. 

year~;. The Mishna begins by stating the basics for the 

ritual slaughterer; from there discussions enlarge the issue 

,I, 
I 

:' ' '1[ 



l. ·.::> 

75 

into its final form in the codes. 

image of the ritual slaughterer has changed throughout the 

years as a result of a change in the conditions and demands 

that the Jewish community has imposed upon the ritual 

~> l au~1ht erf:?r, The Responsa show how these demands, which 

. ,If 
. I 
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1. 

CH~4PTEI~ 3 

SOME MORAL AND ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS 

In this section~ some of the relevant modern literature 

regarding ritual slaughtering and the ritual slaughterer is 

pres;ent; e?r.J. I will also examine the Reform approach to the 

dietary laws and ritual slaughtering. 

It is not comfortable to be reminded that any time 

J. c" . _, (i? i::i. t :i. n g i::t rnc:.;.>,::1t <::In c::i.r1irne:'\l 

""i]. 1 f?:~d" Throughout centuries this idea has puzzled and 

disturbed people. There have been all kinds of arguments ,. 
'I 

,:~gain!E;t 2.tl .. §.~.J'J ... Lt.!~~ .. , the Jewis.;h rit1.ti::1l !'slaughtff:.>ril"1G1 of ar·1 

Many different reasons have been given for the ' II 

validity of this particular method of slaughtering. 

F~eli~1iou!s, philo~;ophic,::1lj hurnc.':\ne.1 socic:~l and ~scif~ntific 

explanations have been offered. None of them have convinced 

the majority of non-Orthodox Jews of the necessity for such 

'"' ritual. None of these explanations provides the real 

reason tor the existence of such a religious ritual. 

There have been numerous arguments in favor of and 

Hb' l i. qi o us:; ,:;i. r !:;! umf?.nt s,; in fa vi::1r of !J:?..l:J..§!S~.!J .. l .. :L~. 

prescribed in Biblical law and explained in the Talmud in 



"17 

detail ••• 4 cl 11 This sentence alone presents no rational basis 

but it does describe, in depth, the religious validity that 

and the Talmud as holy books that contain all the laws by 

which a Jew must live. Because God commanded so, the laws 

must be observed without question. 

The main c":\ r g um(i?l"1t s <::\~~<'JI inst §..!:l§.f,;_t) _ _t:t; a o:::ir i g :i. na i; ced in 

anti-Semitic organizations that have tried to e><tingui~sh 

Jewish ritual from the earth.""'& Fi::or the mo:ist part, these 

anti-Semitic actions are based not on logical 

explanations, as the organizations have claimed, but on 

Do any valuable reasons exist for the modern Jew to 

observe the dietary laws that traditional Judaism commands? 

What is the value of observing the laws concerning food? 

This significant and difficult question has long been 

debated among Reform Jews. 

From a religious and historical perspective, the 

dietary laws and ritual slaughtering have guided the 

religious life of the Jews. These laws have even separated 

the observant Jew from the less observant Jew. 

observes the dietary laws and buys meat that has been 

ritually slaughtered. 

One reason often given by modern Jews for observing the 

dietary laws is that it offers them a feeling of belonging, 
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of being part of social and religious group. 

that these people are looking for a deeper meaning for the 

dietary laws than simply that God commanded at Sinai. 

Seymour E. Freedman believes that the observance of the 

Th<;2 1 e:1ws of t~.!E~~?..!::H: .. 1=.\.:t, wh :i. ch monitors the foods obse~rvo.~nt 
Jews ~ay eat, are much like those of Sabbath, which 
monitor the activities and thoughts of those Jews who 
appreciate its message and abide by its traditions. The 
lc:iws of h.§t~.b.x.:.1=Lt crE~c~tf.~ a f5piritual atrno:::1sphere1 th•~t lasts.; 
not only for the period of the meal itself, but also 
throughout the entire day, refining encounters with 
other human beings through an established and 
i n t (~ r 1"1 a 1 i z r::1 d r.:! .. fEJ .. :\! .. §J.'.:!.§.E~.!:L!~S\ .. ~,.\J.'.:LR i::i f corn p i:':\ s rs i on t h at 
encompasses all life. 43 

The argument i::if moral force is, undoubtedly, a familiar 

argument in favor of the practice of ritual slaughtering. 

This argumentation is used especially by those who find in 

the observance of the dietary laws a spiritual element for 

their religious life. 

method of slaughtering and the moral characteristics of the 

slaughterer have been questioned by any modern observant 

Jew. A good proof for this is the fact that so many books 

have been written about the subject. In many cases the 

author is an observant Jew who needs to examine the subject 

:i.n ~JrE'1::iter depth <i. E~,, p_~:~.Y~ln Dr. I. C3runfeld Ttu'ft. J.~-~ .. ~ . .E.tl .. 

As mentioned before, ritual slaughtering has been 

attacked by different groups and organ1zat1ons. The ~3oc i e?t y 

ftor the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals has been a strong 

. I 

<I I 
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enemy of ritual slaughtering. 

Even though Jewish authorities have tried to point out 

that cruelty to animals is forbidden, ritual slaughtering 

has still faced many problems. 

The terms 
~:3121 I .. \ gh t E·:1r 
is cru~i!L 
rH.'?cess it y, 

humane and slaughter represent a conflict. 
cannot be humane by any method, for slaughter 

And yet, the slaughter of animals being a 
it must be performed as humanely as 

· poE=Jsibl<0~. "'•""' 

Judaism is a faith concerned not only with·the well 

being of human beings but with that of all other living 

creatures as well. However? as much as this last statement 

is true? the slaughtering ritual does raise serious problems 

when viewed in light of what actually occurs during the 

slaughtering ritual in comparison with more recently 

developed methods of slaughtering. 

be performed .when the animal is conscious. No 

electro-narcosis or anaesthetics are allowed prior to the 

These conditions make ritual slaughtering 

more cruel than the modern secular way of slaughtering 

animals in which the animal is stunned relatively painlessly 

prior to the actual slaughtering. 

At this point it is necessary to become familiar with 

the different ways in which an animal can be ritually 

It is unusual for a religious ritual to have 

more than one way of being performed correctly, especially 

,: 
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if that ritual is believed to have been commanded by God. 

are all acceptable under strict Jewish law. These rnany 

possibilities of performing the ritual of slaughtering may 

changed throughout the years. It was probably influenced by 

the various Jewish communities. 

''In old<:~r timt::?S the anim<::il wc:~i::; thrciwn down by tying its~ 

f' f:?(•?t • • • °"t-G II This way of preparing the animal for slaughter 

may seem painful. In order to prevent the animal from 

law allows tying together a maximum of three of the animal~s 

feet before it is thrown down. 47 

;;.?JJ.!~.~;Ll) .. tt~. on the r0?Cl in:i.ng .::ini.mc':"ll. ,:.;i.ftE!r i;<.:ir:;t i1r1g with E5peci.::\.l. 
mcO\ch :i nE:!s:;··--· .. 

A machine called the rotating pen is designed to avoid 

the necessity of tying the legs of the animal and throwing 

i. t down. The animal is adjusted in the machine and then the 

pen is rotated 1so~. This places the animal on its back 

with its legs up. Thf? kni::ickin~1 pE:!1r1 is; ''i::I modification of 

the shooting pen which is used in many non-Je0ish 

,:~battoirs. "'" .... " Th i r" rn ,::1 ch i n e w or k s; i n t: •'Jo f:5 t a g es • I n t; h e 

f:Side. In the second stage, the pen is opened? causing the 

animal to slip out. At that moment the slaughtering takes 

'. 
'1' 
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By suspending the animal it is said that pressure is 

upward or downward during the slaughtering) is prevented. 

Two systems have been developed to practice this particular 

method of slaughtering. In one system the animal is put 

into a rotating platform that causes the animal to be turned 

around and therefore to be suspended with its four legs in 

the~ C.'lir. In the second system one leg of the animal is 

attached to a mechanisim that lifts the animal into the air. 

,, 

The animal is introduced into a special machine known 

upwc::~rd. 11 Th e'2 l:J .. ,~J .. ~~.£1.1..Lb. ~St <'JI t U f.5 0 f th i S l'Jle·:?t h 1::1d i S !!St i J. 1 l..l lr1d E7!r 

~3t-) . .f:~.!.;:JiA.:t~. h c:\ :,; be1€·?n po:\ rt of the J r.:11--J :i. sh f .:~it h for so 101r1 [;J 

that any logical explanation will contradict the very 

essence that the Orthodox Jew perceives in the slaughtering 

r it ua 1. To discuss the subject of ritual slaughtering from 

a purely logical perspective would be absolutely useless. 

§JJJ~b..tt!~ c,B.n on J. y be:;,1 unc:ler!st ood frorn two di ffc:;,1rE?.nt 

perspectives, either as a religious command or as a symbol 

of Judaism, which had at some point in history some validity 

which no longer applies in modern times. Th i s me.:~ ir1 s t h e:1 t 

f!itJ .• ~.£bJ_t§11 i:~s:; wc=?ll a~5 thf2 diet,B.ry J.,~'lw~:;, neced:,; a nf:?w 

'1"' 
I 

' I 
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d.imensi1::1r1, a r1ew r1:::1l.e, iY-1 th<;;) life of thE-:? modi:~r1'1 . .T<::iiw, 

especially the non-traditional Jew. 

For the Orthodox, the validity of ritual slaughtering 

is well expre!~;s;E.~d iY-1 the worc.fo; of Dr. I. Grunfeld.: 

The ultimate reason of the validity of the Dietary Laws 
is the simple fact that God commanded them. Our own 
speculation, however successful that it may be, can 
never have the same value as the simple conviction that 
it is God who in His infinite wisdom ordained these laws 
for our benefit.~0 

G.£!.mr111.\.n) t:t.. 

The ritual slaughterer has always been associated with 

the image of a pious, observant, and merciful Jew. However, 

that image is not mentioned in the traditional literature 

In medieval times the rabbis agreed 

to allow only certain individuals to perform ritual 

sl.:'i'lughtering. These included only those men who passed an 

examination to prove their competency regarding the laws and 

procedures of ritual slaught~ring. No requirement was made. 

thc:\t these f~.L!.9.~::JJ_:t._t_m_ pass c:\ more:\]. e><arn:i.nc:\t :ion. ~·!;·J; 

I n C• t her word s , t he p i o us i r11 ,;-~ g t:? i::i f t h e r i t u a J. 

~s 1 aught er er is not be:\ ~;ed on !:li:l.l.!!~.~::.b..il<c rE~q 1 .. l i rE:!mer1t s but on 

social obligations to the community. Thci? rituc:\l 

butcher but someone who is performing a religous ritual. ns 

I. 
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Seymour E. Freedman points out concerning the ritual 

1s l .::11.tG1ht i:-.~re!r: 

The per1son ~'JhO bf.7.'COflH:2S a r~J::).£!.S.tL~.:t CO:\l"ll"1ot be si::1meone from 
the dregs of society who slaughters simply because he 
can wield a polaxe, or thrust a sword colcibloodedly into 
the heart of a steer, or shoot it in the head ••• A 
2.=.~.t! .. ';;!s.~!J.§:.t i s c.~ i:; ch 1::1 1 ii:\ r w h 1~) s e t r c:\ i r1 i r1 ~I i s d e ~,;; i g r1 e d t i::1 ma k £;) 

him sensitive and humble. He is a religious person whose 
commitment is to a life of sanctity. His is a 
profession, a high calling. He performs a holy 

The moral demands that history has put upon the ritual 

slaughterer show the concern of the Jewish community for the 

moral attitudes of its religious reprsentatives. 

same manher that the community expects its rabbi to display 

reflection of a particular community. It i~ important to 

k~ep in mind that none of these moral expectations are 

described in the traditional rabbinic literature. Either 

the sages were not concerned with the moral life of the 

they did not feel the need to discuss their expectations 

regarding the morality of the ritual slaughterer. 

appears for the first time in the responsa literature. 

b ~;! 1 i &? v er i n t h (~' h r:::• 1 i n ('2 is s:; o f r i t u a l 1:5 1 c.1 1 .. t g h t &? r i n g , '"' !"1 

individual who will never commit any possible corruption, 

whether in his private life or his commercial activities. 

Those who observe the dietary laws consider having to 
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deal with any kind of corruption in the kosher foods 

industry a tragedy because of the sanctity accorded to the 

dietary laws and ritual slaughtering by most traditional 

Jews.;. Most corruption in the kosher foods industry is 

motivated by money. When it occursonly one can only ask: 

Where is the sanctity of the religious slaughterer? 

is that pious Jew who performed the ritual because God 

comn·1c:11-1clf:~d :it? 

ethical representative of the Jewish community. The 

expectations for the ritual slaughterer are high and 

d f?rnc.·n·1cl i l'1 i;:J. 

I 

The dietary laws have been a concern since the 

beginning of the Reform movement. The dietary laws and 

ritual slaughtering have been neglected by the maJority of 

the members of Reform institutions. In the well known 

Pittsburgh Platform there was clear general agreement that 

the dietary laws are not relevant: 

We hold that all such Mosaic and rabbinical laws as 
i·'f.i!~Jl .. tl,ate diet, prie!:stly purity, and drf?E:>s.;, o::ir:Luin.;;1ted in 
ages and under the influence o::if ideas altogether foreign 
to C:•Ur present mEmt .al. <:~l'Ki spiritual st i:!\t e. Thf:?Y f a'.i. l to 
impress the modern Jew with a spirit of priestly 
holiness; their observance in our days is apt rather to 
obstruct than to further modern spiritual elevation.~3 

I :j 

'i 
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This statement represented the official view of the 

Reform movement, though many individual Reform Jews did 

observe the dietary laws at that time. The Reform movement 

is aware of the holiness of food and that it is a gift of 

God. The dietary laws~ however, are no longer a serious 

concern for the Reform Jew. The truly educated Reform Jew 

need not choose from the all-or-nothing approach regarding 

the observance of the dietary laws. 11 
.... a 1 arge numbf.~!r i:::1f 

Reform Jews observe a modified form of the dietary laws by 

abstaining from pork products, animals specifically 

prohibitc:::.>c:I,, ~;.;f:,>c:1food, ,':\nc:I thE~ rni><:ing <:::if mE~<:ilt c:11"1cl m:ilk.~~ 411 

. I 
I 

This modified observance of the dietary laws excludes 

the purchase of meat which is ritually slaughtered. 

are many possible reasons for avoiding ritually slaughtered 

rnE10:1t, from thf.~! hi~1h pric1?~5 to the lack of identificc:1tion 

with the beliefs and practices of the ritual slaughterer. 

The Reform Movement does not oppose ritual slaughtering as 

long as the taking of life is done with reverence and 

respect, as if it were a holy task. 
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To come to a definite and final conclusion regarding 

the validity of ritual slaughtering is a complicated and 

difficult task since the validity and necessity of such a 

ritual ca~not be determined by using only rational or 

religious arguments but must be accomplished by employing a 

combination of both. These two aspects~ the rational and 

the religious, can be opposite to each other, further 

complicating the process of arriving at a satisfactory 

conclusion concerning the value and status of ritual 

slaughtering for our times. 

The different aspects of the rabbinical literature 
I,[ 

concerning the ritual slaughterer and his implications as a 

religious officer of the community have been studied and 

One question that needs to be considered is that 

among the major groups of Judaism there is general 

disagreement over the reason for observing the dietary laws. 

For the Orthodox Jew the reason is simply because God 

has commanded so. There is no place for questioning the 

validity of the ritual itself or the importance of the moral 

behaviors of the ritual slaughterer. In the cle:\r:;r:;ical 

literature the r.:~bbis wer&? not, it r:sef!,'rni::;, ci:::•ncerned with th&:~ 

Only in the later rabbinical 

1.·I 

,/ 

·11.11 
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literature <responsa) does one find the community expressing 

s;eri.i::•us C•:•ncern w:i.th the mor<al behe:1vio:•r of the §.t!.f!.£.'2.D.&..t :in 

order for him to be recognized as an officer and 

representative of the congregation. 

Conservative Judaism considers the dietary laws and 

ritual slaughtering essential components of the Jewish 

religious experience. The Conservative Movement allows the 

Orthodox to monopolize the kosher foods industry. Thf:?y do 

this not only because they do believe, at least in 

principle, in the validity of the dietary laws and ritual 

slaughtering, but ultimately because the Conservative 

Movement does not seems to have a well-organized structure 

that will permit them to be independent from the 

Conservative Movement considers the dietary laws to be an 

serious and dedicated Conservative Jew will, at least, 

observr::.~ the laws of !~,-~"l!?.tU:.:..'::1.:t 2~t home1 and try to::o aveoid c::i.ny 

non-kosher meat th~t might be served in a restaurant or in a 

friend's ho:rus~e. The Conservative Jew is not so concerned 

with the spirituality and honesty that ritual slaughtering 

Th is; 

is not because Conservative Jews do not care about society 

or rno::•ral valu02s; 1n humr.\n bf2inr,;i~;;j but bf1 .. 1cc~use, for the.~m, the 

practice of the ritual may be more important than the 

ethical processes that surround every Jewish ritual. 
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On the other hand, the Reform Movement views the 

rituals (not only the dietary laws) from a different 

perspective. The ritual must be alive, the commandment must 

have ethical value, in order for it to be meaningful to tha 

individual who is observing it. The kind of ritual and who 

performs it are important aspects in the acceptance of a 

particular ritual by a Reform Jew. 

The Reform Movement was built on the basis of making 

Judaism a more honest and relevant religion for the modern 

Jew, who sometimes loses the link between himself and 

Judaism because of the seeming lack of meaning in certain 

rituals. 

The questions the Reform Movement needs to answer are 

not whether or not observance of the dietary laws makes 

someone a better Jaw or if the ritual of slaughtering is 

important. The true challenge the Reform Movement faces 

regarding the dietary laws is how to offer to those who wish 

to observe the dietary laws and the ritual of slaughtering a 

religious process in which honesty and ethical values are 

the primary, and perhaps only, goal. The Reform Movement 

has an obligation, as a representative body of those Reform 

Jews who want to observe the dietary laws, to fight the 

system and make demands from the kosher foods industry. The 

Reform Movement has always based the value of religion on 

the value of the institution. This is also true in the case 

concerning ritual slaughtering, the ritual slaughterer~ and 

'i 
I , 
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in a broader sense, the dietary laws. The Reform Movement 

needs to change the concept that observance of ritual 

slaughtering and the dietary laws is only for Orthodox Jews. 

The R~form Movement must influnce the kosher fodds industry 

so that its operation reflects our highest moral concerns. 

When I started my research in the rabbinical literature 

I was quite disappointed because I did not find any moral 

demands on the person who takes the life of an animal so 

that humans may eat. As I studied the Responsa literature I 

perceived the need of different authors to find morality not 

only in the ritual slaughterer~ but in the whole system of 

rituc:\l.~:; .. The authors of the responsa were not able to 

finish the task of giving sanctity to ritual slaughtering or 

the dietary restrictions. They applied the written laws 

and codes so that a certain moral value would develop as a 

'result of their an,"'lys:i~-;. 

The task of the Reform Movement is, in a sense, similar 

to that of the authors of the responsa literature. The 

Reform Movement must develop the Biblical commandment 

11 
••• yciu !:5h,~11 l ,:;J,,;:,ui;Jhtc;?r ,:,,~; I h,:~v0? cornr111::1nded you ...... 11 ii'·1to 0:1 

true and meaningful system for the new generation of modern 

Jews who lciok for values and not for orders. 

Unfortunately, the issue of ritual slaughtering and the 

observance of the dietary laws is not an issue that troubles 

most Jews. Members of a Jewish more commonly community 

, I 
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concern themselvas with Israel or with anti-Semitic attacks. 

Seymour E. Freedman ends his chapter on corruption in the 

kosher foods industry by giving an opening to the work of 

the Reform Movement, saying: 

f<r.:\~:5hrut, likE) mothE~rhoo::id, is ,::in 2\~5Pf:?ct of tre:\ditionc.:\l 
Judaism which everyone accepts and no one attempts to 
delve into::i until illegitimate fo::irces enter it and 
0~1"1danr:F~r thf? ~;acr(,"'d in~~:;t itut ion .... perh.:::1p~:; !sr::rml~ 

co::i1 .. 1r0:1ge?ous:; vo::i i c<-o)S w i 11 f' ind t tH~' QJJ. .. \"Ll";2 .. Q:1 to raise some 
serious questions and insist upon the answers to them. 
The result will inevitably be that the deceptions will 
end, or at least become greatly limited, and, hopefully 
a new era of Kashrut observance will arise within the 
Jewish community.~B 

Only time will tell if the kosher foods industry will 

be able to survive under the demands of a new generation of 

Jews who look for meaning and not Just conformity to Godis 

ordc-::lr. Changa will be the only way in which the value of 

This change may very well occur 

in the kind of people who perform the ritual and also in the 

~erformance of the ritual itself. There is a urgent need to 

find a valuable reason for having a ritual slaughterer and 

for performing ritual slaughtering in a certain way. When 

this is found then a new era will begin for the Jewish 

di t:.1 t c\ry 1 c71WS, 

The fact that the majority of Jews do not observe the 

dietary laws may be attributsble to the present lack of 

spirituality associated with the process and the ritual 

s la u r,~ ht ere:n-'. With a change in the structure the holiness of 

the dietary laws can be restored, even if this means the 

' ,' I 
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creation of a new system of performing ritual slaughtering 

and a new set of expectations for the ritual slaughterer. 

Ritual slaughtering and the dietary laws have the potential 

to nurture an aspect of Jewish identity that is missing from 

the new generations of Jews. Food is a basic and daily 

element that can help us to maintain an ethical attitude 

towards life. Slaughtering must recover its ritualistic 

aspect so that the Jewish community? in general, can find in 

it the required Jewish reminder. A group of determined and 

committed Jews is needed to challenge the kosher foods 

industry and to restate its values and goals. Then 

slaughtering will become a holy ritual and the ritual a 

necessity for the sensitive Jew. 
' i I 
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NOTE!3 

:I. " J' a c i::1 b E p s; t e i n , !i~llQg. ~::.!E..rJ.1!.§.§i.<;;:.b. !:L#M.£!1-§.J.1.r.:t§.., V C:• 1 • f:: , 
pp. 66~71 .. -6(:;~:;. 

2. The Samaritan, uncircumcised man, and apostate are people 
who have rejected the value of oral law and the traditions .. 
Therefore, they are thought to be discluded from the word 
t:Ls'l.b.!;;~1 • 

::.·;. Thf,·1 word rn .. tn has no C•::Ol"1vinc:i.n~;1 •2tyrnolc:1gy. It ir.,; 
understood to mean heretic or sectarian and was used to 
cover many different kinds of heretics and sectarians. 

4. This phrase is not included in the version of Tosefta 
found in the printed edition of the Babylonian Talmud. 

~:; • ~3 <0 <7? !:::~§. .. \;?.Y._L!~;~!.:L:i: . .!.~~.n I.~2JJ:!J..'::.\S:).. I.!:~.!:!rn.l'.~1~.!J.. i~~ ia • 11 
• • .. W h ia t ad d i t i o 1r1 a l 

C:"c:\Sf.:--:i is i ) ... IC.' 1 udecl by Ct hf:? WC1)· ... d] 6\ 11 •• n ? 11 

7 • T h f2 [1}.f~~lL1:-.llJ!.<ElJJ i !:; co 1'·1 s; i d e1 r <0 cl '"' l"1 '"' po ~5 t r.:1 t; f!.~ , <::\ J' E.' w w h o h ,;,\ m; 
converted to another religion. 

a • E • E • u r b a ch , I.!:rn~. ~~-~~ill~! .. §., 
(J0?ru!;;c.11E,•rn, I!5r<::\f?1: Magnes 
:l.':375> Ch,:,1pter VI, p. u.c;. 

Ib.~~.Lt: ~2~;!.n.~grn .. :t.B. §l.nrl. g! .. ~JJ .. § .. t§.· 
Press, The Hebrew Universityi 

5:~.n£ .. 't'. .. ~l.g1~~.f..?..fj tf:"i J ... ~,g::JJ~l...£.!!:1· 
Publishing House. 

Vo::•l .. l~~:, Colrc:;. ;1, ..... 3, 

:1.0. They are often called Samaritans. They practice certain 
Jewish laws based especially on the written law of the 
·rc:•rah. (Jastrow Di ct r:•n.:1ry) 

:1.2. Pause, press or thrust. 

:I. L~. Th,::\t II C:\ l J. r1'1C:\Y s 1 auraht er. 
performing the slaughtering. 

6 :I. ii:\. 

:I. :5 • ~:;£'ii e f!..f.1 b_yJ_~2.!.'.LL.0.n I.s\1.LQ~J..<d. QJ .. ~,.tLU . .n, pa g E? ~:;a • 
is similar to the one in Tosefta 1::1.. 

17. J..b tf! ... 

' ' 

' ' 
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1. a · I .. 9..Lf:i. 

19. That the transgressor out of desire is allowed to 
perf•:::•rrn !lli.b...l@.£.!:Llj:;.i\-~.· Such ""' t ra1'"1sr,~ressor is co1'"1s; i dered ti:::• be 
oppi:::•sed ti:::• the practice i:::1f :?..trn.£llL:ts.· 

;:::: 1 • I.12..i.9 ... 

~::c::. SE?e .p.::ir,::\l lel P<'"\s;c::1~1i:.~ in !:l .. LJJ;.t1.!:'2.:t !:la·-.Bgsh_ 1 :7 in tr,::~ct.::\te 
G..tE.J.!LLttn. 

;::::3. Is;s;ac:· B£·"'l"I Jo:\c::ob (.~1 fo:\si ,, 1013···1103, thf.?. authi:•r i:::•f PfL:.t.~.t:. 
!:L~·-·!J§~J .. @ .. £119.t·i th€."! rni::•r:.:;t i rnport c::I l'1t ci::1d e bE'!Jf or(,;~ jvj.:,\ i mi:::•n i cl E!~5' 
work. Rif was obligated to move to Spain and he stteled in 
L.uce1"1c::\, It it.; ~5C::\id thE! F~i f cl•::1tsec! t.he g,a(:•nic perir::•d. 

•:::::s .. (.:.)drf2t, ~:3ol.orn bf.?.l'1 f·'::tbr<ah1::\r11. :l.;::::35·--1310, 11 Spanis;h r1:~bb.i. an 
one of the foremost Jewish scholars of his tirne. Adret 
wrote collections of responsa as well as novell.ae to 17 
tractates of the Talmud.. For more information see 
f.~)'.:tY..E .. 1.!;2.P .. i.~.§..ctL~\. ~Li..,Ut!~.A.f.;:.s~ Vo l. .. ~;;:, c:: i::i .I. • JO ~3. 

26. Aaron ben Joseph Ha-Levi.. 1235-1300, Spanish rabbi ad 
halakhist. Aaron wrote critical comments to the work of 
ndrE~t CEd lf.?.d !::~f.~.f.!£,~J!:. b..~: .. ·!~.§1:..Y...i..t· Hf~ c:\ls;o wrote novt:.=tl .lc:\e to the 
Talmud only those to three tractates have survived. For 
more i n f •:::• r rn at i r::11'1 r:; i:.~ e1 i;:.:;,n.Y..£ .. ;~.g.i:J.$.L~ .. f.~U .. 9. J..~:lQ.~)~ .. t£El\. V C• 1 • i::: , c .;:1 J. • 1 L~ • 

2 9 • See !~lj..§_Qfl~@. Ts!.!..:.!?\ h.. s; fE ct i on " 

~3 0 • ~l'.l(~ X'.£..l.!:'2.P...§1:..~stts~ ~L~.L9..ai£~§~.' v 1::1 l . 1 5 ' c 0 .l • '+ ;::: l ; 11 Res :i. d e l'"I t 
strb1:.1r1gf:-Jr .. 11 This proi::>E?lyte Wc:\~5 ~5~'?en :i.n ,m diff(~r,~?nt Cc:\tegi::•ry 
by the rabbis. He was a non-Jew who accepted sorne of the 
ci::irnrnandrnents and was therefore allowed to live in Israel. 
This a~r could be someone who has renounced the practice of 
idolatry to the one who accepts all the commandments with 
thf!~ e><ci:pt:i.on of thr: .. 1 the diet.::1ry lc:~ws <fl':'.'..!:'2.f:IC:\ .~ .. §J'..::.El!:!., (.;L1·b). 

31. Sect of Jews of the latter half of the Second Ternple 
period that was created primarily by the upper class, 
priests, merchants, and aristocrats. 

A religious and political sect that e><isted during the 

I'' ,I 
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II, 
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century before the destruction of the Second Temple. 

3 ;3 • f3 e (-!:) i;;.Q.£.Y .. ~l.!;ti;?.f:,,\f~lQ..J.§_ J .. !:t[;!._~i C §.\.' V Ct l • 1 It ' C ('.t l , 8 3 , 
Fr r:: <-?ho f : :Hu?.. et?..2.f.?.-9.r.!.§.!El !:::: .. L:!f._@.l.: .. fil~-~,~.re • 

.. ~, J:!. .. 
.... -,;,..J11 

'''€ .. :~ ., w 

ShuJ.chc.'\n (.~ruch ·----·-·--···----·-··-·-- ......... ·--·-·····--' 

3 7 • !:il s t-;1 JYI i ~~ h n '"' !Jstl.;L:r::.l~;!.!.'.l.L~EJ. IS\J..[!l!:l d_ f:!i.~l) ~ !~J.~:.:t£ .. L.<~., 5 E-.} b • Fi::• r 
Chatam St:::tfsr thi1:~ :is ext:i.ctly wha·t; th<:~ §J..l.!2.~b.§.'_:t did. Hr::l 
d (\?C€0 i Vf?d th(\? O]gJ1 ~..!.. by word 1S, \ 

38. The verse refers to the situation in which a stranger 
l'"'ff!~.5idr::~f:5 in the .li:\l'"1d of Is:;raf..~1 :; th<-;~ pf:?t::tpl<:-.• s:;hould not •twrt:::•ng 
hirntt bf!:lC<-ausF..) the pf:~opl£0 r:::tf I~sr.::~el wf:?re themselves$ strc.~r1gers 

in tha land of Egypt. See Leviticus 19:33. 

4 (J • M u l'"I k c::\\''1 d M u l''I k 'I f.~.!:JJ!!.!£.!J ... Lt£i ~ [~f:0 1 :iJ..l.t!;~.!.-:1~1, !:U .. a.:lt...!2.C .. LS..f.-1.1 §X!.9.. 
~°i£;j._gy1 t..J_.f: . .ts~. 8.~i?..f2.~~~£.:!f...E.?.. •.t P • 1 ~5 • 

Lf 1 • I!~J .. 9 ... 

Ibid. ........................ ' p. i:::U .. 

Lf3. tl£7lyrnour E. 1:::·rf:.~ecl r11an, Hl§. Book Pf .. !:\.§.\.§DJ::!"i:t <BJ. och 
P u b J. i ~.;; h i l'"1 bl Corn pa 1'"1 y ) , p • ;;:: • 

Lf Lf • JYI u n k , f:.?..t.1-<@ .. s.b . .tt.£:i : !3.~::LU .. 9.1.!2..~\.2., ttt§..tg.1:: .. t~::.~tl. !Ii! .. illJ. 2.s.i .. ~J..l'.J.tL.t .. i.E. 
8J.i?..f._2§'._!2_t.J!l\. 'I p • :l (J 7 • 

45. The titles for the slaughtering techniques are taken 

fro rn M • .. l l"1 k a 1'"1 d M 1 .. l n k , !i? .. tJ.§.£.tJ ... tt.!El : !:l~J . ...i.Yi:..!~=L!L'§., UJ.2.:~ .. 9.r t.r.;..r~J.. fll.!.!d. 
~) S i e O.:ti.1:.1£ 8§.fl~~.£.t.~~. 'I p p • J. J. !'°:.'.i ..... :l (~ [) • 

46. IJ2 .. t£1 ... , p.. :l :1. ::5 .. 

.:,. 8 • 1v11 .. t n J.<. "'' n d ivl 1..t n k 'J ~~h..<2<~lJ_tt.~: 

!:is.ts:1.l'.:~tu:..1.s.~. H~!.r.u~I.~.t.f2., P • J. 1 1 . 

1+':~. If.?...L9.· 'I P· L~:(J. 

::s D • I • C3 r u n f ei l c:I , Ib .. §J.. E~b . .L 1 '~!..'§.!;P.l"L~...£.fil. 8.n£1.. ti.flt: a 1 Ba.a~ .. §. Q..f. JJ:l.§' .. 
~J:.!E.!d..is:2..IJ.. Q.i.t~.:L~t.:.Y.. I:::.~.~..?... ( I._ on d Ctn H i 1 l f? l F o u n d i::\ ·t; i o l'"1 , 1 9 G :I. ) • 
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~.'ii::: • t:) e y rn i:::i 1.1 r E: • 1::· r Eil e d r11 c.~ n , I!l§. !:l!;;;!~;;;:!.~ DJ~ t5.~l.~.t:n:.1.~.:.t ( l\I f:? l.'J Y i::r r k ~ 
Eil1::1c:::h P1 .. tbl:ishiir1g Ci::1rnpo::\lr1y), pp. 30 .. ··31. 

~5 ~~ • W c\:"I 1 t er Jaco b ., e d • , f.:lrn_g_t:tf'.±;.\).'.). Eili .. f.!2.Lr!:!. BgJ§.P.S.;!J'.!.§ .. <E~. 
Cf:'?r1tr,al Ci::iir1ferf.'1nce i:::if ~~rn~2riccan H1abbim;), p. 1;:;;:'3. 

Ibid. .... _................. ' p • 13Cl. 

(l\lew Yi::rrk 

:'.:5 5 • Eley rn c• u r E • Fr f::! r2 d rn C::\ n , I!lf~. !~ggJ.i. O .. .t !:5.S! .. t,l!J .. t:.1Lt ( ''' E~ w Yo r f<. ~ 
Dl•::•ch Publ ishir1~j Ci::•rnpany), p. 1'9CJ. 
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