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The Torah’s View on
Slaughtering Animals

« Does the prohibition to slaughter an animal and
its offspring on the same day apply to all animals
or only to animals for sacrifices?

« What is the reason for this prohibition?

« Which other commandments are related to this
prohibition?

A. Introduction

Parashat Emor begins with the topic of preserving
sanctity and sanctified food. Chapter 21 details the
laws of priestly sanctity (the prohibition to contract
the impurity imparted by a dead body, the prohibition
against inflicting ritual wounds, restrictions on
shaving, restrictions on permissible marriage partners
and the prohibition for a priest with a physical defect
to serve in the Temple). Chapter 22 begins with the
laws of sanctified food, which may be eaten only
when one is pure. The latter part of the chapter
discusses the sanctity of sacrifices. First, the Torah
prohibits sacrificing animals with physical defects
and describes the blemishes that disqualifies animals
for sacrifice (Lev. 22:17-25). Sacrificing animals with
blemishes would scorn the sanctity of the sacrifices;
the link between this subject and our parasha is
clear. The parasha further discusses two additional
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conditions that disqualify an animal for sacrifice: A.
If it is less than eight days old' (Lev 22:26-27); B. If
its parent or offspring has been slaughtered that day
(Lev. 22:28).

The Torah concludes its discussion of the
sanctity of sacrifices by stating that the meat of
the thanksgiving-offering may only be eaten until
the morning after it is sacrificed (Lev 22:29-30).
This law seems somewhat out of place, as it is not
related to the sanctity of the sacrifice. Rather, this
law concerns the time frame during which one is
permitted to eat it. However, this law may be viewed
as a continuation of the laws of eating sanctified food
that were detailed at the beginning of the chapter.
The meat of the thanksgiving-offering belongs to the
category of “minor holies” [kodashim kalim], which
are eaten by the owner of the sacrifice. Therefore,
the laws pertaining to this sacrifice were not listed
among the descriptions of the sanctified food eaten

1 This condition is part of the general requirements for animals
that are sacrificed. However, there is also a clear connection
between this law and the prohibition against sacrificing
blemished animals mentioned earlier. Some commentators
explain that the reason for this rule is that the animal is not yet
fully formed or may die before it is eight days old. According
to this interpretation, a newborn animal is comparable to a
blemished animal (though only temporarily).

However, others explain that this prohibition is for spiritual
reasons: when an animal is born, it forms an intense bond
with its mother and the two must not be separated. According
to this explanation, the prohibition against sacrificing a
newborn animal is related to the law that follows: “You shall
not slaughter it and its young in one day,” as we will discuss
below.
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The
Parameters
of the
Prohibition

by the priests. However, since this sacrifice may
only be eaten under certain conditions, it should be
included in a section discussing the proper treatment
of sanctified objects.?

This lesson will focus on the commandment: “You
shall not slaughter it and its young in one day.”

B. "It and its young” — Only
Sanctified Animals?

And a cow or sheep, you shall 37878 7 W )
not slaughter it and its young .78 DP20qwn NS
in one day. (Lev. 22:28) m5,2" X3P

Since this verse appears in the section discussing
sacrifices, this commandment seems to apply to
animals designated for sacrifice. However, the verse
does not explicitly indicate this point. It does not state:
“You shall not sacrifice its and its young”; rather:
“You shall not slaughter it and its young.” Were it
not for this context, the commandment would have
been interpreted as referring to any slaughter - even
that of ordinary animals. The Sages, however, state
that this prohibition does apply to all animals:

[The prohibition pertaining to] Pa ™ M3 DX NN
“It and its young” applies both  »93 5" pa yaNa
inside and outside the Land ,m3an 03 NSw1 an
of Israel, before the Temple TR P

2 Other possible interpretations are suggested by Seforno and
Emek Davar on Lev. 22:27.
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and not before the Temple to
both ordinary and sanctified
animals.

..The rabbis taught: From
where do we know that “It and
its young” applies to sanctified
animals? Because it says: “A
cow or a sheep or a goat,
when it is born,” and it says
afterwards: “And a cow or a
sheep, you shall not slaughter
it and its young in one day.”
This teaches that [the law of]
“It and its young” applies to
sanctified animals. And if you
say: it applies to sanctified
animals, but not to ordinary
animals - “A cow” separates
this matter [from the previous
onel. And if you say: it applies
to ordinary animals, but not
to sanctified animals - it says:
“And a cow” - “And” [indicates
that this] comes to add to the
previous matter. (Hullin 78a)
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The Sages inferred from the text that the
prohibition against slaughtering an animal and its
offspring on the same day applies to all animals: it
applies to sanctified animals since it is juxtaposed to
the law regarding the minimum age of a sacrifice and

is linked to it through the word “and”:
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eighth day onward it may be accepted as a sacrifice...
And a cow or sheep, you shall not slaughter it and its
young in one day.” In addition, the prohibition applies
to ordinary animals since it is phrased as a separate
clause - “And a cow or a sheep...” It is not entirely
dependent on the preceding law, and may therefore
be interpreted as an independent prohibition.

In light of the Sages’ interpretation, we must
consider why the prohibition against slaughtering
an animal and its offspring on the same day is
mentioned specifically in this section, among the
laws of sacrifices.

This may be explained in two ways:

A. The main component of the prohibition
applies to sacrifices, but it was expanded to
include any type of slaughter.

B. The main component of the prohibition
applies to all sacrifices, and it appears in this
particular section for another reason.

The first answer seems more logical - this
commandment appears only once in the Torah, in a
section dealing with the laws of sacrifices. It would
make sense that the main component of this law
applies to sacrifices. Still, we are left with a question:
why does the main element of this law apply to

3 Infootnote 1 we discussed how the prohibition of: “A cow or
a sheep or a goat, when it is born..” may be associated with
both the laws concerning the sanctity of the sacrifices and
the prohibition of slaughtering an animal and its offspring on
the same day.
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sacrifices, and why was it expanded to include all
animals?

The  Rabbi Samson Raphael Hirsch explains that the main
component of this prohibition applies to sacrifices.
He writes:

Humanity

of Animals

.All of these requirements
coalesce into one concept:
the relationship  between
the mother animal and her
offspring. We might even dare
to say that this idea considers
this aspect of the animal to
approach the characteristics
of a human. Selfishness and
concern for survival of self are
the strongest motives in an
animal’s life. Sacrificing one’s
self to ensure the survival of
others and commitment to
their well-being are displayed
by a mother animal when
she gives birth and cares for
her young. These are also the
beginnings of an elevation to
that level of disregard of self
that defines human love... Let
that trace of humanity not
be blurred, but emphasized
through our sensitivity to it. It
shouldbenoticedinthisanimal,
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which symbolizes in its
sacrifice man’s moral vision.
That trace of humanity
qualifies the animal for this
role. The need to be sensitive to
this quality defines the Jewish
concept of sacrifice: its only
purpose is to promote human
morality... Sensitivity towards
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According to Rabbi Hirsch, the purpose of sacrifice
is to refine man’s sense of morality. When offering
a sacrifice, one is prohibited from destroying the
aspect of humanity that an animal achieves by
overcoming its nature and giving of itself to help
another. Furthermore, when one brings a sacrifice,
he must imagine that he himself is being sacrificed.*

4 Ramban writes:
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For since the actions of man are in thought, word and deed,
God commanded that when one sins he must bring a sacrifice
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Therefore, he must emphasize the self-sacrifice of the
mother animal for her offspring; he certainly should
not disrespect it through his very sacrifice. Therefore,
the Torah prohibited sacrificing an animal and its
offspring on the same day to highlight the bond and
the devotion of the mother to its young.

In this case, why does the prohibition apply to
ordinary animals as well? Rabbi Hirsch continues:

But this law also applies to pHmaoimmypTN
ordinary animals, when one nmyp mo1 nywa
prepares a normal meal of wmbd w3 by o>
meat, to teach us that the [T 7w Sw wmdww
table of a Jew is likened to ™oon pyman mamd
the altar in terms of its moral p3 >N\1m Mo
purpose. And since it is only X» DN monw
slaughter that is prohibited, ,mIN MM IV

and lean his hands upon it, corresponding to his deeds, and
verbally confess upon it, corresponding to his words, and burn
the innards and kidneys, which are the organs of thought and
desire, and the legs, corresponding to his hands and feet,
which do all of his work, and sprinkle the blood on the altar,
corresponding to his life’s blood, so that one should think
while doing all of these things that he sinned toward his God
in body and soul, and that he is deserving of having his blood
spilled and his body burned were it not for the kindness of
the Creator, who took a substitute and a ransom from him in
the form of this sacrifice, whose blood is instead of his blood,
its life instead of his life, and its limbs instead of his limbs,
and the portions of the sacrifice shall sustain the teachers
of Torah, who will pray for him. And the daily sacrifice [is
brought] since the people cannot refrain from sinning always.
And these words are acceptable and appeal to the heart like
the words of tales.



and not cutting off the head
or any other form of killing -
this proves that the purpose
of this prohibition is not to be
merciful, to spare the animal’s
feelings or the like. Rather,
this is the reason for it: when
we transform an animal’s
life into a source of food, we
must remember the concept
of humanity at the moment
when we designate the animal
to become absorbed into
ourselves.
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According to Rabbi Hirsch, this prohibition has
special significance with regard to sacrifices and
therefore it was listed among the laws pertaining
to sacrifices. However, any instance of a Jewish
person eating meat parallels bringing a sacrifice. The
prohibition holds significance for ordinary animals
as well since it recalls the humanlike characteristics
of the animal (love and devotion); therefore, the
prohibition applies to any animal slaughtered.

5

A halachic proof that the main component of this prohibition
applies to sacrifices is evident in a case in which one violated
the prohibition and slaughtered an animal and its offspring on
the same day. The Tosefta states regarding sanctified animals:
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[An animall and its offspring that were brought up to the altar
- they shall be taken down, as the altar only sanctifies
what is appropriate for it. (Tosefta on Korbanot 9:2)

Rambam, on the other hand, argues differently:
.HPT'? P TN M MR — TN DY B3 NN v



C. Allowing the Slaughter of
Ordinary Animals

Inthe  There may be another reason this verse appears in
wilderness  the section detailing the laws of sacrifices. In Parashat
-slaughter  Acharei Mot, the Torah states:

only for , .

_ Any man from the House of Sy man vhx vhy

sacrifices :

Israel who slaughters a cow or
sheep or goat in the camp, or
who slaughters them outside
the camp, and does not bring
them to the entrance of the
Tent of Meeting to offer as a
sacrifice to God before the altar
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cut off from among his people.
(Lev. 17:3-4)

According to these verses, the nation was prohibited
from slaughtering and eating meat that was not
brought as a sacrifice. Slaughtering animals without
offering them as a sacrifice was considered murder.
One who wished to eat meat had to bring an animal
as a peace-offering, after which he would be given a
portion of the meat to eat. Under these circumstances

One who slaughters [an animal] and its offspring on the same
day - the meat is permitted to be eaten and the one who
slaughtered them is whipped. (Rambam, Hilchot Shechita
12a)



Slaughtering
ordinary
animals - only
in the Land of

Israel

there would be no concept of slaughtering ordinary
animals at all. When was this permitted?

When the Lord, your God,
expands your borders as He
spoke to you, and you say: “I
shall eat meat,” for your soul
desires meat, you shall eat
meat to your soul’s desire. If
the place that God chooses to
put His name there is distant
from you, you shall kill of your
herd and your flock that God
gave you, as | commanded you,
and you shall eat within your
gates to your soul’s desire.
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(Deut. 12:20-21)

These verses allow the consumption of “meat of
desire,” or non-sacrificed meat, as a concession in
a situation that a person lives far from the Temple.
This was not relevant in the wilderness since the
Mishkan always rested at the center of the nation’s
encampment. Before the nation entered the Land of
Israel, God foresaw a different reality that He would
expand their borders and some would live far from
the Temple.® As long as the nation remained in the

6 It is possible that this seemingly technical explanation is
based on a more fundamental approach towards eating meat:
it is improper to eat meat without bringing it as a sacrifice
since this is likened to spilling blood (i.e., murder): “Blood
shall be imputed upon that man; he has spilled blood” (Lev.
17:4). In contrast, bringing an animal as a peace-offering is the



wilderness, they were forbidden from eating ordinary
animals and could only eat from sacrifices, as Rashi
notes:
But in the wilderness non- oa% 90N 73703 SN
sacrificed meat was prohibited oXx X% p9m w3
to them, unless one sanctified 9P WwIPn P
it and brought it as a peace- ondby
offering. (Rashi on Deut. 12:20) 0,2" D737 "M

While the nation was in the wilderness, all laws

only appropriate way to eat meat. Once the nation entered
the Land of Israel, they transitioned to a more natural, non-
miraculous way of life. In this new reality, people were not
required to come to the Temple to eat meat; instead, they
were allowed to partake of nature directly - even of animals.
Still, the Torah emphasizes the flaw in this way of life: “Your
soul desires meat, you shall eat meat to your soul’s desire...
And you shall eat within your gates to your soul’s desire.”
The Torah emphasizes the word “desire,” which generally
appears in the negative context, to teach us that slaughtering
ordinary animals is not ideal. God does not outright prohibit
this in the Land of Israel, but He does place limitations on the
slaughter of animals (i.e., the laws of ritual slaughter and the
prohibition against slaughtering an animal and its offspring
on the same day) to indicate that this is an imperfect act.
Hizkuni has another explanation for the difference between
the period in the wilderness and the period in the Land of
Israel. In his opinion, the nation was permitted to eat meat
only when it was brought as a sacrifice to “accustom them
to keeping themselves from idolatry, as it goes on to explain:
‘And they shall no longer sacrifice their sacrifices to the
satyrs,” in which they were immersed of Egypt, and so He
commanded them now to make their ordinary animals into
peace-offerings” (Hizkuni on Lev. 17:4).

According to Hizkuni, eating ordinary meat is not inherently
problematic. It was prohibited while the nation was in the
wilderness to disengage them from their practice of sacrificing
to idols in Egypt. Once they were cured of this habit in the
wilderness and entered the Land of Israel, ordinary animals
resumed their usual permitted status.

We will discuss the permission to eat ordinary animals in
detail lateron. 14~



pertaining to the slaughter of animals were relevant
only for sacrifices” Once they entered the Land of
Israel, they were permitted to eat ordinary animals
and consequently the laws of slaughter were extended
to apply to all animals.

7 Rambam contends that the commandment given in the
wilderness applies only to ritual slaughter:
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When the Israelites were in the wilderness, they had not yet
been commanded regarding the ritual slaughter of ordinary
animals; rather, they would cut off their heads or slaughter
them and eat them in the manner of the other nations. And
they were commanded in the wilderness that anyone who
wishes to ritually slaughter an animal, should only slaughter
it for a peace-offering, as it is said: “Any man from the
House of Israel who slaughters a cow..and [does not bring
them] to the entrance of the Tent of Meeting to offer..and
sacrifice them for peace-offerings to God, etc.” But one who
wished to cut off the animals head [and eat it] would do so.
And this commandment does not apply for generations, but
only in the wilderness, when killing animals [without ritual
slaughter] was permitted. And they were told there that when
they enter the Land of Israel, killing animals [in this manner]
would be forbidden, and they would only be permitted to eat
ordinary animals through ritual slaughter, and they would be
permitted to slaughter anywhere in the world outside of the
Temple court, for it says: “When the Lord, your God, expands
your borders... you shall kill of your herd and your flock that
the Lord, your God, gave you...” This is the commandment that
applies for generations - to slaughter and then eat. (Rambam,
Hilchot Shechita 4:17-18)

The source for this disagreement may be found in Sifri (75)
and Hullin 16b.



This explains why the law regarding an animal
and its offspring is listed among the laws of sacrifices
and not the laws of slaughtering ordinary animals.
According to the above, when this commandment
was given, there was no concept of slaughtering
ordinary animals. The Sages’ analysis that concluded
that this law applies to all animals is relevant once
the people entered the Land of Israel.



D. For the Sake of Mercy?

Mercyand ~ What is the reason for the prohibition against
causing  slaughtering an animal and its young on the same
Animals day?

Suffering

Rambam states that this is due to mercy:

And so it is prohibited to
slaughter it and its son in
one day, as a precaution and
a fence lest he slaughter the
young before its mother - for
this is inflicting great suffering
upon the animal; for there
is no difference between the
suffering of man and the
suffering of other animals
in this regard. For the love
of a mother and her mercy
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is found in most animals as it
is in humans... (Guide of the
Perplexed 111:48)

According to Rambam, this law is an extension of
a prohibition against slaughtering an animal before
its mother to avoid causing the mother suffering. In
short, this prohibition is an expression of God’s mercy
towards his creatures. This idea is also expressed in
the following midrash:



And why is a baby circumcised
at the age of eight days? For
God has mercy on him and
waits until [the child] has
some strength in him. And just
as God’s mercy is upon man,
so it is upon animals. From
where do we learn this? As it is
said: “And from the eighth day
onward it may be accepted as
a sacrifice.” And not only this,
but furthermore, God said:
“You shall not slaughter it
and its young in one day.” And
just as God’s mercy is upon
the animals, so it is upon the
birds. From where do we learn
this? As it is said: “If a bird’s
nest chance to be before you...”
(Deut. 22:6).
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According to this midrash, God’s mercy towards all
of his creatures forms the basis for the prohibition
against slaughtering an animal and its young on the
same day. This midrash also mentions the previous
commandment requiring a sacrificed animal to
be at least eight days old. These two adjacent
commandments both relate to the relationship
between a mother and her young, and both express
God’s mercy towards animals.®

8 This raises another possible explanation for the fact that
the prohibition against slaughtering an animal and its



The midrash mentions another commandment
which attests to God’s mercy: the commandment of
driving a bird away from its nest. Many midrashim
connect between this commandment and the
prohibition in our parasha regarding an animal
and its young, citing them as two commandments
that epitomize God’s compassion. Midrash Tanhuma

states:

“And a cow or sheep, you
shall not slaughter it and
its young in one day.”
When the text states: “A
righteous man regards
the life of his beast,” etc.
(Prov. 12:10) - this is God,
Who said: “You shall not
take the mother with its
young” (Deut. 22:6). “And
the mercy of the wicked
is cruel” (Prov. 12:10) -
this is Sennacherib, about
whom it was written: “The
mother was dashed in
pieces with her children”
(Hos. 10:14).
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young appears here. When the Torah states that a sacrificed
animal must be at least eight days old, it simply follows this
requirement with a related commandment pertaining to
slaughter that also stems from God’s mercy. According to this
interpretation, there is no inherent connection between this
prohibition and the laws of sacrifices; it was mentioned only
as an addendum to the previous commandment.



Educating
Man

Another explanation: “A righteous man regards
the life of his beast” - this is God, Who said: “And
a cow or sheep, [you shall not slaughter] it and its
young,” etc. (Lev. 22:28). “And the mercy of the wicked
is cruel” - this is Haman, about whom it was written:
“To kill and to cause to perish [all Jews, both young
and old, little children and women in one dayl,” etc.
(Est. 3:13). (Midrash Tanhuma on Parashat Emor, 18)

There are clear parallels between the two
commandments: both involve a mother and her
offspring, both prohibit taking the offspring, and
in both cases the prohibition results from Divine
mercy.

Ramban disagrees with Rambam, stating that the
reason for these two commandments is not God’s
mercy for His creatures:

“If a bird’s nest chance to be
before you” - ..It is not that
God is protecting the bird’s
nest; and His mercy is not the
reason for [the prohibition
concerning] “It and its young,”
for His mercy does not extend
to those of an animal nature
to the extent that He would
prevent us from fulfilling our
needs through them - for
in that case, He would have
prohibited slaughtering them.
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But the reason for this
prohibition is to teach us
the trait of mercy, so that
we should not be cruel. For
cruelty spreads through the
soul of man, as it is known
that butchers who slaughter
great oxen and deer are men of
blood, slaughterers of people,
and are exceedingly cruel... And
behold, these commandments
regarding animals and birds
are not due to His mercy for
them, but are decreed upon
us to guide us and teach us
about good character traits...
(Ramban on Deut. 22:6)
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Ramban does not accept the premise that God
gave us these two commandments due to His
mercy towards animals and birds. In his opinion,
the purpose of the commandments in general and
these two commandments in particular is to educate
man. Ramban agrees that the foundation for these
two commandments is mercy. However, it is not
God’s mercy towards the animals that moves Him
to require man to act in this way. God gave these
commandments to train man to be merciful.

Rashbam explains the commandment regarding

the bird’s nest similarly:



| already explained by the x> > mwop 92
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and eat a mother and its young 1,2"20"37,0"2%1
together. (Rashbam on Deut.
22:6)

Rashbam includes the prohibition against cooking
a kid in its mother’s milk, stating that these three
commandments, which forbid one from slaughtering
a mother and its young together, prevent man from
becoming cruel and gluttonous.’

One argument Ramban raises against Rambam’s
explanation is that had God truly felt mercy
towards animals and wanted to prevent them
from being harmed, He would have completely
forbidden slaughtering them . Ramban claims
that these commandments are intended not to
prevent the suffering of animals but to educate
mankind. Therefore, they serve their purpose even
if they merely minimize the animal’s suffering and
encourage man to improve his character. Yet there
is still some unavoidable element of cruelty in these
acts: how is it merciful to drive away a bird as she
sits on the eggs in her nest?® How is it merciful to

9 See also Ibn Ezra on Ex. 23:19.

10 According to some opinions, one must drive away the bird
even when he does not need the eggs (Birkei Yosef, Yoreh De’a
292:6; Chavat Ya’ir 67). However, many later commentators



leave a mother alive while her young is slaughtered
- or to leave the offspring alive without its mother?"
Yet many midrashim and commentators explain that
these commandments are based on Divine mercy or
educate man to be merciful. Even if all the details
are not consistent with this explanation,” the general
reason and personal impression is one of mercy.

11

state that one is only obligated to observe this commandment
if he is interested in the eggs (Rabbenu Bahya on Deut. 22:7;
Chatam Sofer, Orach Chaim 100; Chazon Ish, Yoreh De’a 175).
Rambam did not discuss this issue, and he may be of the
opinion that one is not obligated to drive away a mother bird
if he does not intend to use the eggs.

On the topic of driving away the mother bird, the Mishna
states:
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One who says: “Your mercy extends to the bird’s nest,” “And
Your name will be remembered for good,” “Thank you, thank
you [modim, modim]” - he must be silenced. (Mishna tractate
Berachot 5:3)

The Talmud states the following as one reason for the
requirement to silence one who says, “Your mercy extends to
the bird’s nest”:
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Since he implies that the attributes of the Holy One, Blessed
be He, are exclusively of mercy, but they are in fact exclusively
decrees. (Berachot 33b)

This mishna raises a number of questions regarding the nature
of the commandments in general and the commandment to
drive a mother bird away specifically; however, an in-depth
discussion of this issue is beyond the scope of this lesson.
We will only briefly mention that Ramban’s explanation
quoted above is based on this Talmudic statement.
Ramban understands that the mercy upon which certain
commandments may be based is an objective matter of God’s
mercy (or lack thereof) towards animals, while “decrees” are
a subjective matter of educating man.

12 For example, the fact that it applies only to kosher slaughter

(Mishna tractate Hullin 5:2; Rambam, Hilchot Shechita 12:3).
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E. Restrictions on Slaughter

In his explanation quoted above, Ramban suggests
another explanation for these commandments:”

..So that the text would not o1 7 NOw...
permit man to destroy and TPy oW mwyd
eradicate a species, although it W *» 5y a8 o
had permitted mantoslaughter .N¥17 PMa mwmwn
animals of that species. And D3 D7 M7 MM
when one kills a mother and omNmP» N TN DY
her young in one day, or takes my> 977 o> N
them when they may fly freely, X7 P0EII2 H8D
it is as though he eradicated

that species.
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13 Similarly, Sefer HaChinuch writes:
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That man take notice that the providence of the Holy One,
Blessed be He, rests upon all species of animals in general
and ensures that they continue to exist, and so no species will
ever be completely eradicated in all the days of the world.
And therefore we avoid destroying a tree and its branches
[i.e. a mother and its young] together, to hint to this. (Sefer
HaChinuch, commandment 294)

He later quotes Ramban’s explanation:
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And we might also say on the subject, according to its simple
understanding, thatitcomes toinstill in our souls the attribute
of compassion and distance us from the attribute of cruelty,
which is an evil quality, and therefore, although God allowed
us certain species of animal for our food, He commanded us
not to kill an animal and its young on the same day, to instill
in our souls the attribute of compassion.



According to Ramban, while God permitted man to
eat meat, man must do so within reasonable limits;
he is forbidden to slaughter animals in a manner that
would bring about their extinction. Killing an animal
and its offspring on the same day and taking the
mother and young together symbolizes the destruction
of a family. When part of the family is left alive, it
allows for the possibility of continuity. Observing this
commandment forces man to remember that while he
may eat animals, he must do so in a limited way. The
animals are not his property but God’s creatures and
God seeks to allow them to continue to exist. Man is
forbidden to cause animals to become extinct and this
is symbolized by the prohibition against slaughtering
an animal and its offspring on the same day.

Therefore, man must place restrictions on his
consumption of animals to allow other species to
continue to exist and to learn humility. He must
realize that the world does not belong to him and that
he may not do with it as he wishes. He is forbidden to
destroy the world:

When God created Adam, He "3pn Ny mywa
took him among all of the trees ot nwNIT D78 NN
of the Garden of Eden and said 17 o855 imm
to him: “See My creations, how 7> wyn NI 1 N8
fine and praiseworthy they are; 57 Pmawm N

and everything that | created, | N7 7223 nNIaw
created for you. Take care that 5pbpn NSw 90p7 10
you do not spoil and destroy WIBY IR 23
My world...” (Kohelet Rabba 7:1, "1 X % 737 nop
s.v. “Re’eh”) "INy



Eating
Meat - An
Imperfect

State

When man was created, he was only permitted to eat
plants:

Behold, 1 have given to you %> nx 2% nm mn
every herb..and every tree.. ..yym 5 nNy ..awy
shall be for you to eat. (Gen. v\ ph i aby)
1:29) DR W

Adam was not permitted to eat animals. In the
initial ideal state of existence, man does not eat
animals. Although he does have authority over them
- “And have dominion over the fish of the sea, and
over the birds of the air..and over every creeping
thing that creeps upon the earth” (Gen. 1:28), he is
prohibited to slaughter and eat them. However, the
story of Cain and Abel demonstrates that the slaughter
of animals for sacrifices was permitted- Abel offers
animal sacrifices to God, Who favors his offering over
Cain’s (Gen. 4:4). Noah also brings sacrifices following
the flood (Gen. 8:20).

This reflects a fundamental difference between
slaughtering animals for sacrifice and slaughtering
them for food. Sacrificing animals is a permissible
and even positive act, which is why it was permitted
since the creation of the world. Sacrifice is a form of
giving to God and recognizing His authority over us.
There is no element of man attempting to dominate
nature in this act. The act of sacrifice is likewise not
considered parallel to spilling blood since man does
not slaughter the animal for his own needs but for a
higher purpose.



Later man was given permission to eat ordinary
meat:"

Every moving thing that lives m X7 w8 wm 5
shall be for you to eat; as the 75 75N> 7 05
green herb, | have given you  5>nNod>nmiawy
everything. (Gen. 9:3) 3,0 YN

Man was given permission to eat meat, but with
certain restrictions. Some of these restrictions apply
to all of humanity (such as the prohibition against
eating the flesh of a live animal, which is one of the
seven Noahide laws that must be observed by all of
the nations). However, most of them apply to the
Jewish people alone. The Jewish nation’s elevated
status requires them to adhere to higher moral
standards, which include additional limitations on
killing and eating animals. At the nation’s inception
in the desert, they were prohibited from eating any
meat that had not been sacrificed. As mentioned
above, one who wished to eat meat in the wilderness
was first required to bring the animal as a sacrifice
and was only then permitted to eat it (Lev. 17). At
the time, slaughtering animals only for food was
considered murder:

Any man from the House of 5N man iy viN
Israel who slaughters a cow 22w oy’ Wy
or sheep or goat... Blood shall Y 2wm o7... 3 W
be imputed upon that man; he X" Jov D7 N3
has spilled blood... (Lev. 17:3-4) (73,47

14 Eating meatwas permissible following certain greater spiritual
and physical changes to the world (see the commentators on
Gen. 9). ~ 27 ~



The nation’s circumstances in the wilderness were
similar to the situation when the world was created.”
Once the nation entered the Land of Israel, eating
meat was permitted only under conditions that
would remind man of the limits of his dominance
over animals and the proper way to treat animals -
as beings with a soul.

The prohibition against slaughtering an animal and
its young on the same day is one of these limitations.
It serves to remind man that his power over other
living things is limited; that animals have a soul; and
that although we are permitted to eat them, we must
be conscious of their status.

F. Summary

We discussed two possible explanations for the
commandments to drive a bird away from its nest
and not to slaughter an animal and its young on the
same day.

The first and more accepted reason is due to
mercy. According to most commentators, these two
commandments direct our attention to the fact that
animals have a soul and are compassionate toward

15 According to the Zohar, the generation of the wilderness was
not allowed to enter the Land of Israel due to their elevated
spiritual level and their connection to the upper world (Zohar
1:21-22).



their young. Therefore, we must in turn treat them
with compassion.’

The second reason is that these commandments
place limitations on slaughter. Slaughtering a mother
and her young on the same day is symbolic of the
destruction of the entire family. Man must recognize
that other creatures are not entirely under his control
and he may not destroy them completely.

These two reasons are actually related: since
animals have souls, ideally one should not eat
them at all. Due to changes that took place in both
humanity and the world, man was permitted to
eat meat, but this was clearly a concession to an
imperfect situation. Man must be constantly aware
that animals too have souls. He must treat them with
compassion by limiting his consumption of them and
never eradicating them completely.

16 The opinion of Rabbi Hirsch quoted earlier in the lesson is also
related to this reason. In his opinion, when eating animals we
must be conscious of their humanlike qualities such as their
devotion to their young.



