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The ritual slaughter
 of animals intended for human consumption, as practiced by some adherents of Judaism and Islam, has been a persistent subject of debates and legislation throughout the Western world. Defenders of such practices have argued that they are more humane methods of slaughter than the mainstream alternatives, and that they should be permitted as a matter of religious freedom. Those wishing to curtail the practice claim that modern slaughtering techniques are in fact more humane. Restrictions on ritual slaughter have also historically been motivated by animosity towards members of the affected religious groups; animal welfare or public health concerns may serve as cover for such views, or they may be voiced outright.

In this essay I examine ritual slaughter as the object of toleration. First, I provide a basic overview of the practice of ritual slaughter from the perspective of the relevant religious traditions. I also discuss the secular laws regarding animal slaughter (ritual or otherwise), and the history of such laws. Second, I examine the scientific evidence regarding the effects of different methods of slaughter on animal welfare; my purpose here is to show that the scientific evidence on the subject is ambiguous, though it tilts in favor of pre-slaughter stunning as the best way to reduce the suffering of animals during slaughter. Third, I discuss the practice of toleration through “cultural exemptions,” with reference to the views of Brian Barry and Jeremy Waldron. I defend exemptions for religious slaughter on the grounds that believers’ stake in engaging in the practice outweighs society’s interest in banning it. Fourth, I turn to the dilemma posed by meat from ritually-slaughtered animals that is sold in the general market, to customers who may be unaware of its provenance and would not knowingly purchase such meat. Some have proposed mandating the labelling of all ritually-slaughtered meat as such. I show that the purported harm from such a policy is less than some of its opponents have claimed, and argue that attitudes towards labelling are likely contingent on which of Michael Walzer’s “regimes of toleration” a country wishes to embrace.
I. Practices and History of Ritual Slaughter

Food safety, animal welfare, and other concerns may weigh on and perhaps ultimately decide the question of tolerating ritual slaughter, but only according to the most literal, rule-based conceptions of equality under the law would the meaning of an action have no import (Waldron 2002, 4–6). My aim in Part I is to show that ritual slaughter must be understood as part of what Robert Cover called a nomos, a system of law and narrative that frames the meaning carried by words and deeds in the eyes of those who inhabit it (Cover 1983).
Jewish ritual slaughter, or shechita, is part of the broader system of dietary laws of kashrut, which in turn is only a part of the halakhah, the legal regime that governs the life of observant Jews. The halakhah is derived from two broad sources, what adherents call the Written Law and Oral Law. The Written Law includes the laws found in the Torah (i.e. Pentateuch); the Oral Law is held to have been divinely revealed directly to the ancient Israelites, and passed down orally before being recorded in the first few centuries CE. The Oral Law is not a regime of anything-goes, individualized legal interpretation, but a codified, written body of law that is readily accessible online, in libraries, etc. Laws regarding animal slaughter are alluded to in the Torah, but the content of those laws is only specified in Oral Law sources (Lerner and Rabello 2006, 9–10; Grunfeld 1972, 52–55). Both legal sources are of profound importance to the Jewish faith, and are binding upon observant Jews (Grunfeld 1972, 5). Skepticism as to the significance of something called “Oral Law,” as set out by Dutch legal scholar Carla Zoethout, suggests a severe misunderstanding of Jewish law (Zoethout 2013b, 653 n.10).


The extensiveness of the rules regarding the production and consumption of food is not arbitrary. “The dietetics of the body and the dietetics of the soul are closely connected”; food is not merely understood as physical sustenance but spiritual stuff as well (Grunfeld 1972, 17). Jewish law touches on all aspects of life, and food is a practically and morally significant component of the human experience (often for secular individuals as well, it should be noted). The laws of kashrut, and the rituals they specify, “intentionally transform eating into moral philosophy … [and] that moral philosophy transforms our eating into divine service” (Brumberg-Kraus 2005, 130). One shochet
 claims that “if people eat kosher, it affects their davening,
 the way they make a living, everything” (Fishkoff 2010, 161). 
Concern for the welfare of animals, including those used for food as well as labor, is a significant tenet of Jewish law (Levinger 1995, 9–11; Zigori 2004, 22–26; A.Z. Zivotofsky, Regenstein, and Zivotofsky 2012). Animal welfare underpins the detailed laws regarding meat consumption, as well as the stringent regulations on the process by which animal life may be taken. The rationale behind shechita is reducing the pain experienced by the slaughtered animals (Grunfeld 1972, 55). Animals must be killed with an uninterrupted motion of a sharp blade, regularly inspected to insure that it does not have any nicks that would interfere with a smooth cut. The incision severs important nerves as well as arteries that carry blood to the brain, leading to a drop in blood pressure and the animal’s loss of consciousness (Levinger 1995, 14–20). The question of whether shechita is actually the best way to minimize animal pain will be taken up later in this essay; the point here is that is the technique incorporates values that could be affirmed by those aiming to promote animal welfare.
Recent controversy has focused on the fact that animals slaughtered according to the methods of shechita are not stunned prior to slaughter. There is rabbinical consensus, if not unanimity, that meat from animals that have been stunned before slaughter is not kosher (Silver 2011, 676–677). To be kosher, animals must have been certain to have been killed by shechita, and cannot have been dying from injury or illness when slaughtered. Jewish legal rulings have held that when an animal is stunned and then immediately slaughtered, shechita cannot be known with certainty to have been the cause of its death, and thus the meat cannot be consumed.
The aspects of shechita discussed above, relating to the physical method by which animals’ lives are taken, are those that most commonly appear in political discourse. But this does not exhaust the requirements of Jewish law. The shochet must be specially appointed, trained, and licensed by religious authorities, and must be observant Jewish men of “good character, piety, and learning” (Grunfeld 1972, 54, 60-62). The animal’s blood, understood to carry its soul or life-force, is drained entirely from the corpse, in accordance with the Biblical injunction against consuming animal blood. The blood is then covered or mixed with soil or ashes, showing respect for the divine life present in a creation of God while also emphasizing the moral elevation of human nature over that of animals (Grunfeld 1972, 59–60). A full description of shechita goes beyond the oft-noted fact that it does not allow for pre-slaughter stunning; it is a moral framework for the taking of animal life.

Dhabiha, the Muslim method of animal slaughter to produce meat that is halal, or permissible according to Islamic law, shares much with shechita. The methods of slaughter are similar, and both and exist within a well-established, though contested and evolving framework of religious law. There is more support within Islamic jurisprudence for the permissibility of pre-slaughter stunning, though this varies across countries. Some Muslim authorities have held that reversible methods of stunning, from which the animal could be revived, are allowed; this opinion is an extreme minority among adjudicators of Jewish law (Berg 2011; Lerner and Rabello 2006, 11–12). But even within Islam, nontrivial numbers of adherents would consider mandatory stunning a restriction on religious freedom. For the purposes of this essay, shechita and dhabiha are broadly similar with respect to the slaughtering procedure.

A common element, then, between the Islamic and Jewish methods of slaughter, which has been the focal point of animal welfarists’ opposition to the practices, is their rejection of pre-slaughter stunning. However, the history of restrictions on ritual slaughter complicates contemporary efforts at regulation. Opposition to ritual slaughter has often been driven more by religious prejudice and xenophobia rather than genuine concern for animal welfare. The mid-19th century saw the German enactment of a number of laws promoting animal welfare, and slaughterhouse practices became a prominent issue as improved methods of stunning animals were devised. Animal welfare advocates began campaigning for mandatory stunning legislation, and shechita became the paradigmatic practice that such laws would prevent. But amidst a general effort to consolidate German identity, the attack on kosher slaughtering also became part of a broader move against the perceived particularity and deviant behavior of Jews. Postcards were produced that depicted Jewish butchers abusing animals, and some invoked anti-Semitic canards by showing butchers using the distinctive knife required by shechita (a chalaf) to kill humans (Judd 2003). After the Swiss federal government, which was opposed to a ban, struck down a local anti-shechita regulation there in 1891, advocates of prohibiting the practice won passage of a national ban via a referendum. Few scientific experts would argue against shechita, so campaigners there levied ad hominem attacks against physiologists who defended the practice, claiming that they were “devoid of emotion” and took their stance only because Jews had paid them to do so; activists also argued that ultimate judgment should be driven by the intuitions of “the people” rather than expert testimony (Metcalf 1989, 33–35). Anti-shechita campaigns throughout Scandinavia in the 1920s and ‘30s featured anti-Semitic rhetoric as well. Animal welfare concerns were ostensibly behind the Nazi regime’s ban on shechita soon after coming to power in 1933; the other anti-Semitic legislation passed at the same time, not to mention what would transpire in the subsequent 12 years, revealed other motivations (Judd 2007, 239–247).

Since World War II, the role of religious hatred and xenophobia in motivating regulations on ritual slaughter has diminished. To be sure, such arguments have not disappeared entirely. In 1983, a British town council began serving halal meat to Muslim children in the local schools. An animal-rights organization announced its opposition due to the fact that such meat was produced without stunning. Soon, however, the extreme right-wing National Front took the same stance, and the line between rhetoric appealing to animal welfare concerns and xenophobic ones became blurred. For some advocates, many of whom would have been more likely to identify and be identified with animal welfare groups than nationalist ones, the dimensions of the debate morphed from “good for animals” versus “bad for animals” to “humane” versus “cruel”; “British” versus “alien”; “civilized” versus “savage”; and so on (Klug 1989). Meanwhile, the Green movement in Germany, whose emphasis on ecological concerns would suggest a predisposition towards supporting animal welfare legislation, gradually came to oppose the movement to ban Schӓchten
 over the course of the 1980’s and ’90s, as significant numbers of Turkish Muslims entered German society. The Green position, which ran against the wishes of many animal welfarists within the party, was motivated by multiculturalist sympathies and a desire to oppose the anti-Muslim rhetoric of the ban’s proponents; one advocate of a ban proclaimed his expectation that “our [Germany’s] guests, such as Muslim guest workers, accept our laws and customs” (Smith 2007, 97). Animal welfare concerns have also proven selective: Sweden’s longstanding ban on non-stun slaughter does not apply to the indigenous Sami minority, who are permitted to slaughter reindeer without stunning (Hernroth-Rothstein 2014).

However, there is no longer a prima facie case that religious hostility is motivating the most vocal proponents of ritual slaughter restrictions. Slaughtering methods are only one issue among many pursued by animal welfare advocates, and their movement has won a number of important political victories. In 2002, Germany added language regarding the protection of animals to its Basic Law. In 2009, the Treaty of Lisbon, which includes a clause recognizing animals as “sentient beings,” came into effect across the members of the European Union (Zoethout 2013a, 312). There will likely always be some who see religious hatred lying behind mandatory stunning proposals, and their passage is undeniably made easier by the fact that they primarily impact groups that are minorities throughout Europe. But contemporary animal welfarists are making reasonable arguments for mandatory stunning to which defenders of ritual slaughter can and should respond.
II. The Science of Ritual Slaughter
The role of science in debates over religious toleration is a peculiar one. Religion in most senses of the word—including that which describes the beliefs of many practitioners of ritual slaughter—is not and does not purport to be scientific. Few believers would claim that their views emerge out of anything resembling a scientific method, and few scientists would agree with such a claim. While the conclusions of religion and science may at times overlap, and scientific arguments may be used to defend or explain the emergence of religious practices—religious dietary laws may said to promote public health or nutrition—they are ultimately distinct modes of thinking and living, with internal logics that are may prove irreconcilable. It is naïve, and probably belittling to believers, to assume that they would change their religious practices if only they saw that their actions did not really promote certain ends. A religious adherent may argue and sincerely believe that his method of slaughter is “humane,” but the secular scientist errs in assuming that the believer means this in the same way that she might. For the scientist, the humaneness of a practice can likely be determined by examining an animal’s behavior or brain activity as it occurs. But for the believer, a practice is apt to be humane insofar as it is commanded by the law God has established for humans: if it is “humane” in the scientist’s sense of the word, that is a nice bonus, but the normative weight of the law stems from its divine origin, not scientific evidence (Alderman 1995, 83). A believer could even acknowledge that his practices are not humane in any sense that a scientist would recognize, while leaving those rituals unchanged.
Religious believers’ invocation of scientific evidence in defending their beliefs, then, should be understood as representing an initial concession to mainstream society, or at least a pragmatic desire to engage in effective politicking. To the extent to which they engage in scientific debates, religious groups are joining the Western majority culture on the rhetorical playing field of Rawls’ (1999) “public reason.” This is not a trivial step, and is commendable insofar as it introduces the possibility of finding ways to make religious slaughter more humane while still adhering to religious dictates. For example, livestock scientist Temple Grandin (1980, 387) found that “from the standpoint of humaneness, the problem with kosher slaughter is not in the killing method per se, but in the preslaughter handling technique of shackling and hoisting heavy, fully conscious animals,” and argued for the use of alternative restraining mechanisms to prepare animals for slaughter. The shackle-and-hoist procedure is not necessitated by religious law, and today the use of the method in kosher slaughterhouses has gone down, and some countries have banned the technique (Welty 2007, 178). Such developments will not satisfy those who think that the shechita cut itself is egregiously inhumane, but they demonstrate the good-faith efforts of many shochets to avoid tzaar baal chayim, cruelty to animals, as well as the benefits of discourse when considering cultural exemptions.
As a non-scientist, but one whose level of scientific knowledge is similar to that of the average voter and citizen in Western states, the scientific evidence regarding ritual slaughter’s humaneness appears to be ambiguous, though on balance suggests that pre-stun slaughter can most effectively reduce risks to animal welfare during slaughter. Grandin, with Joe Regenstein, argues that religious slaughter, when performed well, results in a rapid loss of consciousness and should be considered humane (1994). Furthermore, Grandin and Regenstein note that the skill and care with which slaughter is performed, with or without stunning, has significant animal welfare ramifications. Improper ritual slaughter can lead to conscious suffering for a period of minutes; improper stunning can result in the animal experiencing stress and pain without being rendered insensible, exposing it to additional pain during the slaughter itself. Rabbi and veterinarian I.M. Levinger (1995) reaches similar conclusions after an extensive review of the physiological evidence. A 2003 report by the Italian National Commission on Bioethics found that there do not exist reliable scientific means for determining the suffering animals experience due to different methods of slaughter, and balancing the risks to animal welfare against those to religious freedom led the commission not to support a ban on shechita (Welty 2007, 15–17). A briefing prepared for the European Parliament likewise found that “there is no definitive scientific evidence that an animal does not feel pain whilst unconscious. Indeed, a counter argument put forward is that stunning may only stop an animal [from] displaying pain” (Needham 2012, 1). In 2010, New Zealand’s National Advisory Committee on Animal Welfare wrote that while the country’s pre-stun requirement was scientifically justified, they supported a dispensation for the practice of shechita so long as slaughters provided the government with some certification of appropriate training (documentation from religious authorities was permissible); cattle were quickly stunned post-slaughter, as some took over a minute to lose consciousness; and kosher meat was not exported out of the country (Animal Welfare [Commercial Slaughter] Code of Welfare Report 2010, 20–23).
 Many of the studies performed in the last decade, using recently-developed technology, conclude that ritual slaughter does in fact cause significant suffering to the animal (Bruce 2011, 19–22).
Particularly in light of the scientific dissensus over methods of slaughter, it is valuable to follow Joel Silver in casting the debate in terms of managing risks to animal welfare, rather than clearly delineating between the humane and inhumane. As he notes:

true humane slaughter requires the complete elimination of pain and distress, which is unachievable. Defining humaneness in terms of risk management is more realistic: recognizing slaughter’s inherent unpleasantness, and the universal need for strategies to minimize suffering … Unless the state outlaws all slaughter, its object is avoidance, not elimination, of pain (2011, 679).
There are those who would not hesitate to adopt a ban on all slaughter, or otherwise radically alter the landscape of modern meat production. One might well argue that so long as a healthy vegetarian lifestyle is viable, all meat consumption is “inhumane.”  Peter Singer’s influential utilitarian argument for minimizing pain across all species does not quite reach this point—he leaves open the possibility of consuming meat from animals that have been treated well and slaughtered painlessly—but, he says, it should lead us to reject virtually all meat available for consumption in modern society (Singer 1990[1975], 159–183).
 However, this position is not the subject of mainstream political debate, and opponents of shechita are not generally putting forth views of this sort.

Thus the debate over ritual slaughter, in light of the scientific evidence, can be summarized as follows. When done correctly, ritual methods of slaughter without stunning are likely, though not definitely, at least somewhat more painful to animals than modern methods of slaughter after a correctly-performed stun.
 All slaughtering methods pose some level of risk to animals, particularly given the incidence (to some extent preventable) of poorly-performed stunning and slaughter. Uncertainty need not lead us to conclude that all practices are equivalent and should be permitted: as Brian Barry notes, “legislators are right to act on the balance of probabilities” when safety concerns arise, and given that modern society has largely agreed that it has at least some interest in animal welfare, the fact that the safety in question is that of animals rather than humans does not alter his logic (2001, 186–87). 

I conclude my discussion of the role of science in debates over religious slaughter by noting that issue’s similarity to abortion, in form if not significance. Those who advocate restrictions of both practices assert that they are protecting the interests of a being that is similar to, though not identical to a human. The debate then becomes a question over the nature of such beings, what interests they hold, and what rights or protections their status entails.
 An epistemological and dialogical gap separates legislators and advocates from the objects of the contested practices; a chicken and a fetus are similarly unable to express their sentiments in a way that can be intersubjectively understood by humans. Scientific evidence is provided on such considerations—a study will show that calf slaughtered by some particular method, or a fetus aborted at this particular point in a pregnancy feels some amount of pain. Additionally, activists argue over the extent to which the beings in question resemble humans—cows have this or that level of intelligence; fetuses develop a heartbeat after some number of weeks of gestation—in an attempt to support the application of intuitions regarding analogous situations but involving indisputably human creatures to the situations at hand. Yet it is hard to avoid the sense that science is unlikely to resolve these disputes any time soon. The interests of the subject and object of the practices are literally incomparable; finding a coefficient to specify what level of brain activity in a slaughtered animal, a metric that is understood to (imperfectly) reflect the amount of pain it feels, constitutes an interest that should be prioritized over the interest that religious communities hold in obeying what they believe to be a divine command, seems futile. I do not mean to suggest that we should blind ourselves to scientific evidence what considering whether or not to allow these practices, but rather that we should recognize that science can only do so much work in these debates. In these cases, rather than aiming to convince one’s policy opponents that they are mistaken in evaluating the evidence at hand, it may be more fruitful for all parties involved to explore ways to achieve ends that they can agree on without, so to speak, slaughtering one another’s sacred cows.
III. Cultural Exemptions for Ritual Slaughter

A standard liberal approach to cultural and religious diversity is given in Brian Barry’s Culture and Equality(2001, 39). Barry is unsympathetic to those who claim that a law’s differential impact on a cultural or religious group justifies granting them an exemption from the law. Usually, he says, “either the case for the law (or some version of it) is strong enough to rule out exemptions or the case that can be made for exemptions is strong enough to suggest that there should be no law anyway” . On Barry’s “egalitarian liberal” view, social rules are fair so long as they are applied uniformly and give all citizens equal opportunities, in the form of “identical choice sets” (2001, 32). Individuals’ opportunities are not subject-dependent, at least with respect to religious preferences: the fact that two people are differently predisposed to avail themselves of some opportunity (due to religious preferences or some other reason) does not detract from the fact that both have it; they are equal insofar as they have the same choices. If a society has determined that some activity is a legitimate object of collective rule-making, and it establishes a rule about it that advances some legitimate interest, there is rarely any reason to sacrifice that interest, even partially, just because some individuals’ current lifestyles may be more affected by the rule.
Barry uses the case of religious slaughter and humane slaughter laws as an example of a tempting exemption that should not be granted. His argument proceeds as follows: the belief that one should eat meat from animals that have been slaughtered a particular way is akin to a taste or preference for such meat. The taste for kosher or halal meat is an (metaphorically) expensive one relative to the taste for standard supermarket fare, because it results in more harm being inflicted to animals. Laws, however, are fair insofar as they present the same set of opportunities to all individuals, not because they allow people equal opportunity to indulge whatever tastes they may have—laws against pedophilia, Barry notes, have a disproportionate impact on those who wish to engage in pedophilia compared to those who do not; that does mean that such laws are unfair (2001, 34). It is not unfair, therefore, that a law requiring pre-slaughter stunning presents a higher burden on those who wish to eat meat produced in such a way. The law should thus either adopt a libertarian approach, leaving the decision of what modes of slaughter are morally permissible to the “conscience of the consumer,” or otherwise mandate stunning without exception, on the belief that “cruelty to animals is a legitimate matter for collective decision-making, and that kosher/halal butchery is over that line” (2001, 41). If an exemption is to be justified, one must perform “mental gymnastics of an advanced order” in arguing that ritual slaughter is generally worth banning, but that the interests of those who wish to practice it outweigh society’s (or animals’) interest in requiring stunning (2001, 43).
Here I wish to suggest two possible rebuttals to Barry’s argument; the first concerns the factual support for his claims, while the second presents arguments for an exemption to a general ban on non-stun slaughter.  Barry’s facts regarding ritual slaughter are questionable; the state’s interest in mandatory stunning is not as clear-cut as he believes it to be. Barry cites a 1985 report by the British government’s Farm Animal Welfare Council, which states that ritual slaughter is more painful to an animal than methods that stun it. But as discussed above, the scientific evidence on this point is far from definitive, and the ministry with jurisdiction over the issue in the British case may have admitted privately that there was no evidence that shechita was less humane than other methods (Alderman 1995, 85).
 This view supports a libertarian approach to animal slaughtering, at least with respect to ritual slaughter: we need not “exempt” from a rule something that should not be barred by the rule to begin with.

American law adopts a version of this approach. Slaughter in the United States is governed by the Humane Methods of Slaughter Act, which requires livestock to be slaughtered in a manner found to be “humane,” and designates two methods as humane: slaughter after stunning, or slaughter “in accordance with the ritual requirements of the Jewish faith [or other similar religious methods]” (Becker 2008, 2–3). Rather than suggesting that ritual slaughter is particularly harmful, but not so much so that an exemption is unwarranted, American law implies that religious slaughter is simply not significantly different from methods with stunning with respect to humaneness.
 One might see the American case, somewhat crudely, as an implicit quota approach to “humaneness”: rather than designating some acts (e.g. non-stun slaughter) as definitively inhumane regardless of their context, we set some level of “inhumaneness” in slaughtering that cannot be surpassed, and determine that certain methods of slaughter do not exceed that threshold.
 
However, if we follow Barry as well as many European states in assuming that there is indeed some worthwhile interest achieved by mandating stunning, to defend an exemption:
It is necessary to postulate that, although ritual slaughter is far from being best practice, it is nevertheless above some threshold of cruelty below which prohibition would be justified. This then has to be taken to legitimate some sort of collective decision about the relative weight of the interests involved in which those of the animals lose out (Barry 2001, 43).

Responding to Barry, Waldron (2002) suggests a number of ways in which one might arrive at such a decision. A strong case for a cultural exemption may exist in cases where a law against some action is intended to prevent harms that are contingent on the cultural meaning ascribed to the action; the ritual slaughter question, however, does not fit well into this framework. Waldron uses as an example of this type of exemption State v. Kargar, in which an Afghan man was arrested on suspicion of sexual assault for kissing his infant son’s penis. A number of Afghans testified that this act was a common demonstration of paternal love in Afghanistan, and the case was dismissed. The meaning of the action was clearly different from that in cases the law was aimed to prevent, and this distinct meaning rendered the act harmless (Waldron 2002, 5–7).

The argument for applying this reasoning to ritual slaughter, though, is weak. Shechita or dhabiha likely does hold a very different meaning for one who believes in the respective faith than for one who does not. A secular person may think of non-stun slaughter as inhumane and cruel; a believer will see it as an expression of devotion to God’s law, an attempt to reduce animal suffering, and more as described in Part I. If a law against non-stun slaughter is intended to promote an interest held by humans—avoiding harm to public morals purportedly wrought by causing pain to animals and witnessing that act, for example—religious slaughter could be exempted on the grounds that the values it is meant to embody are similar to those promoted by stunning. But the predominant state interest behind contemporary rules that mandate stunning is not the protection of public morals; it is the reduction of animal suffering (see, e.g., “Calling for an End” 2014). As Barry notes, the religious import of ritual slaughter makes no difference to the creature being slaughtered (2001, 43). The fact that a shochet considers his butchery humane does not affect the state’s interest in stopping it. 
Therefore, if there is a justification for an exemption for ritual slaughter, it must lie in the “mental gymnastics” of weighing animals’ interests, and the state’s interests in mandatory stunning, against the interests of those who wish to engage in ritual slaughter. Here I will examine the arguments on each side of this balancing test, and argue that there is a strong case to be made for exempting ritual slaughter from stunning requirements.

What is the state’s interest in requiring pre-slaughter stunning? There exists a strong interest in maintaining public health, which may be pursued by regulating the conditions of animal slaughter. Indeed, in the 19th century shechita was often defended or attacked based on the allegedly sanitary or unsanitary nature of the practice (Gilman 2011). But the debate has shifted since then, and most contemporary debate concerns the degree of animal suffering involved in ritual slaughter. The state’s interest in limiting animal suffering is somewhat difficult to specify, but may emerge from any of at least two sentiments. First, one might follow what Joel Feinberg calls legal moralism, and claim that religious slaughter results in or constitutes some generalized moral threat, even if it does not necessarily lead to an perceptible harm or offense (Feinberg 1984, 27). An argument in this vein might argue that slaughtering animals without stunning was indicative of an immoral willingness or desire to engage in cruelty to animals, and therefore the state has an interest in preventing religious slaughter in order to limit citizens’ ability to act on, promulgate, or be made aware of such views. The legal moralist’s argument, however, is dubious: even if ritual slaughter is in fact more harmful to animals than the alternatives, it stems from a deep-seated belief in the importance of kindness towards animals. Furthermore, when states do take action to prevent “moral harm” of this sort, the alleged harm is likely to be far greater than anything suggested by opponents of ritual slaughter.

The stronger argument against religious slaughter focuses on the interests of animals, rather than people. Many contemporary arguments for animal rights, including Peter Singer’s as discussed above, stem from Jeremy Bentham’s view that animals have an interest equal or at least comparable to humans’ interest in avoiding suffering (Francione 2004, 126–27). Singer claims that animals’ interests should be given “equal consideration” to humans’ when policy decisions are being made; doing otherwise can only be justified by an irrational and immoral “speciesism” (Singer 2004). However, Singer’s view probably proves more than most of the 77% of recent British poll respondents who said they supported a ban on ritual slaughter would wish (“Almost 80 per cent” 2015). While religious slaughter, assuming it generally results in greater animal suffering than the alternatives, is untenable on Singer’s view, the same could likely be said of many contemporary mainstream livestock practices, which the less-committed supporters of a ritual slaughter might not wish to ban. The existence of other threats to animal welfare does not on its own justify permitting ritual slaughter to continue. But it is suggestive of the balancing done even by animal-welfare advocates. The British Farm Animal Welfare Commission (FAWC), for example, issued a report in 2003 that recommended rescinding the exemption to mandatory stunning for ritual slaughter; the report also suggested that while deer would ideally be slaughtered in “purpose-built premises… the deer slaughter industry may not yet be able to achieve this for all stock” (Report on the Welfare of Farmed Animals 2003, 41). FAWC did not suggest that deer slaughter be prohibited until the industry could meet this standard. More consequentially, Denmark recently banned ritual cattle slaughter, with the responsible minister announcing that “animal rights come before religion,” but the Danish mink farming industry, the largest of any European nation, continues to kill millions of the animals with potentially painful methods (Delahunty 2014, 24). Animal rights, in some cases, may come before religion, but after economic concerns. And, as Delahunty notes, hunting is widely permitted despite the obvious risks of animal suffering (2014, 24).
 The prevalence of laws requiring stunning (with or without an exemption for religious slaughter) suggests that there is widespread agreement on the existence of some societal interest in animal welfare generally, and that this interest is advanced by pre-slaughter stunning. However, many countries have evidently determined that this interest is at times outweighed by other considerations.
In Part II, I argued that the increase in animal welfare generated by requiring stunning is questionable, and above I have shown that the state’s interest in animal welfare has sometimes proved relatively weak compared to other interests. I conclude this section by examining religious believers’ interest in carrying out ritual slaughter, and arguing that it is strong enough to justify an exemption to mandatory stunning legislation.

 Those who argue against an exemption often understate, or misunderstand outright the interest Muslims and Jews have in their respective slaughtering practices. Barry claims that those seeking an exemption for religious slaughter have a “taste” for meat produced in such a way, comparable to the taste Barry claims to have for animals raised and slaughtered humanely. This view is flawed in at least two ways. First, the desire in question is not a relative preference for one type of some good over another type; it is a binary choice of whether or not to consume that good at all. Observant Muslims and Jews are not asking for a subsidy to make it easier to indulge their niche desires. What they seek is the ability to consume meat at all, given their inability
 to consume the same meat as the general population. The elimination of a category of choices entirely cannot be understood as a simple extension of a reduction in the variety of available choices: the harm or disutility felt by someone who sees his number of options of where to buy meat in town drop from ten to one is not as severe as that experienced when the possibilities drop from one to zero. 
Second, it is not at all clear that the relevant interest lies in eating meat. Many observers have focused on the availability of ritually-slaughtered meat when considering exemptions to humane slaughter laws. In the case of Cha’are Shalom ve Tsedek v. France, the European Court of Human Rights found that French authorities’ refusal to allow a Jewish group to engage in ritual slaughter and processing according to the stringent standards of glatt kosher did not infringe on religious freedom, because such meat was available for importation from abroad (Cha’are Shalom ve Tsedek v. France 2000). Zoethout defends Cha’are Shalom by claiming that, under that ruling, “the core of the practice (the consumption of ritually slaughtered meat) remains unaffected, while the peripheral right, that of ritual slaughter, may be subject to limitations” (Zoethout 2013a, 321). This reasoning is bizarre. It is true that the ability to consume meat is significant, and few would be satisfied if they were allowed to kill animals but not eat them. But the ability to slaughter animals on one’s own terms is hardly “peripheral.” Such a view only makes sense in a secular framework of meaning, in which the only purpose of slaughtering an animal is to obtain meat. In the believer’s mind, the act of slaughter is imbued with meaning; by slaughtering an animal according to divine law, he exercises dominion over that against which he wishes to define himself, but does so in a regulated process that emphasizes the uniquely human capacity for mindful self-restraint. Furthermore, the fact that neither meat consumption nor slaughtering are positively required
 by the relevant faiths hardly divests slaughtering of moral and religious significance.

It is difficult to take seriously the claim that importing meat can substitute for being allowed to perform ritual slaughter. The analogy is not perfect, but few would accept that a state’s willingness to recognize same-sex marriages performed abroad renders it superfluous for the state to allow such marriages to be performed domestically, or believe that the harm done to people forced to marry abroad under such circumstances is limited to the hassle and expense of travelling. The harm to couples in this situation, and to those told that their traditional slaughtering methods are “inhumane” and prohibited, also includes the pain of being told by one’s own government that the actions, or life plan that one wishes to pursue are too heinous to take place on domestic soil.
 The Cha’are Shalom ruling also raises practical issues: what if imported meat becomes prohibitively expensive, or other countries enact bans of their own? There is something unsatisfying in a legal regime whose judgments, even on matters as fundamental as religious freedom, hinge on external economic conditions. Finally, as Lerner and Rabello note, banning the production of kosher and halal meat while allowing for its importation may not achieve any gain in animal welfare, if the policy simply shifts ritual slaughter over a country’s borders (2006, 58). Those who, like Zoethout, argue for bans on production but not import because of the supposed importance of eating meat rather than producing it are thus in a bind: if the policy is widely-adopted, sanctioned meat may become unavailable, violating religious freedom; if only a few countries enact the policy, the effect on animal welfare may be negligible.
Returning to Waldron’s framework for considering cultural exemptions crystallizes the case for an exemption for religious slaughter. First, we ask if there is “room for exemption” to the stunning requirement (2002, 29). If preventing every single violation of a policy is of utmost importance—Waldron uses the prohibition of homicide as an example—an exemption will be almost impossible to justify; policies that focus on reducing some social ill, rather than eliminating it, leave more room for exemptions. The ban on non-stun slaughter is of the latter type, as shown by the current landscape of stunning in animal slaughter. A 2012 report for the European Commission found that only two-thirds of chickens slaughtered in the EU were effectively stunned prior to slaughter, but proposed new policies would increase that proportion to 95%—still leaving one out of every twenty chickens to be killed without effective stunning (Food Chain Evaluation Consortium 2012, 64). Similarly, the leading method of stunning cattle before slaughter requires multiple attempts at stunning around 5% of the time (Food Chain Evaluation Consortium 2007, 11). Mandatory stunning may increase animal welfare, but it hardly eliminates the welfare risks in the slaughter process, and I am aware of no serious legislative proposal that would take the steps necessary to ensure that every single animal, or as many as humanly possible, is effectively stunned before slaughter. The policy, then, is not one for which an exemption is beyond consideration.
Given some room for exemption, we must consider whether any particular group or individual can fairly be granted an exemption; I argue that one can fairly be given to religious groups affected by slaughtering regulations. At this point, it is important to distinguish among various types of “tastes,” to use Barry’s term. Few would support an exemption to mandatory stunning laws for slaughterhouses that do not wish to invest in the necessary equipment. The same claim could be advanced by every slaughterhouse, leaving little reason to privilege any particular one; the taste in question—saving money—is more or less universal.
 Some abattoirs might claim that they are apt to suffer more hardship that others in installing the equipment, due to some idiosyncrasy about their existing infrastructure or the like. As Waldron notes, the case for giving exemptions to groups that are religiously (or culturally) burdened, rather than economically or otherwise so, is not easy to make (2002, 22).
 However, in the case of mandatory stunning laws, the Islamic and Jewish communities, along with the Sami people of Scandinavia, are to my knowledge the only groups seeking an exemption. Whether due to moral beliefs, marketing concerns, or other factors, slaughterhouses serving non-religious markets are not asking to be allowed to slaughter without stunning. And Waldron’s argument for giving heightened consideration to religious groups is a strong one. Drawing on Robert Cover’s work, he notes that a member of a religious group seeking an exemption is not simply aiming to avoid the burden of following some newly-passed secular law. Such a person is trying to obey extant law—that of his faith and his religious community—and the moral worldview embodied within it, but is “torn” between the secular and religious legal regimes that demand his obedience (Waldron 2002, 24; see Cover 1983). This sentiment will not be enough to justify any exemption, but it recasts the debate over whether or not one should be provided. Rather than joining Barry in asking why people should be allowed to disobey a law that was important enough to be enacted, we may instead consider whether the law that they are already following is so far beyond the pale that it simply cannot be allowed to remain in force. Seen in this light, the “taste” for religiously-sanctioned meat is much more than the word would suggest. It lacks the optionality we normally associate with preferences, and the harm done by restricting the pursuit of that taste cuts to the core of the believer’s sense of self.
IV. Mandatory Labelling of Ritually-Slaughtered Meat


A peculiar complication in the ritual slaughter question results from the fact that much of the meat from animals slaughtered by shechita is not kosher according to Jewish law, and is sold on the general market.
 Some meat from animals killed according to the Muslim process is distributed to non-halal consumers for similar reasons. An additional challenge in the case of meat produced through dhabiha is that, due to the influx of Muslims in European countries including the UK, some restaurants have begun serving only halal meat, at times with less transparency or public disclosure than some consumers have desired (Bergeaud-Blackler 2007, 969–972; Flanagan 2014; McGee and Delgado 2010). Legislators in the UK as well as the European Parliament have proposed labelling schemes by which all meat sold would need to be accompanied by information regarding the method of slaughter, e.g. whether or not it came from animals that were stunned prior to being killed (Downing 2015).

In this section I consider the benefits and risks of mandatory labelling schemes, and argue that such proposals strike a fair balance between the interests of those who wish to consume ritually-slaughtered meat and those who wish to avoid it. Labelling may result in setbacks to the interests of producers and purchasers of religiously-slaughtered meat, but such costs are justifiably borne by religious adherents. However, a range of policies regarding labelling may be adopted, depending on a country’s broader “regime of toleration.”


Once we accept that religious slaughter should be permitted in some form, the argument for mandatory labelling begins by articulating the interests one might have in not consuming meat that has been produced without stunning. There are at least two distinct interests that may be at play. One might wish to avoid non-stunned meat for the same reasons given for prohibiting ritual slaughter altogether: a belief that humans should recognize and minimize animal suffering, and that non-stun slaughter results in unnecessary suffering. Purchasing ritually-slaughtered meat supports the industry, which one who holds the above beliefs would presumably seek to avoid. One might also wish to avoid halal or kosher meat for religious reasons. Shechita and dhabiha both require the slaughterer to say certain religiously prescribed words prior to beginning a slaughtering session, for the Jewish practice, or prior to each individual slaughter, for the Muslim one (Lerner and Rabello 2006, 11).
 One who believes in another faith, not to mention an atheist, might wish to avoid eating meat that has somehow gotten entangled in a different religious practice.


On the other hand, religious adherents generally object to labelling proposals. Much of this opposition is driven by economic concerns. About 70% of meat from shechita currently ends up in general distribution channels. Presumably, few purchasers of non-halal or -kosher meat would prefer religiously-slaughtered meat to the alternative if given the choice, but many might have an aversion to non-stunned meat. The likely result of labelling is thus reduced demand and lower prices for ritually-slaughtered meat; the price of meat that is halal or kosher would increase in turn (Ari Z. Zivotofsky 2012, 759–60). Also, because the amount of ritually-slaughtered meat sold in general markets is relatively small, the cost-per-unit of labelling the meat might be higher than doing so for meat that was produced with stunning instead (Silver 2011, 701–2). Zivotofsky also argues that mandating such labels only for ritually-slaughtered meat undeservedly “biases the consumer,” who may know little about the relevant practices and the available alternatives (2012, 760). Taking this view somewhat farther, one might say that mandatory labelling extends the harm done by the government’s initial declaration that certain groups’ practices as “inhumane.” Members of the relevant groups might argue that their self-respect is further undermined by the mandate to put a scarlet letter on some of their products in the marketplace.
If ritual slaughter is not restricted at all, the case for labelling is weak. Barry is wrong to suggest that a “libertarian” approach to animal slaughter, which would not restrict methods of slaughter and allow customers to buy whatever meat they wish, governed only by their consciences and pocketbooks, would require method-of-slaughter labelling (2002, 41). That approach is reasonable, but the provision of information might also be left to the whims of the market: if enough customers are unsatisfied by “mystery meat,” brands will begin to offer products that have been certified as not containing non-stunned meat. If Barry is to be the only one with that taste, it may prove to be an expensive one to indulge, requiring special arrangements with a slaughterhouse. But if judgments regarding animal welfare are left to be made privately, there is no reason that labelling should be required a priori to display the method of slaughter, given the many pieces of information customers might want it to show. However, few countries have embraced the libertarian approach, and those that have are generally not considering labelling laws.
More important, then, is the question of mandatory labelling under a rule-and-exemption approach. It is difficult to sustain the argument against labelling if ritual slaughter is allowed only through an exemption in the first place. In this circumstance, the state has already determined that there is some reason that meat slaughtered with stunning is in general preferable to ritually-slaughtered meat, and that, in the absence of the unique concerns of those given an exemption, pre-slaughter stunning would be legally required for animals. Critically, if no exemption to the stunning requirement existed, labelling non-stunned meat would be unnecessary, as all meat produced within the country would come from animals that had been stunned.
Jones (1994, 38) suggests a useful, if occasionally nebulous distinction between the burdens and consequences of adherence to a system of belief: the former are challenges or demands that are inherent to a belief or “imposed by the belief itself,” while the latter are those that result only from adhering to a belief system in some particular social context. Only consuming meat that is halal is a burden of Islam; consuming no meat because one’s government has banned dhabiha is a consequence of adhering to Islam in a country with such a policy. Jones argues that we are apt to expect believers to bear the burdens their beliefs place on them, but more support may be warranted in alleviating the consequences of belief. This framework clarifies our consideration of mandatory labelling. The relative expense of kosher or halal meat is clearly a burden of their respective faiths. The manual slaughter of animals, and the refusal to eat much of the meat that is produced, are inherent facets of the Jewish and Muslim dietary codes, and will inexorably make meat more expensive. Holding these beliefs in a predominantly Christian society in fact leads to some positive consequences: meat that might otherwise go to waste or need to undergo expensive porging to be sold can instead be sold to people outside the faith. (The possibility for offsetting costs in this manner when slaughtering in areas with a significant non-Jewish and –Muslim population may help explain why Israel, with an obviously limited market for meat stunned before slaughter, imports most of its beef (Lerner and Rabello 2006, 60 n. 258) and is the only place in the world where non-trivial amounts of meat are made kosher by porging [Ari Z. Zivotofsky 2012, 750]). Of course, there are negative consequences as well: Cha’are Shalom’s need to import glatt kosher meat after their application to perform glatt shechita was rejected, was a consequence of their belief within the French context. Zivotofsky (2012) and Silver (2011) assess the demands made of Jews and Muslims from a baseline situation in which ritually-slaughtered but not religiously-sound meat can be sold in the general market at a relatively high price. From this standpoint, a decline in the price for the meat brought on by a sudden regulatory change appears to be a consequence. After all, it can be traced quite clearly to an action that occurred within the broader social context in which believers happened to dwell. But if, as I have argued, the expense of religiously-slaughtered meat is a burden inherent to the beliefs in question, and the economic relief obtained by selling otherwise unusable meat is a positive consequence of the belief, the economic argument against labelling laws clearly fails.
 The argument that mandatory labelling would unfairly affect the impacted groups can only be addressed satisfactorily with reference to a society’s broader policy of toleration. Michael Walzer (1997, 14-36) proposes five archetypical “regimes of toleration”; the two most relevant here are the nation-state and the immigrant community. The nation-state is tolerant of minorities, particularly religious ones, but retains a strong sense of national culture, which is buoyed by a stable majority group and state efforts to promote assimilation of minorities. Difference is tolerated, but not more. By contrast, an immigrant society is marked by a culturally-neutral state, whose citizens are free to embrace or reject their cultural or religious identities, or generate new hyphenated identities as they change and are changed by the cultures around them.
In an immigrant society, there are stronger reasons to avoid mandatory labelling. Such countries are apt to be more tolerant of ritual slaughter practices to begin with: the United States, the paradigmatic immigrant society, does not even legally regard religious slaughter as inhumane, as discussed in Part II and unlike most European states, which adopt the rule-and-exemption approach. American policymakers not looking at different scientific evidence than European legislators. In fact, the strange structure of the Humane Methods of Slaughter Act, which deems Jewish and Muslim slaughter “humane,” developed in response to the American Jewish community’s fears that permitting shechita but not including it as humane would provide fodder for anti-Semitic attacks (Shaddow 1991, 1373–74 n. 50). A minority group in a nation-state would be unlikely to have enough political clout to force such a change. Given that ritual slaughter is not frowned upon in American law as it is in Europe, the enactment of a mandatory labelling scheme is unlikely. But the cultural neutrality of the immigrant society makes this less plausible still: when the supermarket is not seen as a front in a cultural struggle against immigrants and minorities, eating the “correct” food is a private issue of taste, not a public issue of culture. An immigrant society will not require labelling, but those who wish to avoid a particular food may be more able to develop private labelling schemes that serve their needs.
The nation-state, on the other hand, is more likely to require labelling, and such proposals have indeed gathered the most traction in European states, which for the most part fall into that category. Nation-states more readily adopt policies that burden minorities that attempt to maintain strong group ties, and might consider the stigma that labelling attaches to ritually-slaughtered meat as a feature, not a bug of the policy.
Conclusion

In this essay I have explored various dimensions of the debate over religious slaughter. In Part I, I discussed the role of dietary laws within the religious worldviews to which they belong; the importance of the laws strengthens the case for allowing believers to continue to obey them. In Part II, I argued that the scientific evidence on ritual slaughter practices was ambiguous; the uncertainty regarding the effects of ritual slaughter of animal welfare suggests that some degree of restraint is in order in determining what policies to enact. Part III contained an analysis of the arguments for and against providing religious adherents an exemption from bans on non-stun slaughter. Finally, in Part IV I turned to the relatively recent question of mandatory labelling of meat from non-stun slaughtering practices. In support of labelling laws, I argued that the alleged harm from such laws in fact stemmed from intrinsic features of ritual slaughter practices. The decision on labelling, however, ultimately turns on the nature of the society in which it is proposed. 
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� I use the terms “ritual slaughter” and “religious slaughter” interchangeably.


� Zoethout expresses confusion over the term “Oral Law,” claiming that “it is unclear what the authors mean by this,” and asking if “‘oral law’ can be considered as law at all?” Any Orthodox Jew would answer this question with an unqualified yes.


� A trained and rabbinically-approved Jew who carries out the process of shechita.


� Praying.


� The German word referring to religious slaughter without pre-stunning, including shechita and dhabiha.


� The New Zealand minister of agriculture rejected this recommendation and mandated stunning without exception, though the ban was partially reversed in the face of legal challenges by the Jewish community � ADDIN ZOTERO_ITEM CSL_CITATION {"citationID":"3pirj5288","properties":{"formattedCitation":"(Levine 2011)","plainCitation":"(Levine 2011)"},"citationItems":[{"id":749,"uris":["http://zotero.org/users/437566/items/EZD7U6I7"],"uri":["http://zotero.org/users/437566/items/EZD7U6I7"],"itemData":{"id":749,"type":"article-journal","title":"New Zealand's Ban on Kosher Slaughtering","container-title":"Ethnology","page":"209-222","volume":"50","issue":"3","source":"JSTOR","abstract":"In May 2010 New Zealand's government, in the interest of animal welfare, required that all animals slaughtered for commercial purposes be stunned before being killed. This rule effectively banned the Jewish practice of slaughtering, which requires that a kosher animal (e.g., cloven hooves, chews the cud, is in good health, etc.), be killed by a trained butcher who slits its throat with one stroke of an extremely sharp knife. A stunned animal (i.e., one shocked electrically), if not already dead, is considered injured and unhealthy, and, therefore, not kosher for slaughter. The government's position was due to recommendations by New Zealand's National Animal Welfare Advisory Committee and studies by veterinary scientists. Members of the small Jewish community went to New Zealand's High Court alleging that the ban infringed on their constitutional rights. The issue of humane animal treatment versus civil liberties proved to be much more involved, and was instructive as a local example of cultural politics. (Cultural politics, animal welfare, multiculturalism, New Zealand Jews)","ISSN":"0014-1828","journalAbbreviation":"Ethnology","author":[{"family":"Levine","given":"Hal"}],"issued":{"date-parts":[["2011",7,1]]},"accessed":{"date-parts":[["2015",2,19]]}}}],"schema":"https://github.com/citation-style-language/schema/raw/master/csl-citation.json"} �(Levine 2011)�.


� Livestock welfare has arguably improved since the initial publication of Singer’s Animal Liberation in 1975, but any changes fall far short of what he would presumably demand to render meat consumption ethical.


� After reading much of the relevant literature, my impression is that the “preponderance of the evidence” supports this claim, but it is not “beyond a reasonable doubt,” to use the language of the courts.


� In both cases, of course, some may argue that the being in question—an animal or a fetus—is in fact not different from a human at all, at least with respect to its right not to be subject to the practice being considered.


� Geoffrey Alderman states assuredly that the Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries, and Food made this admission, but does not source this fact nor indicate whether it occurred before or after the FAWC report was issued. Therefore I am not totally confident in his claim.


� Though the law mentions the religious nature of certain permitted techniques, HMSA goes on to specify that humane non-stun methods are those in which “the animal suffers loss of consciousness by anemia of the brain caused by the simultaneous and instantaneous severance of the carotid arteries with a sharp instrument.” As written, at least, the rationale for the quasi-exemption is based as much on a consideration of the particular religious methods of slaughter as their religious nature as such.


� Though the resources needed to design and enforce such a regime are prohibitive in practice, one could imagine an entire code of livestock welfare designed along these lines: giving a cow a larger area of pasture on which to graze might make it eligible for non-stun slaughter; one could raise more chickens in a given amount of space so long as extra care were taken to ensure they were effectively stunned prior to slaughter.


� There may be cases in which harm occurs after an action, harmless in its original cultural context, later takes on the mainstream meaning. The child in Kargar might have thought nothing of the action at the time, but later become horrified at what had been done to him when young. Such cases are difficult, but unimportant for the present discussion.


� Britain’s recent ban on pornography that depicts any of a number of acts might be said to aim at preventing moral harm, or perhaps offense. But the list of banned deeds includes things like “life-threatening” acts; furthermore, pornography is intended for display (even if predominantly of a private nature) in a way that animal slaughter is not � ADDIN ZOTERO_ITEM CSL_CITATION {"citationID":"1k2ucsicif","properties":{"formattedCitation":"(Burnett 2014)","plainCitation":"(Burnett 2014)"},"citationItems":[{"id":1093,"uris":["http://zotero.org/users/437566/items/NVUFNDXH"],"uri":["http://zotero.org/users/437566/items/NVUFNDXH"],"itemData":{"id":1093,"type":"article-newspaper","title":"The UK pornography law: a scientific perspective","container-title":"The Guardian","abstract":"Dean Burnett: The new rules have baffled many but do they hold up to scientific scrutiny? Not really, no","URL":"http://www.theguardian.com/science/brain-flapping/2014/dec/05/uk-pornography-law-scientific-perspective-children-safety","shortTitle":"The UK pornography law","author":[{"family":"Burnett","given":"Dean"}],"issued":{"date-parts":[["2014",12,5]]},"accessed":{"date-parts":[["2015",4,20]]}}}],"schema":"https://github.com/citation-style-language/schema/raw/master/csl-citation.json"} �(see Burnett 2014)�.


� One imagines that the suffering experienced by the average animal killed by hunting—obviously not pre-stunned—exceeds that of the average animal killed in a careful, deliberate manner via ritual slaughter. Furthermore, an animal that is permanently injured by a hunter, but runs away without being killed, surely suffers more than one whose ritual slaughter goes awry, but is thereafter quickly killed by emergency methods.


� Barry would likely object to the notion that religious believers are “unable” to eat non-kosher or –halal meat. Obviously, inability is a matter of degree: believers are more able to eat meat than, say, a blind person is able to read a printed, non-Braille book. But when the cost of eating meat is violating a millennia-old code of law, it seems insensitive, to say the least, to say that believers should feel straightforwardly able to eat all meat.


� That is, while Judaism and Islam specify how animals are to be slaughtered and the types of meat that may be consumed, neither require that adherents consume meat or slaughter animals at all. A vegetarian or pescatarian diet is compatible with religious observance � ADDIN ZOTERO_ITEM CSL_CITATION {"citationID":"d1hjqfl46","properties":{"formattedCitation":"(Lerner and Rabello 2006, 29)","plainCitation":"(Lerner and Rabello 2006, 29)"},"citationItems":[{"id":757,"uris":["http://zotero.org/users/437566/items/SIEPJ3NP"],"uri":["http://zotero.org/users/437566/items/SIEPJ3NP"],"itemData":{"id":757,"type":"article-journal","title":"The Prohibition of Ritual Slaughtering (Kosher Shechita and Halal) and Freedom of Religion of Minorities","container-title":"Journal of Law and Religion","page":"1-62","volume":"22","issue":"1","source":"JSTOR","ISSN":"0748-0814","journalAbbreviation":"Journal of Law and Religion","author":[{"family":"Lerner","given":"Pablo"},{"family":"Rabello","given":"Alfredo Mordechai"}],"issued":{"date-parts":[["2006",1,1]]},"accessed":{"date-parts":[["2015",2,19]]}},"locator":"29"}],"schema":"https://github.com/citation-style-language/schema/raw/master/csl-citation.json"} �(Lerner and Rabello 2006, 29)�.


� There is a curious resemblance between the policy of banning religious slaughter but allowing the import of non-stun meat and the recent American use of “extraordinary rendition” and overseas torture. Both uncomfortably straddle the divide between domestic and international jurisdiction in an attempt to disclaim responsibility for a policy without attempt to change its effects.


� Exemptions could be distributed randomly, but we would more likely conclude that the “room for exemption” should just not be given to any of the slaughterhouses.


� The debate surrounding the recently overturned Polish ban on ritual slaughter provides an interesting case in which economic and religious concerns are not easily separable. Poland exports a large amount of beef, and about 30% of exported beef has been ritually slaughtered. After a court ruling in 2012 nullified the existing exemption for ritual slaughter, domestic and international religious communities that rely on Polish meat lobbied for the passage of a new exemption; a significant portion of the slaughtering industry took the same position based on economic considerations � ADDIN ZOTERO_ITEM CSL_CITATION {"citationID":"29qkivb5p1","properties":{"formattedCitation":"(Szumigalska and Bazan 2014)","plainCitation":"(Szumigalska and Bazan 2014)"},"citationItems":[{"id":869,"uris":["http://zotero.org/users/437566/items/BXMUV8AP"],"uri":["http://zotero.org/users/437566/items/BXMUV8AP"],"itemData":{"id":869,"type":"article-journal","title":"Ritual slaughter issue in Poland: between religious freedom, legal order and economic-political interests","container-title":"Religion and Society in Central and Eastern Europe","page":"53-69","volume":"7","issue":"1","source":"rascee.net","ISSN":"1553-9962","shortTitle":"Ritual slaughter issue in Poland","language":"en","author":[{"family":"Szumigalska","given":"Agnieszka"},{"family":"Bazan","given":"Monika"}],"issued":{"date-parts":[["2014",12,31]]},"accessed":{"date-parts":[["2015",3,12]]}}}],"schema":"https://github.com/citation-style-language/schema/raw/master/csl-citation.json"} �(Szumigalska and Bazan 2014)�


� Ritually-slaughtered meat ends up on the general market in a number of ways. The post-shechita inspection of an animal carcass may uncover blemishes that render the animal treif, though it is otherwise safe for human consumption. Some parts of a cow are never kosher even if the animal as a whole is. In addition, a large portion of the meat from a cow can only be made kosher if fat and veins are removed via a process known as porging; the expense of this process and dearth of trained porgers makes it more economical to sell the meat to non-kosher markets instead.


� I cannot assess whether the words uttered in dhabiha constitute a “blessing,” as some � ADDIN ZOTERO_ITEM CSL_CITATION {"citationID":"1l9lmv9125","properties":{"formattedCitation":"(Eardley 2014)","plainCitation":"(Eardley 2014)"},"citationItems":[{"id":1111,"uris":["http://zotero.org/users/437566/items/WCMPP7Z2"],"uri":["http://zotero.org/users/437566/items/WCMPP7Z2"],"itemData":{"id":1111,"type":"webpage","title":"What is halal meat?","container-title":"BBC News","abstract":"There are calls to better label halal food in the UK, but how does it differ from other meat and why is it controversial?","URL":"http://www.bbc.com/news/uk-27324224","author":[{"family":"Eardley","given":"Nick"}],"issued":{"date-parts":[["2014",5,12]]},"accessed":{"date-parts":[["2015",4,20]]}}}],"schema":"https://github.com/citation-style-language/schema/raw/master/csl-citation.json"} �(e.g. Eardley 2014)� have claimed. But the precise nature of the words does not change the fact that one might have a reasonable interest in not consuming meat that is tied up in the practices of a religion that is not one’s own.


� Avoidance of this type might even be dictated by religious law. Jewish law, for example, bars Jews from consuming most wine that has been handled by non-Jews; the prohibition stems from concerns that such wine might have been used for idol worship � ADDIN ZOTERO_ITEM CSL_CITATION {"citationID":"5uu9daq69","properties":{"formattedCitation":"(Chabad n.d.)","plainCitation":"(Chabad n.d.)"},"citationItems":[{"id":1113,"uris":["http://zotero.org/users/437566/items/C6NUB32B"],"uri":["http://zotero.org/users/437566/items/C6NUB32B"],"itemData":{"id":1113,"type":"webpage","title":"Wine and Grape Products","URL":"www.chabad.org/library/article_cdo/aid/82688","author":[{"family":"Chabad","given":""}],"accessed":{"date-parts":[["2015",4,20]]}}}],"schema":"https://github.com/citation-style-language/schema/raw/master/csl-citation.json"} �(Chabad n.d.)�.
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