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SURVEY OF RECENT HALAKHIC
PERIODICAL LITERATURE

VEGETARIANISM AND JLDAISM

i. THE IDEOLOGICAL
PERSPECTIVE

In Jewish teaching, not only are norma-
tive laws regarded as binding solcly upon
the authority of divine revelation, but

ethical principles as well are regarded as
endowed with validity and commended
as goals of human aspiration only if they,
too, are divinely revealed. In his com-
ments upon the introductory section of
Ethics of ihe Faihers, R. Ovadiah of
Bartenura questions the import of the

initial statement of that tractate, "Moses
received the Torah from Sinai and
transmitted it to Joshua." That state-
ment would have been appropriate as an
introduction to the Mishnah as a whole
and, as such, would have served as an
affirmation of the divine nature of the

Oral Law in its entirety, but it seems
rather incongruous in medias res. Bar-
tenura explains the incorporation of this
statement at the beginning of Ethics of

ihe Faihers by remarking that, unlike
other tractates, Ethics or the Fathers is
not devoted to an explication of any
particular commandment but is com-
posed in its entirety of ethical maxims.
"The wise men of the nations of the
world," declares Bartenura, "authored

ethical treatises in accordance with the
inclination of their hearts." Therefore,

this tractate, devoted as it is exclusively
to matters of ethical conduct, begins with
this prefatory statement in order to
indicate that "even these (ethical princi-
ples) were stated at Sinai." Accordingly,
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even though Judaism certainly does not
posit vegetarianism as a normative life-
style, its value as a moral desideratum
can be acknowledged only if support is
found within the corpus of the Written
or Oral Law.

A prooftcxt often cited in support
of vegetarianism as an ideal to which

man should aspire is a statement
recorded in Sanhedrin 59b:

Rav Judah stated in the name of Rav,
"Adam was not permitted meat for pur-
poses of eating as it is written, 'for you shall
it be for food and to all beasts of the earth'
(Genesis 1:29), but not beasts of the earth
for you. But when the sons of Noah came
(Hel permitted them (the heasts of the
earth) as it is said, 'as the green grass have I
given to you everything' (Genesis 9:3)."

Some writers have regarded this state-
ment as reflecting the notion that pri-
meval man was denied the Jlesh of
animals because of his enhanced moral
status, Permission to eat the Jlesh of
animals was granted only to Noah
because, subsequent to Adam's sin, his
banishment from the Garden of Eden
and the degeneration of subsequent gen-

erations, man could no longer be held to
such lofty moral standards. Neverthe-

less, they argue, man ought to aspire to
the highest levels of moral conduct and,
consistent with such a value system, man
should eschew the flesh of animals.

In point of fact, this talmudic

dictum is simply a terse statement of the
relevant law prior to the time of :\oah

but is silent with regard to any validating
rationale. While the statement in ques-
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tion may well be compatible with a
vegetarian ideal, it may quite readily be
comprehended as reflecting entirely dif-
ferent considerations. Indeed, the classic
hiblical commentators found entirely
different explanations for the change

which occurred with regard to dietary
regulations. Thus, for example, R. Jacob
ben Asher, renowned as the author ofthe
Tur Shulhan Arukh, in his com-
mentary on Genesis I :29, explains that,
prior to partaking of the fruit of the Tree
of Knowledge, Adam lacked any desire
for meat; only subsequent to eating of
the forbidden fruit did man acquire a
carnivorous nature. Hence the dispensa-

tion granted to Noah to eat the Jlesh of
animals simply reflects man's trans-
formed biological needs. R. Meir Lei-
bush Malbim, in his commentary on
Genesis 9:3, remarks that Adam was
endowed with a "strong" constitution
and that the produce available in the
Garden of Eden was nutritionally opti-
mal in nature, Under such circum-
stances, Adam's dietary needs could be
satisfied without recourse to meat. Only
as mankind degenerated physically as
well as spiritually, became geograph-
ically dispersed and hence subject to the
vagaries of climate, and as the quality of
available produce became nutritionally
inferior, did it become necessary for

man, in this "weakened" state, to supple-
ment his diet with animal products in
order to assure the availability of the
nutrients required for his biological

needs.
An examination of the writings of

rabbinic scholars reveals three distinct
attitudes with regard to vegetarianism:

1) The Gemara, Pesahim 49b, de-
clares that an ignoramus ought not to
partake of meat: "'This is the law of the
animal . . . and the fowl' (Leviticus

i i :46): whoever engages in (the study of)
the Law is permitted to eat the Jlesh of
animals and fowl, but whoever docs not
engage in (the study of) the Law may not
eat the flesh of animals and fowL." This
text should certainly not be construed as
declaring that meat is permitted only to

the scholar as a reward for his erudition
or diligence1 Maharsha indicates that
this text simply reflects a concern for
scrupulous observance of the minutiae of
the dietary code. The ignoramus is not
proficient in the myriad rules and regula-
tions governing the eating of meat,

including the differentiation between

kosher and nonkosher species, the porg-
ing of forbidden fat and veins, the
soaking and salting of meat, etc. Only
the scholar who has mastered those rules
and regulations can eat meat with a clear
conscience. Indeed, an earlier authority,
Rabbenu Nissim, citing R. Sherira
Gaon, explains that an ignoramus is
advised to refrain from eating meat

because he is ignorant of the proper

method of performing ritual slaughter
and of examining the internal organs. A
similar interpretation is advanced by R.
Moses lsserles, Teshuvot Rema, no. 65,
who remarks that the ignoramus is not
proficient in the laws of ritual slaughter.
Maharsha notes that this stricture
applies only to the eating of the Jlesh of
land-animals but places no restriction
upon the eating of fish, even though

reference to fish is also made in the very
same biblical verse. The reason for this
distinction is that the dietary code per-
taining to consumption of fish is rela-
tively simple and can be mastered by
everyone, while preparation of animal

meat is governed by complex regulations
requiring diligent study. Historically,
there certainly have been individuals
who, depending upon circumstances of
time and place, did deny themselves

meat, not because of the ethical implica-
tions of a carnivorous diet, but because

of their concern for inadvertent trans-

gression of provisions of the dietary

code. For example, during the early part
of the twentieth century, many pious

immigrants to the United States declined
to cat meat because of the lax standards
of kashrut supervision then prevalent in
this country. Such individuals adopted

vegetarianism as a life-style, but did so
because of concern for observance of the
technicalities of religious law rather than
because of moral considerations.
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2) A number of medieval scholars,
including R. Issac Abarbanel in his
commentary on Genesis 9:3 and Isaiah
11:7, and R. Joseph Albo, Sefer ha-
Ikkarim, Book II, chapter 15, regard

vegetarianism as a moral ideal, not

because of a concern for the welfare of
animals, but because of the fact that the
slaughter of animals might cause the
individual who performs such acts to
develop negative character traits, viz.,
meanness and cruelty. Their concern was
with regard to possible untoward effect
upon human character rather than with
animal welfare.'

Indeed, R. Joseph Albo, Sefer ha-
Ikkarim, Book II, chapter i 5, maintains
that renunciation of the consumption of
meat for reasons of concern for animal
welfare is not only morally erroneous but
even repugnant. Albo asserts that this
was the intellectual error committed by
Cain and that it was this error that was
the root cause of Cain's act of fratricide,
Scripture reports that Cain brought a
sacrifice of the produce of the land while
Abcl offered a sacrifice from the animals
of his flock, Albo opines that Cain did
not offer an animal sacrifice because he

regarded men and animals as equals'
and, accordingly, fclt that he had no
right to take the life of an animal, even
as an act of divine worship. Abel shared
the basic conviction of his brother but
nevertheless maintained that man was
superior to animals in that he possessed

reason as demonstrated in his ability to
use his intellect in cultivating fields
and in shepherding flocks. This, Abel

believed, gave man limited rights over
animals, including the right to use ani-
mals in the service of God, but did not
confer upon him the right to kil animals
for his own needs. Ahel's error was not as
profound as that of Cain, but it was an
error nonetheless. And, declares Albo,

because Abel shared the error of his
brother, at least to the degree of not

recognizing the superiority of man over
members of the animal kingdom, he was
punished by being permitted to die at the
hands of Cain. Albo further explains
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God's acceptance of Abel's sacrifice and
His rejection of that of Cain as being

directly related to their respective views

regarding the rclatIve moral status of
men and animals. Cain's error was
egregious in the extreme. Hence he was
so lacking in favor in the eyes of God
that his sacrifice was rejected. Although
he was also guilty of error, Abel's
sacrifice was accepted by God because
his error was not as serious as that of his
brother. According to Albo, Cain failed
to understand the reason for the rejec-
tion of his sacrifice and continued to
assume that his own value system was

correct but that, in the eyes of God,

animal sacrifice was intrinsically supe-
rior to the offering of produce. Since

Cain remained confirmed in his opinion
that man and animals are inherently
equal, he was led to the even more
grievous conclusion that just as man is
entitled to take the life of an animal so
also is he entitled to take the life of his
fellow man. This position, Albo asserts,
was adopted by succeeding generations
as well and it was preciscly the notion

that men and animals are equal that lead,
not to the renunciation of causing harm
to animals and to concern for their
welfare, but rather to the notion that

violence against one's fellow men was
equally acceptable. The inevitable result
was a total breakdown of the social order
which ultimatcly culminated in punish-
ment by means of the flood. Subsequent
to the flood, meat was permitted to

Noah, Albo asserts, in order to impress
upon mankind the superiority of man
over members of the animal kingdom.

Albo does not explain why the
generations after the Jlood drew the
correct conclusion and were not prone
again to commit the error of Cain,

Rather than recognizing the inherent
superiority of man that is reflected in the
dispensation granted them to partake of
the flesh of animals, they might have

concluded that violence against man is
similarly justified because men and ani-
mals are coequal. It was preciscly this
conclusion that Cain drew from God's
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acceptance of animal sacrifice. It may,
however, be possible that, at that junc-
ture of human history, the possibility of
drawing such a conclusion was effec-
tively obviated. Genesis 7:23 declares

that during the period of the flood God
destroyed not only man but also every
living creature. The Gemara, Sanhedrin
lOSa, queries, "If man sinned, what was
the sin of the animals? Rabbi Joshua the
son of Korhah answered the question
with a parable: A man made a nuptial
canopy for his son and prepared elabo-
rate foods for the wedding feast. In the
interim his son died. The father arose

and took apart the nuptial canopy
declaring, 'I did nothing other than on
behalf of my son. Now that he has died
for what purpose do I need the nuptial
canopy?' Similarly, the Holy One, bless-
ed be He, said, 'I did not create animals
and beasts other than for man. "low that
man has sinned for what purpose do I
need animals and beasts?'" Those com-
ments serve to indicate that the exter-
mination of innocent animals in the
course of the deluge must be regarded as
proof positive of the superiority of man
over members of the animal kingdom.
Animals could be destroyed by a right-
eous God only because the sole purpose
of those creatures was to serve man.

Hence, if man is to be destroyed, the
continued existence of animal species is
purposeless. Thus the basic principle,
i.e" the superiority of man over members
of the animal kingdom, was amply
demonstrated by the destruction of ani-
mals during the course of the flood. No
further demonstration of the relative
status of man and beasts was necessary.
Permission to eat the flesh of animals

was then required only as a means of

explicitly negating the residual notion
that animals are somehow endowed with
rights and that man's obligations vis-
a-vis animals are somehow rooted in
such rights rather than in a concern for

the possible moral degeneration of man
himself. 4

Albo's basic position is reflected in a
comment of Bereshit Rabbah 22:26

which indicates that Cain did not under-
stand the enormity of his misdeed:

And the Lord said unto him: "Therefore
whosoever slayeth Cain, vengence shall he
taken on him sevenfold" (Genesis 4:15). R.
Nehemiah said, "The punishment of Cain is
not as the punishment of other murderers.
Cain killed hut he had none from whom to
learn (the enormity of his crimel (But)

henceforth whosoever slayeth Cain shall be
slain."

The implication of this statement is that
Cain was not aware of the heinous
nature of his crime. According to Albo,
Cain lapsed into grievous moral error
because, having accepted the equality of
man and members of the animal king-
dom, he regarded divine acceptance of
animal sacrifice as license to take the life
of others.

3) One modern-day scholar who is
often cited as looking upon vegetaria-

nism with extreme favor is the late Rabbi
Abraham Isaac Kook. It is indeed the
case that in his writings Rabbi Kook
speaks of vegetarianism as an ideal and
points to the fact that Adam did not
partake of the flesh of animals, In

context, however, Rabbi Kook makes
those comments in his portrayal of the
eschatological era.' He regards man's
moral state in that period as being akin
to that of Adam before his sin and does
indeed view renunciation of enjoyment

of animal flesh as part of the heightened
moral awareness which wil be manifest
at that time6 But Rabbi Kook is empha-
tic, nay, vehement, in admonishing that
vegetarianism dare not be adopted as a

norm of human conduct prior to the
advent of the eschatological era, Rabbi
Kook advances what are, in effect, four
distinct arguments in renunciation of
vegetarianism as a goal toward which
contemporary man ought to aspire:

(i) Addressing himself to members
of the vegetarian movement, Rabbi
Kook remarks almost facetiously that
one might surmise that all problems of
human welfare have been resolved and
the sole remaining area of concern is

animal welfare. In effect, his argument is
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that there ought to be a proper ordering
of priorities. Rabbi Kook is quite explicit
in stating that enmity between nations

and racial discrimination should be of
greater moral concern to mankind than
the well-being of animals and that only
when such matters have been rectified
should attention be turned to questions

of animal welfare,7

(ii) Given the present nature of
the human condition, maintains Rabbi
Kook, it is impossible for man to sub-
limate his desire for meat. The inevit-
able result of promoting vegetarianism

as a normative standard of human
conduct, argues Rabbi Kook, will be that

man will violate this norm in seeking
self-gratification. Once taking the life of
animals is regarded as being equal in

abhorrence to taking the life of man, it
will transpire, contends Rabbi Kook,
that in his pursuit of meat, man will

regard cannibalism as no more heinous
than the consumption of the flesh of
animals.8 The result wil be, not en-

hanced respect for the life of animals, but
rather debasement of human life. "9

(iii) Man was granted dominion
over animals, including the right to take
their lives for man's own benefit, in order
to impress upon him his spiritual superi-
ority and heightened moral obligations.
Were man to accord animals the same
rights he accords fellow human beings he
would rapidly degenerate to the level of
animals in assuming that he is bound by
standards of morality no different from
those espoused by brute animals. 10

(iv) In an insightful psychological
observation, Rabbi Kook remarks that
even individuals who are morally degen-
erate seek to channel their natural moral
instincts in some direction. Frequently,
they seek to give expression to moral

drives by becoming particularly scru-
pulous with regard to some specific
aspect of moral behavior. With almost

prescient knowledge of future events,
Rabbi Kook argues that, were vegetaria-
nism to become the norm, people might
become quite callous with regard to
human welfare and human life and
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express their instinctive moral feelings in
an exaggerated concern for animal wel-

fare.11 These comments summon to mind
the spectacle of Germans watching with
equanimity while their Jewish neighbors
were dispatched to crematoria and im-
mediately thereafter turning their atten-
tion to the welfare of the household pets
that had been left behind.

It does not follow from the fore-
going that vegetarianism is decried by

Judaism as a valid lifestyle for at least
some individuals. There are, to be sure,
individuals who are repulsed by the
prospect of consuming the flesh of a
living creature. It is not the case that an
individual who declines to partake of
meat is ipso facio guilty of a violation of
the moral code. On the contrary, Scrip-
ture states, "and you will say: 'I wil eat
meat,' because your soul desires to eat
meat; with all the desire of your soul may
you cat meat" (Deuteronomy 12:20). The
implication is that meat may be con-
sumed when there is desire and appetite
for it as food, but may be eschewed when
there is no desire and, afortiori, when it
is found to be repugnant. 

12 The question

is one of perspective. Concern arises only
when such conduct is elevated to the
level of a moral norm.

Ethicists who do not accept the
notion of revelation are left with a
problem with regard to the nature of
ethical propositions. Ethical statements

are clearly more than an expression of
subjective likes or dislikes since man has
no difficulty in distinguishing between

the expression of a mere preference and
the expression of what he regards as a
moral norm. C. L. Stevenson expressed

the distinction in essentially the follow-

ing manner: The statement "I like spin-
ach" is a reflection of subjective feeling

and nothing more. The proposition "X is
good" resolves into two statements, viz.,
"I approve of X. You do so as well." The
proposition "X is good" goes beyond the
proposition "I like spinach" in that it is
addressed to others and seeks to have

them adopt thc attitudes ofthe speaker.1J
An individual's subjective repugnance at
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the prospect of consuming the flesh of an
animal is an aesthetic responsc rather

than a moral reaction. It becomes a

moral position only when expressed in
advocating the adoption of such norms
of conduct by others as welL. Jewish

tradition does not command carnivorous
behavior; it rejects the notion that, at
least during the current historical epoch,
renunciation of the eating of meat should
be posited as a moral ideal for mankind.

11. MEAT 0:\ YOM TOV

One halakhic consideration standing in
the way of adherence to a strict vege-
tarian regimen is the obligation ofsimhat
Yom Tov, i,e., rejoicing in the festivals.
According to most authorities, through-
out the period during which the Temple
stood, there was an absolute obligation,
at least on the part of males, to partake
of the flesh of the festival offering. The
Gcmara, Pesahim 109a, records:

R. Judah ben Heteira declared, "During the
time that the Temple existed there was no
'rejoicing' other than through meat as it is
said, 'and you shall slaughter peace-offer-

ings and you shall eat there; and you shall
rejoice hefore the Lord your God' (Deu-
teronomy 27:7)."

The juxtaposition in a single verse of the
commandments concerning the peace-
offering and the obligation regarding

rejoicing is regarded by the Gemara as
establishing the principle that the "re-

joicing" in the festival that is explicitly
commanded (Deuteronomy 16: 14) is
that of partaking of the meat of the

sacrifice. 
14

Subsequent to the destruction of the
Temple and the consequent lapse of the
sacrificial order, whether or not there
exists an obligation to partake of ordi-
nary meat on the festivals is a matter of
some dispute. There would appear to be
no basis for assuming that such an

obligation exists since the obligation

posited by the Gemara explicitly spec-
ifies that meat of the festival-offering
must be used for this purpose. Indeed the

statement of R, Judah ben Beteira con-
cludes with the remark, "but now that
the Temple does not exist there is no
rejoicing other than with wine, as it is
written 'And wine (that) gladdens the
heart of man' (Psalms 104:l5).'' The
ostensive implication of this statement is
that, subsequent to the destruction of the
Temple, the commandment concerning
rejoicing on thè festival is fulfilled only
by drinking wine and not by eating meat.
Similarly, the Gemara, Pesahim 71a,
indicates that, even while the Temple
stood, when the sacrificial animal could
not be cooked, i.e., on the Sabbath, the
obligation of rejoicing was satisfied by
donning clean raiment and drinking "old
wine" rather than by eating ordinary

meat prepared in advance of the Sab-

bath. This is indeed the position of

Ritva, Kiddushin 3b, and of Teshuvot

Rashhash, no. i 76, who maintain that
there no longer exists an obligation to
partake of meat on the festivals. More-
over, Tosafot, Yoma 3a, and Rabbenu
Nissim, Sukkah 42b, citing the earlier-
mentioned statement recorded in Pesa-
him 7la and the statement of the
Gemara, Hagigah 8a, which speaks of
"all forms of rejoicing," assert that, even
during the Temple period, the eating of
meat was not an absolute requirement.
Rabbenu Nissim characterizes the re-
quirement to eat the meat of the festival
offering as a mitsvah min ha-muvhar,
i.e., the optimal manner of fulfiling
the obligation, but not an absolute

req uirement.
However, Rambam, SeIer ha-

Mitsvot, mitsvot aseh, no, 54, adopts an
entirely different position: "Included in
His statement 'and you shall rejoice in
your festivals' (Deuteronomy 16:14) is
that which (the Sages) said to rejoice in
them with (various) forms of rejoicing
and (because) of this to eat meat, to
drink wine, to don new clothes and to
distribute fruits and sweets to children
and women." Even more explicit is
Ramham's statement in Hilkhot Yom
Tov 6: 18. After codifying the require-
ment of eating the meat of the festival-
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offering during the days of the Temple,
Rambam turns to an explication of other
ramifications of the commandment to
rejoice in the festival: "How (is the
commandment fulfilled)? Children are
given parched corn, nuts and sweets; for
women one buys beautiful clothes and
ornaments in accordance with one's
financial ability; and men eat meat and
drink wine, for there is no rejoicing other
than with meat and there is no rejoicing
other than with wine." This view is also
adopted by Tur Shulhan Arukh, Orah

Hayyim 529,
Bet Yosef, Orah Hayyim 529, ques-

tions the requirement posited by Ram-
barn and Tur regarding eating meat on
the festival since the Gemara seems to
indicate that, in our day, the command-
ment is satisfied by merely drinking
wine." Thc statement of Hagigah 8a

'''and you shall rejoice in your festivals'
(Deutcronomy 16: 14): to include all
forms of rcjoicing," is apparently under-
stood by Rambam as creating a norma-
tive obligation beyond that posited by
Pesahim 109a with regard to partaking
of the meat of the festival-offering.
Therefore, maintains Rambam, when
meat of sacrificial animals is not avail-
able, ordinary meat must be eaten for
purposes of fulfilling the commandment
of rejoicing." It is quite evident that the
Sages maintained that the consumption
of ordinary meat gives rise to joy since
the Gemara, Sanhedrin 70a, declares
that it is forbidden to eat meat or to
drink wine on the day preccding the

ninth of Ab, 17 This prohibition was later
extcnded to prohibit the eating of meat
beginning with the first day of Ab.

However, if all appropriate forms of
rejoicing are mandatory, why does the
Gemara, Pesahim I09a, speak of wine as
obligatory only in our day, but not when
the meat of the festival offerings was
eaten? Yam shel Shelomoh. Beitsah 2:5,
suggests that, when the Temple stood,
rejoicing was possible without the inebri-
ating effect of wine; only in exile is wine
necessary to dispel melancholy and to
generate joyousness in order to restore

88

faith that God has not forsaken us. Yam
shel Shelomoh fails to explain why
Pesahim 7la speaks of an obligation
with regard to drinking "old wine" prior

to the destruction of the Temple
Among latter-day authorities, Ma-

gen Avraham, Orah Hayyim 696:15,
states that, subsequent to the destruction
of the Temple, there is no obligation to
eat meat on festivals. This statement is,
however, contradicted by another com-
ment of Magen Avraham himself. Ma-
gen Avraham, Orah Hayyim 249:6, cites
a similar statement in the name of
Levush declaring the eating of meat on
the festivals not to be obligatory in our
day and, pointing to Sanhedrin 70a,

declares Levush to be in error. In yet
another comment, Magen A vraham,
Orah Hayyim 529:3, declares it to be a
"mitsvah" to eat meat on Yom TOV.I8

One ramification of the view that
the eating of meat on the festivals is an
absolute requirement is found in Teshu-

vot lIavvot Ya'ir, no. i 78. The sole ritual
slaughterer in a small vilage fell ill prior
to Passover with the result that the
townspeople were without meat for the
holiday. One of the members of the
community was proficient in the laws of
slaughtering but did not possess formal

kabbalah, i.e., rabbinic license to serve as
a ritual slaughterer. Havvot YaYr ruled
that, were there no question with regard
to the actual kashrut of the slaughtered

animal, the requiremcnt for kabbalah

must be waived in order to make it
possible to fulfill the commandment of
rejoicing in the festivaL. R. Shalom
Mordecai Schwadron, Da 'at Torah.
Y oreh De 'ah I: 10, contested this ruling

on the grounds that, according to many
authorities, subsequent to the destruc-

tion of the Temple, the eating of meat on
Yom Tov is not an absolute requirement.
This latter view is also the position of
Shenei Luhot ha-Berit, p. 74b, cited by
Pithei Teshuvah, Yoreh De'ah 18:9.

Another matter that is directly con-
tingent upon the resolution of this ques-
tion is addressed by R. Moshe ha-Levi
Steinberg, Hukkat ha-Ger, Kuntres ha-
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Teshuvot, no. 1. The question concerns
the conversion of a proselyte who is a
vegetarian and hence will not assume the
obligation of eating meat on Yom Tov, If
such consumption of meat is an absolute
obligation the conversion is invalid. This
conclusion follows from the principle
formulated in Bekhorot 30b and the
Mekhi/ta, Parshat Kedoshim 19:34,
which provides that the candidate's

failure to accept any provision of Jewish
law invalidates a conversion 19 If, on the
other hand, the eating of meat on Yom
Tov is not a normative requirement the
conversion is entirely valid.

Regardless of whether or not there
exists a normative obligation to eat meat
on Yom Tov, it is certain that the Sages
encouraged and urged such practice.
Even practices which are not mandated
by the obligation concerning rejoicing
nevertheless constitute a fulfillment of

the commandment when they result in
feelings of gladness and joy.20 In forbid-
ding the eating of meat on the day
preceding the ninth of Av because con-
sumption of meat gives rise to joy, the
Gemara forbids only the eating of types
of meat comparable to that of sacrificial

animals. Thus, fowl and preserved meats
are not included in this prohibition. It
then follows that, according to Rambam
who requires the eating of meat on Yom
Tov, it is the meat of animals rather than
of fowl which must be eaten. Neverthe-
less, the Gemara, Beitsah lOb, explains
that doves slaughtered on Yom Tov must
be designated for that purpose in ad-

vance, lest, if the doves have not been
previously examined, they may be found
on Yom Tov to be insufficiently fattened,
with the result that a person relying upon
them for the Yom Tov meal will be
lacking in "the joy of the festivaL." Since,

even according to Rambam, the obliga-
tory commandment of rejoicing cannot
be fulfilled by eating doves, it is clear
that, even absent a normative obligation,
the Sages sought to promote the eating
of tasty meat on Yom tòv because the
consumption of such food enhances the
joyfulness and festivity of the day. Thus,
even if there is no normative obligation
to partake of meat on Yom Tov, abstain-
ing from meat on Yom Tov because of
considerations of vegetarianism would
not have been looked upon with favor by
the Sages.

NOTES

1. This text has also been understood homilctically as underscoring the lesson that man was
created to study Torah and that, should he fail to do so, he remains in a spiritual state
analogous to that of lower animals. Since such a person has not developed his unique

spiritual potential as a human being, he should not regard himself as endowed with
superiority vis-à-vis members of the animal kingdom. See R. Moses Feinstein, 19gerot
Mosheh, Hoshen Mishpat, II, no. 47, sec. L. Cf., Maharal of Prague, Netivol Olam,
chap. 15.

2. See also R. Abraham i. Kook, Iggerot Re'iyah (Jerusalem, 5722), II, 230.
3. In contemporary times some advocates of animal rights have adopted precisely this position

in arguing that all sentient creatures have equal moral standing. According to this view,
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