IS THERE A BASIS IN JEWISH ETHICS FOR MANDATORY VEGANISM OR A HUMANE FARM ANIMAL DIET?

By Phineas E. Leahey

I.
Introduction

In the last decade, Jewish scholars have increasingly promoted strict vegetarianism, and even varying degrees of veganism, as an ethical choice based on inhumane conditions in modern agriculture and the perceived negative effects of animal-based diets on human health and the environment.
  Some religious authorities have also interpreted Jewish law to support “vegetarianism” as a permissible, if not ideal, diet for similar reasons.
 Although halacha, or Jewish law, has not responded in a comprehensive fashion to the strict vegetarian or vegan lifestyle,
 the issue has been discussed, at least since the 1990s.
 


At least three main perspectives on Jewish veganism have emerged from these discussions:  (selective) Anti-Veganism (requiring animal-based diets at least on certain occasions), Permissive Veganism, and Mandatory Veganism.  The most controversial approach would be mandatory veganism.  The possibility of a certified humane animal diet has not received adequate attention, in part due to the limited availability or expense of such products.  Following a critique of the first two perspectives, this article proposes that mandatory veganism and/or a humane animal-based diet is a justifiable view.  Such a view would be based on concerns about supporting violations of the specific and well-established prohibition against ts’sar ba’alei chayim, or cruelty to animals.
II.
Alternative Perspectives

A.
Anti-Veganism
One perspective is that contemporary Judaism affirmatively requires an animal-based diet, at least on festivals.
  For instance, Rabbi Moshe Tendler, an orthodox Jewish expert in bioethics, expressed his view that “[t]he Torah will not allow someone to be a strict vegetarian,” because of the commandment to “rejoice” on festivals.
  According to other recent authorities, however, no person whose sensibilities are offended by meat has an obligation to consume it.
 There are also numerous Chief Rabbis and other respected religious figures who maintain a vegetarian diet.
  The authorities to the contrary had no opportunity to consider the conditions of modern agriculture, which seems to be the primary basis for advocating a vegan diet. As a result, one can argue, rather forcefully, that following the equally authoritative sources that meat is not required on festival days seems more desirable from an ethical perspective if its consumption condones inhumane conditions for animals or other negative results.
There are also two conceptually distinct, though interrelated, arguments that consumption of animals is beneficial to ourselves and to animals. These arguments generally claim that: (i) because consumption of meat contributes to physical vigor, all things being equal, the observant non-vegetarian can more effectively perform commandments than his vegetarian counterpart; and (ii) consumption of meat which, as with all food, requires a blessing, elevates the slaughtered animal to a state of holiness, or even liberates a human soul to be reincarnated.
 The idea that we should elevate animals through carnivorous diets has been referred to vaguely as a “Kabbalistic” concept or “Chassidic view.”
    

In response to the first argument, there seems to be no evidence that consumption of meat improves the performance of commandments.
 The opposite may be equally, if not more, probable: long term meat consumption may contribute to disease and premature death,
 which reduces the affected person’s ability and amount of time to perform commandments.  The second argument is premised on beliefs in animal transcendence and human reincarnation into animals which seem, at a minimum, controversial within the Jewish tradition.  Regardless, the kavvanah (intent) of consumers, and ritual slaughterers who handle hundreds or thousands of animals a day, probably does not include imbuing animals with holiness or liberating their souls from their imprisonment.  Such intent, on the Kabbalistic view, is required to have the desired effect: raising “sparks of holiness.” Arguably, therefore neither the humans or animals involved would receive any such benefit.
  The main objection to the “Kabbalistic” arguments supporting animal-based diets, however, is that if the processing of animals and their byproducts derive from inhumane conditions, their consumption requires benefiting from violations of the Torah prohibition against tsa’ar ba’alei chayim.  As discussed below, the doctrine that one should not benefit from violations of Torah law, known as mitzvah habah b’aveira, has been applied to pate fois gras and veal, which are considered by some to be “the product of illegitimate means” based on the inhumane conditions of their production.
B.
Permissive Veganism 
The second perspective holds that, despite the idealization of vegetarianism in the Torah, either vegetarian or animal-based diets are permissible.  According to this perspective, the Garden of Eden was strictly vegetarian,
 and the Messianic era will reinstate a similar vegetarian paradise,
 but God explicitly permitted Noah to consume animals.
 This permissive approach, however, at least as applied to modern agriculture, is premised on certain debatable assumptions.  

The first assumption is that God’s permission to Noah extends to the present.  According to some, however, permission may have been limited to Noah and his generation because all plant life had been annihilated by the Flood.
  The second assumption is that post-Diluvian generations have not advanced sufficiently to exclude animal-based diets. Judaism has evolved to prohibit a variety of accepted Biblical practices, including forced betrothal of female prisoners of war, polygamy, and divorce without mutual consent.
 Therefore, if appropriate, animal-based diets, one can argue, may be added to the list.  The third assumption is that modern agricultural practices comply with the letter of the law, including tsa’ar ba’alei chayim.  As discussed below, this seems doubtful in many cases.  The fourth assumption is that Jewish ethics requires no more than compliance with religious codes of law and the responsa of rabbinic authorities.  There is, however, an obligation of “lifnim meshurat hadin,” to exceed the letter of the law, which may support veganism or human farm animal diets. As Rabbi Yochanan lamented: “Jerusalem was destroyed because the residents limited their decisions to the letter of the law of the Torah . . . .”
  

Mandatory veganism has rarely, if ever, been advanced for a number of reasons, including the sensitive nature of the issue: vegans are reluctant to criticize the dietary practices of their friends and families. There is also the potential for others to ascribe pretensions of moral superiority to the proponent of mandatory veganism.  However influential on the rhetorical tone and content of moral criticism, such concerns are not relevant to a philosophical analysis of the question.  

Another perceived impediment to mandatory veganism is that Judaism avoids chumras,  or stringencies, that the community cannot endure.
 Arguably, the maxim against chumras should not apply to contemporary veganism, however, because: (1) modern agricultural practices impose abysmal conditions on animals that the Torah neither contemplates nor permits; and (2) due to accessible, healthy, and palatable vegetarian alternatives, there is no undue hardship.  Admittedly, the Talmudic maxim would be applicable to the extent that Draconian reform cannot be implemented in a short time frame.  Such practical considerations, however, do not preclude a discussion of whether one should consider adjusting his or her diets in the direction of vegetarianism of humane farm animal diets consistent with the realities of individualized circumstances. Accepting the theoretical possibility of mandatory veganism from the perspective of Jewish ethics, what, then, are the arguments in its favor?
C.
Mandatory Veganism Based on Tsa’ar Ba’alei Chayim 
Any proposed formulation of mandatory veganism would involve the following questions: (i) what are the relevant principles of Jewish ethics?; (ii) what is the empirical evidence regarding the impact of industrial agriculture on farm animals, which are supported, in a tangible manner, through non-vegetarian dietary practices?; (iii) to the extent that the impact connected to the dietary practices is not consistent with Jewish principles, what are reasonable measures for reducing, minimizing and eliminating such dietary practices?  
(i)
Jewish Principles of Animal Welfare

The general prohibition on tsa’ar ba’alei chayim requires avoidance of unnecessary pain to animals.  Since tsa’ar ba’alei chayim has never been construed to provide “animal rights” as we generally comprehend the term in modern democratic societies, it has implicitly been interpreted as a principle of “animal welfare.”  In accordance with the connotation of “animal welfare” attached to the prohibition against tsa’ar ba’alei chayim, rabbis and scholars have queried whether modern agricultural practices which, in certain cases, cause severe and prolonged pain to animals, are necessary, when we have access to sufficient or superior nutrition in vegetarian alternatives.  
Modern agriculture does not conform to the letter and spirit of Biblical laws protecting farm animals against extreme discomfort and promoting compassion in their human owners.  These protections include: (1) animals must be allowed to rest on the Sabbath,
 which includes the mobility to roam and graze freely;
 (2) owners must generally feed their animals before themselves;
 (3) a farmer cannot plow a donkey and an ox together in part because the weaker animal, the donkey, will suffer pain;
 (4) nor can he muzzle a threshing ox to prevent its consumption of corn or grain;
 and (5) if one notices an ox of his enemy “lying under its burden,” he must help “unload it,” even if the ox belongs to his “enemy.”
  Commentators, such as Maimonides, are more explicit.  Referring to the Biblical prohibition against removing eggs from a nest in the presence of the mother bird,
 he states: “There is no difference in this case between the pain of people and the pain of other living beings, since the love and the tenderness of the mother for her young ones is not produced by reasoning but by feeling, and this faculty exists not only in people but in most living creatures.”
  

While codes of Jewish law and responsa have not, to date, comprehensively addressed consumption of factory-farm animals and their byproducts, the ancient Biblical laws support an examination of modern agricultural practices.  In addition, Rabbi Samson Raphael Hirsch opined that we have an affirmative duty under Jewish law to minimize pain to animals: “God’s teaching . . . obliges you not only to refrain from inflicting unnecessary pain on any animal, but to help and, when you can, to lessen the pain whenever you see an animal suffering, even through no fault of yours.”
  Rabbi Hirsh’s language “whenever you see an animal suffering” could conceivably be expanded, consistent with its spirit, to impose a duty to seek practical alternatives to animal products that are associated with widespread animals suffering, even if one does not see the particular animal it consumes suffering.  

More recent authorities have criticized modern agriculture as inconsistent with the Torah. “[I]t seems doubtful,” according to Rabbi Aryeh Carmell, a modern Torah scholar in Jerusalem, “whether the Torah would sanction ‘factory farming,’ which treats animals as machines, with apparent insensitivity to their natural needs and instincts.”
  The former Chief Rabbi of Ireland David Rosen stated, more dramatically, that “the current treatment of animals in the livestock trade definitely renders the consumption of meat as halachically unacceptable as the product of illegitimate means.”
 Former Chief Rabbi Rosen’s statement would presumably extend to other animal products, for example, eggs, which are produced under equally, if not more deplorable conditions for the animals involved. Placing aside the issue of whether the relevant authorities have issued a formal psak din or rabbinic ruling, from the perspective of Jewish ethics the former Chief Rabbi’s statement provides support for discussions about mandatory vegetarianism or humane farm animal alternatives, at least to the extent consistent with the rule against undue stringencies.
(ii)
Conditions of Modern Animal Agriculture

As advocates of vegetarianism have documented, modern agricultural practices result from competition to produce inexpensive animal products for human consumption. Although some claims may be exaggerated, each year, over ten billion animals are raised on “factory farms” in the United States alone, where most are confined to limited areas and subject to various forms of mutilation, including, castration, dehorning, debeaking and tail-docking, in many cases without the use of anesthesia.
  Generally, there is a converse relationship between animal welfare and agricultural efficiency.
  As critics have also noted in this regard, more chickens per cage, more cattle per stall, more pigs per pen, and so on, increases overall productivity.
  Such conditions deprive animals of their basic instinctual needs for movement and socialization. 
As the Former Chief Rabbi’s statement about “the consumption of meat” suggests, lacto-ovo vegetarians―those who consume animal by-products, such as dairy and eggs, while refraining from beef and poultry―tend to distinguish between the former and the latter.  Because the principle is to avoid undue pain to the animal, the conditions under which the animal product is processed for human consumption, whether it be the flesh of the animal itself or an animal by-product, seem more relevant than any other distinction between the two.  Defining vegetarianism to exclude animal by-products, however, would require an evidentiary showing that such products are either themselves produced under inhumane conditions or lead to inhumane conditions in the production of other products.

Consider dairy, for example.  The U.S.D.A. approval of Bovine Growth Hormone has been reported to allow milk production to reach thirty tons per year for a single cow,
 which is advantageous from an efficiency vantage point. These high levels of production, however, have been reported to contribute to udder ligament damage, lameness, mastitis, and metabolic disorders in cows.
  In addition, having been artificially impregnated to produce milk, dairy cows are prevented from nursing their young.
 Although one can argue that these conditions are morally acceptable in comparison the benefit of increased production—at least if the industry were required to adopt cost-effective measures reducing the animals’ discomfort—there are two respects in which dairy production is connected to more inhumane conditions for farm animals.
First, once their milk production declines, many dairy cows may “go to beef.”
 The movement and extreme weather on overcrowded trailers during transport can cause these animals to lose 3% or more of their body weight from urination and defecation.
 The transport occasionally results in “downers” (injured or ill animals that cannot walk, despite shocks with electric prods or beatings).  These unfortunate animals are dragged by their chains to slaughter or “deadpiles.”
  Second, while one-third of the male calves, the non-milk producers, are slaughtered almost immediately
 minimizing the length of their own suffering, another third are raised for veal, which often involves their confinement for 18-20 weeks to individual stalls where they are restraint by 2-3 foot tethers and fed a liquid diet laced with drugs and devoid of iron.  These conditions―virtual immobilization and anemia―improve the color (paleness) and texture (tenderness) of the final product for the consumer.
  Fortunately, certain prominent rabbinic figures have ruled that veal produced under such conditions should not be consumed because the interest against supporting this cruelty outweighs any alleged need for veal.
 Other rabbis, however, allow veal, which continues to be served in many kosher restaurants.  

There is a similar connection in modern agriculture between poultry and eggs.  In 1888, the average hen reportedly laid 100 eggs, but by 2000, this number more than doubled to 257.
  As noted by critics, the hen is generally confined, during her increasingly “productive” life, to a 12 by 18 inch iron-floor cage with 4 other hens,
 resulting in leg abnormalities, self-mutilation, entanglement, bruises, abrasions, feather loss and other painful ailments.
  

Because close quarters precipitate pecking between hens, factory farm workers often remove their beaks with sharp knives, a procedure that causes severe pain for extended periods.
  Occasionally, debeaked hens have been reported to starve to death.
 The survivors continue their existence in close confinement, in dimly lit, poorly ventilated facilities, where manure fumes and other unsanitary conditions sometimes contribute to respiratory ailments, eye infections, external ulcers and heart disease.
  When her production declines, a hen is either slaughtered or “force-molted” i.e., deprived of food and water for days at a time to shock her system into another laying cycle.
  

Each year, hundreds of millions of chicks―the male non-egg producers, as well as spent hens unsuitable for slaughter―are thrown alive into wood chippers or plastic bags, or are discarded by other inhumane means.
  Chicks spared an immediate death are raised in extremely close quarters for slaughter.  Since “chickens are cheap” and “cages are expensive,” as concerned animal welfare proponents have noted, producers lack a financial incentive to improve the inhumane conditions of their storage and transport.
  

Because their neurological systems are relatively unsophisticated, declaring consumption of fish to be an ethical problem is more difficult to justify.  Fish experience pain, at least in the physical sense, according to some scientists,
 while others claim that concerns about the welfare of fish are unwarranted, in that fish lack “the neurological capacity to experience the unpleasant psychological aspect of pain.”
 We cannot predict with certainty which position objective piscine neuroscience will conclusively vindicate, but one must admit that our historical tendency has been to rationalize the use of animals for human convenience based on their alleged lack of sentience.
  

In cases where there is doubt as to whether an action will violate a biblical mandate, the Talmud urges restraint.  This maxim is known as “Safek d’orayta l‘chumra” (a doubt regarding a Torah law requires stringent behavior to avoid a potential violation).
  The Talmud states that “avoiding making animals suffer is a Torah obligation.”
 Since there is a safek as to whether fish experience pain in a sense that should concern humans, one can argue, not necessarily from a halachic, but an ethical viewpoint, that exceeding the letter of the law and erring on the side of caution may be prudent, all other factors considered.
A more specific reference in the Talmud allows fish to be merely gathered or “taken up” in lieu of ritual slaughter, which weakens such an argument.
  This practice, however, arguably occurred under more humane conditions than exist at present.  For example, fish may now be crushed, gutted, mutilated alive, or subject to other horrific practices.
  Furthermore, aquafarms, which produce salmon, trout, cod, halibut, tilapia, bass, and other fish use the same intensive agricultural practices as factory-farms. In these artificial habitats, the fish are stocked at densities as high as 27 fish to the size of a bathtub, which results in stress, high mortality rates from disease and unintended suffocation.
  Fish may be starved before slaughter.
 The means of slaughter include electrocution or delayed suffocation on ice to increase shelf life.
 Assuming fish experience pain in any significant sense, excluding fish produced under such conditions is more persuasive to the extent that adequate vegetarian alternatives render the pain caused to fish by suffocation unnecessary.  While the principle remains the same, the case is more difficult to make against fish consumption without showing that fish experience pain, especially when a diet excluding beef, poultry, eggs, and dairy drastically limits the available alternatives.   

(iii)
Humane Alternatives
What about “humane” or “free-range” alternatives for dairy, eggs and other animal products?  According to one vegan organization, humane animal products tend to be unregulated marketing schemes.
  Without regulation, the profit motive will impel producers to maintain the same inhumane conditions of storage and transport. “Free-range,” for example, does not necessarily prevent debeaking, force-molting, or other inhumane practices.

Despite such criticism, there are a limited number of products with a reputable humane certification label.  For example, Humane Farm Animal Care (HFAC), an independent non-profit organization, conducts regular inspections and administers a stringent “Certified Humane Raised & Handled” program.
 Widespread availability of HFAC-certified animal products would result in a dramatic improvement of animal welfare.  HFAC-farm meat would meet the minimum requirements of tsa’ar ba’alei chayim. 
Thus, a diet that does not support ts’sar ba’alei chayim would arguably limit purchase of animal products to companies that voluntarily minimize pain to animals at the expense of efficiency and lower prices.  A more stringent approach would be  to substitute consumption of animal products with vegan alternatives, such as nutrient rich tofu, tempeh, seitan and other soy products, rice, pasta, lentils, chickpeas, sesame seeds, flax seeds, almonds, peanuts and other nuts, potatoes, grains, and fruits and vegetables.  These alternatives contain sufficient protein, iron, zinc and calcium.  Fortified vegan products, such as soymilk and cereals, eliminate the need for consumption of animals or their byproducts for vitamin B12 and vitamin D.
  For an endless variety of delicious and healthy alternatives to animal-based diets, there are vegan cook books available at libraries, bookstores, and on the internet.
  There are also an increasing number of vegan restaurants open for business. Virtually all non-vegetarian restaurants have vegan alternatives on the menu. For supplemental support to an already healthy vegan diet, there are at supermarkets, health food stores and pharmacies, kosher parve/egg-free vitamins, meal replacement or snack bars, and protein powders, which can be added to juice, water or soymilk. 
In sum, weighing the inhumane conditions on factory farms against the need for their products in light of available humane vegetarian or animal alternatives, the case for a certain degree of mandatory Jewish veganism, or at least a human farm animal diet, is plausible.
III.
Vegetarianism and Other Jewish Mandates
 

Although we have focused on animal welfare, most Jewish vegetarian advocates consider other factors to support vegetarianism.  For example, Dr. Schwartz argues that animal-centered diets “impinge” on the Jewish mandates of animal welfare, human health, the environment and conservation, and efficient agricultural production which may have related ramifications, such as armed conflict.
 He has recently concluded, therefore, that “committed Jews” have an obligation to investigate the impact of animal-based diets on Jewish mandates, and he “hopes” that they will voluntarily “choose” a diet consistent with “rachamim” (compassion).
 But, is there an argument that, while strict vegetarianism or veganism may be an ethical choice based on other considerations, might it be an ethical mandate in order to eliminate support of ts’sar ba’alei chayim on modern farms?  

A.
Health

Jewish law contains a general requirement to protect one’s health.
 Scientific studies suggest that substantial benefits are associated with a vegetarian diet and a variety of chronic conditions and diseases with consumption of animals and their byproducts.
 Therefore, it seems logical to conclude that one is obligated to reduce his ingestion of these harmful foods to a minimum level.


Based on health considerations alone, however, the average person can supplement a vegetarian diet with lean poultry, egg whites, low-fat dairy, and fish.  Such a diet, while arguably healthy, would incidentally reduce, by some margin, but not have a major impact on, prevention of tsa’ar ba’alei chayim.  Because there is no evidence that an otherwise vegetarian diet supplemented by animal-products undermines health, it is difficult to rest mandatory veganism on health considerations.  At best, health factors mandate a reduction or minimization, but not elimination, of an animal-based diet.

Dr. Schwartz recently “start[ed] thinking about the argument that committed Jews are not only permitted, but are obligated to be vegetarians.”
  However, after a succinct list of “points” and “comparisons” illustrating that vegetarianism promotes animal welfare, human health, the environment and resource conservation, and reduces starvation and the violent conflict the erupts as a result of inadequate nutrition, he concluded that we should not state that committed Jews are obligated to be vegetarians.
 He is reluctant to declare that Jewish ethics obligates vegetarianism, in relevant part, because:

[T]here may be a problem in terms of the all-or-nothing nature of that assertion. Someone might argue that, because of the Jewish mandate to take care of our health, we should never have a piece of cake.

One can concede―as does Dr. Schwartz―that the “all-or-nothing” dilemma precludes veganism based on considerations of health, but this dilemma does not necessarily apply to veganism based on preventing tsa’ar ba’alei chayim.  The consumption under evaluation should be linked to substantial harm in order to justify its prohibition.  But, there is no evidence that an occasional piece of cake undermines the average person’s health. Therefore, a complete ban of pastries at any and all times would be an overreaction.  The “all-or-nothing” dilemma is placed in perspective when the choice is, for example, between having an occasional slice of veal, which is derived from a calf slaughtered after a prolonged period of tortuous confinement, rather than a slice of cake. While neither an occasional slice of cake, nor veal, will undermine human health, the latter will cause unjustified pain to calves. In other words, there is verifiable causal link between the occasional consumption of veal and tsa’ar ba’alei chayim, but not between the occasional consumption of cake and health problems.  Furthermore, genetics and a variety of environmental factors influence when indulgence in “junk food” becomes a significant health risk for a particular person.  Therefore, an ethical or religious rule requiring more than good faith is difficult to fashion, impractical to self-enforce and, absent an unqualified prohibition, will not afford fair notice as to whether a particular action, e.g., having a slice of cake, constitutes a violation.  In contrast, these problems are generally non-existent for mandatory Jewish vegetarianism based on tsa’ar ba’alei chayim.  The rule would be more practical to fashion:  avoid products connected to unjustified abuse of animals.

B.
Environmental Concerns

Environmental principles of Judaism include human “stewardship” over the earth and bal tashchit, i.e., the prohibition against waste of resources.
  These principles have been cited in opposition to animal-based diets.
  According to this argument, animal-based diets support industries that contribute substantially more harm to the environment than their vegetarian replacements would. Therefore, the argument continues, vegetarianism preserves the environment.


One can accept vegetarianism as a means to reduce the negative effects of animal-centered diets on the environment. As with health concerns, however, it is a problematic basis for mandatory vegetarianism. Sources on the environmental impact of the animal-products industry: (1) tend to omit the environmental harm that would be caused by the increase in vegetarian farms following en masse adoption of a vegan diet; (2) consider neither alternative management schemes that would reduce harm to acceptable levels; (3) and presume connections between environmental harm in the Third World and Western consumption of animal products, which are attenuated or non-existent.
  

Arguably, to fulfill the Jewish mandate to preserve the environment, consumers can limit consumption to amounts consistent with reasonable protection of air, ecosystems and rain forests.  Bal tashchit does not preclude the prudent use of resources for convenience.  Dr. Schwartz’s related concern about mandatory vegetarianism is the potential objection that “because of the Jewish mandate to preserve the environment, we should never use a car except in cases of emergency or absolute necessity.”
  As with the hypothetical ban on pastries, this would be an unendurable, overreaching, and unnecessary chumra. The Jewish mandate to preserve the environment should not, and realistically, cannot, require a complete ban on unnecessary activities that contribute to pollution, whereas not supporting tsa’ar ba’alei chayim, in contrast, may indeed require a complete ban on practices that cause non-essential pain to animals. 

Further, abstention from products connected to violations of animal welfare is not an unendurable chumra due to sufficient vegetarian alternatives. Torah authorities have not―nor should they―declare non-emergency use of a vehicle a violation of the Jewish mandate to protect the environment. Even opponents of strict vegetarianism, such as Rabbi Tendler, however, have forbidden white veal.
 The objection rephrased, “because of the Jewish mandate of tsa’ar ba’alei chayim, we should never consume non-humane certified animal products, except in cases of emergency or absolute necessity,” is not that far-fetched from an ethical or even a halachic perspective were rabbinic authorities inclined to issue appropriate rulings. 

C.
World Hunger
Jewish ethics supports action to reduce world hunger.  According to a Talmudic expression, “Providing charity for poor and hungry people weighs as heavily as all the other commandments.”
 About 70% of the grain produced in the United States and 40% in other parts of the world feed livestock raised for slaughter.
  Supporters of vegetarianism claim, therefore, that abstention from animal-based diets would dramatically increase the food supply and therefore reduce world hunger. There are, however, several limitations to this argument.              

The first is the doubtful assumption that, in a world of universal vegetarianism, the massive amounts of grain currently harvested for livestock would continue to be produced for human consumption.  These grains would not be produced without market demand by farmers seeking to sustain their billions of livestock, which would no longer be brought into existence once vegetarianism replaced animal-based diets.  Secondly, despite the inefficiency of animal agriculture, the current food supply is more than adequate to nourish the world’s population.
 We currently produce enough grain alone to feed each person 3,500 calories per day.
  In virtually all famished regions of the world, there is a surplus of food; ironically, many famished nations are leading agricultural exporters.
 The problem, rather, is one of distribution, caused by poverty, inadequate infrastructure, armed conflict and government corruption.
  Therefore, increased grain and vegetable production will not necessarily reduce world hunger.   

There are, in addition, alternatives to vegetarianism to increase the food supply.  About one-fifth of America’s annual food supply is wasted at a rate of 130 pounds of food per person which arguably diverges from the mandate of bal taschit, or unjustified waste, to the extent these resources can be salvaged.
  The value of this waste is estimated at $31 billion each year. Close to 50 million people could be fed by those lost resources, more than twice the number of people in the world who die of starvation each year.
  To the extent that additional food would help, there are alternatives to vegetarianism to reduce, if not eliminate, world hunger. Logically, chumras other than vegetarianism, for example, minimization of waste, would also have to be enacted were world hunger the basis for mandatory vegetarianism.  A specific, detailed, and categorical chumra on elimination of waste, however, shares some of the practical and theoretical problems associated with chumras to help promote the environment and human health.  
 

IV. 
Conclusion
The specific and well-established Torah prohibition against tsa’ar ba’alei chayim, or violating animal welfare, coupled with the related rule of mitzvah habah b’aveira—that one should not benefit from Torah violations— seems to provide an adequate theoretical and practical basis for mandatory Jewish veganism or a humane-certified animal diet.  While the more general principles of promoting prudent resource management, protecting the environment, and preserving human health may support vegetarian agriculture and consumption, there are certain practical and theoretical problems with a mandatory veganism based on the Jewish variant of these principles.  Rabbinic authorities are encouraged to investigate kosher animal products to determine whether their production violates ts’sar ba’alei chayim to such a degree that benefiting from, and supporting them, would be considered mitzvah habah b’aveira, and, if so, to issue proper restrictions consistent with the maxim against undue stringencies.  
� Rabbinic authorities are encouraged to decide whether Jewish law should endorse or require veganism or humane farm animal diets. 
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