OCTOBER 2026 |

> Rabbi Moshe Biller,
Rav Hamachshir,
‘ COR Shechita

was claimed that “for the first time in

Canada..these meats are now kosher.
The pictures and their descriptions listed four
different cuts of meat called the Sirloin, New
York Strip Steak, Filet Mignon and Top Sirloin
all from the back of the animal referred to as
the hindquarters or, the “chelek achorayim”.
In this short article, we explain the halachic
challenges surrounding these cuts of meat,
why they have not been available in Canada
until now, and that nothing has occurred that
would justify a change in our position.

]n a recent advertisement for beef, it

An area of halacha that requires education
is nikkur (traiboring) which literally means
boring. Nikkur of the animal is the process of
boring through the carcass of an animal after
shechita to remove several components. It
is worth noting that there are many different
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customs regarding what must be removed.
What one community believes is essential
to be cut out, might never be removed by
another community. That means that meat
bearing kosher certification whose customs
are unknown locally will likely have undergone
a different type of traiboring from the local
custom. For hundreds of years, business
owners and communities have willingly
sacrificed significant profits to preserve
these standards, ensuring that every minhag
is observed in full and that parts of the animal
not consumed by their forebears are likewise
not consumed by later generations.’

The process of nikkur essentially removes
four components.? The two segments of
the animal that must be removed are the gid
hanasheh, a series of nerves in the animal's
hind legs, and fats known as cheilev which
are forbidden. The gid hanasheh and most
of the cheilev which is assur midoraisah
is found in the hindquarters including
cheilev haklayos (fat on the kidney), cheilev
haksalim (fat on the plates) and cheilev
hamichaseh es hakerev (fat that covers the
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stomach). There is some cheilev found in
the forequarters of the animal as well, most
of which is assur midrabannan, and that is
a second component which the menaker
will remove. This component includes fats
on/near the ribs, plate (inner skirt), outer
skirts (diaphragm/tarpash), hanging tender,
liver, and tail. The third component which
is removed through nikkur are glands in the
deckle/brisket and hooves which are removed
because they are considered repulsive. The
fourth component consists of fifty-one veins
that must be removed.? Particularly, these are
found in the cheek, tongue, chuck, brisket,
shoulder, forearm, ribs, and plate areas. Some
of those are specifically noted in the Gemara
as needing nikkur, while others are based
on minhagim. These blood vessels must
either be cut into so the blood drains out, or
removed, and the custom is to remove them.*

The Rama says that unlike even the most
difficult areas of kashrus where people
who present food as kosher are trusted,® a
menaker should not be assumed an expert
or even reliable unless we know him and
we recognize his expertise.® This is because
nikkur is a) an extremely complex area of



kashrus, b) takes immense effort to perform,’
c) is a profession with very few experts®
and d) the consequences of not performing
it properly are serious and punishable by
karess. Some go as far as to say that beef
traibored by a menaker that is unknown to the
local community should not be consumed
until the work is reviewed by a local trusted
expert.®

The seriousness of this issue historically
created a distinct uneasiness amongst early
Poskim, both Sephardim and Ashkenazim,
toward the hindquarters. It seems to have
begun with the Radba"z who lived in the early
partof the 16th century in Egypt who rendered
the achorayim off-limits to his community
and beyond.’ This sentiment was reasserted
by the Sheloh Hakadosh in the mid sixteenth
century Prague who wrote to stay away from
the achorayim™ and subsequently paskened
by the Rama.™

Clearly some communities consider the
hindquarters kosher and the possibility to
expertly traibor is available under some
kosher certifications even today in Eretz
Yisroel.”® People mistakenly associate the
allowance of hindquarters as a Sephardic
custom since it was performed in many
Sephardic  communities.  Indeed, there
were some Ashkenazic communities that
performed nikkur achorayim and there were
many Sephardic communities that did not.™
There are even people living in Canada who
may remember that their grandparents did
eat the hindquarters. But does the fact that
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such meat may be found in a few places
elsewhere in the world justify introducing this
practice in Canada?

The halachic question is whether avoidance
due to minhag creates a lasting issur. The
custom to avoid the achorayim should be
likened to kitniyos on Pesach. If someone
were to propose allowing kitniyos against the

"...does the fact
that such meat may
be found in a few
places elsewhere in

the world justify

introducing this
practice in Canada?”

custom due to the existence of technology
which could quickly survey and rid kitniyos
of any chometz grains, it would still never be
considered. Rabbi Yitzchok Hal.evi Bamberg
zt"l was born more than two hundred years
ago and was a Rov in Germany. In his
Shu"t Yad Halevi he posits that when our
rabbonim did not consider chelek achorayim
kosher it was neither a mistake nor a lack of
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understanding. He warns us not to think for
a moment that our rabbonim could not send
a delegation to a place which had expertise
in order to learn from them and bring the
skill back home. Rather, in their wisdom
and with great foresight, they understood
that allowing the hindquarters as kosher
would cause severe consequences due
to the intricacies of the work required and
that it would ultimately lead to michshol.
He concludes that something regarded as
forbidden for generations cannot now simply
be declared kosher; its prohibited status is as
firmly established as any other longstanding
restriction, such as kitniyos.’

Rabbi Aharon Walkin zt"l who was born over
150 years ago in Pinsk Karlin was asked if it
might be better to allow the chelek achorayim
as kosher and to give it to people who would
otherwise eat non-kosher. Amongst his
arguments against it, he unequivocally states
that once nikkur achorayim was prohibited, it
is now a community vow which can never be
annulled.™

On the other hand, Rabbi Moshe Feinstein zt’l
provides a dissenting opinion. In a teshuva he
writes that we would not be able to protest
if there is a “great need” to be menaker the
chelek achorayim. This is especially true if
the reason to be menaker is to create an
opportunity for more people to eat kosher.
However, he warns that this approach
should be considered only if the nikkur is
performed by a local expert.!”” Rabbi Moshe
Sternbuch shlit"a reinforces the opposite
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approach and shuts down the possibility of
nikkur achorayim.'® Likewise, the Sefer Yesod
V'Shoresh Ha'Avodah writes that for reasons
of kabala, the Ariza’l says to avoid it and that
the possibility of unwittingly stumbling upon
the prohibition of gid hanasheh should be
treated as a disaster of the greatest degree
as the Zohar explains.” Even Rabbi Moshe
Feinstein only permitted nikkur achorayim in
situations of great need.

In the years prior to the holocaust, there
were terrible decrees in Europe that created
inordinate challenges in in shechita arena.
One of those decrees was that no meat from
a slaughtered animal could be subsequently
sold to a gentile. The challenge that this
created was that it would now be impossible
to slaughter an animal since the chelek
achorayim could no longer be sold. Doing a
shechita for half an animal was not possible
for economic reasons. In Shu't Mekadshei
Hashem, Rabbi Tzvi Hersh Meislish hy’d
brings several letters exchanged between
the Rebbe Rayat’z from Lubavitch, the
Rebbe Benzion Halberstam from Bobov and
Rabbi Chaim Ozer Grodzinski ztl, the Gadol
Hador and Rov of Vilna. The painful teshuvos
depict a dire situation in which the rabbonim
reluctantly allow the nikkur achorayim under
careful watch and expert hashgacha rather
than allowing the shechita in Europe to fall
apart completely. One of the focal points of the
discussion is our question as to whether the
minhag to avoid the chelek achorayim creates
alastingissur. At the end of the teshuva, Rabbi
Chaim Ozer zt"l writes that while it is true that
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creates a lasting issur,
the achorayim could nevertheless be allowed
since the entire shechita in Europe was at risk.
One can easily understand from these tragic
teshuvos that, Boruch Hashem, it is impossible
to apply that heter in our community.?

Even in Yerushalayim and broader Eretz
Yisroel, where the nikkur achorayim is
performed by the Rabbanut, it was allowed at
the start of the Yishuv out of great necessity
since there was no possibility of selling the
achorayimto gentiles.?' In the typical scenario,
our slaughterhouses are owned by gentiles
and the kosher butcher only purchases the
front half of the animal. The hindquarters are
never even owned by the Jewish butcher in
the first place.

Once again, it is critical to note that the
nikkur conducted according to the custom of
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Rabbanut in
Eretz Yisroel is completely

different than ours, even on the forequarters.
Rabbi Amitai Ben David, author of Sichas
Chullin and a world-renowned expert in field
of nikkur, told the author that anyone selling
the chelek achorayim is also performing
the nikkur of the forequarters dynamically
different than our custom. He stressed that it
would be problematic to allow any meat into
Canada if nikkur is performed according to
other customs. Ultimately, meat will continue
to be regulated according to the custom of
the local rabbonim of the community. We
pray that Hashem grant our community’s
rabbonim the wisdom to navigate these
questions carefully while preserving both our
established standards and communal unity.®
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scientific papers actually
say about shechita
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Richard Rabkin,
Managing Director

or the last number of vyears,
F shechita has been under an intense

microscope - in Canada and around
the world. Here at home, our dispute with
the Canadian Food Inspection Agency
(CFIA) over its restrictive regulations
unfortunately moved into litigation. At the
time of writing, we continue to negotiate
with the CFIA in the hope of reaching
a resolution that protects both animal
welfare and the integrity of shechita.

The litigation taught us an important
lesson. It was not enough to explain the
halachic safeguards of shechita, to point
to centuries of practice, or even to produce
respected experts. If regulators, courts and
international standard-setting bodies were
to reconsider entrenched assumptions,
the scientific case had to appear in peer-
reviewed academic journals - where
independent experts examine the methods,
challenge the conclusions and require
revisions before publication.

Thatrealization beganalong,complicated and
costly process. Cardiologists, neurologists,
veterinarians, neurophysiologists, engineers
and animal-welfare experts have worked
together to revisit old experiments, test
modern claims and ask the right scientific
questions. Nine papers have now been
published. They do not all study the same
issue, but together they tell a remarkably
consistent story: a properly performed
shechita causes a catastrophic and
irreversible collapse in the blood supply
needed for conscious brain function; loss of
consciousness follows rapidly; movements
after the cut do not necessarily indicate
consciousness or mental awareness; and
some common arguments used against
shechita rest on measurements that do not
actually prove conscious pain.

The Nine Scientific
Papers, in Plain English

The blood-flow question

The first paper, published in the Journal
of the American Veterinary Medical
Association, was written by my father,
Dr. Simon W. Rabkin, a cardiologist and
professor of medicine at the University
of British Columbia. Critics had argued
that, even after the carotid arteries are
cut, blood might continue reaching a

cow's brain through the vertebral arteries.
They also suggested that so-called "false
aneurysms" might block bleeding and
delay unconsciousness. After reviewing the
experimental literature and calculating the
resulting blood flow, he found that cerebral
blood flow falls to less than 5% of normal
within seconds - far below the level needed
to sustain brain function.Blood flow to the
brain is dependent on blood pressure if
blood pressure is zero it doesnt matter
if 30% of a cow's blood flow to the brain
is from vertebral arteries. Of course, 30%
times zero is zero! He also found that
the published images did not establish
true false aneurysms or show that they
meaningfully delayed blood loss. Therefore,
thebrainis rapidly deprived of the circulation
needed for awareness and conscious pain;
movements seen afterward cannot, by
themselves, mean that the animal remains
conscious or is suffering.

A second mechanism:
air embolism

My father's second paper, published
in the Canadian Veterinary Journal,
examined something largely overlooked
in the shechita debate. When the jugular
veins are opened, air can be drawn into
the circulation by the heart's pumping
action. Air reaching the right side of the
heart can create an "air lock" that sharply
impairs circulation; air bubbles that pass
through the lungs can also enter the
arterial circulation and contribute to brain
ischemia. This does not replace blood loss
as the main explanation. It identifies an
additional, well-known medical mechanism
that can accelerate circulatory collapse
and death after the incision. Therefore,
air embolism provides another reason the
loss of circulation after shechita is rapid
and irreversible, rather than a prolonged
period of conscious suffering.

How quickly is
consciousness lost?

In the American Journal of Veterinary
Research, Jacob R. Hascalovici, Hyman
M. Schipper, Joe M. Regenstein, Stuart D.
Rosen, Ari Zivotofsky, Guy St-Jean, Simon
Freilich, Thomas J. Morrison, Simon W.
Rabkin and Sheryl Haut systematically
reviewed 15 studies addressing loss of
consciousness in cattle after slaughter
without stunning. They ranked four as high
quality, three as medium quality and eight
as low quality. The highest-quality evidence
consistently showed loss of consciousness
within 10 seconds when the procedure
was performed correctly under low-stress
conditions. The review separated stronger
evidence from weaker evidence instead
of treating every measurement as equally
reliable. Thus, if an animal moves after
losing consciousness, that movement is
not proof of pain; the strongest evidence

indicates that the capacity for conscious
experience disappears rapidly.

A virtual cow confirms
the physiology

In the American Journal of Veterinary
Research, mechanical engineer Asher
Benchimol, veterinarian Thomas
Parmentier, neurologist Jacob Hascalovici
and engineer David Vidal published
"Impact of carotid artery sectioning on
cerebral blood flow in bovines: a numerical
hemodynamic study." This was not another
literature review. The researchers built a
detailed computer model of the bovine
cerebrovascular  system in  COMSOL
Multiphysics using established anatomy,
vessel dimensions, blood pressure and
fluid-dynamics equations. They simulated
circulation before, during and immediately
after both carotid arteries were severed,
including different levels of possible carotid
blockage. The model predicted a near-
instantaneous loss of approximately 99%
of cerebral blood flow and pressure. It also
showed why the intact vertebral arteries
do not rescue the brain: their remaining
flow is redirected through connecting
vessels away from the brain and toward
the open carotids. Even simulated carotid
occlusions did not materially restore
cerebral perfusion or delay its collapse.
The model independently confirms the
physiology described in the review papers:
once the major vessels are severed, the
cortex almost immediately loses the
pressure and blood flow required for
consciousness.  Reflexive  movement
may continue, but the animal cannot
consciously experience pain  without
functioning brain (cortical) circulation.

Do the vertebral arteries
keep the brain alive?

In Frontiers in Veterinary Science, Jacob
R. Hascalovici, Paolo Pozzi, Kathleen
Yvorchuk, Guy St-Jean and Stuart D. Rosen
examined 13 studies dealing specifically
with the vertebral arteries - the vessels at
the back of the neck that are not cut during
shechita. Across the available evidence,
vertebral pressure and flow dropped to
negligible levels after the incision, and
much of the residual flow was diverted
away from the cerebral cortex. A pipe
may remain physically connected to the
brain, but that does not mean it carries
enough blood, at enough pressure, in the
right direction, to support consciousness.
The review concluded that vertebral flow
is unlikely to sustain cortical function or
delay loss of consciousness. As a result,
although an animal may potentially move
after shechita, it is in part because of
spinal reflexes as its cerebral cortex is
not receiving the blood supply needed
for awareness and it cannot actually be
experiencing conscious pain.
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The hidden vulnerability
of stunning

In The Veterinary Journal, my father, Dr.
Simon W. Rabkin, published "Blood pressure
responses to captive bolt and electrical
stunning in sheep and cattle: a systematic
review." The paper examined a question
often omitted from comparisons between
shechita and conventional slaughter: what
happens to an animal's blood pressure after
the stun? A stun can produce immediate
unconsciousness, but unless it also stops
the heart it is potentially reversible; bleeding
must follow quickly enough to ensure that
the animal dies before consciousness can
return. Dr. Rabkin searched for studies
that directly measured systemic arterial
blood pressure after electrical or captive-
bolt stunning. Blood pressure increased
in every study except one using halothane
anesthesia - a drug that lowers pressure and
blunts the body's stress response. The rise
in blood pressure appeared within seconds.
This matters because blood pressure is
the main force driving blood to the brain.
In human and veterinary trauma medicine,
maintaining pressure after brain injury can
preserve brain viability. In the slaughter
setting, the same response may help
explain why an incompletely stunned animal
can regain consciousness. Therefore, a stun
should not be judged only by whether it
renders the animal unconscious at the first
instant. The full two-step stun-and-bleed
process can fail if the stun is ineffective,
begins to wear off or bleeding is delayed.
Proper shechita, by contrast, begins
irreversible exsanguination in the same
act that collapses cerebral perfusion. This
paper therefore provides a scientific basis
for arguing that, under real-world conditions,
shechita may even offer a welfare advantage
over conventional stunning.

Are inspectors looking for the
right signs?

In Frontiers in Veterinary Science, Jacob
R. Hascalovici, Ruth Woiwode, Hyman M.
Schipper and Joane Parent reconsidered
the physical signs used to decide whether
an animal is conscious. Awareness and
conscious pain require a functioning
cerebral cortex. Yet several regulatory
indicators - such as certain eye, breathing
or postural reflexes - arise from the
brainstem or spinal cord and can persist
after cortical function has been lost. The
authors proposed that rules for shechita
should instead focus on signs suited to
its physiology, including confirmation
that both carotids have been severed and
that continuous, high-volume bleeding is
occurring. Kicking, paddling or another
brainstem or spinal reflex after the cut
should not be mistaken for conscious
suffering; those movements can occur after
the brain (cortex) has ceased functioning.
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Dr. Rabkin presenting his research at a shechita conference at the Ministry of Agriculture in Israel.

What direct brain recordings show

In Frontiers in Veterinary Science, Sheryl R.
Haut, Thomas Parmentier, Robert S. Fisher
and Nofal M. Khalil reviewed nine studies
using EEG, electrocorticography and related
techniques. These tools record the brain's
electrical activity; electrocorticography
is generally more reliable because its
electrodes are placed closer to the brain
and are less affected by the skull and
movement. In the strongest studies,
electrical patterns consistent with loss of
consciousness appeared between 4.4 and
13 seconds after the incision, with average
values between 7.5 and 10.8 seconds. The
authors concluded that the best available
electrophysiological evidence supports
rapid loss of consciousness and explained
why less reliable surface recordings
sometimes produced longer estimates.
Therefore, the most direct objective brain
evidence supports rapid unconsciousness,
and movements occurring after that
point cannot establish that the animal is
consciously experiencing pain.

Can an EEG prove that an
animal feels pain?

In the American Journal of Veterinary
Research, Simon Freilich, Sheryl R. Haut,
Jeffrey S. Mogil, Paclo Pozzi and Jacob
R. Hascalovici addressed one of the most
emotionally powerful claims in this debate:
that EEG changes after the neck cut prove the
animal experiences pain. After reviewing nine
studies, they concluded that the evidence
does not support that leap. A noxious
event can trigger nociception - process
of detecting and responding to harmful
or damaging stimuli without consciously
appreciating pain. Pain is an experience
and requires preserved consciousness and
integrated cortical function. The observed
EEG changes could instead reflect the
brain's rapidly deteriorating blood supply and
metabolism. Therefore, EEG changes alone
cannot be cited as proof that an animal
consciously feels pain, especially when the

same evidence shows rapid failure of the
cortical function required to experience it.

What the Evidence Means

No single paper answers every question, but
thestrengthliesintheconvergenceofdifferent
disciplines. Cardiovascular measurements, a
numerical blood-flow model, neuroanatomy,
neural electrophysiology and reviews of
consciousness indicators all point in the
same direction. Properly performed, shechita
rapidly deprives the cerebral cortex of the
blood flow and blood pressure required for
awareness. It is irreversible.

Is It Worth It?

Some people ask whether nearly three
years of legal battles, advocacy and
scientific publication have been worth the
effort. We now have our first clear sign
that the work is bearing fruit. Great Britain's
Food Standards Agency recently placed an
important conclusion on the official record:
"Our analysis found no clear evidence that
animal welfare breaches are more or less
likely to occur during non-stun slaughter
compared to stunned slaughter."

That is careful government language. But
it is meaningful: the government's own
analysis did not support the assumption that
non-stun slaughter produces more animal-
welfare breaches. This is real progress.

Granted, the work is expensive. Research,
statistical review, publication, translation,
legal advocacy and engagement with
regulators all require sustained effort and
resources. We need continued financial
support to keep moving this effort forward.
The question is no longer whether the work
is worth it. The early results show that it
is. The real question is how do we ensure
that this important work can continue to
benefit Jewish communities in Canada and
around the world. ®

To support this effort, contact Samuel
Herzog at sherzog@noblepack.com




Rabbi Yosef
Dovid Rothbart
Rabbinic
Administrator
of the Halacha
Institute

of Toronto

Ee “Shaimos Problem”

Over the last several decades, much of the
world has undergone a transformation.
Businesses, governments, and institutions
have increasingly moved toward becoming
“paperless,” encouraging people to print less
and rely more heavily on digital material. Yet
this transition has not affected the Jewish
community in quite the same way. If anything,
we are producing an extraordinary amount
of printed Torah material. New seforim

and new editions appear constantly, often
not because the material was previously
unavailable, but because a new commentary,
format, or feature has been added. At the
same time, Torah sheets, source sheets,
newsletters, and photocopied material are
routinely printed for short-term use.

The result is that seforim that were once
widely used are increasingly set aside in
favour of newer editions, while loose pages
and printed Torah material accumulate at
an enormous rate. What happens to all of
it when it is no longer wanted or needed?
In short, we have a shaimos problem. The
Toronto Jewish community is no exception.

The Halacha Institute Approach

To address the growing need for a year-
round shaimos drop-off, the Halacha
Institute developed an approach that took
into account the practical challenges

involved, including proper respect for
shaimos, storage, burial, and ensuring that
only material that actually requires genizah
is ultimately buried. Rather than following
the more conventional model of simply
collecting shaimos for eventual burial, our
approach places a strong emphasis on
sorting the material that is dropped off.

The premise is simple: too often, papers and
books that are not actually shaimos become
mixed together with material that requires
genizah. In addition, a sefer that one person
no longer wants may be exactly the sefer
someone else would otherwise purchase. By
carefully sorting the material, recycling what
does not require genizah, and setting aside
usable seforim, the amount that ultimately
requires burial can be significantly reduced.
This lowers the amount of storage required
and, ultimately, the amount of land needed
for burial.

The premise proved correct.
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What We Found

We have found many items mixed into
shaimos that clearly did not belong there,
including expired passports, lawyers’
letters, and even a dash cam that somehow
found its way into a shaimos box. One of
the more memorable finds was a tzedakah
box full of money. We were ultimately able
to return the pushka and its contents to the
organization to which it belonged.

At the same time, we have found hundreds
of seforim that were still in excellent
condition, including English seforim, leather-
bound volumes, complete sets, and even a
Haggadah dating back to 1760. In fact, we
have enough usable seforim to fill more than
thirteen bookcases, with some volumes
still in their original plastic. These seforim
are made available for others to purchase
at a reduced price rather than being buried
unnecessarily. As of this writing, more than
150 seforim have already found new homes.

The Grey Area

Thesortingprocesshasalsobroughtwithita
number of interesting practical shaylos. Not
every item that is dropped off fits obviously
into the category of either “shaimos” or “not
shaimos,” and some objects require closer
halachic consideration. The following are
a few of the questions that have come up
through our work.

Double Yud

A written Name of Hashem may not be
erased and, when no longer being used,
must be properly stored away or buried.” At
the sametime, not every word, abbreviation,
or symbol that refers to Hashem must be
treated as an actual Name of Hashem. This
distinction is important when determining
what does and does not require shaimos.

For example, one may write T, DWN, or
NN as references to Hashem. Although
each of these clearly refers to Hashem,
they do not have the kedushah of an actual
Name and may be discarded.?

In many siddurim, a double yud (') is
used to represent the Name of Hashem.
An older form of the symbol consisted of
two yuds together with an additional mark,
giving it the numerical value of twenty-six,
corresponding to the numerical value of
Hashem's Name.® Although '-' represents
Hashem's Name, it does not itself have
the same status of an actual Name. It
should not be erased except in pressing
circumstances,* and while it does not need
to be properly stored away or buried, it

should not be thrown in the garbage in a
disrespectful manner.®

Name of Hashem in English

A name of Hashem written in another
language (e.g “G-d” in English) may be
erased asitis does nothave same kedushah
as one of the Names of Hashem.®However,
it may not be said in an unclean place or
uttered for no purpose as doing so would
be disrespectful.” Accordingly, one may not
dispose of such a Name in a disrespectful
manner.®

Mitzvah Ttems

Another area where we saw a lack of clarity
was regarding the proper treatment of
objects used for a mitzvah. The fact that
an object was purchased for, designated
for, or even used for a mitzvah does not
necessarily mean that it has kedushah or
requires burial. Rather, there are different
categories of mitzvah articles, including
mitzvah items, tashmishei mitzvah, and
tashmishei d’tashmishei mitzvah, and the
proper treatment of an item depends on
which category it falls into.

Amitzvahitemisanitemthathasbeenused
for a mitzvah and is still fit and intended to
continue being used for that mitzvah, such
as a kosher tallis.® This does not include
an object that was merely designated for
a mitzvah but was never actually used.
For example, if someone purchases arba
minim and then decides not to use them for
Sukkos, they may be thrown in the garbage.
Once an object has actually been used for
a mitzvah, however, it should continue to be
used for that mitzvah as long as it remains
relevant and fit for use.™

A tashmish mitzvah is an object that was
used in the performance of a mitzvah but
is no longer being used for that mitzvah,
either because the item is no longer fit for
the mitzvah, such as torn tzitzis strings,
or because the time for the mitzvah has
passed, such as a lulav after Sukkos.m" A
tashmish mitzvah does not have inherent
kedushah and may therefore be used
afterward for an ordinary purpose, provided
that the use is not demeaning.'

The Rema'® writes that such items should
not be treated disrespectfully. Accordingly,
a tashmish mitzvah should not simply
be thrown into the garbage. Technically,
however, it may be left in a place where
it is unlikely to be trampled or otherwise
treated disrespectfully. Some, however,
have the practice of burying such objects,
thereby demonstrating a special respect




for mitzvos. The Rema writes that one who
follows to this practice will merit bracha.

There is also a still lower category known
as a tashmish d’tashmish mitzvah. This is
an item that was designated for a use that
brings it in contact with the mitzvah itself and
it served an accessory to something used for
a mitzvah. This category includes Shabbos
candlesticks. Such an item has no kedushah
and does not require genizah or burial. If it
is not recognizable as a mitzvah accessory,
it may even be placed in the garbage. If its
connection to a mitzvah is obvious, however,
it should preferably not be discarded in
a degrading manner and may instead be
wrapped before being thrown away.™

These distinctions help explain the treatment
of a number of familiar household mitzvah
items that we found among the shaimos
that had been dropped off.

BESAMIM. Besamim used for Havdalah
may be thrown in the garbage. However,
when the besamim were designated
exclusively for Havdalah, according to some
Poskim, it is appropriate not to throw them
away disrespectfully. Instead, they should
be set aside until the dry out and then and
burned. This is a praiseworthy practice, but
not a strict halachic requirement.”™

CHANUKAH MENORAH AND SHABBOS
CANDLESTICKS. The menorah and
Shabbos candle sticks are a tashmish
mitzvah. They do not have inherent
kedushah, but because they are readily
recognizable as objects used for a mitzvah,
they should not be thrown into the garbage
in a degrading manner. The glass cups,
however, may be thrown out, unless they are
clearly recognizable as mitzvah accessories,
in which case they should not be discarded
disrespectfully.’s

A KIDDUSH CUP. A kiddush cup likewise
has no inherent kedushah. It does not require
shaimos or burial. Nevertheless, because a
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kiddush cup is clearly recognizable as a
mitzvah object, it should not be discarded
disrespectfully. If pesukim or other sacred
text are engraved on the cup, the writing
creates a separate shaimos concern and
must be treated accordingly.”

PICTURES OF GEDOLIM. Pictures of
Gedolim present a different type of question.
A photograph or picture of a rav or tzaddik
does not have kedushah merely because of
the person depicted, and it may therefore
be discarded. However, some people are
careful to place such pictures in shaimos. If
a pasuk is printed on the picture, however,
the presence of the pasuk requires the
item to be treated in accordance with the
halachos of shaimos.'®

YARMULKE. A yarmulke may be thrown in
the garbage and does not require genizah.™

Conclusion

| recently saw an article based on a story
which traces the life cycle of a siddur, from
the time it is new and treasured, through
years of use, wear, and changing hands,
until eventually it reaches the point where
it can no longer be used and is brought
to burial.

| was inspired by the story because it
brought out that a sefer is more than just a
book. It is an object of kedushah, one that
can accompany a person through years of
tefillah, learning, and growth. It reminded me
what our goal was when we stepped up to
address the “shaimos problem.”

Our goal was not merely to collect old
seforim. It was to look at each one and
determine whether there was still life left
in it. If there was, we wanted to find it a
new home where it could continue to help
another person learn and grow. And if there
was no longer life left in the sefer, then our
responsibility was to ensure that it was
brought to genizah and burial with the full
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kavod due to a sefer that had once been
used for Torah and tefillah.

In that sense, shaimos is not simply about
disposal; it is about completing the life cycle
of an object of kedushah properly. As long
as a sefer can still be used, its proper place
is in the hands of someone who can learn
or daven from it. When that is no longer
possible, its proper place is in genizah. Our
mission at the Halacha Institute is to make
sure that each item is treated according to
its true halachic status, with clarity, with care,
and with the proper kavod ha-kedushah. ®
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oQur Grapes

What is the appropriate beracha
to recite on unripe grapes?

Rabbi Yechiel Teichman,
Rabbinic Administrator
and Halachic Advisor

b

community member asked the
A following: He has grapes growing

in his yard. If they are left to fully
ripen, squirrels and raccoons eat them. He
therefore harvests them early, shortly after
they change colour, and uses them to make
wine.

This raises two questions: (1) Does one
recite Borei Pri Ha'eitz when eating these
grapes, or are they considered boser
(unripe grapes) whose beracha is Borei Pri
Ha'adamah? (2) What status does the wine
produced from such grapes have? Is its
beracha Borei Pri Hagafen, and is it suitable
for Kiddush? This question may also be
relevant to light (low-calorie) grape juice
(see below for the OU's statement regarding
Kedem Lite Grape Juice¥).

Shulchan Aruch,' states that grapes must

* Kedem Lite Grape Juice has become indispensable for many who seek to lower their sugar intake while partaking of Kiddush and the
Arba Kosos. The secret to producing low-sugar grape juice is to use lower-sugar grapes. Kedem Lite Grape Juice uses early-harvest
Concord grapes picked at approximately 11-13 Brix. (Late-harvest Concord grapes can reach 18 Brix.) Some have questioned whether

these grapes are boser (unripe grapes).

The beracha over boser is Haadamah (not Ha'eitz), and Sha‘arei Teshuva writes that the beracha over juice made from boser grapes is
Shehakol (not Hagafen). However, the grapes in question are full-sized and purple. They look the same as other ripe Concord grapes but
taste less sweet and more tart than regular grapes. The Mishnah Berurah writes that once grapes have the appearance of ripe grapes,
they are no longer boser. Furthermore, the Levush writes that boser refers to grapes that cannot be made into wine. This does not apply
to these grapes, since they can be made into wine, albeit with a lower alcohol content (approximately 5-6%). To lower the sugar content
further, Kedem Lite Grape Juice is also diluted with approximately 33% water. Therefore, the beracha over Lite Grape Juice is Borei Pri

reach the size of pul halavan (a white bean)
before one may recite Ha'eitz. Since we are
not proficient in identifying which bean this
refers to, one must be machmir and refrain
from reciting Ha'eitz until the grape is very
large. Similarly, Shaarei Teshuva? writes that
one should not recite Hagafen over wine
made from unripe grapes (boser).

What level of maturity must a grape reach
for one to recite Ha'eitz over the grape

and Hagafen over its wine? As mentioned
above, the grape must reach the size of a
white bean (pul halavan) for one to recite
Ha'eitz. The source is the Gemara?®, which
cites a Mishnah in Shevi'is discussing the
prohibition against cutting branches and
thereby ruining shemittah fruit before it has
had an opportunity to complete its growth.
It states that one may not cut a branch of
a grapevine once the berries have formed
seeds. The Gemara states that this stage
is also known as boser and corresponds
to the size of pul halavan. Once the grapes
have reached the stage at which they are
obligated in ma‘aser (onas hama‘asros),
one may cut the branch, as they are no
longer considered unfinished fruit. Tosafos*
writes that the size of pul halavan is also
relevant to the beracha: when the fruit

Hagafen. It is not recommended to add additional water to Lite Grape Juice.
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is smaller than pul
halavan, the beracha
is Ha'adamah;
when it reaches
the size of pul
halavan, the
beracha is
Ha'eitz.

The threshold

for reciting Hagafen
on the grapes' juice,
however, is more stringent.
According to Shaarei
Teshuva, juice squeezed
from grapes that have
reached the boser stage
still receives the beracha
of Shehakol. Only some
point after the grapes have
grown beyond the pul
halavan stage is the beracha
of Hagafen recited. The
question is at what point

the liquid inside the grape is
halachically considered wine.

It seems that the liquid inside the
grapes attains the status of wine
only once the grape has reached







onas hama‘asros, identified as the point
at which the seed is visible from the
outside. The source for this is Tosafos.
The Mishnah mentions a stage at which
the “water enters the boser’, indicating
that at this stage the liquid in the grapes
at this stage is still categorized as water
rather than wine. Tosafos® quote Rabbeinu
Meshulam, who states that because
the Mishnah identifies the liquid in boser
grapes as water, what is squeezed from
boser is not considered wine and may
therefore be touched by a non-Jew.
Rabbeinu Tam,® however, does not agree
that a non-Jew should be permitted to
touch it because we are not proficient to
determine until what point the liquid is
still considered water rather than wine.
Rabbeinu Tam adds: If, in a particular year,
the grapes did not ripen properly, would we
say that the wine produced that year may
be touched by non-Jews?
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Divine D931gn

In the development of fruit, one can clearly see

the divine plan in its design. Since Hashem wants
the fruit to reproduce, the fruit's first priority is to
produce a viable seed. During the first period of
growth, it does just that: it develops a viable seed.
At the same time, however, the fruit produces acids
and other compounds that discourage animals and
people from eating it. By the end of the first period
of growth, a viable seed has been produced. During
the second period, the grape therefore becomes
sweet-tasting and appealing in colour. This makes

| the fruit appealing to birds, animals, and humans,
i who consume it and thereby disperse the seeds.

Rav Moshe Feinstein, in Dibros Moshe,
addresses an apparent contradiction in
Rabbeinu Tam. On the one hand, Rabbeinu
Tam is stringent with allowing a non-Jew to
touch the wine, since we are not proficient in
determining until what point it is considered
water. Onthe otherhand, heargues that wine
was made from boser during a year when
the grapes did not ripen properly, is certainly
considered wine and subject to the relevant
prohibitions. Rav Moshe Feinstein explains
that grapes which are capable of producing
quality wine, cannot be considered boser,
halachically, and people who call it such are
doing so erroneously.

What emerges is that although Shaarei
Teshuva writes that, regarding the beracha,
Rabbeinu Tam would agree that it cannot
be considered wine, this applies only
when there is a safek. When the grapes,
however, are able to produce good wine,
it establishes that they are not boser, the
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beracha is certainly Hagafen.

Let us now address our original question:
May one recite Borei Pri Ha'eitz over grapes
that are harvested early? The Mishnah
Berurah® writes that if the grapes have the
appearance of fully ripened grapes, their
size is not an issue. Furthermore, if the pits
are visible from the outside, they are close
to fully ripening, and the beracha is Borei Pri
Ha'eitz according to all opinions.

What about reciting Borei Pri Hagafen over
wine made from unripe grapes? As noted
above, Rav Moshe Feinstein holds that if
one can make good wine from the grapes,
there is no doubt that the beracha is Borei
Pri Hagafen. Additionally, the Chazon Ish®
writes that once the pits of the grapes are
visible from the outside (onas hama'asros),
at that stage one may make wine from them
for Kiddush and recite Borei Pri Hagafen. ®
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By: Rabbi Tsvi Heber
Director of
Community Kosher
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‘/t arnings and Disclaimers

Warning: This article presents a speculative
futuristic scenario that may never occur, at
least not within your lifetime.

Disclaimer: This article was written by
Copilot with the assistance of the author.
Some of the words used in the article are
not exactly the words of the author just

ptimus
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cwisi

what Al “thinks” might be words that the
author would use based on his previously
published works in Kosher CORner
publications and elsewhere on the internet.
Information included herein should not be
relied upon since Copilot's “brain” consists
largely of hallucination and inaccuracy.
But since the content is stimulating and
food for thought, we feel it is worthy of
being presented to the public even if it is
inaccurate since that is largely consistent
with the Al's general approach to life.
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Bishul Optimus

In recent months, public attention has
turned toward Optimus, the humanoid
robot developed by Elon Musk and
engineered to perform increasingly
complex household tasks. Among the more
stunning demonstrations was Optimus
preparing simple food items like stirring
a pot, pressing microwave controls, and
manipulating kitchen tools with surprising
dexterity. As technology advances, kosher
consumers should be asking whether
robot assistance in cooking is condoned
by halacha. This would be incredibly helpful
especially for people who can no longer
cook for themselves. Would food cooked
by Optimus fulfill the requirements of
bishul yisroel?

The rabbinic prohibition’ of bishul akum
applies when certain foods? are cooked
exclusively by a gentile, even if (or perhaps
especially if) he acted as an agent of the
Jew to cook.® The decree was instituted
to prevent inappropriate social interaction
that could lead to intermarriage.* Is an
Optimus robot a gentile or a Jew? Should
we view his actions as independent
human actions or as the extension of the
person who issued the instruction? Can a
prohibition to prevent inappropriate social
interaction apply to a robot which has no
halachic identity, no religious status, and
no capacity for the independent social
interaction that Chaza’l sought to regulate.
No matter how distorted the societal
perspective becomes toward the role of the
robot; can this prohibition apply to anything
but a human being?

The answer depends on whether this
halacha is framed as an absolute
requirement for Jewish intervention, or
whether it is framed as the requirement to
avoid non-Jewish cooking. Answering this
question provides insight as to whether
food cooked exclusively by Optimus is
kosher. The Gemara® discusses a case
where a gentile ignited a fire in a swamp
with the intention of cooking grasshoppers.
In the context of the discussion, the Gemara
relates that if the gentile had not intended
to cook the grasshoppers rather to burn the
overgrown reeds, the inadvertently cooked
grasshoppers would still be kosher even
though they were cooked by a gentile. This
is because the prohibition of bishul akum
requires the gentile’s intent to cook. Another
example brought in the Gemara is when a
gentile burnt off the hair of a shechted cow
and inadvertently cooked the meat of its
ear. This meat remains kosher because it
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was cooked inadvertently. The Tur® brings
a third example of a gentile who fired up a
kiln to dry pots, and unbeknownst to him
the kiln had a pumpkin inside which he
inadvertently cooked. In these scenarios,
the absence of kavanas bishul — mindful
intent to cook by the gentile — allows the
food to retain its kashrus.” Clearly, bishul
yisroel is not an absolute requirement for
Jewish intervention; rather it describes
food whose cooking process avoids non-
Jewish cooking. Bishul Optimus, therefore,
is permitted.

Now let us proceed to the next step
and ask whether Optimus can replace
Jewish intervention? For example, can a
mashgiach utilize his Optimus robot to
turn on the oven for a non-Jewish chef
who is cooking in a kosher restaurant.
Rabbi Chaim Yisroel Belsky zt"l in Shulchan

shooter — “meshum chitzo”."" As aresult, the
fire belongs to the igniter even though he
is located at a distance. A fire ignited from
a distance, by telephone or app, certainly
belongs to the igniter. However, shouldn't
instructions to Optimus be classified as a
grama?

Indeed, Rabbi Belsky's reasoning may be
superfluous. Rabbi Shlomo Miller shlit’a
once related that even if the fire was lit by
a Jewish person through a grama it would
still be considered his fire and the food
would be permitted. Rabbi Miller brought
proof from the Gemara about a gentile who
ignites a fire to burn the overgrowth of reeds
and inadvertently cooks the grasshoppers.
The Gemara concludes that this does not
render the food bishul akum since the
gentile did not have intention to cook. The
implication is that a gentile who does have

"Is it permitted to ask Optimus to perform
melachos on Shabbos on behalf of a Jew?...
... To execute a process that instructs Optimus
to turn on or turn off a light, Optimus
would likely need to compute hundreds
or thousands of melachos."

Halevi® writes about a similar scenario.
The question was whether a kashrus
agency can set up a system whereby
the ignition in the oven is automated and
can only be lit from a distance by the
mashgiach through a phone call or app.
Rabbi Belsky writes that this is indeed
considered to be bishul yisroel for several
reasons. First, the Gemara® indicates
that the fire on the mizbeach could have
theoretically been lit by a Kohen with a fan
even though it is ignited from a distance.
Second, the Yad Ramah explains that the
immediate reaction caused by your action
is never classified as a grama — an indirect
causation — rather it is classified a direct
action.” Finally, we know that someone
who lights a fire is responsible for the
damage that it causes. Although the fire
made its own way toward the property
it damaged, it is the responsibility of the
igniter since he initiated it. He is compared
to someone who shoots an arrow which
eventually makes its own way toward a
target through the force expended by the

intention to cook the grasshoppers indeed
creates bishul akum. Is the act of igniting
a fire in the swamp a grama? Rabbi Miller
cites the opinion of Reish Lakish who holds
that responsibility for damage caused
by fire at a distance is because the fire
is his property and he has responsibility
for his property — "meshum mamono”.
Accordingly, the act of setting the swamp
on fireis only a grama, even if it is done with
intent to cook. Yet, we do not find anyone
who writes that setting a swamp on fire
with intent to cook is not bishul akum
according to Reish Lakish. Therefore, we
must assume that even according to this
opinion, the grama results in bishul akum.
If we extend that principle to its logical
conclusion, then the type of cooking that
when performed by a gentile, results in
bishul akum, if performed by a Jew creates
bishul yisroel. Therefore, if a Jew ignites a
fire through a grama his action is sufficient
to create bishul yisroel."?

According to the opinion of Rabbi Miller




shlit"a, a fire lit by an Optimus robot which
is instructed by a Jew is the equivalent of
a fire lit by grama and the food cooked on
that fire is permitted.

Amira 'Optimus

Is it permitted to ask Optimus to perform
melachos on Shabbos on behalf of a Jew?
Almost half a century ago, Rabbi Moshe
Feinstein zt"l penned a teshuva prohibiting
the use of a timeclock that is set prior to
Shabbos to enable an electric implement
to cook on Shabbos. Reb Moshe, in a
prophetic statement, reasoned that if we
were to allow it, we would eventually end
up with fully automated factories working
by themselves on Shabbos! He felt that if
such innovation was around at the times
of the Tanaaim and the Amoraim they
would have prohibited it the same way
they prohibited amira laakum — melacha
performed by a gentile for a Jew on
Shabbos. He further reasoned that the
decree against amira laakum may already
include timeclocks since that prohibition
should include any type of melacha
initiated by a Jew even if performed by a
machine. Finally, he reasoned that allowing
melachos performed by a timeclock would
be prohibited under the general rubric of
Zilusa d'Shabbos — the disregard for the
sanctity of Shabbos. Accordingly, for the
same three reasons, Reb Moshe would
prohibit amira 'Optimus.

It is interesting that at the end of the
teshuva, Reb Moshe allows the use of
timeclocks to turn on, and to turn off
lights based on several reasons which
are outlined in the footnote below.”

Nevertheless, it is reasonable to assume
that Reb Moshe would not extend this
heter to amira I'Optimus. To execute a
process that instructs Optimus to turn on
or turn off a light, Optimus would likely
need to compute hundreds or thousands
of melachos. For example, when you tell
Optimus to “pick up that cup,” its cameras
capture the scene and its neural network
identifies the cup, locates it, and plans the
required full-body movement. As it reaches,
sensors continuously provide feedback so
the robot can maintain balance, correct
its path, and adjust its grip. Graphics
Processing Units (GPUs) process visual
data, update the motion plan, and issue
motor commands many times per second,
producing hundreds of micro-adjustments
and thousands of parallel computations
even for a simple action.

It is this type of zilusa d'Shabbos caused by
an unbridled Optimus that was articulated
in Reb Moshe’s prophetic teshuva half a
century ago. Even those who disagreed
with Reb Moshe at the time regarding
timeclocks and permitted them, which
is the common custom today™, cannot
deny that utilizing Optimus is much more
complex than a timeclock. Furthermore,
although we do not make up our own
gezayros, it is important to be practical.
It is obvious to me that someone who
sets up his Optimus to perform melachos
on Shabbos will ultimately stumble and
unwittingly instruct it to perform a task on
his behalf on Shabbos. In doing so, he will
transgress hundreds or even thousands
of sequential melachos many of which
are melachos doraysos as a result.’ This
cannot be allowed to happen. &
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