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Part 1: Introduction

Background

The Norwegian kosher slaughter affair covers a period of over 30 years, and was extensively
covered in national and local newspapers, making it the largest issue in the Norwegian public
concerning Jews prior to the Shoah. Controversy over kosher slaughtering, however, is far
from being a phenomenon unique to Norway. Since the 1970s, there has been a growing
scholarly literature on European kosher slaughter controversies; however, so far, no special
study has addressed the Norwegian controversy. Moreover, the Norwegian controversy was
one of the few that actually resulted in prohibition of kosher slaughtering. On June 12, 1929,
the Norwegian parliament, the Storting, adopted a bill on slaughtering of livestock, which
made Jewish religious slaughter impossible to practice in Norway from January 1, 1930.
Despite protests from Norwegian Jews, Jewish organisations abroad, the country’s leading
veterinary experts, and prominent politicians such as Prime Minister Johan Ludwig
Mowinckel, a majority of the Storting refused to exempt the Jewish slaughter method from
the bill’s requirement of previous stunning. Still today, Norway, Sweden, and Switzerland are
the only European countries where religious slaughter does not qualify as a reason for
allowing exemptions from requirements of previous stunning. Most other Western countries
acknowledge the importance of religious slaughter for Jewish and Muslim citizens by
exempting religious slaughter from stunning requirements. However, religious slaughter is
still a highly controversial issue in many countries. Like other visual expressions of religious

practice, religious slaughter is also under increasing pressure in Western societies.

Although not described in the Pentateuch, the Jewish practice of religious slaughter, shechita,
is commonly explained by citing the prohibition in Leviticus 17:12—13 of consuming blood.
In Judaism, the regulations of shechita are regarded part of the oral law given to Moses on
Mount Sinai and later codified in the Babylonian Talmud and Shulchan Aruch (16th century).
According to these rules, shechita may be conducted only by a specially trained butcher, a
shochet, approved by rabbinical authorities. The slaughtering consists of a single rapid cut of
the animal’s neck with a long special knife, the hallaf. The knife must be extremely sharp,
with a perfect edge, free from the slightest flaw, and is controlled for its sharpness before the

slaughtering of each animal. Once the knife is sharpened and controlled, the shochet cuts the



animal’s neck with one swift movement, cutting through the soft structures anterior to the
cervical spine, severing the trachea, the oesophagus, the two vagus nerves, as well as both
carotid arteries and jugular veins, the main blood vessels supplying and draining the brain. If
the shochet fails to cut in one move, the meat is trefa (or treif in Yiddish), and regarded as
unsuitable for human consumption.' There are also a number of rules for processing the meat,
ensuring that no blood is left. Most important in this context is that the back part of carcass
usually is not used due to the difficulties of removing veins and arteries containing blood

remnants.

From the mid 19th century, it became increasingly more common to stun animals before
slaughter in many Western countries. Most branches of Judaism do not accept previous
stunning due to religious commandments specifying that animals must be healthy and
unwounded when slaughtered. Since modern pre-stunning methods cause animals lethal,
irreversible brain injuries, pre-stunned animals are in Judaism not regarded healthy and fit for
slaughtering.” The criticism of shechita has taken many forms throughout the past 150 years;
however, the key issue has usually been Judaism’s rejection of previous stunning. Defenders
of the Jewish method, on the other hand, have claimed that neither the cut itself, nor the
blooddraining inflict any unnecessary pain on animals. Some even claim the Jewish method to
be more humane than conventional previous stunning methods.” Although the latter claim
usually has met little understanding, the Jewish slaughter method has nevertheless been
tolerated in most European countries. In countries where animal laws or slaughter laws have
demanded obligatory use of previous stunning, Jewish communities have as a rule been

exempted for the sake of religious freedom.

Although some contemporary observers insisted that the Norwegian slaughter law of 1929
was motivated by animal-protection concerns, and not aimed at the Jewish practice as such,
they could hardly ignore that preceding debates had centred almost exclusively on the Jewish
slaughter method. The issue, known in Norwegian as the schdchtning affair, was discussed in

three lengthy parliamentary debates in the years 1927-1929, and received much attention in

' Munk & Munk 1976, p. 11f. See also Berman 1941 for a thorough theological, historical, and sociological
introduction to the practice. For a discussion on the nature of shechita in a Jewish context, see also Lavi 2011.

? Berman 1941, p. 236. For a medical assessment of injuries stunning inflicts, see Gregory 2007, p. 193.

’ Dembo 1894 and more recently Levinger 1995.

* The term schdchtning is a Norwegian adaptation of the German/Yiddish noun das Schéichten, which in turn is
derived from the Hebrew term shechita (m0nw).
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the press. Many of the findings in this dissertation are based on some 400 newspaper sources,
and the total amount of press coverage is most certainly higher. The debate engaged
individuals from widely different spheres, everything from animal protectionists, butchers,
members of Jewish religious congregations, authors, police officers, farmers, clergymen,
teachers, editors, university professors, civil servants, politicians, and many others. The
controversy was the first major conflict after Jews were admitted to the country in 1851 where
the Jewish community came under pressure from the majority population. However, the
controversy has never been the subject of any special study, and is surrounded by a number of
misconceptions and inaccuracies in current discourse. The controversy has only been
addressed as a secondary theme in accounts of Jewish history or in the history of anti-
Semitism in Norway. In most other countries where kosher slaughtering debates reached a
level comparable to that in Norway, there exists a considerable amount of research, even in

. . . [ 5
countries where the controversies never resulted in a prohibition.

The scholarly interest in the subject has been triggered by the fact that kosher slaughter
controversies constitute a relatively widespread phenomenon in modern Western history,
having emerged in most countries in north-western Europe from the 1880s onwards. In the
European context, the German prohibition of kosher slaughter, introduced shortly after
Hitler’s succession to power in 1933, marks the climax of this phenomenon. However,
scholars have not been interested in the subject only because of the infamous German
prohibition, but rather because of the complex and multi-layered nature of these controversies.
In European kosher slaughter controversies, widely different ideologies and discourses in
modernity, such as animal protection, veterinary medicine, and anti-Semitism coincide.
Recent scholarly contributions on the subject draw on insights from disciplines such as the
history of anti-Semitism, legal history, literary studies, religious studies, animal studies, and
science studies. Despite this broad disciplinary interest, there has been relatively little interest

in the subject in Norway, even within the fields of migration studies and minority history.

As a result, the kosher slaughter controversy of the 1920s has nearly been forgotten by the
general public, but the issue was recently brought to the fore in connection with the new
Norwegian animal welfare bill in 2008. The 1929 slaughter law was incorporated in the

revised animal protection law of 1974, which in turn was replaced by the current Animal

> Most prominently the UK.
11



Welfare Act from January 1, 2010. Although there was little suggesting that the 2008 bill
would exempt religious slaughter from the requirement of previous stunning — now also
affecting the country’s growing Muslim population — the mere possibility of an exemption
was met with reactions not unlike those of the 1920s. For instance, in a piece in the newspaper
Aftenposten, the author and farmer Tore Stubberud referred to animals slaughtered according
to the Jewish or Muslim slaughter methods as ‘pure objects for the archaic religious needs of
Muslims and Jews’.’ In an interview with TV 2, Stubberud claimed that an eventual
exemption for religious slaughter would constitute ‘the introduction of European Islam’ in
Norway.” Although some of the reactions in recent debates resemble the demonising and
hateful rhetoric of the 1920s — not least the association made between religious slaughter and
subversive forces — the legislative process in the late 2000s differed significantly from that of
the 1920s. Whereas veterinary authorities and three consecutive cabinets had opposed the idea
of an absolute prohibition of religious slaughter in the 1920s, the 1929 slaughter law went
largely unchanged through the revisions in the 1970s and the late 2000s. An exemption for

religious slaughter was hardly considered.®

Current EU legislation on slaughtering enables national exemptions for religious slaughter
from EU requirements of previous stunning.” Despite this, neither bureaucrats preparing the
bill nor politicians eventually adopting the bill in 2009 considered using these provisions to
accommodate requests from Jewish and Muslim communities.'"” As long as religiously
slaughtered meat is accessible through imports, legislators agree that Norway’s international
commitments on religious freedom are not violated."' As animal welfare legislation tends to
become stricter rather than looser, an exemption would most likely have been perceived as a
loosening, and therefore met with vehement protests. This was also the case when
representatives of the Jewish and Muslim communities in 2009 expressed hope that EU

legislation would open up for an exemption for religious slaughter.

% Tore Stubberud: ‘Rituell slakting i fri flyt’ in Aftenposten, 25.07.2009.
7 “Slakting uten bedevelse kan bli lov i Norge’ on http:/www.tv2.no, 10.05.2009. On the recent debates, see
Doving & Kraft 2013.
¥ Gjesdahl 1977, pp. 37-40; ‘Ot.prp. nr 27 (1973-74)" in Stortingsforhandlinger 1973-74. 4. del a., pp. 41-42;
‘Innst. O. nr. 3 (1974-75) in Stortingsforhandlinger 1974-75. Sjette del. B., p. 4; Ot.prp. nr. 15 (2008-2009). Om
lov om dyrevelferd, p. 44.
? “Council Directive 93/119/EC” in Official Journal of the European Communities, 31.12.1993 | Article 2, No. 8.
1" Most Norwegian Muslims accept meat from livestock that has been stunned as long as the proper prayers are
said. Still, the Islamic Council of Norway is highly critical of restrictions on religious slaughter.
" Ot.prp. nr. 15 (2008-2009). Om lov om dyrevelferd, pp. 44—45. See also Stenevik & Mejdell 2011, p. 146.
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Paradoxically, in Norway, the same EU directive, which in most EU countries enables the
practice of shechita, is used to justify the exemption of Sami reindeer slaughter from the
Animal Welfare Act’s ban on knives as stunning devices. In Sweden, this slaughter method is
prohibited, and the Norwegian Food Safety Authority has expressed concerns about this
method due to the risk of incorrect stabbing.'? Still, the use of knives for killing reindeer is
tolerated, and justified by citing the EU directive’s provisions on animals killed in cultural or
sports events. Even though these provisions are more relevant for animal sports such as
bullfighting, they are in Norway interpreted to apply to Sami reindeer slaughter. The Sami’s
status as indigenous people presumably allows this practice to be interpreted as a ‘cultural
event’."’ The exemption for Sami reindeer slaughtering in current animal welfare legislation
will not be addressed to any great extent in this dissertation, but the questionable justification
for allowing this method places the absolute prohibition of religious slaughter in a different

light.

This inconsistency was recently highlighted in a report from the presidency of the
Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE), addressing terms of tolerance
and discrimination in Norway. The report, written by a three-member delegation that visited
Oslo in June 2012, stated, “Whatever its implications for Norway’s Jews, the continued ban
on kosher slaughter is surely a stain on the country’s reputation for tolerance and inclusion’.'
The delegation further recommended that Norway, being a country where anti-Semitic attacks
and hate speech have increased in recent years, should repeal the 1929 ban on kosher
slaughter ‘as an important symbolic gesture’.'” Although the report and its criticism of the
prohibition of religious slaughter were mostly dismissed in Norwegian public debate,'® the
Minister of Agriculture’s reactions to the report further highlight the need for historical

research on the issue. Minister Trygve Slagsvold Vedum of the Centre Party claimed to the

national broadcaster NRK, ‘We do not have a prohibition as is being claimed in the report.

"2 Stenevik & Mejdell 2011, p. 144.

B Ot.prp. nr. 15 (2008-2009). Om lov om dyrevelferd, p. 44.

'* Akhmetov et al. 2012, p. 3.

!> Akhmetov et al. 2012, p. 8.

' Partially because of the delegation’s composition. One of its members, Rabbi Andrew Baker, is a member of
the American Jewish Committee, while another delegation member was identified by Aftenposten as
‘Ambassador Adil Akhmetov from Kazakhstan, a country which has excelled in high-level corruption and lack
of democracy’ (‘Reagerer sterkt pa holdninger til joder’ in Aftenposten, 21.10.2012).
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[...] Kosher slaughtering does not take place in Norway because the Jewish Community

. . . 1
refuses to accept the requirement of previous stunning’.'’

This has certainly not been how the Oslo Jewish Community views the issue, and its official
representatives have repeatedly characterised current slaughter regulations as a prohibition
targeted at shechita. Most recently, Ervin Kohn, president of the Jewish Community in Oslo,
has claimed that the ‘prohibition of shechita is founded on an uninformed and partially
prejudiced basis’, and has called for a ‘historical confrontation with the initial prohibition
from 1930, when concerns for animal protection were mixed with attitudes hostile to Jews to
an extent that the Storting hardly could know on what basis the prohibition was adopted”."® In
addition, a 2013 Norwegian Official Report (NOU) on religious politics acknowledges the
challenges the animal welfare legislation poses for Norwegian Jews and Muslims, and
explicitly refers to the slaughter regulations as a ‘prohibition’. The report emphasises the
existence of ‘two legitimate and compelling conflicting views in this question: religious
freedom and animal welfare’. Still, the report concludes that the current situation where
‘ritually slaughtered meat’ is available to Norwegian Jews through imports is a ‘satisfying

: 19
compromise’.

Research Questions and Delimitation

Regardless of the problems current animal welfare legislation raises, recent debates reveal
highly divided opinions on the origins of the unconditional requirement of previous stunning.
Even the question of whether the Animal Welfare Act’s slaughter regulations are to be
regarded a prohibition of religious slaughter is disputed. This raises the question of whether
the initial 1929 regulations were targeted at the Jewish slaughter method as such, or if they
solely were aimed at ensuring humane treatment of slaughter animals through the means of
obligatory pre-slaughter stunning. As the title of this dissertation suggests, the 1929 slaughter
legislation was indeed targeted at prohibiting Jewish religious slaughter, even though the legal
text did not explicitly refer to kosher slaughtering. However, as will become clear from the
following chapters, the first initiatives for the law were in fact demands to prohibit the Jewish

slaughter method. This motivation remained paramount throughout the process leading up to

7 «_ OSSE misforstar slakteregler’ in NRK nyheter, 22.10.2012 [http://www.nrk.no/norge/_-misforstar-norske-

slakteregler-1.8367046 — read date 17.02.2014].

' Ervin Kohn & Leif Knutsen: ‘Et uryddig forbud’ in Aftenposten, 24.10.2012.

' Det livssynsdpne samfunn. En helhetlig tros- og livssynspolitikk. NOU 2013:1, Oslo 2013, p. 289.
14



the Storting’s adopting the bill in June 1929. Acknowledging the law’s initial motivation as a
means to prohibit shechita does not necessarily imply that a prohibition of kosher slaughter
was the only motivation, or that all those supporting the prohibition were promoting anti-

Semitism.

However, had there been no objections to kosher slaughter in the first place, slaughter
regulations would most likely have been included in the animal protection law of 1935,
already being under preparation in 1929. The 1929 slaughter law was eventually incorporated
in the revised animal protection law of 1974.*° Furthermore, Norwegian debates on slaughter
reform had since the turn of the century centred almost exclusively on kosher slaughter. Even
officials preparing the 1929 slaughter law in the Ministry of Agriculture regarded the law
mainly as a restriction on the Jewish slaughter method. Thus, it will be demonstrated
throughout this dissertation that demands to prohibit kosher slaughter constitute a continuous
line in the genealogy of the 1929 slaughter law, all the way back to the first public demands
for slaughter reform around the turn of the century and up until the final parliamentary session
in 1929. This continuity was even evident for contemporaries, who consistently referred to the

issue as the schdchtning affair.

However, by acknowledging kosher slaughtering’s centrality in the 1929 slaughter law, new
questions emerge, which will be the main object to address throughout this dissertation.
Ultimately, the aim of the dissertation is to explain why the prohibition was introduced in the
first place, and why Norway was one of the very first European countries to introduce an
absolute prohibition of kosher slaughtering. What needs did demands for prohibiting kosher
slaughter fulfil? What concerns and motives did the agitation against the Jewish slaughter
method derive from? Who were the main opponents of kosher slaughtering? How did the
argumentation change in content and intensity during a period of over 30 years? Was
opposition to kosher slaughtering an urban or rural phenomenon? Was the agitation against
kosher slaughtering limited to certain regions? How do the agitation and subsequent
prohibition relate to identity politics and concepts such as progress, civilisation, and
modernity? What were the role and nature of anti-Semitism in the campaign against kosher
slaughter, and inversely, how was the issue used in anti-Semitic agitation? What might the

agitation against kosher slaughtering say about Norwegian anti-Semitism in the interwar

% Froslie 1997, p. 14.
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period? To what extent did the debate reflect deep-rooted prejudices against Jews? What other
conflicts did the debate involve? What might the controversy tell us about the majority society
in the period in question? What were the conditions of religious freedom and minority rights?
What might the controversy tell us about the Jewish community in Norway? How did Jews

react, and did Jewish communities respond differently?

Since the dissertation is revolving around the slaughter law’s origins, the time delimitation
chosen more or less corresponds to the entire period the issue was debated in Norway. The
end of the study is set to 1929, but the immediate aftermath will be addressed briefly towards
the end of the dissertation. Furthermore, the dissertation will not only look at the negative
agitation against kosher slaughtering. To capture the dialectics between agitation against
kosher slaughtering and defence of the Jewish method, positive assessments and voices
defending kosher slaughtering are also included in the analysis. Other forms of religious
slaughter such as dabh (Islam) or jhatka (Hinduism/Sikhism) are not addressed, since these

practices arrived at a much later time in Norway, and rarely were touched upon in the debates.

This dissertation should not be read as a contribution to ongoing debates on whether shechita
is to be regarded animal cruelty, or even if it should be allowed in Norway. These questions
are both beyond the author’s competence to evaluate, and of less interest for addressing the
questions raised above. Still, the author acknowledges the legitimacy of objective arguments
both for and against allowing kosher slaughter, and acknowledges that religious slaughtering,
like other religious practices, should not be exempt from critical inquiry and public debate.
However, it is the lack of objective arguments and the use of stereotypical images in the
argumentation that makes the debates studied in this dissertation most interesting.
Furthermore, there is reason to question the emphasis on slaughter methods (i.e. killing
methods) in current legislation, in contemporary veterinary medicine, and in animal protection
discourse, given the amount of other highly painful measures animals suffer during and before
slaughtering. The preoccupation with killing methods becomes conspicuous when other
aspects of industrial farming and mass slaughter are considered. As animal studies scholar
Jonathan Burt concludes in a discussion of conflicts related to slaughter in modernity, where

he criticises some of the objections raised against the Jewish slaughter method: ‘the weakness
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of all these positions lies in their focus, their unit of analysis if you like, on the act of killing

rather than on the whole system of mass slaughter and what it entails’.*'

Historiography

As previously mentioned, little attention has been paid to the kosher slaughter affair in
Norwegian historiography. However, there are some notable exceptions to this, especially
within the fields of Jewish history and history of anti-Semitism. The first who addressed the
issue from a historical perspective was the secretary of the Mosaic Congregation in Kristiania,
Harry M. Koritzinsky,* although 7 years before the prohibition of kosher slaughtering was
adopted by the Norwegian Storting.”® In his brief 1922 account of the history of Norwegian
Jews, he regarded attacks on kosher slaughtering in Kristiania and Aker in 1913 and 1914 as a
‘germ of an anti-Semitic movement’. Koritzinsky claimed that the Jewish slaughter method
had been criticised by ‘some anti-Semites’ for being ‘brutal’, and that anti-Semites had
continued their ‘unfounded accusations despite expert statements in favour of allowing kosher
slaughtering’.** Although Koritzinsky’s account is close to the events, there are several
reasons for critically reviewing his characterisation of the 1913/1914 controversy as purely
anti-Semitic attacks. As will be evident from later chapters, the attacks Koritzinsky had in
mind mainly derived from the animal protection movement, even though some figures with
outspoken anti-Semitic sympathies also joined the attacks on kosher slaughter in these years.
It is true that even the animal protection movement to an increasing extent played on anti-
Semitic stereotypes in its agitation. However, it seems both unfair and simplistic to reduce all

critique of the Jewish slaughter method to a ‘germ of an anti-Semitic movement’.

Historian Christhard Hoffmann has shown in a critical review of Norwegian-Jewish
historiography that the early historiography of Norwegian Jewry is characterised by a wish to

construct a specific Norwegian-Jewish identity on one side, while on the other side to promote

I Burt 2006, p. 139.

** Harry Meier Koritzinsky (1900-1989), son of a Jewish immigrant from Poland and his Swedish-born wife,
received military training from 1921, and served as an army officer in the early 1920s. He graduated from the
University of Oslo as an economist in 1924, and later took over his father’s clock business in Oslo. In the Jewish
community, he served as the Mosaic Congregation’s secretary in the 1920s, as well as trustee for a number of
years after the war.

* In the entry on Norway in the fourth volume of Jiidisches Lexikon, published in Berlin in 1930, Koritzinsky
gave his opinion on the 1929 prohibition, and now claimed that attacks mainly originated in the peasant
movement and partly in the labour movement. Still, Koritzinsky suggested that anti-Semitism in Norway was
‘ziemlich unbedeutend’. Despite an overwhelming parliamentary majority for the prohibition, he emphasised
that the cabinet majority had acted ‘judenfreundlich’ in this question (Koritzinsky 1930, p. 523).

** Koritzinsky 1922, p. 67.
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the Jewish minority’s integration into the national community. The idea to write themselves
into the majority’s understanding of the nation’s history was for Norwegian Jews greatly
driven by a pursuit of social integration and cultural assimilation (acculturation).”” Hoffmann
identifies the strong emphasis on the poet Henrik Wergeland’s struggle against the 1814
Constitution’s exclusion of Jews as Koritzinsky’s main tool in this twofold scheme of
integration and identity shaping. However, Koritzinsky’s account of the early kosher slaughter
controversies may also be read in light of this process. When Koritzinsky identified opponents
of kosher slaughtering as ‘anti-Semites’, this was not necessarily synonymous with labelling
all opponents as ‘anti-Semites’. The fact that the animal protection movement and a number
of the capital’s leading newspapers rallied against kosher slaughtering in these years may
have been perceived as a difficult story to tell. By emphasising the controversy’s anti-Semitic
elements, Koritzinsky vindicated other opponents for participation in the process that led to a

local ban on kosher slaughter in Kristiania in 1913.

Hoffmann observes the same desire of integration and identity shaping in the standard work
on Jewish history in Norway, the 1400-page ‘History of the Jews in Norway throughout 300
Years’ by the Jewish philologist and secondary-school teacher Oskar Mendelsohn,*
published in two volumes from 1969 to 1986.%” Although Mendelsohn’s work in many ways
was groundbreaking and had a much broader outline than Koritzinsky’s book, it offers little
analysis, and is mostly a great compilation of events, sources, and documentation. As
Hoffmann points out, Mendelsohn’s work ‘lacks social and cultural historic concepts that in
an analytic manner could have captured the relationship between majority and minority, for
instance concepts such as assimilation, acculturation, and integration’.*® With regard to the
kosher slaughtering controversy, Mendelsohn’s 23 pages on the subject in the first volume
have remained the most thorough account on the subject, and later scholarly contributions are

mostly based on Mendelsohn’s account of the events.

Although Mendelsohn’s chapter on the kosher slaughter controversy gives a thorough and

detailed account of debates both in the press and in parliament, even these events are

** Hoffmann 2013, p. 242f.

%% Oskar Mendelsohn (1912-1993) taught at high schools in his hometown Trondheim and in Oslo after the war.
He also held positions in the Mosaic Congregations in Oslo and Trondheim, and served as secretary and later as
trustee for the latter.

*” Mendelsohn 1969 and Mendelsohn 1986.

¥ Hoffmann 2013, p. 248.
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somewhat superficially addressed by Mendelsohn. He mostly refers to the press debates and
parliamentary debates in chronological order, while some of the affair’s most decisive
statements and events are mentioned only in subordinate clauses. However, his descriptions
are mostly accurate, and Mendelsohn must have worked through a vast amount of sources.
Still, Mendelsohn has downplayed or even omitted some of the controversy’s most important
events. Most notably is the legal process initiated against the Mosaic Congregation’s trustee
Axel Griin in 1914 for violation of the penal code’s paragraph on animal cruelty. Since the
Director of Public Prosecutions [Riksadvokaten] eventually dismissed the case, Mendelsohn
regards the process against Griin as a minor event. While it is true that all charges against
Griin and the Mosaic Congregation were dropped, Mendelsohn either was not aware of, or
deliberately omitted, the prosecuting authorities’ subsequent decision to request the
government to prepare a bill prohibiting kosher slaughtering. In this dissertation, these events
are regarded as decisive for the outcome of the controversy some 15 year later. Moreover,
they will also be related to police and judicial authorities’ attitudes in other cases concerning

Jews in the years immediately before, during, and after the First World War (see chapter 3.3).

Even though Mendelsohn is reluctant to analyse the debates and to identify the motives
behind the prohibition, he does not attempt to conceal that some actors were motivated by
hatred of Jews. For instance, he quotes contemporary press coverage identifying agitation
against the Jewish slaughter method as primarily a campaign against Jews. But Mendelsohn
himself examines this question only to a limited extent — he merely establishes that
‘Unfortunately, another motive was added [to the agitation]: resentment toward Jews’.”
Given the vast scope of his project, Mendelsohn’s unwillingness to investigate the extent and
role of anti-Semitism is of course understandable. Still, devoting to the issue only 23 of 663
text pages (only in the first volume), may not be explained solely by weak historical
craftsmanship, or by the book’s function as an all-encompassing work on Jewish-Norwegian
history. One should assume that the single case attracting most attention to Norwegian Jewry

prior to the Shoah also would have attracted Jewish chroniclers’ attention to a greater extent

than has been the case in Mendelsohn’s opus magnum.

Mendelsohn’s extensive, yet superficial account of the kosher slaughtering affair may also be

explained by its incompatibility with the ‘master story’ Hoffmann identifies in Mendelsohn’s

* Mendelsohn 1969, p. 582.
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work, namely the ‘classical story of a minority’s integration in a national community’.>

Hoffmann characterises this as a story with a ‘happy ending’ — ‘the identity-shaping myth of
origin and the judicial and ideological foundation of their integration in the Norwegian
nation’.”' In addition, when Mendelsohn wrote his book, the kosher slaughter affair was a
chapter closed long ago. The cost of confrontation was probably perceived as too high, and
the historian Marta Gjernes has also identified similar tendencies in other issues. According to
her, the Mosaic Congregation in Kristiania/Oslo followed a strategy of ‘cautious integration’,

and had from an early stage always acted cautiously in public debates.’>

Among the less cautious contributions from Jewish quarters, the psychiatrist David
Abrahamsen’s almost contemporary account should be mentioned. In his 1935 book Jeg er
jode (‘1 am a Jew’), Abrahamsen characterised the controversy as a rare ‘case of anti-Jewish
mass psychosis’ in Norway.> Although Abrahamsen’s contribution should be read more as a
defence for the practice rather than as a historical account, he identifies an important aspect of
the controversy, namely its self-reinforcing dynamics. Abrahamsen observed that as the
debate progressed, animosity towards Jews also increased. Abrahamsen also emphasised the
discrepancy between the obsession with kosher slaughter and the comparatively modest
interest in other animal protection causes, such as hunting and castration without
anaesthetics.’® Despite his bold assessment of the issue in 1935, Abrahamsen symptomatically
omitted his characterisation of the controversy as an ‘anti-Jewish mass psychosis’ in the 1985

revision of the book.>

Another contribution on the subject that cannot be accused for having a cautious approach is
criminologist Per Ole Johansen’s 1984 book Oss selv nermest (‘Closest to ourselves’) on
attitudes of ‘official Norway’ towards Jews in the interwar years. Johansen’s book was
intended as a corrective to hegemonic war narratives constructed after the Second World War,
in which anti-Semitic attitudes and discriminatory policies had been ascribed only to the
National Unity Party or to the German occupiers. Johansen’s point of departure is the

participation of Norwegian police and bureaucracy in the registration, arrest, and deportation

3% Hoffmann 2013, p. 248.

*! Hoffmann 2013, pp. 249-250.

32 Gjernes 2007, p. 233. See also Kjeldstadli 2003, p. 412.
3 Abrahamsen 1935, p. 89.

* Abrahamsen 1935, pp. 96-98.

3% Abrahamsen 1985, pp. 88-91.
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of Jewish citizens during the Second World War. His main intention is to show how the same
institutions had a history of anti-Semitism and discrimination prior to the war. Although
Johansen’s attention is mostly directed at government measures against Jewish immigrants in
the interwar period, he also includes a chapter on the kosher slaughtering controversy. In that
chapter, Johansen not only looks at the police and immigration authorities, but also takes into
account other actors, such as the animal protection movement, the Church, and the peasant
movement. One may ask to what extent some of these groups represented ‘official Norway’,
but Johansen concludes his chapter by looking at the parliamentary debate of 1929, which

surely must count as statements representative of ‘offical Norway’.

Still, the chapter seems somewhat misplaced in Johansen’s framework, which in turn has
consequences for how he views the controversy. First, the connection Johansen makes
between the animal protection movement and anti-Semitic attitudes within police and
immigration authorities is somewhat weak, and relies mostly on one leading police officer’s
engagement in the animal protection movement, Johan Sehr. The relation between Sehr’s
anti-Semitic statements and actions against Jews as a police officer, on one side, and his
involvement in the animal protection movement, on the other, will be discussed in chapter 4.
However, already at this point it should be noted that the connection made by Johansen not
only creates the impression of Sehr’s involvement in the animal protection movement as
being merely a pretext for his ‘real’ intentions. It also creates a picture of an anti-Semitic
animal protection movement, even though Johansen states certain reservations, claiming that

‘most animal protectionists were probably inspired by idealistic motives’.*

Like Mendelsohn, Johansen makes few attempts to uncover the origins of the agitation against
kosher slaughtering. The reader is consequently left with the impression that anti-Semitic
notions created the agitation in the first place. Consequently, the agitation against kosher
slaughter becomes another step towards collaboration and participation in German
extermination politics. While these are certainly interesting perspectives with respect to the
police and immigration authorities, they are not necessarily well suited to explain the
prohibition of religious slaughter. The most interesting instance for highlighting the police’s
role in the kosher slaughter controversy would have been the trial against the Mosaic

Congregation’s trustee Griin in 1914. However, like Mendelsohn, Johansen mentions this

%% Johansen 1984, p. 63.
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incident only briefly.”” There are two possible reasons for this: first, Johansen relies mostly on
Mendelsohn’s work, and has only to a limited extent consulted primary sources. Second, the
trial date (winter/spring 1914) does not fit into the book’s time delimitation, running from the
outbreak of the First World War to the Second World War. Perhaps more important, the case
against Griin does not correspond with Johansen’s underlying hypothesis that increased
xenophobia after the outbreak of the Great War gave impetus to the authorities’ measures
towards Jews in the interwar years.”® Johansen seemingly underestimates the presence of
xenophobic attitudes among police and other judicial authorities prior to World War 1.
Regardless of when and how these attitudes emerged, Johansen’s book gives valuable insights
into attitudes common in the police and other judicial authorities, which in turn are useful in

uncovering the prohibition’s origins, albeit not necessarily as intended by Johansen.

In a recent article, thirty years after Oss selv nermest, Johansen concentrates on the animal
protection movement, and points out the kosher slaughtering issue’s disproportionate role in
the Norwegian movement’s activities prior to 1930. Johansen claims that the animal
protection associations ‘with their resourceful leaders from society’s higher strata had
connections to elites in bureaucracy, business and politics’ and thus were able to create a
broad front against kosher slaughtering.’” The ‘symbiosis’ between the movement, the police,
and centre-right press was ‘nourished by the same aversion towards Jews’. He further claims
that the kosher slaughtering issue functioned as a ‘marker for the Norwegian animal
protection movement in a time where so may other questions competed for a place on the
political agenda’, thus suggesting that the issue was used as a pretext for gaining attention.*’
Although some of these observations make much sense, many pieces are still missing in
Johansen’s puzzle, and the article relies heavily on the chapter from his initial book. One
significant difference, however, is that Johansen to a greater extent than in previous works has
consulted archival sources. Unfortunately, his use of these sources is questionable, and leads
to several errors. For instance, statements from a 1926 white paper on slaughter regulations
are attributed the head of the government veterinary authority, Halvor Horne,"' when the

author of these passages in reality was Minister of Agriculture Haakon Five. In fact, Horne

*7 Johansen 1984, p. 63.

*¥ Johansen 1984, p. 9.

%% Johansen 2014, p. 251.

* Johansen 2014, pp. 260-263.
*! Johansen 2014, pp. 255-256.
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and Five disagreed on the issue, Horne favouring an exemption for Jews in new slaughter bill

(see chapter 3.5).

The only English language contribution on the Norwegian kosher slaughter controversy is an
article from 1989 by American historian Michael F. Metcalf in the journal Patterns of
Prejudice.” With the Swiss prohibition as point of departure, Metcalf compares controversies
over kosher slaughter in Norway, Sweden, and Denmark in the period 1880 to 1941. Based on
secondary literature on the Swiss controversy,” Metcalf assumes that anti-Semitism was the
main motivation behind the Swiss prohibition, and asks whether this was also the case in
Scandinavian countries. In Switzerland, the campaign to abolish kosher slaughter gained
momentum only after ‘modern anti-Semitism had become accepted in much of the German-
speaking world by the end of the 1870s’.** Metcalf then looks briefly into press debates and
parliamentary debates in Sweden, Denmark, and Norway, and concludes that concerns for
pork exports led Danish MPs to vote down several bills proposing a prohibition of kosher
slaughter. Had the requirement of previous stunning been made unconditional with the
intention to prohibit kosher slaughtering, other slaughter methods not involving previous
stunning would also have been affected, Metcalf observes. Since pork meat slaughtered
according to non-stunning methods gained higher prices in markets abroad, Danish MPs dared
not to prohibit non-stunning methods, including the Jewish method. This was also the reason
why several bills were voted down in Sweden prior to the 1937 prohibition, according to

Metcalf.®

Although Metcalf’s argument seems reasonable enough for explaining the Danish
controversy, his analysis is less convincing with regard to Sweden and Norway. Furthermore,
he does not take into account that public debate on the issue never reached the same
proportions in Denmark as in Norway, and never became as polarised. Although he
acknowledges that the Danish animal protection movement never worked actively for a

prohibition of shechita,® this striking difference between the Norwegian and Danish debates

*2 Metcalf holds a doctorate in Swedish history from Stockholm University, and is currently professor of history
at the University of Mississippi.

* Mainly Kiilling 1977, see chapter 2.1.

* Metcalf 1989, p. 33.

*> Metcalf 1989, p. 45.

 Metcalf 1989, p. 36.
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is not considered in his ‘preliminary’ conclusion.*” As will be demonstrated in chapter 3.1,
precisely this difference is essential to understand the different developments in Norway and
Denmark. Instead of looking further into differences in the two animal protection movements’

rhetoric, Metcalf claims that

Whereas the Norwegian debate [...] was couched in blatantly antisemitic terms and
led to a rather rapid adoption of anti-shechita legislation in the 1920s, the parallel
debates in Denmark and Sweden were tempered by a concern for protecting the so-
called Danish-American method of slaughtering pigs.

As we will see later, the adoption of anti-shechita legislation can by no means be
characterised as ‘rapid’ in Norway’s case. The slaughter law’s introduction was preceded by a
complex process enduring for over 15 years, wherein a range of interests was at work
throughout different stages of the controversy. When the proposal finally was adopted by the
Storting in 1929, it had already been postponed three times due to concerns over
consequences that an absolute requirement of previous stunning would have for Jews. It is
also difficult to see how the lack of a prohibition in Denmark might explain the Norwegian
prohibition. For Metcalf, the lack of similar pork export interests in Norway proves that anti-
Semitic rhetoric was decisive, as had been the case in Switzerland. This is hardly a sufficient
explanation, and similarities to the Swiss controversy are difficult to see. Apart from certain
individuals, there is little suggesting that the Norwegian animal protection movement was
mainly motivated by anti-Semitism, as was the case in Switzerland. Rather, the agitation
against kosher slaughter fulfilled other functions in the Norwegian movement’s discourse.
Furthermore, the comparatively late modernisation of the Norwegian slaughter industry is an
important precondition separating the Norwegian controversy from the Swiss and Danish

controversies.

The single aspect of the Norwegian controversy that perhaps has gained most scholarly
attention is the peasant movement’s role. Kristin Foskum devotes a chapter to the issue in her
master’s thesis on the peasant movement’s main organ Nationen’s attitudes towards Jews in
the period 1926—1938. Her main sources are editorials, since she is mainly interested in the
paper’s ‘official’ stance, and to a lesser extent, what submitters wrote.”® Although Foskum

makes some good observations about editor Thorvald Aadahl’s use of the constitutive ‘us’

*" The article was meant as a ‘preliminary look at the Scandinavian debate concerning legislation on the
slaughter of animals’, and Metcalf characterises his findings as inconclusive.
* Foskum 2005, p. 37.
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and ‘them’, and about notions of Norwegians’ innate kindness to animals,” she fails to relate
these statements to the peasant movement’s ideology, to parliamentary debates over shechita,

and to other contemporary debates regarding Jews.

The lack of contextualisation has also led to some misinterpretations. Still, her
characterisation of Nationen’s stance on the issue as anti-Semitic is fairly well underpinned.
This impression is reinforced by her emphasis on editor Aadahl’s letting notorious anti-
Semites into the columns, and the editor’s use of the Swedish anti-Semitic journal Vidi as a
source.”” The shortcomings of Foskum’s account are mostly due to her somewhat narrow
press historical approach. Since her analysis of the kosher slaughter controversy begins in
1926 and ends in 1929, preceding events have not been taken into consideration. In addition,
the controversy’s development in other parts of Norwegian public debate, which in turn
affected Nationen’s coverage, is less visible. Statements from different phases of the

controversy are more or less referred to interchangeably, regardless of chronological order.

Although to a much lesser extent, this somewhat narrow perspective also affects historian
Kjetil Simonsen’s account of the Peasant Party’s attitudes towards the kosher slaughter issue.
In a study on anti-Semitism, xenophobia, and race ideology in the peasant movement in the
interwar years, Simonsen also addresses the kosher slaughter controversy. Here he asks to
what extent the Peasant Party’s opposition to the Jewish slaughter method was caused by anti-
Semitic attitudes. In analysing the issue’s coverage in Nationen and a number of other
peasant-movement newspapers, Simonsen arrives at the conclusion that peasant-movement
agitation in the kosher slaughter controversy falls within a larger pattern of anti-Semitic and
nationalist rhetoric that emerged in the movement’s press organs since the founding of the
Peasant Party in 1920.°' Simonsen also observes that the ‘polemics against kosher
slaughtering became an integrated part of the campaign leading up to elections to the Storting
in 19277, but does not look into how these polemics interacted with the other parties’ stance

on the issue.

Although Simonsen to a greater extent than Foskum relates Nationen’s writings on the issue

to parliamentary debates and existing scholarship, even this account is somewhat insufficient

* Foskum 2005, p. 39 and p. 45.

>0 Foskum 2005, p. 46. Vidi was the official organ of the ‘Swedish Anti-Semitic Association”; see Tydén 1986,
p. 56ff. and Andersson 2013, p. 729.

> Simonsen 2012, p. 23.

32 Simonsen 2012, p. 22.
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for comprehending the peasant press’s motives. Despite the lack of synchronous
contextualisation, both studies are important correctives to the historical research on the
peasant movement and the Peasant Party. This historiography has only to a limited extent
addressed the role of anti-Semitism, xenophobia, and racial biology in the early years of the
Party,” and even to a lesser extent the Party’s use of the kosher slaughter controversy in its

agitation. These issues will be addressed further in the section on key actors and institutions.

Within other academic fields, the only contribution on the subject is to be found within
comparative religious studies. Jon Graawe Forland asks in his master’s thesis from 2009 how
Norwegian Jewry today relates to debates on slaughtering and killing of animals.>® For this
purpose, Forland has interviewed five Norwegian Jews, each representing different currents
within contemporary western Judaism. However, Forland also addresses the question of why
religious slaughter was prohibited in the first place, and looks into debates on the new animal
welfare bill in the late 2000s. Based on secondary literature,” Forland also briefly discusses
reasons for the 1929 prohibition, but concludes ambiguously that both anti-Semitism and
concerns for animals were decisive factors.’® Perhaps most interesting for the present
dissertation’s purpose, Forland’s study gives insights into consequences of the prohibition,

and how different groups of observant Jews in Norway cope with them today.”’

Perspectives

Most historical research on kosher slaughter controversies, both internationally and in
Norway, has framed the issue within the context of the rise of modern anti-Semitism. This
will also be the overarching perspective in this study. However, other aspects of modernity
will be outlined as important preconditions for the Norwegian prohibition, relating to notions
of civilisation, progress, nationhood, identity, and the concept of humanity. In this sense, the
dissertation will be drawing on recent scholarship by the American historian Robin Judd, the
German historian Dorothee Brantz, and the Israeli sociologist of law Shai Lavi.® These

scholars have in common that they view kosher slaughter controversies not as resulting solely

> A notable exception from this is Rovde 1997.

>* Forland 2009, p. 10.

> Mainly Mendelsohn 1969 and Johansen 1984

%% Forland 2009, p. 28.

°7 These groups are mainstream orthodoxy, represented by the Mosaic Congregation in Oslo, ‘Jewish Renewal’,
Progressive Judaism, as well as representatives of orthodox or conservative currents outside the Mosaic
Congregation (Chabad-Lubavich and others).

** Esp. Brantz 2002, Judd 2003, Lavi 2007, and Lavi 2011.
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from the rise of anti-Semitism. By studying the German controversy’s early phases, they have
also been able to identify a number of other motivations. Judd claims that ‘though anti-
Semitism was crucial to the narrative of the kosher butchering debates, it alone does not
explain the popularity of the deliberations’, and identifies other complementary explanations
for the obsession with Jewish difference in Imperial and Weimar Germany.’® Judd also views
the obsession with Jewish particularity as a parallel to the campaign against Catholic
difference during the Kulturkampf.*®® In the formative phase of the German controversy, Lavi
argues that ‘diverse motivations underlying the struggle for slaughterhouse reform were
clearly distinguishable, motivations which later would be more uniformly tailored to the
demands of Nazi propaganda’.’’ Although the Norwegian controversy never became as
unambiguously shrouded in anti-Semitic propaganda as was the later controversy in Germany,
a similar approach will also be used in this dissertation. Therefore, approximately equal
weight is put on the phase before the first parliamentary debates in 1926 as on the period
1926-1929.

Lavi, largely drawing on the empirical works of Brantz and Judd,* sees 19th-century animal
protection laws and slaughterhouse reforms as a particularly well-suited case study for
discussing the question of what makes modern law and politics ‘modern’, in the sense that
widely different modern phenomena intersected in the struggle for slaughterhouse reform in
19th-century Europe: animal protection, anti-Semitism, and public-health concerns. As Brantz
has pointed out before Lavi, all these concerns were occupied with notions of ‘the meaning of
humanity and progress’; however, ‘none of the participants questioned the notion of progress
itself”.> Thus, kosher slaughter controversies shed light on a number of distinctively modern

phenomena and on how these interacted.

In his discussion on the concept of modernity, Lavi questions the so-called ‘masked animal’
hypothesis, that ‘life is understood as that which humans share with animals, and politics as
that which sets them apart’, and in which modernity is understood as the ‘humanization of

humanity’, or the human capacity to overcome animality.®* Lavi instead argues that in

> Judd 2003a, p. 136.

% Judd 2003b, p. 256.

' Lavi 2006, p. 227.

62 Esp. Brantz 2002 and Judd 2003a.
% Brantz 2002, p. 169.

6% Lavi 2006, p. 249.
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modernity, both ‘life’ and ‘politics’ are to be understood as processes rather than as fixed
terms.”” For Lavi, the partially contradictory rationales underlying slaughterhouse reforms
represent different understandings of both history and life in modernity. The animal protection
movement favoured progressive politics and humanitarian concerns, whereas the anti-Semitic
actors had an agenda of ‘counter-modernization along with organic notions of the life of the
German people’. Public-health concerns, often represented by veterinaries, were based on the
belief that improving animals’ living conditions would benefit humans as much as animals.®
Although the present dissertation does not have the same ambition to define modernity as
such, Lavi’s analysis of how these phenomena connect and correlate constitutes an interesting
perspective that will be applied as a broader framework for understanding the disparate
origins of the Norwegian slaughter law and how these motives in some way or another share a

common concept of ‘modernity’.

Brantz has pointed out that animal protectionism as it evolved in the 19th century should not
be understood in terms of nostalgia for a premodern ‘pastoral’ world where animals and
humans lived happily together. Rather, ‘animal protection was understood as an explicit move
toward the material and moral advancement of society’.®’ For the animal protection
movement, late 19th-century scientific discoveries made it possible to measure degrees of
pain suffered by animals, and thus also degrees of human cruelty towards animals. Lavi
argues that for most animal protectionists, the goal was not to eradicate all animal sufferings,
but to fight sufferings caused by humans, either for the sake of human improvement or for the
sake of animals themselves. In this context, alleviation of animal sufferings was regarded as a
sign of progress. Prohibiting traditional slaughter methods, including shechita, and
establishing public slaughterhouses were regarded as crucial measures for alleviating animal

sufferings caused by humans.®®

The second current agitating for slaughter reform through animal laws and public
slaughterhouses was by no means progressive, but rather reactionary, and was closely related
to romantic notions of the German Volk. Lavi questions the notion that German anti-Semitic
parties’ frequent proposals for prohibitions of kosher slaughtering in the 1890s were merely

opportunistic, and suggests that there is a deeper connection between anti-Semitic

% Lavi 2006, p. 225.
% Lavi 2006, p. 229.
%7 Brantz 2002, p. 176.
%% Lavi 2006, p. 233.
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interventions in slaughterhouse debates and the anti-Semitic movement’s conceptions of life
and politics. According to Lavi, the anti-Semitic position ‘rejected both the liberal politics of
emancipation and the promise of science to diagnose and alleviate animal suffering’. The
association of shechita with brutality ‘was grounded not in humanitarian concerns with
suffering, but rather in the organic unity of the German People and fear of its
contamination’.”” The rejection of shechita was based on a notion of an idyllic past where
German peasants were inseparably attached not only to the soil, but also to animals. This
ethos was ‘based on a reaction to the process of modernization and an appeal to pre-modern
notions of nature, anti-urbanization, [...] embracing, or perhaps inventing, a past in which a
closer relationship existed between Man and Nature, humans and animals’.”’ If Jews were
allowed to practice shechita, it was feared that their ‘brutality’ also could ‘infect’ the entire
population. An objection to Lavi’s description of German anti-Semites’ anti-shechita agitation
as being uninterested in animal welfare as such may be found in certain German animal
protectionists’ close ties with the anti-Semitic movement, personified in Paul Forster (more on
this in the section on Germany below). However, the ‘reactionary rationale’ outlined by Lavi
is still interesting for the Norwegian case, where similar motives are found in the peasant

movement’s opposition to kosher slaughtering.

Whereas Lavi and Brantz ignore the anti-Semites’ genuine interests in animal protection, Judd
downplays the role of anti-Semitism altogether, at least until the Weimar period. Judd is more
preoccupied with how the majority reacted to Jewish ‘difference’ or ‘particularity’,”’ and
emphasises that there also was a high degree of support for the German Jews’ right to practice
shechita. In the German kosher slaughter controversy, Judd shows not only how opposition to
shechita functioned as a ‘cultural code’,” but also how support of shechita played a similar
role as a cultural code, expressing religious tolerance and liberal values.” Although this is an

interesting perspective for understanding the comparatively strong opposition in the Reichstag

to anti-Semitic agitation against shechita, Judd, as well as Lavi, are at risk of neglecting the

% Lavi 2006, p. 237.

" Lavi 2006, p. 238.

" Judd 2007, p. 6. Judd’s approach is inspired by the American cultural historian Sander Gilman’s works on how
Jewish difference was used to justify discrimination, especially through scientific discourses (Judd 2000, pp. 16—
17). With a ‘new psychohistorical’ approach, Gilman has also studied how shechita related to discourses of
hygiene and blood; however, this perspective is to a lesser extent relevant for the Norwegian case. See Gilman
1995, pp. 134-157.

2 Volkov 1978.

7 Judd 2007, p. 153.
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use of kosher slaughtering as a means to stigmatise Jews. Still, the use of kosher slaughtering
as a means to define Jews as the fundamental ‘other’ may constitute a fruitful perspective in
understanding the Norwegian controversy, especially given the lack of any organised anti-

Semitism in Norway.’*

With the German theoretician of history Reinhard Koselleck’s theory of ‘asymmetric
counterconcepts’ as point of departure, German sociologist Klaus Holz has introduced the
theory of Jews’ not merely being the ‘other’, but the fundamental, nationless ‘other’, or the
‘third’, as Holz dubs it. As Koselleck and others have pointed out before Holz, group-
identification is only possible by defining the ‘other’, usually in negative terms. Koselleck
regards language as the place where negative images of the ‘other’ are constructed in order to
define a collective subject, more specifically through what he calls counterconcepts.”” These
concepts are profound cultural interpretative patterns, and without them, social practices, such
as discrimination and violent attacks by specific groups, become meaningless.”® Holz widens
Koselleck’s scope by relating these counterconcepts beyond the context of the nation state. In
the modern nation state, Jews are not regarded ‘others’ in the same sense as foreigners
‘belonging’ to other nations, but as an ‘unnational’ group, standing outside the entire system
of nation states. Being the ‘third’, Jews not only are strangers within their own countries, but
also are regarded a threat to the entire order of nations.”’ In the Norwegian context, the Jews’
status as being neither proper citizens nor foreigners is highlighted by Jews’ rarely being
identified with their countries of origin. While not primarily being regarded as a religious
community, hardly any differentiation was made in the Norwegian public sphere between
‘Western” Jews of German or Danish extraction and °‘Eastern’ Jews, more recently
immigrated from Poland and the Baltics. Jews were simply referred to as Jews, irrespective of

national origin or religious observance.

Back to Lavi’s typology concerning the discourses defining the German controversy. Whereas
the two rationales for slaughter reform described above were based on either progressive
Enlightenment ideas or romanticist ideas in reaction to the Enlightenment, the third current
underlying slaughter reform was closely related to the emergence of the modern welfare state.

A new aspect of the emerging German welfare state was regulation of living conditions to

™ Emberland 2005, p. 401.
5 Koselleck 2004.

"® Holz 2004, p. 46.

" Holz 2004, pp. 44-45.
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improve public health and ‘moral environments’. Traditional slaughter methods were
criticised for lack of hygiene on one side, and on the other side, for their negative presence in
midst of cities, leading to violence and abuse of alcohol. Regulating slaughtering methods and
establishing public slaughterhouses were regarded as the solutions to these problems. In some
cases, this also meant the prohibition of shechita, but in most German cities and towns, kosher

slaughtering was merely regulated, not prohibited.”®

Thus, more specific in the Norwegian context, rationales for slaughterhouse regulation and
demands to prohibit kosher slaughter may be identified as the emerging animal protection
movement’s dissemination of new attitudes to animals, as the institutionalisation of the
veterinary discipline — and subsequent slaughter reforms for environmental and public health
purposes — and lastly as the emergence of agrarian nationalism within the peasant movement.
All these aspects of modernity occurred late in Norway compared to Germany and other
Western countries, but perhaps more interestingly, they occurred more or less simultaneously
in Norway. The kosher slaughter controversy arose when debates about and support for
animal protectionism, slaughterhouse reform, agrarian nationalism, and to some extent anti-
Semitism reached a peak 1910-1930. Thus, also in Norway, the kosher slaughter issue

emerged when these distinct aspects of modernity intersected.

From the early German controversies, Brantz has emphasised the role of grass-roots political
mobilisation, and how this mobilisation increasingly gained influence among Reichstag
politicians. Animal protectionists insisted on the state’s role in regulating behaviour towards
animals, and on the state ‘as guarantor of humanitarian standards and social progress’.” The
role of grass-roots mobilisation and state intervention also constitutes an important aspect of
the Norwegian controversy. The role of lay associations was a much-contested issue most of
the period this dissertation covers, and the changing status of lay opinions is an essential
precondition for the outcome of the debates. Emphasising this aspect will make clear how the
Norwegian controversy was intertwined with larger societal conflicts around the turn of the
century and onwards between new popular movements and conservative elites.*” In the
conflict between new movements of popular education and the traditional educational elite, or

Bildung bourgeoisie [dannelsesborgerskap], historian Rune Slagstad identifies a range of

8 Lavi 2006, p. 243.

7 Brantz 2002, p. 168 and p. 176. These initiatives were welcomed by the authorities, who used such petitions to
legitimise the ‘interventionist state that was growing up in Imperial Germany’, according to Brantz.

%0 Slagstad 1998, p. 129. See also Slagstad 2000, p. 44f. and Slagstad 2004, p. 69ff,
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movements and causes such as Low Church movements, prohibitionism, and language
movements (the struggle for Landsmal/Nynorsk) — one might also add the animal protection

1’1’10Vﬁ'¢1’1’1€1’lt.81

In the German controversies, similar grass-roots groups relied heavily on scientific expertise,
a reliance which contributed to frame the debate as mainly within a scientific discourse. The
framing of the issue within scientific discourses also forced supporters of kosher slaughter to
argue in terms of expert statements, and the American historian John Efron has demonstrated
how Orthodox Jews also changed their argumentation by relying more on science.*> However,
in this regard, Norwegian animal protection associations’ anti-shechita agitation differs
remarkably from that of their German sister organisations by rejecting the primacy of
scientific authority. This difference may be explained by specific political conditions in
Norway, and popular movements’ distinctive status in the Norwegian ‘Liberal Party state’, as
described by Slagstad. Historian of science and STS-scholar (science and technology studies)
Kristin Asdal has demonstrated how the animal protection movement gained hegemony in
scientific discourses at the expense of the specialist expertise, such as in the question of
vivisection (animal experimentation).*> The same opponents from the vivisection conflict also
stood against the animal protection movement in the kosher slaughter controversy, namely the
veterinary experts. Thus, Asdal’s STS perspective may shed light over crucial preconditions
for the kosher slaughter controversy, namely conflicts of hegemony between the animal

protection movement and veterinary medicine.

Methodology and Sources

The research questions and theoretical framework outlined in previous paragraphs affect how
the Norwegian kosher slaughter affair is approached in this dissertation. To follow the affair’s
development in its entirety, the dissertation relies not only on parliamentary propositions and
debates, but also on extensive archival sources, newspapers, and journals. To describe how
kosher slaughtering eventually was regarded negatively in the public sphere, the analysis will
focus on representations, stereotypes, modes of argumentation, discourses, semantic fields,

concepts, and counterconcepts inherent in these sources. Still, a full-fledged discourse

81 Asdal 2006.
%2 Efron 2007. See also Brantz 2002, pp. 180—182.
%3 Asdal 2006b.
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analysis in the foucaultian sense will not be undertaken,*® and the approach is to a greater
extent inspired by ‘critical discourse analysis’ and conceptual history.* These methodologies
are particularly suited for describing how discourse and social changes are interwoven, and
also take into account the socio-economic context which gives the concepts and discourse
meaning. The analysis will attempt to identify some of the similar themes and types of
argumentation found across newspapers, archival sources, and parliamentary debates. Which
notions, images, and stereotypes were taken as given? What made arguments legitimate,
valid, and meaningful? Not only ‘extreme’ statements will be examined, but also positive or
neutral assessments of kosher slaughtering. This is done to understand how opponents and
supporters of shechita, respectively, adjusted their argumentation in order to obtain the

discursive hegemony.

The lack of original scholarship on the Norwegian controversy makes it also necessary to give
a relatively detailed account of the course of events. For this purpose, archival studies have
proven particularly important to unfold some crucial events neglected in existing scholarship.
In addition to printed parliamentary debates in Stortingsforhandlinger (‘Negotiations of the
Storting’), case documents distributed among Storting members and a large number of
petitions directed to the Storting have been found in the archives of the Storting.*® Similar
petitions were also directed to the government, and have been retrieved in the Ministry of
Agriculture’s archives in the National Archives of Norway [Riksarkivet]. These petitions are
preserved in one of the four comprehensive, but unarranged bundles regarding the 1929
slaughter law. These bundles also contain most of the ministry’s correspondence, legal drafts
and background material on the matter.®” Thus, by using this hitherto neglected archive, it has
been possible to reconstruct the ministry’s handling of the issue in the long period between
the two phases of public debates (1913—1914 and 1926-1929, respectively). Documents in
this archive reveal a complex tug of war between the ministry’s political leadership and the
bureaucrats in the ministry’s Veterinary Office during Liberal Party politician Haakon Five’s

two terms as minister of agriculture in the early 1920s. These documents have also been

* Foucault 1971, p. 53ff.

% Wodak & Reisigl 2001; Landwehr 2008; Koselleck 1979. For the use a similar approach to the British kosher
slaughtering controversies in the 1980s, see Klug 1989b.

% Bilag til Stortinget 1927. Diverse II; Stortingets Ekstraktprotokoll, 1926.

%7 The Ministry of Agriculture [Landbruksdepartementet]: Veterinarkontoret/-direktoratet V. Veterinzerkontoret,
Saksarkiv: Nos. 100-103. A related series is also to be found in The Ministry of Agriculture
[Landbruksdepartementet]: Veterinardirektoratet/Veterinaeravdelingen. Saksarkiv 1826-1983. Avlivning av
husdyr og tamrein. Div. mapper. Schéchtning.
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useful for completing the picture for most of the period studied, and the archive also contains

a comprehensive newspaper-clip archive (see below).

Documents in the archives of the Director of Public Prosecutions [Riksadvokaten] in the
National Archives and the Regional Public Prosecutor in Oslo [Oslo statsadvokatembeter] in
the Regional Archives of Oslo [Statsarkivet i Oslo], respectively, have proven useful in
establishing the role of police and prosecuting authorities in the 1914 controversy.® For the
controversy in connection with the establishment of the Kristiania Public Slaughterhouse a
year earlier, sources in the Oslo City Archives have been consulted,” in addition to the press
coverage. A number of smaller, but none the less important archives have also been
examined, such as the archives of the Oslo and Trondheim Mosaic Congregations.”’ Letters
regarding the involvement of Fridtjof Nansen and the Jewish Board of Deputies in London
have been retrieved from the Collection of Letters and Manuscripts in the National Library of
Norway [Nasjonalbiblioteks handskriftsamling], and some of these are also published in the

91
fifth volume of Nansen’s correspondence.

For the period prior to 1910, publications of the animal protection movement are the main
primary sources. The board of directors of the Kristiania Animal Protection Association
published annual reports from 1867 to 1896 containing much information about the
Association’s activities, both regarding the inner life of the organisation and its external
campaigns. From 1897, the Association’s monthly (sometimes bi-monthly) magazine Dyrenes
Ven (‘The Animals’ Friend’), replaces annual reports, and provides a range of genres, such as
short stories, edifying literature, reports of animal cruelty, editorials, letters to the editor, and
reports of the movement’s activities home and abroad. Dyrenes Ven was published as an
elegant, illustrated magazine of 8 pages (later 16), and was modelled after the Danish
Dyrevennen, published in Copenhagen by the animal protectionist and philanthropist J. Chr.
Lembcke since 1880.

% The Director of Public Prosecutions [Riksadvokaten]: Ordinzrt arkiv, journaler og —registre, journal ~XVIII
(11.08.1913-27.06.1914) and The Regional Public Prosecutor of Oslo [Oslo statsadvokatembeter]:
Justisprotokoller I: Hovedrekken, 40b (25.04.1913-26.06.1914).

% Records from the City Council [Aktstykker], 1910; Records regarding the municipality of Kristiania in the
year 1912 and first half of the year 1913, Document no. 42, ‘Forskrifter for Kristiania Slagtehus’; Magistrate’s
II. Dept., mail journals and outgoing mail 1911-1915.

% Oslo Jewish Museum, Det mosaiske trossamfunns arkiv, Diverse ca. 1892—ca. 1981, 06: Det Mosaiske
Trossamfundets Schechita-mappe 1914-1929; Trondheim Jewish Museum, Det mosaiske trossamfunns arkiv.

I Kjeerheim (ed.) 1978.
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Lembcke’s Dyrevennen (‘The Animal Friend’) carried the subtitle ‘Nordic Illustrated
Monthly Journal’ [Nordisk illustreret Maanedsskrift], and was published simultaneously in
Copenhagen by Lehmann & Stage and in Kristiania by Albert Cammermeyer. Apart from
occasional reports from Norway, most of the content came from Denmark. Nevertheless, a
review in Aftenposten in 1891 suggests that the journal was widely known and read in
Norway. The journal was praised both for the causes it promoted and for its high quality: ‘the
magazine is edited with skills rarely seen and with a devout love for the cause, which earns
Mr. Lembcke the highest honour’.”> Dyrevennen has in this dissertation, however, not
primarily been examined in order to shed light on the Norwegian animal protection
movement’s struggle against kosher slaughter. Rather, the main purpose has been to study the
different paths taken by the Norwegian and Danish animal protection movements with respect
to the kosher slaughter issue (see below for a comparison). Like Dyrenes Ven, the magazine
of the Women’s Animal Protection Association, Dyrenes Beskytter (‘The Animals’ Protector’,
published from 1901), devoted much space to agitation against shechita, and is together with
Dyrenes Ven the main source to anti-shechita campaigns until the first press debates around

1910.

In line with the issue’s advancing from being an animal-protection-movement cause to
becoming a press debate in Kristiania and Trondheim (and eventually a national debate),
attention is turned from internal animal-protection-movement publications to newspaper
sources. Leading nationwide newspapers published in the capital have been examined
systematically for the periods 1910-1914 and 1925-1929. These are the conservatives
Aftenposten, Tidens Tegn, and Morgenbladet, the liberal Dagbladet, the agrarian
Landmandsposten (from 1918 under the name Nationen), as well as the socialist Social-
Demokraten (from 1923 Arbeiderbladet). In Trondheim, where a local kosher slaughtering
debate erupted after the opening of a public slaughterhouse in 1919, the conservative
newspaper Trondhjems Adresseavis, the liberals Dagposten and Nidaros, and the socialist Ny
Tid have been examined for that year. The same newspapers have also been examined for the

years 1925-1929.

For the period after the issue entered parliamentary debates, a number of local newspapers

have been examined in addition to legislative proposals, committee recommendations, and

%2 Quoted in Beretning fra Direktionen for Foreningen til Dyrenes Beskyttelse, Christiania 1891, p. 59.
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minutes from parliamentary meetings. The selection of newspapers has been determined by
two factors. First, a number of petitions against kosher slaughtering submitted to the Storting
and the Government in 1926-1927 suggest that the opposition to shechita was strongest in the
East Country and in the two Trendelag counties. Second, some of the newspapers appearing
in the Ministry of Agriculture’s clip archive stand out with regard to quantity and tone. Also
here, the concentration of papers in the East Country and Trendelag is striking, and a number
of these papers have been examined systematically for the period 1925-1929. Most
prominently among these are the peasant-movement papers Ustlandets Blad (covering Follo
region in Akershus County), Ostlendingen (eastern parts of Hedmark County), Vestopland
(western parts of Oppland county), and Laagen (Gudbrandsdalen region in Oppland),
Nasjonalbladet (Trondelag counties), Stjordalen and Namdalen (both Nord-Trendelag
County). In addition, a number of labour-movement papers in the same regions have been
systematically examined: Fremtiden (published in Drammen in the East Country and the
country’s second largest Labour Party paper), Opland Arbeiderblad (Gjevik in Oppland),
Arbeideren (Hamar in Hedmark), Arbeidets Rett (southern parts of Ser-Trendelag and
northern parts of Hedmark), Rjukan Arbeiderblad (Telemark), and finally Telemark
Kommunistblad (Skien in Telemark County). More thorough descriptions of the newspapers
in question will be given in relevant chapters. Some local Liberal Party and Conservative
Party newspapers have also been searched; however, little or no coverage of the affair has
been found in these papers.”> Random checks have also been conducted for the most relevant
time periods in certain papers published in the southern, western, and northern parts of the

country; however, these checks have also proved to be fruitless.

A medium that has not been examined to any great extent are satirical magazines, despite
their relatively broad circulation in Norway from late 19th century until the 1930s.”* Although
previous and ongoing research suggest that these magazines greatly contributed to the
dissemination of anti-Semitic stereotypes in Norway from the turn of the century onwards,” a
systematic examination of representations of the kosher slaughtering affair in the satirical

press would require another theoretical and methodological approach than that chosen for this

» The liberal papers Indlandsposten and Gudbrandsdolen and the conservatives Hamar Stiftstidende and
Ringerikes Blad. Also the socialist papers Hamar Arbeiderblad, Smaalenenes Social-Demokrat, Romerikes Blad,
and Vestfold Arbeiderblad have been searched, although with few findings.

4 Berntsen 1999, p. 15.

% Brakstad 2011. Lars Lien of the The Center for Studies of the Holocaust and Religious Minorities in Oslo is
currently working on a doctoral dissertation on the construction of the ‘Jew’ in satirical magazines.
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dissertation. Further, hardly any caricatures in the newspapers listed above relate to the kosher
slaughter controversy, and there is reason to believe that the controversy only to a limited

extent was addressed in satirical magazines.”

Although drawing on a large number of newspaper sources, this dissertation is not to be
understood as merely a press history. The purpose of studying newspapers has not primarily
been to determinate the official position of this or that newspaper, but rather to paint a broad
canvas of different framings and types of argumentation found in different political and
ideological spheres. Therefore, letters to the editor are mostly treated on an equal basis as
editorial pieces. However, in certain cases, especially with regard to explaining the stance
taken by the political parties during parliamentary debates, editorials are given somewhat
more weight. Especially in labour- and peasant-movement press, editorials were more

ideologically loyal to the parties than were editorials in the liberal or conservative press.”’

In the course of the dissertation, parallels will be drawn to the development of similar
controversies in other European countries. However, in the chapter on the emergence of anti-
shechita agitation in the Norwegian animal protection movement, a more systematic
comparison with Denmark and the Danish animal protection movement will be undertaken.
While there were close ties between the Nordic animal protection movements, it is striking
that the Danish and Norwegian movements ultimately assumed irreconcilable views on kosher
slaughtering. The circumstances under which this schism took place are crucial for
understanding the formation of the predominately negative position in Norway. This
comparison will be descriptive in the sense that it will highlight differences in attitudes
towards the Jewish slaughter method in the two countries.”® Moreover, social and legal
conditions of Danish and Norwegian Jews, respectively, will be contrasted in order to explain

Norwegian particularity in the kosher slaughter issue.”

Sweden and Finland could also have been included in this comparative analysis. However,
since kosher slaughter controversies in these countries developed more similarly to the
Norwegian controversy, a comparison with the controversy that developed furthest in the

opposite direction of the Norwegian is more relevant for shedding new light upon the

% A notable exception may be found in Vikingen, No. 3, 1913. See a caricature in Nationen, 19.06.1926.
7 Ottosen (ed.) 2010, p. 45ff. and Nielsen 1997, p. 222.

% Kocka 1996, p. 199.

% Kocka 1996, p. 202f.
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Norwegian controversy. This choice of comparison does not imply that the developments in
Sweden and Finland are uninteresting. On the contrary, both these countries adopted a
prohibition of shechita (Finland in 1906 and Sweden in 1937), and animal protectionists in
these countries went as far, if not further, in attacks on Jews than did animal protectionists in
Norway.'? Still, different political circumstances in Finland (a grand duchy under the Russian
tsar) and the similar outcome of the controversy in Sweden (a prohibition in 1937) make

Denmark a better case for comparison.

Outline

In a broad sense, part 2 addresses the ideological and institutional background of the
Norwegian controversy by looking into similar controversies abroad, especially in German-
speaking Europe and the Nordic countries. Thereafter, an overview will be given concerning
the different discourses intersecting in the Norwegian controversy. This section will provide
background information on anti-Semitic currents and individual actors in Norway from
around the turn of the century until 1930. The last section of this part investigates the conflicts
between the animal protection movement and scientific experts, especially the government’s

veterinary authority.

Part 3 addresses the first phase of the Norwegian controversy, the period before the issue was
treated by the Storting 1926—1929. The first chapter will demonstrate how the slaughter-
reform issue in Norway from the 1860s onwards was transformed into a negative discourse
about kosher slaughtering, in contrast to Denmark, where the Jewish slaughter method was
framed more positively. In the following chapters, the three local controversies preceding the
national debates from 1926 onwards are treated separately. Already during the controversy in
Kristiania and Aker in 1913—-1914, many of the arguments against shechita later used during
the parliamentary debates were put forward for the first time, and the fronts that characterised
later debates were formed. Despite positive assessments from veterinary experts, the
Kristiania City Council prohibited the Jewish community from practicing shechita in the new
public slaughterhouse, and Kristiania Jews were obliged to rent a private slaughterhouse
outside the city borders in neighbouring Aker Municipality. The police in Aker reacted by
initiating criminal proceedings against the Kristinia Mosaic Congregation’s trustee for

violation of the penal code’s provisions on animal cruelty. However, charges were dropped as

1% See the section on European shechita controversies and Dirke 2000, p. 199.
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the court, in contrast to Kristiania politicians a year earlier, could not ignore the positive

expert statements.

Not only does the different outcome of the Aker controversy reveal Kristiania politicians’
compliance with animal protectionist demands, thus highlighting the rising status of animal
protection. The prosecuting authorities’ reactions to the court’s decision to drop charges also
constitute the first government initiatives to establish a national prohibition of shechita. These
initiatives eventually led to the 1929 slaughter law; however, the law’s coming into being
followed a twisted road. Despite a third conflict in Trondheim in 1919, treated in a separate
chapter in part 3, initiatives to prohibit shechita met little interest and understanding in the
Ministry of Agriculture’s bureaucracy. The last chapter of part 3 demonstrates how the
Ministry’s Veterinary Office obstructed work on a cabinet ordinance aimed at prohibiting

shechita, up until Minister of Agriculture Haakon Five’s second term in 1925.

Part 4 examines the political debates leading to the 1929 prohibition. Despite being rejected
by the majority of two cabinets and postponed by the Storting on two occasions, former
Minister of Agriculture Haakon Five’s initial slaughter regulations from 1925, containing an
unconditional requirement of previous stunning, was finally passed by the Storting in 1929. In
the years between, public debates and parliamentary negotiations on the slaughter bill were
mostly concerned with the question of whether an exemption for kosher slaughter should be
included in the law. These debates reached a peak during spring and summer 1926, only to be
surpassed by new debates in 1927. In the election year 1927, new elements were added to the
debate, especially regarding undue interventions of ‘international finance Jewry’. The debates
of 1926 and 1927 are addressed separately in order to capture the dialectics between press
debates and parliamentary debates. The final chapters of part 4 will not only address opinions
expressed in the press and from the Storting’s rostrum. By looking into party affiliation and
constituencies, the dissertation will also attempt to identify factors contributing to the two
postponements in 1927 and 1928, respectively, and contributing to the rejection of including
an exemption clause for shechita during the final parliamentary debate in 1929. The final part,
part 5, will attempt to sum up and characterise the controversy in its entirety, and to identify

decisive events and tendencies.

Given the dissertation’s emphasis on language and discourse, as well as the fact that most

sources are scarcely known to Norwegian readers — to say nothing of an international
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readership — primary sources are quoted quite extensively. All translations are made by the
author, while some proper names are kept in brackets. In cases of possible ambiguity, original
wording is included in brackets. When the Norwegian term schdchtning is used in primary
sources, it is translated as ‘kosher slaughter’. For descriptive and analytical purposes, ‘kosher
slaughter’ and ‘shechita’ are used interchangeably for the sake of variation. Names of the
larger Norwegian regions has been translated (for instance ‘East Country’ for Ostlandet),

while most other geographical names are kept in original.
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Part 2: Ideological and Institutional Background

2.1: European Kosher Slaughter Controversies

There is a comprehensive literature on the various kosher slaughter controversies in Europe,
and especially during the last 30 years, there has been a growing interest in the subject in
Britain,'"! Germany, Switzerland, and, to a lesser extent, the Nordic countries. This section
will focus on the debates most relevant to the Norwegian controversy, namely the preceding
and contemporary controversies in Switzerland, Germany, Finland, and Sweden. The Danish
debates will be addressed more thoroughly in chapter 3.1, and are not included in this section.
There are some striking similarities between Norway, Finland, and Saxony, and to a
somewhat lesser extent Switzerland and Sweden, in the sense that Jewish communities in

these states were small and relatively newly immigrated.

In Norway, Jews were first allowed to settle in 1851 when paragraph two of the 1814
Constitution, which prohibited their entry, was abolished. Although hundreds of Jewish
immigrants, mainly from Eastern Europe, had settled by the turn of the century, the size of the

192 In Sweden, Jews had been

Jewish minority never exceeded a few thousand individuals.
allowed to settle already in the 17th century, and the first Jewish religious congregation was
founded in 1780. Jewish settlement had, however, been restricted to certain towns. In the
course of the 19th century, restrictions were progressively lifted, until Jews in 1870 received
full civil rights in Sweden.'” Although Finland had been part of Sweden until 1809,
restrictions on Jewish settlement remained until Finland’s independence from Russia in 1917.
Nevertheless, a few hundred Jews had been allowed to settle in Finland during the 19th
century, mainly Jewish soldiers in the Russian army. Still, by the turn of the century, less than

a thousand Jews lived in Finland, and some 1,500 by 1920.'%*

In the German context, the Kingdom of Saxony had a comparatively small Jewish population.
In the early modern era, there had been no Jewish communities in Saxony; however, from the

late 18th century, Jews had been settling in larger cities, mainly Leipzig and Dresden. Still,

" Klug 1989a; Klug 1989b; Kushner 1989; Alderman 1993; Kaye 1993; Burt 2006; MacLachlan 2008.
192 Gjernes 2007, p. 33ff.

19 Berggren 1999, pp. 86-87.

1% Kuparinen 2008, p. 113.
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the number of Saxon Jews remained only a few thousand throughout the 19th century. Despite
this, a strong anti-Semitic movement emerged in the late 19th century.'” Switzerland had a
Jewish presence since the Middle Ages, but severely restricted Jewish settlement. Jews were
allowed to live only in certain towns in German-speaking cantons, and numbered only a few
thousands during most of the 19th century. Despite this, an anti-Semitic movement flourished
in Switzerland in the mid 19th century, mainly in reaction to Jewish emancipation.'® In these

anti-Semitic currents, the question of kosher slaughtering played a crucial role.

Switzerland - ‘Schdchtfrage als Judenfrage’

Shechita has been practiced in Europe as long as there have been Jews in Europe. Even
though restrictions and prohibitions on the practice mainly appear in the 19th and 20th
centuries, the Jewish slaughter method had been an object for mockery and ridicule since the
Middle Ages, and had even been associated with accusations of ritual murder.'”” However, it
was not until the mid 1800s that the first ‘modern’ shechita controversy erupted in
Switzerland. The initial complaints about shechita, appearing in some of the cantons
bordering Germany in the 1850s, have been viewed by historians as a counter reaction to the
emancipation of Swiss Jewry. An increasing number of cantons lifted restrictions on Jewish
settlement and on establishment of Jewish religious congregations in the 1850s and 1860s.
This wave of emancipation was in local communities often met with verbal attacks on Jews,
most often in the form of opposition to shechita. A common notion in these cantons was that
Jews, after having been emancipated, were obliged to adapt their behaviour and worship to
those of the Christian majority.'”™ When Jewish communities objected to this by referring to
the Swiss Constitution’s provisions on religious freedom, they were accused of exploiting
liberal legislation to their own benefit, and for refusing to integrate into the nation.
Furthermore, the Swiss animal protection movement pointed out that the constitution
recognised religious freedom only as long as religious worship did not offend morality and

public order [Sittlichkeit und 6ffentliche Ordning].'”

Whereas the criticism of the Jewish slaughter method in the 1850s and 1860s had sprung out

of a liberal mindset, and in this sense belongs to what has been labelled ‘Frithantisemitismus’

19 piefel 2004. See also Schibitz 2006 for the history of Saxon Jewry.
1% Kiilling 1977.

17 Efron 2007, p. 182. See also Efron 2001, p. 207.

1% Mesmer 1998, pp. 218-220.

1% Mesmer 1998, p. 220.
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in German-speaking Europe, or perhaps ‘anti-Semitism of tolerance’ in English,''" a new
phase in the Swiss controversy emerged from the 1880s. As influences from the emerging
German anti-Semitic movement reached Switzerland, the argumentation against shechita took

an unambiguously more hateful tone.'"

If the aim in the wake of Jewish emancipation had
been to prohibit Jews’ divergent religious practices, and to demand that Jews assimilate, the
agitation against shechita in the 1880s was increasingly aimed at excluding Jews from society

altogether.''?

In this phase, the campaign against kosher slaughtering also became associated
with campaigns against animal experimentation (vivisection), and the anti-vivisectionists’
strong distrust and agitation against modern science also benefited the campaign against
kosher slaughter. This hostility towards science caused scientific statements on the humane
character of shechita to be easily dismissed as being biased, and caused accusations that they

were written by Jews or on behalf of Jews.'"

As anti-Semitism increasingly was becoming socially acceptable in these years, most
opposition to anti-shechita campaigns within the Swiss animal protection movement
disappeared. Simultaneously, the Tisza-Ezslar ritual-murder affair in Hungary in 1883
accentuated in Swiss public debate accusations of Jewish cruelty — Swiss historian Friedrich
Kiilling has even characterised the kosher slaughter controversy as a surrogate for ritual-
murder stories.''* After the 1883 international animal protection congress in Vienna had
condemned shechita and demanded that obligatory pre-stunning slaughter be implemented
universally, animal protection movements in different Swiss cantons, predominantly German-
speaking, launched a campaign for a national prohibition of kosher slaughter. In these years,
Jewish communities also mobilised against the agitation, and increasingly applied scientific
arguments in their defence of shechita, while also striving to improve preparations and
casting.'"” Despite pleas from parliament and government, animal protectionists succeeded in
obtaining enough signatures for a plebiscite on a constitutional amendment stating that
slaughter animals unconditionally had to be stunned before being killed. The proposal gained

a clear majority in the German-speaking cantons, but just barely the majority of the cantons.

"% Bergmann 2010 and Williams 1985.

" Mesmer 2007, p. 188 and Mesmer 1998, p. 223.

12 Mesmer 1998, p. 234.

' Kiilling 1977, p. 295 and Mesmer 1998, p. 224.

" Kiilling 1977, pp. 333-337 and Mesmer 1998, p. 226.
'3 Mesmer 1998, pp. 227-228; see also Efron 2007.
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Historians have noted the striking fact that a majority in all French-speaking cantons and

border cantons to the south rejected the proposal.''

The shechita plebiscite was in fact the first instance where the Swiss constitution’s provisions
allowing constitutional amendments through plebiscites were used.''” Three groups of voters
in the 1893 plebiscite were decisive for the victory of anti-Semitic animal activists: ‘naive
animal lovers’, liberals opposed to ‘special laws for Jews’, and ‘those hostile to Jews’.''®
However, the Swiss animal protection movement repeatedly claimed it was not anti-Semitic,
and insisted that the demand for pre-stunning slaughtering was not aimed primarily at the
Jewish slaughter method.'" Swiss historian Beatrix Mesmer convincingly argues that in the
last phase leading up to the 1893 plebiscite, there can be no doubt not only that the animal
protection movement’s rhetoric was anti-Semitic, but also that the struggle itself was

motivated by anti-Semitism.'*’

In fact, most scholarly literature on the Swiss prohibition
agrees on the intimate connection between animal protection activism and anti-Semitism in
19th-century Switzerland.'””' The Swiss animal protection movement has even been
characterised as an ‘influential and leading anti-Semitic actor’.'” Even contemporary
observers agreed that because of a lack of anti-Semitic parties in Switzerland, the Swiss
animal protection movement played a role similar to that of anti-Semitic parties in

123
Germany.

After a brief exemption from the stunning requirement during the First World
War because of difficulties with kosher meat imports, animal protectionists stirred up the
issue again in 1920, but this time mainly as a means to scare off unwelcome Jewish
immigrants from Eastern Europe.'>* Swiss legal historian Pascal Krauthammer has shown
how the issue continued to be used in anti-Semitic propaganda throughout the interwar years

and beyond.'*

1% Mesmer 1998, p. 233. See also Efron 2007, pp. 174-175.

"7 Mesmer 1998, p. 215.

"% Mesmer 1998, p. 233 and Mesmer 2007, p. 191.

"9 Kiilling 1977, p. 332 and Mesmer 1998, p. 232.

120 Mesmer 1998, p. 230 and Mesmer 2007, p. 190.

121 Weldler-Steinberg 1970, Kiilling 1977, Mesmer 1998, Krauthammer 2000, and Efron 2007.

12 petry 2011, p. 370.

' Mesmer 2007, p. 189 and Kiilling 1977, p. 361ff.

124 Mesmer 2007, p. 192. Kiilling 1977, p. 346 shows that this motive had already been in place in the earlier
phases of the controversy.

125 Krauthammer 2000, esp. chapters E, F, and H. Paradoxically, after the Second World War, the fear of
arousing anti-Semitic feelings has been used as an argument against allowing shechita in Switzerland
(Krauthammer 2000, p. 208ff.).
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Germany: Anti-Semitic Activism and Political Tolerance

Although Switzerland’s kosher slaughter prohibition could be introduced largely because of
the country’s unique political system, the debates leading up to the prohibition were by no
means unique to Switzerland. Most prominent are the German debates from the 1880s up until
the national prohibition of shechita decreed by the Nazi regime on April 21, 1933. In fact, this
was the first anti-Semitic law introduced by the Nazi regime, well before the Nuremberg laws
of 1935. American historian Robin Judd has demonstrated how debates on kosher
slaughtering were instrumental for paving the Nazis’ way into politics in the late 1920s.'*
Agitation against kosher slaughtering, however, remained a part of the Third Reich’s anti-
Semitic propaganda, perhaps most famously through a scene in the film ‘Der ewige Jude’

from 1940.'?’

Although the 1933 law banned shechita on a national level in Germany, there existed several
local prohibitions before 1933, either in the form of local police ordinances, or as individual
state legislation. For instance, a kosher slaughter prohibition was in force in the Kingdom of
Saxony from 1892 until 1910, while the Bavarian Landtag adopted a prohibition in 1930.
Still, research on local German Schdchtverbote up to the 1930s is still fairly limited.
Especially regarding the Saxon prohibition, more research would have been of great benefit
for this dissertation, not only because this prohibition coincided chronologically with the
formative phase of the Norwegian controversy, but also because Norwegian opponents of
shechita frequently referred to the Saxon prohibition. Regarding Saxony, Beatrix Mesmer
explains the lack of research as due to the fact that kosher slaughtering debates were
comparatively marginal in Germany.'”® On the other hand, Robin Judd points out that
studying the German shechita controversies may contribute to ‘complicate our understanding

of acculturation and minority integration in Germany’.'*’

Despite the lack of a comprehensive study of the Saxon controversies, it is possible to draw a

general picture of the German debates from Judd’s and other scholars’ research in recent

126 udd 2007, p. 18.

127 Sax 2000, chapter 13 and Judd 2007, chapter 6, esp. from p. 215. For the German Schéichtverbot and its
compliance during and after the war, see Jentzsch 1998. For comparisons between kosher slaughter controversies
and recent debates over Muslim religious slaughter in Germany, see Lavi 2009 and Gilman 2006, p. 94ff.

128 Mesmer 1998, p. 215

' Judd 2003a, p. 119.
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years.”” A petition submitted by the German Verband of animal protection associations to the
Reichstag in 1886 marks the beginning of agitation against kosher slaughtering in Germany,
according to Dorothee Brantz. Curiously, the petition did not criticise the Jewish slaughter
method as such, merely the preparations.”’’ As new stunning devices were invented, the
animal protection movement became increasingly concerned about requiring previous
stunning, and Judd claims that these demands arose through influence from abroad, most
prominently the Swiss debates.'* Contrary to the Swiss debates, however, until the 1890s,
demands for stunning methods ‘tended not to target the Jewish method of slaughter’, and most
places where slaughter reform was implemented, shechita was exempted from the

. . . 133
requirement of previous stunning.

Still, the 1886 petition was met with counter petitions from Jewish communities and their

supporters, as well as from butcher guilds."**

When the issue was debated in the Reichstag in
1887, most parties admitted that the state was bound to intervene in slaughter practices, even
if this meant interfering in rural practices or in the butchery profession. However, when
religious practice also was affected, such interference became problematic, and especially the
Catholic Centre Party, having the Kulturkampf of the 1870s fresh in mind, insisted on
protecting the Jewish slaughter method. On the other hand, the anti-Semitic representative
Otto Bockel insisted that the Jews adapt to German customs.'> Despite Bockel’s being met

with opposition from most parties, the Reichstag decided neither to prohibit nor to protect

shechita, but to await legislation in individual states.

On the local level, Judd has observed an acceptance of shechita, or perhaps rather a
disinterest, which, however, disappeared in the 1890s. Local authorities increasingly limited
or prohibited shechita, and a new discourse on the issue evolved beyond animal protectionist
circles. The most notable restriction was adopted in the Kingdom of Saxony in 1892, where a

new law on slaughtering effectively outlawed shechita. Judd claims that the law ‘did not

% Judd 2003a, Judd 2007, Brantz 2002, Lavi 2007, Lavi 2009, and Lavi 2011. Judd 2003b is more concerned
with Jewish responses. Avraham Barkai (2002) also addresses the issue several times in his book on the
Centralverein. On literary representations of shechita (esp. Franz Kafka), see Gilman 1995, pp. 134—156. There
also exist several works within the fields of jurisprudence and legal history, most prominently Jentzsch 1998 (for
the 1933 prohibition), Potz et al. 2001, and Schwarz 2003.

B Brantz 2002, p. 175.

12 Judd 2003a, p. 120.

13 Judd 2003a, p. 122.

1 Brantz 2002, pp. 177-183.

'3 Brantz 2002, pp. 185-186.
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specifically target or address Saxon Jewry’,"*® while British historian Peter Pulzer has viewed

the Saxon prohibition in connection with other anti-Semitic measures taken by the Saxon
government in this period, for instance the exclusion of Jews from civil service."”’ American
historian Richard S. Levy, on the other hand, claimed that Saxony prohibited kosher

38 In a recent

slaughtering ‘in order to discourage the immigration of orthodox Ostjuden.
study of Saxon-Jewish history, German historian Michael Schibitz claims that the Saxon
prohibition was politically motivated against Jews, although the law itself was not justified by
anti-Semitic rhetoric.'” Neither of these somewhat conflicting explanations are discussed to
any greater extent by the scholars mentioned above, and the lack of a comprehensive study of
the Saxon prohibition is perhaps due to the insignificant number of Jews living Saxony
around the turn of the century. Still, if anti-Semitism indeed caused the prohibition, the

modest size of Saxon’s Jewish population makes the prohibition even more interesting.

Despite hesitating to label the Saxon prohibition an anti-Semitic law, both Brantz and Judd
admit that the rhetoric against kosher slaughter changed significantly in this period.'* The
anti-shechita propaganda increasingly invoked myths of ritual murder, of Jewish

1t was far from

bloodthirstiness, of deviant sexuality, and of poor hygiene among Jews.
coincidental that a shochet was one of the prime suspects in the Konitz ritual-murder affair in
1900."** Judd views the obsession with blood as part of an increasing concern with blood
within science, and not least within German nationalism and racist ideology around the turn of
the century. Jews were also accused of profiting from their alleged high rate of slaughter and

for earning money from selling infected meat.'*

For an explanation of this discursive change,
Judd points to the major social, economic, and demographic changes of the 1890s, the
emergence of a chauvinistic discourse, and authorities’ increasing concerns with public health
and morality and with controlling previously unregulated spheres of society.'** Still, anti-

shechita campaigns had relatively little impact in Germany. With the exception of Saxony,

1 Judd 2003b, p. 251. See also Judd 2003a, p. 118 and Brantz 2002, p. 187.
57 Pulzer 1976, p. 173.

B8 evy 1975, p. 96. See also Pétzsch 2000, p. 282.

1% Schibitz 2006, p. 284ff.

140 Brantz 2002, p. 189.

" Judd 2003a, pp. 124-125.

142 Smith 2002, p. 101f.

' Judd 2007, pp. 125-127.

' Judd 2003a, pp. 123—-124. See also Brantz 2002 pp. 176-177.
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prohibitions of shechita were introduced in only 22 (Prussian) towns out of the hundreds of

. . 145
towns where the issue had been raised.

Judd explains the failure of anti-shechita campaigns as due to the relatively strong position of

religious freedom in the minds of legislators.'*

The anti-Semitic parties, having experienced
electoral growth and having won sixteen seats in the 1893 general elections, brought up the
issue in the Reichstag on several occasions throughout the 1890s, only to be met with
rejection. Most of the Catholic Centre Party, National Liberal Party, and Social Democratic
Party members of the Reichstag viewed a prohibition of shechita as a discriminatory measure
targeted at the Jewish population. Brantz observes that ‘clearly, the issue had become a
rhetorical battleground for political conflicts that had little to do with the protection of
animals but much with the spread of antisemitism’.'"’ Similarly, Judd in fact claims that
defence of religious toleration became a ‘cultural code’, alongside anti-Semitism: ‘Both
ideologies allowed participants to position themselves with other groups in the political arena
and to insist on their own political prestige’.'*® Brantz concludes that ‘The late nineteenth-
century debates were not an endorsement of anti-Semitism. To the contrary, they attested to
the rejection of anti-Semitic sentiments in the Reichstag’.'* Also Efron notes that ‘It is

striking that while the level of anti-shehitah [sic] agitation increased in the late nineteenth

century, so too did German legislative protection of the practice.'*’

Regarding the German animal protection movement’s anti-shechita campaigns in the 1890s,
Brantz claims that anti-Semitism was not the primary motive for slaughter reform, and that
anti-Semitic parties and agitators merely used the case for their own purposes.”>' However, by
claiming this, Brantz seemingly underestimates the existence of close ties between the anti-
Semitic movement and parts of the animal protection movement. One of the most prominent
critics of the Jewish slaughter method in Germany was the animal protectionist Paul Forster,

who was elected to the Reichstag for the anti-Semitic Deutschsozialen Partei from 1893 to

'3 Judd 2007, pp. 128129.

1 Judd 2007, p. 16.

"7 Brantz 2002, pp. 189-191.
18 Judd 2007, p. 153.

' Brantz 2002, p. 192.

1 Efron 2007, p. 176.

! Brantz 2002, p. 191.
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1898."°% In the animal protection movement, Forster was primarily concerned with the
campaign against vivisection, and was head of the Internationalen Vereins zur Bekdmpfung
der Wissenschaftlichen Tierfolter. Forster and other members of the anti-Semitic parties in the
Reichstag agitated against vivisection and kosher slaughtering, which both were considered to

be expressions of a specific form of Jewish animal cruelty.'>

From the turn of the century
onwards, Brantz goes further than Judd in admitting that also the German Verband of animal

protection associations increasingly was promoting anti-Semitic campaigns against

shechita.'>*

The Great War took away most attention from kosher slaughter debates, but the issue received
renewed interest during the Weimar Republic. The Weimar period also marks a shift in the
controversy, and Judd argues against seeing the previous controversies as antecedents to the
1933 prohibition. Until 1924, the issue attracted limited interest, and the attention was mostly
devoid of anti-Semitic sentiment. As they were during the Imperial period, authorities were
most often deaf to animal protection associations’ demands. Despite the rise of anti-Semitism
in this period, few restrictions on shechita were introduced. Judd explains that this was due to
authorities’ being more preoccupied with securing food deliveries during the inflationary
years. In addition, anti-Semitic groups had not yet been able to become politically empowered
or organised.'” With the economic and political stabilisation from 1924, animal protection
associations and local authorities again took interest in the Schdchtfrage, but failed to
translate popular demands into legislation. During the late 1920s, the issue again became a
potent political question. New groups took interest in the debates, most notably groups of
National Socialists, together with other chauvinist and nationalist parties, especially in

. 156
Bavaria.

In fact, Judd claims that the kosher slaughter issue was instrumental in the rise of the National
Socialist movement: ‘Municipal animal protection campaigns offered the Nazis a platform

and an opportunity for political participation; in some areas, the kosher butchering question

132 Paul Forster (1844—1925) and his brother Bernhard Forster (1843—1889) were leading figures in the German
anti-Semitic movement, and were two of the initiators of the so-called ‘Antisemitenpetition’ in 1880/81. They
were also associated with the ‘Bayreuther Kreis’, the vélkisch nationalist circle around Richard Wagner.

133 Gilman 1995, p. 137; Zerbel 1993, p. 141 and p. 157; Kraus 2009, p. 238; and Dirke 2000, p. 198. For the
Nordic reception of Forster’s anti-shechita agitation, see also Dyrenes Ven 1907, p. 93.

'3 Brantz 2002, p. 191.

'3 Judd 2007, pp. 196-200.

1 Judd 2007, pp. 200-203.
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provided local Nazis with an entry into the formal political sphere’."”” The Schéchtfrage thus

158 .
In Nazi

made radically anti-Semitic views acceptable within mainstream political arenas.
propaganda, the ‘ritual’ was described as foreign, if not hostile to German culture: ‘The rite,
they insisted, was “Asiatic”, allegedly constituting a “foreign world, an angry sick
fantasy””."” In Bavaria, opposition to shechita was also linked to anxieties over the
immigration of Eastern European Jews (‘Ostjuden’). Opponents of shechita argued that by
allowing kosher slaughtering, the state attracted Eastern Europeans Jews.'®® Although the
Bavarian Landtag adopted a Schdchtverbot already in 1926, the state government was
reluctant to implement the prohibition, fearing to conflict with national legislation on religious
freedom, as well as being unwilling to yield to Nazi demands. In 1930, the state minister
finally agreed to implement the law, awaiting intervention from Berlin.'®' However, with the

increasing influence of the Nazi Party, an intervention from above never arrived, and Bavaria

thus became the first German state where the Nazis succeeded to prohibit shechita.'®>

Finland: Anti-Semitism or Anti-Russian Sentiments?

For the early phase of the Norwegian controversy, the Finnish prohibition of shechita, lasting
from 1909 to 1913, is perhaps the most relevant legislation, in the sense that Norwegian
animal protectionists frequently highlighted the Finnish prohibition as an example to follow.
Unfortunately, the English-, German-, and Swedish-language historical scholarship on
Finnish Jewry hardly mentions the prohibition.'® Not even the entry on Finland in the
renowned reference work Handbuch des Antisemitismus mentions the prohibition. On the
contrary, the author claims that early 20th century debates in Finland on the ‘Jewish question’
never involved any institutionalised anti-Semitism.'* However, from what is known about the
history of Finnish Jewry in general, together with reports from Finland in Norwegian animal
protection journals, it is possible to sketch out the context of the prohibition. The Russian tsar
had in 1902 decreed previous stunning mandatory for slaughtering of livestock within the
Grand Duchy of Finland. Much to the resentment of the Finnish animal protection movement,

the tsar exempted the Jewish slaughter method from these regulations the following year (in

7 Judd 2007, p. 195.

1% Judd 2007, p. 205.

1% Judd 2007, p. 206.

1 Judd 2007, pp. 206-208.

1! Judd 2007, pp. 212-215.

12 Eor more on the path to the national prohibition, see Judd 2007 p. 215ff.

163 See for instance Hakkarainen 2002, Harviainen 1985, Harviainen 1988, and Harviainen 2000.
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1903). However, after the animal protection movement had gained the Finnish Senate’s
support for its struggle against the exemption, the tsar suspended the exemption in 1909. In

effect, shechita was outlawed in Finland from 1909 until 1913.

The success of the campaign against kosher slaughtering in Finland seems to have been
connected with the struggle for independence from Russia. The 1903 exemption for kosher
slaughter took place during the government of the much-resented Russian governor Nikolay
Bobrikov, and the Finnish animal protection movement claimed that Jews had gained from
the ‘extraordinary circumstances’ prevailing in Finland under Bobrikov’s rule.'®® Whether or
not this was the case, the political climate in Finland was less favourable to the Jewish
community than was the case in Norway. As descendants of Russian soldiers, the Jews of
Finland were often associated with the Russian rulers, and the Finnish historian Tapani
Harviainen claims that negative attitudes against Jews more often were caused by a
‘conservative protectionism in addition to a general nationalist xenophobia and intolerance
towards Russians’ than by anti-Semitism.'®® Still, in animal protectionist circles, Jewish
protests were met with vehement anti-Jewish rhetoric, and accusations of Jewish subversive
forces were put forward by Agnes von Konow, a leading member of the Finnish animal

protection movement.'®’

Sweden: Economic Considerations over Animal Concerns?

Although there had been previous attempts to introduce a bill in the Swedish Riksdag making
previous stunning mandatory, it was first after the Finnish slaughter law of 1902 that shechita
was targeted explicitly in an interpellation in the Riksdag. Inspired by the new Finnish law
(where shechita had not yet been exempted) MP Edvard Wavrinsky argued that the Jewish
slaughter method was the most important reason to adopt a slaughter law with mandatory
previous stunning.'®® In his interpellation, Wavrinsky referred to the journal Djurskyddet,
which Michael Metcalf is his study of the Scandinavian kosher slaughter controversies refers

> 169

to as ‘the magazine of the Swedish animal protection movement’. ™ In her dissertation on the

Swedish animal protection movement, Karin Dirke refers to the editor of Djurskyddet, F. A.

1% Agnes von Konow: ‘Den jodiske Schichtning forbudt i Finland’ in Dyrenes Beskytter No. 1 1910, p. 10.

1% Harviainen 1988, p. 54.

17 Agnes von Konow: ‘Den jediske Schichtning forbudt i Finland’ in Dyrenes Beskytter No. 1 1910, p. 10. See
also Metcalf 1989, p. 47, note 42.

1% Nilsson & Svanberg 1997, p. 73.

1% Metcalf 1989, p. 40.
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Wingborg, as ‘the most anti-Semitic—inclined animal friend’ among Swedish animal
protectionists, but claims that Wingborg and his journal had few followers in the Swedish

animal protection movement.'”

Dirke generally finds little anti-Semitism in the mainstream of the Swedish animal protection
movement.'”' She regards the lack of anti-Semitism in the Swedish movement as being a
result of Jews being a relatively well-integrated part of the urban middle class, the same class
most animal protectionists belonged to. Instead, the main conflict in slaughter reform
struggles was between the predominantly urban animal protectionists and the rural population.
In this context, the Jewish slaughter method was regarded as superior to traditional slaughter

methods used in the Swedish countryside.'"

However, given that Wingborg’s anti-Semitic outbursts in Djurskyddet resulted in a Riksdag
interpellation, the Swedish animal protection movement’s anti-Semitic component should not
be completely dismissed. Dirke also seems to overestimate the rejection of kosher
slaughtering in the ‘mainstream’ movement. Many articles in Swedish animal protection
journals regarding the Jewish slaughter method found their way into Norwegian animal
protection journals, and were used in anti-shechita agitation. As will be demonstrated in
chapter 3.1, the early Norwegian discourse on shechita was characterised by exclusionary
images of Jewish cruelty, although usually not as explicitly anti-Semitic as in Wingborg’s
writings. Regardless of this, Wavrinsky’s interpellation and later anti-shechita bills proposed
by other MPs found little resonance in the Riksdag until the 1920s. In 1922, a bill specifically
targeted on prohibiting shechita was presented by Edvard Lithander, who previously had
spoken against Jewish immigration in clearly anti-Semitic terms.'” This initiative, together
with half a dozen other private bills on humanisation of slaughter, led the cabinet to propose a
new slaughter law in 1927. The 1927 bill, however, included an exemption from the
requirement of previous stunning for shechita, for Sami reindeer slaughter, and for the so-

called Danish-American method of pig slaughter.'”

' Dirke 2000, p. 199.
! Dirke 2000, p. 196.
"2 Dirke 2000, p. 199.
' Nilsson & Svanberg 1997, p. 73. Lithander’s father Pehr Emanuel Lithander (1835-1913) was one of
Sweden’s early anti-Semitic politicians (Tydén 1986, p. 23).
"7 Nilsson & Svanberg 1997, p. 74 and Metcalf 1989, p. 41.
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The latter method consisted of the animal (usually pigs) being hoisted by its hind legs on a
chain, before the butcher stabbed it in the heart, thus making it bleed to death efficiently
hanging upside-down. This method allowed the butcher to slaughter a large number of pigs in
a short time, since the hoisted pigs were driven along an assembly line. Not only was this
method more efficient than the stunning method — it also allowed pigs to bleed while still
alive, in accordance with the belief that this would improve the meat’s quality. The reason for
this method’s being exempted in the bill was the claim that a prohibition might hurt Swedish
pork and bacon exports to Britain. However, by protecting one method not involving
stunning, the Riksdag could hardly prohibit another. Metcalf argues that this was the reason
why shechita was also protected in the 1927 proposal and in later proposals in the early
1930s.'”> Metcalf sees evidence for this claim in the fact that it was only after the British
prohibited the Danish-American slaughter method that a slaughter law prohibiting both the

Jewish and the Danish-American methods was introduced in Sweden.!”®

While this might have been the case, it is an insufficient explanation for why the Riksdag
refused to include an exemption for shechita when the law was finally passed in 1937. Expert
statements had been divided over the question of whether kosher slaughtering involved
unnecessary pain.'”’ Furthermore, the Riksdag chose to include an exemption from previous
stunning for the Sami slaughter method. Metcalf admittedly points out that the Norwegian and
German prohibitions might have contributed to the almost unanimous decision not to exempt
shechita in 1937. Swedish ethnologists Asa Nilsson and Ingvar Svanberg, on the other hand,
emphasise the anti-Semitic arguments in the Riksdag debates on kosher slaughtering in the
1920s and 1930s. Similarly, Swedish historian Mattias Tydén points out the ‘peculiar
motivation’ behind the prohibition. Tydén quotes the minister of justice, who admitted that
although there were highly divided opinions on kosher slaughter, the method should not be

exempted, due to the ‘disgusting and crude impression’ it made on onlookers.'”®

The force of the anti-shechita arguments is also confirmed by the exemption of Sami reindeer
slaughter. The Riksdag decided not to prohibit this method, due to difficulties of
implementing a prohibition, and the Sami’s stubbornness and ‘conservative character’. Tydén

also views this as a clear case of Jews’ being treated as ‘foreigners’, as opposed to how the

175 Metcalf 1989, p. 41.
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Sami were treated.'”” The scholarly contributions on the Swedish prohibition seem to agree on
the role of anti-Semitism in the political debate, along with genuine concern for animal
welfare among most animal protectionists.'®” Still, the Swedish controversy has only to a
limited extent been discussed in relation to other contemporary anti-Semitic currents.
However, a more thorough examination of the Swedish kosher slaughter controversy is

beyond the scope of this dissertation.'™'

2.2: Anti-Semitic Currents and Actors in Norway c. 1910-1930

For Michael Metcalf, the anti-Semitic component is even more present in the Norwegian
controversy than in Sweden, while Per Ole Johansen has related the Norwegian opposition to
shechita to the discriminatory government policies towards Jews in the interwar years. As
mentioned in the historiography section, both these hypotheses are somewhat weakly founded
— Metcalf bases his claim of a strong anti-Semitic component in the Norwegian controversy
on similarities with the Swiss controversy, while Johansen bases much of his argument on one
leading police officer’s anti-shechita agitation. Therefore, it would be prudent to look into the
character of Norwegian anti-Semitism before evaluating its impact in the kosher slaughter
controversy. This section will also address some of the anti-Semitic actors participating in the
kosher slaughter controversy, as well as other contemporary anti-Semitic affairs in Norway, in
order to say something about the ‘anti-Semitic’ climate surrounding the kosher slaughter

controversy.

Historian of religion and researcher at the Centre for Studies of Holocaust and Religious
Minorities in Oslo Terje Emberland has characterised anti-Semitism ‘in its ideological
developed and organised form’ as a relatively marginal phenomena in Norway prior to the
Second World War. Compared to continental Europe, the presence of a coherently and
racially based anti-Semitism was modest in Norway, and historian Hans Fredrik Dahl claims

that Norwegian political debate was ‘entirely unaffected” by the populist anti-Semitic

7 Tydén 1990, p. 83.

%0 Nilsson & Svanberg 1997, p. 77; Metcalf 1989, p. 43; and Tydén 1990, p. 83.

'81'It should be mentioned that the compliance of the Swedish prohibition has been less strict than in Norway.
For instances, Jews were allowed to slaughter poultry according to shechita (Berg 2005, p. 99), and in the 1930s,
veterinary authorities and the Stockholm Jewish community reached a compromise involving anesthetisation
with nitrous oxide (see chapter 5.1). From 1959, both authorities and Jewish communities accepted shechita of
electrically stunned cattle, until also this method was banned by authorities in 1979 (Berg 2005, p. 101).
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ideology emerging in Germany, France, and the Habsburg Monarchy from the 1870s
onwards.'® Norwegian anti-Semitism was expressed through xenophobic nationalism rather
than through race ideology, according to Emberland. Anti-Semitism was ‘latent and
situational’ in Norway, and anti-Semitic sentiments were expressed only in certain contexts,
especially connected to ‘fear of competition, of alien culture and religion, of war and
revolutions’. Emberland explains this ‘situational anti-Semitism’ as being due to the
comparatively small Jewish population in Norway, who hardly could be accused for
representing a threat or force in Norwegian society. Therefore, anti-Semitism in Norway was

mainly directed towards external forces.'™

Dahl, on the other hand, emphasises Norwegian
anti-Semitism as expressions of xenophobia in general, reaching back to the 1814
Constitution’s prohibition of Jews’ entry into the realm, and being particularly strong in a

comparatively homogeneous, peripheral society.'**

Also historian Einhart Lorenz agrees on the comparatively modest role of anti-Semitism in
Norwegian society. If German anti-Semitism prior to the 1930s has been characterised as
being ‘of secondary importance’,'® Lorenz claims that in Norway, anti-Semitism was a
tertiary phenomenon. Still, Lorenz goes further than both Emberland and Dahl in
characterising the potential of Norwegian anti-Semitism, and emphasises the presence of
everyday anti-Semitism, ‘always present through stereotypes, comics, horror stories and
prejudice in general’.'®® According to Lorenz, this ‘structural’ anti-Semitism could be
activated through ‘conjunctural’ socio-econimic factors, such as political turmoil, economic
crises, unemployment or immigration. Here, Lorenz builds on Shulamit Volkov’s hypothesis
that changes in anti-Semitism can be traced back specifically to the majority’s needs in
difficult periods."®’ For the interwar period, Lorenz concludes that conjuctural factors during
this period increased the dissemination and variety of anti-Semitic stereotypes and prejudices.
More than previously, the flexibility of anti-Semitic prejudices became apparent in these

188
years.

52 Dahl 2008, p. 443.

'3 Emberland 2005, p. 401f.

'8 Dahl 2008, p. 444 and p. 446.

%5 Volkov 2001, p. 66.

"% Lorenz 2011a, p. 36.

""" Lorenz 2011a, p. 38; Volkov 1990, p. 62.
138 [ orenz 201 la, p. 45.
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Although the scholars just quoted disagree on the extent and nature of Norwegian anti-
Semitism, they agree on the lack of ideological and organised anti-Semitism in Norway. In
line with these authors, also this dissertation rely on a understanding of anti-Semitism which
is not exclusively connected with the rise of the modern, ideological anti-Semitism of the late
19th century, but a flexible anti-Semitism that has many manifestations, and that can be
activiated under certain circumstances. Still, ideological anti-Semitism similar to what was
found in German anti-Semitic parties also existed within Norwegian institutions and
organisations, and not only in marginal groups. The single organisation where ideological and
political anti-Semitism had more impact than anywhere else in interwar Norway was the
peasant movement. Many of the most ardent opponents of kosher slaughtering were also
found in the peasant movement. Before discussing the role of anti-Semitic ideology within the
peasant movement, it would be relevant to address some of the other contexts where anti-

Semitism appeared in Norway up until the prohibition on kosher slaughtering entered force in
1930.

Prior to the First World War, negative images of Jews appeared seldom in the public sphere;
however, verbal attacks were directed at Jewish merchants and travelling salesmen,'® and
there was considerable scepticism towards Jews in certain Christian circles.'”’ However, from
around 1910, anti-Semitic statements and writings became more frequent. Dahl characterises
this as an ‘actual anti-Semitism’ in contrast to attacks during the period before, now accusing
Jews of representing subversive forces, and not least for being a separate collective or race.”"
Most prominent is Supreme Court lawyer Eivind Saxlund’s 1910 book Joder og Gojim (‘Jews
and Goyim’), which appeared in several editions well into the 1920s. The self-professed anti-
Semite had written the book to ‘spread knowledge about Jews’ in Norway, and his book is a
veritable catalogue of anti-Semitic images and stereotypes throughout most of Western
history.'** Still, Saxlund appears as a classical representative of the modern anti-Semitism as
it emerged in Germany from the late 1870s, strongly influenced by racial ideology and
authors such as Theodor Fritsch and Houston Stuart Chamberlain.'” Saxlund also expressed

belief in conspiracy theories about Jewish world power, and identified ‘Alliance Israélite’

% Emberland 2005, p. 404.

%0 See Foss 1994, Andersen 2004, Kjerven 2004, and Kopperud 2011.
"I Dahl 2008, pp. 446-447.

12 Christensen 1998, p. 11ff.

193 Saxlund 1910, p. 8. See also Christensen 1998, p. 16 and chapter 6.
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[sic] and its ‘subdivisions’ the Anglo-Jewish Association in London and Israelitische Allianz
in Vienna as some of the most important ‘Jewish secret societies’.'”* Through their ‘secret
societies’ and their control of the world press, the Jews were able to implement large societal
changes, and were champions of liberal, modern, and materialistic values, according to
Saxlund.'”” Saxlund’s book created much controversy in the press, but as Olaf Christensen
has shown in his master’s thesis, many were positive to Saxlund’s book, and there were
relatively few condemnations. Christensen explains this acceptance as being due to the
widespread lack of knowledge about Jews in Norway, and claims that Saxlund’s book
fulfilled a need."”® Lorenz remarks that the book was perceived as ‘objective information’ in
Norwegian public debate, and characterises Saxlund’s book as a ‘key to understand which

connotations Jews evoked in large parts of Norwegian society’."’

Although Saxlund explained the need for the book as being due to the increasing Jewish
presence in Norway, he did not address Norwegian Jewry specifically. However, another anti-
Semitic publisher did, the typographer Mikal Sylten. Due to defamatory accusations against
Jewish individuals in his journal Nationalt Tidsskrift (‘the National Journal’), Sylten was
convicted in a libel case in 1927. Still, Sylten continued to attack Norwegian Jews in his
journal and by publishing the pamphlet ‘Who’s Who in the Jewish World’ in several editions
from 1925 to 1941.""® Despite the controversy Sylten made in the mainstream press, his
position was still marginal, and Emberland characterises his anti-Semitic project as a ‘one-
man business’.'”” In the larger public sphere, anti-Semitic images and stereotypes occurred
more frequently in popular literature and satirical magazines during the interwar period. The
tendency of depicting stereotypical Jewish characters in fiction emerged already from around
the turn of the century,® but was accentuated during the First World War, not least in
connection with the Russian Revolution. There is also reason to believe that increased
dissemination of such stereotypes around World War I and the Russian Revolution

contributed to create hysteria about subversive Jewish powers. In 1917, for instance, the

Ministry of Justice started surveillance of Jewish individuals, fearing a Bolshevik revolution

1% Christensen 1998, p. 21.

195 Christensen 1998, p. 22.

196 Christensen 1998, p. 72.

7 Lorenz 201 la, p. 37.

'8 Brattelid 2004, p. 82ff. and p. 95ff.
1 Emberland 2003, p. 405.

2% Henden 2011.
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in Norway.”"'

The criminologist Per Ole Johansen has demonstrated how Jews after the
outbreak of World War I increasingly were discriminated against by Norwegian judicial
authorities and immigration authorities, and how different anti-Semitic stereotypes were

present in both the press and the bureaucracy.*’*

The conspiracy theories gained renewed interest in the 1920s, most prominently with the
publication of The Protocols of the Elders of Zion in several editions in the early 1920s.
Recent scholarship has suggested that a lay preacher associated with the Jewish Mission
[Jodemisjonen/Israeclmisjonen], Albert Hiorth, had been instrumental in the publication of the

*® The book received relatively little attention after its initial

Norwegian translation.
publication,”® and it was only some years after the book had been revealed as a forgery that it
became known to a larger public in Norway. This was largely thanks to the author Marta
Steinsvik (1877-1950), who travelled the country giving lectures on Jewish world
conspiracies and the The Protocols of the Elders of Zion. Her agitation against Jews and
Jewish conspiracies was further disseminated in local and national press,”” especially in the

206
peasant-movement press.

Despite accusing Jews of working for world dominance through
revolutions and capitalism, Steinsvik claimed not to be targeting Norwegian Jews, ‘who have
nothing to do with such plans’, but she still wanted to reintroduce the 1814 Constitution’s
prohibition of Jews’ entry into the realm.**” Hans Fredrik Dahl has characterised this proposal
as an expression of Steinsvik’s and other like-mined contemporaries’ Norwegian cultural

chauvinism [norskdom].**®

Emberland remarks that Steinsvik’s anti-Semitic agitation was not only inspired by the The
Protocols of the Elders of Zion, but also played on motives from classical Christian anti-
Judaism. The Jews’ motivation behind the conspiracies was their ‘ancient Messianic dreams’,
according to Steinsvik,”” and Emberland points out these motives’ resemblance to ancient

claims of Jews being allies of Satan in the struggle against Christianity.*'® Such notions were

2! Emberland 2005, p. 407.

292 Johansen 1984 and Johansen 2005.

2% Aasvangen 2010.

29 Aasvangen 2010, p. 42.

293 See esp. the interview with Steinsvik in Aftenposten, 06.05.1925.
296 Simonsen 2009, p. 48ff. See also Johansen 1984, p. 47.

27 Aftenposten, 06.05.1925.

2% Dahl 2008, p. 446.

2% Aasvangen 2010, p. 45.

1% Emberland 2005, p. 409.
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also disseminated in Christian circles, and especially individuals associated with the Jewish
Mission coupled traditional anti-Judaism with conspiracy theories of Jewish subversive forces
spreading Marxist and atheist ideas.”'" Christian prejudices against Jews were also conveyed
among some of the anti-Semitic actors mentioned above — Saxlund was especially concerned
with how Jews remained separated from Christians, and claimed they followed their own set
of rules and morals. An important source for this claim was found in the Talmud, which
according to Saxlund was both a ‘religious and secular law code’ for Jews.*'* Despite having
lost a libel case against the journalist Paul Gjesdahl in 1923, after Gjesdahl had described
Joder og Gojim as ‘anti-Semitic smutty literature in handsome luxury binding’, Saxlund had
not refrained from publishing a fourth edition of the book in 1924. He also engaged in the
kosher slaughter controversies in 1914 and later in 1926 with letters in the peasant-movement
daily Nationen and in conservative Aftenposten, thus being the most active of self-professed
anti-Semites participating in the controversy. However, among groups and institutions with a
clearly anti-Semitic agenda involved in the kosher slaughter affair, the peasant movement
stands out through its national and local press organs. The role of anti-Semitic rhetoric and
ideas in the peasant movement is therefore of special interest for the purposes of this

dissertation.

Anti-Semitism and Xenophobia in the Peasant Movement

The term ‘peasant movement’ in dissertation refers to the political movement originating in
the Norwegian Peasants’ Union [Norsk Landmandsforbund], founded in 1896. The Union was
originally not intended as a political party, merely an interest organisation, but became
increasingly politicised over the two decades leading up to the foundation of the Peasant Party
in 1920.2"* The Peasant Party had considerable success in the 1921 elections, gaining 17 seats
in the Storting. However, the Peasants’ Union had already three MPs elected in the 1918
elections, and when the party was formally established, there already existed an extensive
peasant-movement press. The Peasants’ Union had originally been founded by farmers from
the Follo region, southeast of Oslo, and the movement recruited members particularly among

conservative, large-scale farmers in the East Country. Even though the movement’s

' Emberland 2005, pp. 409-410. See also Kjorven 2004
12 Saxlund 1910, p. 28.
13 Nielsen 1997, p. 64.
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geographical centre of gravity remained in the East Country, the peasant movement

increasingly appealed to smallholders in coastal regions from around 1912.*'*

While the peasant movement originally had the peasants’ trade interests at the top of its
agenda, the movement developed a distinctive ideology emphasising economic protectionism,
isolationism, anti-internationalism, and national particularity. This ideology has been dubbed
‘agrarian nationalism’, and with its reactionary and exclusionary outlook, it differed

remarkably from the Liberal Party’s national ideology.”"”

Like most of Norwegian
historiography, few historical works on the peasant movement, including those on the Peasant
Party/Centre Party, have been concerned with the role of anti-Semitism in the movement’s
ideological outlook. Anti-Semitic statements by key Peasant Party politicians, to the extent
that such statements have been addressed at all, have been attributed individual politicians and
claimed not to be representative of the movement or the party as such.*'® These currents have
repeatedly been neglected in the general history of organisation structures, party press,
elections campaigns and programs, and concrete policymaking.?'” Even historian May-Brith
Ohman Nielsen’s comprehensive doctoral dissertation on the Peasant Party’s ideology and
rhetoric in the interwar period, and her book on the history of the Peasant Party/Centre Party,
refrain from addressing clearly anti-Semitic rhetoric found in most peasant-movement
newspapers. One of Nielsen’s main sources, in addition to the main organ Nationen, is
Ostlendingen, the official Peasant Party organ in eastern Hedmark County. Both newspapers
dedicated much attention to the kosher slaughter controversy in the late 1920s; however, these
writings are entirely overlooked in Nielsen’s accounts. Nielsen’s works on the peasant
movement’s history are illustrative of how the kosher slaughter controversy, intentionally or
not, has escaped the attention of Norwegian historians, despite being part of election
campaigns and being used in agitation against other parties (more on this below). The issue

has simply not been regarded as a part of peasant-movement politics and ideology.

Despite genereal historiography’s failure to address the role of anti-Semitism, special studies

by the historian Olav Rovde, and more recently by the historian Kjetil Simonsen, have

214 Rovde 1995, p. 149ff.

13 Rovde 1995, p. 175ff.; Fure 1996, p. 29f.; Serensen 1998, p. 41; Nielsen 1997, p. 15ff.; Simonsen 2009, pp.
20-29.

*16 See esp. Gabrielsen 1970 and Hauge 1980.

17 Anti-Semitism in the Swedish peasant movement has addressed by scholars since the 1980s, see Tydén 1986,
pp- 43-50 and Berggren 1999.
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captured many of these aspects of the peasant movement and its press.”'® Rovde points out
that the peasant movement’s nationalist ideology in the 1920s increasingly was directed
towards fighting the labour movement, and that ‘extreme’ peasant nationalism was mainly
confined to the East Country and Trendelag — the same regions where Vidkun Quisling’s
National Unity Party later had its strongholds. The more ‘egalitarian’ West Country rural
districts were to a lesser extent receptive to these extreme right-wing currents.”'” Rovde has
also examined the role of racial biology in the Peasant Party’s immigration policy in the
interwar years. Although notions of racial biology gained many followers in Norwegian
public sphere from around 1910 and throughout the interwar years, Rovde claims that the
Peasant Party was particularly receptive to these ideas. The Peasant Party was the first party
to implement racist anti-immigration policies in its party programme, and many of the party’s
politicians publicly warned against a liberal immigration policy’s consequences for

Norwegian racial purity.**’

Race ideology was also manifested in clearly anti-Semitic rhetoric; however, as historian
Kjetil Simonsen has demonstrated, the peasant movement’s anti-Semitism was mainly rooted
in conspiracy beliefs, and took up many motives from the modern anti-Semitism. Through
examining the movement’s main organ, the daily Nationen, and the local peasant paper
Namdalen, published in Nord-Trendelag County, for the period 1920-1925, Simonsen has
identified the most common anti-Semitic images and accusations, as well as their function in
the movement’s agitation.””! According to him, the movement’s anti-Semitic agitation was
characterised by two main themes, however, both relying on notions of Jewish conspiracies.
On one hand, agitation against ‘Jew Bolsheviks’ and accusations of Jews’ having caused the
Russian Revolution were used to smear political opponents on the left, especially those in the
Labour Party.””* On the other hand, notions of Jewish control over ‘international finance’
contributed to enforce the movement’s opposition to market forces and capitalism. In this
sense, images of foreign capitalist Jews’ influence over the Norwegian economy and

Norwegian politics were used in polemics against the Liberal and Conservative parties.”’

¥ Rovde 1997, Simonsen 2009, Simonsen 2010, Simonsen 2011, Simonsen 2012. See also Foskum 2005.
21 Rovde 1995, pp. 313-314.

229 Rovde 1997, pp. 327-328.

I See Simonsen 2011 for a summary of the most relevant findings in these newspapers.

2 Simonsen 2011, p. 130ff.

*¥ Simonsen 2011, p. 143.

61



Although these images seemingly were contradictory, a common denominator for both these
motives was the Jews’ international character. The Jews’ ‘unnational’ character made them
particularly well suited as a counter image of the peasant movement’s idealised image of

Norwegian farmers as the core of Norwegian nationhood.”**

Even more interesting is
Simonsen’s conclusion that the peasant movement’s anti-Semitic agitation was an integral
part of its isolationist and anti-internationalist agrarian-nationalist ideology.”*> In the 1927
election campaign, the Peasant Party accused the Liberal Party and Conservative Party of
having been forced by Jews abroad to postpone the bill that would prohibit kosher
slaughtering. Simonsen claims that the peasant-movement press’s use of the kosher slaughter
affair had wider implications than only religious slaughter. The affair was used to strengthen

the party’s self-representation of being a truly national project.**

However, there are still many questions remaining regarding the role of anti-Semitism within
the peasant movement. For instance, why did these notions apparently find most support in
the East Country and Trendelag? Furthermore, were these notions merely imports from the
anti-Semitic movement abroad, or results of more profound anti-Jewish notions persisting in
the rural population from the 19th century? Peasant support for the 1814 Constitution’s
paragraph 2 and peasant MPs’ reluctance to lift the paragraph during the 1840s suggest that
the peasant movement’s use of anti-Semitic stereotypes in the interwar years might be part of
a larger pattern, reaching much further back in history.””” Olav Rovde also points out that
opposition to immigration and belief in racial theories also existed within the other parties in

228 However, to what extent these notions

the interwar years, particularly in the Labour Party.
also implied anti-Semitism is yet to be examined. Still, there are indications of unambiguously
anti-Semitic rhetoric within parts of the labour movement in the interwar years.”** Hopefully,
the Labour Party’s stance in the kosher slaughtering debates will contribute to shed some new

light on these questions in the dissertation’s chapters addressing parliamentary debates.

In this dissertation’s framework, the peasant movement represents much of the same

‘chauvinistic’ rationale for slaughterhouse regulation and animal laws, a rationale which in

224 Simonsen 201 1, p. 155.

225 Simonsen 2009, p. 2.

2% Simonsen 2012, p. 23.

7 On peasant resistance to the lifting of the Constitution’s § 2, see Skullerud 1971.
¥ Rovde 1997, p. 332. See also Kolsrud 1990, p. 12f.

¥ Flogstad 1999, pp. 180—182 and Dahl 2008, p. 452.
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the German context was promoted by anti-Semitic parties in the Reichstag. However, in
Norway, the urge for slaughter reform and animal laws mainly originated in the animal
protection movement and in veterinary medicine. Contrary to Germany, however, these had
highly different opinions on kosher slaughtering, and much of this disagreement stemmed
from different notions of the use and role of science. Therefore, the final background chapter

will address this conflict, as well as the institutional background of the actors involved.

2.3: Animal Protection and Science

In order to understand the Norwegian animal protection movement’s attitudes towards
shechita and the relatively large role the anti-shechita agitation played in the movement, it is
necessary to look deeper into the movement itself. Although the movement has been labelled
as anti-Semitic for its stance on kosher slaughtering ever since the issue was first brought up
around the turn of the century, there is in fact little evidence suggesting that ideological anti-
Semitism played a similar role in the Norwegian movement as it did in the Swiss, and to a
certain extent in the German. This does not imply that the movement never conveyed anti-
Semitic rhetoric and used negative images of Jews throughout the agitation against shechita.
However, there is little to suggest that anti-Semitism triggered the opposition to shechita
when it first appeared around the turn of the century. The increasingly negative assessment of
shechita over the next two decades was enhanced by a growing scepticism towards scientific
authority and conflicts with government veterinary authorities over other issues. Thus, the
increased polarisation in the kosher slaughter question between animal protectionists and
veterinary experts must therefore be viewed in a larger context of opposing views on science
and the role of expertise. Before moving on to these themes, it would be necessary to give a
brief account of the animal protection movement’s history in Norway, its social composition,

and its organisation.

There are few historical works on the animal protection movement or on animal protection

230

causes in Norway, " although some scholars recently have touched on the theme, especially

with regard to animal experimentation.”>' In Sweden, however, historian of ideas Karin Dirke
g p

20 Most of these are written on behalf of the organisations in connection with jubilees, etc. See Daa 1873,

Schilbred 1934, Schilbred 1959, Gierloff 1945,
>1 Asdal 2006; Asdal 2008; Druglitre 2013. See also Ellefsen 2013.
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22 Given the

has studied the organisation and ideology of the animal protection movement.
close collaboration between the Scandinavian animal protection movements, Dirke’s findings
are to a certain extent also relevant for Norway, but with some notable exceptions. The history
of the Norwegian movement also reaches further back in time, and it has been necessary to
study primary sources in order to develop a picture of the history of the Norwegian animal
protection movement. Still, Dirke’s analysis of the conflict between ‘practitioners’ and
‘theoreticians’ is useful also for interpreting the anti-shechita campaign’s role within the

Norwegian movement, while the social composition of the Swedish movement to a lesser

extent is reflected in Norway.

The Norwegian animal protection movement’s own myth of origin starts in London in 1858,
where the Danish-born Kristiania merchant David Graah (1803—1887) was given a pamphlet
of an animal protection association that made a great impression on him. After his return to
Kristiania, Graah summoned friends and acquaintances to discuss the foundation of a
Norwegian animal protection association, and the year after, in 1859, the Animal Protection
Association of Kristiania was established with several prominent figures in its leadership.
Historian and university professor Ludvig Kristensen Daa became its first leader, and the
teacher and philologist Knud Knudsen and the politician and later Norwegian prime minister

in Stockholm, Ole Richter, were among the founders.

The Kristiania association had been modelled after the British Royal Society for the
Prevention of Cruelty to Animals. As the British Royal Society did, it fought animal abuse in
order to civilise humans, linking cruelty to animals with cruelty to humans.*” In Britain, the
working classes became the targets for the predominantly upper- and middle-class animal

protectionists’ agitation.***

This also seems to apply to the Norwegian movement, given its
similar social composition as mainly an urban, middle-class phenomenon, albeit the
Norwegian movement to a greater extent was targeting the rural population. In the last
decades of the 19th century, a number of local animal protection associations were founded
around the country, but the Kristiania association remained the leading organisation, with

regard to both membership and influence, until the creation of the Norwegian Federation of

>*2 Dirke 2000.
33 Schilbred 1959, pp. 33—44. For more on the British Royal Society, see Ritvo 1987.
4 Ritvo 1987, p. 125ff.
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Animal Protection Associations in 1920.%°

The Kristiania association published the monthly
magazine Dyrenes Ven from 1897, described above, as well as a number of educational
pamphlets, mainly aimed at the rural population. In addition, a nationwide Women’s Animal
Protection Association [Kvinneforeningen til Dyrenes Beskyttelse] was founded in 1902, and

this association will be described further below.

Social Structure

Although the Kristiania association had many prominent figures (politicians, authors, civil
officers, and professors) among its members in the 1860s and 1870s, the association’s social
composition changed during the last decades of the 19th century. From being an exclusive
circle around the founder and his friends, the association changed into a large membership
association, appealing mainly to urban merchant petty bourgeoisie and the professional
classes. A survey of the members’ occupational structure, based on membership lists from
1898 and 1913,° shows that the association almost exclusively recruited from the upper and
middle strata of the urban bourgeoisie.””” None of its approximately 600 members are
identified as workers, and only about 10% were lower functionaries or craftsmen. The largest
occupational sub-group consisted of merchants and business owners, accounting for 20% of

the association’s total membership.>**

If one includes the 5% of managers and directors, the
commercial bourgeoisie counted for almost a quarter of the membership. The impression that
the association’s membership had its basis in the upper and middle classes is strengthened by
the fact that estate owners and factory owners made up over 8% of the total membership in

1898.%°

In contrast to the relatively high number of estate owners, only one per cent of the
membership consisted of farmers in 1898. The low number of farmer members should not

surprise, given that the association was based in Kristiania. However, the lack of farmers

3 The Kristiania association had in addition to members living in the capital also a number of members living in

other parts of the country.

2% The lists are to be found in Dyrenes Ven 1898, pp. 43—47 and Dyrenes Ven April 1913 (appendix pp. 1-4).

»7 The membership lists do not indicate occupation for all members. Where this has been the case, lists have
been supplemented with occupational data from the 1900 and 1910 censuses. For about 10% of the total
membership in both 1898 and 1913, occupations have not been possible to determine.

¥ In this group are included titles such as ‘grosserer’, ‘handelsmand’, ‘kjebmand’, ‘agent’, ‘skibsreder’, and
‘trelasthandler’.

% This number had shrunk to 5.5% in 1913. Although an unusually high number of capital and landowners, the
association’s annual report for 1902 complained that still ‘very few of our [the city’s] wealthiest men are
members’, even though the association in the previous year had launched a campaign to recruit the city’s 200
wealthiest men (‘Beretning” in Dyrenes Ven 1903, p. 83).
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becomes less obvious when taking into account that almost a third of all members lived
outside Kristiania, and that most other animal protection associations were based in cities and
smaller towns.**’ By the turn of the century, farmers and smallholders still made up the largest
occupational group in Norway, and the Animal Protection Association seemingly did not
appeal any more to farmers than it did to workers. Even though the number of farmer
members had slightly increased in 1913 (2.5%), the insignificant number of farmer members
sets the peasant movement’s opposition to shechita in another light. In rural districts, estate
owners, civilian and military officers, and local professional elites were the keenest animal

protectionists.

In addition to the commercial bourgeoisie, a remarkably high number (15%) of the
association’s urban members were civilian officials or army officers. Liberal professions also
account for about 15% of the membership, predominantly physicians and lawyers.**' In 1913,
these occupation groups had grown to almost 20% of the membership, of which about half
were medical doctors. However, compared to Sweden,*** few veterinaries, teachers, and
clergymen were represented in the association, only about 5% of the membership. Still, some
leading members were teachers, such as the editor of the journal Dyrenes Ven. The
Association’s leadership mostly reflected the majority of urban commercial bourgeoisie,
officials, and liberal professionals, although members of the latter two groups generally held
the most prominent offices. Still, there had been a remarkable decline of the leading
members’ social status since the foundation in 1859. The association’s first chairman was
university professor and Liberal MP Ludvig Kristensen Daa (1809—1877). Daa and his
successors Nils Hertzberg (1827-1911) and Halvor Heyerdahl Rasch (1805-1883) were
among Norway’s leading mid-19th-century intellectuals. In 1898, only a handful of
politicians, professors, and higher officials were left, and the association was led by an army

officer.** The group of more prominent members who supported the association’s founding

% Unfortunately, with the exception of the women’s association, it has not been possible to find membership

lists from other animal protection associations. The numbers of the women’s association, however, confirm the
findings from the Kristiania association.
! In this group, I have included lawyers, doctors, veterinaries, pharmacists, and engineers. A relatively high
number of the 8% of army officers (about a quarter of these) were also physicians who served as military
medics, but these have not been counted with the physicians in this survey.
*%2 Dirke 2000.
3 Crown equerry, Lt. Col. Georg Sverdrup (1841-1912).
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d,

in 1859 disappeared as they die and there is reason to believe that they were never

replaced by new generations of higher civil officers, politicians, and intellectuals.

Rejection of Scientific Authority

In the Swedish animal protection movement, Karin Dirke has highlighted conflicts between
‘practical’ and ‘theoretical’ animal protectionists. The former group, mainly composed of
veterinaries, tended to emphasise arguments of animals’ ‘utility’ for humans, both in a
practical and moral sense. Animals could do manual work for humans, but also serve as
ideals. Adherents of these arguments were most concerned with differences between humans
and animals.®” The ‘theoretical’ animal protectionists, on the other hand, were more
concerned about identification with animals, regarded the animals as individuals, and
criticised the former group for not being able to feel real compassion for animals.**® The
‘practitioners’ in turn accused urban members, mainly women, of being concerned only with
pets and of lacking any real experience with animals, thus promoting sentimental and

romanticist notions of animals.

These opposing views were to a certain extent reflected in the Norwegian movement, and the
founding of the Women’s Animal Protection Association in 1902 should be viewed as
resulting from these tensions. The Women’s Association was to a greater extent concerned
with vivisection than the former, male-dominated Kristiania organisation. The Women’s
Association was also more critical of science and of the government veterinary authority, and
some of its leading members were also concerned with mystic currents, such as theosophy and
anthroposophy. There are some interesting common features between the women’s branch of
the animal protection movement and the theosophy movement. According to historian of
religion Siv Ellen Kraft, Norwegian theosophists frequently engaged in other ‘countercultural’
causes, such as women’s rights, animal protection, anti-vivisection, naturopathy, and
vegetarianism.>*” Several leading figures in the Norwegian Theosophical Society are also

found in the member lists of the Women’s Association.”*® However, also in the Kristiania

% Compare for instance membership lists in Beretning 1866 with those in Beretningl894.

** Dirke 2000, pp. 20-22.

* Dirke 2000, p. 17. See more about this distinction in Franklin 1999, esp. chapter 2.

47 Kraft 2002, pp. 42-43. See also Kirkebo 1997, p. 105ff. and Mikaelsson 1998, p. 29f.

*** A number of those mentioned in Kirkebe 1997 are also found in the 1904 and 1912 membership lists, printed
in Dyrenes Beskytter, January 1904 and January 1912, most prominently the Theosophical Society’s secretary
general from 1913 to 1919, Eva Blytt, as well as Marie Neumann (Kirkebg 1997, p. 61), Maria Dehli (Kirkebe
1997, p. 74), Sigrid Heitmann (Kirkebg 1997, p. 81), Gyda Haabjern (Kirkebe 1997, p. 105), Dagny Zadig
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association, similar currents are found. One of the association’s founders, veterinary Halfdan
Nielsen-Sather (1826—1908) had a strong interest in naturopathy. He was son of the almost
legendary herbalist Anne Seather (1793-1851), known as ‘Mother Sether’, who had been

2% Nielsen-Sather’s son, the dentist Victor Nielsen-

convicted several times for quackery.
Sather (1873-1923), later became leader of the Association in 1912, and was one of the most

ardent opponents of kosher slaughtering.

A common denominator for these currents was an outspoken scepticism towards science,
which also found its way into the animal protection associations. The rejection of scientific
authority seems to have been strongest in the female branch, which on several occasions
demonstrated a strong anti-intellectual attitude in its journal Dyrenes Beskytter. In most cases,
this attitude related to the struggle against vivisection, but the same arguments were also
applied to kosher slaughtering, or on a more general level. This anti-scientific, anti-
intellectual attitude was perhaps expressed most explicitly in an article by the German animal
protectionist and former anti-Semitic Reichstag deputy, Paul Forster (see above). His article
‘Authorities’ in Dyrenes Beskytter in 1909 started with a harsh condemnation of society’s
‘high priests and scribes’ — scientists and doctors, who according to Forster constantly were

% These ‘authorities” were not real scientists, according

opposing progress and new thoughts.
to Forster. They demanded subordination to their claims solely on the basis of personal

authority.

Forster had sympathy only for lone ‘geniuses’ that were dedicated only to their own
vocations. These were the ‘heretics’ that always had ‘received their reward in either a
madhouse, a prison, on a cross or bonfire’, and were to be praised only by following
generations.”' Besides several modern proponents of naturopathy, his examples were none

252 Forster meant that in order to avoid future

other than Christ, Columbus, and Galileo.
destinies such as these men had been the victims of, both ‘vocational wisdom’ and science

would have to unite with the ‘clear vision and common sense of the impartial layman’. The

(Kirkebg 1997, p. 105), Helen Egilsrud (Kirkebg 1997, p. 112), and Rebekka Graarud (Kirkebe 1997, p. 74). See
also Dyrenes Beskytter 1925, p. 52.
** Holck 2005, pp. 67—68.
2% paul Ferster [sic]: ‘Autoriteter’ in Dyrenes Beskytter, No. 1, 1909, p. 1.
! paul Ferster [sic]: ‘Autoriteter’ in Dyrenes Beskytter, No. 1, 1909, p. 3.
2 {[Vincenz] Priessnitz, [Sebastian] Kneipp, Rickte, [Per Henrik] Ling, Thure Brandt, Hessing’. Interestingly,
Dyrenes Beskytter also raised the issue of naturopathy on several occasions, and defended the self-proclaimed
naturopath and theosophist Ole Olvik after he in 1909 was charged with quackery (‘Olvik’ in Dyrenes Beskytter,
No. 1, 1909, p. 10. See also Natvig 1998).
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highest authority was ‘humanity’, which was defined by Forster as ‘the science of good and
bad, of justice and love, of temper and conscience’.”>® Forster claimed that modern science
was revolting against the authority of humanity, and that it attempted to make itself master
over ‘humanity and the common sense’ — at least this was the case in the vivisection question.
Forster’s rhetoric against scientific authority was representative not only of the animal
protection movement’s struggle against animal experimentation, but as will be evident from

the following chapters, also of kosher slaughtering.

The Veterinary Authorities and the Struggle for Public Health

In both cases, the movement’s main opponent was the head of the government veterinary
authority, Ole Malm. Malm himself used living animals in his bacteriological research, and
protested loudly when the Storting in 1902 discussed whether vivisection should be subjected
to regulation in the new penal code’s section on animal cruelty.*>* Historian of science Kristin
Asdal regards the debate on vivisection as a struggle between lay opinions and expert
authority, where the animal protection movement and a majority of the penal code preparatory
commission represented the former, while Malm and the university’s faculty of medicine
represented the latter. In the Storting, the utilitarian argumentation of Conservative MP
Francis Hagerup seemingly resulted in the majority’s abandoning the proposal to regulate

. . . 255
vivisection.

Still, Malm continued to oppose the animal protection movement’s devaluation of science. In
fact, the conflict between lay opinions and expert authorities is a recurring theme in Malm’s
life and works. Ole Olsen Malm (1854—-1917) was the first director of the Ministry of
Agriculture’s veterinary office, and was the driving force in veterinary medicine in Norway
from the late 1880s until his death in 1917. In 1887, Malm received a scholarship created by
the Storting in order to educate a ‘younger doctor in the veterinary sciences’. For this purpose,
Malm in 1887 travelled to Denmark, France, England, and Germany where he studied
veterinary sciences before he was called back to Norway by the government in 1890, and
subsequently was made responsible for establishing the first civilian veterinary authorities in

256

Norway.””” Kristin Asdal has explained the emergence of the Norwegian veterinary authority

33 paul Ferster [sic]: ‘Autoriteter’ in Dyrenes Beskytter, No. 1, 1909, p. 3.

2% Asdal 2006b, p. 277. For more on the parliamentary debates on vivisection, see also Asdal 2008.

33 Asdal 2008, p. 909.

* Horne 1925, pp. 63-70. See also Torp 1940, pp. 47-53 and Welle 2003, pp. 222-223. A detailed account of
Malm’s life and personality can be found in Malm 1939.
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as being due to economic motives.”’ She claims that Malm’s main intention was to improve
agriculture through increased livestock farming, and therefore the fight against contagious
diseases was crucial for Malm. For instance, Asdal regards Malm’s initiatives for a ban on
livestock imports from Sweden in the 1890s as merely a pretext for establishing a Norwegian

export market for livestock, mainly to the British Isles.”®

However, when looking at Malm’s education and career, it is evident that public health and
the struggle against contagious diseases were Malm’s main concerns, not primarily the
improvement of agriculture. In fact, the establishment of the veterinary authority should
mainly be seen as a means to battle contagious diseases such as tuberculosis and diphtheria.
Malm studied under the greatest authorities in the field, such as Louis Pasteur and Robert
Koch, and worked for a scientifically founded veterinary service after he returned to

259
Norway.

Malm’s prevailing opposition to pseudo-science and his insistence on expert
authority were apparent not only from the vivisection issue, but also in connection with
debates concerning racial biology in Norway from around 1915, described by the biologist
and philosopher Nils Roll-Hansen as ‘the victory of expertise over dilettantism’.** Still,
Malm was a highly complex personality — apart from the struggle against lay judgements and
pseudo-science, Malm was also one of the most active opponents of women’s suffrage during
his term as MP in 1909. In a recent work by rhetoric scholars Johan Tennesson and Berit von

der Lippe, the authors demonstrate how Malm himself used pseudo-scientific explanations in

. .. 261
his opposition to women’s suffrage.

7 Asdal 2005, pp. 13-46.

28 Asdal 2006a, pp. 257-259.

% Seip 1984, pp. 231-233; Elvbakken 1996, p. 204ff. and 211ff.; Elvbakken 2003, p. 134; Kolsrud 2012, pp.
200-214. See also Malm’s own thoughts on the role of veterinary medicine for public health in Malm 1889
(quoted in Asdal 2005, p. 21); Malm 1890 and Malm 1894, p. 1105ff.

260 Roll-Hansen 1980, p. 258. For Malm’s role, see Roll-Hansen 1980, p. 266f. and Monsen 1997, p. 39; p. 43;
pp- 52-53. Most of Malm’s participation in the debate is collected in his newspaper scrapbooks in the archives of
the Veterinary Institute, Oslo.

*%! Tonnesson & von der Lippe 2013, p. 140f.
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Part 3: First phase 1890-1925. From Animal Protection Cause
to Agricultural Policy

3.1: The Animal Protection Movement and Shechita in Norway and
Denmark 1890-1910

‘It is not the animals one wishes to protect, but to persecute the Jews’ — these harsh words
were directed at the animal protection movement when the question of allowing shechita at
the new public slaughterhouse came up in the Kristiania City Council in 1910.*> The
originator of these words was the Liberal politician and head of the government’s veterinary
authority, Ole Malm, who already in the year 1900 had made similar allegations of anti-

Semitism in the animal protection movement.**’

The notion that the wish to prohibit shechita
was motivated by hatred of Jews has also been pursued further in some of the works on
Jewish history in Norway. Already in 1922, well before the debate on shechita escalated in the
national press, the secretary of the Mosaic Congregation in Kristiania, Harry Koritzinsky,
wrote in his historical account of Norway’s Jewish community that during the first decade of
the new century, ‘a germ to a anti-Semitic movement began to arise’ in the guise of criticism
of the Jewish slaughter method. Per Ole Johansen later maintained this claim in his book from
1984 on Norway and the Jews in the interwar period. A problematic feature with this book’s
chapter on the kosher slaughter controversy is that it does not take into account changes and
variations in the animal protection movement’s agitation during a period of over 30 years.
Thus, one may get the impression that the views of the movement’s leading figure in the late
1920s, the notorious anti-Semite and police officer Johan Sehr, apply to the entire movement
ever since the 1890s. With reference to Oskar Mendelsohn, Johansen notes that most of the
animal protectionists ‘were probably ensouled with idealistic motives’,”** but neither he nor
Mendelsohn shows much interest in what these motives were, let alone how they came to
affect the demand for a prohibition of shechita. These authors are merely content to establish

the fact that ‘the issue appeared in Norway in the 1890s’.°

22 Malm 1911, p. 55.

295 Malm 1900.

%% Johansen 1984, p. 63.

295 Mendelsohn 1969, p- 570; Johansen 1984, p. 63.
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This assertion will be the starting point for this chapter — why and how did the issue of kosher
slaughtering arise among animal protectionists in the 1890s? Was the Norwegian animal
protection movement by the turn of the century influenced by anti-Semitic currents, as Ole
Malm claimed? The chapter will focus on the publications of the Norwegian animal
protection movement from its foundation in 1859 until around 1910, and examine how the
demand for a prohibition of shechita emerged in these publications. The year 1910 is chosen
as an end point because this was the year the issue reached the general public and ceased to be
an internal debate among veterinarians and animal protectionists. The annual reports,
pamphlets and periodicals published by the animal protection movement will be approached

through a close reading, with an emphasis on semantic structures and shifts.

However, this chapter will also have a comparative approach, as similar publications from the
Danish animal protection movement also will be included in the analysis. This approach is
chosen in order to highlight the differences between two sister organisations that ended up
with opposing views and policies with regard to shechita. Whereas the Norwegian movement
made the demand for a ban on kosher slaughter one of its core issues from around 1910, the
Danish movement took the opposite stance, and argued for toleration rather than prohibition.
Therefore, this chapter will compare debates on slaughter reform and shechita in Norway and
Denmark, and examine the formation of two distinct modes of talking about the issue, which

nevertheless had evolved from a common starting point.

The chapter will commence by examining the traditional slaughter practices common in
Scandinavia in the 19th century, and then look at the animal protection movement’s initiatives
for slaughter reform from around 1860 in Norway and somewhat later in Denmark. The
following section will take a closer look at the practice of shechita among Jews in Denmark
and Norway, respectively, before returning to the slaughter-reform issue in the 1890s. Then,
the chapter will proceed by focusing on how shechita was addressed in the publications of the
Norwegian and Danish animal protectionists from the 1890s until around 1910. From this
moment, a prohibition of shechita was not just a theoretical option in Norway, but had already
materialised in a proposal for a local prohibition in Kristiania, later adopted by the city
council in 1913. The Danish movement, on the other hand, had after years of ambiguous
attitudes, at last adopted tolerance as its official position towards shechita. The most important

finding in this section is that the relatively successful campaign for slaughter reform in
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Norway led the animal protectionists to an increasing extent to contrast the concept of
humane slaughtering with the Jewish slaughter method, while the Danish animal
protectionists were more occupied with fighting the so-called Danish-American slaughter
method. Thus, the concept of ‘humane slaughter’ was to have different meanings in the two
countries, which in turn affected the respective stances on shechita. In Norway, the notion of
humane slaughter was contrasted to the Jewish slaughter method because of the perceived
character of the latter being an archaic religious ritual. In Denmark, however, the very same
features were in fact emphasised as positive characteristics of the Jewish slaughter method in

contrast to the traditional slaughter methods and the Danish-American method.

However, even in Denmark, the Jewish slaughter method might as well have been perceived
as belonging to the same category as the Danish-American method, and presented as an
essentially cruel slaughter method. When this did not occur in Denmark, and the Jewish
method sometimes was even ascribed positive features, it becomes pertinent to search for
explanations in the different social and legal conditions Jews had lived under in Denmark and
Norway, respectively. Whereas most Jews in Norway by the turn of the century still were
relatively recently immigrated, there had existed a Jewish minority in Denmark since the late
17th century. The Danish Jews had enjoyed a relatively high degree of autonomy in the
Danish absolutist state, and received civil rights the same year, 1814, as the Norwegian
constitutional fathers prohibited Jews from entering the newly established Norwegian nation
state. Thus, it will be argued that differences in the Jews’ societal positions in Denmark and
Norway, respectively, are crucial for understanding the diverging attitudes towards shechita in

the two countries.

Regardless of explanations, the consequence of the Danish movement’s comparatively
effortless and tolerant attitude towards shechita was that public opinion and politicians never
turned against the Jews in the debate on shechita in Denmark. In Norway, it was first and
foremost the animal protection movement that mobilised public opinion against shechita.
Thus, the findings in this chapter challenge, or at least supplement, Michael F. Metcalf’s
claim that it was economic considerations that prevented the Danish legislators from
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introducing a prohibition of shechita.” Without rejecting Metcalf’s argument entirely, the

2% Metcalf 1989, p. 45.
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lack of hostile public opinion initiated by animal protectionists will be emphasised when

explaning the lack of a prohibition of shechita in Denmark.

19th-Century Slaughter Methods in Scandinavia

Already a few years after the foundation of the Animal Protection Association of Kristiania in
1859, the call for slaughter reform became one of the most important causes for the
association. In its first years, the main strategy in the struggle for improved slaughter methods
was to spread a pamphlet entitled ‘On Slaughter’, written by veterinary Halfdan Nielsen-
Sather. This strategy was applied to most of the association’s causes in its initial years,*®” and
among the publications we find titles such as ‘Man’s Obligations towards Animals’,
‘Punishable Maltreatment of Animals’ and more practical pamphlets such as ‘On the
Arrangement of Barns and Stables’.*®® In other words, the struggle for slaughter reform was
part of a broader campaign for modernisation and rationalisation of animal husbandry. In
Sweden, the historian of ideas Karin Dirke has described how such aims were promoted by

269 1n addition to the

the animal protection movement, especially by its veterinary members.
modernisation of animal husbandry, came concern for public morals. To watch the act of
slaughtering was perceived as harmful for humans, especially for women and children.””® The
well-being of the animals was in the initial years a minor concern, which only later became
the primary motivation of the slaughter reform. In this sense, the Norwegian animal protection
movement followed the development that occurred within the German movement. The Israeli
sociologist of law Shai Lavi observes a shift from human-centred concerns to animal-centred

concerns in the German animal protection movement from the 1870s onwards;?’" however, in

Norway this shift occurred a decade or two later.

Although the distribution of pamphlets may have been a somewhat passive strategy, the
association had over 20,000 copies of the slaughter pamphlet printed in at least five editions

from 1860 until 1875.%”* In his pamphlet, veterinary Nielsen-Sather included a description of

7 The distribution of pamphlets was one of five means listed in the association’s statutes together with

‘repeated inquiries to the public through the press’, work among school children, reporting animal abuse to the
police, and ‘measures directed towards public opinion in order to prevent animal abuse not regarded a criminal
offense’ (Beretning 1866, p. 16).

2% Nielsen-Sather 1865. See list of publications in the association’s Annual Report for 1882 (Beretning 1882, p.
26).

2% Dirke 2000, p. 193.

7% Dirke 2000, p. 203.

> Lavi 2007, p. 233.

2 See the association’s annual reports (Beretning) for 1869, 1874, and 1875.
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the ‘barbaric killing methods that are still common in certain rural areas’. Nielsen-Sather
described how cattle, by the means of ropes, were cast down and tied to a sleigh. Once

fastened,

the butcher [...] with the use of a knife rips up the neck-skin along the throat in order
to reach the oesophagus, which thereafter is pulled out with force, dragged out of its
position and tied in order to prevent the contents of the abdomen from blending with
the blood, and thus contaminating it. Thereon the butcher begins to cut across veins
and arteries at the middle of the throat to make the animal to bleed to death.””

Nielsen-Sather also described other painful measures delaying the moment of death, before
he proceeded to recommend slaughter methods which either involved previous stunning
through a blow with the back of an axe on the animal’s forehead (for cattle), or a stab in the
neck (for horses), or simply cutting the throat without any form for stunning or other
measures (for sheep and calves). Nielsen-Sather’s and the animal protection movement’s
main intention in the 1860s was mainly to abolish life-prolonging measures either being
results of superstition or false ideas of how to improve meat quality. However, previous

stunning was not regarded a prerequisite for the slaughtering of other species than cattle.

The folklorist Nils Lid’s (1890-1928) dissertation from 1924 on Norwegian slaughter
traditions reveals that when the animal protection movement’s campaign for improved
slaughter methods commenced, there existed a variety of differences in slaughter methods
around the country. However, in principle, Lid’s study supports the general picture given by
Nielsen-Sether that the animals were exposed to a number of painful measures before the
mortal stab or incision, and rarely stunned in any way.”’* This was done either out of
superstition or in the belief that the bleeding would be more complete and thus provide more
blood for cooking, or improve the quality of the meat. Such practices were also common

outside Norway and Scandinavia — the English historian Keith Thomas notes that

7 Nielsen-Sather 1865. The tying of the oesophagus was also common in Sweden at the turn of the century

(Dirke 2000, p. 189).

27 Lid 1924, p. 73. Lid’s accounts were based on material from the folkloristic collections of the Nordic
university libraries, as well as topographical and local historical literature. Most of the accounts were collected
around the turn of the century or later, with the accounts themselves reaching back to the middle of the 19th
century, or even earlier.
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The killing indeed could be a protracted business [...] In order to make their meat
white, calves, and sometimes lambs, were struck in the neck so that the blood would
run out; then the wound was stopped and the animal allowed to linger on for another
day 2"

Thomas also notes that cattle normally were poleaxed before being slaughtered. However,
when this kind of previous stunning was applied, it was usually because of practical concerns,
rather than any compassion for the animals, according to the Swedish ethnologist Brita

Egardt.*"

As late as in 1926, a submitter to the agrarian newspaper Nationen claimed that in
many places in Norway, calves were still killed by cutting the throat without any form for
stunning,”’’ while a submitter to Affenposten the same year claimed that sheep were
slaughtered without stunning in Northern-Norway in a manner far more brutal than the Jewish
method.””® Also later folkloristic and local historic literature, especially from the East
Country,”” confirms the use of such slaughter methods — the teacher and folklore collector
Knut Hermundstad (1888—1976) has described similar slaughter methods from the Valdres

region as does Lid, with informants born as late as in the 1920s.**’

Lid also documents how a painful death was not necessarily an unintended consequence of
prolonged bleeding. Especially with pigs, it was commonly believed that the animal should
suffer visibly and audibly — sometimes up to an hour.”®' Interestingly, Lid also mentions that
in many areas, it was common to say a short formula with religious or magical meaning
before or during the slaughter act. In most places the formula ‘it is not out of resentment, but
for nourishment’ [det er ikke gjort for hat, men gjort for mat] was said, thus emphasising the
butcher’s intention for making the animal suffer not being hatred. In some parts of Norway,
especially in the South and East Country, as well as in Sweden, it was common to make the
sign of the cross over the animal’s head, and to pronounce the words ‘In the name of Jesus’ [i
Jesu Navn] as the butcher cut the animal’s throat.”®* Some places, the making of the sign of
the cross over the animal’s forehead was done with a knife, and the slaughter knife was

commonly attributed magical powers. The knife was perceived as an object carrying

"> Thomas 1984, p. 93.

7% Egardt 1962, p. 168.

77 “Dyreven’: ‘Respekt for the levende liv’ in Nationen, 08.03.1926.

278 “Norsk dyreven’: ‘Norske og jodisk ‘schichtning’” in Aftenposten, 30.04.1926.

27 See for instance Helmen 1953, p. 433.

% Hermundstad 1985.

1 Lid 1924, p. 75. This practice is also known from Germany; see Brantz 2002, p. 175.

2 Lid 1924, p. 79. Lid had found this practice common in the regions of @stfold (Tregstad), Hedemarken,
Osterdalen (Elverum), Telemark (Seljord), and Aust-Agder (Mandal), as well as in Varmland and S6dermanland
in Sweden.
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misfortune, which could be transmitted to the animals if the proper precautions were not
followed, such as sticking the knife in the earth, or tramping on it after it had been used for
slaughtering.*® Lid compared this ritualisation of the slaughtering with the practice in Islam

284

of pronouncing the bismillah or the takbir (‘allahu akbar’)™" in the context of halal

slaughtering.*®

He might as well have compared this practice with shechita, a comparison
which actually had been drawn a few years earlier by Lid’s fellow ethnologist, the Swede
Ernst Klein (1899-1983) of the Nordic Museum in Stockholm. Klein, himself the son of a
rabbi,”*® claimed to have identified other similarities between the Jewish slaughter method
and the traditional slaughter rites and practices in Northern Europe, suggesting some kind of
connection, a suggestion which he in later works abandoned.”® Nevertheless, the apparent
similarities between these traditional Scandinavian slaughter practices and shechita constitute

an important backdrop for understanding how shechita later was to be perceived by animal

protectionists in Norway.

With the introduction of the slaughter mask in Norway in 1874, the Kristiania association’s
strategy for slaughter reform changed. The mask reduced the risk of not hitting the animal’s
forehead correctly, and the slaughter mask became the preferred stunning device of the animal
protection movement in the late 1870s and 1880s. With the newly invented slaughter mask,
the means hitherto used (distribution of pamphlets) proved insufficient in training local
butchers to slaughter correctly. When the slaughter mask was used incorrectly, the risk of
making mistakes increased, thus also the risk of unintentionally harming the animals.**®
Instead of writing new pamphlets, the association therefore hired trained butchers who
travelled different rural regions to promote and teach the correct use of the mask.”® The
association also distributed slaughter masks free of charge to farmers in order to encourage
the use of the mask. The mask, invented and patented in 1872 by A. M. Bruneau, a butcher at
the Grand Abattoir of La Villette in Paris, was usually made of leather, or sometimes of

copper, and provided with a metal disc with a round hole. The mask was fixed on the animal’s

head by means of straps in such a way that it covered the eyes, and the hole was placed on the

3 Lid 1924, pp. 85-91. Lid explained the practice of sticking the knife in the earth as a ‘symbolic act to attach

the killing to the place in order to put an end to all life and witchcraft’ (p. 90).

%% Bismillah (arab.): ‘in the name of God’. Allahu akbar (arab.): ‘God is greater’.
3 1id 1924, p. 81.

% Lindblad 1924, p. 390.

*7Klein 1921, cf. Klein 1930.

%% Halfdan Nielsen-Sather: ‘Om Brugen af Slagtemasken’ in Beretning 1875, p. 5.
¥ See the association’s annual report for 1874 and the following years.
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middle of the animal’s forehead. A bolt, with a button-shaped head, was put in the hole, and
driven into the brain by a stroke with a heavy wooden mallet. Then the bolt was removed, and
through the hole made in the skull, a willow cane was usually introduced into the brain for the

purpose of destroying the medulla.**’

Bruneau’s mask as depicted in Dyrevennen No. 10, 1892

The Animal Protection Association of Kristiania’s struggle for slaughter reform seems to have
been relativly successful during the last decades of the 19th century. By 1883, the butchers
hired by the association had travelled much of the eastern part of the country, and the
association reported that the mask was usually put in use after being demonstrated for local
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farmers.”" From the late 1880s, the shooting mask replaced Bruneau’s mask as the preferred

means of stunning, since the risk of harming the animals was even less with the new mask.*”
The shooting mask followed the same principle as Bruneau’s mask, except that the bolt was
replaced by a low-calibre bullet, which was fired by striking with a mallet or hammer a firing
pin placed on the top of a rifled barrel.*”> This was not only regarded as a more accurate
method for hitting the animal’s brain correctly, but also made use of a cane to destroy the
medulla superfluous, and thus the procedure was assumed to be less painful for the animal. As

the need for teaching the use of the different masks decreased in the 1890s, the distribution of

20 Dembo 1894, p- 27; MacLachlan 2008, p. 117.
! Beretning 1884, p. 3.

2 Beretning 1891, p. 5.

3 MacLachlan 2008, p. 120.
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shooting masks free of charge became the association’s main instrument in the struggle for

slaughter reform. By the turn of the century, the association had distributed perhaps more than

294

a thousand slaughter masks and shooting masks.

Two versions of the shooting mask (Dyrevennen No. 12, 1890 and No. 1, 1891)

We have not only the words of the Kristiania association’s own annual reports about the
success — the Danish animal protectionist monthly journal Dyrevennen reported with envy the
progress of slaughter reform in Norway, and regretted in 1887 that Denmark was lagging
behind Norway.””> Accounts in Dyrevennen indicate that the slaughter methods used in
Danish rural areas differed little from traditional Norwegian methods.””® The Danish
movement pursued a strategy for slaughter reform similar to that of Norwegian animal
protectionists;297 however, the movement experienced much more resistance from butchers
than was the case in Norway — especially at highly industrialised export slaughterhouses. In

Danish cities and provincial towns, the slaughter sector was far more industrialised and

% During the last decades of the 19th century, the association usually distributed between 50 and 100 masks of

both kinds each year; see the annual reports. Having in mind that a mask usually was used by several farms in
common, the mask must have been widely distributed already in the 1890s, at least in the East Country. This
assumption is supported by some of the accounts given in Lid’s survey, which state that the stunning method had
from the 1880s replaced the older methods not involving stunning (Lid 1924, p. 75).

3 Dyrevennen 1887, No. 1, p. 6.

2% See for instance Dyrevennen 1880, No. 12, p. 95; Dyrevennen 1887, No. 7, p. 53; Dyrevennen 1887, No. 11,
p. 87.

#7 In fact, when it was established in 1875, the Animal Protection Association of Denmark was modelled after
the Kristiania association. The statutes of the Danish association were almost identical to the statutes of the
Kristiania association, and the Danish association pursued many of the same causes with the same means.
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professionalised than in predominantly rural Norway. Despite the animal protection
movement’s prolonged campaigns, the Copenhagen public slaughterhouse began using

298 Michael Metcalf identifies the use of the so-called

stunning equipment only in 1917.
Danish-American method of slaughter at the Danish export slaughterhouses as the main
reason for the Danish parliament’s resistance to making prior stunning mandatory — a notion

supported by contemporary accounts in Dyrevennen.>”

Shechita in Denmark and Norway

In addition to the industrialised slaughter methods and the more traditional ones (either with
or without stunning), the Jewish slaughter method was practiced in both Denmark and
Norway before the turn of the century. In Denmark, Jews had probably practiced shechita
since first settling in Copenhagen in the late 17th century. Jews had been allowed to settle on
the Danish mainland since the second half of the 17th century, and the first Jewish religious
congregation was established in Copenhagen in 1684. In 1814, Danish Jews gained full civil
rights with the Freedom Letter of King Frederick VI. Apart from giving them equal economic
and professional rights, the new provisions also regulated their religious practices in several
ways, for instance, by giving the king the right to establish synagogues and appoint rabbis, as
well as submitting Jewish citizens to civic legislation. In several legislative fields, such as

marrige and inheritance law, Danish Jews had previously been subjected to rabbinic law.*®

One aspect of religious life that was not affected by the new regulations was the practice of
shechita. In Copenhagen, authorities had already been regulating shechita since the early 18th
century, when a Jewish family was given the privilege ‘to maintain and use a slaughterhouse
for the entire Jewish nation’. In 1717, the privileged Jewish butcher applied to city authorities
for permission to open a shop nearby the other (Christian) butchers, but was refused, told that
‘it cannot be allowed for a Jew publicly to sell to the Christians cattle slaughtered according
to the Jewish method’.**' In 1808, a provision issued by the Copenhagen Magistrate, stated
that

% Degen & Thamdrup 1925, p. 42.

2 Metcalf 1989; Dyrevennen 1890, No. 5, p. 35.
% Bliidnikow & Jergensen 1984, p. 82.

" Kjobenhavns Diplomatarium 1887, p. 434.
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the butchers in Copenhagen and its suburbs must not allow any other than the so-
called kosher butchers [Schechtere eller Skjerere] appointed by the chief rabbis and
the representatives of the Jewish Congregation [...] to slaughter the so-called kosher
meat.’"?

Despite emphasising separating Jewish butchers from Christian butchers, these regulations
should not necessarily be regarded as discriminatory. Danish historian Per Katz has shown
how the Jewish community willingly accepted the authorities’ decisions, and even presented
disputes over ritual questions to the civil courts, which elsewhere would have been ruled over
by a rabbinical court. Katz explains this acceptance by citing the circumstances under which
the first Jews had settled in Denmark, namely on the invitation of the authorities at a moment
in the absolutist state’s history when the state’s regulating measures affected all aspects of
society. Thus, the first generations of Danish Jews did not perceive as unnatural the state’s
regulation of internal Jewish affairs; it was often the preferred solution to internal disputes.*”
Concerning  slaughter practices, these regulations probably contributed to the
institutionalisation of the Jewish butcher profession. At least in 1834, when almost a third of
all Danish Jews lived in the provinces, there were as many as 31 Jewish butchers spread
among 17 provincial towns, in addition to a number in Copenhagen.’** Despite the extensive
secularisation experienced by Danish Jewry during the 19th century, there were still at least
half a dozen Jewish butchers in Copenhagen and several in provincial towns when the

slaughter reform campaign commenced in the 1880s.>"

In Norway, slaughtering according to Jewish law probably did not take place before the first
Jewish families settled permanently in the 1860s. Until the 1900 census, however, no Jewish
butchers (shochetim) are found in the censuses of Kristiania (neither in 1865, 1875, nor 1885),
but according to Mendelsohn, the Mosaic Congregation [Det Mosaiske Trossamfund, DMT]
employed its own shochet when the congregation was founded in 1892. Also the breakaway

Israelite Congregation [Den Israelittiske Menighed, DIM], established a year later, in 1893,

92 Chronologisk Register 1808, p. 846.

3% Katz 1988, p. 94.

3% Margolinsky 1964, p. 201.

% In the 1880s, there were at least 7 Jewish butchers in Copenhagen: Baruch Baruch, Moses Berendt,
Allexander Cohen, Elieser Cohen, Salomon Cohen, and Adolph Jacob Texiere (see 1880 and 1885 censuses for
Copenhagen, available through Danish Demographic Database http://ddd.dda.dk/. An overview of the towns
where there was at least one shochet can be found in Christensen & Syskind 1984, p. 130. These authors
conclude that most of the Danish Jews had relativly easy access to fresh meat at the middle of the 19th century,
even in the provinces.
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employed its own shochet, who also served as the congregation’s teacher of religion.’*®
Before the establishment of the two religious congregations, the few Jewish families who had
lived in Kristiania since the 1860s either slaughtered the animal’s themselves, or may not
have observed the dietary rules strictly.”” Although Mendelsohn thoroughly describes these
families and their professions, he does not mention any shochetim. However, he suggests that

in these families were men capable of practicing shechita.’*®

In any case, shechita must have been a rarer sight in Kristiania than in Copenhagen — at least
until the 1890s. With the influx of new contingents of Jewish immigrants from Eastern
Europe around the turn of the century, the need for kosher meat increased, and the presence of
two Jewish butchershops in Kristiania must have made the practice of Jewish slaughtering
visible to the public for the first time. Although there exist few non-Jewish accounts of
shechita in Norway from this period, Jewish butchers must have been perceived as an
outlandish sight in Kristiania. In Denmark, where there had been Jewish butchers in most
major provincial towns and Copenhagen, Jewish butchers could hardly have been perceived
as an unfamiliar phenomenon in the same way as in Norway when the slaughter reform issue
appeared in the 1880s. The photograph below, taken in Copenhagen in the mid-1880s, may
serve to illustrate this; albeit different in attire and equipment, the two Jewish butchers (on the

far left and standing third from the right) are still regarded a part of the butcher’s guild:

3% Mendelsohn 1969, pp. 405-406 and 437-439. Based on Mendelsohn’s account and the 1900 census, at least 9
shochetim and/or katzovim (meatsellers) may be identified in Kristiania since 1892: NN (DMT 1892), Nochem
Salomon Meirowitz (DIM 1893), B. Levin (DMT 1897), A. Niederland (DMT 1898), Marcus Levin (DMT
1899), M. Kowalski (DMT 1900), Moses Lehmann (DIM 1900), and finally Samuel Pintzow. The latter took
over Kowalski’s business in 1903, and remained DMT’s official meat supplier until a new split occurred in 1918.
After the prohibition of shechita came in force in 1930, the Pintzow family maintained their butcher shop by
selling imported meat from Sweden up until at least 1937 (see Aftenposten 24.09.1937).

7 Most of these families were of German or Danish origin and some members of these families also married
gentils. Both these facts suggest that they were more secularised than were the families emigrating from Eastern
Europe from the 1880s.

% Mendelsohn 1969, p. 415.
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The bearded man on the far left, holding the hallaf (slaughter knife) is identified as the shochet Elieser Cohen
(1831-1898) and the third from the right in the back row as his son Alexander Cohen (1864-1894). Undated
photograph (probably mid-1880s), Copenhagen Museum, Mariboe collection.

The 1891 Petition

Despite the relatively successful campaign for slaughter reform in the 1870s and 1880s,
previous stunning was still not implemented in many parts of Norway by the end of the
1880s. A County Agronomist [Amtsagronom] of Stavanger County (present Rogaland County
in the South-West Country) complained in 1887 that even when previous stunning was
applied (usually with only a mallet or the back of an axe), the throat was cut slowly and
elaborately in order to release and tie up the oesophagus and trachea. Thus, the animal would
often regain unconsciousness during the slaughtering, even before the blood veins were cut.*”’
Similarly, veterinary Halfdan Nielsen-Sather lamented in a letter printed in the newspaper
Morgenbladet in October 1888 that slaughter animals still were being subjected to ‘barbaric
treatment’ in ‘certain parts of the country and remote districts’. Nielsen-Sather continued,

describing slaughter methods that did not differ much from those he had described twenty

years earlier. In a follow-up article a few weeks later, he quoted several reports from rural

% Anda 1887, p. 19.
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areas he had received in the meantime, describing local slaughter practices. These reports
confirmed the impression given in earlier accounts, that the slaughter animals often were

purposely made to suffer.’"

However, perhaps most interesting about Nielsen-Saether’s letter is the response it provoked
from the author Camilla Collett (1813—1895) some weeks later in Aftenposten. Collett, like
her brother the poet Henrik Wergeland (1808—1845), had since her youth been engaged in the
well-being of animals. Her brother, who is perhaps better remembered for his opposition to
the paragraph in the 1814 Constitution that forbade the entry of Jews into the realm, had
already in an 1833 pamphlet proposed that ‘all mistreatment of animals, all gruesome
slaughtering must be prohibited’.’'" Although never an ordinary member of the Animal
Protection Association, Camilla Collett was an important supporter and patron of the
association until her death in 1895, and was named an honorary member of the association in
1894.°'% In her response to Nielsen-Sather, Collett described the slaughter methods used in
some parts of the country as ‘remains of ancient barbarity’, and added even more horrifying
details to Nielsen-Saether’s account. Nevertheless, Collett, who herself as the daughter of a
country clergyman was well acquainted with the slaughter customs in the countryside, did not

blame butchers and farmers, but pointed out that little could possibly have been done so far:

The awareness about the inhumane in such treatment of animals was still entirely
lacking. Such were the customs, passed down through the generations. It could not
have been otherwise. [...] Attempts to reform the slaughter profession would only have
been regarded as pathological fantasies, completely futile. Such reforms must await
their time.

However, now time had come for a genuine reform of the slaughter profession, according to
Collett: “We may praise us happy, that we have reached one of these eras of reform, where
also the animal cause is included’. Collett encouraged all people that came in touch with the

youth to ‘turn their feelings for the animal in a more gentle direction’.’"> Collett’s public

*1 Halfdan Nielsen-Szther: ‘Oprerende Slagtning’ in Morgenbladet, 31.10.1888. The article was reprinted
together with the follow-up in the association’s annual report from 1888 (Beretning 1889, p. 4).

*"Wergeland 1833.

12 Collett also donated a larger amount of money to the association, destined for a publication on humane
slaughter methods. The donation resulted in a pamphlet written by the veterinary and lecturer at the Agricultural
University at As, Oluf Thesen, published in 1891 and printed in 9,000 copies (Thesen 1891; Beretning 1891, p.
6; 1894; Beretning 1894, p. 10). Another 10,000 copies of a second edition were printed in 1893 (Beretning
1893, p. 4). A collection of Collett’s writings on animal protection was published in 2008 by the current animal
protection movement in Norway (Knutsen 2008).

13 Camilla Collett: “Ver ikke grusom mod Dyrene’ in Aftenposten, 24.11.1888.
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endorsement of the struggle for slaughter reform was by no means unique, but rather
represents an increasing interest in this subject in the late 1880s and early 1890s — an interest

that exceeded the animal protection associations.

The Danish animal protection journal Dyrevennen, distributed to all members of the Danish
and Norwegian animal protection associations, also dedicated much attention to the subject in
these years. In the 1891 edition’s first issue, the editor, Counsellor of Justice J. Chr.
Lembcke,*'* solemnly declared, ‘The efforts of the editors in the coming future shall be
particularly directed at combating barbarian slaughter methods’.’"> The same year, the
Norwegian, Danish, and Swedish animal protection movements joined forces, and published a

petition in all the major Scandinavian newspapers.’'®

The petition, maybe inspired by a
similar petition issued by the German Verband der Thierschutzvereine in 1886, was
directed primarily at ‘the Messrs. Butchers in the Nordic countries’, urging them to have ‘all
animals [...] stunned by the means of the slaughter mask, the shooting mask or other
appropriate (stunning) equipment’. This petition, a measure unequalled by the animal
protection movements in any of the countries, was signed by a number of politicians,
scientists, higher clergy, state officials, army officers, landed gentry, nobility and authors —

including Camilla Collett.’'®

The petition also attracted attention from animal protection
associations abroad — for instance, the German animal protectionist journal Cimbria had the
petition translated into German. The German journal characterised the Nordic joint initiative
as a ‘remarkable petition’, and added that the petitioners had as their intention ‘the

abolishment of the cruel slaughter method which is contrary to civilisation and

3% Titular Counsellor of Justice [Justitsraad], Jacob Christopher Lembcke (1833—1907) and his wife Julie (née

Wilster, 1826-1899) were the driving forces in the Danish animal protection movement from the foundation of
the Copenhagen association in 1875. The association was founded on a meeting taking place in the home of the
wealthy Lembcke’s, and Lembcke himself was chairman of the association from 1888 until his death in 1907.
The association’s unofficial journal Dyrevennen was owned, published, and edited by Lembcke from 1880 until
it became the official periodical of the association after Lembcke donated the journal to the association in 1902.
Lembcke continued as editor until his death, and was also involved in a range of other philanthropic activities. A
son of a baker and with little education, Lembcke married the daughter of a wealthy army officer. Due to health
concerns, Lembcke retired from a minor position in the Treasury at the age of only 40, and ‘devoted the rest of
his life to philanthropic activities’ — with the animal protection cause at centre (Degen & Thamdrup 1925, pp. 9—
20).

*1% This was printed on the colophon of the 1891 edition. Bold font from the original.

1 According to the 1891 annual report of the Kristiania association, the initiative came from Lembcke, and
2,000 copies of the petition to be spread in Norway were paid for by Lembcke (Beretning 1891, p. 12).

*" Brantz 2002.

¥ Dyrevennen, No. 11, 1891, p. 81. Among the 138 petitioners were famous figures in the Scandinavian public
such as Edvard Brandes, Camilla Collett, Henrik Ibsen, Fridtjof Nansen, Viktor Rydberg, and Gunnar
Wennerberg. A striking feature about the list of the Norwegian petitioners is the presence of six female
petitioners. Apart from these, all the remaining 132 petitioners were men.
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Christendom’.*"” Noteworthy is that the petition, in contrast to the German petition some

years earlier,”® did not mention the Jewish slaughter method, and was mainly directed at the
butcher profession generally. In fact, with the exception of the Swedish ‘Nordic Animal
Protection Association” [Nordiska Djurskyddsforeningen], which published a number of

clearly anti-Semitic articles in its journal Djurskyddet in the early 1890s,’*!

none of the major
Scandinavian animal protection associations attacked the Jewish slaughter method in this

period.

Reactions in Norway: Accusations of Anti-Semitism

The 1891 petition was mostly met with silence by the general Norwegian public. However, a
few months after its publication, a long article on the subject ‘Slaughtering’ appeared in the
newspaper Verdens Gang. The article was written by the director of the government’s

Veterinary Authority,’*

Dr. Ole Malm. While doubting that the petition would have much
effect, Malm concurred with the animal protection movement’s struggle for slaughter reform.
Malm, however, meant that humane standards within the slaughter profession could be
introduced only through legislation and by establishing public slaughterhouses where
slaughtering could be monitored by proper authorities. Malm also described and discussed the
different slaughter methods from a humane viewpoint, and concluded that the neck-stab
method was the least painful among existing slaughter methods. He denounced the use of
Bruneau’s mask because it introduced a cane into the animal’s brain, and likewise the use of
the shooting mask because of the risk of gunshot wounds. The Jewish and Muslim slaughter
methods were described by Malm as ‘barbaric to watch’. However, instead of denouncing

these methods, Malm only referred to attempts to prohibit shechita in Germany, and said that

German Jews considered them an undue intervention in their religious freedom.**

The petition also gave impetus to the submission of a number of inquiries to the Ministry of

Justice by local animal protection associations around the country, urging it to include a

324

paragraph on slaughtering in the draft for the new penal code.””" Taking the main message

1% Beretning 1891, p. 12.

320 Brantz 2002, p. 175.

2 Dirke 2000, p. 199. It is also worth noting that the Nordic Association was not represented in the petition.

322 Until 1890, the Veterinary Authority [Veterinervesenet] was placed under the Ministry of Justice, thereafter
the Ministry of the Interior from 1890, and finally the Ministry of Agriculture since 1900 (Kolsrud 2012, p. 200).
32 Malm 1892. The article was not signed, but Malm identifies himself as the author in his newspaper scrapbook
(Archives of The Veterinary Institute, Oslo).

% A list of the inquiries can be found in Dyrenes Ven 1902, No. 1, p. 2.
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from the 1891 petition a step further, the animal protection associations demanded a
paragraph in the penal code that would make slaughtering without stunning not only
undesirable, but also a criminal act. The Ministry of Justice found that regulating slaughter
practices had no place in the penal code, and forwarded the inquiries to the Ministry of the

. 325
Interior,

where the director of the Veterinary Authority, the very same Ole Malm, was
made responsible for processing the petitions and for answering the animal protection

movement on the government’s behalf.

In light of his own initiative in 1892, Malm’s response to the animal protection associations’
initiative a few years later was remarkable. Instead of replying with a letter written in the
bureaucratic tone of a government official, Malm published an extensive article on the subject
of slaughter methods in the journal of the Veterinary Association of Norway a few years later.
In it, he claimed that the animal protection movement’s campaign against methods not
involving stunning was in fact motivated by hatred of Jews. He also issued a press release on
behalf of the Ministry of Agriculture in which he referred to his article and concluded that the
Ministry “did not see any reason to act on the matter at the present moment’.**® In the 34-page
article ‘On slaughter and its relation to the question of animal cruelty’, Malm devoted 24
pages to discussing whether the Jewish method of slaughter could be considered animal
cruelty. He also compared the Jewish method with methods involving stunning, and
concluded that ‘all kinds of slaughter methods are cruel’, however ‘the Jewish slaughter
method is in fact no more cruel that other methods, even though it may appear more
painful’.**” Malm expressed sympathy for the work of the animal protection movement, but
claimed that the ‘agitation against kosher butchering is in fact mixed with a larger portion of a

purely anti-Semitic tendency’.”*®

Ten years later, Malm repeated and intensified his accusations of anti-Semitism in the animal
protection movement. In 1910, when the question of a local prohibition of kosher butchering
was discussed for the first time in the municipal council of Kristiania, Malm, now acting as a
member of the council for the Liberal Party, warned against the consequences a prohibition

would have for the city’s small Jewish community. He claimed that demands for a ban

’%% The National Archives, The Minstry of Justice [Justisdepartementet]: Lovavdelingen. Journal 1896-1899.

% The National Archives, The Ministry of Agriculture [Landbruksdepartementet]: Veterinarkontoret/-
direktoratet V. Kopibgker og registre. Kopibok nr. 26 (juni-des. 1900), fol. 1682.

37 Malm 1900, p. 114.

32 Malm 1900, p. 114.
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resulted from anti-Semitic tendencies within the animal protection movement: ‘It is not the
animals one wishes to protect, but to persecute the Jews. The struggle against kosher
butchering is intimately connected with political, religious and race issues’.’>” Malm’s
accusations in 1900 and 1910 inevitably raise the question whether Norway’s animal
protection movement was influenced by an ‘anti-Semitic tendency’ during the 1890s and the

first decade of the 1900s.

It is tempting to take Malm’s accusations for granted, or to project the rhetoric of some animal
protectionists during the conclusive phase of the kosher slaughtering affair in the 1920s back
to the turn of the century, as has been the case in the historiography. However, to try to trace a
continuous anti-Semitic campaign against kosher butchering back to the 1890s, and thus
explain the prohibition as being due to a prolonged hatred against Jews in the Norwegian
animal protection movement, offers a number of problems. First, there are hardly any explicit
anti-Semitic characteristics in the journals of the movement during this period. In fact, the
kosher slaughtering question appeared relatively seldom in the journals, and was far by the
most important cause for the movement in this period. For instance, the campaigns against
vivisection or against using stuffed birds in women’s hats received an equal, if not greater,
degree of attention. Secondly, the Animal Protection Association of Kristiania reacted
promptly to Malm’s accusations in its journal Dyrenes Ven by denying that such tendencies
existed in the Norwegian animal protection movement. In fact, Georg Sverdrup, the leader of
the Kristiania association, denied after Malm’s first attack in 1900 that the animal protection
movement had brought up the question of kosher slaughtering in Norway at all. He claimed
that the slaughter reform campaign was mainly directed against Christian butchers and

farmers, especially in remote places where stunning methods still were to be introduced.**

Thirdly, there is reason to believe that Malm interpreted the agitation against slaughtering
without previous stunning in Norway as analogous to the agitation in Switzerland and
Germany, where it largely was directed against kosher slaughtering, and in many cases
motivated by anti-Jewish resentments. After spending several years studying in France,
Germany and the UK in the late 1880s, Malm was well acquainted with debates in Europe

concerning animal welfare, and he could not have avoided noticing the hostile agitation

3% Malm later published excerpts from his speech in the council meeting on December 12, 1910 in the journal of

the Norwegian Veterinarian Association (Malm 1911, p. 54).
3% Dyrenes Ven 1900, Oct., p. 78.
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against Jews from German animal protection associations. Malm also referred to the German
debate in his 1892 Verdens Gang article, and in 1911 he referred to the abolition of the kosher

slaughter prohibition in the Kingdom of Saxony the previous year.””!

However, there is also reason to believe that Malm had other intentions with his attacks on the
animal protection movement. At least his reaction corresponds well to his handling of another
issue concerning animal protectionists and the penal code, namely the agitation against
vivisection. As suggested in the previous chapter’s discussion on the animal protection
movement, there existed a deep distrust among animal protectionists towards science and
scientific expertise, and in both the Norwegian anti-vivisection campaign and the anti-
shechita campaign, Ole Malm became the main target of criticism. When the committee
preparing the new penal code, after pressure from the animal protection movement, included
an exemption for experiments on live animals in the proposed penal code’s paragraph on
animal cruelty, Malm publicly condemned this as an attempt to label vivisection as animal
cruelty, along with ‘neglect, overexertion, severe or vicious mistreatment of animals’. Malm
defended vivisection as being necessary for bacteriological research, and claimed it had no
place in the penal code.’** According to Malm, the entire anti-vivisection movement was ‘a

big misunderstanding’.***

However, according to historian of science Kristin Asdal, the animal protectionists had
succeeded in framing the vivisection issue as an animal protection cause in the drafting of the
new penal code. In the proposed legislation, the animal protection had gained acceptance for
including lay persons in the surveillance of animals experiments in medical research. Asdal
regards this development as sympthomatic of a larger trend in Norwegian politics in this
period, as new groups promoting popular enlightenment, such as the animal protection
movement, increasingly challenged the hegemony of the traditional ‘Bildungsbiirgertum’
[dannelsesborgerskapet]. Consequently, lay opinions gained new weight in fields normally
reserved to scientific expertise, and Asdal builds this argument on the historian Rune
Slagstad’s claim that lay judgements increasingly were replacing formal expertise in the

334

politics of the Liberal State.”” Hence, Malm may have feared that the animal protection

movement would also succeed in framing the Jewish slaughter method as an animal

1 Ole Malm 1911, p. 56. The prohibition was in force from March 21, 1892 until December 20, 1910.
332 Asdal 2006b, pp. 277-279.

33 Asdal 2006b, p. 281.

3% Asdal 2006b, p. 287.
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protection cause, and thereby gain politicians’ support at the expense of veterinary expertise
in a similar way as in the vivisection issue. As we will see, this was exactly what happened,
and the Jewish slaughter method was to play a significant part in the Norwegian animal
protection movement’s agitation for improved slaughter methods, contrary to what would be

the case in Denmark.

Reactions in Denmark: Shechita Protected

Also in Denmark, the animal protection movement rallied government and parliament with its
demand for legislation on slaughtering. Through numerous inquiries to the cabinet and the
parliament, Counsellor of Justice Lembcke succeeded in 1898 in bringing the issue of
slaughter reform to the attention of the Danish parliament, Rigsdagen.””> The same year, the
cabinet submitted to Rigsdagen a proposed law on the transporting and slaughtering of
animals. The bill contained a paragraph on previous stunning, which, however, exempted the
Danish-American method and shechita from the requirement of previous stunning.”*® The
proposal submitted in 1898 was later dropped by the committee appointed to study it, and
subsequent parliamentary debates on the issue (in 1913 and 1929) did not lead to any form of
legislation.”” Metcalf has explained the failure of these proposals — and consequently the lack
of a shechita prohibition in Denmark — on the basis of the economic interests of the Danish
pork export business. Metcalf argues that since the Danish-American method did not involve
previous stunning, a prohibition of shechita would also have necessitated a ban on the Danish-
American method. Thus, prioritising business interests’ over animal protection happened to
spare the Jewish slaughter method from any kind of regulation in Denmark, as opposed to
Norway.>® Although Metcalf notes that the Danish animal protection movement did not
favour a prohibition of shechita when the proposal first came up in 1898, he adds no weight to
this argument in his concluding comparison of the Scandinavian debates on Jewish religious
slaughter. Rather, he explains the lack of any prohibition in Denmark mainly by citing
economic interests of the pork export industry, although he also takes into account that Danish
Jews were better integrated in society than were Norwegian Jews.”” The fact that the Danish

animal protection movement never developed an exclusively negative discourse on shechita,

333 Probably also with the help of his friend, the MP Niels Jacob Larsen (Engelstoft 1938, pp. 228-229). See also
Lembcke’s own account of the bill’s history in Lembcke 1900, p. 62.

3% The entire proposal is cited in Dyrevennen, No. 12, 1898. pp. 90-91.

37 Metcalf 1989, p. 44.

38 Metcalf 1989, p. 45.

3% Metcalf 1989, p. 46.
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as opposed to its Norwegain counterpart, is underestimated by Metcalf, and will be at the
centre of the following analysis of the discursive formation of the slaughtering issue in the

two movements, respectively.

Ritual Slaughter and the Semantics of the Humane

The years around the turn of the century are central in the formation of a discourse in which
negative representations of shechita played an important function. An examination of the
arguments used in the Norwegian animal protection movement’s publications reveals that
especially the religious, or ‘ritual’, nature of kosher slaughter was consistently contrasted to
the conception of the ‘humane’. This becomes even clearer when comparing with Denmark,
where the discourse on shechita was characterised by a much more ambiguous tendency,
stressing both negative and positive features of shechita. In Denmark, shechita was sometimes
contrasted to the Danish-American method as a humane slaughter method, other times
conceived merely as a tolerable intermediate category between the ‘humane’ stunning

methods and the ‘inhumane’ Danish-American method.

When reading articles addressing kosher slaughter in the Norwegian animal protectionist
journals, certain words, phrases and concepts stand out. In almost every article, the ‘ritual’
slaughtering is contrasted to the often unspecified entity of the ‘humane’. Since this entity
rarely was elaborated further, other than establishing that it was diametrically opposite to the
atrocities of the Jews, this may be read as what the German conceptual historian Koselleck
dubs an ‘asymmetrical counterconcept’. According to Koselleck, ‘A political or social agency
is first constituted through concepts by means of which it circumscribes itself and hence
excludes others, and therefore, by means of which it defines itself’ 2% 1n this case, Koselleck
may be read as if excluding the notion of Jewish ‘ritual’ slaughter contributed to define the
‘humane’ agency of animal protectionists. Said in simpler terms: If ‘we’ are against the
Jewish slaughter method, ‘we’ are also humane. Thus, the counterconcepts of the ‘humane’
and the ‘ritual’ also mirror the opposition between ‘us’ and ‘them’. The German sociologist
Klaus Holz has also demonstrated how counterconcepts not are limited to designating groups,

but includes semantic structures of related concepts. For instance, the German ‘Geist’

0 Koselleck 2004, p. 155.
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(mind/intellect) and ‘Geld’ (money) were contrasted with ‘foreign ideas’ and ‘Jewish

capital’.>*!

The critique of the Jewish slaughter method almost always emerged from a semantic
opposition between the ‘Norwegian’, ‘North European’ or ‘Christian’ on one side, and the
‘Jewish’ or ‘foreign’ on the other side. Rather than advocating the preferred humane slaughter
methods by positive means, the animal protection movement attacked the Jewish method on
the basis of its religious and ritual character, and applied this negative counterconcept in order
to form their own position and argument in the debate. In their struggle for more humane
slaughter methods, the Jewish slaughter practice became the victim for the need of excluding
‘others’. The development of these sets of counterconcepts, that of ‘us’ and ‘them’, and that
of the ‘humane’ and the ‘ritual’, later contributed to attract the attention of activists that were
not primarily concerned with animal rights, but who identified themselves with the ‘us’ of the

debate, including agrarian nationalists and radical anti-Semites.

Within the animal protection movement, the counterconcepts of ‘us’ and ‘them’ were not
connected only to the negation of ‘Jewishness’. Descriptions of animal cruelty in Southern
Europe were interpreted to indirectly be caused by the Catholic religion, while protestant
northern Europeans were considered as having an almost instinctive sense of compassion for
animals. Thus, there will be argued that a closer look at the animal protection movement’s
discourse in this period reveals that the movement was characterised by a tendency not unlike
what Malm claimed, although not explicitly anti-Semitic or motivated by an anti-Semitic
ideology, such as Malm had in mind concerning Germany. In this semantic structure, kosher
slaughter was not understood merely as one method among many, but as a symbol of a moral

or metaphysical opposition: the ‘ritual’ versus the ‘humane’.***

The Cruel ‘Ritual’
One of the first issues of the Norwegian movement’s newly established journal Dyrenes Ven
in 1897 included an article that examined the Jewish method. The article was based on a

lecture by one of Sweden’s leading animal protectionists, the veterinary John Vennerholm.**

**! Holz 2004, p. 47.

**? The wording is borrowed from the British scholar Brian Klug, although his analysis of the animal protection
movement in Britain in the 1980s also includes halal butchering (Klug 1989, p. 22).

% John Vennerholm (1858-1931) was a professor in surgery and ophthalmology at the Veterinary Institute in
Stockholm from 1890, and later from 1902 director of the same institution. When the Institute was reorganised
into the Swedish School of Veterinary Medicine (Veterindrhogskolan) in 1915, Vennerholm was named its first
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Vennerholm’s lecture brought up the need for more humane and rational slaughter methods,
and discussed the nature and characteristics of several methods. He divided the methods into
two main categories: those that involved previous stunning and those that did not. Among the
methods without stunning, the Jewish method received extensive attention: ‘The Jewish
slaughter method [...] is associated with a number of flaws, which make it unacceptable from
a humane point of view’.*** Even though his condemnation was cautious compared to what
would be published in the same journal some twenty years later, we may observe that the
Jewish method was not consistent with a ‘humane point of view’, and that it could be ruled
out from the ‘rational’, and thus legitimate methods the movement sought to introduce.
Vennerholm further admitted that ‘on me, [...] the [Jewish] slaughtering made a particularly
crude and disgusting impression’. In order to justify his view on shechita, Vennerholm
concluded his article with an overview of the laws that forbade or regulated the Jewish
method abroad: ‘Slaughtering after the Jewish rite has caused regulations in several

countries’.>*

What is perhaps most remarkable about Vennerholm’s article — and most of the other articles
discussing slaughter methods in Dyrenes Ven — is not so much the condemnation of the
Jewish method, as what he did not condemn. As we have seen earlier in this chapter from the
accounts of the animal protection movement and Nils Lid’s study from 1924, the traditional
slaughter customs were far from eradicated in Scandinavia by the turn of the century. In his
newspaper article from 1892, Malm reported that the slaughter method used by Christian
farmers and butchers in remote places in Scandinavia was not much different from the Jewish
method, except that the former did not involve the Hebrew blessing and was not required to
be conducted by a specially trained shochet. Even though shooting masks had become more
common — thanks mainly to the animal protection movement — the traditional methods
without stunning were not still in use only in remote places as Malm had claimed in 1892 and
his colleague Nielsen-Seather some years earlier. A short notice in Dyrenes Ven later in 1897
reveals that shooting masks were as yet not used by butchers in Norway’s second largest city,

Bergen: ‘As skilled men of their profession, they claim that the use of the shooting mask

rector, a position he held until his retirement in 1925. Vennerholm was also a leading figure in the Swedish
animal protection movement, and had been editor of the journal Djurvdnnen in the 1880s.

*** Dyrenes Ven 1897, p. 55.

** Dyrenes Ven 1898, No. 1, p. 6. My italics.
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delays their work’.**®

In this rare report of animal cruelty conducted by non-Jewish butchers,
their opposition to the shooting masks is symptomatically excused by citing their professional
pride, whereas the Jewish practice never was excused on the basis of religion, or in any other
way. However, reports such as this from Bergen became fewer and fewer, and most of the

attention in the slaughter reform issue was directed towards the Jewish slaughter method.*’

The Jewish slaughter method was commonly labelled with adjectives such as ‘crude’,
‘repulsive’, ‘disgusting’, ‘tasteless’, ‘violent’, ‘cruel’, ‘gruesome’, ‘uncivilised’, ‘barbaric’,

38 In addition, it was

‘outrageous’, ‘inhumane’, ‘wicked’, ‘insane’, ‘godless’, and so on.
usually commented that the Jewish slaughter method was contrary to ‘humane methods’ — for
instance, a Kristiania butcher that previously had assisted the Jewish community with
shechita, stated to Dyrenes Ven in 1900, that he ‘no longer could be a part of it’, and that ‘this
[method] is more gruesome than the humane slaughter methods’.**” An anonymous letter
from an animal protectionist, with the heading ‘Religious Fanaticism and Animal Cruelty’,
published in Dyrenes Ven in 1902, described in a similar vein the slaughtering of an animal
according to the Jewish method. In a Kristiania butchery, the submitter had witnessed how
‘An old Jew with a huge knife’ had begun cutting the throat of a cow, unaffected by the
sufferings of the animal. ‘I then asked why they did not slaughter the normal way [paa vanlig
vis], and what the purpose with such inhumanity was’. Unsatisfied with the answer, the
submitter concluded never to have seen anything more barbaric, and that the act was ‘beyond
madness’.”*" In this letter, the submitter not only contrasted shechita with the ‘normal way’,
but by asking about the purpose, also identified the sufferings as something being inflicted
intentionally. This notion is also found in an article in Dyrenes Ven the following year,
regarding a proposal for a ban on shechita submitted to the Swedish parliament, the Riksdag.
In the article, a speech by MP Edvard Wavrinsky was quoted. Wavrinsky claimed to have

observed the practice of shechita in a Berlin slaughterhouse, and ‘had asked some of the men

employed at the slaughterhouse about the expediency [Hensigtsmessighed] of the Jewish

346 Dyrenes Ven 1897, No. 12, p. 74.

7 Exceptions to this may be found in the critique directed to the pork-export slaughterhouse in the outskirts of
Kristiania, and to a certain extent also the critique against reindeer slaughtering among the Sami: see Dyrenes
Ven 1900, No. 11, p. 87; Dyrenes Ven 1906, No. 10, and Dyrenes Beskytter 1903, p. 22.

8 Dyrenes Ven 1897, No. 8, p. 63; 1898, No. 10, p. 83; 1900, No. 10, p. 78; 1902, p. 59; 1903, p. 27; 1908, p.
78, 1909, p. 33, and 1911, No. 4, p. 27.

** Dyrenes Ven 1900, p. 78.

3% Dyrenes Ven 1902, p. 59. My italics. The letter had originally been published in the newspaper Morgenbladet.
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slaughter method’. He was told that it was ‘a pointless and gruesome animal abuse’. In the

same article, veterinary Vennerholm expressed his support for Wavrinsky’s proposal:*'

None of our larger domestic animals should be slaughtered without previous stunning.
This must be established by law, and if some religious ritual prescribes something
else, then it must be reformed in the name of mankind and humanity.*>

That a religious practice must be subordinated to civil legislation is not the most interesting
thing about this statement. Rather, the need for Judaism to be reformed in the name of
mankind and humanity, suggests that Judaism in itself was regarded as an inhumane religion
for allowing shechita to take place. Wavrinsky’s proposal was also discussed in the journal of
the Norwegian Women’s Animal Protection Association, Dyrenes Beskytter. With reference
to shechita, the journal explained that currently in Sweden animal rights advocates were
fighting ‘vigorously against this barbaric slaughter method, which is so contradictory to all
humane treatment of animals’. One of those fighting the Jewish slaughter method in Sweden
was F. A. Wingborg, editor of the animal protection journal Djurskyddet, who for a long time
had worked to disseminate knowledge about ‘the Jews’ cruel killing of the animals’.*>
According to Karin Dirke, F. A. Wingborg, who had written a number of anti-Semitic pieces
against shechita in his journal Djurskyddet, did not have many followers in the Swedish
animal protection movement precisely because of his extreme views.>>* Apparently, his views
were not regarded problematic by the Norwegian Women’s Association, who quoted

Wingborg on several other occasions.

Reactions to the Finnish Prohibition

Apart from the bill proposed in the Swedish Riksdag and occasional anonymous reports,>>
kosher slaughtering received little attention in the Norwegian animal protection journals the
following years, until the issue was raised in Finland from around 1906. Developments in
Finland were monitored carefully by the Norwegian animal protection movement, and both
Dyrenes Ven and Dpyrenes Beskytter reported frequently about their Finnish sister

organisation’s struggle against kosher butchering. In 1907 a news report in Dyrenes Ven

! Edvard Wavrinsky (1848-1924) had already sought to introduce a bill prohibiting shechita in 1902, and
attempted the same again in 1909; however, none of these bills received much support (Metcalf 1989, p. 40).

392 Dyrenes Ven 1903, No. 4, p. 27.

333 Dyrenes Beskytter 1906, No. 1, p. 2.

%% Dirke 2000, p. 199.

?%% One of these anonymous letters caused one of the butcheries used by the Jews of Kristiania to refuse to sell
more cattle to the Jews, and the association encouraged other butchers to follow the example of this butcher
(Dyrenes Ven 1906, p. 34).
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stated that the Finnish movement worked for a law that would force Finnish Jews to ‘comply
with the current humane slaughtering regulations’.”>® Another report a year later stated that
the Finnish Animal Protection Association had reported the Jewish community to the police
and had asked police for special surveillance of the Helsingfors synagogue because of how
Finnish Jews slaughtered chickens. The Finnish association ‘complained about the cruelty that
Jews apply in slaughtering chickens killed in accordance with the Jews’ religious
commandments’.”>” After the prohibition was enforced in 1909, some Finnish Jews apparently
continued the practice of shechita in slaughtering chickens, and a short notice in Dyrenes
Beskytter in 1910 stated that the ‘Jew-Rabbi’ [Jederabbinen] of Abo had been fined for
animal cruelty after having slaughtered chicken ‘according to the Jewish ritual by breaking

the wings and picking the feathers’ before he had killed the animal.>®

From these accounts, one may assume that the alleged cruelty that occurred was perceived not
only as a negative side effect of the ritual (intended or not) — one has the impression that it
was cruelty itself that primarily characterised the Jewish method. This notion was elaborated
in an article by the Finnish animal protectionist Agnes von Konow in Dyrenes Beskytter: ‘The
Jews still adhere to the barbaric notion that killing of animals is some kind of sacrificial
service, a bloody cultic act, in which the animals must suffer consciously’.* This was printed
in Dyrenes Beskytter without any further comment, other than to praise von Konow and the
Finnish animal protection movement for their exemplary ‘wise and vigorous struggle’.**® The
practice itself was not described in detail in this article in Dyrenes Beskytter, nor in any other.
This article was, however, provided with a footnote that explained why: ‘We want to protect
our readers from any further description of the Jewish slaughter method, which incidentally
should be well known by most of us’.*®' An editorial in Dyrenes Ven expressed similar views

about ‘this wicked, barbaric manner in which orthodox Jews demand the slaughter animals

killed’,*®* and the editor, Johannes Smith, had no doubt that ‘any enlightened and

% Dyrenes Ven 1907, p. 74.

7 Dyrenes Ven 1908, p. 74.

% Dyrenes Ven 1910, p. 23

% Dyrenes Beskytter 1910, No. 1, p. 9.

% Dyrenes Beskytter 1910, No. 1, p. 11.

%! Dyrenes Beskytter 1910, No. 1, p. 11.

%2 Dyrenes Ven 1909, No. 5, p. 33. The exact same formula was repeated several times the following year; see
Dyrenes Ven 1910, No. 1, p. 2.
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conscientious human being’ yearned for the day that Norway would follow Finland, Saxony

and Switzerland.>®

Rituals of the Past

The strong emphasis on characterising shechita as a barbaric, inhuman, uncivilised religious
rite may be explained by awareness of one’s own problematic near past. With descriptions of
traditional Norwegian slaughter methods in mind — methods that to a certain extent still were
used at the turn of the century — one may assume that the previously unknown Jewish
slaughter method was interpreted by animal protectionists in the context of traditional
slaughter methods, rather than on its own terms. This would not be very surprising — for
outsiders, descriptions of shechita must have resembled descriptions of traditional slaughter
methods by animal protectionists in previous decades. The often troublesome casting and the
binding of the legs, the lack of previous stunning, the cutting of the throat while some kind of
spell or magical formula was being said, and the subsequent prolonged sufferings of the
animal, were all elements from traditional methods recognisable in kosher slaughter for an
untrained eye. However, when not studying the Jewish slaughter method on its own terms, the
essential difference between the two slaughter methods becomes unclear. The original
intention of shechita had been to make the animal bleed to death as effectively and painlessly
as possible. In contrast, the intention behind many traditional Scandinavian slaughter methods
had been either to delay the loss of consciousness as long as possible after the initial stab or
cut, to make the animal bleed slowly in order to collect the blood, or simply, based on
superstition, to cause the animal as much pain as possible before it died. Thus, for animal
protectionists, any slaughter method grounded on a ritual rather than ‘rational’ or ‘humane’

methods was perceived a priori as cruel.

Karin Dirke, in her study of the Swedish animal protection movement, argued that
slaughtering of animals was perceived as a form of sacrifice and that the animals themselves
were preceived as sacrificial objects. As in Norway, few, if any, animal protectionists argued
against the killing of domestic animals in principle.’®* However, to fulfil their purpose as food

for human beings, animals would have to pay with their lives. Thus, the animals’ sacrifice for

% Dyrenes Ven 1909, No. 5, p. 33. Johannes Natanael Smith (1870—1946) was editor of Dyrenes Ven and
secretary of the Kristiania association for over thirty years from 1904 until he retired in the 1930s. He also
worked as a science teacher in a Kristiania high school.

%% There was even an outspoken opposition to vegetarianism; see Dyrenes Ven 1899, No. 12, p. 83.
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a higher purpose was necessary, and the slaughter animals were often referred to as
‘innocents’ or ‘martyrs’, thus becoming objects for a subtle anthropomorphism. As long as
their ‘sacrifice” was conducted as painlessly as possible, however, it was regarded a legitimate
form of sacrifice, in contrast to the primitive rifual sacrifice known from traditional slaughter
methods — or, in this case, the Jewish method.*®® From this line of reasoning, we may presume
that animal protectionists believed that Jews regarded the slaughter animal as a profane
animal that was transformed to a sacred object affer (or during) its killing/sacrifice, while
animal protectionists themselves regarded the slaughter animal as a sacred, anthropomorphic
being before the killing. Thus, animal protectionists’ assumption of how low the Jews
regarded animals before the killing made the Jewish slaughter method appear as a reversal of

animal protectionists’ own conception of the ideal slaughter act.

This view, of course, was based on a theological misconception of shechita as a sacrificial
rite;>®® however, given the sparse knowledge of contemporary Judaism in Norway at that
point, this misconception is hardly surprising. The conception of shechita as a religious rite
was by no means unique in Norway; it also appeared in German discourse on Jewish
slaughtering practice. From his research on German debates about kosher slaughter, Shai Lavi
observes that what was originally not conceived by Jews as a religious ritual, merely a
religious duty or commandment (mitzvah), was increasingly understood by the non-Jewish
majority as a religious rite with a symbolic meaning. This process of ritualisation appeared
simultaneously with the demand to rationalise the very same practice. Thus, to comprehend
the Jewish slaughter method, contemporary observers searched for a deeper symbolic
meaning behind the practice, and thus perceived shechita as a ritual in the Christian sense.
Lavi’s argument about the ritualisation, or ‘enchantment’ of shechita in the late 19th century
is based on the American anthropologist Talal Asad’s theory that the modern notion of ritual
has replaced traditional notions of ritual as ‘a set of practices the importance of which lay not
in their meaning, but rather in precise adherence to the detail of these well-prescribed rules of
conduct’. This older notion of ritual persisted longer in Judaism, and therefore Christian
observers projected their ‘modern’ understanding of ritual as something with symbolic

meaning upon the Jewish slaughter practice.”®’ Thus, in this semantic field, the Jewish

*% Dirke 2000, p. 206.
306 A explained in the introductory chapters, the practice of shechita is derived from the prohibition of
consuming blood rather than from the ancient animal sacrifice in the temple in Jerusalem.
367 .
Lavi 2011.
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slaughter method was transformed from a commandement to a ritual in order to become
comprehensible for Christian observers. This confusion will also explain why animal
protectionists referred to shechita with terms such as ‘sacrifice’, a ‘religious service’ or a

‘cultic act’.

Jews and Catholics

The awareness of the Nordic slaughter ‘rites’ of the past (or even at present) was difficult to
reconcile with the notion of being a Christian, animal-loving people. Such atrocities were
foreign, not domestic, and negative feelings towards these slaughter methods were projected
onto Jews. As we shall see in this section, this uncertainty of one’s own identity as an animal-
loving people did not affect only Jews. The animal protection movement’s self-perception as
humane, civilised and compassionate was not based only on a negation of the ‘ritual’ and the
‘Jewish’. These two designations fit into a larger conceptual scheme whereby Protestant
Northern Europeans were perceived as more civilised and compassionate in their relations
with animals than were Southern Europeans. In descriptions of how animals were treated in
other parts of Europe, maltreatment of animals in Mediterranean countries was always
explained by citing the strong position of the Catholic Church in these countries. Keith

Thomas describes this as

a belief which by Victorian times had become an entrenched conviction: that the
unhappiest animals were those of the Latin countries of southern Europe, because it
was there that the old Catholic doctrine that animals had no souls was still
maintained.*®®

Catholic Christians were perceived to be less concerned with the well-being of animals than
Protestants were because of the bad influence from the Catholic clergy and hierarchy. For the
Latin countries, animal maltreatment was also regarded as an inheritance from their Roman

and ‘pagan ancestors’, in contrast to the animal-loving ancient Greeks.

According to several articles regarding the state of animal welfare in France and the
Mediterrean countries, lay Catholic Christians were not allowed by their clergy to think for
themselves, and remained uncivilised and uneducated.’® Because the Church taught that

animals had no soul, its clergy supposedly did not feel any compassion with animals, and

% Thomas 1984, p. 144.
*% Dyrenes Beskytter 1903, No. 6, p. 25. This article continues with a catalogue of all the kinds of animal cruelty
observed by the author in France.
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therefore neither did the lay people. This notion was expressed in Dyrenes Ven by the
Norwegian-American Unitarian minister and author Kristofer Janson (1841-1917), who in a
1903 article claimed that animal cruelty in Italy was caused by the clergy’s attitudes: ‘The
priests have taught the people that animals have no soul, hence it does not matter how you
treat them’. Janson also reminded readers that ‘The land of bullfighting is also home of the
Inquisition. The first is related to the other’.’’® An article in Dyrenes Beskytter in 1912,
reprinted from the Swedish Djurskyddet, related differences in attitudes towards animals
between Northern and Southern Europeans to how the ancient Greeks and Romans treated
their animals. According to the author, also a protestant clergyman, the Romans were known
from classical sources to have treated animals far more cruelly than ancient Greeks did. The
Greeks had been known for their great compassion for animals, and had treated animals
equally with slaves, according to the clergyman. The Romans, on the other hand, were known
to have had a purely instrumental attitude towards animals, which often meant that the
animals were made to suffer. After having presented an example of this attitude from the
writings of Cato, the author added that the ‘contemporary Romans have no compassion for
animals either’. Their lack of compassion was explained by the ‘complete lack of sense of
responsibility among Catholic priests’, and further that ‘with such teachers, there is no

surprise that the people descend to the shameful and vulgar sin of animal cruelty’.

The author concluded his reprimand by describing the ‘Roman Catholic peoples’ as ‘the worst
animal abusers in the world’. True Christian compassion towards animals had occurred only
among the ‘Germanic, Protestant peoples’, who had maintained the true compassion for
animals found among ancient Greeks.”’' Another piece in Dyrenes Ven, in 1914, compared
the way animals were treated in different parts of the world according to religion, and
concluded that in Catholic countries of Southern Europe, treatment of animals was the worst
in the entire world. This was ascribed the legacy from the Romans, who had failed to adopt
the ancient Greek attitudes towards animals. The author also questioned whether people in
these countries also had failed to adopt Christian attitudes towards animals: ‘Even in the
“most Christian”, highly enlightened countries in the civilised West of today, grand

entertainment in cruelties such as bull fighting and cock fighting take place’. The ancient

7 Dyrenes Ven, 1903, No. 4, p. 26. For Janson’s view of Judaism and Jews, see Kopperud 2011.

" Dyrenes Beskytter, 1912, p. 55.
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‘Roman cruelty’ was still prevailing in Rome, a city ‘which still is known as a paradise for

priests and hell for animals’.*’?

This antagonism towards the conceived attitudes about animals among Jews and Catholics
had a crucial role in self-definition of the northern european animal protection movement.
Also negative images of other groups such as Gypsies, Travellers, and black people fulfilled a
similar role in the world view of the animal protection movement. For instance, a 1905 article
in Dyrenes Beskytter could tell that ‘apes hate Negros’, and that antipathy towards black

. . . 373
people was common among animals in Africa.’’

The movement understood itself by its
Christian, humane, compassionate and just attitudes towards all animals. As with the case of
kosher slaughter, however, this identity was not defined only by positive means, but was
primarily constructed in opposition to ‘foreign’ attitudes to animals. This understanding was
to a certain degree also present in the Danish animal protection movement; however, it related
only to Catholic nations in Southern Europe, and rarely to the Jews. The following section
will examine how the issue of shechita was treated in the Danish animal protectionist journal
Dyrevennen, and will suggest why it adopted a far more ambiguous attitude, which ultimately

resulted in a defence for allowing Danish Jews to slaughter according to their religious

commandments.

The Danish Animal Protection Movement and Shechita

As mentioned earlier in this chapter, shechita had probably been practiced among Danish
Jews ever since they were allowed to establish religious congregations in 1684. By the first
half of the 19th century, there were Jewish butchers in Copenhagen and most larger provincial
towns having a Jewish community. When the slaughter reform campaign also appeared on the
Danish animal protection movement’s agenda in the 1880s, the issue of shechita was
inevitably addressed. There were several critical objections to shechita in the initial period of
the slaughter reform campaign in the 1880s, but the criticism was of another kind than in
Norway. Negative characteristics applied in the Norwegian animal protectionist journals were
rarely used, and objections were centred on questions regarding hygiene,’”* the prohibitions in

5

Switzerland and Saxony,’”” and problems related to the preparations and casting of the

™ Dyrenes Ven 1914, No. 7, p. 56.

" Dyrenes Beskytter 1905, No. 1, p. 15.

3" Dyrevennen 1889, No. 8, p. 58 and 1890, No. 10, p. 79.

3" Dyrevennen 1892, No. 8-9, p. 62; 1893, No. 9-10, p. 66; and 1894, No. 1, p. 2.
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animals.’’®

In those cases where the lack of previous stunning was discussed, articles were far
less judgmental than in Norway.?’’ Although many articles concluded that the use of shechita
prolonged the death struggle and the sufferings of animals, an examination of Dyrevennen
from the late 1880s up until around 1915 shows that characteristics like ‘barbaric’,
‘repulsive’, ‘cruel’, or ‘inhumane’ appear relatively rarely compared to their appearance in

Norwegian journals, and not least in comparison with the frequent occurrence of neutral or

positive assessments of shechita.

One of the few exceptions to the neutral or positive assessments of shechita appeared in
connection with the 1893 Swiss referendum. In reviewing events of 1893, the editor of
Dyrevennen commented that the ‘barbaric, old, oriental kosher butchering’ had been
abolished by the referendum in Switzerland.””® Although the journal was careful to distance
itself from any anti-Semitism, it failed to realise the motivation behind the prohibition in

Switzerland. In another comment on the Swiss referendum, the editor could inform, that

Many, who know the conditions in Switzerland well, assure that there is no animosity
against Jews, however, the Jews’ insistence on kosher butchering has long stood in the
way of full implementation of the slaughter reform.””

Judging from this excerpt, one may get the impression that Jews were against any slaughter
reform whatsoever, and purposely sabotaged slaughter reform in Switzerland. However, when
commenting on domestic affairs, Dyrevennen assumed a cautious and objective attitude
towards shechita and Jews. This attitude became evident in 1898, when the Danish cabinet
submitted to the Danish parliament, Rigsdagen, a proposal for a law on the slaughtering and
transportation of animals. As mentioned above, the animal protection movement had played a
key role in taking the initiative on the slaughter bill; however, the proposal itself contained a
paragraph exempting both the Danish-American method and shechita from the general

%0 When the bill was discussed in Folketinget, the lower

requirement of previous stunning.
chamber of Rigsdagen, the minister of agriculture stated that he believed the exemption of
shechita probably would cause protests from the animal protection movement. Commenting

on the debate, Dyrevennen refuted the minister’s claim, and made clear that his suggestion

37 Dyrevennen 1911, No. 9-10, p. 119; 1913, No. 5, p. 80; and 1913, No. 9, p. 136.

377 Dyrevennen 1887, No. 11, p. 87; 1892, No. 2, p. 13; 1893, No. 9-10, p. 66; 1903, No. 4-5, p. 51; 1913, No. 5,
p. 80; and 1915, No. 7, p. 145.

°™ Dyrevennen 1894, No. 1, p. 2.

379 Dyrevennen 1893, No. 9-10, p. 68.

%0 The proposal was published in its entirety in Dyrevennen 1898, No. 12, p. 90.
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was certainly not in accordance the movement’s official stance.’®'

On the contrary,
Dyrevennen had made several positive assessments of shechita in previous issues, and had
demonstrated a deep respect for the Jews’ right to maintain their religious traditions,

according to the editor:

For Jews, kosher butchering is a religious act with the strictest and most meticulous
regulations, for instance regarding the state of the knife, its sharpness, its use
exclusively for cutting the throat, and the manner in which the cut is made, etc.

The editor also explained that ‘the association has always claimed, and will continue to
support the notion, that one should not hurt the religious feelings of believers of other

religions, and consequently will not insist on a prohibition of kosher slaughter.’®

In the following years, whenever the issue came up, the journal would continue to justify
kosher slaughtering, citing its religious character. The reactions on the Finnish prohibition
were, for instance, quite different in Denmark from those in Norway. A commentary to the
same speech held in 1910 by the Finnish animal protectionist Agnes von Konow (quoted
above), concluded with a defence of shechita, based on the right of religious freedom

embodied in the Danish Constitution:

The crucial aspect for us, however, is that Jews have been given the freedom of
religious practice [Religionsgvelse] through the Constitution, and as they claim that
kosher slaughtering constitutes an important part of their Rite (of this may only the
Jews judge themselves), one can not suddenly withdraw their permission.*®

Noteworthy is that Dyrevennen retained its tolerant attitude towards shechita even after its
founder and leading figure in the movement, Jacob Chr. Lembcke, had resigned as editor
(1903) and was dead (1907). The subsequent editors followed Lembcke’s line on this
question, which suggests a broad consensus among the movement’s leading figures with

regard to shechita.”

Even when a veterinary member wrote a piece in Dyrevennen in 1913,
in which he condemned shechita together with the Danish-American method,’® the editor

sided with Rabbi David Simonsen, who in a reply to the veterinary had objected to his

¥ Dyrevennen 1899, No. 1, p. 5.

2 Dyrevennen 1898, No. 1011, p. 76.

**3 Dyrevennen 1911, No. 9-10, p. 119.

¥ Lembcke was followed as editor in 1903 by the Swede John Ambrosius Rothstein, who descended from a
Scanian family of clergymen, and was himself an army officer by profession. In 1911 another military man
followed Rothstein for a short period (S. Chr. Meller), before the teacher Jens Thamdrup edited the journal
1912-1925 (see Thamdrup & Degen 1925, p. 82).

385 Dyrevennen 1913, No. 5, p. 81.
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claims.’® After having allowed some discussion between the veterinary and the rabbi, the
editor concluded the debate by stating that ‘the implementation of the most humane
slaughtering of animals should of course under no circumstances lead to the violation of

certain individuals’ religious freedom’.*®’

When shechita was defended on the basis of its religious character, it had clearly not the same
negative connotations as it had among Norwegian animal protectionists. The entire dichotomy
between the ‘ritual’ and the ‘humane’, ‘Jews’ and ‘us’ does not appear in Dyrevennen in the
same manner as in Norway. Danish animal protectionists’ toleration of shechita must rather
be understood in the context of a third slaughter method, the Danish-American. In this
context, the Jewish method constituted an intermediate category between the ‘humane’
stunning methods and the ‘inhumane’ Danish-American method. In the period prior to the
introduction of the stunning methods, the Jewish method was even regarded as the most
superior slaughter method from a humane viewpoint. This notion is also evident in accounts
from the period affer stunning methods were introduced, where shechita was juxtaposed with
stunning methods in the agitation against the Danish-American method. For instance, in an
article reviewing some of the stunning devices available on the market in 1897, the
blooddraining resulting from one of the recommended devices was described as ‘as good as
any other slaughter method, even the Jewish method’.**®

In a follow-up to the same article, it was emphasised that stunning equipment was not
satisfactory in itself. Successful slaughtering also depended on qualified and professional
butchers, and the movement wanted butchers to carry proof ‘that they are capable of what
Jewish congregations demand from their ritual butchers’.”® Not only were Jewish butchers
regarded as models for other butchers — the Jewish slaughter method itself was also pointed
out as a model, especially the use of the knife. In an extensive article in the 1903 edition,

discussing various slaughter methods, the article’s author recommended cutting the throat

according to the Jewish method:

% Dyrevennen 1913, No. 9, p. 135.

*¥7 Dyrevennen 1913, No. 11, p. 170.
388 Dyrevennen 1897, No. 7-8, p. 52.
389 Dyrevennen 1897, No. 7-8, p. 52.
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The cut is conducted with a large, broad, knife, sharpened with the utmost
meticulousness. This care with regard to the knife is explicitly prescribed in the Jewish
ritual, and is without doubt determined by humanitarian concerns. Here, Christian
butchers have much to learn.*”

The description of ‘this splendid instrument, kept in a lined box and carefully sharpened
before every new slaughtering’, which was both ‘more practical and more humane’, certainly
constitutes a contrast to the description of the ‘old Jew with the huge knife’ in Norwegian

Dyrevennen only one year earlier (see above).

Conclusion

From these observations, one may conclude that in Denmark, shechita was not associated with
traditional Nordic slaughtering customs in the same way as in Norway. Although folkloristic
research on traditional slaughter in Scandinavia mostly is confined to Norway and Sweden,
there is little reason to believe that circumstances were much different in Denmark. In
Denmark, however, unlike Norway, traditional slaughter methods had existed for centuries
side-by-side with the Jewish method, and among animal protectionists, the latter had been
regarded as superior. With the emergence of stunning methods and the Danish-American
method, shechita still maintained its position as humane, although not as preferable as

methods including previous stunning.

Lack of any knowledge of the Jewish slaughter method made the Norwegian animal
protection movement take a radically different stance to kosher slaughter. Shechita only
became known in Norway through the immigration of Eastern European Jews in the 1890s,
while the animal protection movement had worked to replace traditional slaughter methods
with stunning methods since the 1870s. Despite — or maybe because of — the modest presence
of shechita in Norway compared to Denmark, the Jewish slaughter method was to have a
constitutive function in the transition from traditional slaughter methods to modern stunning
methods. Due to its apparent resemblance, the Jewish method was attributed features from the
traditional slaughtering customs, such as the prolonged bleeding. In the transition to ‘humane’
slaughter methods, it was more convenient to denounce ‘barbaric’ slaughter methods in other
cultural spheres or religions, since the Norwegian animal protection movement often
emphasised the innate compassion for animals among Protestant Scandinavians. The notions

of Scandinavian superiority were only possible by maintaining a certain distance from the

390 Dyrevennen 1903, No. 4-5, p. 49.
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‘other’ — in this case Jews, in other cases Southern European Catholics or other ‘foreigners’.
This distance was constituted by the lack of any actual contact with Jews — in Kristiania at the
turn of the century, there were less than a thousand Jews out of a population of 250,000. In
addition to miniscule size of the Jewish population comes the social distance. Most Kristiania
Jews belonged to the lower middle class or the working class, as opposed to the upper middle

class animal protection movement.

A similar distance from Jews did not exist among Danish animal protectionists — not only did
most of the Jewish population in Denmark belong to the same urbane middle-class
bourgeoisie as most animal protectionists did — the Danish movement even had a number of
Jewish members. Some of them were more prominent public figures, such as the chief rabbi
of Denmark, David Simonsen, who even engaged in debates on shechita in Dyrevennen.*"
Familiarity with Jews, and even with Jewish slaughter practice, made similar use of negative
images of kosher slaughtering unheard of, and any attempt to do this was promptly dismissed
in Dyrevennen. According to Metcalf, a prohibition was never introduced in Denmark
because this also would mean a prohibition of the Danish-American method. However, the
Danish animal protection movement, highly critical of this method, still wanted shechita to be
exempted in case previous stunning would be made mandatory and the Danish-American
method prohibited. Thus, the wish for an exemption for shechita may be viewed as a
consequence of the demand for a prohibition of the Danish-American method, which played a

similar role in the rhetoric of the Danish movement as kosher butchering did in the

Norwegian.

Lastly, the comparison between different paths chosen by the animal protection movement in
Denmark with regard to shechita also contributes to shed light upon Ole Malm’s accusations
against the Norwegian animal protection movement. The lack of any substantial agitation
against shechita in Denmark may also have convinced Malm that Norwegian animal
protectionists were motivated by anti-Semitism rather than real concern for animals. Although
Malm may have been mistaken in 1900 and 1910, his accusations were almost prophetic. In
the following years, the struggle between Malm and the animal protection movement on the
question of allowing shechita at the new public slaughterhouse in Kristiania contributed to

radicalise the animal protection movement in an explicitly anti-Semitic direction.

¥ Lembcke 1900, p. 125.
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3.2: Slaughterhouse Reform and the 1913 Kristiania Prohibition

In 1913, the animal protection movement celebrated the ban on kosher slaughtering in the
country’s capital Kristiania as a first major victory in the struggle against the Jewish slaughter
method.*** Although the movement had been able to influence the city council to ban the
Jewish slaughter method, it was not the anti-shechita campaign that had brought up the issue
in the first place. The demand to ban shechita was brought up only in connection with the
establishment of a public slaughterhouse in Kristiania, however, this ban had not been among
the original intentions behind the establishment of the public slaughterhouse. The public
slaughterhouse was primarily the result of an over two-decade-long struggle to improve
hygiene and public health. The main proponents of the slaughterhouse reform in Kristiania
had been public health authorities and veterinarians, who based their demand for establishing
a public slaughterhouse on the notion that this was one of the most important measures in

preventing the spread of contagious diseases in densely populated urban areas.

The concern for the slaughter animals had been used only as a secondary, or perhaps tertiary,
argument for establishing a public slaughterhouse in Kristiania, and this concern appeared
only relatively late in the process. The concern for animal welfare, however, was to be the
main argument for not allowing the practice of shechita at the new public slaughterhouse
when it opened in 1913. To the resentment of the veterinary authorities, who had wanted all
slaughtering in the city, including shechita, to take place within the public slaughterhouse, the
presidency [formannsskapet] of the city council chose in a meeting on February 12, 1913 to
exclude shechita not only from the new slaughterhouse, but also from the entire city.
Consequently, Kristiania’s Jews were compelled to use a private butchery outside the city
borders. Despite opposition from veterinary authorities to banning kosher slaughter from the
city, the animal protection movement, with support from the peasant-movement newspaper
Landmandsposten,”” had succeeded in establishing what politicians referred to as a ‘strong
public opinion’ against shechita. This ‘public opinion’ was apparently able to convince
elected members of the Kristiania City Council and its presidency to ban shechita from the

city, against the recommendations of the responsible municipal and government officials.

32 Dyrenes Ven No. 2, 1913, p. 11; Dyrenes Ven No. 3, 1913, p. 23; Dyrenes Beskytter 1913, p. 16.
393 Landmandsposten (literally ‘The Farmer’s Post’) became the main organ of the Norwegian Peasant’s
Association (Norges Landmandsforbund) when Thorvald Aadahl took over as editor in 1913.
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The purpose of this chapter is to explain why establishing a public slaughterhouse led to the
prohibition of shechita in the city proper. The importance of the decision to ban shechita from
the capital cannot be underestimated, since it would later give rise to the possibility of
prohibiting shechita nationally. However, more importantly, the debates from 1910 to 1913
also involved a semantic shift in the slaughterhouse reform discourse from being centred on
hygiene and public health to increasingly focusing on the professionalisation of the butcher
profession and concerns over animal welfare. With this discursive shift, the presence of the
Jewish slaughter method at a municipal facility became unthinkable. Still, veterinary
authorities continued to oppose the exclusion of shechita, and when the issue was raised again
a year later in a courtroom in the neighbouring municipality of Aker, the ‘public opinion’ of
animal protectionists and agrarian activists was overcome by the expert opinion of
veterinarians (see next chapter). In this sense, ‘lay opinions’ were still regarded as secondary
in the courtroom, while in the purely political debate, the animal protection movement had
gained discursive hegemony at the expense of scientific expertise. Thus, events in 1913 would

later make it possible to bring the issue into the national legislature.

Undoubtedly, the animal protection movement was able to direct much negative attention to
the Jewish slaughter method, and its alliance with the peasant movement may also contribute
to explain the success of their campaign against shechita in 1913. However, given the
relatively modest number of letters and articles in newspapers, the sudden compliance of
Kristiania’s elected politicians is striking. In addition to ‘public opinion’, there was also a
growing opinion against the Jewish slaughter method among butchers during the
slaughterhouse reform’s realisation. The explanation for their growing opposition may be
found in the logic behind the slaughterhouse reform itself: As the need for slaughterhouses
was partly grounded in the idea of removing unpleasant sights of slaughtering from city
centres, the ban on shechita may be regarded as an expression of the same need to remove
something perceived as an unpleasant reminder of traditional slaughter customs.
Simultanously, the butcher profession was being transformed in connection with the
establishment of the public slaughterhouse in Kristiania, as everywhere else centralised
slaughterhouses were established. This transformation had been termed a ‘dissociation of

slaughtering and butchering’ by the French anthropologist Noélie Vialles, and her theories
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will be central in explaining the butchers’ changing attitudes towards shechita.””* Summed up,
the need to exclude shechita from the public slaughterhouse may be regarded, at least
indirectly, as a consequence of the idea of slaughterhouse reform itself, although not intended

by the original proponents of the reform in Norway.

This chapter begins with a brief account of slaughterhouse reforms that occurred in Europe
during the 19th century, and of how these reforms were related to discourses on city planning,
infrastructure, economics and hygiene. The chapter will also address the establishment of the
public slaughterhouse in Kristiania and relate this to the modernisation of public health and
the veterinary authorities’ struggle against the spread contagious diseases from animals to
humans. Then, the chapter follows the political process that led to the exclusion of shechita in
Kristiania, before the public debates on the issue are examined in order to identify what was
referred to by politicians and bureaucrats as the ‘strong public opinion’ against kosher

slaughtering, and which eventually triumphed over scientific considerations.

19th-Century Slaughterhouse Reforms in Europe

Large, centralised public slaughterhouses (or abattoirs) were established in most larger
European cities during the 19th century to replace smaller, privately owned butcheries and
slaughterhouses. Previously, livestock had been brought from the countryside to small private
butcheries in cities, where they were killed and dismembered by butchers in their shops or
marketplace stalls. More often than not, the killing and the entire processing of carcasses, as
well as the sale of the meat, were conducted on the same site. The establishment of public
slaughterhouses was usually accompanied by legislation that forbade butchers to slaughter
any other places within the city or municipality. The first centralised slaughterhouses in
Europe were opened in Paris in 1818, after an initiative by Napoleon eight years earlier. The
first measure of the Napoleonic slaughterhouse reforms was to relocate all slaughtering from
the city centre to the city’s periphery. The second measure was to build centralised
slaughterhouses, separated from the public by high walls. The suppression of private
butcheries and the subsequent establishment of five public slaughterhouses have been viewed
as an attempt by Napoleon to regularise the unrestricted sale of meat that had arisen in the
wake of the Revolution, when the privileges of the butchers’ guild had been abolished.*** But

it was primarily a response to citizens’ complaints about smell, dirt and the traffic of animals

% Vialles 1994, p. 17.
%% Watts 2008, p. 26.
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through the city. Such complaints had existed since the late medieval period, and the presence
of slaughtering in the midst of urban centres became increasingly unpopular throughout the

18th century as the butcheries even were thought to produce intoxicating miasmas.>*

As a result of an unprecedented urbanisation during the 19th century, several other European

397 Authorities wanted to remove the

cities had copied the French model by mid century.
highly visible slaughter of animals from city-centre streets to the peripheries where the
slaughter did not annoy citizens, where adequate space existed, and where transportation of
livestock through city streets was avoided. The new facilities were usually located close to
train lines, thus allowing animals to arrive from remote provinces or even foreign countries.
Another consequence of urbanisation, together with the widespread belief that consuming
meat would benefit the working class, was that demand for meat rose exponentially. For these
reasons, the five Parisian slaughterhouses were in 1867 centralised in the new facility of La
Villette on Paris’s north-eastern periphery. Although it was regarded a modern facility when
opened, the La Villette slaughterhouse was no more than a continuation of Napoleonic
slaughterhouses, which mainly had been build out of economic and infrastructural concerns.
The sanitary and hygienic conditions differed little from those of the pre-revolutionary tueries
and boucheries located near Chatelet in the centre of Paris since Roman times, and where

slaughter methods largely had remained unchanged.’”®

A few decades later, a new wave of slaughterhouse reform commenced, which main goal was
to improve sanitary conditions. These concerns motivated the establishment of the
Centralvieh- und Schlachthof in Berlin in 1881, which was to serve as an example for a new
type of slaughterhouses. After Rudolf Virchow and other pathologists in the 1860s had proven
that trichina parasites spread from pork to humans, Virchow, when a member of the Berlin
City Council, had been able to convince city authorities of the need to establish a centralised
slaughterhouse where meat could be inspected for trichina and other meat-related diseases.
However, before the new facility could be built, authorities had to await legislation enabling
forced closure of private slaughterhouses and butcheries, thus making butchers use the new
facility. After the Prussian Upper House adopted the Schlachtzwanggesetz in 1868,

municipalities now had the legal authority to establish public slaughterhouses having a

3% Lee 2008, p. 51.

%7 Brantz (2008, pp. 71-72) mentions Rouen (1830), Marseille (1848), Lyon (1850), Brussels (1840), Vienna
(1851), Milan (1863), Zurich (1868), Frankfurt (1861), Munich (1865), and Hamburg (1872).

3% Claflin 2008.
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monopoly on slaughtering. It was, however, not until 1876 that the Berlin City Council found
the opportunity to apply the new law and to approve the erection of a public slaughterhouse in
the largely uninhabited Lichtenberg district, close to the Ringbahn on the city’s north-eastern
periphery.®® In the new slaughterhouse, both living animals and carcasses were subjected to
strict control by veterinary inspectors,*”” and Dorothee Brantz concludes that ‘Calls for the
closer inspection of meat had been one of the primary motivations behind the reform of

slaughterhouses in Berlin’.*"!

Based on these two prototypes of public slaughterhouses, one may conclude that there were
two main rationales for 19th century slaughterhouse reform: the demand to remove visible
slaughter from city centres, exemplified by the initial Napoleonic reforms and later by the
parisian slaughterhouse of La Villette, and secondly the demand for meat inspection and

improved sanitary conditions, exemplified by the Centralvieh- und Schlachthof in Berlin.

The Slaughterhouse as a Heterotopic Place

The demand for removing visible slaughter from city centres in earlier centuries may be
regarded as part of the civilising process, as it was formulated by Norbert Elias. Although
Elias does not address slaughtering specifically, he remarks that with the changing
sensibilities from medieval to modern times, whole dead animals disappeared from the upper
class’s tables, where carcasses previously had been displayed at the beginning of meals, later
to be carved by the head of the household or a guest of honour. Already in the middle of the
17th century, the sight of carcasses at tables was not recommended for ‘des gens si délicats’,
as Elias quotes from a French manual of etiquette.*”> Not only from private households did
whole dead animals disappear during the civilising process. There had been complaints about
noise, stench, livestock traffic and the unpleasant sight of animal slaughter in European towns
since late medieval times. In Thomas More’s Utopia, livestock slaughter was conducted at
‘special places outside the town’ where ‘the slaughtering of livestock and cleaning of
carcasses is done by slaves’.*”® As cities expanded during the Industrial Revolution, it became
impossible to maintain slaughtering in densely populated urban centres. Centralisation

secured meat supplies while also hiding from the public the process wherein living animals

399 Next to the current S-Bahn station Storkower Strafe.

400 Brantz 2008.
1 Brantz 2008, p. 83.
92 Elias 1997, vol. 1, p. 253.
93 More 1516, quoted in Vialles 1994, p. 1.
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were transformed into meat. Thus, scholars who have studied the slaughterhouse reforms
regard the modern slaughterhouse a ‘heterotopic’ place in Michel Foucault’s terminology, or

404 The animal studies

‘a place that is a no-place’, to quote the anthropologist Noélie Vialles.
scholar and historian Paula Young Lee argues that the slaughterhouse is a ‘type of
heteroptopia that replaces the messiness of everyday life with a clean, futureless

arrangement”.*"”

Another important feature of new slaughterhouses was the facilities’ factory-like outline.
Whereas all the stages of the butchering process previously had occurred in one room, the
slaughterhouse had designated areas for each process necessary for making animals into meat:
stunning (this was usually practiced only on cattle and horses for reasons of practicalities),
neck incision and blooddraining, flaying, removal of offal and splitting of the carcasses. This
segmentation of the process also had consequences for how the slaughter animals and the
butcher profession were to be perceived. As Lee writes, ‘In order to become “modern”, the
slaughterhouse had to become a factory system, casting cows and sheep not as animals but as
meat waiting to be harvested’.**

One of the most enlightening analyses of the changes that occurred with the slaughterhouse
reforms can be found in the French anthropologist Noélie Vialles’ study of the abattoirs of the
Ardour region in southern France. Even though her study is based on fieldwork conducted in
the 1980s, it also has a historical dimension, and may be read as a theory of the transition
from traditional craftsman butchery to modern industrial, mechanised slaughterhouses. One
important change Vialles identified was replacement of traditional killing methods by
stunning methods. With the traditional methods — as with shechita — there is no doubt that it is
the butcher who Kkills the animal. The introduction of stunning methods did not only mean that
animals were unconscious before their necks were cut and their blood drained. Since most of
the stunning methods inflicted permanent, usually mortal damage to the animal’s brain, it also
became unclear when the animal was killed. In addition, the stunning and blooddraining were
often each conducted by different persons, which also made it unclear who killed the animal.
Was the animal killed by the stunning, or by the cut for blooddraining? Vialles’ study shows

that since it was impossible to decide which operation actually killed the animal, neither of

49 Foucault 1984 and Vialles 1996.
1051 ee 2008a, p. 6.
49 1 ee 2008b, p. 62.
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the two operations was regarded as killing. Thus, at a modern slaughterhouse, animals are no
longer killed by a single butcher, but death occurs as a result of a process where usually

.. . . . 40
several workers participate, aided by mechanical devices.*"’

Closely related to this change is another important shift that occurred with the appearance of
modern slaughterhouses, termed by Vialles as the ‘dissociation of slaughtering and butchery’:
‘the prohibition of private slaughtering coupled with the obligation to have slaughtering
performed in municipal establishments built far from urban centres [...] “cleared” the butcher
and made him “innocent””.**® When slaughtering with all its noise, filth and smell disappeared
from the city centres into the sterile slaughterhouses, the butcher profession also changed
radically. The butcher went from being a craftsman and part of a city’s artisan community to
being a worker at a factory-like suburban facility. This did of course not necessarily mean that
all butchers started to work in public slaughterhouses — many butchers maintained their
butcher shops in cities and continued as meat sellers, while manual workers increasingly took
care of slaughtering at the slaughterhouse. It was rather the profession dealing with the killing
and slaughtering of livestock that changed from employing artisans to employing anonymous
workers, and the urban butcher shop went from being a place of blood and killing to being ‘a

place of innocence’.*”’

New discoveries in the fields of medicine and bacteriology gave impetus to meat control and
improved sanitary and hygienic conditions, and the slaughterhouses were considered an
important measure in the general improvement of public health. About Berlin’s

slaughterhouses, Dorothee Brantz writes that:

the discovery of trichinosis not only served as a justification for the building of public
abattoirs but also was used to legitimate the social and political authority of medicine
over the physical health of bodies. The reform of slaughterhouses in Berlin exposed
the growing amalgamation of scientific discourses and state power in the name of
public welfare.*'’

With this second stage in the development of the modern slaughterhouse, slaughterhouses also
became more standardised and mechanised. Separate zones were dedicated to the different

parts of the process, and the separation of ‘dirty” and ‘clean’ areas was accentuated. Although

7 Vialles 1994, p. 45.
498 Vialles 1994, p. 17.
499 Vialles 1994, p. 6.

10 Brantz 2008, p. 85.
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these measures were primarily hygienic, Vialles has pointed out that the cultural aspects of
these changes should not be forgotten. With a standardised plan for the facilities, white tiled
walls, concrete floor and with segmentation of the slaughtering operation, Vialles observes
that a process of aesthetisation occurred. This aesthetisation in all parts of the slaughterhouse
is what finally makes the meat acceptable as human food in the modern world.*'' Finally, the
improved conditions of the animals are regarded by the authors quoted merely as a side effect
of the slaughterhouse reforms, and more a consequence of the two former motivations than a
reason in itself. As Paula Young Lee concludes in the introduction to an anthology she edited

on the history of Western public slaughterhouses:

And it was still the rhetoric of technological progress (improved hygiene, faster
processing, and the architectural alleviation of animal distress) rather than arguments
in favour of animal rights, that tends to dominate public discourse on the subject.*'

The Establishment of a Public Slaughterhouse in Kristiania

Along with concern about unsatisfactory sanitary conditions at private butcheries, and
concern about the surroundings, concern about the treatment of the slaughter animals has been
regarded a decisive factor for the Kristiania City Council’s decision in 1910 to construct a
public slaughterhouse in Kristiania.*"> However, the Norwegian slaughterhouse law of 1892
had solely been aimed at improving the sanitary aspects of slaughtering, and not the
conditions for livestock. Neither the law itself, nor the proposals and the expert opinions the
law was based on, addressed animal welfare. The sole motivation behind the law was that

centralised slaughterhouses would benefit the fight against contagious animal diseases.*'*

Although slaughterhouse reforms in Norway occurred at a later stage and were condensed into
a much shorter time than in most countries on the European continent, the development of the
Norwegian reforms and the intentions behind them resemble the general development on the
Continent. By the turn of the century, sanitary conditions at private slaughterhouses and
butcheries by no means differed in Norway from what was found elsewhere in Europe some

decades earlier. Regarding treatment of the animals, only larger livestock were usually

1 Vialles 1994, pp. 61-66.
21 ee 2008a, p. 7. Vialles (1994, p. 17) also seems to agree on this.
1% Bergqvist 2010, p. 54.
14 <Oth. Prp. No. 22 (1892). Ang. Udferdigelse af Lov om kommunale Slagtehuse, Kjedkontrol m. v.’ in
Storthingsforhandlinger 1892. Tredie Del. Propositioner og Meddelelser. Kristiania 1892; ‘Indst. O. No. 50.
Indstilling fra naeringskomiteen No. 2 angaaende det kongelig forslag til lov om komunale slagtehuse,
kjedkontrol m. v.” in Storthingsforhandlinger 1892. Indstillinger og Beslutninger. B. Kristiania 1892.
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stunned (by a stroke on the animal’s forehead), and traditional slaughter methods were
associated with a number of symbolic practices and superstitious beliefs, as will be recalled
from the previous chapter. A significant difference from continental Europe, however, was
that in Norway, a large number of animals were killed and slaughtered by farmers or local
butchers travelling from farm to farm. Still, there were about 30 private butcheries in
Kristiania in 1890, most of which were characterised in contemporary reports as ‘small,
narrow, insufficiently ventilated’, where the environments ‘could not possibly be worse than

they are’.*"”

On the background of the poor conditions in butcheries in Kristiania and other cities, the
government took in the early 1890s the initiative to establish legislation that would ensure
better sanitary conditions for slaughtering. By legislating obligatory use of public
slaughterhouses where such conditions were established, the government ultimately wanted to
improve public health. The bill’s draft was penned by the head of the civilian Veterinary
Authority, Ole Malm, and it is evident from the proposal that his main concern was the fight
against tuberculosis and other diseases transmitted from animals to humans. Some years
earlier, Malm had been a student at the Institute Pasteur in Paris, and had been one of the
pioneers in the struggle against tuberculosis and other contagious diseases in Norway.
Already in 1894, Malm had started producing serum for treating diphtheria at the
government’s laboratory of veterinary pathology (later the Veterinary Institute), which had
been established on his initiative in conjunction with the Veterinary Office of the Ministry of
the Interior.*'® As in Germany, the Norwegian law on municipal slaughterhouses from 1892
opened for establishing centralised slaughterhouses where all slaughtering within the
municipality in question would have to occur. By 1910, such public slaughterhouses had
already been erected in Stavanger, Kristiansund and Lillehammer, while the authorities of the
capital had been planning a similar slaughterhouse since the year the slaughterhouse law was

adopted; however, the plans being unrealised until 1910.

It was only relatively late in the planning of the Kristiania slaughterhouse that animal welfare
became an argument for establishing a public slaughterhouse. In the final proposal of the

preparatory slaughterhouse committee to the city council in 1910, concern for slaughter

15 Bergqvist 2010, p. 54.
¢ Larsen 2005, p. 32.
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animals is mentioned only in very general terms in one sentence.*'’ The remainder of the
proposal is dedicated to the sanitary aspects of the case: ‘The efforts that have been aimed to
gather all slaughter activities in the city into one centralised facility have been dictated by
sanitary concerns’, the proposal concluded.*'® Not even the municipal veterinary mentioned
concern for slaughter animals in his hearing statement; neither did the city’s health
commission.*'” The city magistrate’s**” final proposal to the presidency of the city council

listed the reasons for constructing a public slaughterhouse in the following priority:

The emphasis is first of all placed on the sanitary concerns [...]. Secondly, one must
emphasise that the increased amount of slaughtering within the city will lead to a
greater access to the cheaper, though still nutritious parts of the meat [...]. Lastly, it is
in the interest of the animals themselves that the killing may take place without
unnecessary torments.**!

The proposal also contained a clause that at first glance may be interpreted as expressing
concern for the animals, stating that ‘the killing of cattle and horses should be provided by the
slaughterhouse by shooting, without any additional fees’.*** However, since only the largest
animals are specified, this must rather be understood as a practical measure. In most modern
slaughterhouses, stunning or killing of larger livestock by shooting or stunning devices was
applied long before the demands of animal protectionists were given any attention. Stunning
was usually done to gain better control of the animals, to ease the job and to provide safety for

the butcher.**

Thus, there is little to suggest that city authorities placed slaughter animals’
welfare particularly high when the proposal to construct a public slaughterhouse was
submitted to the city council in 1910. Rather, the process seems to follow the common pattern

known from other European cities: concern for the surroundings, and not least, improvement

of public health.

7 Oslo City Archives, Aktstykker, 1910, vol. 1b (Documents), case No. 141, p. 4.

18 Oslo City Archives, Aktstykker, 1910, vol. 1b (Documents), case No. 141, p. 2.

19 Oslo City Archives, Aktstykker, 1910, vol. 1b (Documents), case No. 141, p. 3.

#20 Until 1922, the magistrates functioned in Norway as the main administrative body of a city, and were
composed of officials appointed by the government in order to secure stability and predictability in city
governance (Kjeldstadli 1990, p. 277). As opposed to English-speaking countries, the term did not signify a
judicial office. The Kristiania Magistrate was divided into three departments, where the second department was
responsible for the slaughterhouse issue, among many other things. With a normal decision process, the
magistrate would present its recommendation with the proposals of preparatory committees (in this case the
slaughterhouse committee) and other governing bodies (such as the finance committee) to the presidency, which
ultimately would bring the proposal to the plenary meeting of the city council.

21 Oslo City Archives, Aktstykker, 1910, vol. 1b (Documents), case No. 141, p. 26.

*22 Oslo City Archives, Aktstykker, 1910, vol. 1b (Documents), case No. 141, p. 13.

3 Vialles 1994, p. 17.
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Proceedings of the City Council

The proposal of the preparatory slaughterhouse committee, with the recommendation of the
magistrate, was adopted by the presidency of Kristiania City Council on December 1, 1910,
which then submitted to the city council a proposal for establishing a slaughterhouse in the

424

Gronland district.”™ The new facility was to be located in a corner between the railway lines

leading to the East Station [@stbanestasjonen], the city’s largest railway station, and the Aker

. 425
River.

Although relatively close to the city centre compared to most other modern urban
slaughterhouses, the Kristiania slaughterhouse was thus situated in an area separated from the

city centre by the railway on one side and the river on the other.

The city council took up the slaughterhouse proposal for debate on December 12, 1910. The
debate concerned mainly two issues — the question of whether the city should buy one of the
neighbouring buildings for administrative purposes, and whether the slaughterhouse
committee had intended to exclude the Jewish community from using the slaughterhouse. The
head of the Veterinary Authority, Ole Malm, as member of the city council for the
Conservative-Liberal electoral list,**® feared that the clause in the proposal specifying killing
by shooting for larger animals was in fact an expression of a ‘tendency of a quite severe
range’. The clause, stating that ‘the killing of cattle and horses should be provided by the
slaughterhouse by shooting, without any additional fees’,*’ ‘would conflict with the religious
question which slaughtering constitutes for the Jews, and which is of utmost importance for
them’, according to Malm.*® As will be recalled, Malm had already in 1900 claimed that

kosher slaughter, when conducted correctly, could not be regarded more cruel than the

stunning methods developed in the late 19th century.

Even though the clause about shooting most likely had been added out of practical concerns
rather than any intention of excluding Jews from the slaughterhouse — or out of the concern
for the animals, for that matter — this issue was to overshadow most other aspects during the

city council debate. Malm was defied by Thora Lund, a substitute represenative of the council

24 Oslo City Archives, Aktstykker, 1910, vol. 1b (Documents), case No. 141, p. 29.
23 Where the present Galleri Oslo commerical complex and Oslo Bus Terminal are located.
26 The electoral list was composed of members of the Conservative Party [Hoire], the Liberal Electoral Society
[Den liberale velgerforening] (not to be confused with the Liberal Party [Venstre]), and the Business Party
[Neeringspartiet]. Malm was a member and former leader (1905-1908) of the Kristiania Liberal Electoral
Society, which previously had been associated with the Coalition Party [Samlingspartiet] and later the Liberal
Left Party [Frisinnede Venstre].
*7 Oslo City Archives, Aktstykker, 1910, vol. 1b (Documents), case No. 141, p. 13.
28 Oslo City Archives, Aktstykker, 1910, vol. 3 (Minutes), case No. 141, p. 468.
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for the Conservative-Liberal list, and a prominent member of the Women’s Animal Protection
Association. With reference to the prohibitions on kosher slaughter in Finland, Switzerland
and Saxony,"” Lund stated that she desired regulations where previous stunning by shooting
was compulsory, and thus to ‘banish it [kosher slaughtering] from our city’.*** In his response,
Malm now claimed to have had his suspicions confirmed, and stated that ‘One cannot use a
laudable and good cause such as the prevention of animal cruelty to promote interests in
which a tendency of a quite different character than the ethical ones is lurking behind’. Malm
elaborated what he meant was lurking behind: ‘It is not the animals one seeks to protect, but
to persecute the Jews’, and referred to the anti-Semitic agitation that had caused the

prohibition in Saxony.*'

Malm completely dismissed the arguments of the animal
protectionists by stating that: ‘I have observed it [i. e. kosher slaughter] many times, but I can
assure you that when shooting has been applied, the result I have observed has been far more
unpleasant than by the Jewish Schéchtning’.** Apart from a supportive statement in favour of
Malm from the Labour representative Carl Jeppesen on the basis of Malm’s expertise as

veterinary,*” the session lapsed into debating other issues.

The city council unanimously adopted the slaughterhouse committee’s proposal, however,
leaving unrelolved the question of slaughter methods raised by Malm. Thus, it would be up to
the presidency to decide on this matter since developing detailed regulations of the
slaughterhouses had been delegated to this body. The proposal also included an agreement
with all private butcheries in Kristiania on voluntary closure in exchange for financial
compensation, and the option of forced closure embedded in the slaughterhouse law of 1892
was not used.”** However, the presidency made establishing new private butcheries inside the
city impossible when regulations for the public slaughterhouse were approved two years later,
shortly before the newly erected slaughterhouse’s opening. The section regarding the

slaughter halls, approved on January 28, 1913, stated in its first paragraph: ‘All slaughtering

2 The Swiss prohibition dated from 1893, while the Saxon and Finnish prohibitions were lifted the same year

and in 1912, respectively.

0 Oslo City Archives, Aktstykker, 1910, vol. 3 (Minutes), case No. 141, pp. 468-469. Johs. Dahl, a member of
the slaughterhouse committee and the city council for the Labour Party, sympathised with Lund, but meant that
such questions should be left to the new slaughterhouse’s administration.

1 Oslo City Archives, Aktstykker, 1910, vol. 3 (Minutes), case No. 141, p. 476.

2 Oslo City Archives, Aktstykker, 1910, vol. 3 (Minutes), case No. 141, p. 477.

33 Carl Jeppesen (1858-1930), the influential editor of the newspaper Social-Demokraten and former leader of
the Labour Party, happened also to be a member of the Animal Protection Association of Kristiania (see lists of
members in Dyrenes Ven 1898, p. 45 and Tilleeg til Dyrenes Ven April 1913, 1913, p. 2).

4 Oslo City Archives, Aktstykker, 1910, vol. 3 (Minutes), case No. 141, p. 484.
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of cattle, calves, horses, sheep, goats and pigs within the city shall take place at Kristiania
slaughterhouse’. The presidency, well aware of the risk of banning shechita from the
slaughterhouse by specifying the killing methods, chose to impose even more limited
slaughter methods than formulated in the magistrate’s proposal to the city council two years
earlier. Instead of restricting the use of stunning to larger animals, the regulations stated that
‘No animal must be slaughtered without previous stunning by a blow on the forehead or
shooting’.*> Malm seemingly had his allegations of anti-Semitism confirmed, but to take
Malm’s suspicions for granted, would in this case be too simplistic. What had happened in the

meantime? And even if Malm was right — what had made city authorities turn against the

Jewish community? Why would city authorities wish to ban the Jewish slaughter method?

The Exclusion of the Jewish Community from the Public Slaughterhouse

Irrespective of the two paragraphs’ alleged tendency, combining them to thereby limit
slaughtering to the public slaughterhouse and to make stunning obligatory, meant that the
Jewish method of religious slaughter would be impossible to practice within the city after the
slaughterhouse regulations came into force in February 1913. Well aware of that possibility,
the Mosaic Congregation had already in October 1912 asked the magistrate for permission to
use the slaughterhouse for their ‘ritual slaughter’.*® The magistrate reacted by obtaining
statements from the city council’s permanent marketplace committee, the ad hoc
slaughterhouse committee,”’ as well as the Animal Protection Association of Kristiania and
finally the director of the government’s veterinary authority, Ole Malm. Both the Animal

Protection Association and a majority in the two committees discouraged the authorisation of

kosher slaughter in the new slaughterhouse,”® while Malm had no objections.*® Another

3 Oslo City Archives, Aktstykker 1912-1913, Document No. 42, ‘Forskrifter for Kristiania Slagtehus’, p. 35.

¢ Letter from the Mosaic Congregation’s trustee Axel Griin, dated 21.10.1912, rendered in the mail journal of
the Magistrate’s II. Dept. (15.08.1911-01.03.1913) as case No. 2864/1912 (Oslo City Archives).

7 Members of the slaughterhouse committee were Axel Pettersen (chairman, Cons.-Lib. Electoral List), G.
Christiansen (Cons.-Lib. Electoral List), Johs. Dahl (Labour Party), Sverre Iversen (Labour Party), Heiberg
(Cons.-Lib. Electoral List), Karlsen (Cons.-Lib. Electoral List), and Redvald Larssen (Liberal Party). Larssen, a
police officer, was a close colleague and friend of Johan Sehr, the police officer and animal protectionist that
later would play a crucial role in the struggle against kosher slaughter in the 1920s. On the relationship between
Larssen and Sghr, see Larssen 1946.

% The board of the association had reached the somewhat peculiar conclusion that kosher butchering ‘should
not be denied definitively in the public slaughterhouse, but kosher slaughtering should definitively be
prohibited’. This should probably be interpreted as if the association meant that there rather should have been a
national prohibition (Victor Nielsen-Sather: ‘Schichtning’ paa byens slagtehus’ in Aftenposten 31.12.1912).

439 Letter from Malm, dated 10.01.1913 (The National Archives, The Ministry of Agriculture, Veterinarkontoret,
Saksarkiv: No. 100, Lov om avlivning av husdyr og tamrein. Forarbeider til lov. Spes. Schichting 1912-1925)
and letter from the marketplace committee, dated 01.02.1913, with the statement of the slaughterhouse
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veterinary, the newly appointed manager of the yet to be opened slaughterhouse, Amund
Lo,** had been asked by the marketplace committee about his opinion. The manager had
certain qualms, but found that kosher slaughter could indeed take place in the slaughterhouse

before its regular opening hours.**!

Lo had already commented upon the Jewish slaughter method in an interview with
Aftenposten almost six months earlier in his capacity as police veterinary. In this interview,
when Lo was asked about his opinion on various forms of animal cruelty allegedly taking
place in the city, he chose not characterise kosher slaughter as animal cruelty, and claimed
that death occurred relatively rapidly with this method too.*** Thus, Lo seems to have shared
Malm’s opinions on shechita, which is also underpinned from later statements and initiatives
from Lo. In an interview in Aftenposten on February 10, 1913, Lo had suggested that an
exemption for the Jewish community to slaughter at a private butchery could be prolonged if
the presidency would decide not to permit kosher slaughter at the new slaughterhouse.**® Lo
even obtained support for this view from the board of the Norwegian Veterinarian’s
Association, which in a letter to Lo supported his views by stating that the practice of

shechita, when performed by a skilled shochet, could not be regarded as animal cruelty.***

In accordance with Malm’s and Lo’s responses, the marketplace committee stated in its

response to the magistrate that

kosher butchering cannot be regarded as animal cruelty, and it is difficult to find any
genuine objections against giving the Jews permission to conduct their ritual slaughter
in the public slaughterhouse of Kristiania.**

committee enclosed, rendered in the mail journal of the Magistrate’s II. Dept. (15.08.1911-01.03.1913) as case
No. 391/1913 (Oslo City Archives).

0 Amund Lo (1864-1941) had been a central figure in establishing the slaughterhouse, and served as its
manager from 1912 until 1931. Although not engaged in the animal protection movement at this point, Lo would
later become leader of the Animal Protection Association of Oslo (1933-1939).

1 Letter from veterinary Lo to the marketplace committee, dated 28.11.1912, quoted in Victor Nielsen-Szther:
“‘Schichtning” paa byens slagtehus’ in Aftenposten, 31.12.1912. Lo was heavily criticised by the animal
protection movement for this stance, and Nielsen-Sather stated that he could not believe how a veterinary and a
member of the association could ‘adopt such a stance’ and ‘place himself in opposition to the association’
(Dyrenes Ven, Jan. 1913, pp. 3-4).

#2 <politidyrleegen om dyrplageri’ in Aftenposten 30.08.1912.

3 Aftenposten, 10.02.1913.

44 The National Archives, Landbruksdepartementet, Veterinzrkontoret, Saksarkiv: Lov om avlivning av husdyr
og tamrein. Forarbeider til lov. Spes. Schichting 1912-1925, letter from the board of the Norwegian
Veterinarian’s Association to Amund Lo, dated 28.01.1913.

5 The statement was quoted in Aftenposten, 13.02.1913.
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Despite this assessment, the Conservative Party majority of the marketplace committee
nevertheless recommended the magistrate not to allow kosher slaughter in the slaughterhouse,
due to the ‘strong opinion’ against the Jewish method, which, if used, could damage the
slaughterhouse’s reputation.**® The magistrate endorsed the conclusions of the majority in the
two committees, stating that although the Jewish method could not be considered animal

cruelty,

the financial state of the slaughterhouse would suffer from an authorisation of kosher
slaughtering, since from several sources there has been raised a considerable opinion
against the Jewish method of killing.**’

On February 12, 1913, the city council’s presidency adopted the recommendations of the two
committees and the magistrate. Kosher slaughter was thus outlawed not only as a perhaps
unintended consequence of two separate paragraphs in the regulations of the slaughterhouse,

but also with the explicit intention of the presidency.***

On this background, the magistrate
demanded that the private butchery used by the Jewish community be closed, which until then
apparently had been exempted (or at least tolerated) from the general rule of January 28 that

made the use of the slaughterhouse mandatory for all butchers.**’

The ‘Public Opinion’ - the Press and the Animal Protection Movement

Given the magistrate’s and presidency’s strong emphasis on public opinion in their respective
reasoning for the ban on kosher slaughter in 1913, it would be highly relevant to look into the
press debate concerning the issue. At this point, it was still mainly the animal protection
movement that agitated against kosher slaughter, although now also in the major newspapers,
not only in its own publications. Still, the number of articles in newspapers up to when the
ban was adopted by the presidency on February 12 is relatively low. Thus, it may seem
difficult to grasp how four letters to the editor and a few editorial articles in Aftenposten and
two articles in the agrarian newspaper Landmandsposten could be regarded as a ‘strong’ or

‘considerable’ opinion, which supposedly forced the presidency to act against its own stance

¢ “Den jodiske slagtning. Torudvalget: Det er ikke dyrplageri, men har en sterk opinion mod sig’ in Aftenposten
13.02.1913. The majority of the committee — Hans Halvorsen, Berg, and Mrs. Moestue, all Conservative
representatives, had been ‘inclined to concur with the conclusions of the veterinary director’.
7 Oslo City Archives, Aktstykker 1912-1913, vol. 1b, Negotiations of the Kristiania City Council, p. 145.
8 Oslo City Archives, Aktstykker 1912—1913, vol. 1b, Negotiations of the Kristiania City Council, p. 145. The
members of the presidency present were the mayor, Hieronymus Heyerdahl of the Conservative Party, Carl
Jeppesen, Christian Holtermann Knudsen, and Sverre Iversen of the Labour Party, Harald Aars, Hans Halvorsen,
and Carl Berg of the Conservative Party, and A. Frisch of the Liberal Party.
9 Oslo City Archives, the Magistrate, II. Dept, outgoing mail 02.09.1912-14.03.1913, letter dated 19.02.1913
to butcher Gulbrandsen, Bodegaten 11.
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on the issue. However, one should have in mind that Affenposten was Kristiania’s and
Norway’s most widely read newspaper at the time,*° and that the animal protectionists, some
of who held influential positions in society, also acted through other channels of influence.
Thirdly, butchers also voiced their opinion through their semi-public professional journal, in

addition to complaints submitted to the slaughterhouse manager.

The first objection in the press against kosher slaughter was raised by an anonymous ‘animal
friend’ in Aftenposten on Christmas Eve 1912. The submitter had heard that the Mosaic
Congregation had asked for permission to use the new slaughterhouse, and thus obtain ‘the
official stamp on their “kosher slaughter”,*”' according to the submitter’s logic. Although
condemning the ‘most cruel anxiety’ that the animals experience from the Jewish slaughter
method, the anonymous submitter also sought to draw upon Ole Malm’s expertise, by quoting
from the 1900 article in which Malm had admitted that the Jewish method for an onlooker
probably would be perceived as more unpleasant than the stunning methods. The submitter
expressed his (or her) dissatisfaction with Malm’s conclusion to continue allowing kosher
slaughtering,™” but nevertheless recommended Malm’s article. In the submitter’s opinion,
every ‘compassionate and educated person’ would be ‘deeply offended’ by the Jewish
slaughter method, and were the method to be allowed, it would ‘provoke an entitled

protest’.**?

The emphasis on the ritual character of kosher slaughtering — which had been one of the main
features in the animal protection movement’s agitation since the turn of the century — was
more pronounced in another anonymous letter, printed in Aftenposten on January 4, 1913. The
submitter proposed that the ‘ritual Jew-slaughter’ [sic] should be demonstrated before the
members of the presidency and the press in comparison with slaughter methods involving
previous stunning. Thus, the members of the presidency would be able to ‘see with their own
eyes how this ceremonial killing was done’.*** In a similar vein, an editorial article in the
peasant-movement newspaper Landmandsposten demanded changes in Norwegian legislation

‘that would protect us against worship in the form of animal cruelty’.*>> Landmandsposten

0 The conservative Aftenposten had been the leading newspaper in the capital since 1905 (Flo 2010, p. 25).

1 “En dyreven’: ‘En rost til det dyrebeskyttende publikum’ in Aftenposten 24.12.1912. Emphasis in original.
#2 Malm had been opposed to denying the use of the Jewish slaughter method, as he considered it to be no
crueler than the methods involving previous stunning (Malm 1900).
33 <En dyreven’: ‘En rost til det dyrebeskyttende publikum’ in Aftenposten 24.12.1912.
3% <En tilskuer’: ‘Skal rituel jodeslagtning tillades paa Kristiania slagtehus’ in Aftenposten 04.01.1913.
3 <Dyrplageri’ in Landmandsposten 06.01.1913.
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was the official organ of the Norwegian Farmer’s Organisation [Norsk Landmandsforbund],
and the forerunner of the Peasant Party’s official daily Nationen. In 1913, Landmandsposten
was edited by Thorvald Aadahl (1882-1962), who later made Nationen a stronghold for anti-

communism and anti-Semitism with explicit fascist and Nazi sympathies.*

Although the animal protection movement’s official agitation was restrained in public and
retained a level of fairness that later disappeared from the debate, the rhetoric intensified in
the internal publications of the animal protection movement. Malm was repeatedly referred to
as ‘a fanatic defender of the Jews’ “kosher slaughter” in Dyrenes Ven,”’ and the journal
went further in its condemnation of Jews than the association did publicly. In a special edition
on kosher slaughter that was distributed to all members of the magistrate and the city council
in January 1913, several articles and statements were cited that condemned kosher slaughter.
For instance, Dyrenes Ven supported the conclusion of Landmandsposten that ‘kosher
slaughter relies on a stunted provision in the Jew’s religion which demands that the animals

be tortured to death’.**®

However, in the newspapers, representatives of the animal protection movement appealed to
the public’s common sense without explicitly drawing upon fear and xenophobia.** Shortly
after the anonymous letter in Aftenposten, the leader of the Animal Protection Association of
Kristiania, Victor Nielsen-S@ther, submitted a letter to Aftenposten in which he clarified the
animal protection movement’s official stance. Although more factual and sober than the
writings in Dyrenes Ven, Nielsen-Sather’s piece criticised Jews for their adherence to ancient
customs that not only had lost their practical functions, but that also were incompatible with
modern circumstances. Nielsen-Sather expressed sympathy with the Jewish people and
respect for their religion, but meant that the method of slaughter prescribed by Jewish law
could only be considered as ‘a stain on their religious beliefs’. The method could surely have
been regarded ‘of humane nature’ two or three thousand years ago, but times had changed,

and now it was time for Jews to comply with the modern standards adopted ‘in every civilised

3¢ Ottosen (ed.) 2010, p. 51; Simonsen 2009.

7 Georg Sverdrup: ‘Slagtesporgsmaalet’ in Dyrenes Ven, Dec. 1910, p. 90; Georg Sverdrup:
‘Slagtesporgsmaalet’ in Dyrenes Ven, March 1911, p. 18.

8 <Dyrplageri’ in Landmandsposten 06.01.1913.

9 The following letter by Victor Nielsen-Sether and a letter written by Claudine Heiberg (Aftenposten
05.02.1913), a board member of the Women’s Animal Protection Association, were the only signed letters in the
public debate.
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country’.*®® At this point, prohibitions of kosher slaughter existed only in Switzerland and
Finland — the kingdom of Saxony had lifted its 1892 prohibition a few years earlier in
December 1910. Nielsen-Sather could similarly not have been very familiar with the practice
of shechita, as his description of kosher slaughter contained several inaccuracies. Nielsen-
Sather wrote, for instance, that animals were killed by three incisions on the neck, instead of

a single one.

Excerpts of Nielsen-Sather’s letter were also printed in Landmandsposten, just as Dyrenes
Ven later would include excerpts from Landmandsposten on this matter. Landmandsposten
quoted Nielsen-Sather’s somewhat inaccurate description of shechita, together with a call to
‘eradicate such filth’.**' This exchange of articles between the two publications was the
beginning of an alliance that would dominate the future debate on kosher slaughter, but
already in 1913, this alliance may be identified as the ‘public opinion’ which justified the
demand for a prohibition in Kristiania and later in Aker. This was an alliance of two
movements that were not always in agreement, but found themselves allied in their common
objectives concerning the kosher slaughter issue. As one of the leading figures of the
Women’s Animal Protection Association suggested in Landmandsposten: ‘the men of
agriculture together with the animal protection movement could force this [a national

prohibition] through, despite all opposition from the “experts””.***

The Butchers and Shechita

The veterinary authorities’ willingness, including that of the slaughterhouse administration, to
find a solution in cooperation with the Jewish community had perhaps made community
representatives think that the magistrate and presidency might change their opinion in the
future. The Kristiania presidency’s decision had not been fundamental, but rather pragmatic,
and did not rule out a different outcome had it not been for the ‘strong opinion’ against the
Jewish method. Moreover, in the neighbouring municipality of Aker, the Jewish community
had been allowed to continue shechita, despite resistance from the animal protection
movement and the Aker police (more on this in the next chapter). At any rate, in December
1914, about two years after the original request, the Mosaic Congregation directed a renewed

request to the magistrate, asking for permission to use the public slaughterhouse for kosher

0 Victor Nielsen-Szther: “Schichtning” paa byens slagtehus’ in Aftenposten 31.12.1912.

1 <Jadeslagtningen’ in Landmandsposten 24.01.1913.
2 Julie Thlen: ‘Jodeslagtningen’ in Landmandsposten 21.02.13.
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slaughtering. The magistrate repeated the previous year’s procedure, and requested statements
on the matter from the administrative bodies concerned, however this time, only from the

463 1n a letter to the

manager of the slaughterhouse and then from the marketplace committee.
manager, the magistrate inquired whether it would be possible to cast the animals in a
responsible manner without causing unnecessary pain, whether butchers would object to the
presence of kosher slaughtering at the slaughterhouse, and finally the manager’s own opinion

on the matter.***

Before replying, manager Amund Lo obtained the opinions of the butchers, represented by the
Kristiania Butchers’ Association. The association replied to Lo in a letter in January 1915,

stating that:

We cannot recommend that this slaughter method be introduced at the Kristiania
public slaughterhouse, as we find this method of killing unappealing [mindre
tiltalende]. Albeit the term ‘animal cruelty’ is not accurate according to the expert
statements, we still find this slaughter method disgusting and gruesome to an extent
that gives the impression of animal cruelty. [...] We also believe that it will arouse
disapproval among citizens, and the farmer will hesitate to sell his animals and let
them be killed at the Kristiania slaughterhouse if kosher slaughtering is introduced.*®’

The unambiguous rejection of the Jewish slaughter method is remarkable, not only since the
butchers admitted that it could not be characterised as animal cruelty, but also because only a
few years earlier, the butchers themselves had been negative towards the mandatory use of
previous stunning at the slaughterhouse. Their opposition should be viewed in light of the
prolonged use of non-stunning methods in Norway, and as in Bergen (see previous chapter),
many of the butchers in Kristiania were probably using non-stunning methods up until the
opening of the new public slaughterhouse. Although positive to the establishment of public
slaughterhouses as such, the journal of the butcher profession had as late as 1911 expressed

scepticism towards the animal protection movement’s demand that livestock be stunned

%3 The slaughterhouse manager had superseded the slaughterhouse committee as administrative body

responsible for the slaughterhouse after the facility had been officially inaugurated. Although not requested to
make any statement this time, the Animal Protection Association of Kristiania still submitted a protest to the
Magistrate (dated 08.04.1915).

% Oslo City Archives, the Magistrate’s II. Dept, outgoing mail 19.08.1914—-14.01.1915, letter dated 16.12.1914
to the manager of the slaughterhouse.

93 Archives of the Storting, Bilag til Stortinget 1927, Diverse II, copy of letter from Kristiania Slakterborgeres
Forening to Amund Lo, dated 26.01.1915.
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before slaughter, and the journal suggested that the problem was rather the use of unskilled

labour.*%¢

However, the negative attitudes towards stunning methods seem to have ceased after the
slaughterhouse was opened. In the June and August 1914 editions of the butcher journal were
several articles negative to kosher slaughter. An anonymous ‘elderly master butcher’ wrote to
the journal that kosher slaughter was ‘not only animal cruelty, but also reprehensible and
crude work, not suited for modern, civilised humans’.*®’ Manager Fritz Liitcherat of the
Farmer’s Common Slaughterhouse [Bondernes Feallesslagteri], a private facility in the
neighbouring Aker municipality, stated in January 1913 to Dyrenes Ven that he would not
permit kosher slaughter at his slaughterhouse because of the negative influence this would
have on his butchers. In his opinion, kosher slaughter ‘seems like murder’ [sic] and ‘it would
give the slaughter profession a more brutal character’.*®® Likewise, Victor Nielsen-Sather
reported in Dyrenes Ven in March 1914 that several of Kristiania’s major butchers had said
that ‘they would not have committed themselves to use Kristiania slaughterhouse if kosher
slaughter had been allowed there’.*” Coming from one of the main opponents of shechita,
this statement must of course be viewed sceptically. However, from the above statements
from butchers, it seems reasonable that by 1914, the majority of butchers had changed their
view on slaughter methods not involving stunning. This conclusion is further supported by a
resolution adopted in 1920 by the Norwegian Butchers’ Association [Norges mesterforening
for slagtere og pelsemakermestere] stating that no slaughter animals should be killed without

. - 470
previous stunning.

In his response to the magistrate, slaughterhouse manager Lo accepted the butchers’ stance,
and referred to possible economic consequences for the slaughterhouse. Regardless of the
manager’s statement, the magistrate official added a personal remark in the letter to the
marketplace committee, contrary to the manager’s recommendations: ‘It occurs to me that
there are no longer any reasons to oppose kosher slaughtering at the slaughterhouse, as this

has been in operation for 3 years, and business is in a good state’.*’' Obviously, the magistrate

¢ Tidsskrift for slaktere og polsemakere 1911, December, p. 43.

7 < Eldre slagtermester’: ‘Hr. redakter!” in Tidsskrift for Slagtere og Polsemakere, August 1914,

8 Dyrenes Ven 1913, January, pp. 3—4.

*9 Dyrenes Ven 1914, March, p. 25.

470 Mendelsohn 1969, p. 373.

"1 Oslo City Archives, the Magistrate’s II. Dept, outgoing mail 14.01.1915-27.06.1915, letter dated 08.02.1915
to the leader of the marketplace committee.
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rejected the economic argument as merely a pretext for not allowing shechita. Nevertheless,
the committee concurred with the slaughterhouse manager not to allow kosher slaughter in the

2

public slaughterhouse,’’? and the magistrate refrained from submitting the request to the

presidency for further consideration.*”

From Sanitary Concerns to Animal Welfare

Although letters from the animal protection movement in the press were few in number (of
which only two were signed), the movement’s influence, and not least the cause itself, should
not be underestimated. The two leading animal protection associations reported a strong
growth in membership in these years, and they were seemingly able to mobilise further among
the upper middle class of Kristiania.*’* However, more importantly, it was at this very point
that the concept of concern for animals seems to have replaced the emphasis on sanitary
concerns in the public discourse on slaughtering and slaughterhouse reform. The animal
protection movement finally had gained the support of politicians and bureaucrats for yet
another of its most important struggles. The movement had already been able to influence the
legislation regarding vivisection, and the concern for animals gradually gained more
importance in the question of the public slaughterhouses, too. In Kristiania in the 1890s, the
establishment of a public slaughterhouse had solely been a question of improving sanitary
conditions and thereby improving public health. The sanitary arguments had only at a later
stage been supplemented by a greater concern for the slaughter animals. Still in 1910, sanitary
concerns were decisive in the decision to close all private butcheries in the city, while some
years later in 1913, the decision to close the private kosher butchery and to ban kosher
butchering entirely from the city was solely justified by concern for the animals. Obviously,
since sanitary concerns never were used as an argument in the question of kosher slaughter,

the conditions at the private butchery used for shechita must have been satisfying in the eyes

472 Letter from the marketplace committee, dated 10.03.1915, rendered in the mail journal of the Magistrate’s II.

Dept. (09.06.1914-30.08.1915) as case No. 899/1915 (Oslo City Archives).

7 Oslo City Archives, the Magistrate’s II. Dept, outgoing mail 14.01.1915-27.06.1915, letter dated 18.03.1915
to lawyer Fredrik Stang Lund.

#7* Thora Lund: ‘Barneforeningen til Dyrenes Beskyttelse’ in Dyrenes Beskytter, 1913, p. 17. There had been a
significant decline in membership in both the two largest Kristiania-based associations in the first decade after
1900. The Animal Protection Association of Kristiania had about 650 members by the turn of the century and
just above 500 members a decade later. However, during the kosher slaughter affair, the membership numbers
grew again. In 1913 only, the association gained about 200 new members, which means a growth of over 25%
(Dyrenes Ven, Jan. 1914, p. 2). The numbers are more uncertain for the Women’s Association, but it seems like
the Association more than doubled its membership, from about 400 in 1906 to over 900 in 1913 (Dyrenes
Beskytter 1907, p. 35; Dyrenes Beskytter 1914, p. 41).
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of both the authorities and animal protectionists. After the new slaughterhouse had been
opened, the idea of allowing shechita there in the future, and thus ‘returning’ to ancient,

outdated methods, became even less tolerable.

In a remarkably short time, one may observe a change of sensibilities towards the slaughter
animals not only among politicians and bureaucrats, but perhaps even more importantly
among butchers. This change of sensibilities is in accordance with Noélie Vialles’ theory of
‘dissociation of slaughtering and butchery’, and even though this shift occurred at a relatively
late stage in Norway, it seems to have been more profound than such shifts in other places,
since the Jewish slaughter method was completely excluded from the dominant conception of
how a slaughterhouse was to be operated. With the introduction of previous stunning methods
at the new slaughterhouse, and the subsequent transformation of the butcher profession, the
slaughterhouse butcher became ‘innocent’ of the killing of the animals. In contrast, the Jewish
shochet would unquestionably remain in the role as the killer of the animal. Thus, the
manager of the Farmers’ Slaughterhouse in Aker was of course correct when he remarked that
the Jewish slaughter method ‘seems like murder’. His indignation was caused by the fact that
the slaughtering conducted at 4is slaughterhouse did not appear as murder any longer. At that
facility, the slaughterhouse reforms had reached a level comparable to what Noélie Vialles
observed in the slaughterhouses in Ardour — it was unclear when and by whom the animals
were killed. Butchers had been transformed from craftsmen to manual workers, each with a

limited and specialised task in the process of making animals into meat.

A similar transition occurred in Kristiania in connection with the establishment of the new
slaughterhouse, where in just a few years, slaughtering in small butcher shops conducted by
single butchers and their assistants was replaced by a factory-like facility where butchers were
transformed from craftsmen to assembly-line labourers. These changes also heightened the
sensibilities of butchers and slaughterhouse workers, and the thought of a Jewish shochet in
their midst became unbearable. Of course, these butchers were well accustomed to similar
non-stunning methods from the private butcheries where they had worked only a few years
earlier, and they did not necessarily experience individually a change of sensibility. But the
presence of an ‘outdated” method at a modern facility would threaten the butchers’ newly
acquired status as ‘innocent’ slaughterhouse workers, and imply adherence to the slaughter

methods of yesterday. Thus, for butchers, the problem with shechita was not so much the
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sufferings of the animals as the role of the butcher. The method maintained the relationship
between the butcher as killer and the animal as victim, whereas the new stunning methods and
procedures at the new public slaughterhouse blurred and, to a certain extent, abolished this

relationship.

Further, butchers argued that the presence of shechita at the modern slaughterhouse could ruin
the facility’s reputation, suggesting that farmers and consumers feared kosher slaughtering. Of
course, this fear could not have been invoked without the effective agitation of the animal
protection movement and its demonising, and sometimes untruthful account of the Jewish
slaughter method. Using terms such as ‘ritual Jew-slaughter’ and ‘worship in the form of
animal cruelty’, the animal protectionists played on fear of Jews, as well as on fear of the
ritual and the primitive character of kosher slaughtering. Allied with the peasant-movement
newspaper Landmandsposten, the animal protection movement could stir up emotions among
cattle-breeding readers in rural areas around Kristiania, and thus potentially prevent these

farmers from selling their animals to be slaughtered at the Kristiania slaughterhouse.

The initiative to establish a public slaughterhouse originated from veterinary authorities,
where Ole Malm had considered a public slaughterhouse as one of the most important means
to defeat the spread of contagious diseases from animals to humans. As head of the national
Veterinary Authority, Malm had been, ever since his appointment, mainly concerned about
the public health. The development of modern veterinary medicine elsewhere in Europe in the
late 19th century had also emerged out of the needs of conventional medicine, especially with
respect to fighting contagious diseases.””” Even though Malm considered himself to be
compassionate towards animals, he was primarily concerned about humans. Malm’s
somewhat instrumental view on animals and veterinary medicine was challenged by the
animal protection movement, and was eventually incompatible with the views of animal
protectionists. Thus, it is not difficult to understand why animal protectionists mocked Malm
when in 1910 he had claimed that ‘we are a pioneering nation when it comes to the question

of public slaughterhouses’.*’ In their eyes, for a slaughterhouse to have the improvement of

> The spread of contagious animal diseases was one of the main themes discussed at the very first European

veterinary congress in Hamburg in 1863, and was to be given much attention also in future congresses (Swabe
1999, p. 98). Prior to the 1892 slaughterhouse law, veterinary medicine in Norway had primarily been aimed at
improving agriculture or had military purposes. After Malm had succeeded in persuading politicians to adopt the
slaughterhouse law, he also ensured that the government’s meat control was transferred from the medical
authorities to his own veterinary office (Asdal 2005, p. 37).

476 Dyrenes Ven, 1910, December, p. 90.
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public health as its only rationale was far from satisfying. For Malm, however, concern for
animals could never overrule the needs of humans. This understanding of veterinary medicine
should also explain why Malm sympathised with the Jews on the question of kosher slaughter
— the needs of animals should never come before the needs of humans, including religious

freedom.

Malm’s understanding of the relationship between veterinary medicine, public health and
animal concerns had prevailed among other physicians, veterinarians, politicians and
bureaucrats, and was only at this point seriously beginning to be challenged by the animal
protection movement. Thus, the practice of kosher butchering was long tolerated by both
health authorities and veterinary authorities because it did not constitute any risk to public
health. However, with the centralisation of all slaughter within the city of Kristiania, an
exception for the Jewish method was to be perceived as unacceptable. The standardisation and
centralisation of slaughter meant less liberty for the individual butcher to choose his method
of slaughter. Religious commandments were not considered as a legitimate cause for
exemptions from the general rule, even though the method itself — when properly conducted —
was not considered as animal cruelty by the slaughterhouse administration (Amund Lo), and
did not pose a financial burden on the slaughterhouse (the magistrate). Lo’s proposal to let
Jews slaughter animals before the slaughterhouse’s regular opening hours confirms that the
manager himself did not find shechita crueler than any other method. Fear of protests among
regular butchers and fear of public opinion in general probably led Lo to suggest that kosher
slaughter in any case should take place outside the regular opening hours, so to say under the

cover of night.

Out of Sight, Out of Mind?

However, Lo’s attempt to compromise was fruitless, and failed under the emerging discourse
on animal protection that had gained the support of politicians. With a new, modern,
centralised slaughterhouse built, and with the agitation of the animal protection movement
and the peasant press, the Jewish method was viewed as outdated, irrational and
anachronistic, even by some who in essence did not regard the method as any more cruel than
the stunning methods. The very existence of the new slaughterhouse made it difficult to
assume other positions and to defend other practices, even if one did not find these practices

contradictory to animal concerns. With the animal protectionists’ hegemonic position in the
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debate, politicians in the presidency feared that the reputation of the prestigious
slaughterhouse could be damaged. What they feared was perhaps not so much the practical
consequences of allowing kosher slaughter at the slaughterhouse, but the controversy that it
would create in the press, and the reactions it would cause amongst farmers and other users of

the slaughterhouse. Hence, banning shechita from the city seemed inevitable.

The animal protection movement had achieved their goal — as the city council substitute
represenative and animal protectionist Thora Lund put it in 1910: “We expect from our city
[...] that kosher slaughter will be banished from the territory of the City’.*”” Even though this
was the result, animal protectionists were not satisfied. During spring 1913, the Mosaic
Congregation began using a private butchery just outside the city borders in the municipality
of Aker, only a few kilometres from the newly inaugurated Kristiania slaughterhouse. In other
words, the ‘problem’ still existed, and the animal protection movement promptly reacted with
countermeasures. This controversy gave rise to an even stronger ‘opinion’ than what had been
the case in Kristiania. However, this time defenders of kosher slaughter mobilised, and the
debate was to be far more polarised. For the first time it also caught the attention of legal

authorities, and this is the main theme for the next chapter.

477 Dyrenes Ven, 1910, December, p. 91.
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3.3: The Attempt to Prohibit Shechita in Aker, 1913-1914

As implied in the previous chapter, the animal protection movement continued and intensified
its campaign against the Jewish method of religious slaughter after the city council had
banned the practice in Kristiania on February 12, 1913. Shortly after the city’s Jewish
population had been denied religious slaughter at the new public slaughterhouse, or in any
private butchery, the Mosaic Congregation concluded an agreement with the butcher Oscar
Hansen in Etterstad, a suburb in neighbouring Aker municipality. The Animal Protection
Association of Kristiania regarded this as a provocation, and promptly initiated
countermeasures. Since there was no public slaughterhouse in Aker, and therefore no
possibility for a political solution as had been the case in Kristiania, the association instead
turned to the police. The association succeeded in persuading the police and the prosecuting
authorities of Aker to act against the slaughter activities of the Mosaic Congregation, and the
congregation’s trustee [forstander] Axel Griin was charged with violation of the penal code’s

provisions on animal abuse (§ 382).

This legal process is hardly mentioned in Oskar Mendelsohn’s book on the history of the Jews
in Norway,"”® while Per Ole Johansen mentions only briefly that in 1913, criminal
proceedings were brought against ‘those responsible’ for the butchery in Aker used by
Jews.*” Although the attitudes of the Norwegian police and legal authorities occupy a
prominent role in the rest of Johansen’s book, the initiatives of the police in the kosher
slaughter affair are not addressed, other than in connection with the role of the leading police
officer and animal protectionist Johan Sehr in the affair.**’ Although Sehr in 1926 threatened
to bring charges against the Jews in case parliament failed to approve a law against kosher

slaughter,”™' he never acted against the Jewish slaughter method in his capacity as a police

78 Mendelsohn 1969, pp. 571-572.

7 Johansen 1984, p. 63.

0 Johan Sehr (1867-1949), as chief of the criminal department of the Kristiania police, played an important role
in identifying and detaining several spies in Kristiania during the First World War, among others the infamous
Finnish-German spy Walter von Gerich (Walter von Rautenfels). Already during his career in the Kristiania
police, Sehr expressed negative attitudes about the Jews, and as an animal protectionist, Sehr was one of the
most ardent opponents of Jewish religious slaughter. For his relentless commitment against the Jewish slaughter
method, Sehr was elected leader of the Animal Protection Association of Kristiania in 1929.

81 Johan Sehr: ‘Schéchtningen’ in Aftenposten, 02.08.1926.
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officer. This had, however, previously been attempted unsuccessfully in 1913 by Sehr’s

predecessor as chief of police in Aker, Johannes Ditlef Fiirst.***

This chapter will follow the preparations undertaken by the police and the public prosecutors
in the legal process against the Mosaic Congregation’s trustee, and will then look in to the
initiative taken by the same authorities to introduce a national prohibition against shechita
when the case against Griin failed. A key argument will be that the police’s and the
prosecutors’ roles as promoters of a ban on Jewish religious slaughter originated in the
conception of kosher slaughter as a problem of public order and morality. Although demands
for a prohibition in Aker unquestionably were a consequence of the ban in Kristiania, the
police’s willingness, if not eagerness, to put an end to kosher slaughtering in Aker must be
viewed on the background of the public debate arising after Kristiania’s Jewish community

began using a private slaughterhouse in Aker.

Contributing most to transforming the kosher slaughter affair from a question of animal
welfare to a problem of public disturbance were the negative images and (mis)conceptions of
the Jewish slaughter method conveyed in the press during this period. During spring 1913,
debates in newspaper columns intensified in both scope and content. In addition to animal
protectionists, supporters of the Jewish community’s right to practice religious slaughter, as
well as anti-Semites, such as the author Nils Kjar and the lawyer Eivind Saxlund, entered the
debate. The second section of this chapter will therefore be devoted to an analysis of the
newspaper debate during the spring of 1913 and all of 1914, a debate which also was one of
the first, if not the first debate in the mainstream press where Norway’s Jewish community

was attacked with vehement anti-Semitic rhetoric.

Anti-Semitism had of course existed in the Norwegian public during the 19th century and in
the first decade of the new century, but the debate in 1913-1914 was the first time anti-
Semitic rhetoric was directed against Norway’s Jewish population as a collective, and not
against individuals or the obscure entity of a Jewish conspiracy. Anti-Semitic agitation would
later be an integrated part of some of the Norwegian press during the years after the Great
War, but unlike the kosher slaughter affair, these ‘threats’ of ‘Bolshevik’, ‘internationalist’ or

‘capitalist’ Jew were built on abstract stereotypes from a universe of ideas which had little to

2 Johannes Ditlef Fiirst (1855-1926) served as chief of police in the police district of Aker from 1907 until

Johan Sehr succeeded him in 1925.
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do with actual events in Norway.*"

However, before examining the press debate during the
kosher butchering controversy in Aker, it is pertinent to describe the course of events in the

process against Axel Griin.***

The Judicial Investigation of Axel Griin

As mentioned in the previous chapter, the private butchery in Kristiania’s Rodelokka district,
used by Kristiania’s Jewish community, was ordered closed by the city magistrate by the end
of February 1913. Shortly after, the Mosaic Congregation concluded an agreement with the
butcher Oscar Hansen of Etterstad in the neighbouring Aker municipality. Already on April 5,
1913, Aftenposten reported that kosher slaughtering had been ‘transferred’ to Aker, and in late
April, the peasant-movement newspaper Landmandsposten printed rumours about the Jewish
slaughter method having been ‘introduced in Aker’.**’ In a sensational tone, the Animal
Protection Association of Kristiania could in Dyrenes Ven May issue provide details, namely

that kosher slaughtering took place twice weekly in Oscar Hansen’s butchery on Stromsveien

in Etterstad.

The fact that Kristiania Jews, despite the ban on kosher slaughter in the city proper, had
continued their ‘ritual slaughter’ just across the city border aroused great indignation in the
association.*®® A complaint was sent to the Aker chief of police, Johannes Ditlef Fiirst, who
then turned to the association’s leader, Victor Nielsen-Sather, for an opinion on whether
kosher slaughter could be regarded as animal cruelty punishable under the penal code’s §
382" On May 5, Nielsen-Sazther managed to organise a demonstration of kosher
slaughtering at the Etterstad butchery. Present, in addition to the shochet (the Jewish butcher)
and his assistants, were the inspector of the Animal Protection Association of Kristiania, Carl
Hirsch, the inspector of the Women’s Animal Protection Association, Edvin H. Thorson,
army veterinary captain Peder Marum, a journalist of the newspaper Dagbladet and Nielsen-

Saether himself. The ‘inspectors’ were men hired by the animal protection associations to

3 See for instance Simonsen 2009 and 2012.

4 Axel Julius Griin (1853-1921) served as the Mosaic Congregation’s trustee [forstander] for two periods,
1897-1898 and 1912-1921. Griin, a Danish-born Jew of German extraction, ran a grocery store that must have
been profitable, judging from his family’s dwellings in the 1910 census (a 260 sq. m. apartment in fashionable
Skovveien).

3 <Det hellige Dyrplageri’ in Landmandsposten, 28.04.1913.

8¢ < Jadenes rituelle slagtning (Schéchtningen)’ in Dyrenes Ven, May 1913, p. 33.

7 <Jodenes rituelle slagtning (Schichtningen)’ in Dyrenes Ven, May 1913, p. 33; Ole Malm: ‘Dyrebeskyttelsen
og schichtningen’ in Aftenposten, 20.02.1914. Unfortunately, the Aker Police Department’s archives do not
contain any records from this period. However, the accounts of Malm and the Animal Protection Association of
Kristiania are concurrent on these incidents.
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monitor the treatment of animals in the city of Kristiania and its surrounding municipalities,
and their reports were printed monthly in Dyrenes Ven and Dyrenes Beskytter. Also on this
occasion, the two inspectors each wrote a report, both of which were enclosed with Nielsen-

Sather’s own statement to the chief of police.

In response to the police chief’s request, Nielsen-Sather stated that he had no doubt that ‘any
Norwegian court of justice composed of people being aware of man’s obligations towards
animals, would declare that the practice of kosher slaughter is contrary to the provisions in the
penal code’s § 382°. Nielsen-Sather further recommended that the chief of police press
charges against those responsible, but he also stressed that the association did not seek any
penalty for Oscar Hansen, the (non-Jewish) owner of the butchery used by the Jewish
community. The reports of the two inspectors, Hirsch and Thorson, both contained a brief
description and each inspector’s assessment of the slaughtering. Hirsch concluded, ‘It is
terrifying that anything so raw and barbaric can take place among civilised people; but of
course regular people do not know how terrible this slaughter is’.*** Despite the fact that the

report obviously regarded the Jews as neither ‘civilised’ nor ‘regular people’, it formed the

basis for the police’s further work in the case.

A few days after receiving the opinion of the Animal Protection Association of Kristiania,
Chief of Police Fiirst notified both butcher Hansen and the Mosaic Congregation that they
would be charged with violation of the penal code’s § 382 if they did not cease to slaughter
according to the Jewish method in the butchery at Etterstad.*’ Simultaneously, Fiirst
informed all butchers in Aker that they would be prosecuted if they let kosher slaughter be

490

conducted in their butcheries.”” The Mosaic Congregation must have ignored the threat of a

charge — in any case; on May 20, the chief of police requested the Kristiania police to

interrogate the trustee of the Mosaic Congregation, Axel Griin.*"

An intervention by the
congregation’s lawyer caused the National Director of Public Prosecutions [Riksadvokaten]*?
on June 12 to inform the Aker chief of police that because the case involved a matter of

principle, and because the Aker police could not press charges for something that had been

88 < Jodenes rituelle slagtning (Schéchtningen)’ in Dyrenes Ven, May 1913, p. 33.

* The Norwegian Penal Code of 1902, chapter 38, § 382: ‘Anyone, who by neglect, overwork, or in any other
way makes himself guilty in coarse or vicious abuse of animals, or contributes thereto, will be punished with
fines or imprisonment up to 6 months’ (Norges Love 1908, p. 860).

0 <Den jodiske “schichtning” taales ikke i Aker’ in Aftenposten, 09.05.1913.

w1 Dyrenes Ven, March 1914, p. 17.

2 Director of Public Prosecutions from 1911 to 1929 was Peder Kjerschow (1857—1944).
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practiced for years in Kristiania without ever being prosecuted, the Director of Public
Prosecutions himself would decide whether to press charges against Griin.*’ This
intervention delayed a clarification in the case over the summer; however, on September 23
Chief of Police Fiirst summoned Griin to a judicial examination before a investigating judge
on the charge of having violated the penal code’s provisions on animal cruelty (§ 382).*
Fiirst also summoned four expert witnesses proposed by the Animal Protection Association of
Kristiania. However, the investigation was further postponed as the investigating judge of the
District Court of Aker found the expert witnesses picked by the chief of police to be biased.*”
One of the expert witnesses, the physician and Liberal Party Member of Parliament, Dr.
Ludvig Kragtorp, had already in May written a piece in the newspaper Tidens Tegn highly

6

negative to kosher slaughter,”® and Ole Malm later claimed that the Animal Protection

Association had obtained statements in advance from the three other expert witnesses.*””’

The investigating judge of the District Court of Aker discharged Dr. Kragtorp and the three
other expert witnesses, and summoned two new expert witnesses: the head of the
government’s Veterinary Authority, Ole Malm, and veterinary Halfdan Holth of the

Veterinary Institute.*”®

Finally, on January 19, 1914, the first hearing of the judicial
investigation took place at the District Court of Aker. The charged, Axel Griin, gave lengthy
testimony, and several witnesses working at Oscar Hansen’s butchery were interrogated. In
addition, representatives of the animal protection movement (Nielsen-Sather and the two
inspectors) gave an account of the demonstration conducted in Hansen’s butchery the

499

previous year.”  Unfortunately, no records of the negotiations remain in the archives of Aker

District Court at the Regional State Archive of Oslo, but from the correspondence between the

3 Ole Malm: ‘Dyrebeskyttelsen og schichtningen’ in Aftenposten, 20.02.1914.

% Ole Malm: ‘Dyrebeskyttelsen og schichtningen’ in Aftenposten, 20.02.1914.

*3 The investigating judge (or examining magistrate) of the District Court of Aker [Aker Kriminaldommer] was
responsible for administrating judicial investigations [rettslig efterforskning]. He had no judicial power, and it
was up to the Regional Public Prosecutor (or in this case, the Director of Public Prosecutions) to decide whether
the judicial investigation eventually would lead to a prosecution.

¢ I[udvig] Kragtorp: ‘Den jodiske slagtemaate. Svar til dr. Wilhelm Schencke’ in Tidens Tegn, 21.05.1913.

7 0Ole Malm: ‘Dyrebeskyttelsen og schichtningen’ in Aftenposten 20.02.1914. The other expert witnesses were
municipal veterinary Adolf Jacobsen, army veterinary captain Peder Marum and the manager of Aker’s
municipal slaughterhouse, Fritz Liitcherat. Liitcherat had already, in connection with the controversy the
previous year in Kristiania, described negative characteristics of shechita (Dyrenes Ven 1913, January, pp. 3—4).
*% Halfdan Holth (1880-1950) was, as Norway’s first professor of veterinary medicine at the Veterinary Institute
in Kristiania (from 1914), a close colleague of Malm, and was named director of the Institute after Malm’s death
in 1917. Holth was, as Malm, an expert in contagious diseases, and wrote numerous works on bacteriology and
serology (Horne 1925, p. 225 and Thorshaug 1934, p. 320).

9 <Schichtningen for retten’ in Aftenposten 19.01.1914; ‘Den jodiske Schichtning. Det forste forher’ in
Dyrenes Ven, January 1914.
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Regional Public Prosecutor and the Director of Public Prosecutions, together with the

. . . 500
newspaper coverage, it is possible to create a general picture of the process.

In addition,
copies of the report written by Malm and Holth have survived both in the archives of Malm’s

veterinary office in The National Archives and in those of the Mosaic Congregation of Oslo.

The report is dated February 12, and must have been submitted to the court shortly after it had
been written. In the report, Malm and Holth commenced by dismissing allegations that
sanitary conditions at the Etterstad butchery were unsatisfactory. In the press and the journals
of the animal protection movement, the butchery had been described as merely a filthy and

501

narrow shed, and photographs of the exterior seemingly confirmed this.” However, in the

two veterinaries’ opinion, the butchery satisfied modern standards with regard to size,

construction, lighting and ventilation.””

In the following part of the report, Malm and Holth
claimed that neither the cut itself, nor the time passed until death occurred caused the animals
any greater sufferings. They admitted that the method of casting had room for improvement,
but emphasised that this was possible to solve by simple means. The report concluded much
as Malm had characterised the Jewish slaughter method on previous occasions: ‘The slaughter
method used by Jews, the so-called “schiachtning”, conducted correctly, does not cause any
greater pain or torment for the “schichted” [sic] animal than does the best among other
methods of slaughtering’. The two veterinaries stressed that any movements observed after
the lethal incision or during the blooddraining were merely unconscious reflex movements
that did not imply any tactile pain. However, these movements ‘would always appear as a
sinister spectacle, even to a greater extent than with other slaughter methods’, according to the
report. Further, concerning the manner whereby animals were slaughtered in this specific
butchery in Aker, the two veterinaries stated, ‘There are no testimonies that suggest that the
kosher slaughter in Oscar Hansen’s butchery is performed in any particularly cruel way, or

that the casting has caused any injuries among the animals’.>"’

> Unfortunately, a ban on keeping minutes made the press coverage of the negotiations sparse.

> Notably ‘Et grufuldt barbari. Jedisk slagtning i Aker’ in Dagbladet, 06.05.1913.

%2 Oslo Jewish Museum, Archives of the Mosaic Congregation [Det mosaiske trossamfunns arkiv], Diverse ca.
1892-ca. 1981, 06: Det Mosaiske Trossamfundets Schechita-mappe 1914-1929, Transcript of statement dated
12.02.1914 by the late veterinary director O. Malm and veterinary Halfdan Holth, p. 3.

°% Oslo Jewish Museum, Archives of the Mosaic Congregation [Det mosaiske trossamfunns arkiv], Diverse ca.
1892-ca. 1981, 06: Det Mosaiske Trossamfundets Schechita-mappe 1914-1929, Transcript of statement dated
12.02.1914 by the late veterinary director O. Malm and veterinary Halfdan Holth, pp. 8-9.
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Charges Dropped

In late March 1914, the documents and the testimonies of the witnesses and the report of the
expert witnesses were submitted to the Regional Public Prosecutor of Kristiania, who was to
submit recommendations to the Director of Public Prosecutions on whether the case should be
tried before a court of justice. The Regional Public Prosecutor received the documents from
the interrogation court on March 28, 1914 together with the recommendation of Chief of
Police Fiirst not to prosecute Griin on the charge of violating the penal code’s § 382. The
chief of police remarked ‘as indicated in the judicial and the extra-judicial expert statements,
the opinions are divided on the question of whether kosher slaughter can be regarded as
animal cruelty in the sense of the penal code’.’® The chief of police obviously gave the
opinions expressed by the dismissed witnesses and those of the expert witnesses appointed by
the court equal weight, even though the former had been found biased by the interrogation
judge. Instead of removing suspicion that the Jewish community had violated the penal code,

the testimonies of Malm and Holth had the opposite effect, and were used merely to raise

some doubt about the well-established notion that Jews were guilty of animal cruelty.

For the prosecutor, it would be difficult, if not impossible, to counter the testimonies of the
country’s two leading veterinary experts that the Jewish community had violated the penal
code. However, Chief of Police Fiirst was determined to put an end to the kosher slaughter in
Aker, and justified this with the concern to the public: ‘the Chief of Police finds the slaughter
method used by the Jews to be greatly offensive to our common morals and concepts, as well
as counter to today’s demand for more humane treatment of animals’.”® Since the testimonies
of the two expert witnesses could not be ignored, Fiirst sought to support his view by what he
referred to as extra-judicial expert statements — in this case they were the statements of

another veterinary, district veterinary B. A. Hjelde,”*

printed in Dyrenes Ven in March 1914,
after the expert witnesses had testified in court. The chief of police concurred with Hjelde that
‘when killing our animals, only the perfect [sic] slaughter method should be allowed’.””” With

the expression ‘perfect slaughter method’, Hjelde had referred to the method involving

3% The Regional State Archives in Oslo, The Regional Public Prosecutor of Oslo [Oslo statsadvokatembeter],

Justisprotokoller I: Hovedrekken, 40b (25.04.1913-26.06.1914), p. 624. My italics.

3% The Regional State Archives in Oslo, The Regional Public Prosecutor of Oslo [Oslo statsadvokatembeter],
Justisprotokoller I: Hovedrekken, 40b (25.04.1913-26.06.1914), p. 624. My italics.

2% Baard Arne Hjelde (1872—1935) was district veterinary in the municipality of Eidsvoll in Akershus County.
37 The Regional State Archives in Oslo, The Regional Public Prosecutor of Oslo [Oslo statsadvokatembeter],
Justisprotokoller I: Hovedrekken, 40b (25.04.1913-26.06.1914), p. 624. My italics.
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previous stunning.”” However, since the chief of police could not entirely ignore the official

judicial expert statements by Malm and Holth, he could not recommend that the Regional

Public Prosecutor prosecute Axel Griin.””

Not only would it be unlikely that a court of justice
would disregard the expert witnesses in the same manner as Fiirst himself had done — in
addition, a trial would have consequences only for the single incident that Griin had been
investigated for and not the practice itself. To put an end to the practice permanently, Fiirst
reminded the Regional Public Prosecutor that an amendment to the penal code permitted the
king (i. e. the cabinet) to issue a decree with ‘general regulations for transporting and
slaughtering animals’.’'’ Such a decree was yet to be drafted, and Chief of Police Fiirst

suggested to the Regional Public Prosecutor that one should try to begin drafting the decree

and include in it a prohibition of kosher slaughter.’"'

Since the Director of Public Prosecutions already in June the previous year had reserved for
himself the decision whether to prosecute Griin, the Regional Public Prosecutor submitted the
case documents together with the recommendations of the Aker chief of police not to
prosecute Griin. The Regional Public Prosecutor also concurred with Fiirst that a future royal
decree on slaughtering and transporting animals should include a prohibition of kosher

slaughter.’'?

The Director of Public Prosecutions adopted the recommendations in their
entirety, and submitted the documents further to the Ministry of Agriculture: ‘as I assume the
Honourable Ministry would be interested in knowing about the case, especially with respect
to the drafting of general regulations on slaughter’.”"> Thus, the documents found their way to
the Ministry of Agriculture, where they were passed to the proper section — the Veterinary

Office headed by Ole Malm.

% Blaard] A[rne] Hjelde: ‘Fra amtsdyrleege B. A. Hjelde, Eidsvold’ in Dyrenes Ven, March 1914, p. 22.

In a letter to the Regional Public Prosecutor, Griin’s lawyer J. M. Lund made the same observation and
reminded the Regional Public Prosecutor that the testimonies of the expert witnesses would be sufficient to
decide if one should charge Griin (The Regional State Archives in Oslo, The Regional Public Prosecutor of Oslo
[Oslo statsadvokatembeter], Justisprotokoller I: Hovedrekken, 40b (25.04.1913-26.06.1914), p. 624, rendering
of letter from lawyer J. M. Lund, dated 17.04.1914).

5101 ov om Straffelovens Ikrafttreeden’ in Norges Love 1908, p. 878, § 15.

S The Regional State Archives in Oslo, The Regional Public Prosecutor of Oslo [Oslo statsadvokatembeter],
Justisprotokoller I: Hovedrekken, 40b (25.04.1913-26.06.1914), p. 624.

>12 The National Archives, The Director of Public Prosecutions [Riksadvokaten], Ordinzrt arkiv, journaler og
registre, journal XVIII (11.08.1913-27.06.1914), fol. 301a, case No. 1101/1914.

1> The National Archives, The Director of Public Prosecutions [Riksadvokaten], Ordinzrt arkiv, journaler og
registre, journal XVIII (11.08.1913-27.06.1914), fol. 301b, rendering of letter to the Ministry of Agriculture
dated 05.05.1914.
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Despite the urging of the Director of Public Prosecutions to include regulations on kosher
slaughter in a future royal decree on slaughtering and transporting animals, Malm had no
intention to draft such a decree, and returned the documents to the Director of Public
Prosecutions on June 20 without replying to the accompanying letter.’'* However, a similar
initiative from the animal protection movement in the form of a petition asking the Storting to
instruct the cabinet to issue a royal decree on slaughtering and transporting animals made
Prime Minister (and Minister of Agriculture) Gunnar Knudsen ask Malm to prepare a draft for
the decree. This draft would eventually include a paragraph that protected shechita; however,
this paragraph will be treated further in a later chapter. The current chapter will proceed by
discussing the role of the police and the prosecuting authorities in the struggle against kosher

slaughter in Aker.

Strategies of the Police and Prosecuting Authorities

315 the kosher

Although the police in Aker were unsuccessful in prohibiting kosher slaughter,
slaughter controversy in Aker has striking similarities with the controversy in Kristiania a few
months earlier. In both cases, local authorities were siding with the animal protection
movement, while the national veterinary authorities were prepared to allow the Jewish
community to continue the practice of shechita, albeit with some modifications. An
interesting feature of the Aker controversy, however, was the interplay between the police on

one side and the prosecuting and judicial authorities on the other.

In Aker, it seems clear that the chief of police sought to manipulate the outcome of the case in
favour of the animal protection movement by choosing expert witnesses whose attitudes
towards kosher slaughter were known to be negative.’'® The Director of Public Prosecutions’s
unusual initiative of June 12, 1913 to determine whether Griin was to be prosecuted suggests
that the prosecuting authorities were aware of the danger of the case being manipulated by the

police. Likewise, the investigating judge of the District Court of Aker would not allow the

3% The National Archives, The Director of Public Prosecutions [Riksadvokaten], Ordinart arkiv, journaler og —

registre, journal XVIII (11.08.1913-27.06.1914), fol. 359a, case No. 1555/1914. The documents were forwarded
to the Regional Public Prosecutor.

> The Director of Public Prosecutions formally dropped the case against Axel Griin on May 5, 1914 (The
Regional State Archives in Oslo, The Regional Public Prosecutor of Oslo [Oslo statsadvokatembeter],
Justisprotokoller I: Hovedrekken, 40b (25.04.1913-26.06.1914), p. 624).

>1® Fiirst was critisised for this not only by Malm, but also in a letter in the newspaper Social-Demokraten,
submitted by the merchant Josef Siew (1876-1942). Siew, who had his education from a yeshiva in his native
Lithuania, would later be elected trustee of the Mosaic Congregation i Oslo from 1934-1937, but did not hold
any office in the Congregation in these years (Mendelsohn 1969, p. 422 and p. 587).
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chief of police to use expert witnesses picked by the animal protection movement. Thus, the
(over)zealous behaviour of Chief of Police Fiirst was corrected by interventions of the
Director of Public Prosecutions and the investigating judge in order ensure that the process

was carried out in accordance with the rules of the legal system.

This interplay also reflects the tendency that the criminologist Per Ole Johansen observes for
the period, based on theories of police behaviour: police officers operated as ‘watchmen’,
concerned with enforcing law and order, while officials in the bureaucracy operated as
‘legalists’, more concerned with correcting the police and acting according to the rules of the

judicial system.’"’

Although prosecuting authorities disagreed with Aker’s chief of police
concerning means, they seem to have agreed with the chief of police concerning ends. The
prosecuting authorities adopted the chief of police’s initiative to solve the kosher slaughter
problem through other channels than the courtroom, channels that would not involve expert
testimonies in favour of the Jewish community. There are no indications that the Regional
Public Prosecutor or the Director of Public Prosecutions had any qualms about supporting
Fiirst’s initiative, even though it was based on statements from persons whom the court had
declared to be biased. Thus, even prosecuting authorities gave the ‘extra judicial statements’

greater credibility than the statements of the court-appointed expert witnesses Malm and

Holth.

It is not apparent why the Aker chief of police, Johannes Ditlef Fiirst, was so determined to
put an end to kosher slaughtering in Aker. Unlike his successor as chief of police in Aker,
Johan Sehr, Fiirst is not known to have had any close ties to the animal protection
movement.”'® However, what Fiirst did have in common with his successor, was a strong
outspoken suspicion against foreigners. The same year, Fiirst devoted much energy to the
struggle against the ‘flood’ of Gypsies into the country, and in a piece in Morgenbladet Fiirst
suggested that the legislation on vagrancy should be more stringent. Since Gypsies usually
earned money by selling artisan products, the police were not allowed to expel them,
lamented Fiirst. Since there were problems enough with ‘our own Travellers’ [tatere], Fiirst

wanted a prohibition of the entrance of foreign Gypsies into the country in order to ‘liberate

7 Johansen 1984, p. 88.

>® It may be worth noting that the Norwegian ‘Who’s Who’ from 1912 mentions that Fiirst had a keen interest in
dog training (Brinchmann & Daae 1912, p. 79). These biographical data were usually submitted by the
individuals in question.
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the country of such suspicious characters [lose eksistenser], living as parasites on society’.

Even though Fiirst’s attitudes towards the Gypsies by no means were uncommon in the period
(or even today), his demand for stricter immigration policy anticipated the measures against
‘suspicious’ foreigners taken by the Norwegian police authorities during the First World War
and in the interwar period. Most of these foreigners were Gypsies or Eastern European Jews,
and as suggested by Per Ole Johansen, there was deep mistrust also of Jews among police and
judicial authorities in these years.”*" Similar legislation as suggested by Fiirst in 1913 was in
fact adopted by the Storting in 1915 as an amendment to the Aliens Act of 1901 in order to
counter the increasing flood of immigrants, many of whom were described as ‘extremely

. ., 521
inferior’.

Thus, the discrimination against Jews by the police and other judicial authorities in Norway is
alreadly well documented for this period. However, Johansen in his study relates this
discrimination mainly to the outbreak of the First World War and the increasing fear of spies
(and later refugees). Although his study takes 1914 as its starting point, the majority of the
cases he refers to took place in the later war years and during the 1920s and 1930s. The case
against Griin suggests that the tendency of some police officers to act as ‘watchmen’ and to
discriminate against Jews already existed when the Great War broke out. Therefore, the
origins of these attitudes must be searched for in the established popular discourses on Jews,
as much as in the context of the Great War. Thus, it would be relevant to look into the
representations of Jews and kosher slaughtering in order to establish the context in which

police officers acted.

Because of the chronology, the public debate on kosher slaughtering during 1913 and the first
half of 1914 cannot fully explain why Griin was charged in the first place. However, it may
contribute to explain the increasing eagerness of police to put an end to the practice of
shechita, even if doing so involved ignoring the testimonies of expert witnesses, and not least,
Fiirst’s initiative towards the prosecuting authorities to have kosher slaughter prohibited by
law. On the other hand, public interest in the issue was caused by the decision to prosecute

Griin in the first place. Thus, the public debate and the actions of the police and judicial

519
520

Politimester Fiirst: ‘Zigeinerplagen’ in Morgenbladet, 22.05.1913.

Johansen 1984, p. 18. Johansen also claims that the Ministry of Justice in the 1920s was unsatisfied with
First for his liberal attitudes towards foreigners; however, this probably says more about the attitudes of the
Ministry at the time and those of Fiirst’s successor Sehr (Johansen 1984, p. 74).

32! Johansen 1984, p. 12.
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authorities influenced each other, and this dynamic contributed to enhance the intensity of the

controversy.

The Slaughter Affair in the Press

The ban on kosher slaughter adopted in Kristiania the previous winter of 1913 had already
contributed to brand the Jewish method of religious slaughter as animal cruelty. Since there
were no plans for a similar public slaughterhouse in Aker bringing all slaughtering under the

auspices of the municipal authorities, >

the only way to make the Jewish community cease to
slaughter in Aker would be by prosecuting either under the criminal law’s provisions on
animal cruelty or on sanitary grounds. When the attempt to prosecute Griin for violating the
penal code’s § 382 failed, the case had reached proportions in the press that could justify
further measures through other channels. Thus, the initiatives of police and prosecutors had
created a press controversy that in both scope and temperature exceeded the press debate the
previous year in Kristiania. Unlike the relativly modest public debate discussed in the
previous chapter, the judicial investigation of Griin had triggered a flow of letters and articles
in the press, mostly negative, but some also in favour of the Jewish community’s right to
slaughter according to their religious commandments. However, for the first time, the
agitation also found its sources in an anti-Semitic ideology, and many of the images and

clichés that were to characterise the debate later in the 1920s surfaced for the first time during

spring 1913 and the following spring of 1914.

The following sections of this chapter will concentrate on the press coverage of the affair in
Kristiania and Aker. Since the amount of letters, articles and editorials is substantial, only a
few of the most representative texts will be analysed in a non-chronological order to give an
impression of the different categories of argumentation against kosher slaughtering.’> The
public debate on the issue had, as shown in the previous chapter, started in the Kristiania
newspapers around Christmas 1912. However, as the question was settled by the city council
already in February 1913, the debate was never allowed to escalate. With the lengthy and
complicated judicial process in Aker against Axel Griin (which lasted for over a year from

April 1913 to May 1914), most main Kristiania newspapers opened their columns for letters

22 A private centralised slaughterhouse already existed in Aker, the Farmer’s Common Slaughterhouse at Leren

[Bondernes Fallesslagteri]. The sanitary conditions at this slaughterhouse and at the few private slaughterhouses
were overall probably better in rural Aker than in Kristiania, thus making the need for centralisation in a
municipal slaughterhouse lesser than in Kristiania.

>3 A chronological, although far from complete review of the debate can be found in Mendelsohn 1969, p. 572f.
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from readers, and some editors also participated actively in the debate. Although most of the
newspapers seem to have sympathised with the opponents of kosher slaughtering, letters
supportive of allowing kosher slaughtering were also printed. Noteworthy is that no official
representatives from the two Jewish congregations in Kristiania participated in the debate,”*”
although a prominent member of the Mosaic Congregation, Joseph Siew, speaking as a
private person, defended the Jewish right to shechita in two letters in Social-Demokraten.’*
In addition to Malm, the most prominent defender of the Jewish community’s right to kosher
slaughter was another scholar, a historian of religions at Kristiania University, Dr. Wilhelm
Schencke (1869-1946). Schencke, who had been educated at the University’s Faculty of
Theology with the purpose of becoming a clergyman, was at the time a fellow in Semitic
languages at the University’s Faculty of Humanities, and was after some controversy
appointed by the Storting as the University’s first professor in the history of religions in 1914.
As professor, Schencke argued for liberal ideas, such as abolishing the education and
formation of clergymen to the State church at the University, as well as the secularisation of

the study of Christianity.”*

Among the opponents were now not only the animal protectionists, but also the peasant-
movement Kristiania-based newspaper Landmandsposten with its nationalist editor Thorvald
Aadahl, as well as the Liberal Party MP Ludvig Kragtorp (1862—1928).”*” Among the more or
less self-declared anti-Semites were the author Nils Kjer and the lawyer and businessman
Eivind Saxlund — the latter infamous for his anti-Semitic pamphlet Joder og Gojim (‘Jews and

0.>*® Both the liberal newspaper Dagbladet and

Goyim’), published some years earlier in 191
the labour organ Social-Demokraten were negative towards kosher slaughter, but less
negative towards Norwegian Jews as such. Apart from printing letters from animal
protectionists and reporting from the events, the largest newspaper in Kristiania, the

conservative Aftenposten, took no official stance on the question. Nor did 7Tidens Tegn, a

2% Te. the Mosaic Congregation [Det Mosaiske Trossamfund], today known in English as the Jewish

Community of Oslo, and the Israelite Congregation [Den Israelittiske Menighed], which was merged with the
Mosaic Congregation in 1939.

323 Jloseph] Siew: ““Det jodiske barbari™ in Social-Demokraten, 30.05.1913 and J[oseph] Siew: ‘Schéchtning’
in Social-Demokraten, 10.06.1913. Siew had also contributed in Social-Demokraten in the debate following the
publication of Eivind Saxlund’s pamphlet Joder og Gojim (‘Jews and Goyim”) in 1910/1911.

>** Halden 2007.

>*7 Kragtorp, a physician, was from 1913 also head of the government’s school system for children with special
needs [Abnormskolevesen].

> Saxlund 1910. The pamphlet was reprinted in at least three additional editions from 1911 to 1923, until
Saxlund lost a defamation case against the journalist Paul Gjesdahl for accusations of anti-Semitism (see
Christensen 1998).
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newspaper associated with the Liberal Left Party,”*” and the paper printed both the most

supportive and negative letters.

An Anti-Semitic Turn?

The debate during the first half of 1913 in many ways culminated in an article in Tidens Tegn
on May 31, 1913 by the author and literary critic Nils Kjar,”*" an article that also caught
much of the attention in Oskar Mendelsohn’s brief review of press coverage that year.”' The
emphasis on Kjar was probably due to his fame as a man of letters, but also to the fact that

Kjaer was an outspoken anti-Semite.”>

Heavily inspired by Houston Steward Chamberlain,
Kjer had in the years preceding the First World War turned away from the socialist and
Marxist ideas of his youth and directed himself towards a reactionary nationalist ideology. In
Kjer’s new ideological outlook, anti-Semitism played a prominent role. Thus, Kjar’s article
marked not only the climax of intensity in the debate — with Kjar entering the stage, the

professed anti-Semites also joined the debate for the first time.

As mentioned in earlier chapters, the animal protection movement, although accused by
contemporaries of promoting anti-Semitism and racial hatred in its struggle against kosher
slaughter, explicitly distanced itself from any such views. There is also little suggesting that
the movement identified itself with anti-Semitic ideology, such as was the case with parts of
the German animal protection movement. The cause itself, however, attracted the attention of
anti-Semites such as Kjer and later Eivind Saxlund, and increasingly from the nationalist
wing of the peasant movement through its newspaper Landmandsposten. Thus, the debate
would from this point onwards be framed in an explicit anti-Semitic context. In this sense,
Kjer’s article contributed to a shift in the debate; however, Kjar in fact stated little that had
not been said in the course of the debate since December 1912. In the following, Kjaer’s
article will be the point of departure for an analysis of the various types of argumentation used

in the debate.

> The Liberal Left Party [Frisinnede Venstre] split from the Liberal Party in 1909, and the breakaway consisted

mainly of conservative ex-members of the Liberal Party who collaborated mostly with the Conservatives.
Incidentally, the remains of the Coalition party [Samlingspartiet], for which Ole Malm had been elected MP in
1907, also merged with the Liberal Left party in 1909.

3% Nils Kjaer: ‘Koscher’ in Tidens Tegn 31.05.13: ‘Our organism will react against the aliens when it starts to
suffer from them’.

3! Mendelsohn 1969, p. 572.

32 Noreng 1995, esp. from p. 31; Lorenz 2011a, p. 40. See also his embracement of Saxlund’s book Joder og
Gojim, where he publicly professed to be a follower of the ‘Germanic anti-Semitism’ (Christensen 1998, p.
844f.).
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To challenge the authority of experts invoked by Dr. Wilhelm Schencke in his defence of the
Jewish slaughter method in a previous letter in Tidens Tegn, Kjer began his article by
pointing out the existence of a prohibition of kosher slaughter in ‘the highly enlightened
country’ of Switzerland.”*® Kjar questioned the expertise further by stating that ‘If every so-
called expert in the world came forward in a row, they would not be able to weaken the
repulsive and disgusting impression kosher slaughter has on non-Jews’.”* By questioning
scientific authority, Kjar repeated the distrust, well known from animal protectionist circles,
concerning the objectivity of the experts and their ability to feel empathy with animals. In
addition, Kjer implied that Jews had other standards of compassion than non-Jews, and that
kosher slaughter was intolerable in ‘our’ society, because ‘we are not Jews and cannot be
forced to feel or think like Jews’. The fact that this ‘brutal callousness’ had ‘a millennial
tradition and relies on religious law’, did not make the case any better for Kjer. Thus, Kjer
wanted not only to discredit the practice on the basis of its ancient origins, but also to bring
into disrepute the Jewish religion itself, which he spoke of as ‘the religion that demands the

slaughterhouses be transformed into stages for religious acts of sacrifice’.

The sole reason that Jews so far had not been met with more opposition in Norway was,
according to Kjer, the relatively small size of the Norwegian Jewish community. Kjer
predicted, however, that this would change with the immigration of Eastern European Jews,
and it would become evident that Jews would demand further special rights and privileges
that were contradictory and offensive to ‘our’ customs. Kjer painted a picture where Jews
already were taking for themselves liberties beyond the religious freedom they had been
granted in Norway: ‘If they in the name of tolerance demand respect for customs and
activities that violate our moral consciousness, then they ask too much’. Kjaer also warned
against the superior position allowing kosher slaughter would give the Jews, who elsewhere in
» 535

Europe were a ‘powerful and omnipresent enemy’,”” thus suggesting the existence of a

worldwide Jewish conspiracy.

Three aspects of Kjar’s article sum up much of the agitation against kosher slaughter in these
years. First, the issue was manipulated from being a question of practical means to being a

question of civilisation, where the practice was attacked on its basis as part of a religious

>3 Wilhelm Schencke: ‘Dyrebeskyttelse og jodeforfolgelse’ in Tidens Tegn, 17.05.1913.
¥ Nils Kjeer: ‘Koscher’ in Tidens Tegn 31.05.1913. My italics.
>3 Nils Kjeer: ‘Koscher’ in Tidens Tegn 31.05.1913.
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ritual and Jews were being thought of as a people less concerned with animal suffering than
Northern Europeans were. Secondly, the alleged demand for Jewish ‘privileges’ was a sign of
Jewish attempts to control and influence Norwegian politics. Thirdly, Jews abused the

generous rights they had obtained as strangers in the country.

Kosher Slaughter as a Question of Civilisation

A striking feature of Kjar’s article, and the debate overall, is the lack of argumentation
concerning the presumed sufferings of the animals involved, despite the omnipresence of the
animal protection movement in the debate. Sufferings were certainly mentioned, but to a
lesser extent in connection with the cut than with the preparations before the cut.”*® These
preparations, however, were already being improved by the Mosaic Congregation and its
shochet in order to satisfy veterinary authorities’ demands (Malm).>*” This improvement did
not, however, affect the debate much, and the fact that the Jewish method of religious
slaughter a priori was considered inferior to the previous stunning methods, made
deliberations concerning the degree of the animal’s sufferings superfluous in the opinion of
animal protectionists. In comparison with ‘modern’ methods, the Jewish method would
always be regarded as primitive, barbaric and irrational, and could not under any
circumstances be tolerated as an aspect of the Jewish population’s religious freedom. On the
contrary, the question’s religious dimension contributed to weakening the rationale for letting

Jews maintain their slaughter practice.

As will be recalled from the previous chapters, the notion of kosher slaughter as a religious
ritual had long been a major argument in the animal protection movement for abolishing
kosher slaughter in Norway.”® According to the movement’s leading figure, Victor Nielsen-
Sather, a slaughter practice based on the commandments of an ancient religion could not
possibly be valid when modern, rational methods existed: ‘It is possible that kosher slaughter,
thousands of years ago, by contemporary standards, was a humane method of killing, but

times have changed and so have fortunately also our demands for humane slaughter

>3 Particularly the newspaper Dagbladet showed interest in this aspect of the case, for instance in articles on

May 6 and 13, 1913 (‘Et grufuldt barbari. Jodisk slagtning i Aker’; ‘Er schachtningen dyrplageri?).

> In his article in Tidens Tegn on May 17, 1913, Schencke confirmed that improvements were being made.

>¥ Schencke, as an expert on the Old Testament and Semitic cultures, repudiated the claim that the slaughter act
in Jewish tradition constituted a ritual in itself, but that the slaughter prescriptions were a logical consequence of
the biblical prohibition of the consumption of blood; see Wilhelm Schencke: ‘Schéchtning’ in Tidens Tegn,
11.05.13.

147



methods’.”’ The inspector of the Kristiania Animal Protection Association, Edvin Thorson,

could, in a series of articles in the newspaper Verdens Gang on the subject ‘Animal cruelty in
its various forms in our days’, inform that ‘the Jews have practiced this kind of killing of
animals for thousands of years without much opposition. Now it is time to “prohibit this kind
of treatment of animals’,’* suggesting that Jews had been alone in slaughtering their animals
in this way, when in fact traditional slaughter methods in Scandinavia and elsewhere in

several ways resembled the Jewish practice, not least regarding the absence of previous

stunning.

Proof of this ancient custom’s incompatibility with ‘modern’ conditions was primarily found
abroad, as the opponents claimed that kosher slaughter had been prohibited in several other
‘civilised’ countries. Victor Nielsen-Sather reminded readers on numerous occasions that the
practice was outlawed in Switzerland, Saxony and Finland, ‘just as in all civilised countries, a
strong movement has risen for the prohibition of kosher slaughter’.>*' Nielsen-Sather of
course omitted mentioning that by the end of 1912, both the Saxon and Finnish prohibitions
had been lifted. When his opponents pointed out this fact, Nielsen-Sather and other animal
protectionists turned to experts statements from Germany, Sweden and Finland to prove that
kosher slaughter from a scientific viewpoint was unacceptable in a civilised society.’** This
notion was challenged by Ole Malm and Wilhelm Schencke, claiming that the experts
favoured by the animal protection movement in fact were not experts in the field of animal
anatomy and physiology. They claimed that the ‘true’ experts in the field did not share the
opinions of animal protectionists concerning kosher slaughter,”” and that such true experts

were ‘impartial men, elevated over the strife between Semites and anti-Semites’.>*!

Although animal protectionists themselves were lending credit to veterinary and medical
experts from time to time, one of their main strategies in the campaign against the Jewish
slaughter method as well as in other campaigns had been to question the validity of expert

statements. The general notion was that scientific knowledge did not include the ability to feel

> Victor Nielsen-Szther: ‘Dyrebeskyttelse og jodeforfolgelse’ in Tidens Tegn, 28.05.1913.

>% E[dvin] Thorson: ‘Dyrplageriet i dets forskjellige Former i vor Tid’ in Verdens Gang, 12.03.1914. Apart from
this article, the liberal Verdens Gang does not seem to have given much attention to the kosher slaughter affair.
I Victor Nielsen-Saether: *‘Schiichtning’ paa byens slagtehus’ in Aftenposten, 31.12.1912.

> See minutes from the 1914 general assembly of the Animal Protection Association of Kristiania, printed in
Aftenposten, Tidens Tegn, Verdens Gang, Morgenbladet, and Social-Demokraten on February 26, 1914.

> Wilhelm Schencke: ‘Dyrebeskyttelse og jodeforfolgelse’ in Tidens Tegn, 17.05.1913 and Ole Malm:
‘Dyrebeskyttelsen og schachtningen (II1)’ in Aftenposten, 24.02.1914.

>* Wilhelm Schencke: ‘Naar “dyrevenner” driver agitation” in Tidens Tegn, 22.05.1913.
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compassion for the animals, and stood in the way of a ‘humane’ approach to the issue. The
animal protectionist Julie Thlen admitted in a letter in Landmandsposten that the expertise
certainly had its proper role, ‘however, it must not become dominant and thus spread a chill
that prevents progress’.”” The more outspoken inspector Thorsen challenged Malm’s

expertise more creatively:

Expertise here and expertise there. Malm has proven that he knows nothing of what he
talks of. If master Malm himself got the choice between being slaughtered by the Jews
or being shot, I would reckon he would stop his nonsense about the one method being
equal to the other, and asked to be shot.”*®

Thorsen further claimed that ‘All professional physiologists and vivisectionists are Malm’s
people’.> Thus, the defence of shechita was also being coupled with the defence of
vivisection, another important cause for animal protectionists in these years. The emphasis on
the Jewish slaughter method’s incompatibility with ‘civilisation’ on one side and the rejection
of science on the other, constitutes an interesting paradox in the animal protectionists’
rthetoric, and shows that the demand for prohibiting kosher slaughtering was not

unambiguously a part of a mindset cultivating modern ideas.

Cruelty in the Jewish Religion

Shechita was rejected not only on the basis of being an ancient and inhumane custom —
compared to modern methods, kosher slaughter was at its core crueler because of its
background in the Jewish religion. As demonstrated in a previous chapter, Jews and their
religion were perceived by animal protectionists as more brutal and cold-blooded towards
animals than were Protestant Northern Europeans. These pereceptions were now also
disseminated outside animal protectionist circles, and appeared under different forms in all
newspapers studied. The peasant movement organ Landmandsposten claimed in an editorial

piece that

>* Julie Thlen: ‘Jodeslagtningen’ in Landmandsposten, 21.02.1913.

>4 <Den jediske slagtemaate. Slagtningen, sakkyndigheten, Schencke, Malm. Interview med inspektor Thorson’
in Social-Demokraten, 04.06.1913. Thorson repeated this argument in his own words in Verdens Gang: E[dvin]
Thorson: ‘Dyrplageriet i dets forskjellige Former i vor Tid’ in Verdens Gang, 12.03.1914.

" Verdens Gang: E[dvin] Thorson: ‘Dyrplageriet i dets forskjellige Former i vor Tid’ in Verdens Gang,
12.03.1914.

149



The Jews have [...] a crippled commandment in their religion, which prohibits them
from eating meat from animals slaughtered in a normal manner with stunning. Their
pious teaching demands them to torment the animals to death.”*®

That the slaughter act was perceived as some kind of religious rite or ceremony purposely
involving pain and suffering is evident from this passage, and the description also invoked
memories of traditional slaughter methods practiced in Norway. These images were also
referrred to more implicitly when expressions such as ‘ritual killing’, ‘ritually killed’ or
‘ceremonial killing’ were applied. Landmandsposten spoke of a ‘religious service in the form
of animal cruelty’,”* while Social-Demokraten under the headline ‘The Jewish Barbarity.
Shall the atrocities continue in Aker?’ reported that in Hansen’s butchery in Aker, ‘this
horrible religious animal abuse takes place twice a week’.”

It would also be tempting to relate these images to the ritual murder case against Mendel
Beilis that took place the same year in Russia. However, the Beilis affair first became known
to the Norwegian public during summer 1913, while most of the writings against kosher
slaughtering appeared in newspapers during spring. Secondly, Norwegian newspapers
denounced the accusations of ritual murder, and made the Russian authorities an object of
ridicule in covering the affair.”' Generally, the Norwegian press’s coverage of cases
involving Jews was fairly balanced in the year preceding the First World War, only to

>>2 Thus, the kosher slaughtering affair

deteriorate during the war and afterwards in the 1920s.
in Kristiania and Aker was one of the first instances in the 20th century where anti-Semitic

outbursts found a place in mainstream newspapers.

Noteworthy, however, is that Social-Demokraten, together with the two liberal newspapers
(Dagbladet and Tidens Tegn), primarily blamed the Jewish religion on the grounds of its
alleged backwardness, and not Jews themselves. Thus, these papers opened the possibility for

553

‘improvement’ of Jews and Judaism, and Jews were not regarded as immutable,”” an idea

implicit in a statement found in an article in Social-Demokraten: ‘Even if Judaism seems not

> “Dyrplageri’ in Landmandsposten, 06.01.1913.

> “Dyrplageri’ in Landmandsposten, 06.01.1913.

% “Det jodiske barbari. Skal grusomhetene fortszttes i Aker?” in Social-Demokraten, 07.05.1913.

>! See for instance Morgenbladet 06.07.1913 and 17.07.1913; Aftenposten 21.08.1913, 14.10.1913, and
29.10.1913.

32 Mendelsohn 1969, p. 489.

>3 A similar ambivalence towards Jews and notions of their potential ‘improvement’ was also present in the
liberal and socialist press coverage of the Saxlund affair three years earlier; see Christensen 1998, p. 43ff. and p.
S8ft.
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to have surpassed the barbaric level yet, a civilised community should not tolerate the

barbarity in its midst.”>>*

The liberal Dagbladet went further in not condemning Jews as such,
by equating Jews and Christians: ‘However, systematic animal cruelty will as little as
systematic animal sacrifice be tolerated by our people, neither by Jews nor Christians,

regardless of how much they would invoke their rites’.”*’

Having defended Jews on other occasions (for instance in the Saxlund affair), Dagbladet
maintained that it had nothing against Jews as such, but that it sought to put an end to the
‘incredible barbarity taking place in Jewish circles’. This custom was further understood as a
tradition of superstition that had little to do with authentic Judaism. The paper claimed that ‘a
number of Jews are themselves against this barbaric custom, which is not even prescribed in
Scripture’. A few weeks later, the paper claimed that ‘It is not a part of the religious needs of
the Jews to cause unnecessary pain for the slaughter animals’. The notion of kosher
slaughter’s being an inauthentic part of Judaism, and thus open for change and improvement,
was also shared by Social-Demokraten, who acknowledged Jews ‘the equal opportunity as
any others to live from their professions and to worship their religion’. ‘However’, added the
paper, ‘we are not able to comprehend why the preservation of kosher slaughter is a

. 556
necessity’.

In the animal protection movement, however, Jews themselves were increasingly viewed as
fundamentally different from Norwegians when it came to compassion and brutality. In an
interview in Social-Demokraten, the Kristiania association’s inspector, Edvin Thorson
explained the ban on kosher slaughter in Kristiania by citing the ‘disgust it caused among
ordinary people’, and asked rhetorically if ‘Jews really believe that it pleases God that they
torment His creatures unnecessarily?”>>’ Victor Nielsen-Sather had been more cautions in his
characterisations of Jews; however, when dismissing Schencke’s accusations of anti-Semitism
in the animal protection movement, Nielsen-S@ther simultaneously attacked Jews as he

accused Schencke of resuming ‘the old tactic of Jews, namely to label the work of animal

3%Det jodiske barbari. Skal grusomhetene fortsattes i Aker?” in Social-Demokraten, 07.05.1913. My italics.

>33 «Schichtningen ute og hjemme’ in Dagbladet, 22.05.1913.

% “Den jodiske slagtemaate. Slagtningen, sakkyndigheten, Schencke, Malm. Interview med inspekter Thorson’
in Social-Demokraten, 04.06.1913.

7 “Den jediske slagtemaate. Slagtningen, sakkyndigheten, Schencke, Malm. Interview med inspektor Thorson’
in Social-Demokraten, 04.06.1913.
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protectionists against the gruesome kosher slaughter as persecution of Jews’.”>® At this point,
Nielsen-Sather had already accused Schencke of being a Jew, and had claimed that ‘It is
characteristic that almost all those taking the lead in favour of kosher slaughter are either Jews

themselves or of Jewish descent’.” However, not only was Schencke the son of a Saxon

Protestant stonemason and a Norwegian-born teacher and housewife’®

— so far, not a single
Norwegian Jew had publicly voiced his or her opinion in the kosher slaughter affair.’®' The
belief in the minuscule Jewish population’s ability to control the course of the affair through
secret channels was also evident in Landmandsposten, where an editorial article claimed that
‘We Norwegians are fortunately in the majority in this country, and this will always give [us]

some influence, even if both capital and wisdom are remnants from king Solomon’.>**

Abuse of Religious Freedom

Not only were Jews accused of having some kind of hidden power that could affect the
outcome of the kosher slaughtering affair — they were also accused of being hypocrites who
had no genuine interest in the religious aspect of the question, and of wanting only to acquire
privileges for their own sake. The fact that not all Jews in Norway observed the dietary rules
was used against the demand for kosher-slaughtered meat. In an interview with a waiter at a
Kristiania restaurant in Landmandsposten with the title ‘The Sacred Animal Abuse’, the
interviewer asked the waiter if Jews had any special demands regarding the meat, or if ‘they
take what they get?’ The waiter responded negatively, while adding, ‘They can be pretty
devious. Some will only have it raw, while others hard roasted’.”® This was probably meant
as proof of the excessive and ungrateful demands of Jews, who because of their seemingly
unreasonable demands were accused of abusing the freedom of religion they had obtained in

Norway.

The consequence of Jewish demands being perceived as offensive by Norwegians was
obvious, according to Ludvig Kragtorp: ‘If the Jews do not adapt, then there is no other way

for Jews than to obey the law of nature, which assigns each existence to go where the

> Victor Nielsen-Sather: “Dyrebeskyttelse og jodeforfolgelse”. Svar til dr. Wilhelm Schencke’ in Tidens Tegn,

28.05.1913.

> Victor Nielsen-Sather: ‘Schichtning. Fra “Foreningen til dyrenes beskyttelse i Kristiania™ in Tidens Tegn,
17.05.1913.

> Halden 2007, p. 65.

%! Incidentally, this first occurred two weeks later, when letters by Joseph Siew were published in Social-
Demokraten.

%2 “Dyrplageri’ in Landmandsposten, 06.01.1913.

%3 “Det hellige Dyrplageri’ in Landmandsposten, 28.04.1913.
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conditions for one’s well-being are present’.’®® The animal protection movement’s

representative, Inspector Thorson, put it more straightforwardly: ‘Let them find themselves a
Zion, where their manner to abuse animals will not cause any offense — there surely will not
be any national mourning if they move away from us with their kosher slaughter.””®
However, the animal protectionist Thorson was bothered by not only the Jewish slaughter
method. He also claimed that Jews also abused their rights in Norway in other spheres, as he
in the same interview stated that Jews, ‘With their innate ability of trade, thoroughly take
advantage of our hospitality in this country’.’*® Similarly, the lawyer and publisher of anti-
Semitic books, Eivind Saxlund, claimed in Landmandsposten that Jews wished to obtain
special privileges, such as their own slaughter method, only in order to remain isolated from
the communities they lived in: ‘The result is that they live separately in Ghettos’. The
religious justification was dismissed as a superficial ‘label’ used to fool naive Europeans,
such as Malm, who were ardent supporters of religious freedom, and Saxlund questioned the
authenticity of kosher slaughter in the Jewish religion. The result of Jews’ insisting on kosher
slaughtering was primarily that the they obtained special rights ‘that only have the purpose of

removing themselves from the indigenous population’.>®’

Conclusion

Saxlund’s article was like Kjar’s article published long after the Aker police had decided to
open a formal investigation against the Mosaic Congregation’s trustee, and it is difficult to tell
whether the Aker police were influenced by anti-Semitic agitators such as Kjar and Saxlund,
or if these anti-Semitic excesses instead were brought about by the initiatives of the police.
However, what is perhaps more interesting is that the agitation of the ‘professed’ anti-Semites
did not differ markedly from what had been argued by animal protectionists and others
through the press from Christmas 1912 and throughout the spring of 1913. The difference was
rather that from now on, the agitation against kosher slaughter would inevitably be framed in
an explicit anti-Semitic context. The different images and claims about Jews inherent in
Kjer’s article had in fact appeared under different forms and framings in various newspapers

associated with most of the political spectrum. Thus, when the Aker police realised they

°%% [udvig] Kragtorp: ‘Den jodiske slagtemaate. Svar til dr. Wilhelm Schencke’ in Tidens Tegn, 21.05.1913.

*%% “Den jediske slagtemaate. Slagtningen, sakkyndigheten, Schencke, Malm. Interview med inspektor Thorson’
in Social-Demokraten, 04.06.1913.

% ‘Den jodiske slagtemaate. Slagtningen, sakkyndigheten, Schencke, Malm. Interview med inspekter Thorson’
in Social-Demokraten, 04.06.1913.

%7 Blivind] Saxlund: ‘Schichtningen som “religios akt” in Landmandsposten, 30.04.1914.
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would be unable to convict Griin for animal cruelty, and instead decided to pursue the matter
through other means, their decision must have been built on the notion established in the
public that ‘the slaughter method used by Jews is to a great extent offending against our
common moral and concepts of civilisation’. In the press, this may be identified as the
discourse that labelled kosher slaughter as contradictory to progress and civilisation on the
grounds of its status as a religious practice, and the indignation over the Jewish population’s
offensive demands to their ‘hosts’. Accordingly, as ‘guests’ in Norwegian society, their
demands lacked legitimacy, and indulgences towards Jews would mean an intolerable

civilisational step backwards.

Relieved that a court of justice had put an end to attempts to ban kosher slaughtering, the
Jewish community was probably unaware of the legislative process that had been initiated by
the prosecuting authorities. At any rate, the animal protection movement did not give up its
struggle against the Jewish slaughtering method, sensing that whatever the outcome of the
process against Griin would be, it would by no means put an end to the practice of shechita in
Norway. Thus, a petition demanding a national prohibition of the use of non-stunning
slaughter methods, including kosher slaughtering, was submitted to the Storting already in
February 1914. However, the petition did not lead to any serious initiatives before well into
the 1920s. The consequences of this initiative will be the theme for the last chapter in this
section. The next chapter, on the other hand, will treat a brief interlude that took place in

another part of the country, in the city of Trondheim, in 1919.
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3.4: Trondheim 1919 - Tolerance, or the Lesser of Two Evils?

With the establishment of a public slaughterhouse in 1919 in Trondheim, Norway’s third
largest city and home to one of the country’s three Jewish religious congregations, a new
controversy over shechita erupted, similar to that in Kristiania six years earlier. Paradoxically,
the prohibition in Kristiania and the process against Axel Griin in Aker were decisive factors
for the decision not to introduce a similar prohibition in Trondheim, even though a prohibition
would have been the preferred solution among some of the city’s political leadership. In
addition, the veterinary authorities’ reluctance to consider shechita as animal cruelty further
prevented city authorities from prohibiting shechita. Moreover, Trondheim’s public debate
never reached the proportions of the Kristiania and Aker debates during 1913 and 1914, and
the character of the debate as well as the accommodating attitude of veterinary authorities
suggest that Trondheim’s Jews, to a greater extent than in Kristiania, were regarded as

integrated citizens, and thus less likely objects for discriminatory measures.

The Establishment of the Trondheim Public Slaughterhouse

Unlike Kristiania, where city authorities and local veterinary authorities had played the
leading role in establishing a public slaughterhouse, the initiative to establish a public
slaughterhouse in Trondheim mainly originated in the butcher profession itself. The first
proposal from some of the city’s butchers appeared already in the early 1880s. In the 1890s,
the animal protection movement joined butchers in their demand for a public slaughterhouse.
The city physician [Stadsfysikus] supported the animal protection movement’s proposal,
however, on sanitary grounds rather than out of concern for the slaughter animals. With the
city physician’s support, municipal authorities decided to commence planning for a public
slaughterhouse within the framework of the law on public slaughterhouses adopted by the
Storting in 1892. Although a preparatory slaughterhouse committee was formed already in
1894, numerous obstacles prevented the realisation of the slaughterhouse, especially
regarding its financing and localisation. A new committee was formed in 1909, and the
following year, the city council decided to construct a public slaughterhouse on a harbour site
(Brattera). In 1915 the city council finally granted money for constructing the slaughterhouse,

while also favouring introduction of compulsory slaughter as prescribed in the slaughterhouse
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law of 1892.°°® Compulsory slaughter for the city of Trondheim was approved by royal decree
on March 8, 1916, and as from the opening of the public slaughterhouse at Brattera on June 2,
1919,°% all slaughtering within the city borders would have to take place at the public
slaughterhouse. From this date, all private slaughterhouses were also shut down in return for
financial compensation — this was also the case with the slaughterhouse of the city’s Jewish

community in Sandgaten.””

On October 17, 1918, the city council’s presidency had approved regulations for the
slaughterhouse as proposed by the municipal veterinary Laukvik. Edvin Laukvik (1877-
1947), a farmer’s son from Flatanger in Nord-Trendelag County, who had been educated a
veterinary at the Royal Veterinary and Agricultural College in Copenhagen, had previously
served as municipal veterinary in Kristiansund before he was appointed municipal veterinary
in Trondheim in 1915. When the public slaughterhouse was established, Laukvik was also
appointed slaughterhouse manager, and it was probably due to his experience as manager of
the country’s first slaughterhouse in Kristiansund that he was offered the position as
municipal veterinary in Trondheim. Interestingly, Laukvik was a Liberal Party member, and
represented this party in the Trondheim city council for many years. In the 1930s and 40s
Laukvik was also the leader of the Animal Protection Association of Trondheim, and was
even rewarded the ‘highest distinction’ of the Federation of Norwegian Animal Protection

Associations.’”!

Despite his engagement in the animal protection movement, Laukvik did not refrain from
acknowledging the problematic aspects of prohibiting shechita. While his proposal for the
slaughterhouse regulations demanded that slaughter animals be stunned, it also included a
paragraph that exempted butchers of the Mosaic Congregation from this requirement. Thus,

Trondheim’s Jews were allowed to continue to practice shechita at the new public

%% A historical account of the establishment of the Trondheim public slaughterhouse can be found in ‘Beretning
om Trondhjems slagtehus for aaret 1919’ in Trondhjem kommunestyres forhandlinger aar 1920. Vol. B,
Trondhjem 1921, pp. 241-244.

>% The public slaughterhouse at Brattora was in use until 1986, when it was replaced by a new facility on the
city’s outskirts.

>7% ‘Beretning om Trondhjems slagtehus for aaret 1919.” in Trondhjem kommunestyres forhandlinger aar 1920.
Vol. B, p. 245. Judging from the compensation the Mosaic Congregation received (4,000 kroners), the butchery
was neither among the city’s largest nor among its smallest slaughterhouses.

"1 See 1910 census for Kristiansund, Obituary in Aftenposten, 23.04.1947 and Gierloff 1945, p. 104.
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slaughterhouse.””” In his presentation of the proposed regulations, veterinary Laukvik
explained the reason for the exemption by citing the consequences of the Kristiania
controversy in a few years earlier, namely that kosher slaughtering was conducted in a private

suburban slaughterhouse, outside the city veterinary’s jurisdiction:

With regard to kosher slaughter, one has, in my opinion, the choice between two evils
— either kosher slaughtering just across the city border, or authorised kosher
slaughtering under full control and with modern equipment at the slaughterhouse. I
consider the latter the lesser [of the two].

Although Laukvik obviously regarded shechita as inferior to modern stunning methods, he did
not refrain from informing the presidency that ‘opinions are divided among impartial experts
concerning whether kosher butchering can be regarded as animal cruelty’.”” In an interview

in Nidaros on May 21, 1919 Laukvik elaborated his view:

Although it is true that kosher slaughtering is a method crueler than other slaughter
methods, it cannot be regarded as more offensive to the public morality than the other
methods to an extent that would necessitate limitations on the Jews’ religious practice.

Thus, Laukvik repudiated the notion promoted by the Aker police and the Director of Public
Prosecutions that shechita was offensive to the public morality. In the same interview,
Laukvik also declared himself loyal to the notion of the late Ole Malm (Malm died in 1917),
and reminded readers that kosher slaughter was allowed at the public slaughterhouses in
Denmark, Sweden and elsewhere abroad. To accommodate shechita at the slaughterhouse
while still taking the slaughter animals’ welfare into account, Laukvik also made sure to

install a device that would cast the animals in a less painful manner.””

Interestingly, Laukvik’s stance on this question was shared by one of the senior butchers in
Trondheim and member of the preparatory slaughterhouse committee, the German-born

Friederich Bohne.””” Bohne had been the main proponent of establishing a public

372 <8 10. All animals slaughtered at the slaughterhouse must be stunned by shooting or a stroke on the forehead

prior to the incision. [...] Ritual schdchtning conducted for the Mosaic Congregation in Trondheim is exempted
from this.” Further in § 12: ‘If the Mosaic Congregation wishes to have access to practice kosher slaughtering, it
must acquire and use the equipment demanded by the slaughterhouse committee’. ‘Beretning om Trondhjems
slagtehus for aaret 1919’ in Trondhjem kommunestyres forhandlinger aar 1920. Vol. B, Trondhjem 1921 p. 279.
> Case No. B 147/1918, Trondhjem kommunestyres forhandlinger aar 1918. Trondhjem 1919, p. 632.

7% «Schichtningen. En uttalelse av stadsdyrlzege Laukvik’ in Nidaros, 21.05.1919.

33 The lawyer and conservative city council representative Johan Bruun was the third member of the committee,
together with Laukvik and Bohne.
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slaughterhouse since the 1880s, and was, as Laukvik was, a keen animal protectionist.’’® By
admitting already in 1918 that it would be more fortunate if shechita were conducted in the
public slaughterhouse ‘where there are modern equipment and other protecting measures
necessary for animals and humans’, Bohne’s view differed from both the official stance of
Trondheim’s animal protection movement and that of the local butchers’ association. In
opposition to Bohne, the leader of the Animal Protection Association of Trondheim, Olav
Henmo,”’” declared that he would not recommend that an ‘unacknowledged slaughter method
as kosher butchering’ be allowed at the public slaughterhouse, where only ‘slaughter methods
that in the public’s opinion are regarded as humane’ should be allowed.””® At the convention
of the Butchers’ Association of Norway in 1920, Bohne maintained his position that shechita
under the right circumstances should be tolerated, stating that ‘kosher butchering can be

. . 579
performed in a responsible manner’.”’

Despite protests from animal protectionists and the local butchers’ association, there seems to
have been little opposition to Laukvik’s proposal in the Trondheim City Council. Although no
official records of the minutes of the negotiations in the Trondheim Presidency exist for this
period, there are no indications that Laukvik’s proposal for allowing shechita caused any
discussion among the representatives.”™ As in Kristiania, specified slaughterhouse regulations
were formulated by the presidency alone, and did not need the city council’s approval.
However, unlike the Kristiania City Council, where Ole Malm nevertheless had brought up
the issue for discussion, the issue was addressed neither during the 1915 debate on
establishing the slaughterhouse™' nor during the 1918 debate concerning taxes imposed on
slaughterhouse users.”®* Although Laukvik’s proposal seemingly went smoothly through the

city’s governing bodies, one of the institutions consulted in advance had objections to

>7® Christian Philip Friderich Bohne (1853-1923) immigrated to Trondheim in 1879 from Wolferstedt in Saxony-
Anbhalt, and soon after set up a butcher shop in Trondheim. Bohne had in 1912 been a board member of the
Animal Protection Association in Trondheim since 1887 (Brinchmann & Daae 1912, p. 29).

377 According to the 1910 census, Henmo (born 1874) was a primary school teacher.

378 <Schichtning’ in Tidsskrift for Slagtere og Polsemakere, No. 2, 1918, p. 13.

37 ‘Landsmetet 1920° in Tidsskrift for Slagtere & Polsemakere, No. 8, 1920, p. 59.

>0 Although no official minutes were taken for meetings in the presidency and the city council, the local
newspapers usually published extensive minutes from the most important cases. Even though there were
restrictions on publicly referring to the negotiations in the presidency, the socialist newspaper Ny Tid aroused
some controversy the same year by referring to discussions in closed sessions of the presidency. However, no
mention of the slaughterhouse case is found in the newspapers’ published minutes of the open council meetings,
nor in Ny Tid’s ‘illicit’ minutes from the presidency.

381 See for instance Trondhjems Adresseavis, Dagsposten, Nidaros or Ny Tid on 03.12.1915.

382 See for instance Trondhjems Adresseavis, Dagsposten, Nidaros or Ny Tid on 02.11.1918.
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allowing shechita. In a letter of June 5, 1918, the Trondheim Association of Master Butchers
expressed that it wished omitted the paragraph exempting the Mosaic Congregation from the
requirement of previous stunning.”*®> However, the Ministry of Agriculture and the new head
of the Ministry’s Veterinary Office, Halvor Horne, had no objections to allowing shechita at

the new slaughterhouse.”®

A Failed Intervention

Thus, everything seemed settled with regard to shechita when the public slaughterhouse was
to be inaugurated on June 2, 1919. However, some weeks in advance, Trondheim’s animal
protection movement attempted to make the presidency reconsider the permission granted to
the Mosaic Congregation. In Trondheim’s leading Liberal Party newspaper at the time,
Nidaros, the former Liberal Party city council member, women’s rights activist and animal
protectionist Antonie Lechen (1850-1933) attacked the presidency fiercely for allowing
shechita at the slaughterhouse. Lachen’s article mainly consisted of excerpts from statements
negative to allowing shechita at the Kristiania slaughterhouse in 1913, as the submitter
claimed she had reason to believe that ‘very few or perhaps none of the presidency’s members
have witnessed kosher slaughtering’, and that the presidency might change their mind if they
had knowledge about the realities.”™

The article was illustrated with a cliché, much used in the animal protection movement’s
periodicals, showing a cow lying on its side with its feet tied together and a man pushing its
head against the ground to expose its throat. Although the animal’s position probably was
realistic enough, the caption did not correspond entirely to the reality of shechita: ‘The
animal’s position prior to kosher slaughtering. Notice how the assistant causes the animal
tremendous pain sticking his thumbs into the eye sockets and pushing the eyeball in order to
keep the animal calm’. This alleged technique had never been mentioned in the reports from

Coe . . . . 586
the Kristiania controversy, or in the animal protection movement’s journals.

% Appendix No. 1, case No. B 147/1918, Trondhjem kommunestyres forhandlinger aar 1918. Trondhjem 1919,
p. 636. The letter was signed by the chairman of the association, Joh. O. Helgesen.

> Appendix No. 3, case No. B 147/1918, Trondhjem kommunestyres forhandlinger aar 1918. Trondhjem 1919,
p. 637.

>% Antonie Lochen: ‘Skal schichtning tillates i Trondhjems slagtehus?” in Nidaros, 20.05.1919.

>% Antonie Lechen quoted the reports of Thorsen, Hirsch, Marum, and Nielsen-Sather printed in the May 1913
issue of Dyrenes Ven. None of these mention the practice of forcing the animal’s head down by pressing its
eyeballs.
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Dyrets stilling for schichtning. Bemerk hvorledes medhj@lperen jor at hol
de dyret stille. med tommelfingr2ne foraarsaker dyret voldsomme
emertor ved ai stikke dem ind § sienhulene og presse paa sieplet.

Although municipal veterinary Laukvik did not see any problems of principle in allowing
shechita at the slaughterhouse, he yielded to Antonie Lechen’s demand that the Jewish
slaughter method be demonstrated at the slaughterhouse before a committee consisting of
members of the animal protection movement and the supervising committee of the
slaughterhouse.”’ Although the committee was composed of representatives of organisations
that initially were negative to shechita, the committee basically concluded as Laukvik did in
his proposal to the regulations for the public slaughterhouse. After having viewed a
comparison of shechita and slaughtering with stunning at the public slaughterhouse on August
15, 1919, the committee concluded that since it took over three minutes from the incision until
the animal was unconscious, shechita should be regarded as an outdated and inadvisable
method. However, since the consequence of prohibiting shechita at the slaughterhouse would
be that the Jewish community would begin using a private butchery outside the city borders
(as had happened in Kristiania/Aker), and since the new slaughterhouse had been adapted to
accommodate shechita in the best possible manner, the committee recommended ‘for the time
being’ that the Jewish community should still be allowed to slaughter at the public

slaughterhouse.”™

Although the animal protection movement’s attempt to intervene in a political decision may

have seemed fruitless, the initial article in Nidaros by Antonie Lechen gave impetus to a

387 <Schiktningen’ in Nidaros, 23.05.1919. The committe appointed by the presidency consisted of Friederich
Bohne, Holm Birger Holmsen (an engineer), Ole Halvorsen (a butcher), Henrik Ouren (a physician), Olaus
Morseth (a veterinary), and Marius Lie (a butcher).

> The report was printed in several newspapers and journals, among others, in Nidaros 03.09.1919.
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lengthy debate in the same newspaper. However, not much was said in the exchange of
opinions in Nidaros that had not already been uttered in the Kristiania and Aker controversies.
In fact, essentially the same articles or excerpts from the debates in Kristiania and Aker five
years earlier were quoted. What is perhaps most remarkable about the Trondheim controversy
is the strong Jewish presence. Whereas the two Jewish congregations in Kristiania had
remained silent during the controversies in Kristiania and Aker in 1913 and 1914,
respectively,”®” the chairman of the Trondheim Mosaic Congregation, Bernhard S.
Dworsky,””" did not hesitate to express the Jewish community’s opinions on the attempts to
exclude shechita from the public slaughterhouse. In a confident tone, Dworsky opposed
Antonie Lochen’s claims about the casting of the animals, as well as other inaccuracies in her
article. He also emphasised the love for animals inherent in Judaism, and quoted several
biblical passages, claiming that in fact, Jews had been the first animal protectionists. Dworsky
also quoted Laukvik’s predecessor Per Tuff,””' who had said to Nidaros that ‘one should as an
outsider not quite blindly condemn Jews for their slaughter method, as this is highly contested
even among the most learned scholars’.”> The notion of Jewish love for animals was
obviously incomprehensible to Antonie Lachen, who in a reply dismissed this idea as Jewish

propaganda, and declared that she would refrain from further discussions with Dworsky.>”

Instead, Victor Nielsen-Sather of the Animal Protection Association of Kristiania engaged in
the debate. Dworsky had quoted Nielsen-Sather in one of his letters to Nidaros, and Nielsen-
Sather responded shortly after with arguments and accusations well known from the
Kristiania and Aker controversies. Although the court in Aker had determined that shechita
could not be regarded as animal cruelty in the sense of the penal code, Nielsen-Sether

nevertheless concluded that shechita was ‘on the verge of being a criminal offense’.””

> As will be recalled from the previous chapter, the merchant and former yeshiva student Josef Siew was the

only Jew who raised his voice publicly during the process against Axel Griin.

>% Bernhard Selig Dworsky (1888-1960), was the first chairman of the Trondheim Mosaic Congregation born in
Trondheim, and despite his relatively young age, he became chairman of the Congregation already during the
First World War, in 1917 (see Mendelsohn 1969, p. 373 and p. 483).

1 Per Tuff (1878-1966) had been instrumental in establishing the public slaughterhouse in Trondheim;
however, he left his position as municipal veterinary in 1914 when he was appointed professor at the Norwegian
School of Agriculture [Norges Landbrukshegskole]. Tuff was also among the veterinaries who signed a petition
in July 1926 acknowledging that shechita ‘plays a very important role for many serious and honest men and
women’s religious beliefs’ (printed in Aftenposten, 02.07.1926).

%92 Bernh[ard] S[elig] Dworsky: ‘Schichtning’ in Nidaros, 24.05.1919. Unfortunately, Dworsky did not provide
any detailed reference to Tuff’s statement.

593 Antonie Lochen: ‘Schichtningen’ in Nidaros, 28.05.1919.

> Victor Nielsen-Saether: ‘Schichtning’ in Nidaros, 21.06.1919.
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Likewise, he dismissed the expert statements from the process against Axel Griin by referring
to German veterinaries negative to shechita. However, similar to the debate five years earlier,
the physiological aspects of shechita compared to slaughtering with previous stunning never
became the main issue of the debate. Instead, the debate was characterised by the question of
civilisation, where the animal protectionists (Lechen and Nielsen-Sether) argued that shechita
belonged to the past, and therefore should be prohibited. Lachen also pointed to prohibitions
against shechita in other ‘civilised’ countries,””> while Nielsen-Sather — well aware that most
of these prohibitions had been lifted years ago — emphasised the incompatibility of shechita
with a modern slaughterhouse. Further, he pointed out that Norway, with Scandinavia’s oldest
animal protection movement, should also with regard to slaughtering take the lead in

improving animal welfare.

Again, the animal protectionists also made use of the ‘ritual’
aspect of shechita as a counter concept to reason and civilisation, and the Jewish slaughter

method was labelled as ‘barbaric’, ‘cruel’, etc.

A Jewish Conspiracy?

Although most arguments for and against shechita were identical to those five years earlier,
the criticism of the Norwegian Jewish community was considerably sharpened, and the notion
of a Jewish conspiracy gained importance among animal protectionists. The criticism of
Norwegian Jews in the Kristiania and Aker controversies had mainly consisted of accusations
of hypocrisy among Jews (‘Jews do not follow their own dietary laws’), claims that shechita
was not an authentic part of Judaism, and consequently accusations about abuse of religious
freedom (‘they want exemptions and privileges for their own sake’). These accusations
certainly echoed in the Trondheim controversy;””’ however, what is most striking about the
Trondheim controversy are the accusations implying a notion of a Jewish conspiracy against
the opponents of shechita. Such accusations had been stated only implicitly by Victor
Nielsen-Seather five years earlier when he had claimed that all proponents of shechita were

598

either Jewish or of Jewish descent.”” Now the accusations of a Jewish conspiracy became

more explicit. After Bernhard Dworsky had mentioned the lifting of the Saxon prohibition of

%3 See letters in Nidaros 20.05.1919 and 22.05.1919.

% Victor Nielsen-Saether: ‘Schichtning’ in Nidaros, 03.07.1919.

%7 See for instance Nielsen-Saether in Nidaros 21.06.1919: ‘What I do not understand is how the descendants of
this noble people [the ancient Jews] have become so different and always resist when progress is being made’.
See also Nielsen-Sather’s letter in Nidaros 10.06.1919.

> Victor Nielsen-Sather: ‘Schichtning. Fra “Foreningen til dyrenes beskyttelse i Kristiania”
17.05.1913.

b}

in Tidens Tegn,
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shechita, Antonie Lechen wrote that ‘this did not happen because the perception of kosher

slaughter had changed, but because Jews used their great political influence’.”””

Nielsen-Sather was initially more cautious, and explained that shechita was tolerated at
slaughterhouses abroad thanks to the Jewish ‘insistence’ on preserving their religious ritual.®’
Reading between the lines, Bernhard Dworsky pointed out the absurdity of Nielsen-Sether’s
insinuations against Jews, and accused him for ‘playing on the strings of the public’s
sympathy’, which according to Dworsky was ‘always easy to obtain’. In his reply, Nielsen-
Saether claimed that ‘The Animal Protection of Kristiania wishes the Jews all the best. I dare
to claim that there hardly exists a single anti-Semite in our association’.”' However, from a
later letter to Nidaros, it becomes clear what Nielsen-Sather meant by Jewish ‘insistence’ in

his letter of June 10:

Our animal protection association is the oldest in the Scandinavian countries, and
Norway should be the first of these countries to entirely prohibit kosher slaughter
before the Jews also here in this country gain sufficient power to prevent this.**>

Thereby Nielsen-Sather not only revealed his belief in Jewish manipulation as the cause of
the lifting of anti-shechita legislation in other countries — he also suggested that Jewish
influence was increasing in Norway, and that a prohibition of shechita would have to pre-
empt the rise of Jewish power in Norway. Nielsen-Sather feared a similar course of events in
Norway as in Finland, and referred to a lecture held by the Finnish animal protectionist Agnes
von Konow, in which she had described ‘the efforts of Jews and the paths they have followed
to reintroduce kosher slaughter in Finland, and likewise a decision made by the Senate in

favour of Jews’.%%

But Nielsen-S@ther and other animal protectionists had hardly only Finland in their minds
when they suggested that Jews might be able to manipulate the outcome of the struggles to
prohibit shechita. At least since the publication of the first edition of Saxlund’s book Joder og
Gojim (‘Jews and goyim’) in 1910, the notion of a Jewish world conspiracy had gained
supporters in the Norwegian public. With the outbreak of the First World War, suspicions

against Jews grew not only in the public, but also among authorities and even among some

5% Antonie Lochen: ‘Schichtningen’ in Nidaros, 28.05.1919.

69 yictor Nielsen-Szther: ‘Schichtning’ in Nidaros, 10.06.1919.
1 victor Nielsen-Szther: ‘Schichtning’ in Nidaros, 21.06.1919.
692 yictor Nielsen-Szther: ‘Schichtning’ in Nidaros, 03.07.1919.
%93 yictor Nielsen-Szther: ‘Schichtning’ in Nidaros, 11.07.1919.
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cabinet members. Jewish travelling salesmen were suspected of being spies for the

belligerents (Norway remained neutral),’**

and the revolution in Russia stirred up the fear of
‘Bolshevik Jews’. One of the most prominent contributions in the public debate was an article
by the painter Anders Castus Svarstad (1869-1943) in the prestigious political and literary
magazine Samtiden in 1918. The conservative and anti-modernist painter Svarstad had gained
some fame among his contemporaries both for his paintings and his writings. For later

generations he is perhaps best known for his marriage to the author Sigird Undset.

According to Svarstad, the revolution in Russia was organised by Jews as ‘revenge’ for
centuries of oppression. Jews stood behind burnings, violence and killings, and their goal was
the ‘destruction of everything European culture has built and created’.” According to
Svarstad’s bizarre theory, Russian Jews acted on behalf of the Prussians, who because of their
close kinship with Jews (Svarstad dubbed Prussians ‘Neo-Semites’) used Jews all over
Europe as tools for creating a German empire.®”® Besides these grand conspiracy theories,
Svarstad also used a slaughter metaphor in his description of the Russian Jews, a metaphor
worth noting. Svarstad coupled Shakespeare’s character Shylock from the ‘Merchant of
Venice’ with an explicit description of a slaughtering act. After the ravages caused by the

revolution,

No one could any longer refuse Shylock to cut out the six pounds of meat from his
debtor, his living victim. And Shylock uses his knife — we are watching it and listening
to the victim moaning. And the act of vengeance fills his heart with delight and his
mouth with fluids, the water flows from his teeth and his immensely thick lips
becomes wet and shiny from lust.

Excerpts of Svarstads highly anti-Semitic article were also reprinted in several newspapers,
and especially the liberal-conservative Tidens Tegn also published other pieces on the alleged

Jewish control of the Russian Revolution.®"’

However, the anti-Semitic utterances in the public during and immediately after the Great
War should not be overestimated, and it was first in the 1920s that such expressions became
commonplace in the Norwegian public. Still, the occurrence of such statements in mainstream

media was something new during the Great War, and constituted a base of resonance for the

%% Johansen 1984, p. 20.

895 Svarstad 1918, No. 5, p. 305. See also Lorenz 201 1a, p. 40.
6% Svarstad 1918, No. 5, p. 307.

7 Mendelsohn 1969, p. 490.
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animal protectionists’ allegations against Jews. Whether the animal protectionists themselves
believed that there existed a Jewish conspiracy, secretly manipulating the authorities in order
to maintain shechita, is far from certain. However, by using the public’s perception of a
Jewish conspiracy in their agitation, animal protectionists could obtain further sympathy

among individuals and groups that were not necessarily concerned with animal welfare.

‘Our animals’ and Jewish Butchers

A second new feature with the shechita controversy in Trondheim was the presence of letters
in newspapers submitted by farmers. Although the nationwide peasant-movement newspaper
Nationen, which in 1918 with Thorvald Aadahl still as editor had succeeded
Landmandsposten as the main organ of the Norwegian Peasant’s Association [Norges
Landmandsforbund], did not engage in the Trondheim controversy, the farmers’ opinions
certainly echoed those expressed some years earlier in Landmandsposten. Letters published in
Nidaros from farmers in neighbouring rural districts expressed concern for leaving ‘our’ farm
animals in the hands of Jewish butchers. One farmer demanded some kind of guarantee that
his animal would not be resold to Jews by the slaughterhouse,’”® while another suggested that
farmers would be ‘unwilling to deliver their animals to that kind of killing” and would boycott

the new slaughterhouse if shechita were allowed.®”

With ‘our’, these farmers did not necessarily refer to their own animals, but to animals
belonging to a kind of imagined collective of Norwegian farmers and consumers. Indeed, this
imagined collective stretched beyond the letters submitted by farmers in Trondelag, and also
appeared in the animal protectionists’ writings. For instance, Victor Nielsen-Sather
repeatedly referred to our animals,”’® while an anonymous submitter concluded that “Yes,
animals feel like humans do, and such treatment of its animals is not worthy of a Christian,
humane nation’.®"' From this rhetoric, one may conclude that farmers and animal
protectionists engaging in the debate did not regard Jews as members of this collective in any

sense. However, to what extent was this the case among Trondheim city authorities? In the

following paragraphs, it will be suggested that the Trondheim controversy in several ways

698 <0, E.’: “Schichtningen’ in Nidaros, 07.07.1919.

699 K [ar]] Aarnseth: ‘Schichtningen’ in Nidaros, 16.06.1919. The submitter Karl Magnus Aarnseth (1888—1964)
was a farmer in the neighbouring rural district Leinstrand in Melhus parish.

810 For instance in Nidaros, 10.06.1919, Nielsen-Sather stated that he wrote, ‘On behalf of all those who prefer
that our domestic animals not be subjected to unnecessary pain and fear’. My italics.

61 “Frido’: “Schichtningen’ in Nidaros, 05.06.1919. My italics.
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differed from the Kristiania and Aker controversies. Not only local authorities’ reactions
differed remarkably — the Trondheim press seemingly regarded the city’s Jews as fellow
citizens to a greater extent than the capital’s press regarded Kristiania Jews as fellow citizens.
Although farmers from rural districts outside Trondheim protested, public opinion against
Jews had proved to be far more difficult to establish among citizens than in the capital five
years earlier, and opponents of shechita were dependent on support from the Animal

Protection Association of Kristiania.

Acceptance, or Tolerance ‘for the Time Being'?

Apart from the explicit anti-Semitic outbursts of the animal protection movement, it is
perhaps not the debate in itself that is the most interesting feature of the brief controversy on
shechita in Trondheim during summer 1919, but rather where it took place. It is noteworthy
that apart from Nidaros, none of the other newspapers — each of which was associated with a
different political party — paid any attention to the question of allowing shechita at the public
slaughterhouse. The only exception was the socialist daily Ny Tid, which with reference to
Antonie Lochen sarcastically remarked the surprising ability of an ‘elderly woman to write
such an amount about slaughtering and the slaughterhouse as she does’.®’* The author of the
article did not attempt to hide the fact that this woman was not just ‘anyone’ in Trondheim’s
public life. Not only was she the wife of the mayor Olaf Lochen,’”” but her writings also
appeared in Trondheim’s leading newspaper at the time, the Liberal Party daily Nidaros.®'
This was hardly coincidental, given Lachen’s political affiliation. In addition, Nidaros had

been founded by her brother Haakon Leken (1859-1923) in 1902, who also had edited the
paper until 1910.

Although the insinuations of the socialist paper may seem exaggerated, there is no doubt that
Antonie Lochen and her family had exercised a considerable amount of influence in politics
and public life in Trondheim around the turn of the century, especially in Liberal Party circles.
Antonie Lochen herself, as well as her brother Haakon, her husband Olaf — who also was her
first cousin — and another cousin, Olaf’s brother Hjalmar (1852—1932), had all represented the
Liberal Party in the Trondheim City Council. The men in the family were all educated

lawyers and held high positions in the civil service. Hjalmar Loken had been the editor of the

612 K ristian Husmand [pseud.]: ‘Trondhjems kommunale slagtehus’ in Ny Tid, 02.06.1919.

%13 Olaf Lechen (1848-1920) served as executive mayor from 1900 until his death in 1920.
814 Nidaros had in this period a circulation of between 20,000 and 30,000 issues (Flo 2010, p. 234).
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then Liberal newspaper Dagsposten in the 1880s, while his cousin Haakon led the breakaway
from the same newspaper, which resulted in the founding of Nidaros in 1902.°"> Antonie was
also among the founders of the women’s rights movement in Trondheim in 1885, and was one

of its first leaders.®'

By the beginning of the 1920s, the aging Lechen clan’s influence had probably shrunk enough
to make Antonie Lachen an object of ridicule, or at best ignorance. Her strong connection to
Nidaros is most likely the reason why only this newspaper printed letters opposing shechita at
the public slaughterhouse. Although Nidaros printed Lechen’s articles, the newspaper itself
was not necessarily any more hostile towards Jews than other newspapers were. On the
contrary, the paper’s founder, Antonie Lochen’s brother Haakon Leken, had already in the
1890s been a warm supporter of Trondheim’s Jewish community, and had helped many

Jewish immigrants with their applications for citizenship.®"’

Unlike Kristiania newspapers,
neither the socialist Ny Tid, the liberal-conservative Dagsposten, nor the conservative
Adresseavisen paid much attention to the issue. Taking into account the numerous attacks on
Kristiania’s Jews in 1913/1914, in Liberal, Conservative and Socialist newspapers, the lack of
interest from Trondheim newspapers becomes conspicuous. Likewise, the slaughterhouse
committee’s willingness to accommodate kosher slaughtering at the new slaughterhouse
suggests a much weaker opposition to shechita in Trondheim than in Kristiania. Although the
Association of Master Butchers protested against the exemption allowing shechita in the new
slaughterhouse, the city’s most senior butcher, Friederich Bohne, defended together with

slaughterhouse manager Laukvik the Jewish community’s right to practice religious slaughter

at the slaughterhouse.

Although somewhat misguided, later correspondence between Laukvik and the Mosaic
Congregation confirms Laukvik’s will to find a solution that also would satisfy the Jewish
community. In a 1921 letter to the Mosaic Congregation, Laukvik suggested a ‘modification’
to the Jewish slaughter method that he believed once and for all would ‘eliminate all
opposition to kosher butchering’. Under the false conception that shechita’s main purpose was

to ‘provoke the best possible bleeding, regardless of whether the animal is conscious’,

%15 Nidaros later became the offical organ of the Liberal Party in Trondheim after Dagsposten had turned to the

more conservative breakaway Liberal Left Party in 1909.

61 Mona 2004, p. 68.

617 Reitan 2005, p. 63. Incidentally, Laken also knew Ole Malm, with whom he had been a board member of the
Student Society in Kristiania in 1881 (Wallem 1916, vol. 2, p. 771).
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Laukvik suggested that the incision could be done immediately after a blow causing
temporary unconsciousness. Making the animal only faint, the procedure would not have any
consequences for the animal’s cardiac activities, and thus not effect the bleeding.®’® The
Mosaic Congregation’s response is not to be found either in the public slaughterhouse’s
archives or in that of the Mosaic Congregation. However, having in mind that Laukvik’s
proposal was based on a flawed perception of the intention and meaning of shechita, there is
little reason to believe that the congregation’s response to Laukvik’s proposal would have
been anything other than negative. Still, nothing further was done in the matter, and
Trondheim’s Jews were allowed to practice shechita uninterrupted at the public

slaughterhouse until the national prohibition came into force on January 1, 1930.°"

Another fact that supports the notion of Trondheim as more accommodating towards the
Jewish community than was Kristiania is the strong presence of Mosaic Congregation’s
chairman in the columns of Nidaros. First, this presence tells us that editors of Nidaros did
not necessarily agree with opponents of shechita, but rather remained neutral regarding this

: 620
1Ssuc.

However, more striking is Bernhard Dworsky’s bold tone, which probably would
have been unthinkable in Kristiania newspapers in this period. As some scholars have
remarked, Kristiania’s Mosaic Congregation had always been cautious in the public debate in
accordance with its strategy of ‘cautious integration’.*! Several Kristiania newspapers printed
anti-Semitic articles in the years during and immediately after the Great War, especially
related to the Bolshevik revolution in Russia.®** Several were met with criticism from the
Mosaic Congregation; however, only in Trondheim did the congregation engage in more
thorough polemics. The congregation’s representatives were involved in polemics in other

debates besides the kosher slaughter debate. The same year, the congregation’s trustee

[forstander] Samuel Brandhdndler (1877-1949) participated in a lengthy debate in the

18 The Trendelag Intermunicipal Archives, Trondheim kommune, Slaktehuset, Ba: Kopibgker, Kopibok 1919—

1921, p. 317. Letter dated 12.01.1921.

619 As late as in 1932, Laukvik inquired about giving the Jewish community permission to slaughter chickens at a
poultry slaughterhouse in Trondheim (Trondheim Eggcentral), using a combination of shechita and the stunning
method (the chicken’s neck was cut by the shochet, followed immediately by beheading). Laukvik’s inquiry was,
however, dismissed by the head of the Veterinary Authority, Niels Thorshaug, with reference to the new
slaughter law’s unconditional demand for previous stunning. The National Archives, Ministry of Agriculture,
Veterinerkontoret/-direktoratet. D: Saksarkiv, No. 103.

620 Unlike the Kristiania and Aker controveries, the editorials never brought up the issue. Dworsky had letters in
print in Nidaros in the following editions: 24.05.1919, 31.05.1919 (responses to Antonie Lechen), 13.06.1919,
26.06.1919, and 01.07.1919 (polemics with Victor Nielsen-Sather).

62! Gjernes 2007, p. 233. See also Kjeldstadli 2003, p. 411f.

622 Mendelsohn 1969, p. 488.
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Trondheim newspapers Adresseavisen and Dagsposten, with Trondheim’s Catholic vicar
Célestin Riesterer, concerning the Catholic Church’s attitudes towards pogroms in Poland the

. 623
previous ycear.

The Jewish community’s visibility in newspaper columns and public life, as well as the fact
that Trondheim was a much smaller city than Kristiania, may have prevented the emergence
of a similar ‘public opinion’ that had convinced Kristiania’s politicians to exclude shechita
from the public slaughterhouse. Also noteworthy is that most of the submitters to Nidaros
who were negative to shechita were either farmers from surrounding rural districts or animal
protectionists from Kristiania. In addition to the rhetoric well known from the controversies in
1913—-1914, the increasing accusations in wake of the First World War of Jewish conspiracies
constituted a powerful tool, which animal protectionists used when they suggested that Jews
were able to manipulate legislators to prevent the prohibition of kosher slaughter. The
accusations of undue influence and manipulation were also to dominate the debate in 1927,
when the issue was first addressed in the Storting. However, the next chapter will look into
the consequences of the initiative taken by the Aker police and Director of Public
Prosecutions in 1914 to establish legislation intended to enforce a national prohibition of

kosher slaughter.

623 The following year, Brandhéndler also debated with a person who had submitted three letters to Dagsposten

on the subject ‘Socialism and Judaism’ (Mendelsohn 1969, p. 493).
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3.5: Political Pressure and Bureaucratic Resistance: The Slaughter

Ordinance in the Ministry of Agriculture 1914-1925

On December 11, 1925, the Ministry of Agriculture accidentally issued a press release, stating
that the Council of State, in its meeting the same day, had by royal decree®** approved an
ordinance,”® with provisions for the slaughtering of animals, provisions that would prohibit
shechita in Norway from December 15. Oskar Mendelsohn writes that ‘It was with great
dismay’ that Norwegian Jews learned about this event in the newspapers the same day as it

626

allegedly had been approved by the cabinet.”” Although Norwegian Jews could not have been

completely unaware that the Ministry of Agriculture had been considering the issue for some

627 they could hardly have expected that after almost ten years of silence — apart from the

time,
brief Trondheim controversy in 1919 — the prohibition of shechita would be approved by the
cabinet without first notifying the Jewish community. In fact, the ordinance had never been
adopted by the Council of State; however, because of a premature press release by the
Ministry of Agriculture on December 11, Norway’s Jewish community was for several weeks

led to believe that shechita had been prohibited.

In fact, the Ministry of Agriculture had been working on a draft for an ordinance on slaughter
ever since the 1914 Aker controversy. Despite the initial reluctance of Ole Malm, a lengthy
process had nevertheless been initiated by the Ministry this year. This bureaucratic process
had already begun before the case against the trustee of Kristiania’s Mosaic Congregation had
been dropped by the Director of Public Prosecutions in spring 1914, and was concluded when
the Ministry submitted a proposal for a slaughter ordinance to the cabinet in December 1925.
However, most likely due to Malm’s unwillingness to contribute to a prohibition of shechita,
the dossier was already in 1914 put aside until 1921. From 1921 until December 1925, the

case gained momentum, and bureaucrats and officials of the Ministry of Agriculture were in

62% In Norwegian constitutional law, the term ‘royal decree’ [kongelig resolusjon] is used to describe decisions

made by the Council of State (the cabinet) in the sovereign’s presence. These royal decrees are usually
appointments to higher offices or to new permanent boards and councils, but can also be ordinances and matters
in which the sovereign has statutory decision-making authority.

623 Ordinances [‘Plakater’, or more recently usually ‘Forskrifter’] are provisions that the Council of State has
been given the authority to make by the Storting, or to delegate to a ministry.

626 Mendelsohn 1969, p. 573.

627 The Kristiania daily newspaper Verdens Gang wrote two reports on the case in September 1921 (September 8
and 13), and Halvor Horne wrote a piece on the process in Aftenposten on June 12, 1924. Likewise, the animal
protection movement reported frequently on the case in its journal Dyrenes Ven.
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these years drafting and redrafting a slaughter ordinance that eventually would include a
prohibition of shechita. Although a prohibition of shechita would have been the most
significant result of the ordinance had it been adopted by the Council of State, it was by no
means evident that this would be the outcome. In the Ministry of Agriculture, the case became
an object of disagreement between the political leadership, bureaucrats, and experts.
Depending on who was working on the draft, it changed back and forth several times from

being an anti-shechita measure to being a measure that in fact would protect shechita.

This chapter will focus on the almost ten-year-long interlude when the issue was mostly
absent from the public, and will concentrate on conflicting policies pursued within the
government. Under the leadership of Ole Malm and his successor Halvor Horne, the
Veterinary Office pursued a policy that would have included legal protection of shechita in
the ordinance. For these veterinaries, the most important objective in improving slaughter
methods was to abolish private slaughterhouses. In their view, issues regarding the Jewish
slaughter method were of secondary importance. Malm and Horne stressed the importance of
controlled environments in public slaughterhouses, as opposed to the uncontrollable private
butcheries outside the veterinary authorities’ jurisdiction. Therefore, their preferred solution

was to allow shechita in public slaughterhouses.

However, once the draft was in the hands of Minister of Agriculture Haakon Five of the
Liberal Party cabinets of Otto Blehr (1921-1923) and Johan Ludwig Mowinckel (1924—
1926), the ordinance was transformed into a purely anti-shechita measure. In Five’s opinion,
kosher slaughtering constituted a foreign practice in a Christian country and an unnecessary
obstacle in modernising and streamlining Norwegian agriculture and food production. Other
members of Mowinckel’s cabinet were more concerned with Norwegian Jews’ religious
freedom, and the Council of State eventually dismissed Five’s anti-shechita proposal in

December 1925.

Malm'’s 1914 Draft for a Slaughter Ordinance

As shown in chapter 3, after the case against Axel Griin had been dropped, the Director of

Public Prosecutions endorsed a proposal from the Aker chief of police to prohibit kosher

slaughter through applying a provision of the penal code which allowed the cabinet to decree

specific regulations on transporting and slaughtering animals. A few months earlier, on

February 12, the Animal Protection Association of Kristiania had petitioned the Storting for
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legislation on slaughtering livestock.®® The petition was subsequently forwarded to the
cabinet, which delegated it to the proper authority, the Ministry of Agriculture. Contrary to
the initiative of the police, the inquiry directed to the Storting did not mention kosher
slaughter explicitly as the target for such legislation. However, newspaper reports from the
association’s general assembly a few weeks later on February 25 show that a prohibition of
kosher slaughter indeed had been the main intention behind the petition.®”” The association’s
intention was to have shechita prohibited on a national level, which of course would not have
been the result even if Griin had been convicted for having violated the penal code’s
provisions on animal cruelty. At the same general assembly, Ole Malm, attending as ordinary
member of the association, could inform that the petition had been forwarded to the Ministry

of Agriculture, where it at present was pending at his desk. ‘And here it will stay’, Malm
added with Schadenfreude.**

Despite this, Prime Minister and head of the Ministry of Agriculture, Gunnar Knudsen,
instructed Malm to put together a draft for a slaughter ordinance.””' In April 1914, the draft
was submitted to the county governors [Amtmenn] and to several other institutions and
organisations for consultation. By including a paragraph in the draft recognising shechita as
an a priori legitimate method of slaughter, Malm wanted to forestall future petitions for a
prohibition of shechita. It is clear that Prime Minister Knudsen also shared Malm’s intentions,
since he, as head of the ministry, signed the draft. Malm’s draft avoided questioning the
legitimacy of kosher slaughter simply by stating ‘animals which are permitted to be
slaughtered according to the Jewish method, should be treated in a way ensuring that the
animal is not harmed or does not suffer unnecessarily during the casting and before the
incision’.*** Although not stated explicitly, the draft would permit an exemption for Jews to
slaughter animals without using previous stunning, which elsewhere in the draft was required

for all animals destined for food.

628
629

The proposal in its entirety is presented in Dyrenes Ven, February 1914, p. 9.

Precisely because of this, the general assembly gained an unusual amount of attention from the major
Kristiania newspapers; see reports on February 26, 1914 in Aftenposten, Tidens Tegn, Verdens Gang,
Morgenbladet, and Social-Demokraten.

639 «Generalforsamling’ in Dyrenes Ven, March 1914, p. 21.

1 Gunnar Knudsen (1848-1928) of the Liberal Party served as both prime minister and head of the Ministry of
Agriculture in his second cabinet (1913—-1920).

632 The National Archives, Ministry of Agriculture, Veterinzrkontoret/-direktoratet. D: Saksarkiv, No. 101.
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After having received the consultation responses from county governors, Malm never touched
the case again. Malm’s successor Halvor Horne (1866—1952) later identified the diverging
positions among the responses as the reason why Malm never pursued the matter further:
‘After having worked through the subject, he found it so complicated or difficult that he
simply could not manage it’.**> From what is known of Malm’s personality and working
capacity, this explanation sounds highly unlikely. Malm was extremely productive up to his
death in 1917, and even published a book the year before he died about the causes of

declining birth rates in Norway.***

Horne himself later described Malm as an ‘exceptionally
energetic and proactive leader’.®”> A far more plausible explanation for Malm’s lack of
interest in drafting the slaughter ordinance may be found in his own statement to the
Kristiania association’s general assembly, namely that he intentionally wanted to terminate
the case. Horne might have been correct in his assumption that it was ‘diverging positions’
among responses that made Malm dismiss the case, however, most likely because many
responses diverged from Malm’s own position. However, instead of rejecting the animal
protection movement’s petition entirely, Malm attempted to transform the proposal from an

anti-shechita measure into regulations that in fact would protect shechita. Ten years later, this

manoeuvre was also attempted by his successor Halvor Horne.

The Slaughter Ordinance under Minister Five

On May 16, 1917, Ole Malm died, and Halvor Horne succeeded him as head of the Veterinary
Office on July 1, 1917. Until then, Horne had served as Malm’s assistant and deputy since the
Veterinary Office was established in 1890. Horne, educated as a veterinary at the Royal
Veterinary and Agricultural College in Copenhagen, shared Malm’s view on veterinary
science as primarily a means to prevent the spread of contagious diseases among animals and
humans. Horne had originally planned to study bacteriology under Malm’s old teacher and
colleague, Professor C. J. Salomonsen at the University of Copenhagen,”® but had instead

been called back to Kristiania to serve under Malm at the newly established Veterinary

633 Hlalvor] Horne: ‘Om istandbringelse av regler for en mere human avlivning av husdyr. Lov om slaktning?” in

Aftenposten, 12.06.1924. See also a memorandum by Horne, dated November 30, 1921 (The National Archives,
Ministry of Agriculture, Veterinerkontoret/-direktoratet. D: Saksarkiv, No. 101).

%3* Malm 1916.

%3 Horne 1925, p. 82.

636 Carl Julius Salomonsen (1847—1924) was a Danish bacteriologist of Jewish origin. After having studied
abroad, Salomonsen was the first to introduce medical bacteriology in Scandinavia, and taught at the University
of Copenhagen from 1883 until his death. Salomonsen had also been Ole Malm’s teacher when Malm studied in
Copenhagen in 1889, and they maintained a close friendship until Malm’s death in 1917 (see correspondance in
the National Library of Norway, Collection of Manuscripts and Letters, Letter Collection No. 121).
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Office.”” Although Horne also shared Malm’s opinions regarding shechita, Horne seems to
have been less resistant to pressure from the animal protection movement. Horne was not only
himself a leading member of the Animal Protection Association of Kristiania,”® but he also
lacked much of Malm’s academic authority. Horne was more of a classical bureaucrat, and
did not possess Malm’s unconventional and charismatic features or his scholarly formation in
literature and languages. He also lacked Malm’s background as both physician and veterinary

with a doctorate in medicine, and not least Malm’s position as a politician and public figure.

Thus, after numerous requests from the animal protection movement, Horne, although
somewhat reluctantly, felt obliged take up work on Malm’s draft for slaughter provisions in
1921. A report in Dyrenes Ven in 1919 could state that the Ministry of Agriculture still had
the drafting on slaughter provisions ‘under consideration’.”” However, the direct cause for
Horne’s reopening of the case seems to have been a resolution adopted by the national animal
protectionist congress in Kristiania in 1921, where different animal protection associations
‘strongly urged the Ministry of Justice [sic] not to wait any longer with issuing specific
provisions on slaughtering’.**’ The reason why this particular resolution led to measures in
the Ministry of Agriculture can probably be found in the new Minister of Agriculture Haakon
Five’s endorsement of the cause. Dyrenes Ven reported that ‘this ministry’s current head,
Minister Five, has a warm interest in solving the issue as soon as possible’.®*" According to
peasant movement organ Nationen, Five had once witnessed kosher slaughtering in America,

‘and promised himself to do everything to have this prohibited in Norway’.***

Five was the Liberal Party’s leading agricultural politician in the interwar years, and had also

been regarded as former Prime Minister Gunnar Knudsen’s preferred successor as leader of

643
1.

the party when the latter retired from politics in 192 As minister of agriculture in the early

%7 Horne 1925, p. 71.

%% Horne was elected to the board of the Animal Protection Association of Kristiania for the first time in 1924.
Among the other board members in the early 1920s were Johan Sehr (from 1920) and Amund Lo (from 1924)
(see Dyrenes Ven, March-April 1921, p. 17; Dyrenes Ven, March-April 1924, p. 12; Dyrenes Ven March-April
1925, p. 11).

639 Victor Nielsen-Szther: ‘60 Aar’ in Dyrenes Ven, September-October 1919, p. 68.

640 «Slaktelov-saken’ in Dyrenes Ven, Mai-Juni 1922, p. 22.

641 <Slaktelov-saken’ in Dyrenes Ven, Mai-Juni 1922, p. 22. The journal of the Norwegian Butcher’s Association
also endorsed the demand of the animal protectionist congress in its September issue for 1921 (‘Vi maa faa en
human slagtelov. Dyrevennernes landsmete’ in Tidsskrift for Slagtere og Polsemakere, September 1921).

642 <5 S.s.”: ‘Kampen mot grusomme slagtemetoder’ in Nationen, 09.01.1926.

3 Haakon Five (1880-1944) was educated at the Agricultural University of Norway at As [Norges
Landbrukshegskole] and Eidgendssisches Polytechnikum Ziirich, Switzerland. He was minister of agriculture in
four cabinets: in Gunnar Knudsen’s second from 1919-1920, in Otto Blehr’s second cabinet 1921-1923, in J. L.
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1920s and later in the mid 1930s, Five was an ardent champion of agricultural modernisation.
In opposition to the newly founded Peasant Party, Five maintained that the government’s
main task in agricultural politics was not to provide regulations and subsidies stimulating
agricultural production, but rather to educate farmers in the latest innovations and to support
research on agriculture.®** Educated as both an economist and an agronomist, Five strongly
believed in modernisation and progress, and his opposition to the Jewish slaughter method

may be viewed in this context.

Although foreseen as Gunnar Knudsen’s heir, Five did not share Knudsen’s or his successor
Johan Ludwig Mowinckel’s views on individual rights and religious freedom. Apart from
agricultural politics, Five also engaged in the struggle for an alcohol prohibition in the 1920s,
and was one of the leading prohibitionists in the Liberal Party.”* As county governor in his
home county Nord-Trendelag in the 1930s, Five created controversy when, in connection
with the 900-year anniversary of Christianity’s introduction in Norway, he refused Catholics
permission to use loudspeakers during their celebration of mass at Stiklestad, where St. Olav

had won the battle marking Christianity’s victory over heathendom in 1030.°*

However, more important in this context is Five’s role in one of the major discriminatory
campaigns against the Gypsy and Traveller minorities in the 1930s, namely the struggle for a
prohibition of horse keeping by vagrants. The case has interesting parallels to the prohibition
of kosher slaughter, and Five played a similar role in both cases. In 1925, Five had responded
positively to the animal protection movement’s petition to prohibit ownership of horses
among Gypsies and Travellers, contrary to advices of the governmental body responsible for

%47 When Five returned to the cabinet in 1933, he

issues regarding Gypsies and Travellers.
included a paragraph in the cabinet’s animal protection bill prohibiting ownership of horses
among Gypsies and Travellers.®*® The paragraph met considerable opposition in the Storting,

and was not adopted. MP Erling Bjernson, for instance, meant that the paragraph would lead

Mowinckel’s first cabinet 1924—1926, and finally in Mowinckel’s third cabinet 1933—1935. Although a leading
figure in the Liberal Party, Five never became its leader. He was vice president of the party from 1927, but never
challenged Mowickel’s leadership in the party, nor his position as prime minister (Haffner 1949, p. 226;
Mjeldheim 2001, p. 109).

644 Bjorgum 1970, p. 25f.

643 Fuglum 1995, p. 576.

646 Angell 2000, p. 50.

%47 The Norwegian Mission for Homeless People [Norsk misjon blant hjemlose].

4% Haave 2000, p. 312.
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to ‘persecution of a specific race of people’, and drew parallels to the new racial laws in

649
Germany.

Although out of office by then, Five also participated as MP in the parliamentary debate on
kosher slaughter in 1927. Five meant that the issue concerned two conflicting religious
notions: that of the Jews and that of the Norwegian people. For Norwegians, treatment of
animals was a ‘question of profound religious character’, and according to Five, kosher
slaughter was offensive to ‘our religious belief’. When two such views came in conflict, ‘the
Norwegian people’s sense of justice and the Norwegian people’s religious stance must

659 As will be evident from later chapters, Five thus assumed a

prevail’, according to Five.
position similar to that of many Peasant Party politicians, and in these questions Five seems to
have been closer to the agrarian-nationalist wing of the Peasant Party than to his own party.
This should not be surprising, given that Five, during his studies at the Norwegian School of
Agriculture, had been close to two of the 1920s’ leading Peasant Party politicians, Jon Sundby
and Jens Hundseid.”' These two were also among the main opponents of shechita in the
parliamentary debates in 1927, 1928, and 1929. Also noteworthy is that Five, after having
completed studies in Norway, went to study further in Switzerland, where a prohibition of
shechita was introduced already in 1893. Five was also known to have strong nationalist
sentiments. In the entry on Five in the first edition of the Norwegian Biographical

Encyclopaedia, the Liberal Party MP Kristofer Indrehus (1860—1945) wrote the following

about his fellow party member:

Five is of old peasant ancestry; his family has owned the farm for ages. Not a poor
legacy for a man. To live within nature, to live and build on ancestral soil generation
after generation creates a confident tradition, national instincts — strong forces in a
race, a people’s will and ability to live.*>>

Thus, it is perhaps not surprising that Five was the first politician on the national level to
support a prohibition of shechita, and as will be demonstrated later in this chapter, his

initiative to reopen the drafting of the ordinance was motivated precisely by this concern.

49 Stortingsforhandlinger 1935, dttende del. Forhandlinger i Odelstinget. Oslo 1935, p. 344. Erling Bjernson
(1868-1969), the youngest son of the famous author Bjernstjerne Bjornson, incidentally represented the Peasant
Party, and would later join Quisling’s National Unity Party during the Second World War.

839 Stortingsforhandlinger 1927. Ottende del. Forhandlinger i Odelstinget. Oslo 1927, p. 1103. Five also used
these arguments in a letter printed in Dagbladet shortly after his cabinet had resigned in the spring of 1926; see
Haakon Five: ‘Den jodiske ‘schichting’’ in Dagbladet, 22.05.1926.

%! Gabrielsen 1970, p. 56.

%52 Indrehus 1929, p. 147.
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However, in Halvor Horne’s Veterinary Office, the 1921 animal protection congress’
resolution, and its endorsement by Horne’s head of ministry, did not at first result in a draft
seeking to prohibit shechita. On the contrary, Horne followed Malm’s line and included a
paragraph in his first drafts protecting shechita ‘for the time being’. In a draft dated November
29, 1921, the ordinance contained a separate paragraph exempting shechita from § 1’s

requirement of previous stunning:

§ 3: These provisions shall for the time being not apply to the Jewish slaughter
method, the so-called ‘Schéichtning’, when it is performed by skilled men in
accordance with the Jewish ritual, and when casting and binding of the animal do not
cause any injury or unnecessary pain.®>’

This remarkable paragraph, which explicitly protected shechita, was replaced in the next draft,
that of December 5, 1921, by a less explicit formulation, nevertheless allowing the Ministry of

d.®* Horne’s explanation of this paragraph shows that

Agriculture to exempt the Jewish metho
he wanted to transform what the political leadership intended as an anti-shechita measure into
general slaughter provisions in order to protect the Jewish method: ‘I am of the opinion that
proposals [from the animal protectionists] mostly concern the abolition of kosher
slaughtering, but I cannot be a part of that’. Horne further elaborated his view in a

memorandum:

For my part, | am willing to share the notion, also asserted by Malm, that properly
conducted, kosher slaughter is not animal cruelty. Therefore, I would recommend to

the Ministry that, for instance, the Jews of Kristiania be granted an exemption from §
655

In spring 1922, the draft enclosed with the memorandum quoted above was submitted for
consultation to the main office of the Ministry of Agriculture, the Department of Agriculture
[Landbruksavdelingen]. However, due to a misunderstanding, the Department of Agriculture
did not respond until November 1922. The department’s director concurred with the animal

protection movement concerning the need for more specific rules on slaughtering,”>® but

653 The National Archives, Ministry of Agriculture, Veterinzrkontoret/-direktoratet. D: Saksarkiv, No. 101.
6% It also allowed the municipalities to exempt slaughtering of reindeer from the general rule of stunning, but
Horne’s notes on the different drafts reveal that shechita was his main concern. The National Archives, Ministry
of Agriculture, Veterinerkontoret/-direktoratet. D: Saksarkiv, No. 101.
65 Memorandum enclosed with the December 5 draft. The National Archives, Ministry of Agriculture,
Veterinerkontoret/-direktoratet. D: Saksarkiv, No. 101.
6% Ole Taraldsen Bjéanes (1875-1957), was head of the Agricultural Department from 1918 until 1942, and then
from 1945 until his retirement in 1946. Like his superior in the Ministry in 1922 (Five), Bjanes was educated an
agronomist at the Norwegian School of Agriculture (Steenstrup 1930, p. 50).
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Horne’s senior colleague disagreed on the need for an exemption for shechita: ‘Kosher
slaughter should be prohibited. I think it is stretching a bit too far in tolerance by allowing
people to torment animals for religious reasons’.%>” This is the last remark on the dossier until
the autumn of 1924, and Horne and the Veterinary Office once more put the case on hold. In a
much later remark dated June 5, 1925, Horne explained the postponements by citing the
outbreak of foot-and-mouth disease in Sweden and Denmark, which had entirely occupied the
officer responsible for the case.”>® However, since foot-and-mouth disease first broke out in
Sweden and Denmark at the end of 1924,%° this cannot be the reason why nothing was done

with the slaughter ordinance during 1923 and the first half of 1924.

The newly established Federation of Norwegian Animal Protection Associations declared at
its first convention in 1923 that Horne’s 1921 draft (which exempted shechita) was highly

669 The animal

unsatisfactory, and the delegates feared that the case was going into stalemate.
protectionists must have sensed Horne’s opposition, and had their worries confirmed in a
letter from Horne in March 1924. In his response to a renewed petition for slaughter
provisions submitted by the leader of the Federation, Christine Geirsvold, Horne wrote that
‘In the Ministry’s opinion, such rules would in reality be futile, as they cannot be monitored at
the places where they are supposed to be put to use’.®®' Horne also published an article on the
slaughter ordinance in Affenposten on June 12, 1924, probably either to respond to similar
inquiries from the animal protection movement or to forestall future inquiries. In the article,
he described the process so far, with all its difficulties regarding implementing the same set of
rules in a country with highly different geographical conditions and cultural practices,’** and

regarding the Jewish slaughter method. Horne further stated that although his 1921 draft

57 Remark on the memorandum signed Bj., dated November 7, 1922. The National Archives, Ministry of

Agriculture, Veteringrkontoret/-direktoratet. D: Saksarkiv, No. 101.

6% Remark by Horne, dated June 5, 1925, The National Archives, Ministry of Agriculture, Veterinerkontoret/-
direktoratet. D: Saksarkiv, No. 101. In 1920 one of the Veterinary Office’s Judicial Secretary posts was
converted into a Principal Officer post [Byrachef], mainly to relieve the head of the office (usually a veterinary,
in this case Halvor Horne) in judicial questions (Horne 1925, p. 82).

659 Thorshaug 1928, p. 3.

5% Gierloff 1945, p. 24.

66l Copy of letter to Mrs. Geirsvold dated March 15, 1924. The National Archives, Ministry of Agriculture,
Veterinerkontoret/-direktoratet. D: Saksarkiv, No. 101.

662 Especially Sami reindeer slaughtering.
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would be an acceptable solution, the Ministry preferred to postpone the case because it feared

that such provisions would only be ‘paper provisions’.®®

The cause of Horne’s sudden lack of interest in working on the slaughter ordinance during
spring 1924 might as well be found in the change of political leadership of the Ministry of
Agriculture after the resignation of Otto Blehr’s Liberal Party cabinet on March 6, 1923.
Former minister, Haakon Five, who since he became head of the Ministry in 1921 had been
eager to prohibit shechita, was replaced by the conservative Anders Venger in Otto B.

Halvorsen’s cabinet.®®*

That the case was reopened shortly after Five’s return as minister of
agriculture in Johan Ludwig Mowinckel’s first Liberal Party cabinet on July 25, 1924,
strengthens the impression that Five was the main proponent in the Ministry of Agriculture
for prohibiting shechita, while the Ministry’s bureaucracy and the veterinary authorities

opposed a prohibition.

Five’s Return and Re-drafting of the Ordinance

With Five’s return as head of ministry and the re-opening of the case, the Ministry of
Agriculture approached the Ministry of Justice on October 2, 1924 for consultation on the
slaughter ordinance’s judicial aspects. The Ministry of Justice had no objections in its reply of
October 13,°® but with the outbreak of foot-and-mouth disease, the case was deferred once
more until June 1925. In a remark on the dossier dated June 5, 1925, Horne requested the
Ministry of Agriculture’s director general, Kristian Fauchald,’*® to transfer the case to another
section due to Horne’s principal officer’s sick leave. Subsequently, Director General Fauchald
himself handled the case, probably due to a request from Minister Five to speed-up the

work.°” However, the draft Fauchald presented to Five on October 17, 1925 was almost

663 With this, Horne repeated the explanation to Mrs. Geirsvold, namely that the provisions would be difficult to

monitor and thus futile. H[alvor] Horne: ‘Om istandbringelse av regler for en mere human avlivning av husdyr.
Lov om slaktning?’ in Aftenposten, 12.06.1924.

664 Venger continued as minister of agriculture in Abraham Berge’s cabinet from May 30 the same year. Like
Five, Venger (1872—1935) had a background as a farmer. However, whereas Five was elected MP only after
being appointed to cabinet, Venger was elected to the Storting already in 1919.

665 See letter from the Ministry of Justice, dated October 13, 1924 and also undated remark by Fauchald from
September 1925. The National Archives, Ministry of Agriculture, Veterinerkontoret/-direktoratet. D: Saksarkiv,
No. 101.

666 Kristian Adolf Fauchald (1865-1930) was educated a lawyer and appointed director general
[ekspedisjonssjef] of the Ministry of Agriculture in 1907. He remained in this position until his death in 1930
(Steenstrup 1930, p. 119 and p. 462).

667 See remark on the dossier by Fauchald from September 30, 1925: ‘The Minister wishes this [case] processed
as soon as possible’. The National Archives, Ministry of Agriculture, Veterinaerkontoret/-direktoratet. D:
Saksarkiv, No. 101.
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identical to Horne’s draft, and still contained the clause exempting shechita.®®® Since this draft
still did not fulfil Minister Five’s main intention, it was promptly reformulated. Fauchauld

wrote in a concluding remark:

The Minister has today concurred with my proposal, with the sole change that the
Ministry of Agriculture shall not be allowed to give general or specific exemptions
from the slaughter provisions. In fact, he does not want that it should be possible to
allow kosher slaughter.®®’

Before the ordinance was to be presented to the cabinet for approval, the draft was once again
submitted to the Ministry of Justice for consultation. This gave Horne an opportunity to
express his concerns about the changes imposed by Minister Five, and possibly to intervene in
favour of allowing shechita. Horne’s remarks on the draft for the letter to the Ministry of
Justice show that he feared that Five’s changes would make the ordinance conflict with

legislation on religious freedom:

As far as I know, all Christian [sic] dissenters in Norway are ensured religious
freedom. It will be up to the Ministry of Justice to consider whether the Constitution or
the Dissenter Act or other laws would obstruct implementation of the slaughter
ordinance.’”’

Horne’s concern is not difficult to understand, having in mind that legislation defining
religious freedom for non-Christian individuals first appeared with the 1964 revision of the

Constitution.®”! However, Fauchald did not include Horne’s remarks in the final letter to the

2

Ministry of Justice,”’* nor did the Ministry of Justice’s response contain any objections

673

relating to religious freedom.”’” The final draft was also submitted for consultation to a range

of organisations and institutions that somehow would be affected by the ordinance.®””

6% Undated remark by Fauchald from September 1925. The National Archives, Ministry of Agriculture,

Veterinerkontoret/-direktoratet. D: Saksarkiv, No. 101.

669 Remark by Fauchald on September 17, 1925. The National Archives, Ministry of Agriculture,
Veterinaerkontoret/-direktoratet. D: Saksarkiv, No. 101. Underlining in the original document.

67 By “Christian dissenters’, Horne must have meant individuals dissenting from Christianity. Remarks by
Horne on a draft for a letter to the Ministry of Justice, dated October 29, 1925. The National Archives, Ministry
of Agriculture, Veterinerkontoret/-direktoratet. D: Saksarkiv, No. 101.

7! Eliflet 2005, p. 58.

%72 The Ministry of Agriculture noted in the letter to the Ministry of Justice that the new draft, with its removal of
the exemption paragraph, would in fact prohibit shechita; see copy of letter to the Ministry of Justice dated
November 2, 1925. The National Archives, Ministry of Agriculture, Veterinerkontoret/-direktoratet. D:
Saksarkiv, No. 101.

673 See letter to the Ministry of Justice, dated November 2, 1925, as well as an undated remark by Fauchald from
September 1925. The National Archives, Ministry of Agriculture, Veterinerkontoret/-direktoratet. D: Saksarkiv,
No. 101.

67 The managers of the slaughterhouses in Trondheim, Bergen, Oslo, Stavanger, The Norwegian Council of
Agriculture, The Norwegian Butchers’ Association, The Norwegian Veterinary Association, The Norwegian
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However, none of the country’s three Jewish congregations were consulted. Of the
consultative bodies, only the Federation of Norwegian Animal Protection Associations had
remarks, emphasising the importance of prohibiting shechita. The federation also expressed
hope that with new slaughter provisions, the Jewish method would be ‘prevented from

. . . . 675
sneaking in under some interpretation’.”’

A Premature Press Release and yet another Postponement

After some minor changes suggested by some of the consultative bodies had been
incorporated, the Ministry prepared a statement to the press, which was to be released on
December 11, 1925, the same day as the ordinance would be approved by royal decree in the
Council of State. The main message in the press release was that ‘kosher slaughtering of
animals (slaughter according to the Jewish ritual) is prohibited from the day the provisions
come in force’ (December 15, 1925). However, the ordinance was not discussed in the

1,7 and the press release was withdrawn the same day.®”’

Council of State on December 1
Despite this, some major newspapers still published the press release. Thus, the Norwegian
population could read in the newspapers on Friday December 11, 1925 that a prohibition of
kosher slaughtering had been approved in the Council of State, entering force on December
15.7* When the misunderstanding was cleared up in early 1926, the animal protection
movement reacted with great disappointment and irritation, and directed its resentment
towards Norwegian Jews. A couple of months later, the animal protection journal Dyrenes
Ven wrote that the cabinet’s postponement of the ordinance had been caused by a Jewish

intervention. Thus, the fears expressed by Victor Nielsen-S@ther during the Trondheim

controversy six years earlier had become true in the minds of animal protectionists:

Federation of Animal Protection Associations, and The Animal Protection Association of Oslo. The National
Archives, Ministry of Agriculture, Veterinerkontoret/-direktoratet. D: Saksarkiv, No. 101.

875 Letter from the Federation of Norwegian Animal Protection Associations, dated November 5, 1925. The
National Archives, Ministry of Agriculture, Veterinerkontoret/-direktoratet. D: Saksarkiv, No. 101.

67 The National Archives, The Secretariat of the State, Ac: Kongelig resolusjoner 1905-1969: prot. 1925, Kgl.
res. nr. 1123-2897.

677 Letter from Norsk Telegrambyraa, dated December 11, 1925. The National Archives, Ministry of Agriculture,
Veterinerkontoret/-direktoratet. D: Saksarkiv, No. 101.

578 Mendelsohn 1969, p. 575.
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One had the greatest expectations that finally, after many years of struggles, the long-
awaited and absolutely necessary law was realised. Only the cabinet’s approval
remained. However, the Jews got to hear about the case, and immediately did
everything they could to hinder implementation of a law that would prohibit their
barbaric slaughter method.®”

Nothing in the government archives suggests that there had been any intervention on the part
of the Jews. In fact, a letter from Prime Minister Mowinckel to the explorer, scientist and
diplomat Fridtjof Nansen reveals that the decision to postpone the ordinance was taken by the

680

cabinet in a conference some days prior to the official Council of State.”™ Nansen had been

urged by his friend Lucien Wolf in London some weeks earlier on December 29 to take up the

%81 Wolf had as Foreign Secretary of the Board of

matter with the Norwegian Government.
Deputies of British Jews been contacted by the Jewish community of Oslo, which in a letter to
Wolf in late December had stated that ‘the Norwegian Ministry of Agriculture has issued an
ordinance abolishing the Jewish method of slaughtering livestock for food as from January
1.8 After having received the news about the prohibition in a telegram from Wolf, Nansen
immediately wrote to Prime Minister Mowinckel expressing his concern about the case.
Referring to his participation in relief work during the famine in Russia, Nansen emphasised
his good relations with Jews and Jewish organisations, and urged the cabinet to be
accommodating towards Norwegian Jews in this matter. Nansen could not see any reason to

prohibit shechita as long as it was conducted correctly, and also emphasised the importance of

the question for Jews.**?

In his reply, Prime Minister Mowinckel assured Nansen that no decision had been taken due
to disagreements in the cabinet. Although a ‘strong resentment’ had prevailed among some
cabinet members, most of the ministers had felt obliged to postpone the ordinance because of
its consequences for Norway’s Jewish population.®®* In fact, all cabinet members except Five

had agreed that the question should have been further examined before a final decision was

679 «Slaktelovens ulykkelig skjabne’ in Dyrenes Ven, March 1926, p. 10.
6%0 Letter from Prime Minister Mowinckel to Fridtjof Nansen, dated January 9, 1926. The National Library,
Collection of Manuscripts and Letters, Ms. fol. 1988:Q:6:F.
81 Wire from Wolf to Nansen on December 29, 1925. The National Library, Collection of Manuscripts and
Letters, Ms. fol. 1988:Q:6:F.
682 Referred to in Wolf’s letter to Fridtjof Nansen of January 1, 1926. The National Library, Collection of
Manuscripts and Letters, Ms. fol. 1988:Q:6:F.
683 [ etters from Nansen to Mowinckel, dated January 4 and 8, 1926. The National Archives, Ministry of
Agriculture, Veteringrkontoret/-direktoratet. D: Saksarkiv, No. 102.
6%% Letter from Mowinckel to Nansen, dated January 9, 1926. The National Library, Collection of Manuscripts
and Letters, Ms. fol. 1988:Q:6:F.
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reached.®® The request from the Mosaic Congregation of Oslo to Lucien Wolf confirms that
there could not have been any intervention on behalf of the Jewish community before New
Year 1926, since the congregation in late December still believed that shechita had been

prohibited in Norway by royal decree on December 11.

Conclusion

As has been demonstrated in this chapter, the drafting of the slaughter ordinance became the
subject of a struggle between the political leadership of the Ministry of Agriculture under
Minister Haakon Five and its bureaucracy in the Veterinary Office, represented by Halvor
Horne. This tug of war, wherein exempting shechita from the requirement of previous
stunning became the main issue, can be summed up as follows: on behalf of Prime Minister
and Minister of Agriculture Gunnar Knudsen, Ole Malm had in April 1914 drawn up a draft
for a slaughter ordinance according to the penal code’s provisions for specifing regulations on
‘the slaughtering and transporting of animals’. The draft was then circulated to county
administrations and other institutions for consultation. However, many diverging positions
among county governors made Malm put the case aside, either because implementing the
different concerns raised would be too complicated, or perhaps more likely because the
diverging responses made a good excuse for postponing work on the ordinance. In either case,
the dossier was reopened over four years after Malm’s death, because new Minister of
Agriculture Haakon Five endorsed the demands of the newly established Federation of

Norwegian Animal Protection Associations.

Under the new minister of agriculture, a new draft was prepared in 1921 by Malm’s successor
as head of the Veterinary Office, Halvor Horne. However, Horne’s first draft failed to address
the animal protection movement’s demand to prohibit shechita, and in fact contained a
paragraph explicitly protecting the Jewish community’s right to practice shechita. Horne’s
stance in favour of the Jews met opposition in other sections of the Ministry, and when Five
resigned together with the rest of Otto Blehr’s second cabinet in March 1923, the case was put
aside until Five’s return as head of the Ministry of Agriculture in July 1924. Shortly after the
return of the Liberal Party in government offices, the case was reopened on Five’s initiative.

Horne produced a new draft for consultation in the Ministry of Justice during the autumn of

6% Stortingsmelding No. 13, 1926, ‘Angaende sporsmalet om utferdigelse av almindelige regler for slaktning av
husdyr’ in Stortingsforhandlinger 1926. Annen del. Oslo 1926, p. 5.
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1924, however, still containing a paragraph exempting shechita. Due to the outbreak of foot-

and-mouth disease, the case was postponed until summer 1925.

When a new draft finally was presented to Minister Five in October 1925, he promptly
returned it for revision, as it still contained a paragraph exempting shechita. On this occasion,
Five instructed the bureaucrats to remove the paragraph, since he did not want to allow
shechita. Since removing the exemption for shechita was the only change demanded by Five,
the impression that this was Five’s main intention with the ordinance is strengthened. Despite
the legal concerns raised by Horne regarding religious freedom, Five presented the ordinance
in a cabinet conference in December 1925. In the cabinet, Five was met with the same
concerns raised by Horne. An intervention in the religious life of the Jews could not be
adopted without further deliberations, and Prime Minister Mowinckel together with the rest of
the cabinet (except Five) agreed to postpone the case. Five could hardly have expected this
outcome of the case, since a press release stating that ‘Kosher slaughtering of animals is
prohibited from the day the provisions come in force’ was announced the same day as the

ordinance was to be sanctioned by the Council of State.

Although the Board of Deputies of British Jews in London had asked Fridtjof Nansen to use
his influence after having received news of the prohibition from the Mosaic Congregation in
Oslo, the cabinet had decided to postpone considering the issue even before the Mosaic
Congregation’s request had reached London. Thus, contrary to the animal protection
movement’s claim, any ‘intervention from the Jews’, which allegedly had made the cabinet
change its mind, could not have taken place. What contributed more than anything else to
postpone the ordinance was probably Five’s eagerness to have the issue settled without having
to consider aspects of religious freedom. However, perhaps more striking than Five’s
eagerness and the subsequent opposition in cabinet is the strong resistance against the
ordinance in his own bureaucracy. That overburdened bureaucrats are reluctant to establish
new policy areas is hardly anything new. However, this alone cannot explain Horne’s
reluctance to work on the slaughter ordinance. From his statements regarding shechita, one
may conclude that Horne was loyal to Malm’s mindset and sensitive to the Jews’ religious
freedom. Whereas Malm had reacted with open confrontation, Horne tried to avoid difficult
questions, and preferred to delay the process. When Five left as minister of agriculture with

the Liberal Party cabinet’s resignation in 1923, Horne succeeded in delaying the case
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indefinitely. However, with the renewed insistence of Minister Five on a prohibition of
shechita in his second period as minister of agriculture, Horne could not avoid to address the
slaughter ordinance any longer. Horne’s detoriating health may also have contributed to

weaken his resistance — the following spring he retired due to bad health, only 60 years old.

185



186



Part 4: Second Phase: The Kosher Slaughter Affair in the
Norwegian Storting 1926-1929

Although a majority in Johan Ludwig Mowinckel’s cabinet had rejected Minister of
Agriculture Five’s proposal for a slaughter ordinance prohibiting shechita, Five was able to
convince cabinet members to submit a white paper [stortingsmelding] on slaughter regulations
to the Storting as one of the cabinet’s very last official acts before resigning on March 5,
1926. At the recommendation of the Storting’s Agricultural Committee, the Storting
unanimously decided to request that the new conservative cabinet of Ivar Lykke propose a
law on slaughtering of ‘larger and smaller domestic animals’ in the next term of the Storting
in 1927. However, long before the Lykke Cabinet submitted the requested bill to the Storting
in late June 1927, public debate on kosher slaughter had exploded. Five’s white paper had
unleashed a press debate without precedence during spring and summer 1926. Simultanously,
local municipal councils, animal protection associations, and peasants’ organisations around
the country submitted anti-shechita petitions to the Storting. A novelty in this phase of the
controversy was the strong condemnation of shechita not only in mainstream press of the
larger cities, but also in local press, especially in the central East Country and Trendelag.
Never before had the Jewish minority in Norway been under so much pressure and negative
attention as during these months. Then, another wave of agitation erupted when the lower
chamber of the Storting, the Odelsting, decided to postpone the slaughter bill after having
addressed the cabinet’s proposal in May 1927.

The following two chapters will follow the kosher slaughtering affair in the Storting in 1926,
1927, and 1928, and will identify the main proponents for a prohibition and their motives. In
addition, considerable attention will be given to public reactions, and how these relate to the
parties’ stances in parliamentary debates and voting. A point previously made by scholars is
the Peasant Party’s strong opposition to shechita, and the issue’s role in the party’s election
campaign in 1927. However, the relatively strong opposition to shechita in most other parties
has remained unexamined until now. Both the Liberal Party and the Labour Party were split
over the issue. However, an analysis of Labour, Conservative, and Liberal MPs’ voting
behaviour in the three votes addressing kosher slaughtering in 1927, 1928, and 1929,
respectively, suggests that MPs, irrespective of party affiliation, were more inclined to vote

against kosher slaughtering in constituencies where the Peasant Party stood strong. Especially
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in large-scale farming and meat-producing regions in the East Country and in Trendelag, a
majority of MPs from all parties voted against exempting shechita from the bill’s requirement
of previous stunning. On the other hand, Liberal and Labour Party MPs favourable to an
exemption were largely elected from constituencies in the West Country and Northern
Norway. Moreover, an examination of the regions where anti-shechita petitions were
submitted to the Storting and regions where local press responded negatively to exempting
shechita reveals that public opinion against shechita was concentrated in the same regions
where MPs voting against shechita came from. Thus, the opposition to shechita among certain
Labour MPs was far from arbitrary. On the contrary, opposition to shechita also played a

similar role in parts of the Labour press as it did in the Peasant Party press.

With the press debates and parliamentary debates from 1926 to 1928 as backdrop, the last
chapter in this section discusses the final parliamentary debate in 1929. This chapter will
address different arguments for and against including an exemption clause for the Jewish
slaughter method in the new law, and will attempt to evaluate the impact of different types of
argumentation. The chapter will demonstrate how arguments of religious freedom found
resonance only among a minority of the Liberal Party and Labour Party MPs, while Peasant
Party MP’s negative portrayals of Jews and the Jewish slaughter method, and their emphasis
on the incompatibility of shechita with Norwegian ‘sensibilities’, were decisive for making
the majority vote against the exemption and thus outlaw shechita in Norway from January 1,

1930.
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4.1: 1926: Press Debates, Petitions, and Postponements

The main purpose of this chapter is to examine the reactions caused by Minister of
Agriculture Haakon Five’s white paper on slaughtering of February 1926. Who reacted, what
were these reactions’ geographical centres of gravity, and not at least, what were their
contents? How did different actors and groups frame the issue? Which aspects were
highlighted, and which arguments were used to support or condemn Minister Five’s proposal
to prohibit shechita? The chapter will also seek to relate the different framings to other
contemporary debates involving some of the same actors, and not least, the chapter will look
into how legislators in the government bureaucracy and in the Storting acted. An important
finding in this respect, are the Storting’s Agricultural Committee members’ reactions when
confronted to the sight of shechita. Their reactions after having observed kosher slaughtering
in the Oslo Jewish community’s butchery in Aker reveal how strong the animal protection
movement’s discursive hegemony had become. When the demonstration did not correspond
to images of the Jewish ‘ritual’ disseminated by animal protectionists, the committee
members assumed that the ‘ritual’ had been omitted, and that the slaughtering they had

observed was not representative for kosher slaughtering.

Five’s White Paper and the ‘Popular Opinion’

Although Five’s slaughter ordinance proposal was opposed by a majority of Mowinckel’s
cabinet, Five persuaded the cabinet to submit a white paper to the Storting, basically identical
to his own presentation of the ordinance from December the previous year. The cabinet was
facing its resignation due to failed negotiations over the national budget, and the cost of
issuing the white paper must have been perceived as relatively low, even for the cabinet’s
opponents of a prohibition of shechita. At any rate, the white paper, approved in Council of
State on February 26, 1926, still contained Five’s ordinance draft, including the indispensable
requirement of previous stunning. In Five’s presentation, shechita was described as a
slaughter method that with its ‘practice against the animals and the human moral or sense of
decency [sedelighetsfolelse] appears as offensive and gruesomely violent’. The white paper
briefly discussed the problems the requirement of previous stunning would cause for the
Jewish population, but concluded that ‘the religious reasons claimed by the Mosaic

Congregation must yield when they so decidedly conflict with the prevailing moral views in
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this country’. The continued practice of shechita could not, according to Five, ‘be reconciled

with the Norwegian people’s view on man’s obligations towards animals’.**°

The disagreement over the slaughter ordinance within cabinet, and Five’s subsequent white
paper, went far from unnoticed by the press. Even though the destiny of Five’s proposal now
lay in the Storting’s hands, the peasant-movement press regretted the cabinet’s decision not to
address the ordinance, and claimed that this would mean the end for the struggle against
kosher slaughtering.®®” However, in the animal protection movement optimism still prevailed.
The movement seized the moment and launched a press campaign that both in scope and tone
exceeded the campaigns in Kristiania and Aker in 1913—-1914, and in Trondheim in 1919. The
message and argumentation were, however, well known from previous debates both home and
abroad. The Peasant Party newspaper Nationen, took the lead in a familiar pattern. With
enhanced pathos, Nationen continued Landmandposten’s outrage 13 years earlier over
heinous Jewish ‘sacrifices’ and ‘ceremonies’. ‘It must break every animal friend’s heart to
hear about the manner in which animals are tormented during this ceremony’, an anonymous

submitter wrote, while the editor noted that

the kosher slaughtering ceremony is a somewhat developed form of the ancient Jewish
sacrificial customs. The Norwegians also had similar sacrificial customs a thousand
years ago. The ancient Norwegians sacrificed [blotet] to the heathen gods.®*®

However, not only were Jewish religious customs attacked — the editors and submitters to
Nationen increasingly stigmatised Jews, and defined them as a group separated from
Norwegians, unwanted in the country. An anonymous submitter suggested that the new

slaughter regulations should have an amendment stating:

He who practices or provides occasion for slaughtering of animals by ‘schiachtning’
shall immediately be expelled from the country. [...] We have no use for these people
here; let them go somewhere where the culture stands on a lower level than in
Norway.689

Another submitter more subtly stated that if Jews ‘cannot please themselves to eat meat from

Norwegian livestock, slaughtered in good Norwegian manner, they should rather leave

6% <St. med. nr. 13 (1926). Angdende spersmalet om utferdigelse av almindelige regler for slaktning av husdyr’
in Stortingsforhandlinger 1926. Annen del. Oslo 1926, p. 4.

%7 Editorials in Nationen, 02.03.1926 and 08.03.1926.

688 ‘Dyreven’: ‘Respekt for det levende liv’ in Nationen, 08.03.1926; ‘Brokete tilstande’ in Nationen,
02.03.1926.

6%9 “Dyreven’: “Slagteregler’ in Nationen, 18.03.1926.

190



Norway’.®”® What was meant by ‘good Norwegian manner’ is less clear, since there was little

specifically ‘Norwegian’ about modern slaughter methods. However, the submitter stated that
slaughtering of ‘our domestic animals’ must correspond to the ‘Norwegian religious feeling’
[norsk religionsfoelelse]. This submitter thus put forward an argument that would be among
the most common in the years to follow. Responding to urges not to offend the Jewish
minority’s religious feelings, opponents used the same argument inverted. It was the Jews
who were the minority, and who consequently had to respect the ‘religious feelings’ of the
Norwegians, not the opposite. Also ex-minister, now Liberal Party MP for Nord-Trendelag
County, Haakon Five, elaborated this argument in a longer piece in Dagbladet. Five,
identified by the liberal paper as ‘one of the most eager champions of this demand’, asked if
concerns for an ‘alien religious community should hinder legislation in our country that is in
accordance with the prevailing sense of justice’. However, in Five’s argumentation, it was not
only a question of ‘sense of justice’ — the demand for humane slaughter methods ‘builds on

feelings in our people of a deep religious character’.®”!

The argument relied on the animal protection movement’s old claim that there was a common,
almost innate, positive, and loving attitude towards animals among Norwegians. In the 1926
debate, this notion became an important premise, defining the identity of the Norwegian
farmer. If only the farmers knew how the Jews slaughtered Norwegian animals, they would
rise against the Jewish slaughter method. An editorial in Nationen at the end of March 1926
stated that:

there is all reason to expect from the Norwegian farmers that they now rise and
demand their country purged of this nuisance [uvasen]. It would have happened a long
time ago, had the rural communities been fully aware of what this really involves.®”

Shortly after, several initiatives to ‘enlighten’ the rural population were published in the
peasant-movement press, together with initiatives from the animal protection movement to
make ‘the people’s opinion’ [folkemeningen] known among politicians. For instance, the
teacher, children’s books author, and animal protectionist Lars Kjolstad (1861-1932),%%

published in several East Country newspapers a call for a prohibition of kosher slaughtering,

690
691
692

Ivar Osa: ‘Schichtning og religigsitet’ in Nationen, 26.03.1926.

Haakon Five: ‘Den jediske ‘schichting’. En uttalelse av stortingsmann Five’ in Dagbladet, 22.05.1926.
Editorial in Nationen, 24.03.1926. Similar notions of a ‘people’s opinion’ were also conveyed in the peasant-
movement local press in the East Country; see for instance Vestopland, 28.06.1926 or Ostlandets Blad,
28.06.1926.

%3 Risa 1981, p. 186.
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directed to ‘municipal councils and agricultural associations’. Here he also invoked the

growing negative sentiments against Jews increasingly appearing in the press in the 1920s:

As is well known, we have quite a few Jews here in this country, especially in the
larger cities [...] And equally known is it, at least by now, that Jews obtain their meat
with a slaughter method which is highly crude and heartless.

With reference to the Mowinckel cabinet’s rejection of Five’s ordinance, Kjolstad stated that

If the Jews mean that God will reject them because they are being refused the
opportunity to torment slaughter animals sufficiently — well, then they should do their
God the favour of clearing off the country [pigge sig ut av landet] as soon as possible.

Kjelstad ended his piece by ‘urgently requesting municipal councils and agricultural
associations here in the district that they in their forthcoming meetings will adopt and submit

an appeal to the national authorities to have kosher slaughtering prohibited’.***

While Kjelstad’s project clearly was to ‘spread knowledge’ about kosher slaughtering in rural
districts of the East Country, the Women’s Animal Protection Association inversely wanted to
make the ‘people’s opinion’ known to the Storting by publishing a pamphlet containing

695

excerpts of press coverage, mainly from the East Country and Trendelag.””” The pamphlet

was distributed to every MP, enclosed with a letter urging the Storting to adopt a law

prohibiting shechita.*”®

Both Kjoelstad’s and the Women’s Association’s strategies seem to
have been successful — during the spring of 1926, the Storting received nearly a hundred
petitions from municipal councils, animal protection associations, and agricultural
organisations. The petitions almost exclusively came from the East Country and Trendelag. In
the County of Ostfold, 8 unanimous municipal councils and 4 animal protection associations
petitioned the Storting to prohibit shechita. In Akershus, Hedmark, and Ser-Trendelag, 5

municipal councils, respectively, did the same thing, while as many as 9 animal protection

associations and municipal animal welfare councils in Telemark petitioned the Storting.”’ In

694 Lars Kjolstad: ‘Schichtningen. En henvendelse til kommunestryrer og landbruksforeninger her i distriktet’ in

Indlandsposten 06.04.1926 and Lars Kjelstad: ‘Schichtingen maa forbydes’ in Aftenposten, 22.04.1926. A
similar appeal from Kristian Dyring, the former editor of Dyrenes Ven and secretary of the Oslo Animal
Protection Association, was printed in Aftenposten on 30.04.1926.

% Indleeg i dagspressen om schichtningen og slakteloven. Oslo 1926.

6% «Schichtningen og slakteloven’ in Dyrenes Beskytter, No. 3, 1926, p. 19.

7 Most of the petitions are to be found in the Archives of the Storting (Stortingets Ekstraktprotokoll 1926, Nos.
1-449 and Nos. 450-713), while some have ended up in the archives of the Ministry of Agriculture in the
National Archives (Veterinarkontoret, Saksarkiv, No. 103).
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addition to petitions found in the Storting archives, an unknown number of petitions were

directed to individual MPs.%*®

In comparison, the number of petitions originating in the West Country and Northern Norway
were insignificant. In all of Northern Norway, only one municipal council expressed its
support for a prohibition of shechita (Velfjord in Nordland), and the same was the case in the
West Country, where only the municipal council of Balestrand submitted a petition. This
petition, however, constitutes an interesting exception. The initiative for the Balestrand
petition most likely originated from the painter Hans Dahl (1849—-1937). Dahl, originally an
army officer, had been educated in Diisseldorf in the romantic tradition and lived many years
in Berlin; however, he spent the last years of his life in the small village of Balestrand by the
Sognefjord. Dahl had befriended Emperor Wilhelm II during one of the kaiser’s many
summer vacations in the Norwegian fjords in the years before the Great War, and the kaiser

commissioned many paintings by Dahl, as well as conferring a professorship on him in

1910.%%°

Dahl himself wrote a letter to the new minister of agriculture, Ole Barege, in April 1926,
enclosing an issue of the Swedish anti-Semitic journal Vidi, published by the notorious
Barthold Lundén (1878-1932). Vidi had been published in Gothenbourg as a highly anti-
Semitic tabloid since 1913, and had been the organ of the Swedish Anti-Semitic Association
since its founding in 1923. According to the Swedish scholar Ola Larsmo, ‘The newspaper
was extreme but not widespread: at most it had a subscription of 25,000”.”% From the autumn
of 1925, the paper ran an anti-shechita campaign, and it was an issue in this series that Dahl
submitted to the minister of agriculture. Under the headline ‘The Devilish Kosher

Slaughtering’, Lundén claimed that

The Talmud specifically prescribes that the Jew is not to eat meat from any animal that
has not resisted strongly during the slaughtering. The more it suffers and the more it
becomes caught by agony, the better, and the meat becomes more kosher, according to
the Jew.”"!

Lundén’s Vidi was also highly critical of Jewish art, and represented a reactionary and

nationalistic view on art shared by Dahl, who judging from his letter to the minister also

% Dyrenes Beskytter 1927, p. 22.

9 Melkild 1993, p. 75.

0 Briksen et al. 2008, p. 588; see also Tydén 1986, pp. 56-64 and Andersson 2013, p. 729.
" “Den djafvulska Schiktningen’ in Vidi, 05.11.1925.
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shared Vidi’s view on Jews in general and shechita in particular. Dahl ended his letter to the
minister by stating: ‘We have certainly no obligation to tolerate an alien race intruding into

our country and recklessly offending our sensibilities towards animals’.””

Whether Dahl’s letter was able to influence Minister Baerge is difficult to tell, but Dahl seems
to have been successful in convincing his home district’s municipal council, in a part of the
country where the public seems to have been indifferent to the question of prohibiting
shechita. Not only the lack of petitions from this part of the country suggests this; there was
hardly any hostile agitation in local press, as was the case in the East Country and Trendelag.
A few letters from newspapers in the Mere region were printed in the pamphlet published by
the Women’s Animal Protection Association; however, these in fact did not contain any
reference to shechita, only to local, traditional slaughter practices.”” In the East Country,
‘popular opinion’ against kosher slaughtering was expressed in a number of local newspapers,
spanning most of the political spectrum, however, most prominently in newspapers associated
with the Peasant Party and the Farmer’s Union [Landmandsforbundet]. One of the most
extreme in this respect was the highly reactionary Ostlandets Blad, a local newspaper
published in the Follo district in Akershus County, but with a readership covering most of the
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southern part of Akershus County.””" The paper was edited by the schoolteacher Harald

Holmaas (1883-1955), who also was leader of the local Peasant Party.’®’

Therefore, he must
also have been a close associate of one of the Peasant Party’s leading politicians, Akershus
MP Jon Sundby from the neighbouring municipality of Vestby. In addition to highly anti-
Semitic pieces on the kosher slaughtering issue, Ustlandets Blad also maintained a strong
anti-Communist line, and welcomed the fascist initiatives being made in Norway in those
years.””® It also printed conspiratorial articles about the influence of Jesuits, and expressed
strong intolerance towards the Catholic Church and Mormons, in addition to the Jews, of

course.7°7

7921 etter dated April 15, 1926 from Professor Hans Dahl to Minister of Agriculture Ole Bearge, The National

Archives of Norway, The Ministry of Agriculture [Landbruksdepartementet]: Veterinarkontoret/-direktoratet V.
Veterinarkontoret, Saksarkiv: No. 103.

" See Indleg i dagpressen, 1926, pp. 13—14.

"% Flo 2010, p. 387; Espeland 1934, p. 584.

795 Espeland 1934, p. 584.

706 Especially the National Legion, founded in 1927 by the merchant Karl Meyer; see Ostlandets Blad,
22.07.1927.

77 See for instance Dstlandets Blad 18.03.1927, 22.04.1927, 18.05.1927, and 21.07.1927.
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In the core area of Ustlandets Blad, two municipal councils unanimously voted for an anti-
shechita petition to the Storting (Frogn and As) just a few days after the paper had published a
highly demonising letter. In this letter, the submitter gave a detailed description of how Jews
allegedly slaughtered poultry. The submitter claimed that the ‘rabbi or Jew-priest’ broke the
bird’s wings and tied the wing knuckles together on the back of the bird, before the bird’s
head was pulled and stretched through the opening between the tied wings and the back. As if
this was not enough, the submitter further claimed that ‘the animal is stabbed down the throat
with a pointed knife, following the rabbi’s having exorcised the animal and thrown it down on
the floor’. This description had been told to the anonymous submitter by an eyewitness, who
allegedly had watched how poultry was slaughtered in ‘the Jews’ secret slaughtering shed in a
basement in Oslo’. The submitter meant that ‘the Jews’ cruel way to slaughter’ was ‘a relic
from their sacrificial solemnities’, and explained their lack of sensibilities towards animals in

the following terms:

Jews are still — despite their culture — in what concerns religion almost on the level of
the ancient Egyptians or the Brahmins, and they often possess the oriental’s
callousness for animal suffering, because animal suffering is so closely related with
the religious sacrifices.””

This was a new variation of the animal protection movement’s insistence on the
incompatibility of the ‘ritual’ with the ‘humane’. Not only was the Jewish ‘slaughter ritual’
cruel and inhumane in itself — the ‘orientalness’ of Jewish religion also made the Jews
insensible for animal suffering, thus contributing further to increase the cruelty of shechita.
This highly incorrect description of kosher slaughter undoubtedly contributed to make the
members of the As Municipal Council to vote for a petition to prohibit shechita.”” In the
minutes of the council meeting in question, a local farmer and council member explained how
‘cattle as well as poultry’ were slaughtered by Jews, and there is little reason to believe that

his description would be any more balanced than the writings in @stlandets Blad.”"

It is beyond the scope of this dissertation to examine every local newspaper covering the

municipalities that petitioned the Storting. Even if the course of events suggest that the

7% ‘Indsender’: ‘Lovhjemlet dyrplageri’ in Ostlandets Blad, 07.04.1926.

%% Incidentally, the petition was signed by Mayor Georg Sverdrup (1876-1945), a nephew of the former leader
of the Kristiania Animal Protection Association of the same name. The younger Georg Sverdrup served as mayor
for the Conservative Party in As from 1919 until the Second World War (The National Archives of Norway, The
Ministry of Agriculture [Landbruksdepartementet]: Veterinaerkontoret/-direktoratet V. Veterinarkontoret,
Saksarkiv: No. 102, file marked ‘Fra herredstyrer og dyrebeskyttelsesforeninger’).

"' @stlandets Blad, 16.04.1926.
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writings in Ostlandets Blad contributed to the unanimous vote against shechita in the As and
Frogn municipal councils, this does not necessarily mean that exactly the same happened in
every municipality petitioning the Storting. However, the petitions, together with the negative
attention in much of the East Country and in Trendelag local press, indicate that a strong
public opinion against shechita had risen in these regions during the spring and summer 1926.
On top of this coverage, the press in the only two cities where there were Jewish religious

congregations, Oslo and Trondheim, also devoted much space to the issue in these months.

Press Reactions in Trondheim and Oslo

In Trondheim the debate had started already in January after a local butcher, in a letter to
Nidaros, had warned farmers in neighbouring rural districts against selling animals to
Trondheim’s Jewish community: ‘As a professional I have the clear impression that kosher
slaughtering is barbaric and not suited for our enlightened era’.”'' This claim was met with
objections from the Jewish community. Cantor (and shochet) Samuel Brandhindler engaged
in a lengthy debate with this butcher in Nidaros, while the Jewish laywoman Marie Komissar
replied in the conservative Trondhjems Adresseavis to several anonymous letters from animal
friends and farmers. While Brandhéndler based his argumentation on claims that shechita was
as humane, if not more humane than stunning methods, Komissar raised the question of
religious freedom, asking rhetorically ‘who has really the right to interfere in commandments
of another religion, and tell that we have no use for this in our modern times, away with it’.”'?
The argument about religious freedom would later win support among the Trondheim MPs,

and even those who later opposed shechita in the Storting were obliged to frame their

arguments in terms of religious freedom.

Especially Conservative MP and Mowinckel’s successor as prime minister, Ivar Lykke, was
responsive to the urgings of his hometown’s Jewish community. Lykke, who at the time was
president of the Storting and leader of the Conservative Party, had already in late December
1925, after Minister Five’s premature press release, been approached by Brandhindler and the
Trondheim Mosaic Congregation’s trustee, Bernhard Dworsky, urging him to help the Jewish
community after the sudden prohibition of shechita. Lykke must already have been known to
be sensitive to questions regarding religious freedom, both since the Mosaic Congregation

approached him in the first place, and not least since he promptly reacted by writing to the

" Oscar Steen: ‘Schichtningen i Trondhjem’ in Nidaros, 16.01.1926.
712 Marie Komissar: ‘Schichtningsspersmalet’ in Trondhjems Adresseavis, 16.02.1926.
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prime minister. This was an unusual step for the person who constitutionally was second only
to the king. Lykke, who, as the rest of the nation, still believed shechita had been prohibited
by royal decree on December 15, 1925, suggested to Prime Minister Mowinckel, in a critical
tone, that the prohibition was an ‘overly drastic measure’. He urged the prime minister to
postpone the slaughter ordinance’s entry into force until the matter had been examined more

thoroughly.

Lykke justified this request with reference to religious freedom, while simultanously being
cautious to distance himself from the Jews: ‘I am no lover of Jews, but as they have been
admitted into the country in the first place, it occurs to me to be fierce in interfering in their
religious ceremonies’.”"> As will be recalled from the previous chapter, Prime Minister
Mowinckel already shared Lykke’s concerns, and had convinced a majority of the cabinet to
postpone the ordinance until the difficulties regarding kosher slaughtering were solved. Even
though Lykke and Mowinckel were close on such issues, Lykke apparently found it necessary
to distance himself from the Jews’ having approached him by stating that he was ‘no lover of
the Jews’. This statement underlines the tense discursive climate surrounding the issue — in
order to appear as objective, and implicitly not manipulated in any way, Lykke had to
emphasise that he did not ask the prime minister to do the Jews any favour, but only to act in

accordance to his own liberal convictions.

Lykke’s support did not prevent the Trondheim press from printing letters hostile towards
Jews. For instance, at the end of January 1926, an anonymous submitter in Nidaros claimed
that Jews did not understand the intentions of their own religious texts: ‘Had they understood
how to interpret “the law”, to find the spirit behind the letters, it might occur to them how
shameful offences they have committed throughout 3000 years’. In the same letter, butcher
Oscar Steen, who had initiated the debate, was thanked for his ‘revelations’, giving insight to
“the Holy of Holies’, where butcher Brandhindler vivisects [vivisekterer]”.”'* Once more,
animal protectionists equated shechita with vivisection, according to the old claim that most
vivisectors were Jews. However, the most common strategy of farmers and animal
protectionists submitting letters to the Trondheim press was seemingly to establish an

irreconcilable difference between the Jewish slaughter method and the rural population’s

"3 Letter from President of the Storting Ivar Lykke to Prime Minister Johan Ludwig Mowinckel, dated

Trondheim December 21, 1925 (The Ministry of Agriculture [Landbruksdepartementet]: Veterinarkontoret/-
direktoratet V. Veterinarkontoret, Saksarkiv: No. 102).
714 “R. M.’: “Schichtningen III” in Nidaros, 29.01.1926.
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humane standards. For instance, the butcher quoted above claimed that ‘If this slaughter
method was known to farmers, and especially farmers’ wives all over the country, I am
certain that every animal sold for slaughtering would carry the disclaimer that it not become

the subject of kosher slaughtering’.”"

Another anonymous submitter, presumably a farmer, given the pseudonym used
(‘Agronomist’), claimed that ‘no decent Norwegian freeholder [odelsbonde] would send his
dear animals to death in this way, neither cattle, calves, nor sheep, because according to the
Jewish ritual they are all ‘schiichted’, the whole lot, yes, even poultry’.”"® The emphasis on
the diversity and quantity of animals reinforced the notion of shechita as arbitrary violence,
where no animals were spared, not even the weakest and most innocent. ‘Agronomist’ warned
farmers in Trendelag against sending their animals to the ‘Farmers’ Cooperative’ [Bondernes
Salgslag] in Trondheim, since this was a major supplier to Trondheim Jews. The submitter
claimed to speak on behalf of the region’s entire rural population when stating that ‘it has not
been in accordance with farmers’ intentions when [...] their animals have been exposed to
Jewish animal abuse after being sent to the Farmer’s Cooperative’.”'” When in late February
1926 it became clear that the Mowinckel cabinet would not issue any slaughter ordinance at
all, the same submitter blamed the cabinet for not ‘taking into account feelings among the
meat-producing class, among whom the majority regards kosher slaughtering as gruesome

animal abuse, unworthy of our enlightened society’.”"®

Even though hateful letters appeared in the Trondheim press, it is noteworthy that no editorial
articles treated the issue. Apart from letters from butcher Steen and animal protectionists,
most letters, although anonymous, seem to originate from farmers in rural districts outside the
city proper. Hence, these letters must be viewed as expressions of opinions found among the
rural population in the two Trendelag counties, rather than the urban population’s opinions.”"’
In addition to this, the willingness of Trondheim Jews to take part in polemics strengthens the
impression observed in chapter 3.4 of the comparatively high level of inclusion of the Jewish

community and Jewish individuals in Trondheim’s public life.

1% Oscar Steen: ‘Schichtningen i Trondhjem’ in Nidaros, 16.01.1926.

716 < Agronom’: ‘Schichtning’ in Trondhjems Adresseavis, 13.02.1926. Emphasis in original.

"7« Agronom’: ‘Schichtning’ in Trondhjems Adresseavis, 13.02.1926.

% < Agronom’: ‘Schichtning’ in Trondhjems Adresseavis, 13.03.1926.

" The issue was also taken up in some local papers in rural districts close to Trondheim, where farmers were
warned against selling cattle that might end up at the Jewish butcher (see for instance Sor-Trondelagen,
02.04.1927).
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In Trondheim, the debate died away sometime early in summer 1926. In Oslo, however, most
reactions occurred only when the cabinet, instead of adopting a slaughter ordinance, chose to
submit a white paper to the Storting. In addition, reactions in the nationwide capital press
must be characterised as much harsher than those in Trondheim’s press, and there were hardly
any Jewish voices. Especially the editors of the conservative newspapers Aftenposten and
Tidens Tegn found interest in the subject. Tidens Tegn, the newspaper associated with the
Liberal Left Party [Frisinnede Venstre], conveyed the most vicious attacks on Jews among
Oslo newspapers,”*’ and had since the Great War printed highly anti-Semitic articles, mainly

attacking ‘Jew Bolsheviks’.”!

Despite its name, the Liberal Left Party was usually closer to the Conservative Party than to
the Liberal Party, although it had broken away from the latter in 1909. Liberal Left Party MP
and art historian Rolf Thommessen (1879-1939) edited Tidens Tegn, which during most of its
lifespan was the country’s second largest newspaper. Thommessen would later become leader
of the Liberal Left Party, and when the party lost support among voters in the 1930s, he
initiated collaboration with Vidkun Quisling’s National Union Party. However, already in the
1920s, editor Thommessen and his paper sympathised with fascism, opposed socialism, and

722 Thommessen also made his

established ties to the peasant movement and the Peasant Party.
stance on shechita clear at an early point, declearing that the paper fully agreed with petitions
against shechita submitted from ‘various parts of the country’. Still, Thommessen realised that
two important interests were at stake, religious freedom and animal rights, and he went far in
defending the principle of religious freedom. However, in this case, he did not acknowledge
the Jewish community’s claim, and described kosher slaughtering as ‘bewildered religiosity’.
Thommessen instead defended the interests of ‘a multiplied number of deeply religious
natures, whose souls flinch by the thought of our friends, the domestic animals, being

subjected to terrible sufferings’.’*

2% The terms ‘centre-right press’ and ‘centre-right parties’ refer in this connection to most of the non-socialist

parties (‘borgerlige partier’ in Norwegian), including the Conservative Party [Hoire], the Liberal Party [Venstre],
and the Liberal Left Party [Frisinnede Venstre], and the press organs associated with these parties. However, the
Peasant Party is not included in the term, since the Peasant Movement’s take on the issue is treated separately.
Neither are the Labour Democrats, even though this was defined as a non-socialist party.

2! Johansen 2006, p. 38.

2 Flo 2010, p. 342; Ottesen 2010, p. 50. See also Valaker 1999.

723 «Schichtning’ in Tidens Tegn, 30.03.1926. Letters to the editors will be treated thematically below.
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Also the editors of the country’s most read newspaper, the conservative Aftenposten, took an
early stance on the issue, proclaiming that kosher slaughtering was ‘a crude and heartless
treatment, which is outrageous, and that our society must hurry to put an end to. [...] In the

y!”"** The paper published several of the letters mentioned

name of all civilisation and decenc
above, among other Lars Kjolstad’s call. In the April 30 issue, the paper filled almost an
entire page with anti-shechita letters, and included on the same page a story of a Jewish
merchant in Oslo having gone bankrupt, and who allegedly had not kept his account books
properly. The piece, having the title ‘The Jew, who kept his books in Hebrew’ had of course
little to do with the kosher slaughtering affair.”*> However, by placing such cases side by side,
the paper contributed to strengthen prejudices against Jews, a characteristic move the

. . . 26
newspaper became infamous for in following decades.’

However, by 1926, Aftenposten had already established a habit of printing anti-Semitic pieces.
During the 1924 election campaign, the paper printed rumours about ‘revolutionary Jews’ and
‘Moscow Jews’ in order to smear the Labour Party.”*’ The year after, the paper printed a long
interview with the anti-Semitic agitator Marta Steinsvik about her lectures on Jewish
conspiracies and The Protocols of the Elders of Zion.”® Simultanously with the kosher
slaughtering controversy, the paper also published highly anti-Semitic letters by the
mycologist and public figure Dr. Sopp,’” attacking Christian religious education in schools
for its reliance on ‘the immoral Jewish teaching’. Dr. Sopp also embraced Houston Steward
Chamberlain’s claim that Jesus was not a Jew by blood, and that Christ’s teaching ‘at its core
is more Aryan than Semitic’. Sopp also found the opportunity to attack kosher slaughtering,

. . .. [ . . . 30
along with circumcision, describing these practices as ‘disgusting abuse’.”

2% <Schichtningen’ in Aftenposten, 15.05.1926. Letters to the editors will be treated thematically below.

725 ‘Joden, som forte bekene paa hebraisk, som ikke kunde skrive norsk, men allikevel har hat norsk
handelsbrev’ in Aftenposten, 30.04.1926.

2% Johansen 2006. On Aftenposten’s and other conservative papers’ predominantly sympathetic coverage of the
Third Reich’s handling of the ‘Jewish problem’, see Valaker 1999, p. 38f. and p. 70ff.

27 See for instance editorials in Aftenposten 14.04.1924, 03.07.1924, 10.07.1924, and 17.10.1924.

7% <Joder og jesuiter. Slip ikke jesuiteror