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Chapter 5 

 

THE ISLAMIC METHOD OF 

SLAUGHTER (DHABH) 

 

PREAMBLE  

 

Slaughtering an animal for food is just a functional act - to drain the blood 

out. There is not, and should not be, any ritual involved in it - not even in 

sacrificial slaughtering.  The spirit of sacrifice lies in offering the animal 

as charity to the indigent in the name of God and not to God. 

God has no stomach for this kind or any other food.  However, reverence 

for life demands that all slaying, whether it is a slaughter for one’s own 

consumption or an immolation for sacrifice, should be done in due form 

and with a sense of accountability to God.  It is a grave responsibility and, 

hence, the need for religious discipline to make this hurtful act as painless 

and humane as possible. The greatness of religion is this concept that 

taking the life of an animal to quench human hunger is acceptable only if 

the animal is slaughtered in the name of God because only God has the 

will and power to forgive people who take the life of another animal, even 

for food. Sadly this has often been grossly misinterpreted. 

 

Most of the Western orientalists confirm that the Prophet of Islam(s), as a 

religious law-giver, has left detailed instructions for the humane treatment 

of animals used either in the service of man or for food.  In the words of 

David Whiting, former secretary general for Compassion in World 

Farming: 
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“There is no religion that has taken a higher view in its authoritative 

documents of animal life, and none wherein the precept has been so much 

honoured by its practical observance.”1 

 

It needs to be repeated here, especially for the benefit of general Muslims, 

that Islam neither recommends nor forbids the eating of meat.  For those 

who choose to eat it, there are comprehensive laws and directives 

regulating the pre-slaughter treatment of animals, which have already 

been discussed in some detail.  The directives concerning the humane 

method of slaughter will be referred to again while discussing the 

religious stance on the use of stunners.  At this stage it seems necessary to 

understand the intrinsicality of the Islamic directives on the method of 

slaughter.  To do that, it is important to explain some terminology which 

has been used in the prescribed code of practice. The Qur’ân Majeed uses 

three words for ‘slaughter’: 

 

1. DHABH: Old Hebrew Zebech or Zabakh, now called Shechita). It 

signifies killing by cutting the throat of an animal for food or sacrifice, as 

different from the word ‘Qatal’ which means killing in the general sense, 

such as murder.  In the Qur’ân Majeed, Dhabh is used in respect of an 

animal slaughtered according to the method prescribed by Islam which 

makes the meat lawful (Halal).  (Qur’ân. 2:71; 5:4) A slaughterer is 

called Dhâbih, Jazzar or Qassab.  However, a meat-seller is also called a 

Qassab in common parlance, as most of them used to slaughter animals 

themselves. 
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2. DHAKA: from Dhakat.  It means to augment the number or size of a 

thing, or to enhance its quality by purification in a general sense.  

(Qur’ân. 19:13) In the context of ‘slaughter’, the derivation of this word 

is Tadhkiyyah, which stands for the purification of the body of a food-

animal by allowing the impurities to flush out with the blood. (Qur’ân. 

Dhakkaitum, 5:4) 

 

3. NAHR: Literally this word means the lower part of the neck or the 

uppermost part of the breast.  It is used in the general sense of slaughter 

by stabbing or sticking through the neck.  The Qur’ân Majeed has used 

this word in the context of immolation as a sacrifice. (Qur’ân. 108:2) 

 

HALAL means a thing sanctioned and made lawful or permissible. It is 

the antonym of Harâm.  Harâm is a word used for a thing which is 

forbidden for being wrong or bad. This word is often confused with the 

word Haram, but without the diacritical mark on the second ‘a’. The word 

‘Hareem’, often used derisively in English as a bevy of wives, is a 

derivation from the same word Haram.  Hareem actually means the 

precincts and members of a household whose honour is too sacred to be 

violated - with the same connotation as “an Englishman’s house is his 

castle.”  The two words -  Harâm and Haram - mean two different things. 

 

MAKRUH: means unpalatable or hated. It applies to those foods which, 

though not forbidden in law, do not agree with the taste or metabolism of 

an individual and are bad to eat. 

 

MASHBUH (from Shubha) or Mashkuk (from Shak): These terms are 
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used for things suspected or doubtful. If one is not certain about the 

lawfulness or unlawfulness of an item of food and there is no explicit 

directive to be found in the Law about it, the advice of the Holy Prophet(s) 

is to abstain from eating it as a matter of faith and conscience. 

 

It is almost impossible these days for a Muslim to totally avoid 

consuming unlawful (Harâm) things in ignorance. Even some of the 

items of everyday consumption, which are taken for granted as lawful 

(Halal) contain forbidden ingredients.  For example, bread, cakes, 

biscuits, confectionery, frozen foods, dairy products, tinned fruits and 

vegetables, soups and a hoard of other items contain additives and 

preservatives extracted from meats, bones and fats of unlawful animals 

and are of doubtful (Mushkuk) origin.  The technology of modern food-

sciences is no respecter of any religious discipline. There are more than 

2,000 kinds of additives used for enhancing the flavour or colouring or 

for preserving food chemically.2 

 

The Islamic Law makes a distinction between two kinds of slaughter, 

namely: 

 

(i) Optional Slaughter (Dhabh Ikhtiyari): when the animal’s throat is 

cut under controlled and normal conditions. 

 

(ii) Peremptory Slaughter (Dhabh Idhtirari): when the normal 

slaughtering cannot be done due to some fortuitous mishap.  It often 
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happens in such situations that the proper implements of slaughter are not 

available or the animal is constrained in a posture where its throat cannot 

be reached. In such emergencies, Islam allows the bleeding of the animal 

to death by any available means so that it is put out of its misery and at 

the same time its flesh is not wasted. According to Imam Bukhari, in an 

emergency slaughter, any sharp implement could be used and the meat is 

lawful to eat.3  The following Ahadith make it clear that any method of 

slaughter could be used in an emergency: 

 

During the battle of Dhul-Halaifah the Holy Prophet(s) allowed the 

slaughter of food-animals with the edge of a cane as an emergency and 

said; “Slaughter with whatever makes the blood to flow, except tooth or 

nail, and eat it provided that the name of Allah has been pronounced on 

it.” 4 

 

Most of the Muslim Doctors of Law and Imams, except Imam Shafi’î, 

hold that the meat of an animal slaughtered unconventionally in an 

emergency with a crude implement is lawful to eat.5  The following 

Hadith further confirms that view that the meat of such animals is lawful 

to eat: 

 

“The Holy Prophet(s) was asked: ‘Is the emergency slaughtering to be 

done only in the throat and the upper part of the breast?’  He replied: ‘If 

you pierce its thigh, that would serve you’.”6 

 

This Islamic Law about emergency slaughter has a significant bearing on 

the issue of pre-slaughter stunning and will be discussed later.  First the 
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Islamic method of regular and prescriptive slaughter needs to be 

explained. 

 

In theory, at least, the Islamic Law lays down very stringent regulations 

for the whole procedure of slaughter.  For example: the slaughterer must 

be in possession of sound mental faculties; a Muslim, Christian or a Jew 

(Ahl-e-Kitab) of any sex, of age which is generally considered to be 

above 18 years; knowledgeable enough to know and follow all the 

Islamic directives on humane slaughter.  The knife must be as sharp as 

possible.  All the pre-slaughter care and comfort of the animal, such as 

transport, water, fodder and general handling must be taken care of.  

What happens in practice, however, in places where attention to proper 

education, training and supervision is lacking, is anybody’s guess.  Most 

of the immigrants in the West will bear out the fact that neither the 

government officials nor the general public in these countries take any 

particular thought or care of the prevailing un-Islamic conditions in our 

abattoirs.  Although Jews have meliorated their slaughtering conditions in 

recent times, originally they too had similar attitudes to Muslims. 

“Originally any Jew was allowed to perform shechita [slaughter] 

(Mishna,200) but since the operation is a very responsible task - the 

killing of an animal - only highly qualified persons are allowed to do it.”  

(Issarlas, 1560b)7 

 

There is no doubt, however, that Jewish abattoirs are far better organised 

than those of Muslims.  Their Shochetim (slaughtermen) have to undergo 

a training for about six to seven years, while there is no proper 

arrangement for the training of Muslim Qassabs.  Experience shows that 
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the Jewish treatment of animals during all the stages before a slaughter is 

much more humane than that of Muslims; their knives are sharper and of 

the right length according to the size of the animal - from 12 to 16 inches. 

 In spite of all this, the findings of the independent Farm Animal Welfare 

Council (FAWC) appointed by the British Government had this to say 

about both Jewish and Islamic practices: 

 

“In both Jewish and Muslim establishments we were very concerned at 

the rough way in which birds were removed from the crates.  Also their 

handling in the bleeding room left much to be desired ... 

 

“We observed that the ‘single transverse cut’ demanded by the Jews 

means in practice a backwards and forwards stroke.  On one occasion we 

observed a Jewish slaughterman make as many as seven backwards and 

forwards strokes with the knife, using a sawing action which was clearly 

in contravention of the Shochet’s training.  Indeed with both Jewish and 

Muslim slaughter the requirement for a single incision is open to different 

interpretation.  Our observations suggest that the current procedure is in 

practice a single uninterrupted backwards and forwards motion. 

 

“Particular examples, seen in Muslim slaughter, included one occasion 

when a deep cut was made which almost severed the head of an animal; in 

another case the spinal column was severed.  Sometimes the knife was not 

sufficiently sharp and there was difficulty in making the cut; the degree of 

sharpness varied from slaughterhouse to slaughterhouse; we also saw a 

curved skinning knife being used to slaughter sheep, although it was 

reasonably sharp.  Although we have been told that the knife should be 
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sharpened and sterilised before each animal is slaughtered, this was not 

the case.”8 

 

It is contrary to all reasonable expectation that members of this Council 

who are knowledgeable and conscientious people of professional probity, 

would pass judgements such as quoted above, just because they are “anti-

semitics” or because they have banded together to disparage Judaism or 

Islam.  Many of them have had opportunities of seeing what sort of 

conditions prevail in abattoirs in the East.  Who can blame such critics if 

they fail to make a distinction between the Qur’ânic Islam and Islam in 

practice in some parts of the world? 

 

It is one of the human weaknesses to respond emotionally to criticism and 

to seek self-vindication in counter criticism.  The force of religion, or of 

any ideology, lies not in the sheets of paper on which its scriptures are 

written but in the mental and spiritual volition (Taqwa) of its votaries to 

follow the spirit of the message according to changing situations and 

circumstances, within the framework of its Law (Shari’ah). 

 

It has been mentioned above repeatedly that the only consideration from 

the Islamic point of view is that the meat to be used as food should be free 

from any disease that can be passed on to the consumer. As a precaution 

against such a possibility, great emphasis is laid on a mode of slaughter 

that allows the maximum amount of blood to drain out, carrying with it 

the germs and microbes that may be present in the animal and therefore 

cause disease in humans. Except for this hygienic precaution, Muslims 

are allowed to eat all the unforbidden animals even if they are disfigured, 
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bruised or injured in any way. 

 

Both Jewish and Christian methods of slaughter fulfil the Islamic 

condition of bleeding the animal. It is the wrong impression of some 

Muslims that Christians decapitate the animal and sever the head by a 

single stroke with some sort of mechanical saw or machine.  They too 

bleed the animals as Muslims and Jews do.  The only difference is that the 

Christians make a stable incision, called sticking, in the major blood 

vessels anterior to the heart (more to the front) especially in cattle. 

(Sticking implies cutting the blood vessels, usually in the neck. The 

incision to cut the vessels near the heart is called chest sticking and is 

used mainly in pigs due to anatomical differences as the neck vessels are 

deeply situated in pigs. Chest sticking has also been used in cattle in 

recent years for practical reasons. It can also be used in sheep after 

cardiac arrest stunning.) Muslims and Jews make a transverse incision 

across the throat posterior to the angle of the jaw to cut the same blood 

vessels. Nevertheless, all the methods of slaughter achieve the same end 

result, which is producing meat fit for human consumption. One of the 

objections to the Christian method is that some animals may die before 

blood is let out (e.g. cardiac arrest electrical stunning that stops the heart.) 

 

The Qur’ânic verse 5:6, making the meat slaughtered by Christians and 

Jews lawful for Muslims, does not specify their or any other method of 

slaughter nor does it mention the exact spot where the blood vessels 

should be cut.  Islamic laws are so accommodating that, if unintentionally 

and accidentally the animal’s head is severed from the body while 

slaughtering, the meat still remains lawful to eat.  Again the Islamic law 
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does not specify in which posture the animal should be slaughtered.  It 

could be in any position most functional for the slaughterer and least 

uncomfortable for the animal. Traditionally, it has been the general 

practice to cast the animal down on its side.  However, if it is found that 

the animal remains less perturbed standing in a slaughtering cradle and 

that the slaughterer can perform his function unencumbered, there is no 

reason why Muslim butchers should not start using the restraining pens 

which keep the animal upright.  The chances of contaminating carcass 

surface with blood would also be greatly reduced if the animals were held 

in an upright position and the blood was drained away from the 

restraining pens. There should be no objection to it at least from the 

religious point of view.  As a matter of fact, verse 22:36 of the Qur’ân 

Majeed tells us to slaughter camels in a standing position.  If it is lawful 

for large animals, it should be lawful for small animals too. 

 

Another misconception about the Islamic method of slaughter needs to be 

cleared. Some Muslims are under the impression that the animal to be 

slaughtered should be cast down facing the Qiblah in Mecca.  Perhaps 

such people observe this practice out of compassion for the dying animal 

in the same spirit in which a dying Muslim is made to lie facing Qiblah.  

However, there is no authentic support in Islamic law or tradition for this 

practice.  Although it seems to be a harmless practice, the real harm lies in 

the tragic historical fact that all such innovations in the religions of the 

world were started very innocently, but ended up as a millstone round the 

believer’s neck. 

 

The normal Islamic method of slaughter is to cut at vertical angles the soft 
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structures of the neck, i.e. skin, trachea, oesophagus, jugular veins and 

carotid arteries.  The vertebral column of the cervical spine is not to be 

cut and the head is not to be separated from the body.  In the smaller and 

the medium sized animals, such as sheep and calves, the cut is made 

between the throat and the base of the neck or the head of the breast.  In 

large animals, such as camels, it is made for convenience at the junction 

of the neck, where it meets the chest. (For the explanation of anatomical 

terms, see appendix A). It is expected to be a single to and fro cut by a 

sharp knife of suitable length, free from any notch or flaw.  However, if 

the first oscillation of the knife fails to be effective for some reason, it is 

considered more humane to finish the job with an additional cut or cuts 

rather than to prolong the pain and suffering of the victim. It is significant 

to note that repetitious cuts, provided they are not intended, do not make 

the meat unlawful.  If animals were to be wasted because of such 

unintentional mistakes, people would throw away the carcass of the 

wrongly slaughtered animal and slaughter another. 

 

A well-known veterinarian and writer on the subject of religious slaughter 

says: 

 

“Mohammed upheld kindness to animals and it is said that he adopted 

ritual slaughter purely on humanitarian grounds as a result of the 

excessively cruel manner in which some animals were slaughtered by the 

faithful in the early days of Islam.”9 

 

 

STUNNING LEGISLATION  
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Whereas Islam requires that due compassionate consideration must be 

given to animals used by man in general and slaughtered for food in 

particular, in the Western world too it is considered that animals are 

sentient (conscious) beings and should not be subjected to unnecessary 

and avoidable pain. There is an abundance of legislation governing this 

factor, particularly with regard to the method of slaughter.  In the United 

Kingdom, for example, the Welfare of Animals (Slaughter or Killing) 

Regulations 1995 require that no animal may be slaughtered in a 

slaughterhouse unless it is either killed immediately or stunned prior to 

slaughter by a process “which causes immediate loss of consciousness 

which lasts until death”10. 

 

Originally, the first Act in Great Britain to prevent cruelty to animals in 

slaughterhouses was contained in the Public Health Act of 1875. In 1904 

a Committee, set up under Lord Lee by the Admiralty, recommended to 

Parliament that “All animals, without exception, should be stunned” 

before slaughter.  However, in 1908 the Local Government Board issued 

a circular to all Borough, Urban and Rural District Councils to the effect 

that “stunning should not be obligatory where slaughter was carried out 

by Jews”.  The first laws to implement humane slaughtering of food-

animals in the UK originated from a private member’s Bill, called The 

Slaughter of Animals (Scotland) Bill, 1927.  In 1928, however, Jews were 

exempted from this law by another Scotland Bill and, later, Muslims too 

were included in the exemption.  The main reason for the inclusion of 

Muslims was to facilitate religious slaughter by the East Indian seamen, 

called Lascars, who manned shipping in Scotland.  The exemption was 
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extended to England and Wales by the Slaughter of Animals Act 1933.  

Both Jews and Muslims were also exempted from stunning poultry under 

the Slaughter of Poultry Act 1967.  The current position in the United 

Kingdom is that Jews and Muslims are exempt from the latest stunning 

laws of 1995.  However, they are not exempt from the rest of the Welfare 

of Animals (Slaughter or Killing) Regulations 1995, one of which 

requires the restraint of bovines in a pen at the time of slaughter.  At the 

time when Jews and Muslims were exempted from the laws requiring 

stunning some half a century ago, the legislature had in mind very small, 

almost negligible, minority communities.  Today the slaughter by 

religious methods has escalated to large-scale proportions, both for local 

consumption and for export. 

 

Although up-to-date statistics are not available, all the signs are that 

consumption of meat by Muslims in the UK is on the increase. The Meat 

and Livestock Commission have estimated that Muslims consume 25% of 

the red meat produced in Britain. When one adds these figures to those 

slaughtered by Jews in Britain without pre-stunning, one can appreciate 

the concern of those who believe that slaughtering an animal without first 

stunning it into unconsciousness is inhumane.  It is not in the United 

Kingdom alone that this concern has started becoming more and more 

vociferous.  Throughout the Western world people have started lobbying 

their respective governments to make stunning compulsory for one and 

all.  At present the European Union Directive on slaughter exempts Jews 

and Muslims from stunning11, although some countries in Europe have 

required stunning within their own territories. Similarly, the European 

Convention for the Protection of Animals for Slaughter has also exempted 
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them from stunning.  It is doubtful, however, if all these countries will be 

able to withstand the pressures of animal welfare campaigners for long.  

As it is, some countries have made stunning totally compulsory for Jews 

and Muslims and others are in the process of doing so 12. 

 

In 2003 the UK government’s independent advisory body, the Farm 

Animal Welfare Council (FAWC) published a new report on the welfare 

of animals at slaughter. It criticised the pre-slaughter handling of animals 

destined for religious slaughter and declared that, in their view, neck-

cutting without prior stunning “would result in very significant pain and 

distress in the period before insensibility supervenes”.( ref13). The 

FAWC recommended that the exemption from stunning for Muslims and 

Jews be removed. To date, the UK government has not acted upon this 

recommendation. 

 

Following the publication of this report, the Muslim community presented 

a petition endorsed by most of the main Islamic and orthodox Jewish 

bodies in the UK. 

 

A letter from all the Muslim groups, reinforced by the London Islamic 

Cultural Centre and the Central Mosque Trust, whose trustees are all 

Ambassadors of Muslim countries, went on to state: 

 

“We read with profound concern that once again that the Muslim and 

Jewish communities are having to make their case for retention of their 

right of exemption from the general law requiring stunning of animals 
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before slaughter. 

 

“You will remember that in 1985, the Farm Animal Welfare Council 

(FAWC), the government’s independent advisory board, recommended 

removal of exemption on the grounds of welfare for animals.  Both 

communities asserted their religious rights with supporting evidence from 

scientific data on the pain free method of severing all blood vessels with a 

sharp knife without pre-stunning, in accordance with Islamic rites.  To 

date, the strength and value of such evidence is undiminished.  It is 

important to bear in mind that the welfare of animals for slaughter or 

otherwise is of paramount importance in the Islamic religion.  Indeed, our 

slaughtering laws require further that the animal to be slaughtered must 

not have the sight of blood, knives or animal carcasses.  The current UK 

legislation on feeding and watering of animals both on transit and 

awaiting slaughter are fully compatible with the Islamic Shariah (law).  

The maximum drainage of blood from animals is in keeping with the red 

meat quality and hygiene controls.  Indeed, blood itself is a prohibited 

food.” 

 

There is no doubt, as far as Muslims are concerned, that the Islamic law 

(Shari’ah) is immutable and not subject to variations in different cases, 
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times or places. However, the law is all too often ignored by Muslims 

living in different parts of the world.  The crux of the whole issue, 

however, is whether or not it is in keeping with the Shari’ah law to render 

an animal unconscious and insensible to pain before cutting its throat.  

Then there are the hygienic requirements of the Islamic method of 

slaughter to bleed out the carcass.  Does pre-slaughter stunning affect the 

flow of blood or not?  Papers referenced later in this chapter and 

originally published in Animal Welfare have found no differences 

between neck cutting with or without preceding stunning. The discussion 

that follows revolves around these and other allied issues from the Islamic 

point of view. 

 

Most of the objections to the use of stunners fall into these three 

categories: psycho-physiological, traditional and theological. The psycho-

physiological aspect of the problem involves inquiry into animal 

morphology and anatomical structure in relation to their sensitiveness to 

mental suffering and physical pain. It should have been easy to explain 

away the objections based on traditional custom, but conventionalism has 

become so intertwined with the intrinsic values and revealed theology that 

it has become almost impossible to separate the chaff from the wheat.  

Notwithstanding all these problems, an attempt is  made below to explain 

some sober realities, in the hope of clarifying the prevalent 

misunderstanding about stunners. 

 

STUNNING 

 

It is only recently that Muslims in the East have started hearing about 
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mechanical or electrical stunners.  Generally these are understood by most 

of them to be some sort of apparatus used in the process of killing animals 

for food. Few people have an exact idea what these instruments are and, 

fewer still, have had an opportunity of seeing how they function.  A 

widespread denunciatory literature gives the impression that animals are 

killed by these machines, instead of the fact that they are bled by cutting 

the throat as prescribed by Islam - after having been rendered 

unconscious by stunning.  Then there is a general impression that a 

stunner decapitates the head or shatters the skull, while the fact is that the 

bolt of a mechanical stunner does not even make a hole in the head large 

enough to be called a gash.  Some critical literature alleges that the killing 

of poultry is done by inserting a pike-like rod through the bird’s mouth 

into the brain, which again is not true. In fact, such methods are 

prohibited by law in the UK. Poultry are in fact stunned and immediately 

slaughtered by cutting the blood vessels in the neck. 

Common belief among a lot of  Muslims is that stunning may be 

unacceptable on two grounds: 1) it is inhumane 2) it kills the animal 

before blood is let out making the carcass harâm and unhygienic. 

Shooting an animal or applying an electric current to their heads do sound 

unpleasant interventions. If Muslims believe that a single rapid cut can 

result in  immediate loss of consciousness, that method may seem more 

humane. In addition, we know a proportion of stunning attempts are 

incorrectly applied e.g misapplied electrical stunning or low currents can 

be painful , some captive bolt stunning applications result in apparent 

signs of recovery. We also know how unpleasant the initial effects of 

CO2 stunning are. So it is important that the welfare advantages of 

optimum stunning techniques are adequately explained. We know that the 
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Holy Prophet(s) recommended the best technique to protect welfare. Once 

explained, many Islamic religious authorities have usually had no 

objections to stunning. Similarly, those criticizing  Muslim and Jewish 

slaughter methods should also address the problems associated with some 

stunning applications. 

 

These and many other similar misapprehensions have set in motion a 

wave of protests against the use of stunners on animals which are meant 

for Muslim and Jewish consumption.  The protagonists of stunners, 

mostly being non-Muslims, have understandably failed to appreciate the 

latent theological implications involved in this controversy.  To tell the 

followers of any religion that the code of practice, which they believe to 

be based on the revealed word of God, has now been superseded by 

modern science is to show a red rag to them. 

 

The blame lies with both Muslims and non-Muslims.  Both have failed to 

understand each other’s point of view. Otherwise the use of stunners, as 

far as the Islamic law is concerned, should never have become a 

controversial issue at all.  In order to determine whether or not stunning 

an animal and rendering it immediately unconscious prior to cutting its 

throat is conformable to the prescribed Islamic law of slaughter, it is 

necessary to understand what these instruments called stunners are and 

how they function. They are instruments which will  immediately render 

an animal unconscious and are mainly of three kinds - mechanical, 

electrical and gas. 

 

MECHANICAL STUNNERS  
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They are either penetrating (percussion) or non-penetrating (concussion) 

stunners. Traditionally these devices look like a heavy barrelled pistol or, 

on the later designs, a heavy steel cylinder.  Unlike a gun which could be 

used to fire a free bullet, cattle and sheep are stunned by firing a hardened 

steel bolt from the muzzle of the stunner at very high velocity on to the 

animal’s head, which produces loss of consciousness on impact with the 

skull. 

 

The bolt of a penetrating stunner penetrates the head to a depth of about 8 

cm in the case of cattle, and rather less for sheep and goats.  The point 

here is that, unlike a gun, the projectile or the bolt is held captive by a 

hardened steel flange at the end of its travel and is usually automatically 

retracted. That is why it is called a ‘captive-bolt’ pistol.  This whole 

process is so swift that the movement of the bolt can hardly be perceived 

by the human eye. Pneumatically operated captive bolts, in which the 

energy from high-pressured compressed air is used to drive the bolt, have 

also been developed to perform the same function. Over the last twenty 

years, the design of these devices has improved, so that even if they are 

fired in a slightly incorrect position, they will still achieve an effective 

stun. Some Jewish slaughterhouses now allow the use of a captive bolt 

stun on cattle immediately after neck cutting. 

 

Concussion stunners work on the same principle as the above devices, 

except for the basic difference that, instead of a bolt which penetrates, 

they have been adapted to be fitted with a flat-headed mushroom-shaped 

bolt.  This kind of bolt, instead of piercing the skull and penetrating the 
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brain, delivers a very powerful blow to the head which knocks the animal 

unconscious for a period of time long enough to cut the throat and bleed 

the animal out. 

 

Since Islamic law does not look at a pre-slaughter wound as a  ‘blemish’, 

as the Judaic law does, there is no reason for Muslims to reject the 

penetrating type of captive-bolt stunners for that reason.  However, for 

those who would not like to see a hole in the skull, the concussion 

stunners may be more acceptable as they have been specifically designed 

to meet such market requirements. 

 

The most important point to note, from the religious point of view, is that 

both these types of stunners do not kill. They render animals unconscious 

and give enough time to slaughter them without causing pain or suffering. 

 One overzealous manufacturer named a captive bolt ‘humane killer’ 

which, in the writer’s opinion, is a misnomer - because it is neither meant 

to, nor does it kill. This anachronistic term has been partly responsible for 

giving the wrong impression to laymen that a stunner is used to kill 

without slaughtering the animal. Since its function is only to stun, it 

should have been called ‘humane stunner’.  The word ‘humane’ implies 

that it allows the killing of an animal compassionately and painlessly, 

while its brain is in a state of insensibility - in the same way as it would 

have become unconscious had it been shot in the head with a free bullet. 

 

It goes without saying that the use of these instruments, like that of any 

other mechanical instrument, including the knife for slaughter, depends 

on the expertise of the user and the correct maintenance of the equipment. 
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The main welfare concerns over the use of both captive bolt and 

concussion stunners (which are used much more rarely) are: the fact that 

cattle must be restrained in a stunning box, which may well be stressful, 

the possible wrong positioning of the instrument, and the time it takes for 

the stunned animal to roll out from the restraint box, be hoisted, 

slaughtered and bled out sufficiently for it to be insensible to pain, so that 

when the stun wears off, it does not regain consciousness before death 

supervenes. The European Commission’s Scientific Veterinary 

Committee Report (1996) states that “in 5-10% of cattle, captive bolt 

stunning is not applied correctly”14.  This goes to show how vital it is that 

slaughterhouse staff are properly trained and their performance 

monitored. Such a failure rate is not acceptable. It is also vital that the 

interval between stunning and slaughter is kept to a minimum15. 

The exceptional risk that a stunned animal might be already dead, before 

the slaughterer gets a chance to bleed it, is no sound reason to reject the 

very principle of stunning.  A slaughterman is expected to be experienced 

enough to notice if a stunned animal is alive or dead.  Of course, there is 

always a possibility of erroneous stunning, just as there is always a 

possibility of human error by a Muslim slaughterman in making the cut 

on an unstunned animal.  If a Muslim slaughterman finds a stunned 

animal dead, he can, and should, leave it alone and reject the carcass as 

Harâm.  The whole principle of Halal meat is based on this postulate.  

Verse 5:4 of the Qur’ân Majeed allows the meat of the following dying 

animals on the condition that they should have at least a flicker enough of 

life left in them to be bled (Illa ma Dhakkaitum): 

The strangled (Al-Munkhaneqah): beaten up or dying of a blow (Al-
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Mauqudhah); fallen from a height (Al-Mutaraddiyah); gored by horns 

(Al-Natiha) and savaged by beasts (Ma Akala al-Sabuo). 

Surely the wound inflicted on an animal by a captive bolt under 

controlled conditions is less unhygienic than the injuries it receives by: 

strangulation, beating up and blows, a fall, goring by other animals whose 

horns are known to be virulent or torn up and mutilated by beasts of prey 

whose teeth and claws are also known to be virulent.  There is only one 

dissimilarity between the analogous situation of the two kinds of wounds. 

 The wounds mentioned in the above verse are generally accidental, while 

the wound made by a captive bolt is intentional.  This dissimilarity 

however should make no difference in the intrinsicality of the general 

principles - especially because the stunning wound is made in the spirit of 

being cruel to be kind. 

Various other kinds of stunners have been developed in the search for 

means to render the animal unconscious before slaughter.  They are: 

 

ELECTRICAL STUNNERS  

 

Electrical stunning relies on passing a sufficient electric current through 

the brain to induce unconsciousness and insensibility. The duration of 

unconsciousness should be sufficient to allow the animal’s throat to be cut 

and for it to die without regaining consciousness. Under ideal conditions, 

especially where time-factors in the slaughter line are not involved, this 

system has proved very efficient on small animals such as sheep, goats 

and young calves. 
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Correct positioning of the electrodes, the use of sufficient electric current 

and the application of the stunner for sufficient time are necessary to 

achieve a sufficient depth and duration of unconsciousness to allow time 

for the animal to be shackled, hoisted, slaughtered and bled out so that it 

dies before it could start to regain consciousness. The minimum 

requirements to achieve humane slaughter are taken care of by 

appropriate legislation in the European Union and some other countries. 

 

 

It is important to note that the Scientific Veterinary Committee (SVC) of 

the European Union , in its 1996 Report on the Slaughter and Killing of 

Animals stated that “the recommended minimum currents will only stun 

animals”16– in other words if these currents are used, animals will not be 

killed by head-only electrical stunning. The scientists also stated that, 

correctly applied, electrical stunners should render the animal 

unconscious within 1 second of application. As the animals are only 

stunned, not killed, by this method, the SVC went on to recommend that 

“Bleeding should be performed within 15 seconds from the end of 

stunning”17. This is necessary, as otherwise the animals might start to 

regain consciousness before they were slaughtered or after they had been 

slaughtered, but before they had become insensible to pain or had died. 

 

Another method of electrical stunning is to apply 300 to 400 volts from 

head to back which makes the animal unconscious and also stops the 

heart, killing the animal. It is scientifically claimed that even after cardiac 

arrest and death, the blood would still flow out normally if the animal is 
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slaughtered as soon as possible.  However, from the Islamic religious 

point of view, the animal is dead for all intents and purposes and has 

become unlawful (Harâm) as food. 

 

For electrical stunning to be acceptable to Muslims we need certainty 

regarding both its effectiveness and its capacity to stun, rather than kill, 

the animal.  Scientists have done much work in assessing how strong the 

current should be and for how long the current should be applied to each 

animal. A weak current would result in the animal regaining 

consciousness too soon, while too strong a current might kill the animal 

of oxygen deficiency in the brain (anoxia) before it is slaughtered for 

blood-letting (Tadhkiyyah). However, if scientists can guarantee that by 

using a certain current the animal is still alive, although unconscious, after 

the stun is applied, there is no reason, in principle, why head-only 

electrical stunning should not be used for smaller animals such as sheep. 

 

In order to understand the technicalities of these problems, it should be 

kept in mind that electric shock on animals should not be confused with 

Electro-Convulsive Therapy (ECT).  This treatment of human patients is 

not meant to render them unconscious, while the electric current applied 

to animals is meant to make them stunned and lose their sensitivity. 

Similarly electrical stunning should not be confused with ‘electrocution’ 

which means killing by electricity. 

 

In 1986 the Muslim World League held a joint meeting with the World 

Health Organisation and made the following ‘Recommendation’ about 

electrical pre-slaughter stunning: 
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“Pre-slaughter stunning by electric shock, if proven to lessen the animal’s 

suffering, is lawful, provided that it is carried out with the weakest 

electric current that directly renders the animal unconscious, and that it 

neither leads to the animal’s death nor renders its meat harmful to the 

consumer.18” Poultry stunning with high frequencies is widely used (e.g. 

in Turkey)19. It should not cause cardiac arrest and should therefore be 

acceptable. 

 

In 1997 the Council of the Academy for Islamic Laws (Mogamaa Fikh 

Islami), meeting in Jeddah, Saudi Arabia, issued a decree which said that 

although slaughter should be performed without stunning, animals which 

have been stunned are considered lawful to eat (Halal) provided they are 

still alive at the time of slaughter 20. 

 

Work in the 80's in New Zealand led to the development of a very 

sophisticated electrical stunning apparatus that met a Muslim standard 

where an animal must be able to regain consciousness in less than a 

minute and must be able to eat within five minutes. Head-only electric 

stunning prior to Muslim slaughter is used in almost all sheep slaughter 

plants in New Zealand and Australia. Electric stunning of cattle is used in 

almost all New Zealand Muslim cattle slaughter plants and the practice is 

spreading to Australia. Meat from electrically stunned cattle and sheep is 

exported to Middle Eastern countries with stringent religious 
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requirements. "Halal" slaughter in New Zealand and Australia may be 

carried out by regular plant workers while Muslim religious leaders are 

present and reciting the appropriate prayers. However, the larger Halal 

slaughter plants in Australia, New Zealand, and Ireland do employ 

Muslim slaughter men. Muslim slaughter without stunning is forbidden in 

New Zealand. 

With Muslim slaughter in countries not using stunning, we are also 

concerned about the training given to the slaughter men. More work is 

needed on training programs to teach compassionate handling of the 

animals before slaughter, proper sharpening of knives and to improve the 

actual slaughter techniques. 

Not all Islamic bodies agree with stunning and it is fair to say that there is 

now much debate within the community as to whether stunning is 

permitted or not before slaughter. 

 

For example England’s Birmingham Central Mosque has so far taken the 

traditional view, saying that stunning produces a neurogenic shock. “The 

result is an increased intensity of pain at the time of impact and dilation of 

the vascular bed in the animal’s body.  The first effect from a scientific 

point of view is less humane and the second effect results in meat that is 

less palatable and has a shorter preservation life. 
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The Muslim ritual slaughter on the other hand results in a haemorrhagic 

shock which is almost pain free and drains the blood from the body to a 

maximum degree.  The death from a sudden loss of blood is more like a 

sudden onset of sleep and is pleasant rather than painful.  The 

preservation life of the meat so acquired is longer and more palatable.”21 

 

However, if research has shown that sufficiently high currents are used 

then insensibility and unconsciousness can be induced within 0.2 seconds, 

the meat quality adverse effects are groundless, except in some cases 

petechial haemorrhages can occur, but this does not affect palatability. 

 

 

Dr A Majid Katme explains why he believes stunning the animal before 

slaying should not be accepted by Muslims: 

“Islam, the last religion to mankind, is a comprehensive, full way of life.  

The Holy book, the Qur’an and the sayings/actions of the last Prophet 

Muhammad (peace be upon him) are the two major holy references for 

every Muslim for all affairs and issues of life.  Food, diet, eating, what is 

allowed to eat (halal) and what is not allowed to eat (harâm), when to eat, 
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how to eat, which animals are allowed to be eaten, which animals are not 

allowed to be eaten, how to perform the slaying of the animal to be eaten 

and how the Prophet Muhammad (pbuh) performed the slaying of animals 

for food.  All these and many more issues have been explained clearly 

and in detail in the teachings of Islam…” 22 

 

Dr Katme claims, “Not only that the last Prophet Muhammad (pbuh) has 

taught us clearly how to do dabh/slaying in the only merciful way without 

any cruelty, he also did it himself and showed us how to do it.  He said in 

a hadith: 

 

“Verily Allah has prescribed goodness in all things; thus if you kill, kill 

well (painlessly) and if you do dhabh/slaying, do the best dhabh (perfect) 

by sharpening well the blade/knife in order that the dhabiha die 

comfortably (painlessly)” 23 

 

Dr Katme continues, “We know medically and physiologically today that 

when the proper slaying of the animal is done, by cutting the blood 

vessels of the neck, in the right anatomical site, sudden profuse bleeding 

does occur quickly.  Haemorrhagic shock and an instant anaesthetisation 
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of the brain occur as a result of the quick loss of the blood from the brain 

thus taking away instantaneously any functioning of the brain 

(sensation)… 

 

“Medical research and scientific and medical evidence has shown that 

stunning causes some animals to die as in the electrified water bath for 

poultry.  Government figures show that about one third of chickens die 

before doing the cut.  These chickens are then dead and therefore 

prohibited to eat according to Islamic beliefs.  The problem today is that 

there is no body to check each animal after stunning and before the cut to 

see if it is dead or not. 

 

“Stunning causes “salt and pepper haemorrhage” inside the meat and the 

blood cannot flow freely.  It has been proved that the direct method of 

slaying the animal without stunning as in dhabh causes the blood to flow 

more freely.  Blood is harmful to health as it is full of bacteria, infective 

agents and waste and harmful substances.  Stunning also causes chemical 

changes in the meat making the meat less healthy and less nutritious.  The 

animal is subjected to cruelty and suffering leading to stress which means 

that our health is affected by eating the meat of a “stressed animal”.  
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Often the stunning is not performed correctly leading to paralysis and re-

stunning – surely this is cruel… 

 

“In May 1999 the European Council for Fatwa and Research produced a 

declaration against the consumption of stunned animals 24… 

There are two basic Islamic rulings which should be followed with regard 

to stunning – 

The first – any step or action leading to harâm is not allowed. We know 

well that some animals die before their throat is cut as in the case of 

stunning and for a Muslim the eating of dead animals is forbidden.  

Likewise the eating of blood is also prohibited and scientists have proved 

that stunning causes the blood to collect inside the meat rather than flow 

out.  The second rule is that anything doubtful should be avoided and as 

there is doubt in the slaughter where the animal is previously stunned, 

then this should be avoided. 

 

“The prophet Muhammad (pbuh) has taught us how to perform the 

slaughter in order to obtain wholesome halal meat.  It is wise and sensible 

as well as more humane and healthy to stick to the prophetic way of 

slaughter especially as no fault or cruelty can be found in this divine 
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method.  Allah the Creator of all is also called al Rahman al Rahim (the 

most compassionate the most merciful) and Prophet Muhammad (pbuh) is 

a mercy to us all.  There will never be any religious instruction which will 

cause suffering or pain to any animal.”25 

 

Certainly Islam is against any cruelty or any painful procedure done to the 

animal.  Cruelty can occur if stunning methods are not applied correctly 

and animals are only paralysed but not fully insensible to pain. My own 

view, which takes account of the latest scientific evidence, is that an 

animal will be put out of its misery more quickly – within a second 

apparently – if it is correctly stunned, than if it is conscious as it bleeds 

out after the slaughter cut. 

 

 

ELECTRICAL WATER BATH STUNNING OF POULTRY  

 

The traditional methods of stunning chickens and other domestic fowls 

sometimes fall short of humanitarian standards.  They are by their very 

nature small and delicate animals which can be easily injured.  To meet 

the present commercial pressures and the ever-increasing demand of the 

poultry-eating public, they are being slaughtered in much larger numbers 

and without due attention to detail.  Globally, around 45 billion chickens 

are slaughtered for meat every year. On arrival at the processing centres, 
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after having been transported from the rearing factories, the birds are 

hung upside down by their legs on a moving conveyor.  This carries them 

to an electrically charged water bath which, if operating properly, should 

pass sufficient current through the body to stun the bird. 

 

The inadequate stunning of birds can be a problem with this method 

especially with ducks and geese that tend to raise their heads when 

entering the water bath and their heads are therefore not fully immersed 

in the water. 

Another problem with this method is that although the aim of this 

method is to induce cardiac arrest, some birds are improperly stunned 

and recover consciousness before slaughter. 

It was found by an experiment conducted by Gregory and Whittington in 

1992 and published in Research in Veterinary Science under the title of 

‘Inhalation of Water During Electrical Stunning in Chickens’ that 

“chickens can and do inhale water during electric stunning in a water 

bath. No remedy for this is available at the moment.” 26 It was also 

noticed that birds may defecate while being stunned and so live birds 

may inhale water fouled by faeces at stunning, thus making their meat 

unhygienic. 
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This method of stunning can be particularly cruel to turkeys. The 

shackling of turkeys by their legs is extremely painful. This pain is 

caused by leg deformities that the birds suffer from due to their being 

bred in a manner that ensures maximum weight gain as fast as possible, 

with the result that their bones do not have time to properly develop. 

Another problem for turkeys is that their wings may sometimes hang 

lower than their heads causing the bird to sustain a painful electric shock. 

The Scientific Veterinary Committee of the EU says that, “The 

prevalence of pre-stun electric shock in turkeys is high (about 80%).”27 

 

By the very fact that this is a high speed automatic process, little attention 

is paid to the individual.  Some birds, while struggling to get free, miss 

the stunning bath and reach the point of slaughter while conscious.  The 

slaughter is carried out so hurriedly that sometimes the cut is not made 

complete.  Usually an automatic knife is used to cut the throat, with a 

‘back-up’ slaughterman who cuts the throat if it has not been cut properly 

by the mechanical knife.  As a result of poor stunning or neck-cutting, the 

birds can sometimes regain consciousness during bleeding-out. After the 

cut, the birds are dipped in a scalding tank of water heated to 51°C to 

loosen their feathers. It is vital that before this happens, sufficient time 

passes to make sure all the birds are dead. 

 

Some poultry slaughterhouses have now changed the current used, so that 
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the birds are both stunned and killed by immersion in the water bath. This 

has been a welfare-motivated measure, but as the chickens will be dead 

before their throats are cut, it could not be acceptable to the Muslim 

community. 

 

The problems of high-throughput poultry slaughterhouses should be 

tackled so that those in the Islamic world who approve of the principle of 

pre-slaughter stunning can have a method which treats each individual 

bird with respect and compassion. If Muslims are to accept electric 

stunning of poultry, it is vital that they install the correct equipment and 

train and monitor their staff, to ensure that the stunning is carried out 

efficiently and humanely. Gas stunning and high voltage stunning are 

both likely to kill the birds and would not be acceptable. 

 

GAS STUNNERS 

This method is used to anaesthetise animals with mixtures of gases, such 

as carbon dioxide or argon. It is now widely used for stunning of pigs and 

is increasingly being adopted for stunning of poultry.  One of the major 

welfare advantages of gas stunning is that the chickens remain in the 

crates in which they are transported to the slaughter house and are not 

tipped out of these crates and shackled upside down. 

Some gas mixtures can be used to stun only. These tend to have high 

concentrations of CO2, which chickens perceive as highly aversive28. 

This problem can be overcome by using inert gas mixtures such as Argon 

and Nitrogen, which are not perceived as aversive. Inert gases will induce 

unconsciousness and abolish spontaneous brain activity, without causing 

suffering. After exposure to inert gas mixtures, the heart continues to 
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function for a period of time, enabling efficient bleed out if the animals 

are slaughtered quickly. 

The welfare advantage of the birds being stunned in their crates may be 

outweighed by the aversiveness of carbon dioxide based mixtures. Using 

inert gas mixtures would seem to be preferable on welfare grounds but, 

from the Islamic point of view, research will be needed to ascertain a 

method of achieving swift throat-cutting of each bird whilst cardiac 

activity remains. 

 

 

RESTRAINING PENS 

 

Slaughterhouses by their very nature leave the animals in a highly 

stressed and excitable condition, especially after unfavourable travel 

conditions and insensitive handling.  The only way to slaughter large 

animals safely, especially cattle, is to restrain their movements prior to 

slaughter and to this end a kind of crate, called a restraining pen, is used.  

Such pens are used, often in conjunction with a specific head restraint 

device, to keep the animal’s head still so that the captive bolt can be 

positioned correctly for an effective shot and stun. The same principle 

applies to slaughter without stunning. If the animal is kept still its head 

can be raised and its neck exposed for the cut. 

 

Some pens have been designed specifically for use in such slaughter.  The 

most commonly used in the past, though highly condemned, were the 

Weinberg rotating pens. These rotary pens are now illegal in the United 

Kingdom.  When the animal is positioned in it, one side of the crush is 
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noisily pushed against the animal’s side, restricting its leg and body 

movements.  The clanging metal in this frighteningly strange environment 

further alarms the animal which tries to struggle itself free.  The pen is 

rotated completely to 180 degrees to place the beast on its back - an 

extremely unnatural and uncomfortable position - so that its neck may be 

stretched out and cut from above.  In the light of experience, experts have 

come to the conclusion that the rotary pens are not suitable for the 

purpose for which they were invented, i.e. to make the last moments of 

the poor victim a bit easier.  Instead of lessening the stress and suffering 

of the animal, this kind of pen must surely aggravate it.  The animal feels 

completely disorientated by the rocking and swinging of the cradle-like 

pen; its head is still pinioned down in the traditional way by the foot of 

the slaughterman or kept tied by a rope. During all this process it goes on 

struggling in panic and often sustains flesh injuries and broken bones.  

Apart from the injuries, an animal slaughtered under such highly 

constraining and stressed conditions will automatically secrete an 

excessive amount of a hormone called adrenalin into the muscle tissues, 

which would produce a poor carcass for eating. In addition, these kinds of 

casting pens often lead to cattle and calves breathing in blood after the 

incision, which does not happen when the animal is kept upright. 29 

 

For slaughtering animals in a standing position, special pens have been 

invented. After entering the pen, the animal is pushed forward 

mechanically until its head protrudes from an opening in the pen and is 

secured in a yoke.  There is also an adjustable plate to support it from 

underneath the breast and a chin-lift to raise the head to the required 

height.  It is important that the animal’s head is placed in a well-designed 
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restraint device and that stunning or slaughter follows immediately. The 

approach race (pathway) is curved in some designs, which makes it easier 

for the animal to enter the pen. The most important feature of this design 

is that, throughout the operation, the animal remains standing, reducing 

the likelihood of severe stress or panic.  It has been found that 

slaughtermen, once used to slaughtering a standing animal, find no 

difficulty in cutting the throat. 

 

As stated earlier, the use of rotary pens has been prohibited in the UK. 

Again stated earlier, there is no law in Islam forbidding the slaughter of 

food-animals in a standing position.  On the contrary, verse 22:36 of the 

Qur’ân Majeed sanctions the slaughtering of camels in an upright 

position, even though there were no breast-plates in those days to restrain 

their fall after the cut.  There is no reason why this Qur’ânic sanction for 

camels could not be extended to other animals.  It is encouraging to see 

that Muslims in the Irish Republic have accepted the upright slaughtering 

pens. The traditional method of shackling and hoisting animals by one 

rear leg, a method which is in common use throughout the world, is 

extremely stressful and banned throughout the 25 countries of the 

European Union (Council Directive 93/119/EC, 1993). 

 

According to the following explanation by scientists, slaughtering an 

animal in a standing position is no different from the lying down position: 

“The collapse of an animal following severance of major blood vessels in 

the neck is a manifestation of cerebral  hypoxia / anoxia due to the sudden 

fall in pressure of the cerebro-spinal fluid and is not due to anoxia 

(deficiency of oxygen) following reduction in the flow of blood to the 
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brain.  Our observation of cattle slaughtered in the standing position in a 

‘Cincinnati’ pen has shown this to occur on average five or six seconds 

after the cut.” 30 

 

ANIMALS’ PSYCHO-PHYSIOLOGY 

 

Islam has laid down the basic principles as a code of conduct.  It is up to 

man to work out the details within the terms of those principles.  For 

example, during the time of the Holy Prophet(s), surgical operations used 

to be performed with the tools and techniques which were known to 

surgeons at that time. Today Muslims have accepted all the modern 

surgical technology and melioration - including the transplant of organs 

and heart surgery.  When a dying Muslim is fitted with the heart of 

another person and gets a new lease of life, no one ever complains that 

this is an innovation and interference with the fore-ordination of the time 

of death.  No Muslim refuses to be anaesthetised before a surgical 

operation on the grounds that anaesthetics have not been mentioned in the 

Qur’ân Majeed or Ahadith.  However, when it comes to rendering an 

animal insensible before cutting its throat, it is taken as a scientific 

incursion on the Divine law and an attack on the immutability of the 

traditional practices. 

 

When a human being is struck by lightning or dies of a sudden heart 

attack, he does not feel any physical pain or mental anguish except 

perhaps for a fraction of a second - and it is said that he died ‘in peace’.  

As opposed to that, one who is told that he would be hanged the next day 

dies a thousand deaths before reaching the gallows.  We know the 
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feelings of other people because of our ability to communicate our 

abstract thoughts to each other.  What happens to animals who are 

incapable of expressing their thoughts - or do they not have any thoughts? 

 

They are uprooted from their familiar surroundings; brought to an abattoir 

by an uncomfortable means of transport; made to wait in a hostile 

environment where the bloody nature of the profession tends to make not 

only the slaughtermen callous-hearted but all those who are involved in 

this business; goaded unceremoniously into the slaughter hall and then cut 

across the throat. Apart from the physical discomfort and pain, do they 

suffer any mental anguish?  Do they become aware of what is going to 

happen to them?  Does physical pain touch them in mind and, if it does, to 

what extent?  Is their apparent cool and calm due to their lack of 

cognition or is it due to resignation to the inevitable?  No one, as yet, has 

been able to answer these questions categorically, not even scientists and 

naturalists. This is mainly because we do not have a scientific tool to 

measure mental state in humans and other animals. However, all of the 

life-saving drugs, anaesthetics and analgesics and drugs routinely used to 

treat humans with psychological (mental) disorders are tested on animals 

because they have anatomical, physiological and psychological 

similarities to humans. 

 

On the one hand scientists have not yet been able to measure conclusively 

the chronometrical relationship between the lapse of consciousness and 

physical insensitivity to pain. On the other hand the notaries of the 

religious mode of slaughter are inhibited against any change in their 

traditional ways based on religious authority.  One of the main reasons for 
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this confusion is that, until recently, man had taken it for granted that the 

rest of the species were less sensitive to pain than the human species.  

Even these days one of the arguments advanced against pre-slaughter 

stunning is that the nervous system of animals is different from that of 

humans.  Some have concluded, therefore, that animals are less sensitive 

to pain.  The same logic is applied to their mental suffering. 

 

However animal science is now moving to the view that animals are 

sentient beings, capable of experiencing not only pain, but psychological 

states of happiness, fear, well-being or suffering. In 1997 the European 

Union added a legally-binding Protocol to the European Treaty, which 

recognised animals as “sentient beings” 31. Moves are now underway to 

have such a recognition of animal sentience agreed by the United Nations. 

 

Although much scholastic talent and energy has been spent on 

ascertaining the genetic relationship between animals in general - 

anthropoids and homo sapiens - only recently have scientists taken the 

task seriously of proving how long it takes an animal to become 

unconscious of pain after its throat has been cut, so that it could be 

determined on scientific evidence whether or not it is more humane to 

make an animal insensible to pain before the cut. Perhaps we should look 

into nature open-mindedly and then form hypotheses, rather than look 

into nature for evidence to support our preconceptions. 

 

All this academic and anthropological debate is not of much help to a 

layman.  An average person who feels that he is entitled to kill animals 

for food would like to know what is the most humane way of doing so.  
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For Muslims it does not, or it should not, pose a problem.  The Qur’ân 

Majeed puts all animals on a par with humans in every physical sense 32. 

This means that their innate desire to live, as well as their other corporeal 

needs, are the same as those of human beings 33. If it was the case that 

they were less sensitive to physical pain than human beings, Islam would 

not have insisted repeatedly on the use of the least painful mode of 

slaughtering.  If it was the case that the sensory faculties of their brain 

were not developed enough to feel fear and mental trepidation at the time 

of slaughter, the Holy Prophet Muhammad(s) would not have forbidden 

the sharpening of the knife in the presence of the victims or to slaughter 

them within each other’s range of vision.  He was an unlettered man 

(Ummi), least of all in natural history and science.  However, according to 

Muslims’ firm belief, his knowledge was divinely-inspired.  For Muslims, 

therefore, there should be no doubt that an animal has a degree of 

cognisance of what is happening around him in the slaughterhouse and 

that he does feel both physical and mental pain when his throat is cut - the 

same as a human being feels the pain of a surgical operation when not 

anaesthetised. 

 

Many regions of the inner self-consciousness in animals are still 

unexplored territories.  We know that consciousness needs a thinking 

brain. What we do not know is the range of animals’ thinking capacity.  

Can an animal think in terms of “I think, therefore, I am”?  The Qur’ân 

Majeed tells us that, when animals worship God, they know their prayer 

and are conscious of what they are doing 34.  Scientific psychology 

derives its data from the electrical impulses which pass through the brain. 

 On the other hand, the Qur’ân Majeed tells us that animals are social 
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communities, like humans 35.  This means that the consciousness of 

animals functions on the same principle as that of man.  Animals are 

conscious of themselves and of their sub-conscious; they are aware of 

their communal existence and its altruistic responsibilities; otherwise they 

would not have been able to survive as communities as successfully as 

they have.  According to the latest findings of natural science, 

consciousness is a prerequisite of physical as well as of mental awareness. 

 Biologically, therefore, it can be safely syllogised from the scientific 

premises that animal behaviour and responses work on the same 

principles as those of humans and that they feel stress and pain as humans 

do. The website www.animalsentience.com carries interesting 

information on the latest research on this important topic and is well 

worth visiting. 

 

The Qur’ân Majeed has been enunciating this proposition for  the last 

fourteen centuries - albeit taking it beyond the realm of biology.  It has 

been explaining persistently that consciousness, in its advanced stage, 

leads to spiritual awareness - a stage when the inner eye becomes the 

overseer not simply of the physique but of the whole personality, a stage 

of spiritual volition called in Islam Taqwa. 

 

Scientists have found scientific evidence of mental suffering in animals.  

They have discovered that, like the human brain, an animal’s brain too 

releases a substance called endorphin to cope with emotional distress and 

pain caused by frustration or conflict. This substance is 100 times more 

powerful than morphine 36. A stress hormone, cortisol, is also released 

when animals are experiencing distress. Measurements of the levels of 



 
 

44

these substances can help scientists compare the suffering of animals in 

different farming systems, during transport and prior to slaughter. 

 

PHYSICAL PAIN  

 

Pain is absolutely a personal and subjective experience which is confined 

to the creature in pain.  The degree of pain depends on the susceptibility 

of the sufferer and no one else can feel it.  Human beings can inform 

others where and how much they are in pain or how they are feeling about 

it. An animal, however, cannot do so nor do we have the capacity to 

understand their language although animals in pain do vocalise when 

allowed to do so. However a dying animal cannot even let out painful 

cries because, along with the blood vessels, the slaughterer has also cut its 

air passage in the throat (trachea) without which no sound can be 

produced.  The animal does try to struggle itself out but cannot because it 

is restrained.  Its ‘escape reflexes’ too fail to give a measured indication 

of its mental suffering and physical pain both before and after the cut. 

 

In the absence of conclusive scientific evidence various speculative 

theories are in circulation, with the result that laymen pick  and choose 

the theories which support their preconceived traditional ideas.  For 

example, some Muslims use the following arguments against the use of 

stunners: 

 

(i) Animals do not feel pain when their throat is cut 

because the anatomical structure of their body and brain, 

especially that of the cud-chewing animals (ruminants), is 
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designed to be less sensitive to pain than that of humans. 

(ii)  (ii) A cut in the skin gives pain only when the cut-

ends of the wound meet each other, otherwise the 

incidence of bleeding is painless. 

 

(iii) The convulsions during the throes of death are only  

 muscular movements and not painful spasms of the last  

 breaths.  They are in the nature of automatic reflex  

 reactions due to lack of oxygen in the brain (anoxia) and  

 not a result of pain. 

 

(iv) After the cut, the flow of blood from the four big 

vessels of the neck is so fast and profuse that the animal 

becomes unconscious immediately.  When the carotids and 

the jugular veins are cut by Shechita method, the blood 

pressure in vessels and vertebral arteries which supply blood 

to the brain falls rapidly and causes a deficiency of oxygen 

(anoxia). It is claimed that blood pressure drops 25 per cent 

within 3 seconds.  The pressure of fluid which works as a 

link between the spinal cord and the brain falls even more 

rapidly than the blood-pressure.  In anatomical science it is 

called the serous fluid which is contained in the 

subarachnoid space around the brain and spinal cord.  The 

fall in pressure produces a state of shock and the animal 

loses consciousness within about three to five seconds.  

Some estimate the period to be a bit longer. 
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(v) Animals are not aware of what is happening to them 

or around them and, therefore, they do not suffer any mental 

anguish and stress. 

 

(vi) Electroencephalograph (EEG) and other techniques 

related to the physiology of the nervous system 

(neurophysiology) record only the electrical activity in the 

brain and are no criterion of consciousness.  It has been 

scientifically proved now that measuring the “evoked 

responses”, i.e. the electrical activity of the brain in response 

to various stimuli, is a more accurate indication of brain 

function than an encephalograph alone.   At the same time it 

is claimed by some that stunning only paralyses into a 

condition of ‘mixed-shock’, leaving the animal fully 

conscious. 

 

The modern science of psycho-physiology has dealt at great length with 

the inter-relation between human physiology and mental phenomena, but 

we know so little in this respect about animals.  This ignorance is one of 

the main causes of human callousness towards animal suffering and of 

hypocritical double standards of morality in our dealings with them.  

People do everything within their means to alleviate the suffering of a 

human being and try to make the last moments of a dying person as 

congenial as possible.  On the other hand, the same people would take the 

life of an innocent animal for sport without compunction.  This morality 

is the result of quite a few mistaken notions about the psycho-physiology 

of animals. They are supposed to have no soul, no mind and no feelings.  
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It is assumed that they have no mental awareness of their fate in the 

slaughterhouse.  Even their anatomical structure, it is claimed, is different 

from that of the human species and they become dead as a doornail 

immediately their throats are cut, without feeling any pain. 

 

All such mistaken beliefs and popular myths have been refuted by Islam. 

Any Muslims who doubt it, should study the postulates as laid down in 

the Qur’ân Majeed and Ahadith, in the light of modern science and 

reorientate themselves with the spirit of the Islamic laws.   The Qur’ân 

Majeed and Ahadith, quoted earlier in this book, clearly establish the fact 

that animals are endowed with the same mental, intellectual and physical 

faculties as man, albeit to a lesser degree, and scientists are trying to find 

out the degrees of comparison between the two.  It is true that their 

findings are at variance with each other, in certain points of detail, but 

most of them are agreed on the broad principles as enunciated by Islam. It 

has now been scientifically proved that animals are not less sensitive to 

physical pain than human beings.  Their physique is made up of similar 

structure as that of the human species.  The only difference is in the 

development of the brain.  It is true that they are less developed mentally 

than the human brain, but this is no yardstick to measure physical 

sensibility.  A human baby has no mental awareness of its existence.  

Does it mean that the baby does not feel physical pain or that he/she 

would not feel the agony of torture, even if the torture lasts for a short 

period.  The fact that an animal cannot articulate the words “I am” does 

not mean that it does not know that “it is”.  Its desire to live, its struggle 

for existence and its wit to survive is in some cases better planned and 

more co-ordinated with nature than the lifestyle of the human species. 
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Another sophistical argument advanced against stunning is that pain does 

exist there whether the animal is in a state of consciousness or of 

unconsciousness. It is argued that the paralysis of the sensorium only 

incapacitates the faculty of expression, while an animal goes on feeling 

pain all the same. Does this fine distinction between the actual existence 

of pain and the feeling of it apply only to animals and not to humans?  It 

is a fact of common occurrence that, when a human being is knocked out 

senseless, he stops feeling pain.  If biologically the pain is still there, he is 

not sensitive to it - and this is exactly  the purpose of stunning.  The same 

purpose is achieved by anaesthetisation before surgical operations. The 

reasons why animals are not anaesthetised before the operation of throat-

cutting are that this method is time-consuming, uneconomic, requires 

medical expertise and would likely make the meat unsuitable for human 

consumption.  It is only for these reasons, otherwise there would not have 

been any religious objection to pre-slaughter anaesthetisation - the same 

as there should not be any objection to captive-bolt or concussion 

stunning. 

 

Another point in this respect which needs scientific investigation is to 

determine the sensibility to pain during semi-consciousness.  As laymen, 

we know that during a fully unconscious state one does not feel any pain, 

such as during surgical operations under anaesthetics.  What we do not 

know, however, is the reason why one does feel pain, even physical pain, 

during a nightmare when the subconscious mind is still working.  If 

nightmares are brought in sleep by digestive or nervous disorders in 

human beings, resulting in extremely frightful and oppressive activity of 
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the subconscious mind, then how can it be justifiably assumed that the 

subconscious or semiconscious minds of animals do not feel fright, 

oppression and pain during the period when their whole nervous system is 

passing through gradual disorder after their throats have been cut without 

stunning? 

 

TIME FACTOR  

 

It has not yet been established scientifically exactly how much time it 

takes after the cut for an animal to lose consciousness to a degree where it 

stops feeling pain - consciously or even subconsciously.  To a casual 

observer the animal seems to be dead when it collapses ‘immediately’ 

after its carotid arteries and jugular veins have been severed.  In this 

respect too, scientists have not yet been able to say definitely whether this 

collapse is due to cerebral shock, i.e. the fall in the fluid which normally 

flows between the brain and spine (cerebro-spinal fluid), or whether it is 

due to the reduction of oxygen-carrying blood in the brain (anoxia). The 

majority of scientists believe that the supply of oxygen to the brain is cut 

off gradually and not immediately after the throat has been cut.  What it 

means in other words is that, although the animal does collapse and 

appears to have died, its brain-sensitivity takes much longer to be 

completely dead. 

 

In assessing the suffering involved in not stunning animals, the central 

question is:  how long after throat-cutting do animals stop feeling pain? 

 

In attempting to answer this question, scientists have tried to determine 
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the time required for animals to lose brain responsiveness by measuring at 

what point after throat-cutting the brain loses its ability to respond to 

certain external stimuli.  This involves measuring the interval from the 

throat-cutting to loss of visual and/or somatosensory evoked responses.  

The absence of such responses reflects a profound disturbance of the 

brain and indicates a point at which it is safe to assume that the animal is 

insensible to pain. The consensus of scientific experts in this field is that 

loss of visual evoked activity of the brain is a very reliable index of brain 

failure. 

 

Scientists have found that there can be a relatively long time-lapse 

between throat-cutting and loss of responsiveness in the brain, i.e. when 

the animal can clearly no longer feel pain. 

 

Scientists have found that with sheep, if both carotid arteries and jugular 

veins are severed, it takes on average 14 seconds to induce loss of brain 

responsiveness 37.  They found, however, that this interval was five times 

longer - 70 seconds - where only one carotid artery and jugular vein were 

severed.  Where only the jugular veins were severed, the time to loss of 

brain responsiveness rose markedly to about 5 minutes. 

 

A number of studies have shown that calves can take a much longer time 

than other species to lose their brain function following throat-cutting. A 

recent study found that responsiveness can be present in the brains of 

calves for as long as 104 seconds after neck-sticking 38. As a result, some 

calves show clear signs of recovery after sticking. 
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Another study reported on the slaughter of a number of fully conscious 

lambs, sheep, calves and one young bull 39.  The researcher concluded 

that severing the carotid arteries without prior stunning does not result in 

a rapid loss of consciousness in calves.  He found that on average with the 

calves, 171 seconds elapsed between throat-cutting and the cessation of 

apparently co-ordinated attempts to rise.  He also reported that the young 

bull made such attempts to rise for 20 seconds. 

 

Another study using adult cattle found that the duration of brain function 

after slaughter without prior stunning is very variable.  This found that it 

took an average 55 seconds for brain responsiveness to be lost after 

throat-cutting 40. 

 

It can take a very considerable time for a chicken to loose brain 

responsiveness following neck-cutting; the amount of time involved 

varies enormously, depending on which blood vessels in the neck are cut. 

The time between neck-cutting and loss of brain responsiveness in 

chickens varies between 163 and 349 seconds, depending on the method 

of neck-cutting used 41. 

 

In 2004, the Scientific Panel on Animal Health and Welfare of the 

European Union published an Opinion which concluded that “Without 

stunning, the time between cutting through the major blood vessels and 

insensibility, as deduced from behavioural and brain response, is up to 20 

seconds in sheep, … up to 2 minutes in cattle, up to 2½ or more minutes 

in poultry.” 42 
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The scientific fact cannot be refuted that there is a period of interval 

between the cut and complete unconsciousness.  Even if it is just a few 

seconds, the animal does remain conscious or semiconscious during that 

period and does feel both the mental pangs and physical pain.  On the 

other hand, every hunter would bear witness to the scientifically proven 

fact that a direct shot in the brain with a bullet or a bolt renders an animal 

unconscious instantaneously without giving it time to realise what has 

happened to it - and there lies the real advantage of stunning that, during 

that period of unconsciousness, the act of slaughter can be performed 

exactly according to the religious law.  In the light of the Islamic 

teachings in this respect Muslims should not need any scientific facts and 

figures to convince them that the best method of slaughter is the method 

which inflicts the least possible pain to the victim. The Islamic concern is 

so great against cruelty to animals that it has declared the infliction of any 

unnecessary and avoidable pain even to a sparrow or any creature smaller 

than that as a sin for which the culprit would be answerable to God on the 

Day of Judgement. 

 

EXSANGUINATION (Drawing out of Blood)  

 

All the religious objections to stunning centre round the one major 

objection that it does not allow all the blood to drain out of the carcass.  

People generally have been fed with information which is not easy to 

understand for a layman without some knowledge of anatomy. Then they 

have been told some stale scientific facts which have now been 

superseded by new knowledge.  In a nutshell, they have been led to 

believe that stunning has a paralysing effect on the muscles of the heart 
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and it disconnects the central nervous system by damaging the Centre of 

Willis (the circle of branches of the carotid and basilar arteries at the base 

of the brain).  This disruption affects the heartbeats which, in turn, affect 

the pumping out of blood. They argue that this convulsive action of the 

muscles after the cut accelerates the squeezing out of blood from the 

meat-tissues into the blood stream. Convulsions are possible only if the 

brain is alive, the nervous system functional and the heart pulsating.  It is 

wrongfully believed that all these functions are stopped by stunning. 

 

Scientists, however, have shown that the heart does not stop beating and 

pumping after stunning.  Provided that the right current is used, the 

heart’s beating is not stopped by stunning.  Indeed electrical stunning is 

reversible; in other words the animal would recover from the stun if its 

throat was not cut.  It is the letting out of the blood by throat-cutting 

which causes death.  Another scientific finding is significant in this 

respect.  They have found out that stunning does not affect the flow of 

blood. Experiments done for this very purpose have shown that exactly 

the same amount of blood remains in the meat, whether the animal has 

been stunned or not, as long as rigor mortis has not set in, i.e. it has not 

become cold and stiff. 

 

In a recent study in 2004 of sheep by Anil and others  including scientists 

from the Chamber of Veterinary Surgeons of Istanbul, the slaughter (neck 

cutting) of sheep without stunning was compared with electrical stunning 

followed by neck cutting and captive bolt stunning followed by neck 

cutting.   The researchers’ results show that the bleed out after neck 

cutting is not adversely affected by electrical or captive bolt stunning; nor 
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is an improved bleed out achieved by neck cutting without stunning.  The 

researchers state that the “study has demonstrated that there is no 

difference in bleed out effectiveness between no-stunning methods and 

common stunning methods that do not stop the heart (head-only electrical 

and captive bolt stunning).  In fact, there was a tendency for electrical 

stunning to result in a better bleed out.”43  This study looked at sheep, but 

the researchers state that similar studies have recently been completed in 

cattle with similar results 44. 

 

Some professionals even claim that stunners make the animal’s brain free 

from mental stresses and strains which allows the heart to perform, 

physiologically, at the normal pace and to pump more blood out of the 

body than otherwise. 

 

The same point, however, is being used by some to support the argument 

that all the excitement, discomfort and fear during the preparatory 

arrangements for slaughter increase the heartbeat.  During the incision, 

they say, it increases still more and that the increased palpitation increases 

the flow of blood. 

 

All such arguments have been proved wrong by laboratory tests of meat 

by extracting the minute matter of the corpuscles which give colouring to 

blood (haemoglobin).  The reason why the colour of meat slaughtered 

without pre-stunning is lighter than the colour of meat slaughtered after 

stunning is not that there is less blood in it. The real reason is that an 

animal, when slaughtered while it is conscious, breathes more gaspingly.  

This produces a greater amount of oxyhaemoglobin (a combination of 
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oxygen and haemoglobin) in the blood and lightens the colour of the meat 
45. Experiments done by using the neuromuscular blocking drug, curare, 

show that the muscle spasm and spasmodic leg and body movements do 

not make the body expel more blood from the muscles 46. 

 

Another scientist explains the change of colour in meat in these words: 

“Dark cutting beef ... is caused by a deficiency of glycogen (a substance 

producing glucose in animal tissues) in the muscles of an animal at 

slaughter which prevents the normal decrease in pH post mortem. As a 

result there is an increase in enzyme activity which uses up the oxygen 

which would normally convert the dark myoglobin into pink 

oxymyoglobin  and the meat appears dark; it also tends to be dry because 

of the high water binding capacity of muscle protein at higher pH. The 

stores of glycogen are depleted principally by muscular exhaustion and 

stress and these two factors must be avoided in the 48 hours before 

slaughter in order to minimise the risk of dark cutting beef.47” 

 

Although some business concerns are promoting the consumption of 

blood as a source of protein, dieticians in general agree that blood is 

unsafe as food. The Scriptural religions have, right from the beginning, 

declared it as unhygienic and have forbidden its consumption. Where the 

protagonists and the antagonists of pre-slaughter stunning differ is the 

moot point whether stunning impedes the flow of blood or not. 

 

The Jewish objection to stunning has the additional point of ‘blemish’, 

which is not one of the conscientious or religious objections of Muslims. 

It has been discussed in previous chapters that the Islamic law allows the 
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consumption of an animal even though it has been injured in some way, 

provided its flesh has been cleansed by bleeding (Tadhkiyyah). 

 

There are some Muslims who object to stunners on the grounds that it is 

an additional cruelty to injure the animal twice - once by shooting it with 

a bolt and the second time by cutting its throat. This moral issue has been 

discussed under mental stress and physical pain.  If the Islamic law had 

looked upon this issue in that light, it would not have allowed the hunting 

of animals in which they are first shot and then slaughtered. The question 

of blood and bleeding is not so much a religious issue for Muslims.  It is, 

in fact, a hygienic and hence a scientific issue which should be 

understood as such.  For Muslims the slaughter of animals for food has no 

ritualistic, ceremonious or any kind of symbolic significance. Even the 

animals killed as a sacrifice are in reality for food by way of charity to 

provide sustenance to the indigent - in the name of God and not for  God. 

 

There is no doubt that great advances have been made in meat science.  

For example, the Foss Super-scan IRT meat analysis can measure within 

about ten minutes the amount of protein, fat, carbohydrate, water and 

meat - both in raw materials and in finished products, whether fresh or 

frozen. In spite of all this knowledge, it would be wrong for anyone to 

feel that the Islamic method of slaughter was based on antiquated food 

hygiene practices of some fourteen centuries ago and that it has now been 

outmoded; and it would be wrong to assume that the Islamic proviso of 

bleeding the animal, while it is still alive, could be dispensed with. Even 

the latest knowledge derived from the modern science of meat confirms 

that blood is retained in the body when an animal is slaughtered (or stuck) 
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after its death, whether stunned or not. 

In fact science shows that only 50% of the blood is lost when the animal 

is bled out, 30% remains in the viscera and 20% in the muscle (meat)48. 

 

However, there is enough contrary evidence of the fact that more blood 

does remain within the body of an animal which is slaughtered after death 

than of one that is slaughtered live.  From the point of view of the 

religious concepts of bleeding it makes no difference which parts of the 

body contain that residual blood. 

 

Animal physiologist, P. D. Warris, says: “Blood not lost at sticking is 

probably largely retained in the viscera rather than the carcass.  The 

residual blood content of lean meat is 2 to 9 ml/kg muscle. There is no 

evidence that this amount is affected by different slaughter methods or 

that large amounts of residual blood influence the microbiology of 

meat.”49 

 

Warris concluded that there was no unequivocal evidence that large 

quantities of residual blood were detrimental to the quality of meat50.  The 

factors which influence the process of exsanguination [draining out of 

blood] can be classed as either physiological or mechanical.  

Physiological factors are those which influence the distribution of the 

total blood volume between peripheral vascular beds [bases of the 

external surface of vessels or ducts conveying blood], while mechanical 

factors influence the drainage of blood from the vessels at sticking 

[slaughtering]. 
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In a further article the same author wrote “The amount of blood in the 

small vessels, arterioles [small arteries], venules [small veins] and 

capillaries [minute thin walled blood vessels] is controlled principally by 

the physiological state of the vascular beds... the main factor determining 

the residual blood content of muscles is the degree of physiological stress 

experienced by the animal at slaughter.51” 

 

An animal is under stress both during the preparatory stages and at the 

time of the cut.  This stress releases in its body certain chemical 

substances which have a soothing effect on it.  However, if those 

substances are allowed to be produced in higher than required levels, the 

degree of stress becomes more than normal, resulting in a greater amount 

of residual blood within the body after slaughter. On the other hand, 

making an animal insensitive to mental stress and physical pain by 

stunning helps the animal’s body to produce the right amount of those 

chemical substances to keep it relaxed and to eject more blood after the 

throat is cut. 

 

At the same time it has been established scientifically that spear-struck 

animals, in which only blood vessels are cut, lose about 12 per cent less 

blood than those slaughtered with a gash cut, such as the Islamic method, 

which severs practically all the soft tissues in the neck 52. In view of the 

above stated facts about bleeding and concomitant implications or 

religious convictions, it is imperative that the animal be alive, even 

though unconscious, at the time of slaughter.  Without this proviso it 

would be neither possible nor correct for Muslims to accept pre-slaughter 

stunning. 
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Islamic law forbids the consumption of blood, but it does not want 

Muslims to be prudish about it.  While prohibiting blood the  Qur’ân 

Majeed has taken good care to restrict the prohibition to that blood which 

pours forth naturally at the time of slaughter53. That which still remains 

within the viscera organs can be washed off.  If still there are some 

minute corpuscles left, it is expected that the antibodies in the consumer’s 

metabolism would counteract their unhygienic properties.  It is an 

inevitable biological fact that there are certain very small blood vessels in 

the body which cannot be emptied of blood by any manner of slaughter. 

 

Surely the Islamic prohibition of blood was never meant to override the 

other more peremptory and positive laws of compassion for animals.  

Many such laws have been quoted earlier in this book.  For example, 

there are laws declaring the flesh of animals which have been killed by 

cruel methods (Al-Muthlah) as carrion (Al-Mujaththamah) and unlawful 

to eat (Harâm).  Muslims should consider carefully whether animals 

which are kept conscious during the time of slaughter fall into the 

category of Al-Muthlah.  If they do, because of the avoidable pain and 

suffering involved, surely they are either unlawful as food (Harâm) or, at 

least, undesirable to eat (Makruh). 

 

“No evidence has been found for any influence of different slaughtering 

procedures in normal use on the residual blood content of meat”.54 

 

After reading such facts and figures of modern science there remains no 

doubt that the Qur’ân Majeed was divinely inspired.  Otherwise, the Holy 
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Prophet Muhammad(s) who was an unlettered man (Ummi) could never 

have thought on his own fourteen hundred years ago to make allowance 

for practicability by circumscribing the prohibition to that blood only 

which “poureth forth” at the time of slaughter55. 

 

(Some biological terms used in these passages are explained in Appendix 

A.) 

 

 

THE JINX OF BLEMISH  

 

Blemish is not one of the Islamic proscriptions on food.  It has been 

explained earlier that Islam makes a clear distinction between animals for 

general consumption and those sacrificed for charity (Qurban or 

Sadaqah).  It is only animals killed to feed the indigent which are 

required to be free from any physical deformity, so that the poor 

recipients do not get inferior quality meat.  Otherwise, animals for general 

consumption can have any sort of blemish - as long as they are normally 

healthy. So at least Muslims do not have any reason to reject pre-

slaughter stunning on the grounds of ‘blemish’.  There is nowhere in the 

Qur’ân Majeed or Ahadith that an animal should be physically uninjured 

or mentally conscious before slaughter.  It is true that the Qur’ân Majeed 

or Ahadith do not mention stunners or other methods of rendering the 

animal unconscious before slaughter.  There are many modern practices 

which Muslims have adopted and numerous technological aids and 

appliances which have not been mentioned either in the Islamic statute 

law (Fiqh) or its convention (Sunnah) and yet Muslims have started using 
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them, justifiably, without any sense of guilt. 

 

Another prejudice against stunning is the taste of meat.  One often hears 

the immigrant communities complaining that meat in the West does not 

taste as savoury as in the East and they lay the blame on the slaughter and 

stunning techniques.  While their complaint is right, the reason they 

ascribe to it is not.  There are other reasons why meat in Western 

countries is comparatively insipid and less tasty.  Animals in the West are 

reared under unnatural conditions by factory-farming methods and often 

bred to grow excessively fast.  For example, broiler chickens become 

ready for slaughter at 6 weeks old.  Many animals are reared by intensive 

farming, with little freedom of movement and exercise.  All their 

miserable lives, they never get to bask in the sun or revel in grassy fields. 

The flesh of such animals is generally chilled or deep-frozen and reaches 

the shops long after slaughter.  Imported meat, in particular, could be 

months old.  Another reason for differences in taste may well be that in 

the West animals are slaughtered at a much younger age than animals in 

the East. Meat from older animals is likely to have a more developed 

flavour. Differences in the breed of animal used are also likely to affect 

the flavour of the meat.   

 

It is true that modern extensive and intensive methods of animal 

husbandry and conveyor-belt slaughtering techniques used to be alien to 

Eastern and Islamic aesthetics and taste.  However, the current increase in 

demand for animal products and meat has driven the international markets 

to adopt such methods of production and distribution.  Islamic countries 

are importing huge quantities of both live animals and meat from other 
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parts of the world.  For example, each year around 5- 6 million live sheep 

are exported from Australia to Muslim countries in the Middle East.  

From 2001 to 2004, 234,285 animals – cattle, sheep and goats- died 

during the long sea journeys from Australia to the Middle East56. The 

total figures of livestock internationally exported and imported are more 

than one can tell.  It is farcical to blame Western exporters alone for the 

cruelty to animals involved in this multi-million pound trade; the 

importing countries are equally blameworthy - it is the inevitable law of 

commerce that ‘demand’ actuates ‘supply’ and its ways and means. 

 

The impression that Western commercial interests are promoting the fast 

slaughtering techniques is wrong.  It is the current increase in demand for 

meat which is responsible for the present state of affairs and the 

abominable cruelties that go with it.  The least the Islamic countries can 

do is to stop importing live animals. They can always make adequate 

arrangements in the exporting countries – as has already been done in 

New Zealand for many years - to have animals slaughtered by their own 

slaughtermen, preferably after being stunned in their presence so that 

consumers in Islamic countries can have no doubts about the lawfulness 

of that meat. 

 

CONCLUSION 

 

The traditional view, well expressed previously in this chapter by Dr 

Katme, is that Islamic teaching and practice must be based solely on the 

words of the Qur’an  Majeed and the sayings and actions of the Prophet 
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Muhammad (pbuh). 

 

My own view is that the Qur’ân Majeed persistently exhorts man to use 

his brains (Aql) even in matters spiritual. While the basic laws of religious 

discipline are immutable, cultural traits and habitudes are subject to 

mutability and modulation according to the social and environmental 

evolution.  There are many practices, customs and usages among Muslims 

all over the world which are taken for granted as part of religion while in 

reality they owe their origin to pre-Islamic cultural roots - as distinct from 

tradition based on the Islamic common law. It is not always easy to draw 

a line between culture and religion.  Similarly, it is rather a dubious 

undertaking to decide how far to use common sense in the practical 

rendering of those tenets about which religion has laid down no detailed 

injunctions.  The following explication of this theme by an acknowledged 

Muslim theologian of the 20th century, Maulana Abu A’la Maududi, is 

very helpful in the understanding of this problem. 

 

“In certain matters the Qur’ân and the Sunnah [practice of the Holy 

Prophet(s)] have laid down clear and categorical injunctions and 

prescribed specific rules of conduct.  In such matters no jurist, judge, 

legislative body, not even the Ummah [the collective body of Muslims] as 

a whole, can alter the specific injunctions of the Shari’ah [the Islamic 

law] or the rules of behaviour expounded by it.  This does not mean, 

however, that there is no scope left for legislation in this sphere.  The 

function of human legislation in relation to such matters lies in: 
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a) finding out exactly and precisely what the law is, its 

nature and extent. 

b) determining its meaning and intent. 

c) investigating the conditions for which it is intended and 

the way in which it is to be applied to the practical 

problems. 

d) working out minor details in the case of such laws as are 

too brief for an immediate application in actual life. 

e) determining the extent of its applicability or non-

applicability in cases of exceptional circumstances. 

 

“Then there are those types of problems about which although no specific 

injunctions have been laid down in the Shari’ah, but provisions have been 

made about some analogous situations. 

 

“There is yet another category of human affairs about which the Shari’ah 

has prescribed no specific guidance but has laid down broad principles or 

indicated the intention of the Law-giver as to what is to be encouraged 

and what is to be discouraged. 

 

“Apart from these, there is yet another vast range of human affairs about 

which the Shari’ah is totally silent ...  This silence is by itself indicative 

of the fact that the Supreme Law-giver has left it to human beings to 

decide such matters in their own discretion and judgement.  Hence 

independent legislation can be resorted to in such cases but it must be in 

consonance with the real spirit of Islam and its general principles... 
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“The whole of this legislative process, which makes the legal system of 

Islam dynamic and makes its development and evolution in the changing 

circumstances possible, results from a particular type of academic 

research and intellectual effort which, in the terminology of Islam, is 

called ‘Ijtihad’.” 57 

 

It has already been established in this book that the main counsel of Islam 

in the slaughter of food animals is to do it in the least painful manner and 

numerous Qur’ânic and Ahadith injunctions have been cited to that effect. 

 However, stunners have not been specifically mentioned in any of these 

injunctions.  The judicious guidance of Maulana Maududi is that, in such 

cases, God has left it to human beings to use their own discretion and 

judgement “in consonance with the real spirit of Islam and its principles.” 

 After reading this book, there should remain no doubt in anyone’s mind 

that all the Islamic laws on the treatment of animals, including the method 

of slaughter, are based in all conscience on “the spirit” of compassion, 

fellow-feeling and benevolence.  Let us study again the following Hadith 

in the light of the above-quoted criteria:  “Allah, Who is Blessed and 

Exalted, has prescribed benevolence towards everything and has ordained 

that everything be done in the right way; so when you must kill a living 

being, do it in the proper way - when you slaughter an animal, use the 

best method and sharpen your knife so as to cause as little pain as 

possible.”58 

 

The Hadith ends up by emphasising that the knife should be sharp. The 

question arises whether the specific mention of a knife is meant to 

preclude the use of any other instrument in addition to a knife. My answer 
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to this question is that it does not preclude the use of other instruments 

such as stunners, the reason being that they had not been invented at that 

time - just like hundreds of other technological objects which we have 

started using these days in spite of the fact there is no direct or indirect 

mention of them in the Qur’ân Majeed or Ahadith.  The crucial test, 

according to Maulana Maududi’s definition, is whether or not the 

stunning techniques are “in consonance with the real spirit of the broad 

principles and the intention” of God the Law-giver.  It has been 

repeatedly explained earlier that pre-slaughter stunning is not meant to 

kill, but only to render the animal unconscious.  It must be understood 

clearly that stunners are an instrument in addition to the instrument of the 

knife, and do not replace it.  After the animal has been rendered 

unconscious by a stunner, the act of slaughter could still be carried out in 

accordance with the religious rectitude of Tasmiyyah and Tadhkiyyah in 

every detail. The scientific fact has already been mentioned that the 

process of Tadhkiyyah is not affected in any way and stunning makes no 

difference in bleeding. 

 

I must conclude that in my opinion stunning prior to slaughter does not 

interfere with the prescribed Islamic method of slaughter (Dhabh); it does 

not affect the flow of blood (Tadhkiyyah); and it certainly is the most 

humane way known so far by rendering the animal unconscious before 

cutting its throat. Who can say that the stunners currently in use might not 

be replaced in future by some still better instruments and techniques to 

render an animal unconscious before slaughter?  There is no finality in 

science and knowledge. 
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A great Muslim scholar of the 19th century who is acknowledged in the 

Muslim world as an authority on theology - Sheikh Muhammad Abduh, 

the great Grand Mufti (Jurist) of Egypt, Dar al-Iftah, (d.1905 A.C.) - 

expressed the same view in these words: 

“I believe, that, if the Holy Prophet(s) had knowledge of any method of 

slaughter which could make it easier for the animal to die without 

affliction - such as slaughter after being given electric shock - he would 

have declared such a method an improvement upon the direct method.” 59 

While discussing the same question in detail, he opines that “the modern 

method of slaughter is near to the Islamic method, because it is less 

painful to the animal, and it was for this very reason that the Prophet(s) 

adopted the best method of his time.”60 

The following salient points in the above verdicts (Fatawa) of Sheikh 

Abduh, are worthy of note: 

He approved of stunning on the grounds that it is a less painful method of 

slaughter than the direct cutting of the throat in spite of the fact that in his 

time, almost a century ago, stunning techniques were only rudimentary.  

Today they have been much improved in performance and the risk of an 

animal dying as a result of stunning before slaughter has been greatly 

reduced.  His approval lays down the basic principle that stunning does 

not interfere with the Islamic method of bleeding the animal before death. 

 He has very advisedly used the Arabic wording “Tadhkiyyah be-l-

Kahrubaiyyah”, meaning “slaughtering according to the method as 

prescribed by Islam, after the electric shock.” 
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It is in this sense and spirit that stunners should be taken as an additional 

aid to lessen the affliction of the poor animal, in the real spirit of Islamic 

compassion (Rehm)for animals - and not as a repudiation of the 

traditional method of slaughter. 

Many other scholars, theologians and accredited authorities in the Islamic 

world have expressed their views in favour of stunning, but others still 

feel it to be against Islamic teaching and the general Muslim public 

(Ummah) has failed to take up the matter seriously.  The religious reason 

for the Muslim reluctance to accept stunners is the absence of edicts 

(Fatawa) on this subject by early classical authorities.  Obviously they 

could not give their verdicts on an issue which did not exist in their time.  

The views and verdicts of authorities of the 20th century, when stunners 

came into use, do not carry the same classic weight. In spite of this 

drawback, it will help to see what some of the modern theologians of 

renown have to say about stunning: 

Another great Muslim scholar of this century, Sheikh Ahmed Hassan el-

Baqouri - the then Rector of Al-Azhar University and whom the writer 

has the honour of knowing as a personal friend - concludes his verdict 

about stunners in these words: 

“... I have reviewed the Islamic principles concerning this subject ... .  

One of the Ahadith says: ‘God asks of everyone, who undertakes 

something, to do it properly.  When you kill an animal, you should do it 

properly (as quickly and humanely as possible)’.   It is obvious that the 

stunning knock on the forehead causes far less suffering than the methods 

now used by the slaughterman ... .  No one can deny that this new method 
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[of pre-slaughter stunning] is merciful, otherwise consciousness would 

linger on (in a dying animal); therefore the two necessary conditions 

prevail, namely: the required Islamic method of slaughter combined with 

mercy towards the animal.” 61 

The Qur’ân Majeed too, has repeatedly discouraged the tendency to split 

hairs in matters of law.  The bases of moral and ethical laws should be the 

‘intention’; and the only judge for intention, apart from God the All-

Knower, is the conscience of the individual himself.  The Islamic maxim 

lays down this golden principle in these words: “Actions shall be judged 

on intention (Innamal A’amalo bin-niyyah).” 

To crown all verdicts (Fatawa), here is the ‘Recommendation’ of a pre-

eminent Muslim organisation of this century - The Muslim World League 

(MWL) (Rabitat al-Alam al-Islami).  It was founded in Makkah al-

Mukarramah in 1962 A.C. (1382 A.H.), with 55 Muslim theologians 

(Ulama’a), scientists and leaders on its Constituent Council from all over 

the world.  MWL is a member of the United Nations, UNESCO and 

UNICEF.  In January 1986 it held a joint meeting with the World Health 

Organisation (WHO) and made the following ‘Recommendation’ about 

pre-slaughter stunning (No.3:1 WHO-EM/FOS/1-E,p.8): 

“Pre-slaughter stunning by electric shock, if proven to lessen the animal’s 

suffering, is lawful, provided that it is carried out with the weakest 

electric current that directly renders the animal unconscious, and that it 

neither leads to the animal’s death nor renders its meat harmful to the 

consumer.” 62 
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The implications of the provisos laid down in the above 

‘Recommendation’ have already been discussed at length in this chapter.  

The most encouraging thing is that an organisation which represents some 

of the leading opinion of the Muslim world has approved of pre-slaughter 

stunning in principle. 

In order to appreciate fully the significance of this ‘Recommendation’, it 

is important to see the list of Muslim participants in this meeting in 

Appendix B. 

Muslims living in Western countries have an opportunity to make a 

comparative study of animal welfare work in those countries and pass on 

that knowledge to their respective countries of origin. This kind of 

humanitarian sentiment should have been the prerogative of those who 

believe that every word about the welfare of animals in the Qur’ân 

Majeed is the revealed word of God and that every saying and action of 

His Messenger(s) was divinely inspired. There is a lot which needs to be 

done in Eastern, especially in Islamic, countries in this area. For example, 

those who know what is happening in our abattoirs in the East would 

agree that proper education and professional training is urgently needed - 

of all the personnel engaged in them - not only in the physical act of 

slaughter but also in the mental and intellectual understanding of the 

Islamic instruction regarding all the procedures of this profession. 

Slaughtermen and other workers should be engaged with diligent scrutiny 

to make sure that they are well versed in the Islamic laws about the 

compassionate and humanitarian treatment of animals before, during and 

after slaughter.  Stringent supervision in abattoirs by qualified and 

religiously educated inspectors should be arranged.  Muslims owe these 
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and many other such reforms not only to those animals whom they kill for 

food, but also to that great Prophet(s) who went to unprecedented lengths 

to establish the right of animals to be treated with compassion. 

 

 

APPENDIX A 

SOME MEDICAL TERMS IN CHAPTER 5 EXPLAINED 

 
SKIN: The point between the throat and the head of the breast-
bone, where the cut is made, is called in Arabic: Labbah. 
 

TRACHEA: Principal air passage of the body.  Arabic: Al-hulqûn. 
 
OESOPHAGUS: The canal from mouth to stomach. Arabic: Al-Mârî. 
 
JUGULAR VEINS: Great veins of the neck or throat conveying blood.  
Arabic: Al-waridain. 
 
CAROTID ARTERIES: The two great arteries carrying blood to the 
heart. ARTERY is a tube which forms a part of the system by which 
blood is conveyed from heart to all parts of the body.  Arabic: Sharyân. 
 
VERTEBRAL COLUMN: The column of backbone made up of segments 
or parts called vertebrae (singular: vertebra). Arabic: Al-silsila-tul-
fekriyyah. 
CERVICAL SPINE: The series of parts of vertebrae forming the neck-

column. Arabic: Rawasat or ‘Unq. 

 

VAGUS NERVE:  It is the tenth cranial nerve. Arising from the brain 

stem it passes downwards into the neck, chest and abdomen, supplying 

branches to the throat, lungs, heart, stomach and other abdominal organs 

such as liver .  It contains motor, secretory, sensory and vasodilatory 

fibres 
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PERIPHERAL: Towards the periphery, i.e. away from the centre of the 

body. 

 

VASOCONSTRICTION:  This means constriction or contraction of a 

vessel.  Every vessel wall is supplied by nerves.  Stimulation of nerves 

can bring about either constriction or dilatation of a vessel. Dilatation of a 

vessel is called vasodilatation.  When a nervous stimulation causes vaso 

constriction, the narrowing of the vessel leads to increased pressure of the 

blood flowing in that vessel and the animal is thus put under stress.  

However vasodilatation brings about relative slowing in the flow of blood 

due to decreased pressure and the animal feels relaxed. 

 

CATECHOLAMINES:  Impulses in the nerves are transmitted from one 

nerve cell to another through junctions, which are called SYNAPSES.  

These impulses are transmitted in the form of chemical substances, some 

of which are: 

• ADRENALIN AND NORADRENALIN.  (Additionally 

there are certain other substances as well.)   Both these transmitters 

of impulses are called catecholamines.  Catecholamines are also 

released from autonomic neurons and are also secreted from the 

adrenal gland. 

• ADRENAL GLAND:  It is an endocrine gland which 

secretes adrenalin and noradrenalin. As this gland lies over the 

upper pole of the kidneys, (kidneys are also called renals), so it is 

called supra renal gland. 
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CENTRAL NERVOUS SYSTEM 

 
 
AUTONOMIC                           SOMATIC 

NERVOUS SYSTEM 

 
 
SYMPATHETIC                  PARASYMPATHETIC 

 

SOMATIC NERVOUS SYSTEM: Deals with impulses arising from the 

skin and some other parts of the body to the central nervous system.  

These include pain and proprioception. 

 

AUTONOMIC NERVOUS SYSTEM:  Relays impulses from the viscera 

(organs lying deep in the body as liver, kidneys, spleen, intestines, 

stomach etc.) to the central nervous system. It also regulates the function 

and normal physiological mechanisms of visceral organs.  Impulses from 

visceral structures reach the central nervous system via the sympathetic 

and parasympathetic pathways and vice versa. 

 

SYMPATHETIC NERVE ENDINGS:  the nerve endings of the 

sympathetic nervous system. 

 

ARTERIES:  Blood vessels that carry oxygenated blood from the heart to 

cells, tissues and organs of the body (except the pulmonary artery, which 

carries deoxygenated blood from the heart to the lungs). 

 

ARTERIOLES:  Smallest arteries. 
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VEINS:  Blood vessels which carry deoxygenated blood from the cells, 

tissues and organs of the body to the heart, from where the blood is 

pumped to the lungs to be oxygenated. 

 

VENULES:  Smallest veins 

 

CAPILLARIES:  Are the smallest vessels in the body which form a 

communicating network between arteries and veins and are present 

everywhere in the body. 

 

MUSCLE CAPILLARIES:  Are capillaries lying in a muscle. 

 

VISCERA:  Internal organs of the body as explained above. 

 

GLYCOGEN:  Is the storage form of glucose in the animal 

tissues.  When glucose is needed in the body, glycogen is acted upon by 

certain enzymes and broken down to glucose. 

 

MYOGLOBIN:  Is an iron-containing pigment found in skeletal muscle. 

 

OXYMYOGLOBIN:  When myoglobin binds oxygen. 

 

APPENDIX B 

 

List of Members of the Muslim World League Recommending pre-

slaughter Stunning. 
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1. Dr. Abdullah Naseef, Secretary General LMW, Mecca, Saudi 

Arabia. 

 

2. Sheikh Lahbib Balkhouja, Secretary General, Islamic Fiqh 

Academy, Islamic Conference Organisations, Mecca, Saudi Arabia. 

 

3. Sheikh Abdel-Kader Abdalla Khalaf Al-Anani, Researcher, 

Ministry of Awkaf, Kuwait. 

 

4. Mr. Badr Nasser Al-Mattiri, Inspector, Islamic Affairs Department, 

Ministry of Awkaf, Kuwait. 

 

5. H.E. Professor Dr. Abdel Aziz Al-Khayat, Minister of Awkaf and 

Professor of Comparative Fiqh, University of Jordan, Amman, Jordan. 

 

6. Dr. Talal Omar Bafakih, Director of the Fiqh Academy, LMW, 

Mecca, Saudi Arabia. 

 

7. Sheikh Mohammed Tijani Jawhari, Director, Religious Affairs 

Department, LMW, Mecca, Saudi Arabia. 

 

8. Mr. Mohammad Mazhar Hussaini, Executive Director, Islamic 

Food & Nutrition Council of America, Chicago, U.S.A. 

 

9. Sheikh Mohammad Alouini, Director: Islamic Cultural Centre; 

Secretary-General: Continental Council for Mosques, Brussels, Belgium. 
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10. Dr. M. Hawari, Islamisches Zentrum, Aachen, West Germany. 

 

11.  Dr. Mohammad Abdel Monem Abul-Fadl, Professor of Medical 

Analyses, Zamalek, Cairo, Egypt. 

 

12. Sheikh Abdallah Al-Bassam, Judge, Western Region, Mecca, Saudi 

Arabia. 

 

13. Sheikh Abdel Kader Mohammad Al-Amari, Judge, First Islamic 

Court, Doha, Qatar. 

 

14. Mr. Fouad Zeini Koutbi, Director General of Branch Ministry of 

Commerce, Mecca, Saudi Arabia. 

 

15. Mr. Yahia Sanbol, Director of Jeddah Branch, Standardization 

Organisation, Jeddah, Saudi Arabia. 

 

16. Mr. Tewfik Ibrahim Tewfik, Under-Secretary of State of 

Provisions, Ministry of Commerce, Riyadh, Saudi Arabia. 

 

17. Mr. Yahia Ahmed Motahhar, Director-General:  Organisations and 

Government Foreign Relations, LMW, Mecca, Saudi Arabia. 

 

18. Mr. Badr Obeid Al-Saad, Director, Nutritional and Agricultural 

Products, Standardization Organisation, Riyadh, Saudi Arabia. 

 

19. Sheikh Abdallah Al-Sheikh Al-Mahfouz Arbeih, Professor: Faculty 
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of Arts, King Abdul Aziz University, Jeddah, Saudi Arabia. 

 

20. Dr. Mohammad Abdussalam, Director: FAO/WHO Collaborating 

Centre, Robert von Ostertag Institute, Bundergesundheitsant, Berlin, 

Federal Republic of Germany. 

21. Dr. Hussein A. Gezairy, Regional Director, WHO Regional Office 

for the Eastern Mediterranean, Alexandria, Egypt. 

 

22. Dr. H. A. El-Uafi, WHO Representative, Riyadh, Saudi Arabia. 

 

23. Dr. M. H. Khayat, Manager, Regional Programme and 

Publications, WHO/EMRO, Alexandria, Egypt. 

 

24. Mr. T. Zeribi, Regional Adviser: Environmental Hazards 

and Pollution Control WHO/EMRO, Alexandria, Egypt. 
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