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The Scientific Revolution and Modern

Bedikat Tola’im Trends

By: STEVEN ADAMS

As I was preparing this essay on Chol HaMoed Sukkot 2015, I learned of
the murder of Eitam and Na'ama Henkin, HY”D. R’ Eitam Henkin

anthored Lechem Yehiyeh 1eAchla’ defending a lenient approach to the laws
of bedikat tola’im using technical halachic argumentation. This essay simi-

larly argues for leniency in bedikat tola’im, but from the historical perspective.

I dedicate my essay to their blessed memory.

Introduction

Many people today assume that leafy vegetables must be thoroughly
washed and inspected before eating to ascertain that tiny insects such as
aphids, spider mites and thrips are not present. Rabbi Moshe Vaye, in his
encyclopedic Bedikat HaMazon KaHalacha,? has educated the public to the
fact that minuscule insects are common in nearly all greens and finds legal
support for their prohibition from respected poskim from centuries ago to
modern times. On the other hand, Rabbi Eitam Henkin’s Lechen Yehiyeh
L’achla provides reasoning for a more lenient attitude. Using technical ha-
lachic argumentation, Henkin makes an excellent case for a more relaxed
approach to bedikat tola’im. Perhaps the route to reaching the halachic
truth is to step back and take a broad historical assessment of this topic.
I argue that the rabbis of the Mishna, Talmud, and medieval era ignored
these tiny insects and ate the greens without careful rinsing or inspection.
This lenient halacha continued until the 17% century when some rabbis
wrote of the existence of very small bugs in salad greens. I posit that this
new trend in halacha was due not to a new phenomenon in nature but to
new discoveries in science:

! Eitam Shimon Henkin. Iechens Yehiyeh 1e-Achla. Hevron: Machon le-Rabanei
Yishuvim, 2010.

Vaye, Moshe. Bedikat HaMazon KaHalacha, Machon Le’Hanchalat HaHalacha,
2005, 3 vol. Hebrew.

Steven (Tzvi) Adams received semicha in Orach Chayim and Yoreh De'ah at
Mesivta Tifereth Jerusalem of the Lower East Side and a Bachelor of
Science in biology from Touro College.
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The Scientific Revolution of the 16™ — 18t centuries, which produced
the compound microscope and improved magnifiers, the discovery of life
at the micro-level, the study of entomology and biological pest control,
made rabbis more alert for smaller creatures crawling on their food.

I will demonstrate that though many rabbis of the recent centuries
clearly forbade even tiny lettuce bugs, many and perhaps most observant
Jews ignored these warnings and continued to eat garden greens with no
concern for the presence of small insects. This lenient practice was all but
dropped only in the last several decades.

kksk

Single lens magnifiers and “burning glasses” existed since ancient times.
However, multiple lens optics which produce much greater magnification
were a relatively recent innovation of the late 16t century. Originally used
in telescopes and microscopes, the new technology was soon incorpo-
rated into handheld magnifying glasses and the textile merchant’s and jew-
eler’s loupe. This advance in optics led to many breakthroughs in the bi-
ological sciences. Most notable are the accomplishments of English sci-
entist Robert Hooke (1635-1703), and Dutch textile merchant Anton van
Leeuwenhoek (1632-1723). Hooke’s Micrographia (1665) documented his
observations through lenses of parts of insects and plants. This book
caused a tremendous sensation throughout Europe.

Using the microscope as well as improved single-lens magnifiers to
discover bacteria and other microorganisms (1674), Leeuwenhoek be-
came known as the “father of microbiology.” The microscope became a
popular diversion among the upper classes throughout Europe. It was
common to see it featured in the parlors of esteemed households during
the 18% century.* Entomology, the study of insects, emerged as a branch
of scientific endeavor in the 17t century.

It is also significant that aphids, the common infestation culprits, were
given much attention by scientists in the 17%and 18t centuries.
Italian biologist Francesco Redi (1668) and van Leeuwenhoek (1700) de-
scribed the phenomenon of parasitoidism in aphids. Leeuwenhoek drew

3 <http:/ /www.famousscientists.otg/robert-hooke/>. The diary of Samuel

Pepys, an English Member of Parliament (1633—1703) illustrates how M-
crographia captured the public’s interest: “Before I went to bed I sat up till two
o'clock in my chamber reading of Mr. Hooke's Microscopicall Obsetrvations, the
most ingenious book that ever I read in my life.” <http://www.pepys.info
/1665/1665jan.html>
<http://www.flysfo.com/museum/exhibitions/wotld-examined-microscopes-
age-enlightenment-twentieth-century#sthash.tltk1 VDL.dpuf>
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a parasitoid wasp using an aphid host.> Italian naturalist Giacinto Cestoni
(Livorno, 1637—-1718) also reported (17006) this occurrence in aphids. He
called aphids “cabbage sheep,” and their parasitoids “wolf mosquitoes.”

Van Leeuwenhoek and Cestoni observed the absence of mating in
many aphid species and suggested that aphids may be hermaphroditic.
Likewise, French scientist René Antoine de Réaumur (1683—1757) studied
aphids and noted (c. 1735) that he had never seen any coupling between
aphids. Charles Bonnet, a Genevan naturalist, earned himself fame by
proving (1740) with experimentation that parthenogenesis, reproduction
without the uniting of a male and female, indeed is 2 mode of reproduc-
tion in aphids.” Réaumur wrote of the viviparous nature of aphids—they
bring forth live young that have already developed inside the body of the
parent, and that ants feed on the ‘honey-dew’ produced by aphids.®

In the field of biological pest control, Réaumur suggested (1734) cur-
tailing aphid growth by introducing lacewing eggs into greenhouses. Sim-
ilarly, acclaimed Swedish zoologist Carl Linnaeus (c. 1760), and English
physician Dr. Erasmus Darwin (1800), recommended using predacious
insects such as lady beetles (known as ladybugs’ in North America), lace-
wings, and predatory wasps to keep produce free of aphids.? In the eatly
1800s, the English entomologists William Kirby and William Spence de-
scribed growers who used lady beetles as predators of aphids.!0

Egerton, Frank N. “A History of the Ecological Sciences, Part 19: Leewenhoek's
Microscopic Natural History,” Bulletin of the Ecological Society of America: Commen-
tary. vol. 87, number 1, January 20006. See Figure 10 for Leeuwenhoek’s drawing
of parasitism in aphids.

6 <http://www.faculty.uct.edu/~legneref/biotact/bc-2. htm>

Dawson, Virginia P. Nature’s Enigma: The Problem of the Polyp in the Letters
of Bonnet, Trembley and Reaumur. American Philosophical Society vol. 174,
1987, pp. 5-6.

Egerton, Frank N. “A History of the Ecological Sciences, Part 21: Réaumur and
His History of Insects,” Bulletin of the Ecological Society of America: Contributions. July
2006, pp. 215-218.

Coppel, H. C., Mertins, J. W. Biological Insect Pest Suppression. Springer, 2011, p.
17.

DeBach, P. and Rosen, D. Bivlygical Control by Natural Enemies. Cambridge Uni-
versity Press, 2nd edition, 1991, pp. 126-127.
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Table 1 - Timeline of Developments in Science

Two Dutch spectacle makers, Zacharias Jansen and his father
Hans, start experimenting by mounting two lenses in a tube,
forming the first compound microscope.

Italian naturalist Ulisse Aldrovandi publishes his illustrated De
animalibus insectis (1602).11

Galileo Galilei develops a compound microscope with a con-
vex and a concave lens. Galileo writes that he used his instru-
ments to study the flea and mosquito.!2

Italian naturalists Federico Cesi and Francesco Stelluti publish
Aparium, a description of the microscopic anatomy of bees. It
is the first published record of microscopic observations.!3

Thomas Mouffet’s Insectorum sive Minimornm Animalium The-
atrum (Theatre of Insects), an illustrated guide to the classification
and lives of insects, is published.!*

Giambattista Odierna, an Italian scientist, develops an eatly
microscope and studies the eyes of flies and other insects with
it. In 1644, he publishes I occhio della mosca, or The Fly’s Eye.

Robert Hooke’s book Micrographia otficially documents a wide
range of observations through the microscope, including de-
scriptions of species of mites and vinegar nematodes. It is a
public sensation and has a huge impact, largely because of its
impressive illustrations.!>

Italian naturalist and biologist Francesco Redi publishes
his Esperienze Intorno alla Generazione deglInsetti (Experiments on

12

<https://atchive.org/details/deanimalibusinse00aldt> See the drawings of tiny
thrip-like insects on page 763.

Grens, Kerry. “Apiarium, 1625 - Galileo’s improvements to the microscope led
to the first published observations using such an instrument,” The Scientist.
March 2015.

See previous note.

<http:/ /www.biodiversitylibrary.org/item/123182#page/95/mode/lup> pp.

60-65.

<http:/ /www.mictoscopesametica.com/History%e200f%20Microscope.html>
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1669

1674

1734—
1760

1753

1815-
1826

the Generation of Insects), including descriptions of 180 parasites
and a refutation of the theory of spontaneous generation.

Jan Swammerdam, a Dutch biologist and microscopist, pub-
lishes his Historia Insectorum Generalis (The Natural History of In-
sects), a groundbreaking contribution to the nascent study of
entomology.!6

Anton van Leeuwenhoek, a Dutch textile merchant, uses his
knowledge of grinding lenses to achieve greater magnification
which he utilizes to make a microscope, enabling detailed ob-
servations to be made of bacteria and other micro-organisms.
His work encourages countless others to join the burgeoning
community of microscopists at the end of the seventeenth
century.l”

René Réaumur and Carl Linnaeus recommend using predatory
insects to keep produce free of aphids.

English naturalist Henry Baker publishes Enployment for the Mi-
croscope (1753) where he describes the presence of dinoflagel-
lates in sea water.

William Kirby and William Spence publish their Introduction to
Entomology.

Rabbinic Awareness and Consideration of Modern Advances in

Science

Jews were aware of the new advances in science. Much of the Scientific
Revolution was centered in Italy. During this period an overwhelming
number of prominent Italian rabbis (including R’ Yitchak Lampronti)
graduated from the University of Padua Medical School and encouraged

16

Online.

“Jan  Swammerdam.” Encyclopadia Britannica. Encyclopzdia Britannica

Encyclopadia Britannica Inc., 2016. Web. 03 Feb. 2016

<http:/ /www.btitannica.com/biogtraphy/Jan-Swammerdam>.

17

<http:/ /www.flysfo.com/museum/exhibitions/wotld-examined-mictroscopes-

age-enlightenment-twentieth-century#sthash.tltk1 VDL.dpuf>.
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the study of the sciences. They were familiar with the latest advances in
the biology.!8

R’ Yitchak Lampronti (1679—1756), the illustrious rabbi physician of
Ferrara, Italy, considered the halachic consequences of modern scientific
discoveries on the ancient belief in spontaneous generation. In 1668,
Francesco Redi had experimentally disproven the belief that maggots ap-
pear spontaneously from decaying meat. In reality they actually are born
from microscopic eggs. Lampronti exchanged thoughts on this question
with his mentor, R’ Yehudah Briel (1643-1722), a leading Torah scholar
from Mantua:

12027 1T IRTY IWI2T MITIINT MHINW MIIATIT RIMK RI1DNDAT IR? K ...
5”R MMM NIPRI2 DT T 91 2RO 1 M W AR 00 00 YA 97
PHDA WYY 03127 DRI 1D RPY WWID RY AT KDY QAR PR WO MW
I YTIR NPRD PR MM WA ORT RINK 717 02721 .IRVA 200
7MD) ...971 9772 AT 77 297 7 YU 0D DR CNYRWY XOX .L..071aT

(A% 7w prive

The views of Italian poskim on bedikat tolaim will be cited.

R’ Yisroel Lifschitz (1782—1860), author of the popular Mishna com-
mentary Tiferet Yisroel, records a rabbinic dispute from the 18% century
over the implication of the microscope on identifying kosher fish:

n"73%IN IR NI T AXW 7w 0N 10 AT 10 1190 IMAR 1M
L,(BRPORTPIMMR) AN NAmn L(P'SERMP) R''Y2 R AR 37 PN
RIDIW PO11,RAHY K71 77700 WIRY PR 12 2w DITani noont R
1Y PID AT AT N20AY DRAWS NIRDN) NI YPNw RN0RY 17T

(3 X T2

Additionally, many leading rabbis, including R” Moshe Hagiz (Am-
sterdam, 1671-1750) and R’ Yakov Emden (Germany, 1697-1776), read

¥ See Ruderman, David B. Jewish Thought and Scientific Discovery in Early Modern Eu-

rope. Wayne State University Press, 2001, pp. 100-118. Much of the book is rel-
evant but particularly Chapter Three—“Padua and the Formation of a Jewish
Medical Community in Italy.” Though not as common as in Italy, many Jews in
Germany and Poland studied the sciences and even became physicians in the
17% and 18% centuries. See Sorkin, David. The Religions Enlightenment: Protestants,
Jews, and Catholics from London to Vienna. Princeton University Press, May 2011,
pp. 168-173. See also Collins, Kenneth. “Jewish Medical Students and Gradu-
ates at the Universities of Padua and Leiden: 1617-1740,” Rambam Maimonides
Medical Jonrnal. January 2013, 4(1). Available here:
<http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmec/articles/PMC3678911/>.
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secular newspapers regularly, and considered familiarity with the happen-
ings of the world essential.1?

These references make clear that the rabbinic mind was well aware of

the most recent scientific advancements in optics, microbiology, and bio-
logical pest control—and contemplated their many impacts on halacha.20

19

20

Carlebach, Elisheva, The Pursuit of Heresy: Rabbi Moses Hagiz and the Sabbatian Con-
troversies. Columbia University Press, 1994, p. 265; J. J. Schachter. Rabbi Jacob Em-
den: Life and Major Works. PhD. Dissertation, Harvard University, 1988, p. 614;
She'eilat Ya'averz 1:162. In fact, R Yakov Emden wrote (Megilat Sefer chapter nine)
that he read newspapers so that he could learn about nature and science
(amongst other things). Yitzchak Wetzlar, writing in 1748/49 in Northern Get-
many, describes his Libes Briv: “think of it as a newspaper. Nowadays the finest
and most important people, scholars and Rabbis read them or have them read
to them.” The Libes Briv of Isaac Wetzlar, edited and translated by Morris Faier-
stein, Scholars Press, 1996, pg. 43.
David B. Ruderman in Jewish Thought and Scientific Discovery in Early Modern Enrgpe
pp- 200211 discusses an interesting relevant sermon of R” Azariah Figo (Ven-
ice, 1579-1647). Figo discusses the new telescope and eyeglasses because it is
interesting to his Italian Jewish audience: “Let us begin our examination of
Figo’s sermons with one delivered in Venice on a Rosh ha-Shanah that hap-
pened to fall on the Sabbath. After quoting a midrashic passage about God’s
raising his voice on the New Year, he opens with the following remark:
The human being was given intelligence by [God]...who bestowed him
with great strength...until He filled his heart on numerous occasions with
the capacity to make artificial inventions analogous to the actions of nature.
Because of the weakness of matter or the deficiency in its prepara-
tion...man tries to correct and replace it by some discovery or invention
drawn from his intelligence to the point where he will not appreciate what
is lacking in nature. We have indeed noticed weak-eyed persons who, out
of a deficiency of the matter of their eyes, were unable to see at a distance
or [even| close up and were thus very nearsighted. Yet human intelligence
was capable of creating eyeglasses placed on the bridge of the nose which
aid in magnifying the strength of vision for each person, depending on what
he lacks, either a little or a lot. This was similatly the case for the eyeglass
with the hollow reed [i.e. the telescope| of Rabban Gamaliel [where it is
stated] in chapter 4 of Eruvin: “Whereby as soon as I looked, it was as if
we were in the midst of the [Sabbath] boundary.
One wonders what a congregation of worshipers might have thought of so bi-
zarre an opening for a sermon on the first day of the high holy days. But Figo
apparently must have known and appreciated the mental universe of his audi-
ence, so he chose to begin with something familiar to them. He would introduce
his lesson on Jewish religious values by espousing an ideal both he and his con-
gregants apparently shared: that of the human mandate to replicate, to intervene,
and to improve upon nature. The products of nature often appear deficient or
unfinished; they invite human craftsmen and inventors to correct and improve
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Because rabbis of the past four centuries had knowledge of a smaller
wortld of life observable only upon careful scrutiny, they devoted more
attention to bedikat tolaim and imposed stricter guidelines to find even the

smallest insect.
sokok

The Talmud mentions many herbs that are known today to be commonly
infested with minuscule insects. As these insect pests are important mem-
bers of the ecosystem, it is reasonable to assume they existed in the era of
Chazal as well.

Here is a brief description of the important role these insects play in
the environment: Aphids feed on plant sap and excrete the surplus sugars
in their liquid waste called ‘honey-dew.” This ‘honey-dew’ sugar is an es-
sential food source for ants, flies, and wasps; it is also an important carbon
source of nitrogen-fixing bacteria. Readily available ‘honey-dew’ thereby
increases soil nitrogen, which is necessary for plant and crop growth.?!
Furthermore, aphids are the primary food of lady beetle (Coccinellidae).?
The aphid midge, minute pirate bugs (Anthocoridae) Crab spiders, ento-
mopathogenic fungi and lacewings (Chrysopidae) also feed on aphids.3
In fact, green lacewing larvae are voracious eaters of the eggs and imma-
ture stages of many insect pests, including species of aphids, spider mites,
and thrips.?* No doubt, these tiny insects benefit the bionetwork in many
other ways as well. Assuming the natural world functioned in the times of
the Talmud more or less in the same manner as it does today, aphids,
thrips, and spider mites must have existed then to play their vital role in
ecology. Though I am no expert on paleoentomology, a brief search

God’s handiwork. The examples of eyeglasses and the telescope (which Figo explicitly claims
as an originally Jewish invention that long preceded the invention of Galileo) unambignously
Place the rabbi’s remarks in their seventeenth-century context of scientific invention and discov-
ery, especially in the fields of optics and astronomy. By beginning in such an unconventional
manner, Figo undoubtedly assumed that he would gain the attention of his andience more
readily than by plunging into a more typical rabbinic disconrse.” (italics added for empha-
sis)

Holtmeier, Friedrich-Katl. Animals’ Influence on the Landscape and Ecological Im-
portance: Natives, Newcomers, Homecomers. Springer, 2015, pg. 33.

21

2 <http://www.ladybug-life-cycle.com/what-ladybugs-cat.html>

2 <https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/ Aphid>, < http:/ /www.atrbico-otganics.com/
category/pest-solver-guide-aphids >
' <http:/ /www.arbico-organics.com/category/ Green-Lacewings-chrysoperla-

beneficial-insects>.
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shows that many ancient thrip? and aphid?® fossils have been uncovered
all around the globe. The fossils of these insects’ predators such as the
lady beetle?” and lacewing?® have been found as well. As “there is nothing
new under the sun,” these same insect species were surely residing in the
folds of leafy greens millennia ago as they are today. Yet nowhere does
the Talmud warn the reader that these greens need extra precautionary
rinsing and inspection. This silence demonstrates that the rabbis of the
Talmud did not consider these creatures forbidden.

Chullin 67

The fundamental s#gya that develops the laws delineating which insects
are forbidden is in Chullin 67b:

TPIIT DR ROXITD PIRT DY LW M0 PRI DY YW pawn 9
van\7ky e ls B ahin b bal 7A R a aYalnlizB o) ipdnh Rakiokivinlnl 7R akivata ki Wab s Rakivza il
Q%193 MIP°YAWY QON°T MAPOYAW NYIN MY PIRT DY v
T2I7).. . IAM22W 023777 DR M1 1XPWwN ona1 DR (R° RIPDY) ROINT...
(27 10

w1973 TV Anman PRwonwd WAk MY P QPRYNIT VN LT
("w)

WY IMIT DRI PWWI M2 9 Wl AT I 2 790 (R0 XPM) 17N
7277 DOWIDIN? AT DR DP9 AR M7 7710 92 2PV T YR DY
(279 10 79MT) AT T DRI T DR M7 90 TV 9T T 009An
J02PWIR LNOWIDN LIDWRD PRAXIT TN 3T WRID AR DN ww
(’wa) A% PP 2090 ARk O

25

26

27

28

D. Grimaldi, A. Shmakov, N. Fraser. “Mesozoic Thrips and Early Evolution of
the Order Thysanoptera (Insecta),” Journal of Paleontology. Sept. 2004. Thrip
fossils presetved in amber can be seen here: <http://www.amber-ambre-
inclusions.info/it-thysanoptera.htm>.

Kindlmann, P., Dixon, A. F. G., Michaud, J.P. Aphid Biodiversity under
Environmental Change: Patterns and Processes. Springer, 2010, pg. 35. Aphid fossils
preserved in amber can be seen here: <http://www.ambetr-ambre-
inclusions.info/it-hemiptera.htm>.

A.G. Kirejtshuk & A. Nel. “The oldest representatives of the family Coccinelli-
dae (Coleoptera:Polyphaga) from the Lowermost Eocene Oise amber (France),”
Zoosystematica Rossica. 21(1), St. Petersburg, July 2012, pp. 131-144.

A. G. Ponomarenko and D. E. Shcherbakov. “New Lacewings (Neuroptera)
from the Terminal Permian and Basal Triassic of Sibetia,” Palontological Journal.
vol. 38, suppl. 2, 2004, pp. S197-S203.
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11 is defined as species of fly; D073 is a legume species.2? What is
so interesting and telling about this Talmudic passage is that fruit and
beans with infestations are discussed—~/eafy herbs are not. That should strike
the modern rabbinic mind as odd—Ileafy herbs are from the worst cate-
gory as far as insect infestation goes. Furthermore, all the insects de-
scribed are relatively large. There is no mention of our tiny aphids and
spider mites or any other minuscule creature. W12 and 2°WN° are trans-
lated as small but obvious flies (gnats and fruit-flies—perhaps Drosophila
species). 2177 is translated by Rashi as w9227 or “warble fly” (Hypoderma
bovis). 'The larvae (2°¥21) of this fly are 1-1.5 inches long.30 27p¥ is the
scorpion. The MWW is “as long as a snake” (Rashi). Rashi’s ©™M2pwK
(n>wom) is a family of beetle (scarab). Rashi (IVayikra 11:41) defines the
971 as a 7"DUIX- the centipede. Other rishonim give similar translations.
To argue that the tiny barely noticeable organisms in lettuce are included
by the clause "7m172 79177 NRY AT DR M272", is an unreasonable stretch.
If these minute creatures were indeed forbidden they certainly deserved
equal mention in this central law-laying s#gya. Such silence can be viewed
as Chazal’s seal of kashrut and approval.

The same conclusions can be drawn from many other passages in the
Talmud. Makkot 16 counts the number of prohibitions transgressed by
consuming various insects:

Makkos 16

DORT N7 ORI TN 27 MR 711 DOWHN DIPW MDY NP1 KRN
RITT VIR OV P YO (R RIP) DWn Y 10PN X1 02T KN2
VIR P17 KOS DI IR MR T 27 77°TAN N2TD 927 RNN2 DORT
0°727) QWn WY AP AYAR YIRT DY PIWA YW 2R wan a1 aeel

(2”y 10 77 Mon) QWA Y (T

Rashi gives the French word “X"1p” for X272 27 Rn°ra. Ossar
La'azei Rashi3! translates this as “chenille,” a French word for ‘caterpillar.’

See R’ Yehonoson of Lunel’s commentary:

V92 X DPI0p P TOORIRI AW POT QWY SW XX T YN R0 WX LPTT
(To 7N)

Other rishonim give similar definitions.

U GQee picture here: <https://upload.wikimedia.org/wikipedia/commons/thumb
/1/1a/Hypodetma_bovis_larvae_young.jpg/330px-
Hypoderma_bovis_larvae_ young.jpg>.

Catane, Moche. Ofsar La'agei Rashi. Jerusalem, 1984, pg. 132. The word appears
in different variations in various manuscripts and editions of the Talmud.
R7PIY R7ONX K797 R7D0Ip X7 1P are variations cited in Ofsar La’azei Rashi.

31
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XN 01 Rashi vaguely defines as 017 v9W. Why did Chazal caution only
against eating ants (7711), wasps (7¥7%) and the cabbage worm/caterpillar
(272727 X°2)? Why did they not warn against the tiny insects we find in
produce? Even if one argues that insects mentioned here were eaten cul-
turally in the period of Chazal and, therefore, required special mention,
wouldn’t aphids, thrips, and spider mites demand some comment as well?
It is arguably very important to alert the public to the presence of these
pinhead-size bugs because they hide in leaf-folds and are discreetly cam-
ouflaged. People in any society may more frequently eat aphids than ants
of wasps.

Chullin 6a

In today’s Orthodox Jewish world it is common for the pious rabbi and
“ben-Torah” to refrain from eating at food establishments or households
where the kashrut is not known for its highest standards. A commonly
shared concern is: Are the salad greens and produce properly washed and
checked? This sentiment, however, was not shared by the rabbis of the
Talmud. Chazal expressed reservations about the reliability of the less
learned and religious in their separating a aser and not using shevi’i pro-
duce. They conveyed no such hesitations about the trustworthiness of the
am ha’aretz for using bug-free produce:

7722M IRWY WA IR Hwa 7T MoRY [0°Y N1WR IMIT RN ...
W OWN 09 WY 117 0K ORY WD 210N R DOYAW 21Wwn KD 0w
(XY 197 72) .. anen npiaw ames aw Phan Nwd

Rashi explains that the neighbor (715W) here is an IR a¥ WK, 1°720
means herbal spices such as dill, mint, and coriander leaves (cilantro) to
mention a few—all regularly infested with thrips and aphids.?? The fol-

lowing aggada shows that this is the meaning of 1°22n used in cooked
dishes (as in the scenario of Chullin 6a):

MR TN DAY SW Rwan on c1on X010 j2 vwi 027k 0% 'R
119 1017 AR 4711 71 1017 172000 1RY 1w nawn u we AN Phan 1
IR DAY DR WA IPRWY 17 9N DAY DR 0WnT 9 17 R 1

(X"y vp a7 NAW) W P

NAY or RN2°W means dill. Perhaps the reason Chazal trusted the am
ha’aretz with checking produce was because they did not consider the tiny

2 The OU Guide to Checking Fruits, 1 egetables and Berries, 20 edition. OU/NCSY,
New York, 2007, p. 26.
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insects (aphids etc.) assur; the am haaretz can certainly be trusted to remove
clearly visible flies, worms and slugs.

Grapes

Several years ago, Brooklyn rabbis discovered that there are frequently
tiny spider mites on grapes. Concerned rabbis and kosher certifying agen-
cies warned consumers to carefully and thoroughly rinse grapes before
consumption.

Let us think. Grapes have been around for thousands of years. They
are mentioned many times in the Torah and Gemara. Infestation surely
occurred during biblical and Talmudic times. Here is what the Torah tells
us:

0°137) 100 X7 ,772-98) STV W91 20 0PIK) LY 0793 Xap 3
(7120

When you (as a hired worker) come into your friend’s (employer’s)
vineyard, then you may eat grapes to your desire until you are satiated; but
you may not put any in your vessel. (Devarim 23:25)

The field worker of ancient times was allowed to snack on grapes—
even though he generally did not have a hose or any running water avail-
able to him for performing a fruit wash as he worked amongst the vines.
Furthermore, the Talmud informs us that the harvester was not allowed
to take a break long enough to pray or recite the after-meal blessing in the
usual fashion, as this was considered being idle during paid time (see Tal-
mud Berachos 16a and Shulchan Aruch, O.C. 110:2, 191:1). Surely, under
such constraints, workers could not stop to carefully wash and inspect
grapes for spider mites. It is obvious that Chazal were not concerned
about eating these barely noticeable insects.

Grape Leaves

Grape leaves are mentioned in the Mishna in the laws of orlab, revai, nazir,
and ashayra:

QOTIORY °TI2 OYAIY APV MMM TR0 %193 1 2 ooovn
(T mwn X P9 I77Y) LAWK

—and in the laws of shevi’ith:
() IR B PID MOYRAW) TPARD MWW TV 07193 593 D03p VY

The Mishna was unaware of any possible zss#r concerning grape leaves
other than orlah, shevi’ith, revai, nazir, and ashaira. The Mishna commen-
taries of Rambam (Spain, Morocco, Eretz Yisroel, Egypt, 1138-1204), R’
Shimshon of Sens (France, c. 1150 — ¢. 1230) and Ri Malki Tzedek (Italy,
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11t century) do not add any warning about tiny forbidden creatures in
these leaves. These tiny insects were surely present in vineyards of Spain,
Morocco, Eretz Yisroel, Egypt, Italy and France at some point of time
during the 11t through 13t centuries, yet these authorities did not con-
sider the matter important to mention in their writings (or perhaps were
unaware of their presence). Some of these Mishnaic laws are cited in R’
Yosef Karo’s Shulchan Aruch (YD 294:2). R* Karo did not communicate a
frequent phenomenon of small insects in these leaves.

Only in the 18% century did rabbis take note of these insects. The
rabbi of Aleppo, Raphael Solomon Laniado (d. 1793), wrote about the
newly discovered tiny pests in grape leaves.

M T RYY ORI ODITA 0102 AMIDNT BY DUV VR OTPR INIW 02
STRPR TV TIRR QOPT 2RI 22 WO IRTY 2WYT 1T INYY.0272 9100
*192 37177 WD 22V POV 1ANOW 0°127 WA .0°1277 aNIX 110KT ,apTab
AN387 2027 PRI R?Y ORI O917A

oY YT R DO1RTRA 003207 1AT2 OX AN ROT AT 7 12 7OV PR
anRA AR 079D Qv DR DOTCID 1P 937 129DRY DOV 0N WXnWw
WO IREAY IPTAV 277 YT IR 70V P 20V ww D90 1w kY Dinraw
X2 W L,AT32 P72 70w PR L,0P72Y IWOR XY TIRD 2°P7 2°V9IN ana
119 M9ANT IR DNNTPT 21207 ORW 17 XD IRAT AT 00 AT T Y
2w 117 N 07W) .avIT DY 0PV ON0KRY RD113D DN 1 RY 11112
(32 995 ,n noyn ,a0p 'y 7' TN CTwa X2 — 1™ 70 7' anhw

Rabbi Daniel Terni (Florence, Italy, d. 1815) in his Ikre; Dinim (also
known as lkrei Hada’?) gave an account of the commotion these insects
caused:

TAVW 1T V7R NAWN IRATW M T 70 270 Awn DRWR 2970 270N
2°Y7IN Q2 RIAW 1937 7Y 1727 HY 279K 1317 171902 K1 277 WAR 717N
29 1Y R MR ORI 1PN PRPAY PO 02 YW PV PRY 270 1907
2NN TR PIAVI PIVIN DT 20U XY 7900 1m0 unn YW aTIna Yo
O1MOKI 72X OIXR SNON 127 AN PYIN 2nbYN 0O1%°07 Nuva ST
RUWD 1MORW 29727 *T37 170700 1 RR) 20T 2T 13 RU9Om
R1XAY WP 0KRY AT VWONI ROW MAIPRT IRWA IR a7 NIe RUORT
1OW 931 7131 TV P12 20T 1 PRY M PV IR 2aTInb ave

(T MR 0 12°0 77 21T PY)...0TR 0 N INTIW N272

These responsa testify that until this late era grape leaves were eaten
with no care for tiny insects. Clearly something had occurred since the
days of early rabbinic writings to influence the attitude of later rabbis.
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Pesachim 39

On Passover, every year each Jewish household prepares leafy herbs for
marror eaten at the Seder. The laws of marror are discussed in Talmud
Pesachim 39:

N2 7052 N2 °T 2 R QTRW NP7 19R) X7V 02 7 10D mawn
MP7 VR RIOP 12 10 LLLGRIRR L. MR PRI RIPANIND RonNa
T 112NN PRMMA XOAN2Y PWRIYA 1092 INANT 0T 172 RY DIRY
RTIWI ONOY AR MR TR 927,303 W 7T W AR IR 77 27
LR M

TWHIWA NN 1092 NN T T2 R DIRW NP 19K PRIMW 227 RN
DM PO DI AR IR TN T PIDTIND PIAIND P12 KON
90 DY onYTM 2°72pY AR R DWW MR RVR T IR R¥D P9I
R i by

DaR 17772 ROR W RY RTON 7K 790 PW2 12 PAD P2 1092 PRIV (02 97
L RD W PR 7PAD 7hYa

Many varieties of marror are listed and the details of its laws are dis-
cussed. Dr. Zohar Amar has documented marror traditions that include
lettuce (Lactuca serriola), wild lettuce (Lactuca virosa), chicory (Cichorium en-
diva), dandelion (Taraxacum officinale), and sow thistle (Sonchus oleracens).33
Nearly all these varieties are frequently infested greens.>* This discussion
in the Talmud contains contributions from rabbis of the Mishnaic and
Talmudic periods spanning several centuries. Post-Talmudic commen-
taries were produced by the medieval gaonim and rishonim. Yet in all this
literature there is not a word of warning about tiny insects for which one
must examine the marror carefully in sunlight. It is extremely improbable
that for close to 1,500 years from Mishnaic times through the 17% century
and from across Europe, throughout the Mediterranean Basin to Iraq,
there never were infestations of aphids or thrips in any of these warror
species. There is utter silence. Today it is difficult to imagine a rabbi lec-
turing about the laws of #arror without including directives on careful bug

3 7ohar Amar. Merorim, Tel Aviv, 2008.

4 “Lettuce, chickory, escarole, napa, romaine—heavily infested and very difficult

to inspect, due to bumpy texture of leaves. “Brushing while washing” is not
adequate without inspection.” Gissinger, Shlomo. Keeping 1 egetables Kosher: Guide
to Bedikas Tola’im. Kof-K, Teaneck, p. 8.
<http://kof-k.org/docs/CheckVegetablesForBugs.pdf>.
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checking. This is remarkably absent from the entire zarror discussion in
the gemara and rishonim.>

The Chasam Sofer’s Innovation

R’ Moshe Sofer (1762—-1839) was the first to suggest that although the
Talmud Bavli*¢ encourages lettuce (X0m) as the preferred first-choice mar-
ror (see Shulchan Aruch OC 473:5), one should rather use the sure bug-free
horseradish3’/&2nn, the third-choice marror of the Mishna, lest one eat
tiny insects hidden in the lettuce leaves:

W21 1°NIWRA MW NIRRT 129 70 1R 910 ann NI -1910 Awn T
PRI LY MY TN TAWR MW PWRIT WRAT XITW RO 2°10M
IR LOTINR PATI IR 2"YT OM27 93 1371 09m (LRIRD) 1P N1TRA PP
SHYa DORMITH DITAMR QMWINR Y PRW M DITAT Nawa w7 R
%2 TR TR DINZAIT 2UILP 2IWWIN WA INN 20PN 2IPTIAT IR
210 MR WPTW N 2 PRY N 1D DY .MIRD WP 2915° 21N 110D
TR R ROMM 7IWn2 “WHw 731 X7 ORY "0 PP Ronna mp
WA ...7T277 PIRDA IR RDA DWwInH 7900 opn Dan maan 7 Em

... AT NT 1207 vy arp

The Chasam Sofer, true to his word, employed 272 DWIR"

"0°PImY 2P TIAT IR VHY2 207 in his own home to check the Passover
marror:

NI N2 %12 999 7w 73w 922 P MR P MR 0 PID 910 AN YN
2192% 297TPDIR 1T 2N SIIORY L700707 P 15727 P LRIRDC PIPY
(A273% N2121=) MPPYDY IR Y93 9’y BRHNRON

36

37

Noteworthy are the remarks of Rav Shimon Schwab: “As far as our Jewish peo-
ple are concerned, our fathers and mothers have for centuries used lettuce for
Mortror [“bitter herbs”] on the Seder Night as well as parsley for Karpas [greens],
and in those days they were no less infested with vermin than they are today. So,
we have no right to make new Zssurim [prohibitions] and to forbid the eating of
any vegetables per se to the general public.” (Schwab, Shimon. “Inspection of
vegetables,” Kashrus Magazine. June, 1986, p. 22; cited in Kraemer, David C. Jew-
ish Eating and Identity Through the Ages. Routledge, 2007, p. 155)

The Talmud Yerushalmi and many rishonim (perhaps Rambam as well) did not
see the order of the Mishna as a directive for preference (Zohar Amar zbid.).
Tameha was commonly assumed to be horseradish amongst European rabbis of
the last several centuries. See Arthur Schaffer. “The History of Horseradish as
the Bitter Herb of Passover,” Gesher vol. 8, New York, 1981. Available here:
<http:/ /halachicadventures.com/wp-content/uploads/2009/11/marot-
pdf.pdf>
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What insects were these “bochurin?’ checking for with their loupes?
Fruit flies are cleatly visible without extra light and magnification because
of their size and color contrast. It is clear that R’ Sofer was concerned
about tiny bugs such as aphids and thrips, which commonly inhabit let-
tuce leaves. These insects are indeed difficult to detect without extra scru-
tiny; good lighting and magnification are useful towards their finding.
However, centuries of predecessor Torah sages who followed the ruling
of the Bavli did not share the Chasam Sofer’s opinion of skipping N1
for (European) Xonn. Mishna Berura (OC 473:5) cites and ratifies the opin-
ion of the Chasam Sofer. Could the sudden avoidance of that which was
previously used as zzarror be due to halachic outlook adapting to magnify-
ing technology?

Checking Against Sunlight

R’ Hezekiah da Silva (1659-1698) and R’ Yakov Emden (1697-17706) ad-
vise performing an inspection in sunlight to find hidden bugs:

TIN2 NYDINT MRAW PRIDDOR RIPIT IR P PR ,RP°0 A0 NPT ava
B MY IR APYTAn PO .10P2 POV WOW NYINT 7200 Ry P
RIAY TR TR RO IR DYDY YN IR WRWIT TR 9 Y
(7% P"0 79 100 AYT T W D)

I WTAM D0 PV IR DI T HY 171MY w0 LM na 1Al TR
(9P "0 2"1 "2 NPRW) ...MIRIT T NPT 0T HY IR Rwnewa

Chazal were familiar with such careful and accurate checking meth-
ods. Many tedious ways of inspecting a shochet’s knife are mentioned in
the Talmud including examination against sunlight:

W12 7% P72 DWW 27 RN A2 P72 RYTITI RWROwa a9 OpT2 Raapns
TINI.RWRORR (27Y 10 P9I TIYWa 0N 77 P72 2PY° 12 RAR 27 70100
(O’wA) ....ATN2 PRI WA MR

However, Chazal do not suggest such methods for bedikat tolain.

Vinegar Eels and Transparent Glass

Vinegar eels (Turbatrix aceti) are tiny nematodes that grow naturally in un-
pasteurized vinegar, beer, and apple cider. Their maximum length is ap-
proximately 2 mm. In the late 17t century, these creatures received much
attention from Hooke and Leuwenhoek who observed them under their
microscopes and described them in their widely-read publications. It may
be no coincidence that only after these findings did the tiny vinegar eels
become a popular topic in rabbinic literature.
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In 1797, R’ Pinchas Eliyahu Hurwitz of Vilna (1765-1821) published
his Sefer HaBrit, a work in Hebrew describing the latest scientific advances.
It became immediately popular in Jewish society. Therein (6:3), Hurwitz
wrote of vinegar eels easily seen with a magnifying lens and warned the
reader that vinegar must be cooked and then filtered before consump-
tion.38 In Yesod 1/eShoresh HaAvodal?® (published 1782), R” Alexander Zis-
kind of Grodno (d. 1793) similarly described the tiny insects that “grew
from cider.” He advised that beer and ciders should be drunk only from
clear glass cups (77 7122 N°2127) so that swallowing worms can be avoided.
Likewise, Rabbi Eliezer Papo*’ (Bulgaria, 1785—1828) advocated checking
vinegar for nematodes against sunlight in Pele Yoery (chapter on bedikat
tola’im, published 1824):

WD RPK PYY 0O PRI D°DPKRY 2OPT 2OV 12 w0 20 DY paina o,
11107 XX 71PN 12 PRY .DOWMD MR AR IR L, WAWE TA RN YT
...72nn

Many other similar sources are cited in Darkei Teshuva Y.D. 84:45.41
The responsa that discuss the very small nematodes are all later acharonin.
Though vinegar worms are not microscopic, these authors advised using
sunlight and transparent glass because they can barely be discerned with-
out these conditions—as described in Darke: Teshuva:

7311 77322 N°213T U9 DY W TA WP P INIRI? 120 PV PR L
12 PUYW APWNA DOYINT TITI"Y 002 WA D0 PY 93 IRT RpNT wiawn
LLTIRDI PR 2R Y9N 33 AR IR IR

Many kashrut agencies today advise their restaurant inspectors (zash-
gechim) to inspect leafy herbs in a manner similar to that suggested by the
aforementioned acharonim—using transparent glass against a strong light
source:

Produce is rinsed in water. The water is collected in a glass container
and examined over a lightbox. In this way, any small insect can be easily
spotted floating in the water and the level of infestation can be assessed.*?

*#  (Cited in R’ Avraham Danzig’s Binat Adam 38:34.

Ziskind, Alexander. Yesod 1VeShoresh HaAvodah. Warsaw, 1782, gate 7, chapter 4,

p. 122. Here: <http://quod.lib.umich.edu/g/genpub/atn2583.0001.001/126?

page=root;size=100;view=image>

40 Tt is noteworthy that R’ Papo was heavily influenced by Hurwitz’s Sefer HaBrit
and cites it many times in Pe/e Yoerz.

4 See hete: <http://www.hebtewbooks.org/pdfpager.aspxPreq=14568&st=
&pgnum=208>.

42 The OU Guide, pp. 16, 20, 27; Tendler, Sholom. “Keeping Bugs in Check: Insect

Infestation Revisited,” Kashrus Kurrents. Baltimore, Fall 2011.

39
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Herein lies the problem. During much of the era of Chazal, clear glass
(71325 N*2107) was a rare and expensive item.

WANW™ WD 23 WA 172RD 7 MYD PIAR D MIAW R 107 77 R
(79 PIN) .RNIPM RPN LL.N°0107 V902

Glass was available only in colored form due to impurities in the sand
from which the glass was manufactured. Only on rare beaches was sand
found naturally pure and able to be fashioned into a transparent product.
According to the Talmud, the tribe of Zevulun was blessed with pure
sand, and they therefore profited from their “white glass”—clear glass
products (Talmud Megillah Ta):

Mn? W1 770 QY N7 (7 2°0OW) MKW T M DY oyInn AN
W W 127 773p0 2190 NI MR T N1 DY PNoIT Wn ave an
91 MIXAR 0777 NN AR? DA 2°777 DN Y9 22791 MTY an% NN 1nRY
27y] (37 0°727) R NI 7Y TR 10X 1912 17 R MR o0 NNl
1 21 NP0 3T 10 PIR AT MDY A0 27 1N I 2110 19w [IRP° 11

7127 N7

It was only in approximately 100 CE that the technique for creating
clear transparent glass (by adding manganese dioxide) was discovered by
glass blowers in Alexandria.*> The lightbox method of checking for mi-
nute insects (with clear glass against a light source) was not feasible for
the common people during much of the era of Chazal. Therefore, if this
is the only practical method of preparing large quantities of ‘kosher’ herbs,
it arguably cannot be required by halacha. Inspecting vinegar in transpar-
ent glass against sunlight was also not achievable for people in the age of
Chazal and could not have been demanded by halacha either (and besides,
these worms are kosher anyway so long as they remain inside a drop of
vinegar+4) 45

“ This explanation of gechuchit levana also appears in Brand, Yehoshua. Kles Zechuchit

beSafrut - bhaTalmnd.  Jerusalem: Kook, 1978, pg. 18, 99. Also see
<https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/History_of_glass#Origins>. The oft-repeated
erroneous translation of gechuchit levana as “crystal” (lead glass—which came in
many colors in ancient times) can likely be attributed to the fragility of
crystalware, matching the description in Chullin 84.
4 Binat Adam (38:34) and many other poskim argued that these vinegar eels are
kosher so long as they do not separate from the vinegar.
I heard this argument from my teacher Rabbi Yisroel Belsky zt”l and Rabbi
Yaakov D. Lach presented as a reason (amongst many others—
see <http://www.zootorah.com/Rationalistjudaism/Rav_Belskys_Teshuva_
about_worms_in_fish.doc>) to permit copepods. These tiny creatures inhabit

45
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Antonie van Leeuwenhoek and R’ Hezekiah da Silva—a
coincidence?

In the year 1691, R’ Hezekiah da Silva published his Peri Chadash (W71 >D)
on Yoreh De’ah in Amsterdam. Therein he writes:

RIPIT IR P77 101,870 T2 MP 1Pava 72 "' 79 120 7MY wIn
9P POV WOw nING 7257 1%V P TIN2 NYDINT IEAY PRIPDDN
DYRINT IR W 7M1 Y)Y DD Tmpnh TR apaTan e
LRIZAD TR TONXY SIRTI R 2D

,O¥9 ¥O719) 117771 PORNY DO RY — PRI MR 730 A1 NI L,TD N0
L0173 2927 12 W ..., N1 01V DR wYIR 9% ,20VDIN MO I
0"W2 WINIW 77 197OK LMINTD QIUIT DI DITANTY 2AOMT DRI
D173 DI KD aR o2 Ywanbn arh XK LLL.00p0 IO

Which insects demand such belabored investigation as holding each
individual leaf against the sun (WnAWn 721 7991 72Y 23)—and even this ot-
deal often is insufficient (R1¥1? TR 7% IRIIIPR 2AYD?)? Surely R’ Silva
did not have fruit flies in mind when he wrote these words—as such pests
are easily noticed at a glance. Furthermore, it is impossible that the great
sages and pious men of the golden age in which da Silva lived were eating
obvious flies. This is unthinkable. Yet R Silva writes: 21217 12°081"
""IX72 2771 2R 2> 7M. He almost certainly was thinking of such tiny
indiscernible creatures as aphids and thrips.

A parallel development in the world of science was the following: In
1674, Dutchman Antonie van Leeuwenhoek described his observations
of green algae in lake water as small live swimming creatures. During the
next decade, he discovered many microorganisms and bacteria seen with
great magnification. He was widely recognized and honored for his ge-
nius. By the end of the 17t century, van Leeuwenhoek’s fame as a scien-
tist had spread across the continent and he was visited by many notable
individuals including the Russian Tsar Peter the Great as well as Queen
Mary of England.*¢ Could Leeuwenhoek’s famous new scientific discov-
eries of micro-life have influenced the halachic writings in the Per
Chadash? Furthermore, in the middle of the 17% century the microscope

waters in every part of the world, including the water sources that were available
to Chazal. As copepods are visible only in a transparent glass container held
against light, and such containers were not widely available duting much of the
era of Chazal, it logically follows that copepods were consumed by our sages

since time immemorial.

46 <http:/ /www.ucmp.betkeley.edu/history/leeuwenhoek html>.
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was used extensively for research in Italy.#” It was during this time that
the young da Silva was born (1659) in Livorno, Italy and remained there
until 1679.48

Mint (Mentha)

R’ Chaim Elazar Spira (1868—1937) cites statements of acharonin that mint
leaves should be avoided because they are often infested (Darke: Teshuva,
YD 84:94).

R’ Yosef Chaim of Baghdad (1835-1909) writes similarly in his Bex
Ish Chai:

P20 PPY 1 O P77 WPY 7277 2O 2OYIN 072 R¥MIW Mp W
X122 X921 1002 Y00 DA KN ...00R PR WO 1MW VIV PP M
(n"> 70 RW1 W"W oM WUR 12) Unhw Y

However, the Talmud mentions X1>>—mint—many times as an edi-
ble spice and natural remedy.* According to bug checking guides by pop-
ular kashrut agencies,”® commonly eaten species of mint have aphids,
thrips, and other insects on their leaves and stems. Not until recent cen-
turies is there any warning in rabbinic literature against eating mint. Ha-
lachic works and Talmud commentary were produced over many centu-
ries in many geographic locations and in many climates. These insects
were certainly present in many of those locations, yet the rabbis were si-
lent.

R. Yosef Chaim’s mint was from the same geographic area as the Tal-
mud and was likely the same or similar species.

7 Steven L. Hajdu. “The First Use of the Microscope in Medicine,” Annals of Clin-
tcal and Laboratory Science. Summer 2002, vol. 32 no. 3, pp. 309-310; Kerry Grens.
“Apiarium, 1625 - Galileo’s improvements to the microscope led to the first
published observations using such an instrument.” The Scientist. March 2015. In
Livorno, da Silva’s birthplace, Italian naturalist Giacinto Cestoni (1637-1718),
who studied fleas and algae and showed that scabies is provoked by the tiny mite
Sarcoptes scabiei, lived and worked. It is noteworthy that Cestoni studied aphids
as well. He observed parasitoidism and a lack of mating in aphids. See note 7
above; “Cestoni, Giacinto.” Complete Dictionary of Scientific Biography. 2008.
Encyclopedia.com. 3 Feb. 2016 <http://www.encyclopedia. com>.
Grunhut, Lazarus. “Silva, Hezekiah,” 1906 JewishEncyclopedia.com, <http:/ /www.
jewishencyclopedia.com/articles/13665-silva-hezekiah>
49 Shabb. 128a, 140a, Gittin 69b, Rashi ad loc, Rambam’s Mishna Commentary to
Mishna Nidda 6:8, R’ Perachya ben Nissim Shabbat 140a.
" The OU Guide to Checking Fruits, Vegetables and Berries 24 edition. OU/NCSY,
New York, 2007, pp. 26-28.

48
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Indiscernible Insects from Orchot Chayim to Kreisi U’Plaisi

There is an ambiguous statement in the work Orchot Chayim of R” Aaron
ha-Kohen of Lunel (13t-14t centuries) which reads as follows:!

TR RYAIW 720 PTD ANPYTAN MOR PIR YW ANROTA MR RXAIW WK
D°U9INT 22K 12 RYPD IR UM PRI DO1Y7 IR AW 127 2" 290 T
NP7 DR M INROW IR RPR PRI 1KY 1YY N2 Pyonn onw

Loosely translated:

If, after a woman’s produce inspection, a shererz is found, it is forbid-
den to rely upon her future inspections (as in the case of the butcher
whose deveining missed forbidden cheiler in Talmud Chullin 93b).
This is only if the sheretz is of an insect species which is easily visible,
such as the chomet (slug or caterpillar) or similar creatures; however,
if the insect missed by the woman’s inspection is from the species
which move about within the leaves (leaf folds?) and are only dis-
cernable after the vegetables are boiled then we may continue to rely
upon this woman’s produce inspections.

The statement is cited verbatim in Shulchan Arnch (YD 84:11) with no
explanation. This word chomet appears often in earlier rabbinic literature
and has been consistently identified with the slug or snail.>2 Orchot Chayim
contrasts this forbidden creature which is visible (2°1°9% %71) with insects
which are initially invisible until after boiling IR XX 1K1 11°RW 2°¥71071)
(3nP>2w. Did the Orchot Chayim consider the latter species permissible to
eat or did he merely mean to say that they cannot invalidate the reliability
of the individual’s inspection? It can be argued that Orchot Chayim consid-
ered the initially invisible insects permitted as there is certainly no halachic
requirement to cook leafy vegetables before consumption in order to find
any hidden insects.

In deciphering the meaning of Orchot Chayim we may consider that
both aphids and cabbage worms (which may appear on any cruciferous
vegetables) change color and become more visible after parboiling.>> The

St Sefer Orchot Chayim, ed. M. Schlesinger, ‘Laws of Forbidden Foods,” chapter 41.
Berlin: 1901, pg. 309. The author cites this ruling from an eatlier authority ap-
parently none other than Rashba (see Maharshal’s Yaw shel Shlomo Chullin,
3:100).

52 Teitelbaum, Shlomo Yakov. Sefer Lulaot HaTecheilet. Jerusalem: Ptil Techeilet,
2000, pp. 89-98.

33 For broccoli worms see Insect-Free: A Guide to Home V'egetable Inspection, DVD by
the Orthodox Union (2009), featuring Rabbi Yosef Eisen. The OU Guide (p. 19)
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species of cabbage worms which were familiar to medieval halachists in-
clude Pieris rapae and Pieris brassicae.5* Their larval stages (2°¥21) begin
crawling when only several millimeters long but then grow to 30 mm and
longer, becoming very noticeable caterpillars because of their size, distinc-
tive colors,> and the damage they cause to the leaves. Mature cabbage
worms are most likely grouped with the chomet per Orchot Chayim. The “in-
visible prior to cooking” description fits better with aphids and young
cabbage worms. I suggest that the author considers these insects permit-
ted by halacha and rules that the checker cannot be faulted due to the
insects’ small size and green color, despite their ability to be detected after
heating. Such an interpretation can be inferred from the writings of 16
and 17t century poskinz.

R’ Shlomo Luria (“Maharshal,” d. 1573) suggested that Orchot Chayim
trusted women (until mishap occurred) for the inspection of leafy vegeta-
bles only because this is a non-arduous task—"11710 12 PRW 727", in the
words of R” Shabbatai HaKohen (“Shach” d. 1662).5¢ (Maharshal himself
opined that women were not dependable for more arduous kashrut in-
spections, such as removing infested beans.) If indiscernible insects were
indeed forbidden, then inspecting leafy greens would surely not be con-
sidered a simple task.

R. Mordechai Yoffe (1530 -1612), however, appears to have diverged
from the manner in which his contemporaries understood Orchot Chayine.
Yoffe appended the words, 7993 79" 17 1"RW—because she was not very
negligent,” to the Shulchan Aruch’s citation of Orchot Chayim.>” Yofte’s use
of the word “very” indicates that in his view the unnoticeable insects are
indeed forbidden, and only the negligence is not severe. Yoffe permitted
women to inspect these greens—and considered not noticing the indis-
cernible insects only “a minor negligence.”

Against this background, the alarmed admonition penned in the fol-
lowing century by R’ Yonathan Eybeschutz (Krakow 1690, Altona 1764)
is most striking. In discussing the words of Orchot Chayine and Mabarshal,
Eybeschtitz describes leaf inspection as such a laborious task that even
some men cannot be trusted with its proper execution:

informs us that: “An additional benefit of parboiling is that aphids often turn
from green to brown and the (broccoli) florets from light to a dark lush green.”

S Beavis, lan. Insects and Other Invertebrates in Classical Antiquity. Exeter: University
of Exeter, 1988, pp. 121-129.

5 This point describes Pieris brassicae more than P. rapae.

% Shach YD 84:35; in Luria, ibid. the exact wording is, 72 PRW 727722 >30T IWoR"
"3"3 .

5T Levush YD 84:11.

38 Kreisi U'Plaisi 84: Kreisi 19.
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From the language used by R” Eybeschiitz it is apparent that he was
concerned for pinhead-size thrips and aphids in his leafy salad. Cabbage
worms and fruit flies often found in greens do not require My P1727"
"YNNA? KXW TV WIWI— two or three inspections to detect. Their size
and sharp color contrast make them easily spotted and removable. R” Ey-
beschiitz’s tiny unnoticeable insects were likely identical to those referred
to in Orchot Chayim. That which was permitted and only a minor issue even
in previous centuries, in Eybeschiitz’s 18% century worldview became a
grave and serious matter. In an area of inspection where women in earlier
times were trusted, now even men were barred. What caused R Eybes-
chiitz to be more concerned over small insects than his predecessors?
Could this new halachic stringency have been influenced by the invention
and publicity of the microscope and its marvels and the scientific studies
of insect pests?

Something Missing in the Shulchan Aruch

A careful reading of the Shulchan Aruch Siman 84—the laws of worms—
shows that the author hardly devotes a single section to the checking of
leafy vegetables (with the possible exception of 84:11—previous section).
In Orach Chayim (203:2, 204:1, and 205:1), R’ Karo discusses the blessing
made before eating berries, spice herbs, beet leaves, and cabbage, all of
which are often infested with tiny insects. He forgets to warn the reader
that these species need extra rinsing and inspection. Was the author not
aware of aphids and thrips, or did he perhaps not care about their pres-
ence? It is difficult to claim that an infestation of aphids or thrips never
occurred in his surroundings, as he was a man who lived in and traveled
through wide geographic areas including Spain, Portugal, Turkey, Bul-
garia, Egypt, and Eretz Yisroel.> His Bezz Yosefis a compendium of the
works of all known earlier authorities. Could R” Karo not find a single
discussion and warning about the tiny aphids and thrips in common salad
greens? Perhaps the answer is that R> Yosef Karo (1488—1575) died before
the microscope was invented and popularized (circa. 1590) and well be-
fore the field of entomology was developed.

' “Yosef Karo,” newworldencyclopedia.org 2014,

<http://www.newwotldencyclopedia.org/entry/Yosef_Karo>.
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Halacha Inspection Standards

What added to the halachic confusion was that aphids, thrips, and spider
mites are indeed visible to the naked eye. Therefore, many rabbis thought
that including these insects in the forbidden category was justified by stat-
ing that they are visible and could at the same time insist that the micro-
scope does not change halacha.t0

These tiny insects are indeed visible to the naked eye—however, only
in good lighting and after careful scrutiny. However, the halacha does not
require extra lighting and careful scrutiny. A cursory inspection is suffi-
cient. Because they are not easily noticeable they are considered non-ex-
istent or battel. (For a more detailed halachic discussion see R’ Eitam Hen-
kin’s Lechem Yebiyeh 1. achla.o7)

This original standard for checking produce is well in line with inspec-
tion standards from other areas of halacha. Commenting on the words of
the Shulchan Aruch (O.C. 648:12) in regard to identifying a minute disqual-
ifying discoloration on an esrog, X1TW 232 (7109) AR "W 92, Mishna
Berura notes:

7T PR 900077 PR NPT DAMA PYR RN PR OK PR 937 ARIwI RPN
(" "o 2"n) .o0BW XIW 93

...2019 IR 1MLINA AR XTI IR PN MOIN0T PPV IRWwD 2"RWA ...
(n MR X W)

R’ Kagin makes a similar comment in the laws of cracked letters of
tefillin scrolls (Mishna Berura O.C. 32:122):

PI°N% MIRTTY TPIX PR 772 Dan0Aw 7V RYTI9 9% 11700 7R OR AR

Rabbi Moshe Feinstein wrote similarly in regard to our topic—small
insects in greens:

0" Seelist of sources in Vaye, Moshe. Bedikat HaMazon KaHalacha. Machon Le’han-
chalat HaHalacha, 2005, vol. 1, pp. 97-101.

A summary of the halachic reasoning for leniency by Rabbi Zev Weitman, Rav
HaMachshir for Tnuva, is available on Tnuva’s website: NP> MW" .7A10™ 2T
721N "DPYT DRI 07 W YR DpImRa M9 W <http://www.kashrut-
tnuva.co.il/atticles.phpractions=show&id=1111>.

It has been argued that if one is disgusted by these tiny insects they are forbidden
to him because of baal te’shaktzn. However, according to Shach YD 84:3 baal
te’shaktzn may not apply to aphids and thrips in salad greens: ... 11°3 X277 "IRw"
"°V2 OIR O3 DT MNW5 RPX NI PR

61
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Rishonim Analyzed

R’ Asher ben Yechiel (Rosh 1250-1327) declared “wilver” bugs in flour
as forbidden:

IRR PR N KD ARD MM PIPW Mnp) 20712 ORYNIT YOI
(3 MR 2590 WK N2IWN) 1PN PIRT DY ORI WD RDT Y

What are “milven”’? 1f Rosh refers to flour mites (Acarus siro) then he
may disagree with the thesis of this article as these mites are a mere 0.33—
0.43 millimeters long and not easily noticeable. Where there is a heavy
infestation of flour mites, the surface they are on appears to be covered
with a fine dust. However, must 1""12°1 mean tiny Acarus siro? Could Rosh
have referred to grain beetles,®> which are much larger and are made
obvious by their color contrast2¢*

Interestingly, R” Yoel Sirkis (1561 to 1640) wrote exactly this in his
Bayit Chadash:

Y9N 0772 RXNIW T2 AR 70K A 170 995 Wk nwna o ...
RPITT O9 ORIN UM WD RAW PWIAT WA ... MR PIpw
DaR TIRY IR PXWN T2 PWMI QNN PRI DXP 19T 1MNawd
R ...WRT D2 whwn 02 772 0"V ROR 20RO XYW 0%1up 110l

(79 "0 M0 YT A AMY) LR

R’ Sirkis understood that the Rosh referred only to large clearly visible
insects, not the tiny Aaarus siro. Sirkis in 233 >0 mwna win 02 n"w
discusses these 210p 1"12°1 and it is clear that he refers to the “pinhead
size” Acarus siro:... KW NN WW NMPA7 OX % DIPKRY 0°10p 1"M7°1 °102
v YW 7RI, . .60

%2 1 do not know what kind of insect can live in salt.

03 See <http://wiki.bugwood.otg/File:Confused_flout_ beetle.jpg>.

64 See the Star-K’s video of grain-beetle-infested flour
<https:/ /www.youtube.com/watch?v= FbzpB8W 1vrs. For flout weevils> (ot
red flour beetle) see <https://www.youtube .com/watch?v=711ZwdIKx-w>.

6 <http://hebrewbooks.org/pdfpager.aspxPreq=1117&st=&pgnum=>38>.

% The words of Bach inform us about the language and terminology of the era:

1"1% does not necessarily refer to Acarus siro—tiny flour mites; the same term
could be used for larger pests as well. Though some later acharonim use this term
for the tiny flour mite (see Turei Zahov YD 84:17 on raisin mites), it does not
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R’ Shlomo ben Aderet (Spain, 13™ century):

DPn WANT DIPRA T2 18D X7 AW 2w 12192 NINRY T D3
e 174

TP 1 RI21 RIT 1991 1AWR MIPHY IMPR YT TR R WANT - 72w
RI71 VAZRT 7IDY DY 1170307 PR MR POV 11001 DO7AYD 7181 TR TR
nXP PRV PV PAYAY Dpn 72w YA R DY) LT Wi
(7Y 72N R PR KW nMY) WM NPT RO pRva

Though Rashba clearly forbade even tiny insects, two observations

can be made:

a) Rashba was writing not about insects in lettuce and leafy vegetables,
but rather about maggots in beans. While the maggot itself is very tiny, its

presence is easily detected because of the black area it creates.

b) Only if “IOIM WM RITY YRR 7NDX 9V PrvanY” is the insect forbidden.
Rashba and his colleagues would refrain from eating the black spot only
if they observed movement with their eyes. This is drastically different from what

Moshe Vaye writes:

mean that the medieval authorities shared their view when they refer to a for-
bidden 1"1%2°1 bug. Bach himself surely disagrees with my suggested halachic
conclusion, as he does not suggest that the miniscule size and indiscernibility of
the mites is sufficient reason to allow them to be eaten. However, Sirkis (died
1640) was writing at the start of the microscope time period and arguably was
impressed by the new microscopic world. R’ Sirkis’s Bayit Chadash seties was
published from 1631 to 1640. He writes in his introduction that he composed
this work in his old age. His responsa wete published posthumously and it is
difficult to date them precisely.

R’ Yom-Tov Lipmann Heller (1579-1654) disagrees with Bach and shows that
the rishonim including Rosh, Rokeach, Agudab, and Hagaot Shari Dura, who dis-
cussed wormy flour, made no distinction between microscopic bugs and larger
ones. R’ Heller’s conclusion (shared by Tuz 84:17) is that both sizes were for-
bidden by the medieval authorities. I suggest that the 7ishoninz, who did not tell
of tiny creatures seen only with difficulty, were discussing only beetles and wee-
vils—readily visible creatures; they did not have flour mites in mind. Only in the
era of improved lenses of the 17 and 18t centuries did poskiz bring indiscern-
ible pinhead-size insects into the halachic arena. I suggest that R’ Heller errone-
ously read his world “view” into earlier texts when he explained the reason Ma-
haram ruled wormy flour was to be discarded:

DYINAY DR YOI map 3 .k 190w My awynb 1990 7m0 nwy
PR 9V 7YY RPRW TV IR TV 2°0P 07 IN20N 272 PRIN PAITA YW 200A0
oY [IRPHYI RN ¥I=] DWRIT NN ....OWR RO 07727 WOR K L..00%)
(> 7°vo 1 %25 NV NN

Maharam probably had no such thing in mind. He forbade the flour because
weevils are clearly visible and one can assume they were “poreish.”
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The impact of the modern magnifying lens on contemporary halacha
is clear. What Rashba would consider kosher many contemporary rabbis
would notl7

R’ Avraham ben David—a Possible Exception

AR OV IR WRPHAIR DW 2°YIIN ,ONREA 7T 272 702K Y 277 awad
aRY .2WWA X1 P02 IR PR ONYT NP 97 77T 12wan1 ork mp?
YT 2PN O NPT aNIR ORY LM IRWTY PO Y9N 02 KYm
2577 ,2%9557 YORR QIRYRW 231571 WRPIIMIRT 1IRA 7277 1A, 1Ynnw
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Though not definite, it appears that this 7ishon is describing a small
insect in produce. Classic Rabbinic Hebrew does not offer its user specific
words for a wide vatiety of insect species. Words like 2127 and Ny’
have vague broad meanings and could refer to either large or small insects.
A medieval writer wishing to describe tiny insects in greens would con-
ceivably use the word ‘@12, the Talmud’s word for lice, very small in-
sects. Even if the 0°2°> mentioned are aphids and thrips, R” Avraham ben
David’s view can be seen as an exception and minority view amongst the
rishonim and Chazal. As explained earlier, aphids and thrips are visible to
the naked eye upon scrutiny, so a pre—Scientific Revolution author could
have noticed them.

67 .. . . . .
R’ Menachem Meiri (Provence, 13™ century) also discussed infestations in veg-

etables:

... D% 9% TIPID TXY IO IMOOR M IRW RPYI02 11032 DORYAIT 2°Y9N
(to 7N)

It is unlikely that Meiri referred to aphids and thrips, as he did not emphasize
the small size of these 2°¥21n. Furthermore, the verb “17p1%” implies digging and
chiseling as in 21N D77 QWIRT YA 7991 KD 70 12702 and M2%n 79 (9P Naw
I DR 1P WRY PV 120N a1 93 ... AvwIn. Aphids and thrips do not require
“digging.” However, a very visible cabbage worm that bore through several lay-
ers of leaf may need to be “chiseled” after. 917 can also mean “to clean” (see
Jastrow. Marcus. A Dictionary of the Targumim, Talpnd Bably, Talmud Y erushalmi and
Midrashic Literature, New York, G.P. Putnam’s Sons, 1903, entry — 921, pg. 935),
in which case little can be inferred from the usage of this verb.
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Did the People Intensify Their Lettuce Preparation Routine?

There were acharonim who indicated that many Jews complied with the
new strict approach of the rabbis of the early modern period and in-
spected each and every leaf carefully. The kabbalist R” Alexander Ziskind
of Grodno, Belarus (d. 1793), wrote in Yesod 1eShoresh HaAvodah:5%

2OYIN QW 2°%7 ... 2170 TN MPIT 9021 0°9%22 XN YN O3
QOI7T1 QW 21 O30 AT DAR M WD 1RT a0vR 9V 1A oovp
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However, there are many more sources that tell that the general Jew-
ish public in both Ashkenazic and Sefardic®® communities around the
world did not change their old lenient habit of eating herbs and leafy veg-
etables with little or no prior inspection. Many responsa written about
bedikat tola’im attest to this. Venetian rabbi Shmuel Abuhav (1610-1694)
in his Sefer HaZichronof’© (published 1650) tells that much of Italy’s endives
were infested with tiny insects and that “73am 07°7 P2V 1272 VT
— those who know pull their hands away.” Only those “in the know” re-

frained from eating these greens.
R’ Hezekiah da Silva (Peri Chadash YD 84:34) testifies:

... IRID D011 QPR QTN 29077 199BRY 29917 0°210 12 W

R’ Chaim Benveniste (Turkey, 1603-1673) in his Knesset HaGedolah
(YD 84:52)7! wrote that in his local area the lettuce was heavily infested
and demanded “thorough inspection because the insects are very narrow
and small and are the color of the lettuce” (i.e. aphids). He adds 77wanm"
"oy 10 NN DRI,

Mordechai ben Shmuel (b. 1715, Poland) in his Shaar HaMelech (pub-
lished 1762) describes what he observed:

TRIT IR PYDIND NPAY 1997 1 RDW MDY MPT NN 1P9DR ROX ..
Q1R QW ... DN 072 7°OWT 990 OP3IRY IWOR Snhaw 1997 oonya
279577 PWIY MO 71277 DOYYIN 02 R¥AI I RY 21757 197 .000 DOwD

8 Ziskind, ibid.

% There are reports that Jews of North African communities in recent history used
a relaxed method in checking mint leaves (see Dadon, Kefir Barukh Mevorakh.
Nobheg Bam. Jerusalem, 2005, p. 95; compare with Yosef, Yitzchak. Kitzur Shulchan
Aruch Yalknt Yosef. 2006 84:24, 39). It is not clear from these sources what the
lenient inspection method was.

70 Abuhav, Shmuel. Sefer HaZichronot. Prague, 1650, chapter 3, p. 23a,

<http://www.hebrewbooks.org/pdfpager.aspx? teq=44476&st=&pgnum=53>.

n <http://www.hebrewbooks.org/pdfpager.aspxrreq=14605&st=&pgnum=123>.
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R’ Avraham Danzig (Vilna, 1748-1820) wrote regarding the newly
raised concern over nematodes in vinegar73:

PRI 070K DO92IR TWYR SWIRY O°7°01 ORI 73D IXID 1YY RY 09wn 19
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R’ Eliezer Papo (Bulgaria, 1785—1828) in Pele Yoetz (chapter on bedikat
tola’im) notes that many of the masses were not careful to check their pro-
duce.

TR TIRT MY 0°271 2°Y9IN 0732 DOREAIW MPIN MO S0 a0 ...
...7P°72 992 omR 2°70Y o0

Rabbi Daniel Terni (Florence, Italy, d. 1815):
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72 Motdechai ben Shmuel. Shaar HaMelech 6:3. Grodno, 1816, pp. 125-126. Mor-
dechai ben Shmuel proceeds to argue that in the era of previous generations
produce was not infested. Only in his unfortunate generation (18 century), be-
cause of the sins of the people and the “decline of the generations,” did bugs
appear. However, we know from poskim who lived a century earlier, such as R’
Chaim Benveniste, R’ Hezekiah da Silva, and R’ Shmuel Abuhav, that infestation
was normal. Furthermore, as explained above, these small insects are an integral
part of the ecosystem and certainly did not appear only in the 18" century.
Additionally, rationalists like Maimonides rejected the notion that later genera-
tions are inferior to their predecessors. See Professor Menachem Kellner’s Mai-
monides on the "Decline of the Generations' and the Nature of Rabbinic Authority. SUNY,
1996.

73 Binat Adam 35:38.
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R’ Raphael Solomon Laniado (Aleppo, d. 1793):
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R’ Yechiel Epstein (Lithuania, 1829—1908):
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R’ Moshe Feinstein (1895-1986)7* in a letter dated April 1985 wrote

similarly:

74

I studied at the Mesivta Tifereth Jerusalem of the Lower East Side from 2011
through 2013 and earned sewicha there under Rabbi David Feinstein. Rabbi Fein-
stein related to us that in Russia, where he is from, whatever green vegetables
available were checked by briefly looking at them at normal reading distance
with no sun or light box behind the leaf. (Rabbi David Feinstein was born in
Lyuban, Russia, and came to the US at the age of eight.)

During one walk, the rabbi shared that in his view, an insect that is difficult to
detect because it is the same color as the leaf it is resting upon is batul to the leaf.

On several occasions, we brought R. David fresh dill and mint from China Town
(without any prewashing or bashgacha) and asked him to inspect it for us. He held
the herbs for a second, took a quick look, and pronounced it kosher.

Some readers may wonder how Rabbi Feinstein’s approach to bedikat tola’im hat-
monizes with the rabbis’ stringent opinion of the copepods in New York City
water (see Yated Ne'eman, 29 Elul 5746, p. 19). I was troubled by this contradic-
tion and asked the rabbi for clarity. I did not, however, understand his response.
Interestingly, I recently heard the following from a prominent Rosh Yeshiva at
Yeshiva University (RIETS): “Rabbi Joseph Ber Soloveitchik stated that his
mother only inspected greens cursorily. In the past, observant Jews were not
inspecting their vegetables for tiny insects- only for the large cleatly visible ones.
Further inspection is unnecessary.” The Rosh Yeshiva, who heard this directly
from the “Rav,” did not want to be cited by name because he deals only with
the “theoretical—not the practical” and desires to stay out of controversy.
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Conclusion

While nearly all acharonin insisted that the findings of a microscope cannot
change the halacha,’> they were subconsciously influenced by the new
scope of life. Aphids and thrips came to the public attention from the
nascent fields of entomology and the novel ideas about biological pest
control. The steady awareness of a smaller lifeform prompted rabbis to
inspect produce more carefully—whereupon the millennia-old world of
aphids and thrips was revealed and stricter measures for checking produce
were announced. These halachic writings made little impact on the time-
hallowed household food-preparation practices of the general Jewish pub-
lic. Leafy vegetables continued to be casually inspected as they probably
have been since time immemorial: a two-second glance at arm’s length for
fruit flies and worms with no special lighting or instruments. This mode
of inspection is in line with parameters from other areas of halacha such
as esrog-inspection guidelines. Only in the last several decades have many
of the Jewish community begun to be stringent and perform careful in-
spections. Though there may be many factors that caused this new socie-
tal phenomenon,’ I suggest that it may be understood as part of a trend

7 See list of sources in Vaye’s Bedikat HaMazon KaHalacha. Machon Le’hanchalat
HaHalcha, 2005 vol. I, pp. 97-101.

Other suggested explanations include:

a) DDT (dichlorodiphenyl-trichloroethane) was first used as an insecticide in
the USA from 1945 until it was banned in 1972. In Israel, DDT was banned
only in 1978. Because DDT and other insecticides were very potent, there were
few insects to be found in produce during those years. When the strong pesti-
cides ceased to be used, the insects reappeared. As several decades had elapsed
since aphids and thrips were common in leafy vegetables, consumers did not
remember that in old times no attention was given to these tiny insects’ pres-
ence.

b) In his Marrorim (Tel Aviv, 2004), Dr. Zohar Amar argues that modern agti-
cultural growing techniques give insects greater opportunity to reproduce. For
example, greenhouses create an artificial warm insect-friendly environment year-
round—thereby allowing aphids and thrips to multiply exponentially. Though
many responsa cited in this article tell that infestations were common in eatlier
centuries, perhaps the occurrence has intensified in recent times, attracting more
public attention.

¢) David Kraemer shows that these stringent bug-checking tendencies began in
the mid-1980s at a time when Orthodox Judaism felt affronted by new trends
in the Conservative movement (Kraemer, David C. Jewish Eating and ldentity
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in many sectors to abandon time-hallowed customs in preference for
newly uncovered opinions in recent halachic texts. As Professor Haym

Soloveitchik described it:77

The shift of authority to texts and their enshrinement as the sole
source of authenticity have had far reaching effects. Not only has
this shift contributed, as we have seen, to the policy of religious strin-
gency and altered the nature of religious performance. ..

A religiosity rooted in texts is a religiosity transmitted in schools,
which was hardly the case in the old and deeply settled communities
of the past. There the school had been second by far to the home in
the inculcation of values. R

77

Throngh the Ages. Routledge, 2007, pp. 160-172). He suggests that elements in the
Orthodox community consciously or subconsciously imposed these chumrot to
erect a social barrier between the groups and to define questions of identity and

affiliation. As Kraemer candidly describes it:

... if you can’t eat with someone, then it is more difficult to be in relation-
ship with him or her. Pragmatically speaking, the new attention to the mi-
nute details of kashrut — and even, literally, to the bugs in the system —
would divide between Jews who demanded such restrictions and those who
did not. If non-Orthodox supervision was by definition suspect, then this
would assure that Orthodox and non-Orthodox Jews would be forced apart
in all stages of the production and consumption of food. So, if the non-
Orthodox were “dangerous,” because of their ordination of women rabbis
and enfranchisement of gays and lesbians and who knows what else, then
this redoubled commitment to the most stringent interpretations of kashrut
would guarantee that the Orthodox would stay far from the danger. It
would be hard to find a more effective boundary. (p. 167)

Soloveitchik, Haym. “Rupture and Reconstruction: The Transformation of
Contemporary Orthodoxy,” Tradition. Vol. 28, No. 4, Summer 1994.





