L'chvod Rav Falk,

I had the privilege to read the Rav's recently released he'aros, and I had some comments to share.  I also wanted to share my recent revision of my article, which I originally sent to the Rav some days ago.  I do not know if the Rav read it, so I have attached a version with my changes red-lined.

Kol Tuv,

Mordechai Kuber

----------------------------------

1) As the Rav could see from my revisions, I think that this position is difficult, because the Gemara prohibits kokyana because they could enter through the nostrils.  This is not something that any of us see or know, except for the word of Chazal.  Thus, what actually happens DOES make a difference, even though it is all invisible to us.  It would be difficult to respond that actual facts are relevant if Chazal give us information, but not relevant if the scientists give us information

2) Chavos Daas does say that there is no yotzei by dagim t'mei'im, and no yotzei  by fish that are their own "briyah min haShamayim", which the Rav says would apply also to worms.  I am not certain that this is helpful here.  It works for a dag tahor in a dag tamei, because the dag tahor has kaskasim, and hence is permitted as a separate entity.  But if the worm were a completely separate entity, it might not be yotzei min hatamei, but it is sheretz hamayim.  Thus, its permitted status could only be established by it being part of the fish in which it grows.  So does not seem that there is a way out of this problem.

3) I believe that 14 microns wide is visible, which I prove from angora hair.  Please see my comments in the red-lined section of my article

4) I also wrote that according to the scientists that all the worms come through ingestion, then there will always be more in the intestines than in the flesh.  However, I make two observations: 1) even infested fish do not have hundreds of worms.  They have 10-20 in their intestines, and a similar number in and near the flesh.  Where did all the ingested anisakis go?  Most obviously do not survive the ingestion process, or are released by the fish in its feces. 2) I saw a herring from an infested area which had absolutely no anisakis anywhere.  I mention this in the redlined section.  This seems to indicate that it is not a universal truth that there are worms in the stomach, even though they eat them on a regular basis.

5) This point is very critical to the Rav's argument, for otherwise the flesh worms should be just as prohibited as the intestinal worms.  In order to address this, the Rav states two novel ideas: 1) all anisakis, even in the intestines, are really permitted.  They are only prohibited there because of a lo-plug g'zeirah, lest they be confused with other types of prohibited worms in the intestines.  The Rav presumes that anisakis cannot penetrate through the nostrils or be swallowed free-swimming, and I do not know how the Rav knows that, as the Gemara seems to say that such is a concern.  Also, the Rav implies that other worms would be prohibited.  Why? They also are "invisible" and undetected in the sea, and should be considered just as much "minai'hu kagavlei" as the anisakis.  2) Only permitted worms (in this case anisakis) migrate from the intestines to the flesh.  The prohibited worms cannot make this journey.  What is the basis for this?  Also, the Rav needs to say that intestinal anisakis, which were prohibited, leave their prohibition behind when they move to the flesh.  The Rav has explained that only mutar worms could make it to the flesh, but we do not usually say that the prohibited becomes permitted just by moving.

6) really, the answer is that intestinal worms do not migrate to the flesh, but I realize that the Rav presumes that they do

7) my objections here are the same as to #5.  But I will point out that Rav Revach has not demonstrated at all that intestinal worms migrate.  rather, he presumes that the serous membrane on the flesh, which forms the abdominal wall, is considered "mai'ayim".  That is where the anisakis are (besides in the intestines), and from there is where they could migrate, if left unrefrigerated long enough, into the flesh.  But there is no reason, and no source, to say that the abdominal wall is considered "mai'ayim".  Therefore, those worms are permitted, and their migration is of no consequence.  The intestinal worms, however, are prohibited, but they do not migrate, even if left for a while.  I have observed these phenomena.

Kol Tuv,

Mordechai Kuber  

-----Original Message-----

From: Mordechai Kuber [mailto:oukosher@netvision.net.il]

Sent: Friday, May 14, 2010 12:31 AM

To: familyfalk@blueyonder.co.uk

Subject: Anisakis Article

L'chvod Rav Falk,

I have attached an article on this topic that I have recently written and disseminated.  It makes a great attempt to argue that they are permitted, but takes a different approach than the Rav, for reasons that I explain in the article.  I wanted to share it with the Rav.

I also was privileged to read a copy of the Rav's letter to Rav Weiss from 18 years ago.  I would like to share one thought.  The Rav soundly proves that darna is a general term, and not one specifically for a single type of worm.  Nevertheless, it could well be that the Gemara discusses a specific type of darna, in this case.  That most important point is not refuted by noting that darna is a generic term.

Kol Tuv and Gut Shabbos,

Mordechai Kuber

