Offprint From

Bekhol Derakhekha Daehu

Journal of Torah apd Scholarship

No. 12-- Winter 2001

Yehuda Friedlander « Danisl Sperber

V4

5

BAR-ILAN UNIVERSITY PRESS, RAMAT-GAN



ARIZ. ZIVOTOFSKY

BUFFALO, GIRAFFE, AND THE BABIRUSA ("KOSHER PIG*)

THE HALAKHIC AND SCIENTIFIC FACTORS IN
DETERMINING THEIR KASHRUT STATUS

Before slaughtering an animal for kosher consumption one must {irstestablish that e
isindeed a fahor{“kosher™) species. With regard ta land animals this would seem 1o
be a straightforward determination because the Torak specified two necessary and
sufficient physical signs; all animals that have completely split hooves and alse chew
their cuds are accepizhle, all others are nor, However, over time, supplementary
signs were added. Tn the talmudic period these related to teeth, horns, hybridization,
and the grain of meat. More recently, the possible requirement of a mesorak (oral
tradition) was introduced. In addition to these signs, lore znd misinformation
accumulated regarding several species. In this paper the underlying halakhic
principles are analyzed for their application to thiee species, whereby there hang
interesting tales.

INTRODUCTION

The kosher food industry is big business worldwide, In the United States alone it
probably exceeds four billion dollars a year,! with the number of US.
manufacturers producing kosher products having risen from 5,200 to 9,200 in
the past decade, The modern, often affluent, kosher consumer is continually
looking for new and varied cuisine to tantalize his palate, making it not only

*  The author wishes 1o acknowledge the assistance provided by Stanley Searles, Curator of
Birds at the Cleveland Metroparks Zoo, Charles Siegel, Deputy Director of Animal
Management for the Dallas Zoo, Dr. Dani Zivatefsky, Prof, Mere Shapiro, and an
“anonymous Yankes consultant.” In addition, thanks are due to the following people for
assistance with technical information, reading and commenting on sarlier drafts of this paper,
ot helping with source material: Rabbi Dr. Adem Ferziger, Rabbi Professor Acyeh Foimer,
Dr. Ari Greenspan, Rabbi Reuven Halpera, Rabbi Yehuda Kelemer, Rabhi Avi Pallak, and
Dy, Bernard Zivotofsky.

1 The Wall Streer Journal (Craig 5. Smith, “A CalombosLike Rabbi Certifies Food in a Land of
Fack Lavers,” 3 Dec. 1998} reponed that szles of kosher food in the .5, amoumed 101,25
billion doliacs in 1997, 2 | 2% increase over [996,
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butcher shops,? and quail is being raised and sold to the Israeli consumer of
kosher products.* While the kosher status of the first two items is relatively
noncontroversial, the status of buffalo raises some interesting questions.$ And
while giraffe and the “kosher pig” bave not reached (2nd probably never will
reach) the kosher market, discussion of their kashrut status regularly surfaces in
both the Jewish and the general media. Because all three are mammalian

From the religious perspective there may be an additional reason (o study these laws,
According to Maimonides, there i a positive commandment to kmow the distinguishing sipns
between kosher and non-kasher animals {Mauchalor Anra LI and Sefer Hamitzvor,
positive commandments 14%-132), See. hawever, Magid Mishneh and athers, sited in Rambam
A m, who have a different version of the Rambam that defines the mitzvah as nat me relyio
know, but to actually physically inspect and distinguish the kosher from non-kosher when one
Wanls to eal. See Rabbi 1.D. Bleich, fke haMizrach (Tevet ST4%, pp. 131-133 and
Comtemparary Halakhic Froblems, Vol 111 (New York: Kiay Publishing Hause, Inc.j, pp. 61,
note 3, and Encpclopedia Talmudit 2:352-353 far discussions of this topic, Bleich notes thar
Rashi also ssems to hold that there s 2 mitzvah in simply having the knowledge, This view is
alsa eited i the Sefer ho Chinuch (Mitrva 470), which notes that (he Ramban disagress and
dues not think that there is such a mitzvah,

Marthew Goodman, “Bringing Buffalo to New Yark with Relish,* Forward (13 Nav, [998),
P. 23 Florsnce Williams, “Shietlers,” The New Republic (19 May 1997} Mara Dresner,
“Homeonthe Range, where the Xosher Buffalo Foam,” Canneticur Jewish Ledger, repritited
in the fewash Bulfetin af Northern California (30 June 2000). Orver the last decads the Starf
of Baltimore has penodicatly sloughtersd hison fora Brooklyn, NY tutcher shop (personal
conversation with the shocker),

Itis nat only the kosher conngissenr wha is leoking to expand his horizons, Attaché (US
Alrways magazing, May 1999, pp, F01-104) pubtished an article entitled “When Dinner iz
Exotic™by Rebecea Gray, author af Ear Like a Wild Man, in which exatic meats wers ranked.
Under “The Best” she listed “venison (deer, moose, antelope, canhou, elk), ruffed Brouse,
puddle ducks, wild tu rkzy, and bison, ™ all of which may be kosher, along with the non-kosher
astrich. Under "Goad, But requires g qualified chef,"she listed the potentizlly kisher Canads
gnose and the non-kosher boar, The "Tried, but would never again” included almast all
non-kasher specizs such as lion, bear, and squirrel, and the probably nan-kasher sl Thereiza
restaurant in Nuirobi, Kenya, “The Camiva re," whieh, for abaut 522, serves all you can eat of.
Etraffe, eland, zebra, ostrich, buffale, etc. The desirs [or such meat is apparent —about |, 10
prople ezt at “The Camnivoreeach day, it has 330 employess, and serves mars than 35 toos of
meat & month, There i3 also a less supesssful hra nch in Johannesburg, South Africe
Interestingly, despite 1he abvious desire for exatic meat, by far their most popular item is the
mundane chicken (See hop:/ | wirw mn,com ) TRAVEL/PUR SLﬂ‘SfFﬁGD,"QQﬂSIﬂnﬁ»‘umap].
See “Quail Takes OIF" by Haim Shapira, Jerurafen Pogt; 21 March 2001,

Quail also raises interesting questions, ut these will not be discussed here!
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quadrupeds, taken together they offer the opportunity to investigate how the
kosher acceptability of such species is determined.

In the course of this discussion, it will be useful to include the “scientific
name” of the various animal Species, despite the fact that in halakhic literature

the biblical/ halakhic “specics” of ayah s

There are several reasons why this nomenclature may be usefyl, First, in
many instances scientific divisions happen to coincide with halakhic
requirements. In addition, the definition of “species™ coincides with one of the
halakhic “tests” of kashrut. Finally, although not a perfect means, scientific
classification does provide an indication of the level of relationship between
various species,

Scientifically, all animals are classified using taxonomy, the modern
classification of animals developed by the 18th-century Swedish naturalist Karl
Linnaeus (1707-78).7 In increasing order of specificity, each living creature is
dentified by kingdom, phylum, subphylum, superclass, class. subiciass,
infraclass, cohort, order, suborder, infraorder, T amily, tribe, genus, species,
subspecies, and breed.

6 Anexample of how the halakhic “species” may sesm peculiar 1o the contemparary scizntific
way of thinking is the definition of the bird Speties arev (asexplained by the Meir, Chullin,
page 215 and Sefer Hackinuch, 157). Any bird that is not & dores (predatar) and has anly ans
ol the other thees kosher Signs mentioned in the Mishnah (Chullin3:6) is an orev, Thas, 5ame
orevs are non-dores and have an extra tos, while others are non-dores and have a peslable
gizzard. To the modern mind 7t i3 strange to think of a species heing defined as 2 bird that s
non-dores and has ons, and only ane. of the Mishnah three other kosher signs. But,
dccording to many opinions, that seems 1o be the definition of orev. The usual translaton of
@rev is raven, but based on the ahove description that would seem ta be top narrow a
transiation. The broader translation of crow has been suggested, although that may also be
loo narrow or imprecise (see Rahbi David Brown, Mysteries af the Creatian [Targum Press,
19971, pp. 241-242), Se= also Pirkel D'Rebhi Elizzer, Chap: 23, who, with emendations of
Radal, states that using the halakhic definitian of “species” there are caly 365 specizs of
animals and 365 species of birds in the world, Stmilarly, in Chulin 63b: “Avimi the son ol B
Abahu said: there are 700 speeies of fish™ and Tosafot, s.v. gfor, was willing to rely on this to
determine the kashrut of fish, Thes= are guite different numbers than those given by modern
srientists!

¥ Linnaews introduced his hierarchical systemin 1735 with the publication af Systeme Naruras.
His system, although greatly =x panded and continually modified, has remained the essential
framework wsed by taxonomists to this gay. The International Botanical Co ngress in its
Intzrnational Code of Botanical Nomenclaturs revises the standerd every six years. There js
currently a move among some taxanomists to introduce a completely different system, See
Science News 156 (17,23 Oct, 1999); 268-370,
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For example, in the animal kingdom* there are 27 phyla. All mammals are jn
the class Mammalia, and all kosher mammals are in the order Artiodactyla.? An
animal’s scientific, or binomial, name consists of two parts: the generic name
(zenus) followed by the specific name (epithet).’? The only part of the
classification that exists in nature, and probably the most important from a

are able to interbreed freely under natural conditiops. ™1 In other words, a
species, at least in nature, is bonded by interbreeding and bounded by
reproductive isolation from all other species. This reproductive isolation is not
always biologically mandated. In some cases it may be maintained primarily by
behavioral differences and soecial bonding. Two different species within the.
SAme PEnUs can sometimes hreed together, but such breeding will usually lead
ta sterile offspring, as with the mule. At the family level, a crosshreed will
usually result in embryonic death. No breeding can take place across family
lines.

Taxonomy can be viewed as an “arbitrary™ science in that any of an infinite
selection of criteria could be selected by which to classify animals, all valid, yet
most having no bearing on what Jewish tradition would say about the animal,
Thus, one can choose to group animals simply hased on size, It would be a
legitimate classification system that would have fittle halakhic relevance, In
point of fact, many of the current divisions arc of halakhic interest. For
example, the order Artiodaciyla includes all even-tosd ungulates and is
subdivided into suborders and infraorders hased on the number of chambers in
the stomach and whether or not the animal is a ruminant,!? How fortuitous that
this system, like the halakhic system, 1s concerned with animals’ foot structurs
and gastronomic characterstics, Taxonomic classifications will therefore be

Traditionatly, taxonomises hpyve divided all living things inte two kingdoms: plaats and

animals. Taxonomy is 2 fluid discipline and today’s taxonomisis are dividing organisms iato

[ive; seven, or even mors kingdoms (5ee comments of James N._.'H‘arr.:s, Curator of Marne

Biology at the Smithsonian Institetion in Washingtan, D.C, quetsd in Seience News, 15410

Ot [998); 227,

9 Anorder that has (approximatelv) 81 genera and 211 species. See Walker's Mammals of the

Warid, th edn. (The Johns Hopkins University Press, 1941},

10 When the three-part, or trinomial, name is used i tneludes the subspecies as well,

Il Edward Q. Witsea, The Liversieyaf Life (Harvard Urarversity Press, 1622), p. 38, See Chap. 4,
“The Fundamental Uait,” for a full discussion of the scientific cancept of species,

12 It has % Familics, 79 genera, and 194 species. This order is not entirely Kosher and includes
animals that do not chew their cud. soch as Pigs and hippopotamuses; and snimals whose
haoves are not fully split, such as the horse and Uama, in addition 1o kosher species such =5

o

cows tad sheep.
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discussed, not because they are by definition of halakhic value, but because by
sheer coincidence some happen to be,2

KASHRUT OF TERRESTRIAL MAMMALIAN QUADRUPEDS —
GENERAL PRINCIPLES

Within the mammalian quadruped category, which includes both bhemah
(“domesticated” animals) and chayah (“wild” animals),' an animal is defined
by the Torah as kosher if it both!s chews its cud! (maalei gera) and has hooves

13 Secthe recentinterssting article by Mordschai Kislev, “Bechinat ha'riyuhim shel aseret minai
ma'alei gera ha'tahorim al pi hataxonomia” [Hebeew], Sinai, 125(5760): 216-225. For an
opposing position sec Rabbi Dovid Brown, Mysteries of the Creation (Targum Press, 1997),
p. 242, who rejects any halakhic wsefulness in the scientifia classifications.

14 There are two major halakhic differences between b hermah and a chayah, In the former the
chelev (certain fats) is prohibited 2nd thers s no mitzvah of kired hedam (coveri ng the blood
after slaughtering), while in the latier the chalev is permitted and thers [sa reguirsment of
ésui hudam. These halakhic differences may stem from the fact thay anly the former were
eligible to be affered s sacrificss in the Temple, at which time their chaloy was burnt and
their blood sprinkled anthe altar. The problem with this explanation is that the blood af both
& hemah and ehayah (as well as fowl) is prohibited for consumption {as opposed to fish und
chagavim, whose blood is permitted). This question is addressed by Ramban (Machmanides)
in his commentary 1o Levitices [7:11.

The criteria ta distinguish between b remakh and chapeh are the "ham signs” detailed in
Shulchan Aruck, YD 80 They roughly parallel the scientific definitions af horn and antler, A
horn is 2 hollow, cornified epid=rmal strecture cover ng an underlying bany care (o5 cormw)
that continuss to grow throughout life (& femah). An antler is a bony growth from the
frontal region of the skull that is cavered by skin early in development, and is shed znnually
(thapah). Nate there are also chapor with homms, but no & femar with antlers.

15 Bee Trafhor Pana'ach (by “The Ragatchover™ Maachalor Asuras, 1:1) Torthe sugzestion thar,
according 1o the Raavad, only one of the two signs is wiually necessary in order foran animal
[0 be kosher. - -

16 Animals that chew their cud, also known as ruminants, uswally have a fourchambared
stamach, All fourchambered animals are ruminants. There ars also thres-cham bered animals
that are ruminanis (such as mouse deer — suborder Ruminaniiz, infraorder Tragulipa, family
Tragulidae, Tragwlus mopu and T jovenicur — and camels, Comelur dromedarins and
Carmelus bactrianus) as well 45 three-chambered animals that are nan-ru minants (infraorder
Ancodpnts — such as hippopotamuses),

Whils grazing, ruminants quickly swallow the raw food into the first chamber (rumea —
keres) where it s partially digested and made into soft, round halls — the eelebrated cud.
When the animal is inactive, this cud is ruminated back into the mouth, where it is moce
completely chewed by the molars, and acted upon by copious amounts of saliva. This process
occurs meny times. The cud is then sent 1o the second chember of the stomach {reticulum or
honeycomb bag — beit hekosor). Dus to bacterig and protoroa, fermentive digestion occurs
on & massive scale in the first two stomach chambecs, Afteritis further braken down in the
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that are fully split (mafreset parsah v'shosa'ar shesa prasot).?

All animals under discussion here are in the class Mammalia. Furthermore,
they all belong to the order Artiodactyla, thatis defined as even-toed ungulates,
and is subdivided based on the comparimentalization of the animal’s stomach
into three suborders (Suiformes, Tylopoda, and Ruminantia) and nine f. amilies.
Kosher animals belon g to the suborder Ruminantia that includes all true
ruminants, All kosher species are muminants ang thus herbivores, and all
carnivores and omnivores, such as cats, dogs, lions, and bears are not kosher,

In addition to the Torah's signs, the sages ( Chullin 39%; Shulchan Aruch YD
79:1) established corollary indicators. They asserted that al] animals that do not
have upper incisors, canines, or soft tooth-like structures are ruminants and are
kosher, with the singular exception of the young camel, !¢ They further stated
that every animal that has completely split hooves also chews its cud, and is
therefore kosher, with the singular notable biblical exception — the pig. They
boldly added an additional id entifying feature of kosher animals that seemingly
has no basis in the written Torah and relies solely on an oral tradition received
by Moses at Mount Sinai. They stated that, other than the ared,'* no non-

second chamber, sid fnely groend and fermented, itis senttothe thicd chamber (omastmor
psaltenium — hamser). Here the juices ars squeczed out and it is passed to the fourth chamber
(Ebomasum — kevah), where it i acted upon by hydrolytic digestive £0zy mes secreted in the
digestive juicss and whers the “true” digestive process begins.

17 Bee Gilyon Maharsha, ¥D 7%:1. The author of the Torah Temima, Rabhi Baruch halLevi
Epstein, in Tosefer Bracha, Leviticus L7, elassifies these as thres indicators: muafrasst
parsali—asplitheel, v Shose e shese — 2 hoof divided from top to bottom into twotaes, and
ma'alay garg — cud chewer,

18 Teother words, the adult camel{which grows canines at about four years of age) and the other
two hiblical examples, while being ruminants, nonetheless possess these “leeth™ that are nol
found in kosher animals, [tis important 1o realise that this principle s unidirectional: that iz,
no noen-kosher animal other than the juvenile camel {and its relatives) has upper inclsors or
canines, However, nowhere is it stated that a kosher animal cannot have tpper incisors or
canines, In fact the overwhelming majority do not. The anly exception Lam aware of isthe clk
{Cervus elaphas), A member of the North American desr family, it is 2 powerful animal with a
large body and big antlers whose meat is consid ered very nutritious and qu[:é delicious, Elk
have 12 teeth, including the “ivaries™ so prized by hunters, These are not real ivory, but
incisiform canine teeth better known e “whistlers,” “buglers. " and elk teeth. These two 12eth
are located in the forward portion of the Upper jaw, ane on each side. The dentition farmuls
(explained belowin otz 873 for the elk is: G/4CIOPM33IM 33X 2=32 Inotherwards,
by rzlying on the teeth rule one cauld assid entally miss outon eating efk, but would never eata
nen-kosher species.

19 Usually translated as o “wild donkey.™ bis true identity is uncertain,




BulTalo, Giraffe, and the Babirusa ("Kosher Pig")

kosher species has meat under the tail with grain that runs both warp and
woof. Therefore, if after slaughtering ag unrecognized animal one finds that the
grain of its meat runs both ways and oge knows thatitis not an arod, the meat is
permitted (ibid.). Finally, there is the controversial and much debated “horn
sign.™! The Mishnah (Niddah 51b) states that all animals with horns have split
hooves, while not all animals with split hooves have horns, the pig being the
notable example; it has split hooves but no horns, This Mishnah implies
(according to the Aruch Hashulchan YD 80:3) that all horned animals are
kosher, and indeed that is Rashi’s understand ing. Others disagree. For example,
Tosafot (Chullin 59as.v. elu hen) quotes Rivam as explaining that the horn-sign
is acceptable to establish a b fremah ac kosher, but is insufficient for a chayah
because there are non-kosher chayot with hormns,

Permissible mammalian quadrupeds would seem to include such diverss
animals as: cows (Bos faurus), sheep (Ovis aries), goats {Capra hireus),
pronghorn (Aniilocapra americana), X moose (Alces alces), the giant eland
(Taurotragus derbianus), the greater kudu (Tragelaphus strepsiceros), and the
bongo ( Boocerus euryeerus),

Despite the seeming simplicity of the rules, questions have adsen regarding
various species. Three interesting examples are the buffalo, piraffe, and
babirusa (“kosher pig™), and these will now be discussed individually.

W0 Tam not sure what meat is being referred 1o, The supgestion has been mode thite .35 the
internal obturator. This is a thin shest of muscle found only in carnivores, and not ia
ruminants, However, it isa deep muscleand ftis marelikely that the Sages wers refe rringloa
larger, more ohvious superficial muscle, though | do not know which one

Il The horn sign is unclear and will be the subject of 2 separate paper,

33 Motclosely related to any other animal, itis found only in North America It is the lone species
in the family Antifocapridae, and can run up to [0 kilometers per hour (kph), Witkin adayor
two ol birth it can already run at 35 kph! It has 2n aduly weight of about 45 kg and a life spanof
about |0 years, i

The interesting property of the pronghorn from a halakhic perspective s its unigue
“headgzar." It has horns similarto bovines, sheep, goats, ar antefopes, rather thamantlers like
deer. They are true harns with an a5 corme that i% not Beanched. But, unlike all other animals
with harns, it sheds its single prongharn annually after the rut, just like the deer that annually
sheds its antlers. Since the distinguishing feature batwesn b hemah and chaya# relates to
orns | antlersitis not clear (at least to me) if the proaghorn isa & hemah ar chayaf, and this
would make aninterssting topic for future stud ¥. See, however, Herzop, Responsa, siman 20,
who argues that harn signs may not be sufficient ta distinguish & hemah and chayak, and it
may alio be necessary to actually establish if the species is domesticated or wild. The Chazon
Ish (brought in Herzog, siman 22) emphatically disagrees, and argues that the horn signs ars
the only and final word on this issue.

2% Thisslender antelope native to easteen nnd southern Alrica is the source of the long, curved
Yemenite shofar,

11
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Buffalg24:2s

Before discussing the buffalo, an important rule mentioned above will be
reiterated here: the biblical “species”is not the same as that of the taxonomist. %
Thus, zvi, mentioned in the Bible (Deuteronomy 14:5) as a kasher species and
usually translated as deer,?” would obviously include not only the “common
deer”but all cloven-hoofed, cud-chewing deer — a not insignificant list. All deer
in the order Artiodactyla and the family Cervidae (cud-chewing “deer”) should
be kosher. This family contains approximately 38 different species and even

24 An abridged version of the buffalo section has previously been published as *Kashrut of
Exotic Anirnals: Is BufTalo Kasher?™ The Journal of Halecha and Comtemparary Sociery (Fall
1999),38:117-128. I:'mpcatcdcnmm,wimpq‘mixﬁun.a:huprﬁm.mh:mmmimﬁc’ﬁx buffala/.

25 Interestin bisonis generally on the rise, According to the Journal of the American Feterinary
Medical Assaciation {15 April 1999), 214:8: 1212-1217, “Intecest in Norch America bison
{ fizon bison) has increased dramatically over the past 30 years. Mare than 200,000 bison in
North America reside in more than |00 herds.... Individual animal numbers and herd

+ numbers are increasing rapidly.” Ses also Walter Micholis, “Other Red Meat Washinrron
Loge (30 May 2001), p. Fl.

26 Ses Aruch Hashulchan, YD 794, An example of the difficuliy in identifying biblical species is
the tachash (e.p., Exadus 19 34-33), the special animal whose skin was ussd in the mishian.
Some of the suggestions for j1s identity ars {see Feliks, Chai v Trarmea el & Toral, p, 331
girafle, manatee, seal { Monachus mongchus — the Mediterranean monk seal thar 2t one time
necupied a wide geographic area theoughout the Mediterranean and is today nearly extinet),
marwhal {one-horned sea creature), antelope, deiphin (JPS prafers this), Dugong ( Haficon —
arelutive of the manatee), badger (acen rding tothe King James version), and ermine {3 kind of
weasel — Mustela erminea), Whatever jts wdentity, the Talmud { Shabdar 28a) debates whether
or nat it s kosher. But how can the Talmud even sntertain such a notion: if it was kosher, why
was it not included in the list of kosher animals in Dewteronomy? Rabbi Meir of Rath enburg
{Dzuteronomy [4:5) argues that it was a uniqus creature for that time perind anly {although
credted in abundanes — acearding to Ezekiel [16:10] it was 50 plentiful that the people ussd its
skin to make shoes), and henge there was no need to include it in a list meant for the futere. The
most SIraightfﬂrw_aId answer is that, if it was kosher, it was subsumed under one of the ten
“species™in the list of Kosher apimals. Thus, although the Torak groups all kosher animals as
ten minim (species), T includes app roximately 157 scientifie species af cloven-hoofed
ruminants.

27 Based on descriptions of horns and antlers found in the Talmud (¥Yoma 29a, Chullin 59h,
Yerushalmi Eruvia, Chap. I}, Professar Yehuda Feliks {Chai v Trome woh b Torgh, 5744,
together with B. Yeshayuhu Aryeh and Yehoshua Dvorkes) has con vincingly argeed that ovi

k (p. 73} is the gazelle { Gazalls pazaile) native ta Istael. He proposcs that aval{aleph yud lomed
with & kametz under the ) {p. [2) is the common deer { Cervas caprealus), (Apil [with a
chirik] is a sheep [ Ovis oriersalis]y. This “ceinterpretation” of names is not new, Rashi{ Chubiin
A%, s, vharei zvi) had the same idey. The Talmud states tha the horns of 2 237 are not
branched, yet a deer’s dre branched. Heace, Rashi concludes that what was called the zviin his
day was not the 2vi of the Talmud's time, and it was fat a deer
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several different genera.? Similarly, probably all 127 species of antelope, cattle,
goats, and sheep found in the family Bovidze are kosher.

There are four types of animal that eap legitimately be called buffalo.? They
are: the European bison (Bison bongsus),® which is closely related to the
American bison; the Asiatic water buffalo (Bubalus arnee or Bubalus bubalis),
which was probably known to ancient Jewish authorities; the African buffalo
(Syncerus caffer), native to sub-Saharan Africa; and the American “buffalo,”
which is actually a bison, classified either as Bos bison, grouping it in the same
genus as true cattle, or as Bison bison, putting it in a distinct genus from true
cattle, but together with the European hison,

Let us first consider the names by which the various buffaloes were knownin
biblical times. According to Prof. Yehuda Fe liks, the water buffalo’? was known

28 The list of kosher deer inclides, ameng cthers, moase, rad deer, ar elk (Cervus elaphus) —
found in Europeand North America, which itsslf has many subspecies; Sika or Japanese deer
[ Cervis nippon) of east Asia; fallow deer { Dama dama) — native 1o the eastern Mediterranean
and north Africa and includes the nearly extinct Persian faliow deer (Domao doma
mesopatamial; the very different reindesr [ Rangifer tarandus), known in North America as
caribou; the North American white-tailsd or Virginia deer ( Odocollews virginignus), that is
distinct from other deer with its lang tail with & white underside and antlers that grow outward
and forward; the South American Pampas deer | Ozoraceros Bezperiicus), that was once VELY
commaon and is now almost extinet; the nearly extinet black lechwe ( Kobus leche smithemani);
the Chinsse water deer {Hydropotes irermis); the Indian muntjaé ( Mumriceus murifak); the
Chinese munijac or barking or abfaced deer{ Mantiocus reg vesi); and the roe deer ( Caprecius
capreafus) that is sbundant in Europe. [t i5 czrtainly plausisle that not all of these “desr” are
included in the biblical “2vi™ or “ayal,” bul, rather, under some of the other listed kosher
species. AL & maximum, this would fmply that all thess “dess” are included within sevan
biblical “species.™

28 Thereare otherclose relatives of these “buffale™ which will notbe explicitly discussed, yot may
also hecalled buffalo. Anexampleis the anoa { Bubalus depressicarnis) of the Celehes and the
Philippines, which has shart, pointed homs, 2ad is similar to, but much smaller than, the
water buffalo,

3 Also known as o wisent, [t was exterminated in Waorld War I, butreintroduced to the wild
from zoo populations. Contrary 1o the common misconception, it is not the ancestor of
domestic caitle. That distinction prozably belongs to the now extinot aurochs {Bos
primtigenius),

31 There are two subspacies of bison — the plains bison { Biren Aisom biron) and the wood bisen
{ Biran biron athabascae). The wood bisoz is an the ve rge ef being bred aut of extinetion since
the intraduction of the plains bison 1o its regran. Forour discussion, these two subs peci=scan
be treated interchangeahly,

31 Ses Encyelopaedia fudaica 4:1467. At one time it was found in large numbers in the Hula
Valley in Istael, and it was raised by the Bedouin thers uniil the 19405, Tt was ala popular in
paris of the Golan far which, aceording to this interpretation, the Golan was famous {Ezekiel
39:18). Perush Rabbenu Yeshayz, an halian autharity. translates meri 25 buffalo, although
athers translats it simply as “fattened ox,”
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as the meri.®? Other authorities identify t'o, found in the list of kosher animals
in Deuteronomy 14:5 (andinTsaiah 4:5and § 1:20), with the water buffalo. This
is questionable since 1% is grouped with the wild, nondomesticated animals
(chayah), and the water buffalo is domesticated. Rav Saadia Gaon gives an
Arabic name for each of the ten kosher species and translates 1 as fital, which
Rav Yosef Kafich (a great Isracli Yemenite authority, d. 2000) says is defi initely
not the buffalo,

Others equate the European bison with the 1, However, Levinger (Mazon
Kasher min Ha Chai, Kfar Habad 5738, p. 20) translates ¢ o as Bos primigenius
(a type of ox), and the Talmud (Chullin 802), Targum Yonatan, and Rashi all
imply that ' is a wild ox. The Septuagint translates t'oh as oruga or orux,
which is probably the OryX —alarge, straight-horned antelo pe, or (as Levinger)
the aurochs — a wild ox: but certainly not the buffalg,

Another candidate for the buffalo from the list in Deuteronomy is the
yachmor, Although usually translated as an antelope (see [ Kings 5:37) ora type
of deer, Abarbanel (I Kings 5:13) identifies it as a buffala, The Talmud
(Bechorot Tb) mentions an unusual feature of the yachmor that may help irs
identification. It seems that the yachmor produces unigue ball-like secretions
that the Talmud tries to identify, but which were essentially of unknown origin.

The claim has been made that it is definitively known from Assyrian texts that
the re'em (mentioned, for example, in Numbers 23:22, 24:8 Deuteronomy
33:17; Psalms 22:22, 29:6, 935:4) is the wild buffale, 3+ Although not in the list in
Deuteronomy, it was accepted as kosher and is assumed by some to be
subsumed under dishon, another unidentified animal in the list. The hesitation
in identifying any buffalo with reem is that the re'erm was the quintessentially
undomesticatable animal (see Job 39:9-12).5 Relem is usually translated as wild

3 Meriitsnotoneaf the ten kosher “species”™ listed in Deuteronomy 14. Nonstheless, merf was
sacrificed and eaten in biblical times (see 1T Samuel £:13: T Kings 1:9,19), and presumahly it
was subsumed under ons of the ten in the list See Mordechai Kislev, “Mer,” 4/ Atar 3758y

51-62.

13 Edward Horowitz, How The Hebrew Laonguage Grew (Kray Publishing, [98 B), p. 260
Unfortunately he does not state what thess Assyrian texts are, norwhat animal is meant by the
wild buffalo.

35 Thisidentification with the water bulfalo may stem fram an older misidentification, The Bach
(YD B gquotes Hagahor Maimoni {(Meechalor Asurot)in stating that the animal currently
called reem is a b'emad, identified by the Aruch Hashulchan (YD 80:12) as the water
bulfalo, and is not the same s what used g be called arevm, which is a huge ehayak, ltisthat
huge chapak that is prabably what is referred 1o intheabove sources, The Midrash really poes
togreat l=ngeh to poricay the reom as extremely massive. It states { Falkur Fhimoni §53) that
while the future King David was tending she=p he came across asleeping re'vrmthat he mistook
for a mountain. When the re'em woke up, it Lifted David 1o the heavens and, as stated in
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ox of the mountains, but is also variously identified as a unicorn, rhinoceros,
white antelope, auroch, or (European?) bison.

A remaining difficulty with all altempts to identify the water buffalo with a
biblical animal is that Bubalus bubalis is native to India, and was probably not
introduced to western Asia, ie., the biblical lands, until shortly before the
Common Era, around the very end of the bibl; period. Attempts to find the
buffalo in post-biblical rabbinic literature may be more successful. Some have
identified the enigmatic koy, often discussad in the Talmud (e.g., Chullin BDa),
as the buffalo, 37

By the post-talmudic perind it is possible to identify the water buffalo with
almost certainty. The word buffalo appears as & transliterated word in the
l6th-century Shulchan Aruch (YD 28:4), in the section dealing with fisui
ha-dam. The source of this is Rabbi Yeshaya Ha'achron of [3th-century Trani,
Italy. In contemporary Italian, the word buffalo is still used to refer to the water
buffalo, an animal that is raised domestically as cattle in parts of Ttaly, This
would lead one to suspect that Rabbi Yeshaya Ha'achron {and hence the
Shulchan Aruch) was referring to the water buffalo, and did not doubt that it js
a kosher & femah

Need For Mesorah?
The American “buffalo,” clearly unknown to Jews befors the 16th century,
presentsits own dilemma. It would seem that, acco rding to the Shulchan Aruch

Pralms 22:22 [*Seve me from the lfon's mouths Yea from the harns of the Re'sm do You
answer me”]; he prayed to be saved, He offered, according 1o the Midrash, thar upon Being
saved he would build & temple 100 cubits high, as high as the harns of the reem. Anather
Midrash that treats the re 2em a3 immense stares (Leretihit Rabbah 31:14) that the re s was so
massive that Noak could notfica pairof them in theark, and 10 tethered them to the outsids of
the ark during the flood,

¥ Thisdoes not mean that an unknown specizs could not be included in the biblical Bst. Quite the
contrary. Itis assumed that all animals that kave split hoaves and chew their cud are koshar
and are subsemed under one of the ten listsd species. [t simply means that it would nat have
been knewn to the people and eaten during the biblical period.

37 Foradiscussion of the identity of the koyinwhich many of the other topics discussed here ars
mentioned, see the detailed article by Prof, Mordecha Eislev, "koy — Kashruta shel Ba'al
Chayim m'yuva,” Techumin 17(5757): 415432,

3 Rav Yosel Karo, the mechaber, says that the custom i5 1o treat the buffalo s o b hemah,
while the Rama says that heis equivocal and the buiTalo should he treated as a safek {dowbt)
and have the stringencies of a & hermak and a chayah. The Gr™a in two ca Mmitents, one rather
lengthy, offers sevaral possibilities for its identity. These inclede the biblical mer (bazed an
Rav Yeshaya Trani’s commentary to Il Samuel 6:13) and the Talmudic kay, shor kabar (wild
ox), or gapal hobar (wild sheep [if spelled with & cAirik] o deer [if spelled with 2 komarz]).
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(YD 79:1), no tradition is required to establish that a specific mammalian
quadruped is kosher — it simply needs to possess the requisite physical
characteristics of chewing its cud and having fully split hooves —characteristics
that all four “buffalos,” including the American bison, possess. The Pri
Megadim (Siftei Da‘at, YD 80 1), Kaf haChaim (80:5), and Pitchei Tshuva
(YD 80:1) all state expli citly that the physical indicia are sufficient to establish a
species as kosher,

Commenting on the section of the Shuleharn Aruch (YD 80) that discusses
whether a particular kosher animal is a b'hemakh or a chayah, the Shach (YD
80:1) mentions the notion of traditiog regarding terrestrial mammalian
quadrupeds. The Chochmat Adam (36:1) and Shut Beit Yaakov (41; cited by
Pitchei Tshuva) put a puzzling twist on this comment by the Shach. They
assume that he was addressing the kosher status of an animal, not merelyifitisa
b'hemah or chayah, and, henee, they requirc a mesorah, ¥ an oral tradition, in
order for a species of animal to be kosher 4

The Shut Beit Yaakoy says that the two biblical signs would suffice to identify
4 kosher & hemah, but are rior sufficient to identify a kosher chayah, and that
either the “horn signs™ detailed in YD 80 Or a mesorah are also required. This
may also be the position of the Aruch Hash ulchan (YD 80:10, end): “A chayahis
eaten only with a mesorgh, ™

To further complicate matters, the Chazon Ish (Hilchot bhemak viechava
tehora 11: letters 4, 5)* writes that the Chochmat Adam is correct in his

3% On the need for 2 mesoroh for birds, see An 7. Zivatofsky, “Is Turkey Koshes?," in The
Journal of Hulachaand Contemporary Society {Spring 1998), 35:79-110, It is posted on-line,
with permission, at: hup:_.’,-'wu.-ar.kashrut_com;.:rt:i:[ts,' turkey/.

40 Thereare those who would erraneously attribyte such 4 pasition tathg [bn Exra. Commenting
oa Dewteronomy 14:5, he states that osher than the zvi and ayal. which are recognizable
species, the other five nead a kabbalah. Howeys r. heis NOT saying that they need kabbalah to
be considered kosher, He issimply trying to explain the verse and identify biblical terms. He {5
unfamiliar with five of the species and records that, in srder to properly identify them, ons
would need a tradition. This S4ys nothing dbout the kashrut status of any animal. Rav
Yitzchak Ratzabi{Shufchon dnich Hami wrzar, 3760, YD, Vol 1, ::'.p. 178-179) makes severa)
points. First, that this issoe is not relevant to Sephardim and Yemenitss; there s none amongst
titem who would say that ane needs enything other than the biblical signs 1o permit the meat of
an animal. Second, he finds it so difficult 1o understand the Shach the way the Chochmat
Adam did, that he assumes the Chochmat Adam never saw the Pri Megadim or he would
have ruled like him. Similarly, he is sure that the Aruch Hashulchan mever saw the Pr
Megadim or he, too, would have roled Tike hirm, and cited him a5 was his style. Finally, he
attempts ta bring a proof based an Shach YD 42 12, that the Shach in YD §0:1 should be
tterpreted as explained by the Pr Megadim,

41 Also found in collected lettars of the Chazon Ish, Yol. I, letter 59 and Vol 2, |=irer 53,




analysis, and that the opposing Pri Megadim does not fit into the language of
the Shach. In addition, he writes, “we Jews from Lita[Lithuania] have accepted
the Chochmat Adam in general and therefore have no choice but to accept that a
mesorah is needed and no new animal species may be permitted. ™2

The Pri Megadim (Siftei Da'at, YD 80:1) writes that he is baffled by the
suggestion that this Shach should be relevant to the question of the kosher
status of an animal, and that a tradition should be needed to establish its
permissibility, The identifying features are biblical and clear, and there should
be no need for a mesorah, Furthermore this Shach is not in YD 79 where the
kosher animals are identified,

As explicit signs are given in the Torah, it is not clear why anyone wauld
suggest that a mesorah should be required. One possible explanation is that the
Torah's signs are actually not so clear, and we do not know exactly how to
define a cud-chewer or what is meant by truly split hooves. This explanation was
vigorously rejected by Rabbi Moshe D. Tendler However, it is not as
outlandish as it sounds. The identity of the shafan and arnevet are unknown.
Some identify them as the hare and rock-badger, animals that would not meet
the usual definition of cud-chewers and yet are identified as such in the Torah.
Thus, the definition of cud-chewing may be more broad than initially assumed.
So, too, the definition of split hooves is not an absolutely straightforward issue.
However, this explanation is unlikely since it is not mentioned by either the
Chochmat Adam or the Chazon Ish. Rather, the Chazon Ish advises that it is
not for us to search for reasons.

The opinion of the Shut Beit Yaakov is particularly troubling. The Talmud
(Chudin 39a) states explicitly that “chaya bichlal b'hemah he Isimanin® — a
chayah is like a b hemah with regard to the signs [of being kosher]. The author
of the Shulchan Aruchlabeled siman 79 as “simanei b hemak veaaya tehora —
the signs of kosher bhemah AND chayah,” with no distinction between the
two in regard to determining their kashrut status, Ray Herzog (Kuntres Prei
Shur) writes that he cannot reconcile, despite much effort, the position of this
Gemara with the position of the Beit Yaakov, and he concludes, with all due
respect, that the Beit Yaakov has made a grisvous error,

41 Thereseemsto bz aneffor on the part of seme to 2dvocate this positian, Forexample, Rabbi
Amram Edrei (Hokashewr Khalache [5757], Val. 1, p- 20, middle of note &) cites the Kal
Hachaim (80:5) as saying: “What the Shulchan Aruch says 1 the basic halacha, but we now
have only mesorah. " It is true that this is what the Kaf Hachaim says. But the Kaf Hachaim
does notstop theres, as Rav Edrei would have one Believe, He continues: “The nead for kabala
and mesorahis for chelev [fochidden fats], But for the ment there is no need far expertise since
ane can tell [if it is kosher] by the cud chewing and the split hoof,”

43 Chavrusek magazine of RIETS alumni, Val. XKIX, No. 2 (Adar 5745/ March |985), pp. [, 1.
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A strong question against the premise of the Shut Beit Yaakov is rajsed by
Rav Avraham David Horvitz of the Jerusalem Badatz.™ The Talmud states
(Chullin 80a) that there is a type of animal called a koy about which the rabbis
were unsure — whether it was a b hemak ora chayah. Because of this doubt, it
may not be slaughtered on a festival when the act of kisui hadam (covering the
bloed) would be prohibited if it were not a true chayah. Tosafot was bothered by
how the rabbis could be in doubt as to its status — simply check the horns. They
concluded that the horn inspection ona %oy must be inconclusive, To this Rabbi
Horvitz points out that, according to the Shut Beit Yaakow, there should be g
much greater doubt than simply if it requires kisui hadam. They should have
sald that it cannot be slaughtered because there is a doubt regarding its kosher
status!

The Charzon Ish explained that ind eed, the original halakhah was not like the
Shut Beit Yaakov. Originally the two biblical signs were sufficient to establish
the kashrut of either a & hemah or a cha yah. Nonetheless, in the post-Shach era
We may not permit any new species and may eat only those for which there js 2
mesorah. This was eloguently ex pressed in an exchange of letters between
former Chief Rabbi of Israel Yitzchak halevi Herzog and the Chazon Ish.

As chief rahhbi, Rabbi Herzog (YD 1:20 — Kuntrus Prei Shurt) dealt with
the question of the mesorah requirement for animals when he was asked, by the
French rabbinate in 1930, about the kashrut of the zebu ( Bos indicus), atypeafl
humped cow originally from India that they wanted to ritually slaughter in
Madagascar for sale in Israel. Rabbi Herzog was vehemently opposed to those
who argued that a mesorah is required, and suggested in forceful language thar,
based on the Rambam (Mamrim 2), they may be violatin g the biblical
prohibition of baal tosif — not to add commandments, 74

In “B'din shofrot ha'gedolim v'aruchim m'od,” Pri Temarie (Tammuz 5741), p. 24

43 Itshould e noted that the Chazon Ish had greatrespect for Rabbi Herzog and had backed
him for the position of Chisl Rakhi. Rabbi Shimon Finkelman { The Chazon by The Life and
Heals of Rabbi Avraham Yeshayah Karelitz [New Yorks AnSeroll Histary Seri=s, 19347,
P. B2} writes that: “indeed, his [Chazon Ish] support figured prominently in Rabbi Herzog
being chosen for the post [ol chicl rabbi]. " in addition, Rabhi Herzog greatly respecead the
Chazon Ish and consulted himon major questions, 1n Shus HeChal Yitzehak of Rabhi Herzog
there 15 2 responsum of the Chazon Ish regarding an agunach question.

46 A pamphlet written in response tothe Chazon [sh's original stance of prohibiting any new
Brimals. See also Rav Meshulam Rath, Kol Mevaser, |19,

47 Based on Deuteronomy 13:1, See Sefer haChinuch, 454 apd Encpelopedia Talmudit 3;
326-330,

48 Rav Herzog eventually argusd that the zebu 15 kosher sven according to the Chazon [sh. He
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The Chazon Ish responded® to Ray Herzog’s kuntres and elaborated on his
position. He explained that based on physical signs the zebu is certainly kosher,
But we must follow the restrictions imposed on us by our later sages and not
accept new species. He asserts that the Aruch Hashulchan agreed with this
stance, and that since the days of the Shach the minhag has been not to accept
new species. He passionately explains that he has no tendency to prohibit that
which is permitted, but that to be lenient and violate this rabbinjc enactment
would lead to further eroding of laws. He therefore concluded that the zebu
must be prohibited, not because it is intrinsically non-kosher but because of
minhag as established by the Shach, Chochmat Adam, and Aruch
Hashulchan.®® And, he argues, in what [ think is a strange claim, if the
Chochmat Adam or Aruch Hashulchan were aliye today they would certainly
prohibit the zebu — 50 who are we to be lenient. Finally, it is sufficient that we
have cattle and shes p, which havea tradition, and there is no need for additional
kasher species.

There is an additional factor that may render the debate between those who
require a tradition and those who do not of little relevance to either the zebu or
the bison (American “buffalo™) questions, The Talmud ( Bechoror Ta)states that
kosher and non-kosher species physically cannot crossbraed. Thus, if two
species can hybridize, and one is known to be kosher, itis proof positive that the
other is kosher as well.5' This is cited by the Rambam (Ma'ackalor Assurot |- 13}
as a valid means of distinguishing between kosher and non-kosher animals,
Although the Shulchan Aruch does not cite this rule, it seems to have been
accepted by many of the later sages as a legitimate criterion. There are several
sources that discuss the application of the hybridization criterion to birds based
on the Rambam’s use of the terms min tahor and min tamed, thus sesmingly
including birds. In the course of thess discussions it is clear that they all accept
the criteria for animals, For example, the Chatam Sofer (YD:74) was unsure

claimed that the Bazhdadi Jews living in lndia testified that they were Tamiliar with the zebu
and treated it not only as kosher but as a definits b'nemah, The Chazan Ish rejected this too,
arguing that the local sminkog could not bechanged based on the masorah of nother plece.{In
a recent conversation [3 Sep, 2001] Rav Immanus! Susna, formerly rabbi in Algeria and
France, reports that his teacher, Rav Yehuda Zarbiv, a rahhiin Consianting, Algeria, had
slavghtered zebu as kosher in the [920s. He also reports that he and several of his peers [ater
also slaughtered zebu)

4%  This exchange ean be found in Potr Hador, Yol. 4, pp. 226-230,

30 He also notes that with such 4 strong Reform movemant it is risky to permit that which
appedars to be prohibited,

i1 Fertile alfspring do not seem to be requirsd. The expression in the Talmud |5 simply that 4
pregnancy results, so it may be that even a live birth is oot reqired,
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whether the rule applies to birds, while the Netziv (Meshiv Davar YD:22) and
Arugat HaBosem (kuntrus haTshuvot, 16) seem convinced that it does, hut
were hesitant to apply itin practice. They all imply that the Gemara’s statement
is factually accurate’? and serves as a determinant for animals, The Avnei Nezer
(Rabbi Abraham Bornstein of Sochaczay 1839-1910; YD 1:75), the
Maharsham (Rav Shalom Mordechai haCohen Schvadron; Da'ar Torak YD
82:3), the fourth Lubavitcher Rebbe (Ray Shmue] Schneerson, fpros Kodesh,
p. 8), and Mahari Steif (R. Yehonatan Steif; 202) also all seem to accept that t
applies to birds. Even those, such as the Beit Yitzchak (Rabbi Isaac Judah
Schmelkes; 1828-1906; YD 1 106) and Minchat Yitzchak (5:31), who hold that
kosher and non-kosher birds can successfully mate, and hence hybridization
does not prove anything about the kashrut of birds, seem to acce ptthe principle
for animals. I am unaware of anyone who explicitly rejects this principle for
animals 5

One could argue that once the Chazon Ish had saddled his followers with the
need for a mesorah, hybridization is insufficient proof for an animal to be

32 The Gemara{Yerushalmi I:7) makes aclaim about plan hybridization. [t states that the olive,
afali plants, cannat dccepta gradfl. [ have been unabls (o verily the modern scientific position
on:this

43 Thers ars two possible Arzuments against the hybridization test, neither of which has any basis
in my opinion. The Tur (YD 297) states that the prohibition of ktlayimr {cross-hreeding)
mncludes all kinds of crosses: i applies between domesticat=d and wild animals; batwean
animals and birds, between two non-kasher ipecies, and between a kosher and a non-koshar
species, Hence, one might argue, a kosher and a non-kosher species can crosshresd. This
argumeznt is fallacious because nowhers is it chaimed thar, far a cross 1o be prohibited as
kilaptm, it has to yield offsp riNg OF even pregnancy, Clearly, a tross between an animal and o
bird cannot legd 1o a z¥gote! The prohibition, a3 clearly stated in the Tur {see alzo Mahar
Steil, 202}, is merely causing two different Species ta engage in the act of mating, and this
statement by the Tur in no way negates the hybridization principle,

Theonly source T know of that explicitly raises aquestion is the Aruch Hashulehan. [n YD
287(b:f he cites the halakhah found in the Shulchan druch YD 29 T(b): 3 that the offspring of
2 prohibited crossbreed (kifaf Fematy) is permitted for use, And, if both the father and marker
are kosher speciss, the offspring may be eaten as well. The Aruch Hashulchan then observes
that, according to the hybridizdtion rule found in Beckorar Ta, stating bath halves of the
condition is superfluous, He therefore EXPresses surprise at both the Rambam and Shulchan
Aruck for mentioning it, unless they-haold that not everyone subseribes Lo the hybndization -
prenciple. This does not szem 10 be such astrong obzection. The Shelchan Aruch never states
the halakhah regarding a crass in which only one parent is kosher, a statement that weuld
indeed have besn prablematic. He simply states the case where (he offspring is kosher, L.e., twa
kosher parents. That is not infendsd to imply that o mix of kasker and non-kosher couly
produce offspring. Ttis very strange that he CXpresses surprise at the Rambam, wha expressly
aceepis the principls, as notsd ghove,
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permissible. Further, although he never provided a rationale for the need of a
mesorah, the Chazon Ish did mention that if new species were accepted it could
lead to errors in other areas, such as treifot, due to unfamiliarity with the shape
of the organs. If this was indeed the reason, hybridization would be of no use,
However, he adds “she anu nohagim b'behemot minhag afor — we act with
animals asis the custom with birds.” There js ng s pecific reason why a mesorah
is required for animals, and we simply apply the criteria used with birds. If there
are those who would accept hybridization re garding birds, it certainly applies to
animals. Thus, just as in the case of birds, where all agree that a mesorah is
needed and yet the ability to crossbreed suffices accordin g to those who hold the
rule applies, so too the ability to hybridize should certainly obviate the need for
4 mesorah for animals even according to the Chazon Ish.

The zebu not only passes the “hybridization test,” but produces live, fertile
offspring with other domesticated cattle (Bos taurus). The American bison and
a wide variety of cattle have been interbred regularly since 1957 to produce
fertile “cattalo™ or “beefalo™ offspring, a product that has gained in popularity
in the last several decades due to its case of handling and the lower fat content of
its meat.*™ European bisan (Bison bonasus) appear to have a chromosome
compliment that is very similar to that of Bos taurus. They breed with relative
ease, and both direct and reciprocal crosses produce fertile females. However,
the male offspring are usually infertile or sterile.

It seems, therefore, that the debate about the need for a mesgrah 15 not
applicable to the buffalo question. Because of their ability to interbreed with
known kosher species, and the not insignificant fact that they possess both
biblical indicia, the zebu and European and American bisan should al] be
viewed as kosher beyond doubt 55 '

Lo
i

I am unsure if the following is halakhically significant, Maost of these hvbrids are with tauris
males and bison females. When bison bulls impreenare domestic cows itrarely goes Lo term as
aresult of hydrops amoion, [ thaek Dr. Rob Lofstedt, Professor of Theriogenalogy at the
Atlantic Veterinary Callege, Prince Edward Island, Carada for help with the sefentific
information in this section,

I have nat sueeesded in finding information regarding crosses between the oow | Bar ravres)
and the Alrican buffale | Syacers caffer). Regarding the water buffalo { Bubalur bubalis) —
cow (Bor touris) crosses, it is reported (M. Drosi, T Wright, and R.P. Elsden,
“Intergeneric Embryo Transfer Betwesn Water Bulfaio and Domestic Cartle,” Therippenolosy
[Tanuvary 19881 25:1:13-23) that “there are no reports of natural or arificial hybridization
between the two gensra. Despite the anatomical and physiologieal similzrities in their

iy
Ly

reproductive systems, this was viewed as nat surprising in view of the differing numiher of
chromosames, In=a8-50'in the warer buffalo and In=60 in the domestic cattle.
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Giraffess ' -
The giraffe (Giraffa camelopardalis™) is the largest ruminant and the tallest
mammal. Malescan weigh between LI00-2,100 kg, and are upto 5.5 meters tall
at the tip of their horn. There are eight recognized subspecies, all native to
sub-Saharan Africa, and they are found tod ay mostly in east Africa, They have
a natural life span of 20-25 years and a gestational period of 450-465 days.

The giraffe, scientifically classified in the order Artiodlactyla, the suborder
Ruminantia, infraorder Pecora, and family Giraffidae, has fully split hoaves
and chews its cud. Barring the issue of mesorah, discussed above, the giraffe
shiuld be unquestionably kosher with no halakhic impediment to slaughtering
and eating it. Like all “true ruminants” the giraffe has a four-chambered
stomach’® {unlike the camel which has three, and which the Torah nonetheless
specifically identifies as being a ruminant). Despite the seemi ngsimplicity of the
giraffe’s kashrue, there {5 a not-so-simple history surrounding the issue.

A6 For additicnal matesial ahaut the graffe in halakhah and rabbinic literature see Yehuda
Feliks, Chai v'Tzome ach b Torak (Ferusalem, 1984), P- 33 (zemer) and p. 93 {rachash); Amiti
Ben-David, Sichar Chuilin, 3rd edgn, [Jerusalem, 1994), pp. 417418 David Tzvi Feldman,
¥alkut Kol Chai: Encyelopedia Taranit 'Baglei Chaim (1997}, Val, 1, p. 530 {zemer), and Rav
Yierael Meir Levinger, Mazon Kasher min HaChai, p. 19 and Me ar EMearecher Chulin
{Jlerusalem, 3T54), 2.5, 47, After wriling this anicle [ was also mide aware of Rav Aveaham
Chamamis article,” The Giraffe — Its Kashrut for Eating™ (Hebrew), Teckumin 2 5760):
49-93 and J. David Bleich, “Survey of Rseent Halakhic Periodical Literature: Isthe Giraffea
Kosher Animal ™ Tradition, 35: {Spring 2001): T0-75,

57 The name derives from the impression it made when it was supposedly first brought to Rome
in 46 HCE. Camelapardalis 5 the Larin for a camel marked liks 2 leopard, since they were ;
erroneously thought 1o be a combination of 3 camel and aleapard. Like camels, giraffss can g0
for very lang periods, sometimes over 2 wanth, without drinking. The ongin of the name
giraffa s less clear. Some have suggested that it desves from the Arabic zardfa which, as a
vesh, means “to jump” o "o kurry, " leading ta the noun “one wha walks swiftly" {thev can
Tun up to &0 kilometers per hour). This is an old Arabic name found, for example, in Ray
Saadiz Gaon, and others have sugzested it is not hased on an Arabic name hut is a recsived
Alrican name, possibly traceable to an Ethiopian word that denotes “graceful one,"ortoa
jource meaning “assamblage.” as in assemblage of animals; Note that, according to some
sources, there are two distinct species of @irafie, the common ar blotched giraffe (Girdgffe
camelopardalis) and the reticulated or Somali giraffe { Giraffy reticulara), Others teeat all
iraffes as one species with up ta nine subspecies,

38 Yehuda Feliks, Chai v Teome aoh 5 Torah (Hebrew) (Jerusalem, 1984}, p. 93, based on
the classic early Ath-czntury German zoological wark Tierfeben, by Brehm, erroncously
states that it has three chambers, He receatly expressed to me {personal conversation, April
20401} his desire to publish an updated version of his boak in which he would correct this error
The presence of four stomachs was confirmed ap January 24, 2002 in a post-moriem
performed by a group including the avthor, ona giralfe, 3¢ the Ramat Gan Safard, A derailed
teport will appear in Techurmim 33 (2003, in press),
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The zemer, listed among the kosher anjmals (Deuteronomy 14:5), is identified
by Rav Saadia Gaon, Rabbenu Yona (Sefer Hasharashim, p. 134), Radak (his
Sefer Hasharashim, shoresh “zemer "), the Septuagint, s and many others as the
giraffe.® Others identify the tachash (e.g., Exodus 39:34-35), the special animal
whose skin was used in the mishkan (tabernacle),5! or the keresk (Chullin 59h)
as the giraffe, 2

In the periodical Kokhevei Yitzehales: it was stated that the tachash was the
animal known in the Talmud as the namar gamal — leopard camel, and in
Arabic as giraffa. It also stated that the giraffe is found in Africa, has beautiful
skin that is used for making tents and water bottles, and has one horn on its
forehead. It was known as tachask because it never utters a sound, even after
being shot and experiencing tremendous pain. The author declares that it is a
kosher chayah.

Unfortunately this statement is so fyll of errors that his conclusion is
worthless, For example, the giraffe has two, sometimes three, four, oreven five

53 ‘Where it is translated ac kzm(z=)lopardalin {=e=eta} and presumably means giraffe. Othes
commentators leave zemer unidentified. For example, Chizkuni identifisz all the other
animals bur states, with fegard to the zemer, that he is unable to identify 1.

60 Hav Ramzabi (ibid., nate 6 on pp. 175-176) observes that Rabenu Ch annasel permitted writing
a Tarah on giraffe skin, therehy indicating that it is kosher: Rav Razabi alsg stated
definitively thae piralfe is a chavak not & bhemah, and hence its chelev is permitted,

Note that some think there is an hista rical question here. Fliny {ficst century CF) claims that
the giralfe first became known to those nomh of the Szhara in the first century BCE. The
Septuagint was translated several c=nturies hefore that, and of course Deuwteronomy was
dictated many cenfuries priorto that. Feliks {p. 33) observes that recearche rs do not think thag
the giraife existed in the Biblical Lands during the hiblical period, One possible explanation is
that Pliny was talking about the first MAJOr eXposure Lo giraffes, but that they wers known
much earlier. The simplest and more likely explanation is thar Pliny was ourright mistaken, In
the jowrnal Antiguity (Vol, 75, Na. 257, March 2001} Huyge et al. observe thar-~In carly
Egyptian iconography, stylized representations of giraffe are a pravalent subject ... {between
about A0 and 3600 BCL™ In an article in Nekhen Mews (1938, [0:9-10), Huyge further
clarified: “That the early inhabitants of the Nile Valley were well acquainted with the tallest
living animal in the world is 2 recognized fact, ., [Giraffe] was cermainly partof the indig=nons
animal world of Egypt.* Although it disappeared at sume point from the natural environment,
it was later re-introduced and kept in hunting parks and animai gardens. CL Chulfin B0a,
where it szems that zermer is a wild goatand Yisrael Aharoni ( Zichrano: Zaaleg feri, reprinted
2000, pp. 103, 224) identifies it 4s Oryx beatrix — a type of antelope.

6]  See note 26 above for gther suggested identities of the tachash.

82 Chelek 16, p. 41, This was aliterary journal edited by Menachem Mende] Stern and published
aanually (1845-69, 1873; 37 vols.) in Vienna as the central orgin of the Hebrew Haskafah
(Enlighterment) mavernent. Surprisingly, it 15 quoted by Rav Tavi Hirsch Kahn ol Mew York
in Shut HaMoor v Tichron b Fefer (see note 64),
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(=to the giraffe’s species name, camelopardalis; cf, note 37), but neither namer
gamal nor gamal namer appear anywhere in talmudic literature.®? The author
may have once glanced at the Mishnah in Eruvin 35a or several subsequent
pages in Eruvin and have been confused. There it mentions charar gamal

but is a phrase that means a combined donkey-and camel-driver. Camels are led
from the front and donkeys are driven from behind. To describe an unfortunate
person who, in madern Eg glish would be said to be “caught between a rock and
a hard place,” the Talmud uses the phrase chamar gamal. Tt means nothing
more, and certainly has nothing to do with camelopardalis,

Amazingly, there is a relatively recent articlest that attempts to refute a
previous article written by Rav Yeshayahu Aryeh Dvorkes (see below), and
show that although the “ancient™ giraffe was indead kosher, the “modern”
giraffe is not, The autharen gages in fabulous polemics and f eats of imagination
to arrive at his conclusion. For example, he claims that there are three Kinds of
camel, the giraffe being one of them. In actuality, giraffes and camels are not
very closely related; giraffes are classified in the suborder Ruminantia and
camels, along with lamas, are in the suborder Tvlopoda. The reason it is not
kosher, he claims, is that, due to crossbreeding with non-kosher animals, it no
longer has fully split hooves. A visit to a zoo will show this to be fallacious —the
factisthat giraffe hooves are f ully split. The Talmud states that kosher animals
cannot physically breed with non-kosher animals,® Kahn addresses this issue
by claiming that it is not absolute, butis true in the majority of cases. That seems
highly unlikely. The Rambam uses the phrase ein min tamei miz aber mi'min
tahor klal. The emphatic klal would seem to indicate that this is an ironclad rule,
And the Rambam seems to permit this as a means of identifying kosher species
— an improbability if this is simply a majarity rule,

63 Rav Yeshayahu Aryeh Dvarkes in o letter to HaMaar, cited below, states that the Hebrew
name for giralfe is garmal namer. Thic is mast likely o modern Hebrew transiation of the
setentific name, a3 he makes no claim of talmudic usage;

64 Rav Tzvi Hirsch Kahn of New York, “Studies in the [dentity of the Giraffe™ (Hebrew) in Sefer
She'alar vishovor HaMaor wZichron b Sefor, ed. Mayer Amsel [New York, 5727 [1964]),
Vol 1, pp. 247-250. T am indebied to Prof Marc Shapiro for showing me this strange article,
Surprisingly, this Spurious artiele is based in large partonan equally troubling responsum of 3
respected Hungarian posed, the Rashban {Rav Shloma Tzvi Shick. Sven Ha'ezer, pp. 63-63),
O the Rashban see Rabhi Dr. Adam Ferriger, M. A, thesis, Yeshiva University (1990).

63 See discussion in text near note 54,
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Buffalo, Giraffe, and the Babirusa (“Kosher Pig™)

In 1982 I discussed the kashrut of the giraffe with Rabbi Yosef Kafich, a
leading rabbi and scholar in Tsrael’s Yemenite community, and asked if there
were any halakhic impediments to eating it. Rav Kafich’s only hesitation, said
tongue-in-cheek, was that it would be “10,000 dollars per kilo, which is ba'al
tashehit (a waste). ™ Mare recently, a Bar-Tlan University student sent a letter
to Rav Kafich inquiring about the kashrut of the giraffe. In his response,
postmarked 10 Tammuz 5760, just days before his death, he wrote that giraffe is
kosher and that there is no requirement for 2 mesorah for animals to be kosher.
The reasonitis not eaten, he suggested, is due to ba al rashchit: it costs fve times
the price of other meat, and is nonetheless nottasty. If slaughtered properly, he
stated, it can be eaten with no hesitation 7

The question of the giraffe’s halakhic status seems to have been on people's
minds in even earlier times. In 1854 Yosef Schvartz published in Jerusalem the
beok Tvuor Ha'drerz, in which he identifies biblical animals, He cites without
comment the statement of Rav Saadya Gaon and a Parsi translation that the
kosher chayah “zemer” is the giraffe. Tn 1900 the work was reprinted for the
third time with notes by Avraham Yehoshua Luntz, He cites from the additions
at the end of the book Divrei Yosef (page 159b) the excited, emphatic
declaration that in 1854 the author personally examined a giraffe and found it
indeed to be a kosher chayah with all the kashrut signs,

The species most closely related to the giraffe is the rare okapi (Okapia
fohnstoni), [tis naturally confined to the Congo basin and was discovered less

66  Inspeaking witha giraffe expert, Dr. Evan 3. Blumier of The Wilds (Zan esville, Ohio), it seems
that Rav Kafich overstated the prics. An adult female satls far 515-20,000, and 2n adult male
far 55-10,000,

67 Dthank Rav Aharon Kapach for providing me with a copy of the letter he received from Dr,
Zohar Amar, the mentor of the student who wrote the query to Rav Kafich. [The letter can he
seen in Rabbi Yosef Kafich Memorial Folume, ed, Zohar Amar and Hananel Sed (5781},
p. 73]

68 Also called the “farest giraffe.” They are in the same family { Geraffidas), but are differsnt
genera. There are no subspecies of the oxapl The giraffe and okapi are classified together
because they share many features unique among ungulates: skin-coversd horns, lobed lower
incisiform canine teeth, and low-crowned, rugose molars. They also have many other
similarities, such as length of gestation, exclusive browse feeding habits, serum protein
relationships, anatomical characieristics — largs eyes and ears, lang neck and lags, forelegs
langer than hind limbs, prsumatic sinuses, and a long prehensils tongue (s long, 36 cm., that
the okapi can lick its eyelids to clean them), Similar to the giraffe, they have small, hair-
covered horns that do not usually excesd 15 cm. in length. They are smaller than the giraffe,
generally weighing abowt 200-300 k. There is also a significant ka ryolypiodiffersnce between
giraffes and okapis that makes hybridization highly unlikely, The giraffe diploid chromosome
number is 30, whereas the okapi is 45 or 46. Ses Vermessch et al, “Diiferences in the
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than a hundred years ago. It is in the same family as the giraffe and, more
importantly, also chews its cud and has split hooves, and hence is kosher. Of
course, it would probably cost even more than $10,000 per kilo!

In a short two-paragraph letter to the journal HaMaor (12:] [107; Tishrei
5721(1960)], p. 25), Rabbi Yeshayahu Aryeh Dvorkes,* observed that,
according to scientists, giraffes chew their cud, have split hooves, and are in the
deer family, and there are commentaries on the Bible that identify the giraffe
with the kosher zemer. Given those facts, he challenges the Torah world to
clarify the status of the giraffe, an animal f ound in plenty in Africa, so that if it s
indeed kosher the Torah-observant community can enjoy it. It is hoped that this
section has helped clarify the halakhic issues surrounding the kashrut of the
giraffe. The practical issues of how to slaughter a wild animal that can killan
adult lion with one kick, however, still need to be worked out!

There are two common misconceptions surrounding the possible ritual
. slaughter of giraffe. The first is that giraffe is not served in kosher
establishments since it is not known where on the neck to shecht it. This is
simply false,™ The makom shechita (region of the neck where ritual slaughteris
valid) on a giraffe is precisely defined by halakhah, just as it is for all animals.
However this misconception seems to be very widespread, and is currently
gaining circulation via web sites, Faor example the April 1999 issue af fnnerner
Magazine (hutp;// www.heritagc.org.ilfinnernet,-’archivcs;‘trivia.htm}
reports that “because the neck is so long, the exact spot of shechita {kosher
slaughter) is not known.* Similarly, Marsha R, Pincus, the nutritional
consultant on Jewishlnternet.C om(http:/ | www ewishinternet.com/ content /
marshapincus/ marshapincus-4.htm) reports: “Besides that, no ope really
knows the exact place to perform this procedure [shechita).” It is mentioned,
and debunked, in Yalkur Kol Chai- Enc velopedia Torani I'Baalei © haim, 1997,
Vol. 1, p. 539 by David Tzvi Feldman.

The Talmud { Chullin 27a) queries several times for the derivation that the
ritual slaughter must be performed at the neck, and finall yconcludes thatitisa
tradition, a law given to Moses at Sinal.”! This indicates that the entire neck is

Diistribution ... fusion site,” Cytogenerics and Cell Generics. Vol 72, no.4{1998), pp. 310-315:
Bodmer and Rabb, “Okapi johnstoni,™ Mamm, dpecies (1992), 422:0-8: Petit and de
Meurichy, *On the chromosomes of the ok api. Okapia johnstoni,” A, Ganer. (1986), 29(4);
232-334,

B9 Probably best known as tha editor of the compreliensive Minchat Yerushalayim siddur,

10 Sec Ari Z. Zivotofsky, “What's The Truth Aboue,, Giralfe Meat)™ Jewish Action 61-1 (Fall
5761720000, p. 37.

7l The laws of ritual slaughter area classic proct of the existence of an Oral Law All that is
mentioned in the Written Law is (Deuteronomy 12:21): *“vravachia e Kn'asherizivisi'cha —

>
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valid for shechita, Usually, one doesn't think about how the neck should be
defined. In the case of the giraffe, where the neck is prominent and accentuated,
to say the least, one might pause and contemplate if the whole neck really is
valid, and, if not, what the valid region is. But there is no reason for second-
guessing. The boundaries that are specified for all ritual slaughter (Chullin45a;
YD 20:1-2), whichis virtually the entire length of the trachea and csophagus, are
as applicable to the giraffe as to any other kosher species.” Qn a giraffe they
simply define a significantly larger area than on other species. For a pigeon the
valid region is several centimeters long, for a cow about half a meter, and, fora
giraffe, close to two meters,

A less well-known, and only partially BrTOneous, misconception is that a
giraffe cannot be kosher slaughtered because giraffes, due to their very long
necks, cannot lie down. Tt is generally preferable that kosher slaughtering be
performed with the knife above the neck to avoid the problem of drusa —
cutting by pressure rather than by slicing with a to-and-fro motion,™ Thus, a
giraffe, which, according to this misconception, cannot physiologically be
turned over, could nat be properly slaughtered. This isnot entirely true for two
reasons. First, while it is preferable that shechita take place with the animal an
its back, this is not an indispensable requirement. Most bovine Shechita in
America actually takes place with the animal standing in a pen known as the
“ASPCA pen” or “Elizabeth pen” (a schematic of this pen can be seen at
http:/ {www.grandin.com/ n:sl:rain;'intro.schtmaliﬂ.him]} and, to avoid drusa,
its head is supported by a metal chin-lift,

The giraffe’s physiology is also not so simple. Giraffes have two potential
problems when they lower their heads, It could appear that if the head is below
the heart, the head could in theory “explode” from the huge blood pressure™

yaushallslaughter .. as Teommanded you.” Ye: the details of this commandment are nowhere

1o be found in the Written Law, pointing 1o the existence of 2n oral traditian given from God

to Mopses,

Two items (simanim) must be severed ina Propershechita; the trachea and the esophagus, On

the trachea the top boundary is the top, full cartilage ingand, a1 the botiom, it fs wheare the top

of the large left lobe of the lung reaches when fully inflated bur nat strétched. On the
esophagus, the top is the uppermost par where it shrinks closed afrer being severed (as
epposed (0 remaining open), and the bottom s where it starts o look like the stomach lining.

73 Thisis one of the five fundamental points of the laws of slaughtering (Shulchan Aruch, YD
23:1), and its lows are detailed in ibid, 24 I-6.

74 Inthe standing position, a giraffe requires an enormousiy high pressurs to get hlood up 1o its
brain. Mean aortic pressure in a 4.5 meter giralfe has been measured a1t 220 mm Hg
{compared to asout 90 for 3 human and 2 dog. 50 for a pig, and 130 for a cat}, the
left-ventricular sysrolic varied between 260 and 300 mm. Hg (180 in dog and 0x, 120-130 for
human; note thatin turkeys itis also close to 300}, and the end dizstolic between 10 and 18 mum

e |
B

27




s = - PR T B

Ari Z Zivotofsky

(and whea it raises its head it will faint), and if the head is below the rumen, the
contents of this first stomach compartment would start to pour out, and the
animal could in theory aspirate these contents.™ In point of fact, giraffes often
lower their heads to the ground to drink, a feat that requires them to spread their
front legs apart since the neck is so long. But the design of the giraffe was very
cleverly planned by the Creator so as to prevent any problems. For example, it
has unusually elastic blood vessels,™ arteries with exceptionally thick walls,
special valves in the neck veins, and a network of tiny veins (rete mirabile), all of
which control blood flow to and from the head, and prevent exploding heads
and blackouts when the animal lowers and raises its head to drink.
Furthermore, there is a special “sponge” just beneath the giraffe's brain that
absorbs blood when the head is lowered and squeezes the oxygenated blood
back into the brain when the giraffe lifts its head up. In addition to lowering
their heads to drink, giraffes often lie down to sleep, although these sleeping
periods tend to be brief — one to twenty minutes. Even giraffes that
unintentionally fall on their sides can right themselves,

It is certainly true that giraffes are among the most difficult animals to
restrain and anesthetize. Giraffes react defensively with well-aimed kicks, and
one kick from a giraffe can certainly kill a human. [n addition, there is a high
immobilization mortality rate with giraffes. However, several zoos have
constructed giraffe restraint devices that have been successfully used for clinical
and research procedures.” When the goalistoslaughter the animal, the concern

Hg (similar to humans) (Malcolm - S. Gordon, Animal Physiology: Principles and
Adaptarions, Iced edn,, pp. 284-288). In familiar terms, normal human blood pressureis about
120/70, while in a giraffe it is sbout 100/200, Interestingly, while pressure at the hase of the
brain is about 200 mm, Hg when tle giraffe is upright, it surprisingly drops to 175 mm. Hg
when the head iz lowered, Correlated with the high aortic pressure is lefe-ventricular
hypertrophy. See Anne Innis Dagg and 1. Bristo| Foster, The Giragfe, fis Biology, Behavior,
wnd Ecalogy (Robert E. Kricger Publishing, 1976), 232 pp

73 Indeed, the major cause of anesthetic death in giraffes is regurgitation, with subsequent
inhatation of the rumen contents, which causas rapidly fatal inhalation preumoniz, This will
often accur when the animal fails, increasing intra-abdominal pressure, Because of this, the
animal is wsually denied food for 72 hours and water je withheld for 48 hours prior 1o
anesthesta (Mitchell Bush, “Anesthesia of High-risk animals: Giraffe™, in Zoo end Wild
Animal Mydicine, Currenr Therapy 3, ed. Murray E. Fowler [1993]).

76 The principal means of controlling the bload pressure is similar to what ocours in humans: the
carotid arteries constrict when the head is lowered, and dilate when the head is mised.

7T Paul P. Colle pnd Fohn €. Born mann, “Giraffe Restraing, Habituntion, and Desensitizatian at
the Cheyenns Mountain Zoo,” Zoo Biofagy TL{1988) 7:243-252. Sec also A M. Kornak, “The
Success of Performing Procadures Using Dperant Conditioning with Giraffe in a Restraint
Dievice," Proceedings 26th AAZ K Natfonal Confirence (1999), pp, 124-128 [Rinder Park Zoo,
Michigan],

Srrrore



pl L —
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of high mortality rates, of course, is immaterial. Nonetheless habituation and
desensitization of the giraffe would be eritical prerequisites for the successful
restraint of a giraffe prior to shechita.”

Babirusa (“kosher pig")

In recent years there has been talk of a “kosher pig," the babirusa (Babyrousa
babyrussa), an animal that hails from Indonesia.”™ This misnomer continues to
be perpetuated. It was mentioned in a January 1998 lecture in Silver Spring,
MD by the rabbinic administrator of one of the major national kashrut
agencies, and it also appeared in the New York Times in March 1998 50

Babirusa, which means “pig deer” (babi means hog and rusa means deer) in
the local language of the Celebes and Maluccan islands of southeast Asia
(Indonesia), is not easy to track down since it is found only in the trapical,
marshy, dense forests of those islands. The ¥ are excellent swimmers who do not
root with their snouts like other pigs.*.In the wild these nocturnal animals are
omnivorous, eating maostly green vegetation, roots, and bulbs, but sometimes
also snails, worms, birds, and rodents, After a gestation period of about five
months it produces litters of one or two offspring.

In the mid-1980s there was great interest in the babirusa, not only as a *kosher
pig" but also for its potential domestication and use as = general meat source,
Babirusas have long been a curiosity ta both natives and Europeans. Darwin’s
co-discoverer of evolution, Alfred Russel Wallace, in 1869 expressed his
amazement at their “extraordinary horn-like teeth,” whose purpose he could
not fathom 82

Like all pigs,® the babirusa has fully cloven hooves. However, it has been

78 The capture, care, and transportation of giraffes require careful planning and consideration,
See, for example, The Caprure and Care Manush Capture, Care, Accommodarion and
Transperasion of Wild African Animale, ed. Andrew A McKenzie (1993).

79 On the babirusa see Rabbi Moshe Dovid Tendler, "The Kashrut Laws: On the Interfacs of
Halakhah and Science, " Judatzm [ 1990) 39{4): 947451, esp. footnote | on p. 448 and Rabbil.
David Bleich, Contermporary Halakkhic FProblerms, Val. 111 {New York: Krav Publizshing
House, Inc), pp, 65-77.

88 14 March 1998, caption to photo an page BY. It is worth noting that the book by Richard J,
Israel, “The Kosher Pig: And other Curiosities of Modern Life," illustrated by Shan Wells
{Alel Design Group, 1994) has nothing to do with the babirusa,

81 A highly mabile, flattened snaut with nostols on the rostral surface that is used to'root while
foraging for food under the ground is usually considersd an identifying characteristic of suids
and tayassuids,

82 The Malay Archipelago cited in "I Search of the Kasher Fig, Log Book," Islands Magazine
6:3 (May/ June 1988, p. 4.

8} The common, wild pig (Sus serofs), hasa very wide native geographical distribution that
includes most of Evrasia, Indis, and Indonesiz, and includes up to 35 subspecies.
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alleged that, unlike other pigs, it has a twochambered stomach and chews its
cud, thus seemingly making it kosher. The possibility exists that if it actually did
chew its cud it might truly be kosher. But such a halakhic analysis is unnecessary
since it would be based on a false premise, The babirusa has only a one-
chambered stomach,® albeit with a “slight constriction or band in the middle,”
is not a ruminant, and is not kasher. It belg ngs to the family Suidae that includes
only “true” pigs, warthogs, and babirusa — aJ] nonruminants and non-kosher,
All members of the family Suidae have a simple stomach and digestive system
similar to that of humans. Peccaries (of the family Tayassu) have a voluminous
gastric pouch and two blind pouches (cacae) on the stomach, in addition to the
glandular portion of the stomach. F crmentation is known to occur in the
peccary stomach. None of this comes close to rumination,

The origins of the false rumor concerning the babirusa's kashrut can be traced
toa November 13, 1984 AP bulletin based on a Fall 1984 report of the National
Research Council that was simply misinterpreted. Tt has been known for well
over a hundred years that the babirusa daes nat chewits cud. Furthermare, the

84 Some saurces, such as Walker's Mammals af the World, 5th edn,, Val. I1, ed. Ronald M.
Nowzek (Tohns Hopking University Press, 1991, define the infracrder{Swirag) that includes all
Ppigs and peccaries as well as the babirusa as two-chembered and non-ruminating. [n either
case, it is the same as other pigs and non-ruminating. Ses also. | M, Levinger, Mor L'Musochet
Chullin, Par 2, Jerusalem 1995, p- 7. who erronzausly states that the babirusa has slomachs.

85 This doss not imply that there can never be & "Kosher pig.” There is.a widely discussed Ohr
HaChaim haKodesh (on Levit | 1:3.7) that perports 1o eite = midrash that, in the future, the
peg will become a ruminant and will therefars be a kosher species. Torah Temima [1:7 {21)
and others vigorously challenge this notion and taterpret any similar Midrash a5 allegarical. A
possible source for the Ohr Hachaim is the Midrash Hagadol to Leviticus 11:7, See A, Lewin,
Avnet Heferz (Cleveland, 1992), 26 (8], P. 33, Trhuvat Radvar 1:828. See also H. Karlinsky,
"The Pigand its Permissibility in the Futigea”™, Shana B Skane (Jerusalem, 1971, pp. 343-254;
A. Steinsaltz; “In the Future God will Return It* {ike pig to permissibility]”, Tarkiz 36:3
{1987), pp. 297-203,

There is an interesting debate regarding the desirability of craving the taste of pig. For
example, Rabbi Elazar ben Azarvah (Sifrato Kedoshim, Chap. 9) argues that 2 person should
not say “[ do not desire pork,™ rather, that he abstaing since his Father in heaven has
prohibited it to him. The Chidushei ha Rim (Fefer hazchut, Bnei-Brok, 5747, p. 44) nsseris thar
manna in the desert, which would miraculously taste like any food desired by the eater, could
not assume the flavor of forbidden foods. The Chida {Pesuch Enavim to Chuifin 1095, v,
butnan) disagrees, and cites a statement by Yalta, the wife of Rav Nachman { Chedlin 105T) 10
the effect that every forbidden food has apermitted counterpart. Farexample, the taste of pig
can be experienced by eating the brain of a fish called shibuta, (That different foods can be
almast identical in taste is not uneommon, Se= far cxample the letier to the aditor, Seiemce
News 156:19 [10 July 1999] that the baradoor skite tastes so much like scallop tha
unscruplilous restauraieurs are known 1o have “punched”“scallops™ out of skate fins,) Thers
is thus nothing wrong with desiring that taste, and the manna coutd taste like shibuta, which
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Buffalo, Giraffe, and the Babirusa (“Kosher Pig")

dentition rule discussed above can be used to strongly suggest that the babirusa
is not kosher. As noted above,3 upper canines are a sign of a non-kosher
animal, while the absence of upper incisors and molars is one confirmation of a
kosher animal, assuming the animal under consideration is not a baby camel.
The babirusa has large, readily observable, maxillary (upper) canines that in the
male emerge vertically from the maxillary alveoli, penetrate dorsally through
the skin of the nose and then curve posteriorly over the front of the face towards
the forehead. They are so exaggerated as to resemble horns, Most pigs have the
following dental formula®”; 13/3C 1/1 PM 4/4 M 3/3x2=44. The babirusa
has the equally non-kosher formulaof: 12/3 C 1JIPM2/2M3/3x2 =34, This
is in contrast to the kosher formulas of the giraffe (I10/3CO0/1PM3/3IM3/3x
2=232)* and buffalo (I0/1 CO/3PM3/3IM3/3x2= 32), both of which can
readily be seen to have no upper incisors or canines.

The Malbim® describes an animal with similar characteristics to the babirusa
that is found only in the western hemisphere. He was probably referring to a
peceary (originally known as dicotyles and now called tayassu). Ithas atwo-or
possibly a three-chambered stomach, but als0 large, sharp canines that forma
distinct lump under the lips; it does not truly chew its cud and hence is not
kosher. 50

CONCLUSION

When analyzing the kashrut status of various animals, things are not always a3
they seem at first glance. This paper has set out to address the kosherstatus of
three less common animals: the buifalo, giraffe, and babirusa. Buffalo at first
glance would seem to be obviously kosher, and few would have questioned it,
Yet, as has been shown, although it is kosher in the final analysis, the route to

tastes like pig, Theidentity of the shibutais unknown, but thers is a Gsh faund in the Amazon
known a5 the tambaqui { Colostomn macropomum) that is supposedly a delicious Kosher fish
with a light, mild pork taste.

&6 Textnearnote [3

87 Inadental formuls the tezth on ane side of the mouth are described by how many wpper and
lower ingisors (1), canings (C), premolars (PM) and mobars (M) are present.

88 It is interesting, although | think not halakhically significant, that the Giraffid molass are
low-crowned, in contrast to the high-crowned molars of most grass-eating mammals, and
have rough enamel — not smooth like those of all other memmals.

E3  Rahbi Meir Loeh ben Jehiel Michael, 1509-79, Eastern Europs, commenting on Leviticus

I':7
90 The structere of their (oes is nat clear o me, but tayassy may 2lso nat have halakhically

acceptable split hooves.
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that determination is not trivial. Giraffe has received its fair share of negative
press, and there are many who would assume it is not kosher. My daughter's
Jewish nursery school gave the children a picture chart of kosher and non-
kosher animals, and, lo and behold, the giraffe was shown among the non-
kosher animals. Despite such negative publicity, the giraffe is probably kosher.
The babirusa received unprecedented media coverage as a “kasher pig”and yet,
as is clear from the evidence, it is indisputably nat kosher,

The Chazon Ish wrote that it is cnough that Jews can eat cattle and sheep;
there is no need to try to find additional kosher species.?! It seems that the
contemporary kosher consumer feels otherwise, and is continually pushing the
kashrut establishment to provide greater variety. In response, several major
United States kashrut organizations have indeed certified American bison in
recent years. Itis hoped that this essay will both contribute towards fulfilling the
mitzvah of studying the simanei b hemap vichayah, and aid those who must
respond to the demands of the consumer market,

91 See the related Ein Yaakov to Shabibat i
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