Dear Professors Heilman and Friedman,

The editors of he Seforim Blog have conveyed to me
your response to my critique on your recent work on
the life of the late Lubavitcher Rebbe, Rabbi

Menachem Mendel Schneerson of blessed memory.'

Having read your reply it has become clear that my
comments were insufficiently elucidated for you; this
evidently generated a great measure of confusion,
both for yourselves and for those who, you write,
urged you to respond. I therefore feel obliged to
clarify matters and present them in a manner that will
not leave room for such misunderstanding,.

By way of preface, let me address the reasons that you
gave for only having responded to “just a few” of the
points that I raised; you say that this is because “they
are really too numerous,” and also because “readers
must have better use of their time.”

I therefore wish to assure you that whilst other
readers may not have the time to read all your
arguments, I, personally would be most interested in
reading what you have to say about all the other items
of criticism that I included in my review essay — as
well as what your response would be to this letter. If
you would care to send me your responses to the
numerous matters that I addressed I will give them
due consideration and, please G-d respond in kind.

In this rejoinder I propose to respond to all of your
questions and arguments that you have included in
the response that you have submitted to the blog.’
However, 1 will address most of the critical issues
first, and defer the ancillary issues to the latter part of
my presentation.

Issues related to Misrepresentation

I Chaim Rapoport, "The Aftetrlife of Scholarship: A Critical
Exploration of Samuel Heilman and Menachem Friedman’s
Presentation of the Rebbe’s Life," #he Seforinm blog (14 June 2010),
http://seforim.blogspot.com/2010/06/chaim-rapoport-
review.html

2 There will be one exception: The issues that are related to the
French affidavit (the Rebbe’s alleged service in the army etc.) will
not be addressed in this letter. These will hopefully be addressed
in the forthcoming amended and expanded edition of my review
essay - which will be made available to the public shortly.

1) On page 128 of your book you wrote: “Levi
Yitzchak, his [Mendel’s] father, continued writing to
him. This correspondence reveals a closeness
reflecting his dual role as both parent and a spiritual
guide. A letter on the eve of Yom Kippur in late 1938
is typical. It begins with a review of the laws and
practices of this holiest day of the Jewish year,
complete with references to Talmud and other sacred
literature, as well as the expressed hope that these
lessons ‘will not be lost from you and your progeny
forever’.” In endnote no. 112 you refer to “Likute:
Levi Yitzehak Igros Kodesh, 422.”

From your words, the reader is led to believe that
Rabbi Levi Yitzchak gave his son a last minute
reminder of the laws and customs pertaining to the
forthcoming High Holiday. The far-reaching
implication of this remark (especially since you write
that the letter was characteristic of the letters written
by father to son) hardly needs spelling out.’

In my essay I criticized this segment of your work and
wrote that the type of guidance you suggest that Levi
Yitzchak offered Menachem Mendel (a review of the
Laws and practices of Yom Kippur) is far from
typical of Rabbi Levi Yitzchak’s letters to his son (the
real nature of which I discussed in my essay).

More importantly, I wrote that the letter written on
that day and published on the page of the book that
you refer to contains a completely different content,
to the extent that your depiction either reflects the
reading of a person totally unlettered in Hebrew or a
deliberate distortion.

To this you now respond: “If Rapoport had spent less
time maligning our motives and more time reading
the soutces, he would have found the letter to which
we refer in Mikhtavei hatunah,* p. 16.”

[In other words, you now agree with my
understanding that the letter in Igror Kodesh Levi

3 It is for this reason (amongst others) that I referred to your
description of Rabbi Levi Yitzchak’s letters as tools employed to
ensure that his son would stay on the ‘straight and narrow’ — a
comment that clearly vexed you.

4 1 presume you refer to Michtavei HaChatunah published by
Va’ ad Agudat
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Yitzechak does not in any way imply that which you
attributed to it and that you have made a mistake.
However, instead of referring to “Likutei Levi Yitzchak
Igros Kodesh, 422” you ought to have referred to
“Michtavei haChatunah, 16.” You suggest that were I to
have searched for the source for the ‘show-case’ letter
that you have described, I would have ultimately
found it there myself.]

To which I respond: (a) There is no such letter on
page 16 of Michtavei haChatunab; (b) there is no such
letter on any of the pages of Michtavei haChatunab; (c)
there are no extant letters that were written in
anticipation of Erev Yom Kippur 1938, or any other
Yom Kippur for that matter, except for those that are
published in Igrot Kodesh Levi Yitzehak, the volume that
you originally referred to; (d) there are no letters to be
found anywhere, in Rabbi Levi Yitzchak’s entire
literature, which state that which you attribute to him.

I am therefore still convinced that it was you who
‘composed’ the letter on Rabbi Levi Yitzchak’s behalf.

In order to make this matter as tangibly clear as
possible, I present (in the appendix to this letter)
images of the letter that you have now referred to in
Michtavei haChatunah (which we have both mentioned
in our respective discussions of the Rebbe’s fasting)
and the letter that you originally referred to, which
must have been the one you intended to refer to — the
only one written in anticipation of Yom Kippur 1938.

It should now be as clear as broad daylight: (a) what
the letter says; (b) what it does not say, and (c) that
the way you described the contents of this letter is
way off mark, to put it mildly.

I hope that by now I have explained myself
satisfactorily and that you will be able to appreciate
why I suggested that your motives in this regard were
less than noble. Could this ‘composition’ have
occurred by mistake? If not, what laudable motives
could you have possibly had for creating it? Why do
you still insist on jumping ‘from pillar to post’ rather
than acknowledging the truth?

2) On page 17 you describe the “cottage” at 226-20
Francis Lewis Blvd., Cambria Heights, N.Y. which is
located in close proximity to the Rebbe’s gravesite.

You write: “The main cottage features a small
reception room . . . in what was once a kitchen people
wash their hands at two sinks, in line with the
tradition that all those leaving a cemetery must purify
themselves, and some lave their hands in preparation
for visiting the resting place of the gaddikim . . . The
largest room inside the cottage has a library and
chapel where people may pray (facing east toward
the tomb’ and Jerusalem) and study the enormous
body of literature, published talks, and letters the
Rebbe produced in his lifetime and that are now part
of his legacy.”

It is clear from your description that you are
suggesting that the daily prayers (at least those that
according to Jewish Law must be recited facing
Jerusalem, namely the amidah prayer) that are held in
this “chapel” are directed towards the tomb.

I objected to this statement, firstly because it is not
true, and, secondly, because of its idolatrous
connotations.

I have personally prayed (and led services) in this
“chapel” and others near the Ohel; I have likewise
participated in the services that are held in the
miniature sanctuary that has been built immediately
adjacent to the Ohel, and I have never seen anyone
direct themselves towards the tombstone during these
services. The ark in all of these ‘chapels’ faces
Jerusalem (“mizrach’), as do virtually all synagogues in
the USA and the world over. The Chazan and the
congregants pray towards Jerusalem — not towards
the tombstone.

To this criticism you have now responded: “Much is
made of the fact that we mention that prayers at the
Ohel face the Rebbes’ tomb. Does Rabbi Rapoport
deny that the worshippers face in the direction of the
tomb? An examination will demonstrate this to be the
case. Indeed, a look at people inside the ohel will note
that wherever they stand, all face toward the tombs
while they recite prayers.”

To which I respond: To be sure “people inside the
ohel . .. face toward the tombs while they recite
prayers” (those included in the traditional booklet

> Emphasis added.
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ma ' a n eef.); thisas 8fRodrie nothing unique to
the Rebbe’s gravesite. I have never seen anyone pray
at any gravesite facing in any other direction other
than the tomb. When I visit the graves of my late
parents I face their tombs as I pray and I presume
that you do the same when you visit the graves of
your departed loved ones.” [Such prayers are never
specially directed toward Jerusalem. Indeed both at
the Rebbe’s gravesite and other gravesites these
prayers are often recited in positions that do not face
Jerusalem.|

Yet this in no way justifies the claim in your book that
the daily prayers that are held in the Ochapel,0 and
that must be recited towards Jerusalem, are actually
directed towards the tomb. The facts are readily
observable. As we say in Hebrew: = 7 4«

s 4. X 14 .

I hope that you now appreciate the reason that I was
so troubled by your severely incriminating remark in
this regard.

Moreover, it is now apparent that you yourselves
know that such a remark is indefensible, which is
why, when challenged, you attempted to blur the
issues. Yet, this too, merely reinforces my impression
of the degree of your integrity.

3) In several places in the book (see pages 88-89 and
115; chapter 3 note 66) you suggest that the Rebbe
did not attend Synagogue during the years he lived in
Berlin and Paris, even for “the services each day that a
Jew is required to attend.”

[Parenthetically, this was one of the reasons that I
‘accused’ you of suggesting that the Rebbe had
abandoned the Chasidic way of life in Berlin and

Paris, an ‘accusation’ you took exception to.]

In this context you write (page 122) that in Paris,
when in 1938 the Rebbe moved to a new residence, at
7 Villa Robert Lindet, he was now “more than eight
and one-half miles away” from the Pletzel. That
would make the round trip to the synagogue a

¢ See also Samuel C. Heilman, When a Jew Dies: The Ethnography of
a Bereaved Son (London: University of California Press, 2001),
front cover design.

distance of more than seventeen miles, and would of
course provide reasonable support for your
suggestion that indeed the Rebbe did not attend
synagogue on the Sabbath and festivals when he lived
at this address.

In actual fact however the distance was less than four
miles, namely less than half of the distance (“more
than eight and one-half miles”) that you documented.
It is for this reason that I criticized you.

To this criticism you have now replied: “The distance
between 7 Villa Lindet and the Pletzel (Rue Ferdinand
Duval) is 4.25 miles, and round trip of eight and a half
miles. The word roundtrip was dropped by accident
from our text, and will be added in the next edition.”

. X s

11*0 Whi(;h\i respond:

(@) Granted that the word “roundtrip” was
accidentally dropped from your text as you now
suggest, it is still misleading. To be precise: the
distance between 7 Villa Lindet and 25 Rue Des
Rosier (the synagogue) is 3.8 miles.

Look here: http://is.gd/d43bP for one possible

route.

The round trip would be 7.6 miles, not “more than
eight and one-half miles.”

(b) It is highly unlikely that the word “roundtrip” was
dropped by accident. For you wrote: “From a
distance of about three miles to the Pletzel (actually it
is exactly 2.5 miles, see http://is.gd/d430F), they
were now more than eight and one-half miles away,
and from having been four miles distant from rue
Dieu, they were now more than five miles away.”

Firstly, if the word “roundtrip” would have originally
been in the document it would have read “they were
now more than eight and one-half miles roundtrip
away”’ — a rather awkward phrase.

Secondly, the other distances which you refer to in
the same clause (before and after) are given in terms
of single — not round — trips.
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Thirdly, the reference to a distance between home
and synagogue is not usually described in roundtrip
format, and in our context it is misleading, taking into
consideration the fact that in between the 2 legs’ of
the round trip there is ample time for ‘recuperation.’

It is therefore more likely that your description of the
“accident” [namely your writing “more than eight and
one-half miles away”] is more akin to hagiography
than to history.

I appreciate that I have been somewhat long-winded
in my refutations of your defense. However, it
appears that in the long term such elaboration will
help avoid more confusion and the need for even
more verbose exchanges. As we say in Chabad it is a
s X S | X ., o« ] .|

7N W

Mistakes

4) This last matter leads me to the issue of mistakes.
You claim that the mistakes you made do not
invalidate your basic thesis.

I would go further and say that even intentional
misrepresentation, a category to which I sincerely
believe that at least some of the above-mentioned
examples belong, do not necessarily undo your thesis.
What they do however do is invalidate your
credentials as objective scholars who are dedicated to
the pursuit and the presentation of the truth.

Where I am somewhat confused is with regard to
other falsehoods in the book; do they reflect
contrived misrepresentation or genuine error.

For example, at one stage, you make much of the
Rebbe’s alleged excitement upon receipt of his degree
in engineering. In this context you write (page 121-
122): “At last, on March 25 1938, Mendel Schneerson,
who was now thirty-six years old, received his
diploma. He was finally an engineer with a degree. His
pride in his new status could be seen in the fact that
on the letters he sent to his parents he marked his
return address on the envelope as “Eng. M.
Schneerson”.

You found this discovery so illuminating that you
have reproduced a copy of the envelope inscription as
“figure 14” in your book’.

This envelope, which you reprinted from Koverz Chof
Menachem-Av (Kehot Publication Society: Brooklyn,
2004), is clearly marked with the Rebbe’s handwriting.
However, the Rebbe never wrote “Eng.”” on the
envelope.

As a mere glance at the photograph of the envelope
will reveal (see figures in the appendix at the end of
this letter), what he actually wrote (and he did so
before he became an engineer) was “Exp. M.
Schneerson.” Exp. stands for Expéditeur which
means simply “sender” and, until this day, is often
prefaced to the address of the one sending the letter,
just as in English the one dispatching the letter will
typically preface his return address with the word:
“Sender” or (“from”).

[Indeed, had the Rebbe wanted to document the title
of his profession on the back of the envelope, he
would have used the Russian nmxenep or the French
Ingénieur, but not (an abbreviated form of) the
English “Engineer”].

Perhaps you would argue that this is just another
example of the occupational hazard of academic
research rather than a deliberate distortion.

However, even if this is the case, the frequent
occurrence of mistakes like this have led me to
conclude that either you were extremely careless and
hasty in jumping to unwarranted conclusions, or you
were working on the basis of a preconceived
conclusion that made the occurrence of such errors
an inevitable phenomenon.9

7 See the pages in your book that follow page 162. You describe
the illustration as: “Envelope from ‘Engfineer] M. Schneerson,’
from Paris.”

8 In chapter 4 endnote 90 you refer to the photograph published
in  Kovetz Chof Menachem--v (Kehot Publication Society:
Brooklyn, 2004), pages 53 and 56. Heilman and Friedman add
that “Eng.” (standing for “Engineer”) was underscored.

? You write that I try to suggest that “if one makes one mistake,
then all the rest of the work is suspect.” However, nowhere in
my essay do I make such a ridiculous suggestion. Even King
David — and have no fears, I am not equating youto 4 L _ S-
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Be that as it may, I am left with the impression that
your work was not conducted with the requisite rigor
that true scholarship demands.

This, in turn, leads me to the question of:

Sources

When it became obvious that your research was
largely informed by the interviews you (or Shaul
Shimon Deutsch) held with the Rebbe’s nephew, Mr.
Barry Gourary, I offered four reasons for which I
thought that this ‘source’ is problematic. They are: (a)
the fact that since 1950, and to a much greater extent
since the legal battle in the 1980’s, Gourary became
ever-increasingly estranged from his uncle; (b)
Different interviewers of Gourary came away with
conflicting and irreconcilable information;'” (c) that
there are documents that contradict some of the ideas
that you have attributed to Gourary; (d) some of the
tales that Gourary told must, perforce, have been
based on hearsay."'

said ~ 1 * 1 1 What' I*Xde hokvever assert is that the
accumulation of multiple errors always leading in a particular
direction does, inevitably, lead one to suspect the reliability of
the entire structure.

10Tt is for this reason (and also because of the lack of integrity
you displayed in the examples that I have enumerated in section
one of this letter) that even where I grant that you “may have
done research,” I impugn it, such as when I refer (page 23 of my
essay) to the “information allegedly gleaned” from your
interviews.

You write: “We are, Rabbi Rapoport, sociologists. Interviewing
is what we do all the time.”

I understand this and I do not accuse you of lying when you
state that “[i]nterviewing is what we do all the time.” What I do
not accept is that, in the case of your work under discussion,
your record of such interviews is unquestionably true. As I have
explained, there is good reason for such suspicion.

1 For example, you refer (chapter 2 note 10) to the view of Mr.
Gourary, as conveyed in an interview with you (Menachem
Friedman) that although the Rayatz apparently died “intestate,”
in actual fact, he had left a will in which he named none other
than Mr. Gourary himself as his successor. [In your words:
“Barry suggested there was one that gave him the crown but that
that will had been made to disappear.”]

Now we know that, in your own words (page 33), even during
the Rayatz’s lifetime people were already gossiping about the fact
that “in America his grandson [Barry] was choosing another path
that departed from CHaBaD Lubavitch” and that he would have
been “unacceptable as a leader to most of the community” (page
34). [Whilst you suggest that the Rayatz was protected from this
knowledge, it is unlikely that this was the case; the Rayatz was an
extremely perceptive and astute person, and if it is true that (as

In your response to this you ask: “What did they [the
Gourarys] do to become the subjects of such
enmity?” You add that by casting aspersions on the
authenticity of the Gourary testimonies, I have made
“an ad hominem attack” on “the Gourary son and
mother . . . after their death;” this, you say constitutes
an “indictment of the truthfulness of the Sixth
Rebbe’s  oldest daughter and My
arguments constitute in your opinion “an act of
partisanship masquerading as serious criticism.”

son-in-law.”

You then argue that: (a) it is unreasonable to suggest
that Gourary had a jaundiced view of his uncle,

you say) Barry had an extremely close relationship with his
grandfather, it is unreasonable in the extreme to suggest that he,
or anyone else for that matter, could pull the wool over his
grandfather’s eyes.] We also know, that as you say (page 34),
Barry “was not interested in becoming a Rebbe...he did not
want to lead that sort of life” but rather he wanted a “hard
science life” for which reason he had been studying in John
Hopkins University.

In light of the above, and considering the fact that there is no
evidence whatsoever that Barry was ever involved in any aspects
of the Rayatz’s communal work or that the Rayatz ever referred
any queries in Torah, Chasidut or institutional matters to him
— and unlike his two sons-in-law the Rashag and the Ramash, he
had never appointed him to stand in on his behalf, speak
publicly or teach in any capacity - I find it hard to believe that
the Rayatz, who was a very wise man, would have wanted to
impose the community on to Barry or Barry on to the
community (even if he had, during Barry’s infancy, harbored
hopes that he would succeed him).

For these reasons alone it is difficult to accept Barry’s claim that
his grandfather had actually given “him the crown.”

Moreover, it is clear, again on your own account (in chapter two)
that neither Barry’s parents, nor his grandmother (the Rayatz’s
wife) believed that he was the one that the Rayatz would have
wanted to succeed him. If Barry had seen the will would they not
have also seen it? And, if not they, who else would have made
the will disappear? Surely, by all accounts the Rayatz was
surrounded by loyal family members and trusted confidants and
aides twenty four hours a day; which one of them would have
been party to such a heinous crime? Since, even on your
account, there was no one outside of the Rayatz’s loyal family
[his faithful sons-in-law| that was ‘competing’ for the position,
why would anyone else have had an interest to make the will
disappear?

I think that it is therefore safe to say that, if indeed Barry had
conveyed these ideas to you, they were not based on hard facts
(sight of the will and possibly the thief) orona {1 | ! S -
. 1 rmather they were based on hearsay or overactive imagination
which sometimes effects even the most noble of people for
various reasons, some of which I shall yet explain.
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because in actual fact he “had a genuine admiration
for his uncle;” (b )BarryOheard his parents repeat
stories and facts over the years,” and therefore even
when he spoke of events that occurred during his
infancy he is to be considered reliable.

To these allegations I respond: As sociologists you are
undoubtedly aware of the socio-psychological facts
that: (a) people often lose their impartiality as a result
of feuds and fissures, within the family unit in
particular; (b) In case of prolonged quarrels, the
combination of bad-blood, bitterness and sometimes
the malaise of vindictiveness can cause a person to
see and remember things in a way that, whilst may
appear true to the individual himself, does not really
reflect historical reality (in a way this is akin to the
way some Chasidim come to believe that their
hagiographical images, often developed from a kernel
of historical truth, actually reflect historical reality);
(c) In the case of hostility festering over many years,
how much more so decades, especially when
combined with the process of aging (in addition to
the physical and existential alienation between the
parties), the ‘recollections’ of an aggrieved family
member often undergo a process of internal
‘modification,” if not radical metamorphosis, thus
yielding an image that, whilst true to the imaginative
faculties of the individual concerned, are remote from
factual history, sometimes * ~  _ _  T1;«(d) Al
of the above factors become ever more pronounced
when repetitive feuds occur, leading to painful and
protracted legal battles; the individuals permeated
with resentment and animosity, Sustifiable’ or
otherwise, often lose all sense of proportion.

All the above-mentioned socio-psychological facts are
relevant, by your own account, to the person of Mr.
Gourary. Consequently you should be able to
understand that the recollections you have gleaned
from interviews conducted with Mr. Gourary (may
inform us about certain aspects of his internal life,
but) tell us little about the subject of your biography.

I dismiss your accusation that this does a dishonor to
any member of the Gourary family. It is true that, as
you say, ‘holy blood flowed though the veins’ of Mr.
Gourary. Yet this does not support your implied
suggestion that he was immune to the all-too-natural
dynamics of human psychology.

w

Granted, for argument’s sake, that Gourary was,
generally speaking, the personification of piety — as
befitting a person of such noble descent, my
arguments still stand. Therefore there is no basis to
your accusation that I have wrongly offended him, his
mother or his grandfather.” Notwithstanding the
Gourarys’ qualities, hereditary or acquired, they were,
after all, mortal beings!

Whilst on this subject, I may add that in the case of
Mr. Gourary, it was probably not only the interviewee
whose perspective was colored by his personal
experiences; it was one of the interviewers as well,
namely — yourself — Mr. Menachem Friedman. And,
in a sense, this can be proven from your book itself.

Let me explain.
Although the feuds between Mr. Gourary and his

Uncle Mendel are exhibited in your book (and a bias
towards the nephew’s side is abundantly evident),”

12 Jt is somewhat ironic that you accuse me of insulting the
Rayatz. For, in addition to the insulting and caricature like image
you carve of the Rayarz (this is dealt with in the updated version
of my review essay, forthcoming) you display a flippant
ij‘smis_iial of his own evidence. For one random example of
any:In your discussion of the arrest of the Rayatz by the soviet
authorities in 1927 you write: “[Iln one version (emphasis
added) of the story, as they took Yosef Yitzchak away to prison,
one of the two former Lubavitchers, perhaps (sic) with irony,
offered to carry the Rebbe’s bag of zalis and tefillin (prayer
articles), saying, ‘as my grandfather your Hasid once carried your
packages for your grandfather, so will I now carry them for you.’
The Rebbe reportedly (emphasis added) held on to these
articles in defiance” (page 80).
In reality there is only one reliable account of the details of the
Rayatz arrest; that is the one that the Rayatz himself penned (and
subsequently published) in his own personal diary. There are no
other ‘versions’ of this story, and there does not appear to be any
reason for casting aspersions on its authenticity. Does the
Rayatz’s testimony about his own perfectly plausible experience,
not deserve credibility?
13 Your bias in favour of Gourary is manifest in many places in
the book. One example: On page 54 you write: “Rabbi Yosef
Yitzchak’s eldest daughter and only grandson were denied this
final resting place and consigned to lie for eternity is separate
cemeteries in New Jersey.” As one who has discussed (several
years ago) this matter with members of the Rebbe’s secretariat, I
can write with confidence that it was they who did not want to
be buried in the Old Montefiore Cemetery. See also Rabbi
Moshe Bogomilsky, Hey Teves - Didan Natzach (Brooklyn, 2007),
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never do you disclose your relationship with Mr.
Gourary. Why did you not reveal that Gourary
employed you to work as a paid witness on his side of
the trial?"*

I believe the following may provide an answer to this
question. Commonsense dictates that someone who
testified on behalf of the defendant, and evidently
became emotionally engaged, in this major lawsuit —
one, which as you say yourselves, revolved, to a large
extent around the person of the Rebbe and his
credentials - would not be capable of conducting an
objective study on the life of the prosecutor. The
product of his research would therefore be flawed.

Moreover, you (Menachem, as indeed your co-author
Samuel) never spent any time with the Rebbe. Nor
did you even meet him face to face. On the other
hand, you must have spent, during the course of the
extensive legal battle, much time in conversation and
dialogue with Gourary. You may have even suffered
embarrassment by Uncle Mendel’s lawyers when they
subjected you to cross-examination on the witness
stand. It is therefore fair to presume that you had
ample opportunity to develop your own personal
prejudices against the Rebbe, and needless to say, you
would have naturally absorbed (even if only
subconsciously) Gourary’s subjective image of his
rival in the feud, namely his ‘Uncle Mendel.’

Had you informed your readers of your role in the
case, as a paid witness on behalf of Mr. Barry
Gourary, they may well have suspected that your own
views, as well as those of Gourary that were mediated
through you, do not reflect pure, unprejudiced
scholarship.

I contend that it is for this reason that you chose not
to disclose your intense involvement in the above-
mentioned legal battle.

As for your claim that Gourary admired his uncle;
that may indeed have been the case (at least I am not

6 (Hebrew). At any rate, do you have proof that the Gourary
version of the story is the true one?

14 See also the rematks of Steven 1. Weiss cited in Patricia
Cohen, ‘Rabbi’s Biography Disturbs Followers’ published in the
New York Times (14 June 2010),
http://www.nytimes.com/2010/06/15/books/15rebbe.html

in a position to deny this), but it is likewise clear that
since 1950, and to a much greater extent during the
1980’s, family fissures took over, and any admiration,
if it still existed, was overshadowed by negative,
acrimonious sentiments.

Finally, I address your suggestion that Gourary may
have heard things from his parents that occurred
during his infancy. This may, or may not have been
the case. Two things are however clear: (a) that we are
now also relying on reports that you heard from
Deutsch, who heard from Gourary, who in turn may
have heard from his parents. This is the type of
evidence that you yourselves dismiss as ‘hearsay’ or
hagiography; (b) that at least one item of Gourary’s
testimony was proven to be inaccurate by your own
admission.”” T rest my case.

More on Sources

5) I suggested that your evident lack of familiarity
with the Rebbe’s works'® clearly contributed to the
faulty product you jointly produced.

You have now responded to this. You rightfully
dismiss the argument that you attribute to me, namely
“that only the books that a person writes are the basis
of a biography.”

To which I respond: It is clear that you did not read
what I wrote in this regard.

What I wrote was that you are “insufficiently familiar
with the primary texts, practices and cultural norms
that are relevant” to your subject of research. I then
wrote: “To be sure, there is more to a man than the
books he writes, but familiarity with the relevant
literature is arguably a pre-requisite to conclusions
and publications on the subject of one’s biography,”

15 Chapter 3 note 29. Parenthetically, I wish to mention that you
do seem to adopt a double standard with regard to family
testimony, for when confronted with items of the Rebbe’s
mother’s documented evidence, or for that matter his own
autobiographical evidence you do not consider these reliable.
For you the mother’s (and evidently the Rebbe own) evidence
are not even worthy of mention.
16 See also Patricia Cohen (cited above note 14): “Mr. Heilman
. said that he and Mr. Friedman did not examine the rebbe’s
extensive writings on scripture (si) because they were interested
in his personal history, not his scholarship.”
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especially if the biographers (like yourselves) attempt
to read the mind of their subject.

I stand by this assertion and believe that it is entirely
reasonable.

In order to illustrate, if only partially, how the
ignorance of texts etc. leads to confusion and
distortion, I will provide three examples.

(a) In chapter seven you describe the honours
President Ronald Reagan bestowed upon the Rebbe
on the occasion of his eighty-first birthday (in the year
1983). You then write:

“When he accepted these honours from President
Reagan via satellite, he assured his followers, ‘Our
Messiah is coming soon.”” Then he pointedly added
the word mamesh, which means ‘in fact’. His Hasidim
interpreted this last word as an acronym for
Menachem Mendel Schneerson and as a hint that Ae
would reveal himself soon."” The Rebbe knew this
was their interpretation, and afterward he used the
phrase often (emphasis added), once adding that
he meant mamesh, “with all its interpretations.”

You do not cite any sources for your claims that the
Rebbe knew what some Chasidim had said and that
“afterward he used the phrase often, once adding that
he meant mamesh, ‘with all its interpretations.”

I therefore assume that you must have gleaned these
ideas from anecdotal evidence or hearsay.

Were you to have had an even peripheral familiarity
with the sources, you would have realised how

preposterous these claims are.

Let me explain:

7 In the endnotes you refer (without providing any
bibliographical details) to a talk delivered by the Rebbe a year
carlier (in 1982) on the 227 Nissan (5742). Perhaps you were
referring to the talk he delivered on the 2274 Nissan (which, by
the way, is the eighth day of Pesach 5743 (1983). I have explored

The expression “mamash’ is found hundreds of times
in Chabad discourses and books, from the writings of
the founder of the movement and throughout. It is a
frequent expression in the writings and talks of the
Rayatz (see, for example, the degree of his usage of
this term in his Igrot Kodesh and Sefer HaSicho?) and he
used it particularly when he expressed his fervent
prayers for, and confidence in, the imminent arrival of
the Messiah.

It occurs thousands of times in the talks and writings
of the Rebbe, starting long before the Rebbe’s
ascendency to leadership (see see, for example, the
degree of his usage of this term in the first three
volumes of his Igrot Kodesh), and long before any
Chasidim could have possibly dreamt of the acronym
for ‘Menachem Mendel Schneetrson’.

A perfunctory inspection of his Igrot Kodesh (as well as
his Lzkuttei Sichot and Sichot Kodesh) will reveal that as
his predecessors, so did he use this term in relation to
all sorts of issues — prayers for redemption in
particular. One only needs to listen to a few
recordings of the Rebbe’s discourses” to be
convinced of the frequency of his usage of this term
throughout his leadership and to realise that it did not
creep in to his vernacular in the year 1983, as you
have suggested.

Most importantly, the term mamash ‘with all its
interpretations” "+ 1 _ X ~ 1 s" was hsed by, the
Rebbe specifically in contexts that could not possibly
have anything to do with the above-mentioned
acronym. See for example, the Rebbe’s public address
on 6" Tishrei 5745 (Tor at Menachem
vol. 1, page 140) in which he said:*

9 Recordings of all the above talks can be found in

http://www.chabad.org/therebbe/sichoskodesh.htm

20 [As the editors of Torat Menachem (ibid.) note, the phrase ‘with

all the meanings of the word mamash probably refers to an

explanation the Rebbe had given two days beforehand, in his

public address on 4™ Tishrei (the Fast of Gedaliah) 5745 (Torat

Menachem Hi tolvlaphgadd)uwheteih he 5aid 4n5
explaining the virtues of giving charity to the poor):

that talk again, and I have found no such assurances. oA o e Ao x4 Ty x| Wtxs s
18 You have cited no source for this, and whilst I there may have Doe LI B T IR B DR K% B » I I A P,
occasionally been a few radicals who dabbled in ‘acronyms’ of L. X ex A o ooxp oo x4 s Sy AL xS X
this style, this was by no means a mainstream trend. v LL vst s s s x L. s - XX s Ty
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Rayatz conspicuously referred to the younger one

A" YL vy, L. sSE L= x s A s | withlgreater estedmf?
14 . s,ox oo thx g 4, x s 4, 8] P
N )s Ae 1 A st TS s s, X x {8 ] (c)LAlthdushiyodu assert that’ you are not experts on
N\ the Rebbe’s theology, you do not refrain from making
a sweeping statement about a central theme in his
See also the Rebbe’s address on 19" Ellul 5748 (Torat esoteric thought, namely the doctrine of dirah ba-

Menachem Hiolvdgpigeadtuiywhith 5 7 #4c/@onim to which he dedicated many discourses.
he said:
You state in your book (page 157): “in the Rebbe's
S« x o ox o ossXxxxf{ ss "{ 1] s {1l x]first address,X Basi I.'Gani . . . he had talked about a

s ox Iy 1d$ _ s34 .8 x| 4 xDirah U'tdkhtonim, the desire, almost a craving, that the
Almighty had to descend to dwell among those

(b) In several of your discussions of the Rebbe’s furthest from him. This was a transformation
candidacy for leadership of the movement, you (emphasis added) of what this idea of Dirab b'tachtonim
describe his appatrent inferiority in relation to his had meant in eatlier ChaBaD thinking. There it had
older brother-in-law. been understood as the desire of God to have man

surmount his physicality, animal nature, and material
You were evidently not able to find any statements or being and thus make space for the Divine Presence to
actions of the Rayatz that may have implied that he enter into him, into this lower form of existence, and
recognised the transcendent nature of his younger hence raise it to a higher level of existence. But the

son-in-law even when contrasted with his older son-
in-law, the Rashag.

22 See, for example, Rayatz, Igrot Kodesh, vol. 4, page 288 (18t
Adar II 5698):

Had you familiarised yourselves properly with the L L X s B ] L % NS4S XTRx ML, s
Rayatz’s Igrot Kodesh, for example, you may have L Sl L 1 XL L s L. gnxL, s s
noticed certain telling signs, such as the fact that I ML XM Mg s s 7 L
mentioned in my original article, namely that the only Lgrot Kodesh, ibid., page 554 (2 Menachem Av 5699): _
one the Rayatz ever desctibed as “HaGaon HaAmitt?” oS 1] ) -I - :‘: :'HIL w1 i"s -|,:|yss ¢ "'1 il ] -|1
his y -in-law, the R 2 : x s LTSS A e T
was his younger son-in-law, the Rebbe Igrot Kodesh, vol. 8 page 606 (19t Iyar 5705):
) ) . 1‘.u.| _I LY"~~ . x su_IA_I ”L:S-lm v ’Z( X L'I . _I c J .
You could also not possibly have failed to notice that "Iop s n Do uxs x4 s L x
when mentioning the two sons-in-law in tandem, the FdoX s kA ol M Xy § s
S R R I R N I R A et ¥ U
x4 X,
Igrot Kodesh, vol. 9 page 118 (Rosh Chodesh Iyar 57006):
WS 4™ B . XL, s 4 AL st ¢ Do
R I I IR T
Sty Tsx s, s o xx g s A" WA Pl 1 " s v A gt Rodesh, iBid., Page 367 (8 Sivark5707)
4.1 s L1x:. L% s T XX X L KyXs  Tpof8 X1 xs
21 See Rayatz, Igrot Kodesh, vol. 5, page 368 (10t Sivan 5701): oo 2T e e X aesd T s 4 R o 1
s s 4 F X B X E] S s R X s e LM AT ws s
104 v s 80 PN sx, XX x Dox s X ox * Xlgior Kodesh, ol 13, page 431 (25% Iarl 570F) wh¥rein'hefwilites:
T R I R TS S ST a [ D B N S L T L I
Tl A xix X, ots T s T ) X L ¥s o sH X ] X 6 syl
X C s 7 vx ex]”s s «x ¢ 47X N S S Ix'r’éVSL i‘SX"SSd Is¥ ,SLL A %] 4 X X o
"S4 T LA F T IXS S IXg T8y 4 D X x s %, T
See also his [gro# Kodesh, ibid., page 401 (22 Tammuz 5701): "s ¢ X T LS. s WKY' L X 4% ] L
"{s oA 17 x vy {11 1 x X s L s r _The distidctfon bétween thd twoSs prgttffobvi(o&s. X .8 1041
e A, X7 "R d " 1 ¥spxX I ["s, | 2 This is the only ma ' asmvdur(1"~ § of the 1558 ma ' amar i
Pd o Ts X s DA B 7 XEoxXSIEox s % X ] Sthatthe Rebbe delivered during the years of his reign that you

1
"X, XX Py

Xoopo LSt A" . X pqldofe. |
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new Lubavitcher rebbe had turned that idea
around. It was God who wanted to descend to
man's level (emphasis added), to transform that
mundane reality into his dwelling place. He did not
want to be out there somewhere beyond the mundane
wortld; He wanted to be back here, everywhere, in the
mundane world, in even those places where no one
imagined He might go.”

The implication of this statement is that the Rebbe
rejected or supplanted the traditional Chabad doctrine
with a new one.

[A reader may easily be excused for understanding
your words to mean that the Rebbe no longer
asserted the need for man to “surmount his
physicality, animal nature, and material being and thus
make space for the Divine Presence to enter into
him.”]

In my review essay I criticized you for presenting an
“inaccurate” appraisal of the Rebbe’s views. You have
now responded by asking the rhetorical question
“where is the justification for this assertion?” to
which I would be entitled to respond with the
reciprocal rhetorical device: “Do 1 really have to take
seriously the claims of sociologists in fields of esoteric
theology, which by their own admission is not their
field of knowledger”

[At the risk of evoking your anger, by drawing
analogies between the Rebbe and Torah giants of the
distant past, I ask: Would you make such broad
statements about the theologies of Maimonides, the
Maharal of Prague, the Vilna Gaon or the great
masters of the Chasidic tradition, without having
studied their writings?]

However, for the sake of truth, I will answer your
question frankly:

Firstly, I did not feel that the onus of responsibility
was on me. It was you who made a radical claim, and
it is for you to authenticate it. If I were to assume
responsibility to repudiate every unsubstantiated claim
i+ X F S

+ 1 » X1 would be burdened with an endless task!

that you make - ” .

Secondly, the very ma ’  aowéidh you refer, which
you must have read, is the famous discourse
commencing with the words S L 1 41 - X T}
understood from your book that you did study the
entire discourse, and the various renditions thereof
that were elaborated upon by the Rebbe annually on
the auspicious anniversary, the 10" of Shevat. This
discourse alone should help broaden the horizons of
your knowledge, and disabuse you of the notion that
the Rebbe “overturned® the theology of his
predecessors.

I hope that you will now appreciate why I sincerely
believe that before writing your biography (let alone
making authoritative statements about the meaning of
dirab ba-tachtonim) you should have, at the very least,
attempted to familiarize yourself with the relevant
literature.

As for your spurious claim that the Rebbe’s texts have
become corrupted by editors, this adds insult to

injury.

Firstly, this is clearly an ex-post- facto ‘justification.’
This is not an assertion that you made in your book
and, even now, you do not point to even one sichah ot
ma ' atlia@ybu have reason to suspect or that
corroborates your claim in any way. I appreciate your
need to save face, but surely you cannot expect the
reader to take you seriously, when your only method
of defense is to hurl newly-contrived, baseless
accusations.

Secondly, if you seriously had qualms about the
authenticity of the texts, you would not have relied on
many of the secondary sources and websites (that
you quote so often), for these sources have gleaned
their information from these very texts that you now
suggest you could not use because they are ‘suspect.’

Thirdly, even if you believed this to be the case you
could have listened to the hundreds of hours of
recordings that are available on Chabad.org” (a
website which you refer to repeatedly), for all and
sundry to listen to, free of charge! [Were you to have

+ 1 *dene sd, you would hive become cotivinckd that the

24 http://www.chabad.org/therebbe/sichoskodesh.htm
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unedited versions of the Rebbe’s talks, the so called
hanachot bilti mugahot are indeed reliable transcriptsl]

Fourthly, the edited sichot and ma ’ a migose than
were included in the thirty nine volumes of Likuttei
Szchot and the six volumes of Sefer ha-Maamarim
Melnkat were finally edited, often with pain-staking
meticulousness, by the Rebbe himself. These volumes
(45 in total) were all published with the Rebbe’s
verbal and written approval during his lifetime and his
good health. To dismiss the Likutte: Sichot that were
by the Rebbe’s own testimony, his finished product,
in favor of sound-bites gleaned from all sorts of
websites, fliers and magazines (sichat ha-shavua, sichat
ha-genlah etc. etc. — which are neither wugah nor bilti
mugah) constitutes a horrendous indictment of the
Rebbe’s honesty and a callous, audacious in the
extreme, dismissal of his scholarly output.”

Finally, you could have familiarized yourself with the
Rebbe’s written word, such as his Igrof Kodesh and his
English letters. Whilst you do refer to some of these
letters (like the one that Rabbi Eliezer Shemtov
helped you locate),” your lack of familiarity with them

% Since you attempt to base your dismissal of texts, on the
writings of Professor Elliot R. Wolfson, I decided to consult him
on this matter and let the expert speak for himself. He
responded (personal communication to this writer, on 28 June
2010, published here with his express permission) as follows:

“In Open Secret, 1 did mark the difference between the
ethnographic and text-oriented method as distinct ways to
approach the life of the Rebbe. By noting this methodological
difference, however, I did not mean to suggest that the letters,
diaries, and written accounts of the Rebbe's discourses and
sermons should not be considered important by the sociologist.
The letters and diaries are especially relevant in this regard. I did
also note in Open Secret that the question of the written sources is
a complicated one, since most of the official writings of the
Rebbe are transcriptions from oral discourses, some of which
were reviewed by him prior to publication but many of which
were not. However, I also quoted the Rebbe on this very issue
from the introduction he wrote to a collection of discourses by
the Rashab (Torat Shalom: Sefer ha-Sichol): the transcriber is likely
to have made errors due to the length of the discourses or
because of the translation from Yiddish to Hebrew , but on the
whole the transcriptions are reliable. I suggested that we can
apply these words to the Rebbe himself, and thus while I
acknowledge that there is always a gap between the written texts
and the oral recitation, I nevertheless maintain that it is possible
to retrieve the former from the latter.”

I concur with every word.

is still adequately conspicuous. Thus when you refer
to the Rebbe’s views on the controversial issue of the
non-denominational prayers in American public
schools you refer only to newspaper articles (chapter
6 note 2) and seem to be unaware of the Rebbe’s
handwritten letters on the subject,”” and when you
discuss the Rebbe’s advocacy of a Menorah with
diagonal branches you, cavalietly, offer your own
fanciful reasons for his choice of the Maimonidean
model (page 181) and do not even respect his own
written word (Likuttei Sichot vol. 21 page 168ff) on the
matter.”

Your superficiality and arrogance in the above
examples, as indeed your irreverence for the Rebbe’s
own explanations for his views (you may wish to
disagree with them, but at least mention them) is
mind boggling.

JEM recordings

6) I wrote in my essay that “most of their
presentations of their opinions based on
secondary sources, English articles posted on various
websites, Hebrew newspapers and popular circulars,
and sound-bites gleaned from the educational videos
published by JEM; specifically those videos that are
designed for popular consumption.”

are

You now complain that I “lambasted” you and
“mocked” you for using the facilities of JEM (the
Jewish Educational Media) and you then accuse me of
hypocrisy by pointing to the fact that I myself
referred to their publications.

Let me therefore clarify matters.

Jewish Educational Media is an excellent organization
that provides a great service for the Jewish
community. They have published a vast array of
educational and historical documents that are both
highly informative and unusually inspiring — for all
ages and levels of learning, including beautifully
presented videos of the Rebbe’s farbrengens.

26 Page 5, in footnote.

27 See, for example, the English letters of the Rebbe dated 24™
Marchesvan 5723 and 26" Nissan 5724 published in Letters from
the Lubavitcher Rebbe vol. 4 (Brooklyn, 1998), 42-49 and 65-73.

2 The Rebbe had offered an entirely different reason for his
choice and never even alluded to the ideas that you mention.
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The interviews that JEM has published on the
Rebbe’s early years are a critical tool for any scholar
working on the Rebbe’s biography. It is of course in
this last context that I referred to their
documentations. For it is in these audio-visual
records, that we are able to hear and see the testimony
emerge from the mouths of the witnesses and
observe their finer nuances with our own eyes.

However the point I made was this: the JEM
publications that you have used to familiarize yourself
with the Rebbe’s Torah are not those that have been
designed for scholars. Of all JEM’s videos, you chose
specifically those videos that are shorter and simpler
than 95% of the Rebbe’s recorded addresses — sound-
bite extracts from the Rebbe’s often complex
deliveries, with English captions to facilitate those
who cannot understand the Rebbe’s language. While
it is possible to glean an elementary appreciation of
the Rebbe’s thoughts on many issues by watching
these publications, the fact that none of the works
released by JEM for a more studious viewer were
referenced even once in the entire book, is quite
telling. It is this phenomenon that I mocked, and
rightfully so.”

The Rebbeds Perception
7) In my criticism of your description of the Rebbe’s
self-perception as an immortal being I mentioned
three things: (a) you failed to mention that the Rebbe
wrote a will that addressed his funeral expenses and
other items that are associated with mortality; (b) you
failed to mention that the Rebbe gave a lengthy public
address (of which a recording is available) which was
essentially his ‘religious will’ for the community of his
followers™ (c) you failed to mention that the Rebbe

2 In addition to your ignorance of texts I have had occasion to
doubt your abilities in reading Hebrew properly.

The words +", _'*s 4 _ o x s 4 1Xu _
rendered (chapter 3 endnote 47) as ““Derech HaMelech: A
Souvenir for the World,” Kinus HaShluchin, 5761.”

I am not sure what to make of the odd transliterations and
spellings scattered throughout the book, such as “Yatir
mibehayekhon” for "1 S X 4 1" (Heilmard andiFriedman page
60) bey-shakbayim for "+ 1 1 1"S(page W2 In footnote) ~ 1 as”
“nesi’ (numerous times). Is it possible that these are nothing
more than unfortunate typographical errors?

30 See also the Rebbe’s addresses on 11t and 15" Shevat 5748
(Sefer HaSichot 5748 vol. 1, pages 240; 247-248), and on

S ared % 1 4

was involved, during the last years of his life in a host
of activities that reflected his clear and consistent
awareness of his mortality.

To this you responded: “The matter of the Rebbe’s
signed will plays a large part in undermining what
Rabbi Rapoport sees as our claim of the Rebbe’s
seeing himself as immortal. No doubt that when his
wife died, this event made him aware of his own
mortality in a way that nothing before had. It was so
strong, we are told (si), that during Shivah he met
with his attorney and signed the will. But Rabbi
Rapoport assumes that on the matter of his mortality
the Rebbe was single minded and clear, as the will
shows. We suggest the Rebbe’s attitude toward
mortality and messianism was far more complex and
ambivalent”.

To which I respond:

a) If indeed you had wanted to project a more
complex view you would not have failed to mention
such hard documents. Why would you fill pages and
notes with rumor conjecture and manipulative
interpretations to prove that the Rebbe thought that
he was not subject to mortal failings,” and you omit
even the slightest reference to such published
documents? Is this the way you illustrate your
fcomplei’ spprddcer t al ity

b) Even now you seem un-willing to accept that, in
addition to the signed will, other
documents and public messages (such as the keynote

there are

numerous occasions in the years to follow, in which the Rebbe
gave instructions similar to those found in this ‘public will.”

31T have already had occasion to mention one particularly
devious example of your work in this context: You write (page
209) that the Rebbe’s wife once said: “He has no fear of pains.”
You then interpret this to mean: “that is, he believed he could
ignore his mortality.” When however one consults the source
you provide for the Rebbetzen’s statement (Yemei Melech vol. 3,
page 1264), it becomes readily apparent that your interpretation
id vtzrong:. SIS

According to that source, one of the Rebbe’s aides (Rabbi
Dovber Junik) asked the Rebbetzen if he was suffering a lot
from the pains he was experiencing. The Rebbetzen responded:
“My husband is not scared of a pain; he is scared of Rosh
Hashanah.” The idea she wished to convey is that ‘the Rebbe
can cope with a bit of pain; what really makes him loose sleep
are his concerns about his spiritual welfare’. By omitting half the
quote, you were able to invest the Rebbetzen’s statement with a
new meaning, one that suited your thesis perfectly but that was
far removed from its original intent.
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address he gave regarding authority after his passing,
recordings and transcripts of which are published and
widely available)” that demonstrate the Rebbe’s
ongoing and unambiguous recognition of his
mortality. Why?

c) To be sure, there are many complexities that
students of the Rebbe’s life will grapple with (myself
included). However your suggestion that the Rebbe
was ambivalent with regard to his mortality has no
basis in reality.

[In case you are referring to the idea that after the
arrival of the Messiah and the Resurrection of the
Dead G-d will grant mortal beings eternal lives, this
of course has nothing to do with the Rebbe; it is a
traditional and widely accepted doctrine.”)]

The Beard Libel 0 Revisited

8) In my review I refer to your assertions that the
Rayatz had to suffer the constant embarrassment of a
son-in-law who had a short beard, something that was
antithetical to the values of the father-in-law.*

I responded by saying that neither the Rebbe, nor his
predecessor the Rayatz, had any problem with tame-
looking or trim-looking beards. Indeed, until this day,
some of the most devout Hasidim (of all sects) have
extremely neat beards.

Indeed, some people have beards that are naturally
quite short and neat and others achieve the desired

%http://www.chabad.org/therebbe/article cdo/aid/554605/je
wish/3-Adar-5748-Sicha.htm

3 See, for example, Rabbi Moshe Feinstein (1895-1986) Igroz
Moshe, Yoreh Deah, vol. 2 no. 153, where he criticizes those who,
upon the death of one partner in a marriage (husband or wife),
prepare a double stone (matzeivah) designed to be placed,
ultimately, on the graves of both husband and wife. According
to Rabbi Feinstein those who truly anticipate the arrival of the

Messiah every day would not do such a thing; it is he says, ~ "™ |

"S . 1 ({quhsi heresy’), because, “even those who are of the
opinion that people will still eventually die after the arrival of the
Messiah — after extreme longevity — the death and the burial will
take place in Israel” and the double stone will remain redundant.
3 It was for this reason, you say, that the Rayatz publicly
humiliated his son in law at the sheva berachot celebrations during
the first week of his marriage when, with his son-in-law sitting
next to him the Rayatz lambasted those who have trimmed their
beards. He was alluding, you suggest, to the short beard of his
son-in-law.

neatness, (as did the Rebbe at least during his first
years as leader of Chabad), by combing their beards
thoroughly, folding them and pinning them up under
their chins, creating thereby a more groomed
countenance.

In your response you write that Lubavitchers claim
that the Rebbe “always had a long beard”. You then
refer to pictures (which, by the way, have virtually all
been published numerous times in Chabad venues
long before your book was published™) that illustrate
that the Rebbe did not always have a long beard.

I could not agree more! The Rebbe did not always
have a “long” beard.

Yet this is totally irrelevant to the issue at hand. As I
have explained, short and neat beards are acceptable
and commonly found even amongst the elite of
Chasidic Jews. Consequently both the Rebbe and his
older brother-in-law the Rashag™ had short and neat
beards in their younger years.

It is only the act of cutting off the hair of the beard
that is objectionable and this neither of the two
(above-mentioned) sons-in-law of the Rayatz ever did.

Quotation Marks and Innuendo

9) You accuse me more than once of putting words in
your mouth, quoting specific words that you never
used.

Thus you wrote: “Rabbi Rapoport suggests we
present an image of the Rebbe ‘warts and all.” This is
an example of a common device in this review. In
spite of the quotation marks, these are words we
never used. But they are inflammatory, which is what
this piece is meant to be.”

With regard to quotation marks I respond: In this
essay, as in most of my published articles in both
Hebrew and English, I follow a widespread system
that differentiates between double quotes “...””| which

3 Contrary to what you seem to hint, no one has ever tried to
hide them. They are displayed proudly in numerous Chabad
publications.

% See, for example, figures 8 and 10 in your book where the
Rashag’s beard is short, one that (by your standards: page 102)
“for all intents and purposes looked as if it were trimmed.”
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are used when citing a text verbatim and single quotes
or inverted commas [..."] which are used when
employing a borrowed term, an ironic usage of a
word, or a coined phrase and the like.”

Thus the term ‘warts and all’ was put in single — not
double quotes. Since I am consistent with the way I
employ single and double quotation marks
respectively, I do not understand why you take
objection to this usage.”

With regard to Innuendo I respond: You take issue
with the way I sum up the image of the Rebbe that
you seek to impress upon your readers.

You refer to the following four assertions in my essay:
(a) that the book suggests that when the Rebbe went
to Berlin and in Paris he sold out to the forces of
modernity; (b) that the book suggests that when the
Rebbe was in Berlin he preferred theatres to
synagogues; (c) that the book suggests that the Rebbe
was a religiously callous groom; (d) that the book
suggests that the Rebbe engaged in cheap
opportunism.

You conclude that “Rabbi Rapoport’s goal is not to
inform but to misinform and to disparage.”

To which I respond: It is my honest and reasonable
claim that you project the above images. I will now
endeavour to explain why this is so.

(a) Your book cleatly suggests that the Rebbe went to
Paris and Berlin not simply to study but in order to

37 Also, in order to avoid confusion, I employ single quotes to
substitute quotes within quotes. Thus for example when I cite a
segment of your book in which you yourselves quote someone
or something else, I will use double quotes for the citation from
your book and single quotes for your own citations. Here is a
typical example: “Finally he urged his son to ‘meditate with fear
of G-d’ under the wedding canopy, and after the wedding to
pray wearing the special ‘belt’ (gar#)) that Hasidim use and forever
after don an extra pair of #fillin according to the specifications of
Rabbenu Tam.”

38 There was one case in the entire essay [the phrase ‘selling out
to the forces of modernity’] which I put in single quotes, but the
editorial staff of the Seforim blog erroneously and accidently
changed to double quotes. This can be verified with Mr.
Menachem Butler who has access to the original document that I
sent him.

entrench himself in the Cosmopolitan cultures of
Paris and Berlin. You suggest that his friends and
intimates in these capitals were either irreligious or
base-line orthodox and you imply that he distanced
himself from the Jewish quarters. You suggest that
the Rebbe deliberately chose to live in “a Bohemian
area,” and further suggest (as you put it in your
current response) that “the Schneersons embraced the
ambience of the neighborhood in which they chose to
live”” Moreover, you suggest that the Rebbe did not
attend synagogue as required by Jewish Law. If that is
not ‘selling out to the forces of modernity,” what is?*’

b) In your book you suggest, more than once, that
the Rebbe did not attend synagogue in Europe and
that, on one occasion, he chose to live in a district
which would have made it impossible for him to
attend the synagogue. On the other hand you intimate
that he did attend theatre in Paris (page 144). I
therefore think that it is fair to attribute to you the
view that the Rebbe preferred theatre to synagogue.

c) You wrote that the Rebbe’s father felt the need to
call his attention to the sacred nature of the wedding
day, explain to him why it is necessary to recite the
penitential prayers on that day, and remind him of the
religious nature of marriage. That is what I described
as a religiously callous groom.

d) You suggested, for example, that the Rebbe
deliberately imposed upon people the burden of
visiting him in the middle of the night when the

% As you write (page 114) “Hotel Max was located moments
from the junction of boulevards...where...one could find the
most outrageous bohemian behavior: the Schneersons had
chosen to live in what was an extremely colorful area.”

40 Note also your discussion of the Rebbe’s later ‘return’ to the
Chasidic way of life, wherein you describe it as analogous to the
pathofab a’ al (rdighs petitsh@d I your words (pages
164-165): “He believed that this journey away from parochial
Jewish identity, belonging, and practice was not irreversible or
permanent. One could be made to abandon those aspirations, to
counter acculturate and turn back to the most parochial of
Jewish identities, to escape the seductions of contemporary
culture and embrace the tradition and old practices even more
powerfully. He knew all this because he had experienced it
himself (emphasis added). Yet while he had come back on his
own (and not from such (emphasis added) a great culture
distance as those he would try to retrieve), forced by destiny and
history, as well as by mystical forces that he was still figuring
out.” (Note the double quotes!).
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streets are abandoned in order to add to his mystique.
More importantly, you made the outrageous claim
that the Rebbe spoke about the raid on Entebbe on
Lubavitch occasions in order to seize the credit for
the salvation for himself.”"' Are these and similar
tactics that you attribute to the Rebbe not cheap
opportunism?

Some Miscellaneous issues:
10) I now turn to deal, at least briefly, with a host of
other diverse issues that you raise:

a) I made a comment about your confusing the two
Rabbi Hechts.

As you suggested, I was working from a reviewer’s
copy that was sent out by your publishers for
reviewers like me, and I regret the resultant error.
However, I wish to draw your attention that [contrary
to what you wrote “even had we made such an error,
it is insignificant to our argument. Yet what Rabbi
Rapoport tries to do here is to suggest that if one
makes one mistake, then all the rest of the work is
suspect”], I explicitly stated at the outset that this
perceived mistake was “of no real significance” and 1
never suggested, as you now imply, that I wrote that
this minor error sheds any light on the quality of your
work.

b) You write that I took “you to task for calling MMS
‘Mendel’.”

My answer is: Never did I take you to task for doing
so, and I have no problem whatsoever with this.

¢) You write: “Rabbi Rapoport says MMS received
semikha and then says the Rebbe made no such claim
— so which is it?”

# 'The theme of the Rebbe attempting to ‘usurp’ (note the single
quotes!) power and boast of victories that were not his is, of
course, central to your vision of his relationship with Israel. See
for example, page 228: “...the gulf war was over...and the
Rebbe could claim perhaps his greatest victory... The message
was unmistakable: when the Israeli army fought battles, there
were casualties, but when the Rebbe ‘fought’ as he had now, no
Jews died. ... No doubt this victory, for which he and his
followers took credit, increased his hubris” (emphasis added).

My answer is: (a) Both could be true! It is entirely
possible that the Rebbe should receive semichah and
never write about it or even speak about it publicly.
(b) I never wrote that the Rebbe never claimed that
“he received semichah”. What I wrote was that he
never claimed to have received semichah from the
Rogatchover Gaon.”

As for why I suggested that, when questioning the
evidence for the Rebbe’s sewichah your intention was
to throw into question the Rebbe’s worthiness for
such semichah, the reason for this is because your book
consistently implies that the Rebbe, in his young
adulthood, was involved almost totally in secular
pursuits. You curiously fail to document the evidence
for his diligence and erudition in Torah during his
younger years, some of which I have now provided in
my essay. In order to be ordained by the Rogatchover
one would need to have a wealth and depth of
knowledge that could not be obtained without great
diligence in Torah and perseverance in its pursuit over
a course of several years. If, on your account, the
Rebbe was not deeply engaged in Torah he would
not have been able to obtain such a semichah, and if
on the other hand you believe that he was, why did
you not record this dimension of his personality
together with the available evidence?

d) You attribute to me the view that the Rebbe was

“always the favored son-in-law and destined to be
Rebbe.”

My answer is: This 1is another inaccurate
presentation of my view. On the contrary, I wrote
“that the Rebbe did not initially envisage himself as
the successor of his father-in-law. As we know, even
after the passing of his predecessor he was reluctant,

4 Parenthetically, you claim that “when we wrote the book,
Marc B. Shapiro still thought the Rebbe did not receive semikha
from [Rabbi Yechiel Yaakov] Weinberg [celebrated author of
Seridei Esh].” T am perplexed by this because your book does
record addresses, interviews, books published and websites
accessed dated in 2009 (see, for example, chapter 1, endnotes 4,
14 and 56; chapter 5 endnotes 36 and 106, chapter 6 note 70,
chapter 7 note 40) and Marc B. Shapiro had already expressed
his  authoritative opinion on 29 August 2008. See
http://seforim.blogspot.com /2009 /09 /marc-b-shapiro-

responses-to-comments.html. At any rate I hope that now that

you have learnt of Shapiro’s final view on this matter, this will be
reflected in your future writings.
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in the extreme, to assume the mantle of leadership.”
Like many great leaders, the Biblical prototypes being
Moses and David, the Rebbe did not seek this calling.
Rather it was fate and destiny (what Chasidim would
call Divine providence) that led him, arguably against
his will, to this destiny.”

€) You suggest that I have the Ohubris” to suggest
“that MMS and Maimonides are parallel.”

My answer is: I am not convinced that there are no
parallelisms to be drawn between Maimonides and
the Rebbe. Be that as it may, it should be clear from
the context that I was not engaged in equations or the
rating of the importance of personalities. I was simply
giving an example of a figure (and his works) that
scholars would be more familiar with, in order to
illustrate the notion that familiarity with the relevant
literature is critical for scholarly biographies.

f) I wrote: In general, their appreciation of halachic
norms seems to be limited, as is reflected, for
example, in their assertion (page 2067) that “the
donning of zfillin’ is an act that “in traditional
Judaism requires repeated commitment and
accompanying prayer.”

To this you respond: “Our comment on the
association of tefillin with commitment and prayer
was to contrast it with the practice that Chabad
encouraged of football fans using the putting on of
tefillin as a way of improving the team’s chances for a
football victory! But Rabbi Rapoport conveniently
avoids telling readers this, so he can simply use it to
suggest we are ignorant of the point of the practice.
Here is a perfect example of Rapoport’s manipulation
of his readers.”

My answer is: On page 267 you write: “Thus in
donning the tefillin...an act that in traditional
Judaism requires repeated commitment and
accompanying prayer (emphasis added), one finds
Lubavitchers often turning it into a ritual unhinged
from its normal context as part of a daily routine of
prayer. For the most part, in the Lubavitcher key this
titual has become a one O time act by someone

43 See, for example, the Rebbe’s letters in Igrof Kodesh vol. 3 pages
260; 308; 485. See also Igrot Kodesh vol. 4, page 70.

stopped on the street (emphasis added), by a
shaliach.”

The contrast between what you believe is the position
of normative Judaism and that which is the position
of Chabad has already been drawn at this stage™. I
therefore commented that there is nothing religiously
‘antinomian’ in the Chabad practice.

g) You complain that I refer to sources that are
published in the 1990’s and the first ten years of the
twentieth century 2000’s “when desperate (si) efforts
were made to establish without doubt a legacy of the
Rebbe.”

My response is: Firstly, if you read my essay again
you will see that all of my primary remarks are based
on sources that have been published and available for
decades.

With regard to the posthumous publications: the
reason for the fact that some sources were only
published in the last decade of the 20" century and
the first decade of the 21% century is simple. Firstly, it
is virtually a universal phenomenon that after the
passing of a great rabbi many of his manuscripts,
letters S ~ X , tom¢& todlight and are then
published. This was the case with the reshimot for
example that were found in the Rebbe’s desk along
with his personal effects (that he bequeathed to
Agudat Chasidei Chabad) after his passing. Secondly,
it was only in these last two decades that new material
was found in the Schneerson library that is still stuck
in Moscow, Russia and a small part of the archives of
Rabbi Levi Yitzchak Schneerson that were released in
the Ukraine to Lubavitch. Thirdly, the published
manuscripts are heavily supported by the facsimiles
that underscore their authenticity. Fourthly, there is
nothing in these publications that smacks of the
slightest trace of counterfeit or forgery. Their editors
(such as Rabbi Shalom Dovber Levin, Chief librarian
of the Agudat Chasidei Chabad Library, a serious
scholar with unimpeachable credentials) have

# Only afterwards do you add the fact that in “one recent case
it even (emphasis added) became a kind of burlesque and re-
grounded display of the mystical and spiritual act it was meant to
be ... a Lubavitcher, assured him ‘that if he wanted to see the
Giants turn things around, he should agtree to put on tefillin with
greater frequency.”
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produced many incontestably valuable volumes that
are relied upon, universally, by academicians of
repute. Finally, you yourselves make use of the
documents (sometimes — as in the case of Michtave:
Ha-chatunah,” ot Kovetz Chof Menachem Av 5764* — the
very same ones that I have referred to, and from
which you drew the now famous envelope and your

My response is: (a) none of my arguments stand on
unpublished items alone. As the reader will see, when
I have referred to unpublished items, these are only to
provide additional corroboration for otherwise
established facts; (b) there are only six unpublished
items referenced in my article. These are items that I

references to the Rebbe’s o r i gi nal ) wad r e ahansSi® my collection and which I have shown to

have been found and published by Chabad in the last
two decades.

In general, it is extremely unbecoming of you to
resort to Insinuations that documents have been
forged, and cast aspersions on the impeccable
reputation of other scholars of renown when you
discover things in them that do not appeal to you.
Indeed it smacks of gratuitous hubris and betrays a
lack of readiness on your behalf to face the truth
when it confronts you. Is there no limit to the ex-post-
facto excuses that you will contrive in order to avoid
acknowledging your failings?

Finally, if you will read my essay again you will see

h) You complain that I refer to unpublished sources,
implying perhaps that they do not really exist.

4 Published in 1998 (see above note 3). You refer to and rely on
this booklet in yout book chapter 4 [see there endnotes 5 and
23]. You also tried to suggest, in your response to my review
essay, that this booklet was the source for the letter that you
attributed to Rabbi Levi Yitzchak Schneerson. [However, as I
have demonstrated, this is not the case, see above point no. 1].
4 Kovetz Chof Menachem-Av Shishim Shana 5704-5764 (Kehot
Publication Society: Brooklyn, 2004). You refer to this
publication in your book, chapter 3, page 69 (in the footnote);
chapter 4 endnotes 92, 94, 95, 102, 104 and 109.
47 As I have explained in my review essay the reference to a
“dream” is found in this letter written in 1939.
The Rebbe’s Yiddish letter dated 16™ Adar 1939 (published in
Kovetz Chof Menachem Av 5764 page 54) reads:
14, 0T c xS Aex o 117
Toxo AT 1) A R A N
"FXL Tl o« LT L8 4x Y
Writing in the Yiddish vernacular he spoke about a potential job
offer, which, he wrote, was nothing tangible, merely a remote
possibility; in Yiddish, a chalom.
You deviously play on the word ‘chalons’ (literally: dream) that the
Rebbe employed when writing to his parents about the
possibility of employment in pre-war France. Writing in the
Yiddish vernacular he spoke about a potential job offer, which,
he wrote, was nothing tangible, merely a remote possibility; in
Yiddish, a chalom.

¢ 4«

"1 - —
T A4« X2 xx 7x % Seepfor bxample, Chapter 2 endnote 70; Chapter 7 endnotes
% AT ank 451

some interested readers. For the most part, I have
also provided the exact texts of these sources to
enable readers to see matters for themselves. Are you
possibly suggesting that I have fabricated these
texts? () You yourselves refer to letters and
documents that you have in your archives,” and this
is standard and perfectly acceptable practice in
academic writings.

i) You write: “Whatever the Rayatz said about his
son-in-law’s accomplishments as an engineer, his
grades and his inability to find employment® as one
speak for themselves. What the engineering abilities
of the ‘saintly Tzemach Tzedek’ as Rabbi Rapoport
refers to MMS’s namesake, we cannot say. Rabbi
Rapoport is obviously the expert on this.”

To which I respond: Once again you attempt to side
step the issue.

Firstly, I never spoke about the Tzemach Tzedek’s
“engineering abilities.” I referred (citing book and
page number) to the fact that the Rayatz described
the Tzemach Tzedek as being great in the field of
“handasah”. Whilst in modern Hebrew handasah means
engineering, the term handasah as used in traditional
(in contrast to modern) Hebrew, and employed many
times by Maimonides, means studies associated with
mathematics, in particular: geometry [or S
~ % 14 Thtus there is nothing fantastic in the idea

| il
77 T

= T 44« 7 X

S 44

41 am not so sure about this proof. For on page 123-124 of

your book you provide other, reasonable causes for his inability

to fine employment.

% See, for example, Rabbi Yomtov Lipman Heller (1578-1654)

Tosafot Y omtov on Avot 3:18:
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that the Tzemach Tzedek was accomplished in the
tield of handasah, and you have no need to refer to
my expertise on this.

Consequently, it should come to you as no great
surprise that the Rayatz congratulated the Rebbe for
his knowledge in bandasah, because, as you write
yourselves (page 117), the Rebbe took courses in
Geometry (knowledge of which is required for
Engineering) and  “particularly  excelled in
mathematics.”

Secondly, and most importantly, let me remind you of
what I wrote: “the Rayatz...knew that there were

exceptions to the rule...the Rayatz ultimately
recorded his pride in the Rebbe’s academic
achievements...a few months after the Rebbe

obtained a degree in engineering, the Rayatz described
his talent and accomplishments in the field of
handasah as something he shared with their illustrious
ancestor (the third Rebbe of the Chabad dynasty), the
saintly Tzemach Tzedek.”'

Clearly, the point here was not to highlight the
Rebbe’s or the Tzemach Tzedek’s level of expertise
in Engineering or Geometry, but rather to highlight
the Rayat z 0 sin thper Helthe® academic
achievements, and he described these in terms of a
‘continuum’ that started with the “saintly Tzewach
Tzedek” (the Rayatz’s  epithet, not mine).

j) Amongst the examples of Chabad customs that I
suggested that you appear to be unfamiliar with, is the
one according to which no eulogies are held at a
funeral.”

S Lo~ LIS Ry xS x X4 I sxx

"Il
The Ibn Shoshan dictionary gives the following definition for
handasab:
N I U SN R
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51'In a letter dated 25% Tammuz 5698 (published in Riga in that
same year and republished in Rayatz, Igror Kodesh vol. 4, page
377ff).

52 This is, relatively speaking, a minor mistake and it pales into
insignificance when compared to your disturbing
ignorance according to which you write with confidence that
Chabad accept the “principle” according to which kohanim are
allowed to come in contact with the graves of the righteous.

mofre

You responded to my observation by saying that:
“Actually, we say nothing about either eulogies or
tributes. We talk only about press reports.”

To this I respond: My contention of your ignorance
of the Chabad custom was based on what you wrote
in your book on page 37, in your description of the
Rayatz’s funeral. You wrote:

“No tributes were offered. ‘Is there anyone
sufficiently illustrious to eulogise him?” as one of his
Hasidim asked rhetorically, avoiding explaining why
none of the rabbis of the day said a word.”

Now, it is you, not the press, who suggested that the
individual cited in the newspaper was “avoiding”
explaining something.53

At face value, your statement makes no sense. The
man did not avoid the issue, he faced it head on and
explained that the reason why “none of the rabbis of
the day said a word” was because none of them were
sufficiently great to do so.

However, it is pretty obvious that what you meant to
say was that this was only a smoke screen to ‘hide’ the
real reason. That is why you describe it is an act of
‘avoidance.” Yet what was there to hide?

The answer is, I believe™ that you are suggesting that
the real reason why “none of the rabbis of the day
said a word” was because, as you put it (in the reason
you give for the total absence of many great rabbis
from the funeral), “his radical messianism did not
endear him to many of the religious leaders in
America.”

At any fate, were you to have been aware that Chabad

most enthusiastic religious leaders you would have

I

53 [The words in the newspaper ate:

JoA e b s T e s x4 T X
A I AN P I A A T Y 4 ox . i1 = =
.7 % . A xx o X xS

54 This is based on what you suggest at the top of the same page
3.
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realized that there was no question that had to be
avoided.”

k) You quote my explanation for the Rebbe’s initial
quest for an engineering degree: “Cleatly a young man
in the 1920’s could hardly have been expected to earn
a livelihood from the rabbinate.”

You argue that “MMS’s father did and many other
Jews did.”

My response is: Here we have yet another display of

Tefillin (although he did have a child) is it not clear
that the practice had nothing to do with fertility? (b)
Why do you feel the need to explain that the Rebbe’s
piety was a response to infertility? Indeed, you
acknowledge that he exhibited extra-ordinary piety
even when he was first married! (c) Once you
became aware that the Rebbe was pious why did you
not consider dropping your suggestion that he did not
attend the synagogue?

To which you responded: “Our reference to the
four pairs of tefillin states clearly that this was a

your dishonesty ¢+ 1 4 1, 1 s )1 _ X 1 1 Spractice adopted by the rebbes of Lubavitch. Perhaps
Rashag did it because he saw himself as a possible
I wrote: “Clearly, a young man in the 1920’s could incumbent to such a position.”
hardly have expected to earn a livelihood from the
rabbinate under the Stalinist regime.” Those last If T understand you correctly, you are suggesting that
four words make a world of a difference. Any the Rashag wore the four pairs of Tefillin because he
sociologist and historian would agree with this, no? was Rebbe-in-waiting, and the Rebbe wore the four
pairs of Tefillin because he did not have children.
As for the Rebbe’s father: he was already ‘in the field’
before the communist revolution took place! We are To which I respond: (a) Do you have any evidence
only left to guess who were these “many others” who that a ‘potential’ Rebbe (a Rebbe-to-be) would wear
so successfully remained employed in the rabbinic four pairs of Tefillin?; (b) how does this solve
field — or for that matter, alive and free to practice questions nos. two and three?
Judaism — under Stalinist oppression.
m) You wrote in your book that Rabbi Levi Yitzchak
I) I wrote that when you became aware of the fact explained to the Rebbe why the “confession,
that the Rebbe wore four pairs of Tefillin, an extra- normally recited on Yom Kippur (Day of
ordinary pietistic practice, you attributed it to “his and Atonement), was also part of the wedding
probably (sicl) Moussia’s longing for a child.” preparations.”
I challenged you on a number of fronts: (a) Since, I explained to you in my review essay that this was
according to your account (which, by the way, you do not the case. I wrote that the letter explains, not why
not source), the Rashag also wore four pairs of “vidui” is said, but that quite aside from the issue of
vidui there is another thematic link between Yom
- ' ' Kippur and the wedding day. This is because, in
> In this context I am not sure what to make of your earlier . :
discussion on the same page. After discussing why you think that aljlaent Umes’. matches were m?de between boys and
not many rabbinic leaders attended the funeral of the Rayatz you gitls on the night after Yom Kippur. I suggested that
write: Rabbi Levi Yitzchak added this thought only “in
“Little [sz] if any mention was made of his more provocative passing.”
messianic accusations at the funeral (emphasis added), perhaps
lf);lcj:es:to do so would only remind people of the Rebbe’s To which you have responded: “The reference to
Exactly where and when would mention of the Rayatz’s vidui is ‘in paSSing" Why in paSSingP Why
messianic accusations ordinarily have taken place? You are mentioned? We ask. Rabbi Rapoport is secure that he
cleatly aware that there were no public addresses held at the knows that it is just in passing. We are not sure why
funeral. _Clea?g tyou Car}‘ln‘)t have been refemrtlg t}EO pri""‘tel this line is in passing and the rest are not. We leave it
murmurings at may ave one on amongs € severa . [
thousand tghat attendeg the funfz:gral, for, indeed,%low would you to our readers to decide Why the, father. put 1t 1n, and
know what people mentioned in such private conversations? what Rabbi Rapoport means by in passmg.”’
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To which I respond: Once again, I never wrote that
the explanation about vidui was in passing. I actually
wrote that there was no such explanation either as an
integral part of the letter or in passing.

I added that the explanation that is found in Rabbi
Levi Yitzchak’s letter namely that Yom Kippur is
linked to marriage because of the historical events
that used to occur on the night after this holy day,
was written in passing. The reason for my suggestion
is:  firstly, because Rabbi Levi Yitzchak placed this
explanation in parentheses, and secondly, because it
is clearly tangential to the discussion in the letter.

embarked upon a began a daily penitential program
involving ascetic-style deprivation from food. [In
other words: the only reason you can find for the
Rebbe’s piety is his childlessness; otherwise why
would someone who, you suggest, ran away from
Chasidic life and absented the synagogues (an later
may have visited the outrageously bohemian cafes of
Montparnasse), indulge in religiously orientated
fasting?|

As if to support your ill-conceived notions that you
have now reiterated, you conclude with the empty
rhetoric: “The fact remains, the couple had no
children.”

n) You wr i te i RabbyRapoport r e ¥qu mdgus ehit “tle work of one of us... (see
takes us to task for not mentioning that MMS spent Defenders of the Faith) suggests that Rabbi Rapoport
time teaching his brother-in-law Torah in line with a may not even be close to correct.” Here you refer to
request from his father-in-law, but cites this from an your study of some sensational ignorance or obsessive
unpublished letter which of course we had no access anxiety that you discovered in your explorations of
to...And of course, a request is not necessarily charedi society.”’
evidence of something fulfilled. The younger
Menachem, Sheina’s husband, was not interested in To which I respond: You have merely added insult
such learning.” to injury. Apparently, in order to defend the
indefensible you are ready to stoop to the grotesque
To which I say: The information that I provided was levels of sleazy tabloids and exploit a human tragedy
taken from Rabbi Baruch Oberlander’s (as yet to advance the goals of your ‘objective’ scholarship.
unpublished) meticulously annotated timeline, an You are, it appears, ready to compare the Rebbe to
invaluable scholatly document that you yourselves some retarded teenagers or neurotic clients that you
quote and explicitly rely upon in your “copiously have explored in your (Samuel’s) book on ultra-
footnoted” book. This document records the Rayatz’s orthodox Jews. Is there no limit to your obscenity?
letter of appreciation written to the Rebbe, in which
he thanks him for having fulfilled his request. Some Final Remarks
11) In the final paragraph of your response you state:
o) In my initial essay I had objected to your
suggestion that the Rebbe (who, according to you, “Rabbi Rapoport asserts with a kind of smarmy
had to be reminded of the religious nature of marriage pridefulness ... that our mistakes come from a lack
and the sanctity of the wedding day), had: (a) become ‘of basic knowledge’ of how ‘the Rebbe conducted his
anxious about his childlessness within the first court.” Our response is that Rabbi Rapoport cannot
months of marriage; and (b) had, consequently see anything except a vision filtered through the
experience of being in that court, being a hasid. As
we admit at the outset and repeat here at the end, we
% See the letter that the Rebbe had received from his father are not Hasidim. Our view is necessarily not shaped
(apparently two and a half months after the Rebbe’s marriage)
published in Michtavei HaChatunah, page 16 (and editor’s footnote failed to dissuade her husband herself she appealed to her father-
thereon). Considering the fact that it would have taken some in-law for assistance.
time for the correspondence to be initiated by Moussia and for 57 Samuel C. Heilman, Defenders of the Faith: Inside Ultra-Orthodox
the mail to travel from Europe to the Ukraine and back, it is Jewry (University of California Press: London, 1992). The only
reasonable to assume that Moussia learned of her husband’s section of the book you could possibly be referring to is your
pietistic practices very shortly after her marriage, and having discussion on pages 333-335.
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by being a hasid or being in the Rebbe’s court. The
reader’s view should not be either.”

To this I respond:

Again you have taken my comments out of context. I
never said that all your mistakes come from your lack
of knowledge about the Rebbe’s court. I certainly did
not express the ludicrous idea that you put into my
mouth according to which I reject anything “except a
vision filtered through the experience of being in that
court, being a Hasid.”

My remarks were written in response to your
accusation on page 208.

There you wrote as follows: “[I]n August 1976 he [the
Rebbe] combined ChaBaD celebrations...with the
success of the daring raid a month earlier that freed
Israeli hostages from their imprisonment in Entebbe,

Uganda. It was as if all these miracles were G-d 0 s

victories that Lubavitchers had

(emphasis added).”

instigated

I took exception to your suggestion that the Rebbe
saw the Entebbe campaign as a Lubavitch victory;
another accomplishment for him to boast of!

In order to demonstrate why there is no good reason
to attribute such conceit to the Rebbe, I wrote that
were you to have studied your subject propetly, you
yourselves would never have been able to make such
a claim. For the Rebbe was accustomed to speak
about current affairs at the first opportune moment,
be it a Lubavitch occasion or any other. I concluded:
“The idea that the Rebbe was claiming credit for the
miracles of Entebbe because he spoke about these on
Lubavitch anniversaries, could only be suggested by
someone who lacks basic knowledge about the way
the Rebbe conducted his court.”

Indeed, you do not need to be a member of the court
that may have a “filtered vision” in order to write a
biography, but you do need to have an elementary
familiarity with the court you are writing about in
order to have any vision whatsoever. The fact that
you could make such a crass suggestion, and others
like it, proves how critical such knowledge actually is.

To a large extent your entire response followed the
popular template: ‘Attack is the best form of defense.’
Thus you argue that I “cannot tolerate” the fact that
you “do not look at the man as Hasidim do,” because
I “cannot get past being a hasid of the Rebbe.”
Moreover, you attribute to me the view that the
Rebbe was a “sublime and all-knowing” being
(emphasis added). You claim that I would like you to
have written a book befitting the title “Shivchei
HaRebbe Mi Lubavitch” one that would reduce him
into a simple rather than complex figure.

However your protestations speak more about your
own subjectivity than about miner | X | X _ X
Your assertions about me and my beliefs cannot be
further from the truth, and once again you make these
claims without evidence or source.

Your implied suggestion (presented, typically, without
corroboration) that a “Hasid” is, by definition, some
robot or native savage who cannot and does not
accept the Rebbe’s humanity is an expression of the
human folly of arrogant academics.

The issue here is not the Rebbe’s humanity but,
rather, what he did with it, and an accusation that is
false is unaccepted by a chasid not because he denies
his Rebbe’s humanity but because he values the truth.

I have argued for years that an academic biography of
the Rebbe would be a great contribution to the
history of the Jewish People and its ideas. I am very
much in favor of a nuanced scholarly approach, one
that eschews hagiography and rumor and is based on
facts rather than Chasidic imagination on one extreme
or political slander and Israeli gossip on the other.

I fully appreciate that there are many areas of the
Rebbe’s life and works that are multifaceted and
complex. I myself have endeavored to address some
of these in my own writings. These include his
attitude towards the State of Israel, the secular
sciences, the emancipation of women; his doctrine of
dirah ba-tachtonim, and last, but by no means least, his
messianism.,
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In my own world view it is perfectly plausible that the
Rebbe may have undergone change in his personality
and that his views may have been modified from time
to time and situation to situation.

I do not believe that the Rebbe was an omniscient
being, and in the very essay you are responding to I
quote the Rebbe himself stating that he was not a
prophet.

I do not believe that a Rebbe is an immortal being,
nor do I believe that he thought this about himself.

I do not believe that everyone ought to see the Rebbe
through Chasidic lenses, and I am open to and
interested in a variety of views on the man and his
life.

Likewise:

I do not believe that the Rebbe did not attend
synagogue in Berlin and Paris.

I do not believe that his father had to “remind him
about the religious nature of marriage” or about the
laws and customs of Yom Kippur.

I do not believe that the Rebbe’s life’s ‘dream’ was to
be an engineer and that he chose to become a Rebbe
instead, partly because it was hard for him to find
employment in his field of expertise.

I do not believe that the Rebbe’s extra-ordinary piety

in Burope was merely a result of his craving for
children.

I do not believe that the Rebbe was a hypocrite who
would write a responsum about the prohibition of
trimming ones beard and demand that others grow
their beards fully whilst he himself cut his own.

I do not believe that the Rebbe was happy to ‘milk’
the state of Israel for his own purposes but otherwise
did everything he could to undermine it.

I do not believe that the Rebbe thought that all the
victories of Israel ought to be attributed to him.

I do not believe that the Rayatz would publicly
humiliate his son-in-law at his own sheva berachot
repast, nor do I believe that long flowing beards were
important to the Rayatz.

I do not believe in your thesis about the Rebbe’s years
in Burope or in your primitive interpretation of his
‘messianic campaign’, or for that matter his visits to
the gravesite of his father-in-law.

There are many other things that you have written or
implied that I do not believe. The reason for this is
not because I have checked my brains in to some
obscurantist sect, or because I cannot perceive that
the Rebbe was ever anything other than a Rebbe-in-
waiting and any other outlandish ideas that you have
tried to convince yourselves or your readership that I
believe in. The reason that I do not believe in your
theories is because they do not stand up to intellectual
scrutiny, they exhibit the symptoms of a prejudiced
approach and they defy documented evidence and
reliable first-hand testimony.

Many non-chasidic scholars likewise disagree with
your conclusions.

Take for example your thesis about the Rebbe’s life in
Betlin and Paris. Professor Elliot Wolfson, who is no
chasid, has shared with me his own view” according
to which:

“Based on the available documents (including the
carly letters and the reshimot of Menachem Mendel
Schneerson), 1 see little evidence that Menachem
Mendel was not fully engaged by the ideas and
practices of Chabad, nor do I accept the notion of the
“double life" theory — advocated by Heilman and

58 Wolfson’s view is not too dissimilar to my own suggestion, as
reflected in my review essay, that (in addition to his original plan
to earn a living from his own profession rather than remain
dependent upon the ‘court for life’) the Rebbe believed “that
there can be both utilitarian and existential meaning in the study
of the sciences, and that for the selected elite, there is religious
sanction to pursue these even in a university environment.”

If you would not have been so determined to avoid the Rebbe’s
writings you may have found that this theory is more plausible
than the one you consider to be the most reasonable, namely
that he was ensnared by the secular and the profane, or as you
suggest now that he wanted to embrace “the ambience of the
neighborhood in which they chose to live” — where “one could
find the most outrageous bohemian behavior.”
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Friedman. My sense is that he was exploring and
expanding his horizons in Berlin and in Paris but not
in a duplicitous way. On the contrary, the written
sources from that period offer a different portrait,
one of a man for whom the Chabad worldview
encompassed everything including secular knowledge
and cosmopolitan culture.””’

Conclusion

12) I hope that serious academicians will continue to
focus their attention on the study of the Rebbe and
his works and will attempt to address the complexity
and tensions of the Rebbe’s life, both early and late;
his strengths and weaknesses, his achievements and
his failures - in a manner befitting of scholars. You
however have failed to engage in the intensive study
required for such an enterprise and have therefore
produced a cheap, cynical, caricature in lieu of serious
scholarship.

To paraphrase Professor David Berger in the final
remarks he made in his review essay of another book
co-authored by you - Samuel Heilman:* The book is
“marred by fatal conceptual confusions, it is more
likely to mislead its readers than to enlighten them.”
‘An objective study of the life of Rabbi Menachem
Mendel Schneerson still remains a desideratum.’

Before I take leave of this correspondence, I will leave
you both with an adage found in HaYom Yom (entry
for 12" Sivan):

"1 A . S s X X y s L J " . « s 1 1 X W XS - X x s .

~ ~ oA

(Rabbi) Chaim Rapoport
London, England

17" Tammuz 5770
29" June 2010

% Elliot R. Wolfson (personal communication to this writer, on
23 June 2010, published here with his express permission). See
also the remarks of Professor Wolfson cited in Patricia Cohen
(cited above note 14).

% David Berger, “Modern Orthodoxy in the United States: A
Review Essay,” Modern Judaism 11:2 (May 1991): 261-272, quote
at page 271, a review of Samuel C. Heilman and Steven M.
Cohen, Cosmapolitans and Parochials: Modern Orthodox Jews in
America (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1989).
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