Date: Mon, 22 Oct 2001 21:35:32 -0700
From: Ari <a...@tekhelet.com>
Subject: Response to Dr.Singer-Ptil Tekhelet
I agree wholeheartedly that the article by Dr. Singer is another step

in the uncovering of the issues regarding tekhelet and the ability for

our halachists to decide upon its validity. His research is excellent

yet I find his dismissal of certain facts disheartening. The attempt to

discredit Ptil Tekhelet, which has consistently pushed the murex based

tekhelet yet constantly has promoted discussion on the questions and

actively made available on our web page and database all of the anti

tekhelet literature, is improper .We have also hosted many halachick

critics to our factory and the ocean in an attempt to both understand

their perspectives and issues. All of you are invited when the desire

overtakes you and we will show you every aspect of the process.

Finally I agree with Dr. Singer that things are not clear cut. There are

indeed questions, and some may not have answers that are satisfying to

all, however the general evidence is overwhelming and I suggest one read

Rav Shabtai Rappaports article on our web page on Mesora dealing with

this aspect of things. To my mind, it is indeed healthy that halacha

moves cautiously and slowly, and I applaud all efforts at questioning

and understanding the issue on a deeper level. That is the only way the

truth will emerge. With regard to some specific points Dr. Singer Says

regarding Ptil Tekhelet:

> I'm not talking about weak logic, which I deal with in my article. I'm

> talking about misquotations, misrepresentations and outright false

> statements that the authors never took the time to corroborate. ...

> 1. R Chaim Twersky and many other P'til articles assert cuttlefish cannot

> exist in sand. Considering the name of the first techeiles sefer by the

> Radzyner was called Sefunei Temunei Chol...

> 2. R. Mordechai Katz wrote that Rabbi Eliashuv supported P'til - then

> had to retract when he was challenged and had to admit he based this on

> hearsay. Why didn't he check it out first?

> 3. R Moshe Tendler claims that Pliny the Elder speaks of murex being used

> to dye techeiles. Not true....

> 4. Rabbi Dr. Norman Lamm claimed that a Bar Kochba coin with the murex

> image was irrefutable evidence that it was used for a mitzvah. Aside from

> the issue that it could have been used for argaman, murex images were used

> on other coins of the era as well, as I argue in my article....

None of these people have anything to do with Ptil Tekhelet and Ptil

Tekhelet can not be held accountable for their errors. For publication

errors in that book which there are a number speak to the editors. I hardly

think that misdating a coin is the issue here, rather deeper concerns lurk

below the surface. Speak to Rabbi Lamm about his mistake.

Dr. Mendel Singer states:

> To read P'til you would think that Rabbi Herzog essentially agreed

> that murex was right, but had a small problem or two, which they have

> answered so he can now be considered a supporter. In fact, I have seen

> P'til writings where Rabbi Herzog is listed as being of the opinion

> that murex trunculus was the chilazon. This is a terrible distortion...

I am unfamiliar with which source you are referring to that says that

Rav Herzog agrees with us, however, I agree with you that that seems a

bit extreme. However, one needs only to read Rav Herzog's doctorate as

it appears in The Keter book to realize that the 120 or so pages deal

almost exclusively with murex, and only as an attempt to deal with his

2 major problems with the murex does Rav Herzog grasp at the janthina

as the source. His discussion of the Janthina comprises only 5 pages

(71-76) of his opus.

Rav Herzogs 2 primary problems with the murex are:

1 He states that the dye is not permanent- "It may be worth noting that

  the pigment of murex trunculus is not fast to washing" (pg 32 &73)

2 The dye is purple, not blue

Regarding Janthina he states "does Janthina satisfy Shabbat 7fa? Or

does the passage in question refer only to the argaman species? The

first question I must leave for the present unanswered. With regard

to the second, I should say that Prima Facie one would be inclined to

say that the text has in view both species, but is really difficult to

decide the point." (pg 73)

This is his summation of Janthina. He did indeed think this might be the

source and in the 1950's hoped to go collect them near Haifa but never

did. His rejection of murex was based upon the 2 fallacies. The permanence

and the color. The dye is the most permanent of natural dyes, bleach

won't remove it and the color, as we all know now, can be blue as well.

Dr. Singer writes:

> Dr. Sterman says we should examine each claim to the chilazon seriously

> - how about fairly? To read P'til you would think that the whole world

> was against the Radzyner, that he was alone in his position, that he was

> duped by an Italian chemist, that Mordechai Rabinovits and Hillel Meschel

> Gelbshtien were the Gedolei HaDor (Sr. Sterman quotes these talmidei

> chochomim but ignores the more recognizable gedolim), and various other

> myths. Why does P'til always go out its way to bash Radzyn? If it is so

> irrelevant, why bother? ...

Firstly, we do not "bash" the Radziner. In my talks all I have to say is

praise. His genius and iconoclastic personality are almost unparalleled

in the last few hundred years. One needs only to read his works to

realize he was in a different league. It was Rav Herzog who disproved

him but never "bashed" him. In fact a letter to Rav Herzogs father from

the Rebbes Shamash at the turn of the century with the dying process,

enabled the Radziners, with Rav Herzogs help, renew their dye works

after the holocaust here in Israel. In fact his works single-handedly

paved the way for our discussion today. Without him the entire issue is

a non starter. If already you mention Gelbstien, lets evaluate that. Had

one read his book, Ptil Tekhelet, one would have seen an invective and

emotional attack. He has 2 main arguments. 1. the chilazon of Radzin

is Tamei therefore pasul. Nobody accepts that, period. Secondly,

he "prooves" kabbalisticly that one who wears kala ilan is an Idol

worshiper. According to his logic, Radzin tekhelet is kala ilan and

therefore if worn categorizes one as an oved avoda zara. Such a person

is halachikly pasul laedut. In an emotionaly laden argument he attaxks

all who wear it, cl;assifies them as idol worshipers, says they are

pasul leedut and one cant trust their schita, and that they should not

be buried in a jewish cemetary. He finally takes a tallit and burns it

publicly in the churva syanagogue.

In his words "And I burned the tallit with the aforementioned zitzit....an

publicly in order to clarify the issue"

The years after Radziner debate were very emotional.

Your mention of Gelbstiens Kotzker roots and the deep enmity to Radzin

from Kotsk is a credit to your depth of understanding of the issue,

however it is misapplied here. Gelbstien himself says " It is the words of

fools who say that I have hatred for the author ( radziner) because his

grandfather was initially among the better disciples of my teacher the

holy Admo"r z"l, and then due to various reasons that I have forgotten

or due to some lashon hara, he became a rebbe of his own chassidim in

the life of my teacher ztz"l. Therefore I compiled sefer ptil tekhelet

to annul the psul tekhelet of the aformentioned one. These are lies. And

a clear froof of that is When the Gaon Rav Yisrael Zvi Hachohen z"l,

the Rav of Rakia, visited here in Jerusalem, and he was initially among

the students of my teacher and then became one of the chevra of chassidim

just mentioned, and a number of times on rosh chodesh we had joyus meals

together sometimes in my house and sometimes in his"

Dr Singer writes

> According to Rabbi Borstein's excellent sefer HaTecheiles, the Lev

> HaIvri, Rabbi Akiva Yosef Schlesinger, a posek of great stature, not

> only supported the Radzyner position but wrote a sefer in its defense

> he also added However, I have little tolerance for sloppy research,

> especially when it is Torah-related

Akiva Yosef Shlezinger is a glorious but unknown figure in this story.

Inded like Gelbstien, a major talmid chacham, and like most of the

figures, iconoclastic. Please check the facts in stead if what you

claim ptil has done "misquotations, misrepresentations and outright

false statements that the authors never took the time to corroborate".

Akiva yosef shlezinger never wrote a book in favor of tekhelet. Among his

many books and thousands of tshuvot he makes reference to it a handful

of times.

Dr. Mendel singer writes

> Oh - the unscrupulous Italian chemist story - this is a fabrication. Rabbi

> Herzog made up the story in his dissertation, but he was honest enough to

> state that this was entirely a speculation ...

Again I would ask him to stand by his request for proper quotation.

This is what Rav Herzog says "The Radzin Tekhelet thus stands

self-condemned or the results of the chemistry are to be questioned. I

should hesitate very much before condemning of fraud a man of the stamp

of the late G.E. Liener. It would seem that the late chassidic Chief was

victimized by some fraudulent Italian chemist. On arriving in Italy,

Liener, as he states, himself, worked hard with a view to discovering

a process for the extraction of the tekhelet dye from the sepia off.

Attracted by Lieners offers of high remunerations, some clever but

swindling specialist in tinctorial chemistry contrived, it would appear

to concoct Prussian dye with Sepia secretion. in such a manner as to

conceal the presence of the dye..... Investigations carried out in Italy

might perhaps clear up the mystery' as it is not improbable that Liener,

previously to falling into the swindler's net had made an announcement

in the Italian press offering a huge sum for the discovery of a process

where by a blue of a certain nuance might be extracted from the secretion

of the sepia Officialis"

Indeed you are correct that if it is presented by ptil tekhelt that

the Radziner consciously cheated people , it must be corrected. But I

will tell you that has never happened and the story is always quoted as

told here.

I do think that Dr. Singer must be praised for his attempt at clarifying

the issue. In the words of Akiva Yosef Slezinger in a retrospective

article in Tel Talpiyot in 1900 "terrible arguments came out against him

(the Radziner)... and behold as long as there was discord and argument

that was not the time to discuss it, as there was a concern that it

would yield only "victory" and more discord ' and when one comes to

anger one comes to make mistakes, even great, great (Rabbis). Therefore,

now that the arguments have quieted and abated, we can evaluate this

halacha without any extraneous approaches"

Lets continue in this manner leshem shamayim to find the truth.

Dr. Ari Greenspan

Ptil Tekhelet

Go to top.


Date: Wed, 24 Oct 2001 15:19:30 +0200
From: "Shlomoh Taitelbaum" <sjt...@surfree.net.il>
Subject: techeiles
I've been following some of the more recent discussion on techeiles on

this list. I've written a seifer on the subject, Lulaos Techeiles, that

discusses just about all the points raised, and feel it's a shame that

when the answers are so readily available that no one is pursuing them

where they are. The seifer can be ordered on the P'til Tekhelet website

(though I, nor the seifer, represent P'til Tekhelet); those in Israel

can just email me. Maybe those on the list who have seen it can give me

some good rap.

Just to address in short some of the problems raised:

1) Does anyone here know on what the supposed Brisker position that

a cheftza shel mitzvah MUST have a mesora is based on? The posuk of

"she'al ovicha v'yageidcha" is very nice, but to darshan this posuk

to make up a halochoh that does not exist in, or can be deduced from,

gemara borders on apikorsus. That a mesora is the strongest proof (above

logical reasoning) has its source in Yevamos 102a; this is the reason

the Beis Halevi wrote to the Radzyner -- but the former, minayin lan? I

hope someone here knows the source, because from my inquest I've heard

only that Gemara Yevamos given as a source even for the cheftza shel

mitzvah mesora. Before I would demonstrate that no other Poskim hold of

this shitta of the Briskers, I would like to know they for sure hold it

and in what context. No sense picking the lock if the door wide open.

2) Rav Herzog in his thesis (Hebrew Porphyrology, p. 118) SUGGESTS an

Italian swindler who would have sent the Radzyner the cuttlefish ink added

Prussian blue in the ink to produce the wanted result. In R. Borstein

book, however, he quotes R. Herzog as concluding that an item was missing

from the recipe presented to him from Radzyn, and when informed that

was not the case, stating the scientist must just not understand what is

occurring (he still did not hold of Radzyner techeiles -- whether he was

privately choshesh for it or not). Only many years later did Dr. Elsner

(I believe) realize that indeed the combination was the same as the

original Prussian blue recipe (that used ox blood instead of sepia).

3) The Kutner Rav at the end of his third teshuva says that he finds

the Radzyner's arguments to be nothing but hash'aros, i.e. assumptions.

Similarly, the Rashab of Lubavitch write in a letter to the Radzyner's

son that he believes he had seen the cuttlefish in the Berlin aquarium,

but didn't pay attention to it at all because he never thought that

such a creature would be the chilazon. And the Chazon Ish (as recorded

in Maaseh Ish) said that even sofeik techeiles should be worn because

there is nothing to be lost; if the Gedolim of his generation did not

wear Radzyner techeiles -- says the Chzo"i -- it is because they did not

even consider it a sofeik. When you will read my seifer, you will see

the Radzyner's proof and why, if they prove anything, what they prove

is the murex is the chilazon and NOT the cuttlefish.

4) Which brings us to sofeik techeiles. Some questioned would we not

be losing the mitzvah of lavan by wearing kala ilan. But the Gemara

in Menachos is quite clear that "lo yehai ela kala ilan"; the Gemara

there is arguing why we should not worry about these strings being

on linen because of shaatnez. Now, if this string of kala ilan was in

anyway not kosher, then what do you mean "lo yehai ela kala ilan?" --

it's shaatnez? Lich'ora, at least the string that is supposed to be

techeiles does not have to be the color of the beged, or possibly even

according to Rambam and Rashi the din they should be the same color

is only lichatchila. Either way, that would not be a reason not to be

choshesh for a true sofeik d'orraiso.

5) There is someone who has been working on the tests of the Gemara,

and while we can't say he has certainly copied them, mikal makom he has

managed to get a mixture of baby urine, fenugreek "water", and alum to

discolor (turn green) BOTH murex indigo and plant indigo. Then baking it

in barley dough fermented with wine (!) the murex indigo reverted back

to its original color -- plant indigo not. Though more research will

obviously need to be done (although I believe he did repeat the same

experiment successfully), the presupposition that a test will not tell

the difference between the two, beintayem, does not rest on firm ground.

Shlomoh Taitelbaum

