Dear editors, 

I accepted and addressed most of the comments made by the reviewers.  I do have responses to some of those comments, though, highlighted in green below. 

Reviewer #2 wrote: 
1. I don't think that Bunem (as in Simha Bunem) is a surname.  Of course it isn't, and I didn't use it as such. His surname was Bonhart (or Bonhard), but very few people know this, since everybody uses his appellation in Polish Hasidism: "R. Bunem". 

2. I'm also not sure that the right translation of negi'ot is "biases." Maybe "defects?" Negi'ot is indeed difficult to translate. It comes from the expression "noge'a badavar", .i.e. someone who has an interest or is otherwise biased regarding the matter at stake (and therefore is unreliable concerning it). I think "biases" is still the closest translation. However, just to be on the safe side, I added a footnote in this spirit next to the first occurrence of the term.  
Reviewer #4 wrote: 
1. The author does not adequately address the question of whether or not the original oral homilies, delivered by Mordekhai Yosef in Yiddish, might have been more radical than the printed written versions' these texts may well have been censored and toned down by his disciples. There is a vast and relevant literature on the formation of Hasidic texts and the processes of transformation that shape the resultant printed books.   I think it's totally unnecessary to raise this question again and again each time one deals with a hasidic text, especially when one has nothing new to say about this topic and can at most show awareness of the problem.  Nonetheless, I added a (redundant) footnote on this issue. 
2. The initial footnote (no. 2) lists a wealth the scholarship, but without any analysis and without giving the reader a sense of the major arguments and scholarship. The note and the various scholarly readings of Mordecai Yosef's legacy should be split up and unpacked in the body of the introduction.  A summary and analysis of all the scholarly works would be tedious, lengthy and unconventional. It would significantly lengthen the introduction (and the article as a whole), without a clear purpose. I have never seen such things done in normal articles. All the same, I did refer to the main scholarly arguments throughout the article, each in its appropriate place. 
3. Most readers will need some brief context about the emergence, teachings and development of Hasidism and the place of Leiner (and Peshishkhe/Kotsk) within this broader movement of religious renewal born in the 18th century. This can easily be done in two paragraphs. This has already been done briefly on pp. 3-5. I added 6 more lines, with ample footnotes. I am ready to write more, even though it will divert from the streamlined flow of the article, but in my opinion we don't really need more, and the editors don't really want more... 
4. The notion of "Theoretical Antinomianism", indeed a helpful category here, should be discussed at in its broader religious context. The author writes: "I must note that despite extensive searches, I did not identify theoretical antinomianism in other monotheistic religions" (p. 22). This requires further inquiry, and the author would do well to turn to Aylmer's review of the literature about the Ranters, to Catholic accusations against Protestant theologians, and or Hodgson's analysis of the teachings Al-Darazî. A more sophisticated presentation might look for similar issues of law, transgression and imagination in Sufi literature, or perhaps even certain iconoclastic Zen musings. Such comparative forays, even brief, should be complemented by a richer account of rabbinic discussions of averah lishmah ("sin for a higher purpose"), and of these ideas and issues in Hasidism - such as the essay by Yehoshua Mondshine, "The Fluidity of Categories in Hasidism," in the collection Hasidism Reappraised. This is all necessary if, as the article's title claims, it is meant to serve as a "case study" yielding new ways of thinking about a wider religious phenomenon.  The reviewer probably did not understand my argument on this point. The reviewer referred me to antinomian thinkers and groups (with most of whom I am familiar). But Antinomianism certainly existed in many other religious traditions, where it is not dissent. What I did not find in other religions is theoretical antinomianism, in the sense I described it in the article, i.e. antinomian statements that seem to express an ideal for the present, but are actually neutralized through a series of unmeetable conditions, which render those statements inapplicable, or,  at most, applicably only to utopian times. I could add an explanation in this spirit to avoid similar misunderstandings by other potential readers, but then I realized that it is explained unequivocally right after the sentence quoted by the reviewer. Zen is obviously irrelevant to the discussion, since I only referred to monotheistic religions.  
Reviewer comments that were not cited above are such that I accepted and made changes according to. 

In addition, I expanded a little on the theoretical aspects of utopia in the last section of the article.
I hope we are now all set for publication.

Looking forward,

Benny.
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