Marc B. Shapiro

Maimonides’ Thirteen
Principles: The Last Word
in Jewish Theology?

Inn the inaugural issue of the Tl s Madda forrnad, B Yehuda Par-
nes angued that beresy i3 forbidden o be studied, This led him e
condemn study in "arcas that spark and arouse ideas which are an-
thetical 1o the renets of our fuith.” Funler developing his point, he
left no doulyt as o what he meand by “the tenets of our faith” "Torah
u-Muadds can only be viable if it imposes stiict limits on frecdom of
inguiry in areas hat may undermine the yod gimel Tebarei emunah.”
in other words, in his view, it is the "Thirteen Principles of Faith”® of
Mauimeonides that are determinative with regard o whal constitutes
heresy.!

At first glance this may no! appear o be at all controversial, After
all, who Detter than Maimonides would be quealificd i set Torh the
dogmas of Judaism? The imuncediate reaction of many Orthodox Jews
would probably be the same as R Pames' in identilying heresy with
anything al oppased any of the well known Maimonidean princi-
ples. Indecd, 4 necent author has wrilten: 1t should be stressed that
all Torah scholavs agree on the validity and significance of the
Frinciples."? Similarly, another one has written: “The Tact is that
Maimonides” Thirteen Principles are all derved frome the Talmud and
the classic Jewish tradition, and were never in dispute,™ With refer-
ence Lo these stnements, a comment by Gorshom Scholem, made in
a entirely ditferent context, i relevant: “This seems 1o me an extraor-
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dinary cxample of how a judgment prockimed with conviclion as
certainly true may nevenheless be entirely wiong in cvery detail ™
This is so. for even a cursory exunimdion of Jewish literawre shows
that Maimonides' principles were never rogandod as the last word in
Jewish theology.® This despite the fact tiat Maimonides contended
that anyone who even lud a doubt about one his principles was a
heretic worthy of death!®

Befor: cven beginning to examine this matter, it is wonbwhile o
make a fow curminents on the place of dogma in Jewish thought in
general, This would probably net be necessary il not far the Fact that
there are those who contimoee 1 pot forh the view e Judaism hay
nor dogmas. In their opinion, Judzism s merely a religion of law and
one can basically believe what one wishes. Ina recent anticle, D 2y
Kurzweil angues for this position and writes (hat “while fundamemal-
ism in Christianity includes dogmatic belief in cenain basic tenets of
fuith, Judaism lacks such dogmas. There is more than a grain of tuth
in Leon Rolr's reference to 'dogmalessness as the only dogm: in
Judaism, ™"

Kurzweil funher supports his view regarding 1he lack of dogmas in
Judaisrn by gquating Mases Moncdelssohn, Isaac Brever and Tsaiah
Ledbwrwile. Kurewedl s correct that Mondelssolin did express himself
as believing 1hal, in vssence, Judaisim has no absoluie dogmas vet
what Kurzweil noeglecs to mention is that Mendelssehn himself was
unsure on this point and ofien did aceept the existence of corin
dogmatic principles, alihough these are not to be understood as dog-
mas in the Christian sense®

Concerning Breoer, it i3 true that he had some interesting views
regarding the nature of faith and Jewish law, but even if in his system
he put individual faith in the background and acceptance of the law
in the forefront, he never denied that Jucdaism required dogmas with-
oul which, he believed, the religion would e incomprehensibie, For
Broucr, it was the acceptance of the dogmas by the community
which was crucial and it was only Tor the wavering individual that be
cinpimsized the imponance of lw over dogma. That is, the dogmas
of Judaism arc important yet, ex post fecto, an individoalb is net o be
viewed as denying the religion ttally becaose of his lack of belief?
Yel, what is crocial For our purposes s that Brewer did not view this
Favorably; he felt that the unbelieving are in error and we most strive
to change their ways. 1le was #of a relativist in matters of belich,

Only Leibowilz remaing to suppod Kurewcil's contention,  Howe-
ever, Leibowity is 1he fims oo 1o admin tha his views disregard vast
portions of what has always been regarded as part and pareel of
Jewish thought and values.™ Thus, to give one example of liverally
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hundreds, Leibowitz does not belicve that lsrael is the “Holy Land.”
since, as he khas explained on numerous occasions, the word “holy”
can only be anpdicd v “the disciplined and saintly comduct of human
boings who master their desires and inclinations and serve e Lord
by leading a life of Torah and mitevor,™ Tt s such an amitude tha
has enabled Leibwrwitz o call for the demolition of the Western Wall
which he considers 10 be an idel of stone. The fact that Ledbowitz is
probably the first observant Jew in histony who does oot view the
Land of 1srael or the Western Wall as holy is of no concern o him,
vet we should keep it in mind whonever someone, such as D, Kurz-
weil, tries 1o guote Leibowitz as an ilusiration of traditional Jowish
thought., We must conclude, therefore, all of Kurzswcil’s allemps 1o
prove otherwise notwilsonding, e from almclic dmes down o
the present day “all awthoritative exponents of Judaism are agreed as
iz the necessity of making spiritual truth the basis for maledal ac-
tion. "1

Bitore proceeding o the main thrust of this paper, a few more
points must be noted. There were those whe opposed the prnciples
ocf Maimonides because thev believed them o be mdstaken. This s
very diflerent from the atitode of Abravancl P R Dovid Thn Zimrald
annd K. Samson Raphael Hirsch,™ whe, although they accopred
Matmonides” dopmas, oppoesed his singling them our as being more
significum aspects of the religion 1than others, According to them, no
special dogmas can be set down because evervthing contained in the
Terah is, in and of itself, 2 dogma of paramount importance, and one
whir denics arything found in the Torh is regarded as a heretic.
One example of Abravanel’s thought an this matter is as followes:

I, therclone, Delivve that il is oot proper 10 postulaie principles for the
divineg Torah, nor foundaions in the matters ol belicls, {or we are
obliped 1o believe cverpthing thal is writien in the Torh, We are nest
pernited we doubt even the smallest thing in e - For be who denics
ar donls a belief or narrative of 1the Torah, De i sioall or great, s a
sectarian and gfdkeres. For, since the Torh is woe, no belicf or narra-
tive in it has an advankage over any other,™

L will also nor generally concern myself with those scholars who
opposed Maimonides' thineen principles and substituted their own,
For these scholars did not, for the most part, deny thal Maimonides”
principles were correct and indeed obligatory upon Jews o helieve,
Both they and Maimonides believed thar these beliefs were to be
accepted as troe. Their disagreement was to be found in determining
which doctrines they viewed as indispensable 1o Judaism; hat s,
without which Judaism would be inconceivalile.

This is most Important, for people have ofren tried o show that,
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because hwoeph Albe ondy pestubaed three aticles of faith, it mcant
that he did not think that the others weee essential.” Yet, nwhing
could be further from the il as Albays differences with Malmoni-
des were only with regaed to “classification and grading ™ not sub-
stance, Tndecd, one who only accepted Albo's aticles of Faith woold
be viewed as a beretic by Albo mimself, Thus, whereas Albo did not
view belicf in the Messiah as a “fundamental™ principle—e e, a2 prin-
ciple without which Judaism would be inconceivable—one who
demied the coming of the Messiah, knowing it was incumbent vpon
Jews oy elieve, was still o be viewed as o heretic with no share in
the wearld to come ™

Llaving made these proliminary rernarks se may procesd 10 anm-
by B Pames’ point that heresy is defined by rejection of any one of
Maimonides' thitteen principles. Presumably, R Parnes does not
mean o say thal only e (histeen principles, and nothing clse, are
the determinants as wr what constbules heresy, for it s vndeniabls
that no ralibinic figure has ever believed this. 1 say this for the simple
reason that Maimonides' thirteen principles are not all-inclisive.
Thus, they do nol include the idea that the Jews are Goxd's Chosen
People. In addition, there are a nombier of dogns which Maimeni-
des dliscusses in other places Inn cxcludes Tmom bis thirteen prinei-
ples. For cxample, there is no mention in the principles abow the
existence of only one God or of free will, despite their overriding
impottance in Maimonides’ though® All this lends credence o
Arthur Hyman's point, already amicipsied in pant by Abravanel,” that
the thineen principles were never intended to comgiise, in their ro-
tality, the most impomant aspects of Judaism. Baher, they were mere-
ly formulated se as o coespond with (he struciure of the Mishnah
in Tractate Sanbedrin upon which Maimonides was commenting. Be-
cause of this, not all of Maimonides' dogmas were included in his
thirteen principles but this does not in any say imply that they arc
bess important.

We will nowe procecd i show, one by one, bow Maimenides' thic-
teen principles met with great opposition &

1. The frst principle declares that God exists, that 1le is perfect in
every way, al He s clermal, and that He s the cause of the exis
tence of all things, The implication of this principle is that God is
etermal. Neodless e say, loer Jewisho thinkers all concoraed with Mai-
monides that God exists and rhar He is perfect. Those thinkers who,
as we shall see, limit God, nevertheless do not dispute the Fact that
He is omnipotent and without faull According o them, the fact that
God cannen e the impassitele inono sy limits Himoaned, inothis, Mai-
menjdes agrees. The dispure between them and Maimonides is over
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wlinl constilules the impossible, That Cod is eternal 15 also agreed by
all. The notion that God i the cause of the existence of all things is
nol al all clear and will be discussed with regard to Maimonides™ ad-
vocaiy ol creation ex rffilo in e founl prisciple™

2. The second principle teaches the absolile unity of God which is
unlike the unity of anything else. Onece again, no subsegquent |ewisl
teachers dispnaed this. Ttis true that the opponents of Kabbalah
viewed the doctrine of the sefirof in the same way as the Trinily,
namely, as a violation of this principle. However, what is important
foor ws 15 that the advocates of the doctrine of the seffros never regard-
ed their system as doing injury 1o God's alwsolue uniy.

3. The third principle teaches God's incorporeality, Philesopliclly,
this was a requirement for Maimonides to aftiem since, for him, a cor-
porcal God is a contradiction in terms. It is impossible for a corporeal
Gl 10 have the defininge churaceristics set down in the Fest and sec-
ond principles.® Indecd, Maimonides goes even further and states
that one who believes in God's corporcality is worse than an
olator™ Anhur Hyman has pointed out thar, in insisting that 1he
masses be loughn God's incorporeality, Maimonides is impaning
metaphysical tnuhs which have no poliocal expediency.’ According
tir Hyman, this stands as a refutation of Lawrence Berman's thesis
that Maimonides’ purpose in impaning these metaphysical ot was
political in nature without any intrinsic vilue for the magses. ™

Whether Matmonides' purpose in teaching the masses the doctring
of an incorporeal Cod was to instill the knowledge requirexd for them
to attain immonality,®™ was designed o make possible perfect
halakhic observance,™ or was meant 1o cnsure the Jews' dbimagd sta-
tus, makes no difference when one is actually conlroned with the
anthropomorphist. Accosding to all understandings of Maimonides,
an anthropomorphist cannot attain immortality. This is an important
point o which T will kater return, However, for now T would just like
to note that since the dhimmy status of the Jews in lstamic lands
would have been endangered had they held o a corporeal concep-
ticn of God, Hyman's refutation of Berman is not enlirely convincing,
In other words, conraty W Hyman's asseition, the principle of God's
incorporeality cemainly choes Tave political expediency. la addition, 1
find Hyman's argument diffioult 1o fellow. Would Maimonides ever
agree that the masses could attain immortality simply through an af-
firmation kacking any cognitive content, et is, without any actualiza-
tion of the intellect

Tt is woll known that despite Maimeonides' forceful anacks agains
divine comeoreality, he did not immediately succeed in uprooting it
Funhermese, prio i Maimonides there werne many scholass wha Jid
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belicve in i This led Rabad r his Bamous defence of the anthropo-
miarphists in which he insisted that some of them were “greater” than
Maimonides.® Although we, unfortunately, do not bave moch in the
way of written records Jrom the amhropomorphists ™ there are a
number of texts which do enlighten us. The mast significant is the
Ketar Tamim of B Moses b, Hasdai Taky, a Tosafist.” Although there
s some dispute as to how extreme an anthropomorphist he was,®
there is no doubt that be rejected Maimonides' third principle and
viewed God as corporeal, or able 1o assume corporeal form. This
does not detract from God's greatness as Fle can still be perfect in a
corporeal sense. That is, he can be as perfect as a corporeal being
can possibly be

Harry A Wollson bas olaimed that, inothe davs of Maimaonides,
very [ew Jows had o corporcal conception of God.Y This opinion
was supponed by ], L. Teicher who also asserted categorically that no
scholars then held to anthropomorphic views.® However, cven i wo
ignore evidence peovided by opponents of the Babbanites, ™ there are
still many sources which indicate that anthtopomarphic views woere
widespread among both masses and sclwlars, especially among
Ashkenazic Jews. ™ Abrabarn o Daud reports thal masses of Jews
believed God to 1w a materizl bwing! Maimonides, who argues so
foreefully against the corporealists, himsell speaks of numenus peo-
ple, including “the majority” of the ignorant, whao beld 1o anthropo-
morphic views. 1le also mentions mectng a almclic scholar whe
was unsure if God had o body* Yedaialh Bedershi writes how it is
well knewen that the boliet in God's corporeality was spread through-
oul virtazlly all Tsrack in "previous generations” (i, e. belore Maimoni-
des was able 1o reverse matters). ™ Other scholars who testify 1o
anthropomorphic views being held by Jews include R 1david
Abudarham, ™ the anonymous author of Ma amear ba-Sekbed, © R,
Isaac ben Yedaiah"™ R, Moses of Salerno® and B Shem Tov ben
Joseph ibn Shemn Tow, the well known commentator on the Guide.
In addition, B, Moses Mahmanides,® R David Kimbi,® R Abraham
Maimonides,™ R, Solomon bon Meshullam da Piera ™ R Samucel
Sapurta,™ R Shem Tov Falaqoera,™ K. 1saac ben Lagf® and B Moses
Alashkar™ all speak of anhropomorphism being accepted by schol-
arg ¥

Alhough ir was difficolt for post-medieval scholars 1o sympathize
with the anthropomorphist position, this was nol 1the case for R
Samuel David Luzzatto® Allhough be obyviously did not subscribee 1o
this belief, he nevertheless defended it with all his vigor, for, in lis
opinion, # was all that the masses were able 1o grasp. Bocause of
this, b maintained that it was proper lor the Sages to ascribe corpo-
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teality 10 God. However, sensitive Lo the implication of what he was
saying, he added that this was nol a base corporcality, but a perfect-
ed corporeality. “The early ones ascribed 10 God and the angels and
the souts a very fine spiritual essence, more subtle than any body
knowen W us bt nevenheless characterized by form and build, ™
Kather than this being heresy, Luzeatto claimed that i is 1he docirine
of incorporcality which, through s association with philosophy,
leails to heresy. He felt that it would be infindtely better o Jews were
to return to the simple belief in a corpareal Grad.™

It is easy to understamd why Maimonides would consider 1the an-
thropomophists heretics. However, after having also seen how both
schalars and masses of pious Jews held this opinion it is impaossible,
and according to Luzzatto just about forbidden,™ for us o fallow
Maimonides' lead in reparding twin as heretics or in fobidding their
bk s B

In concluding the principle, ane more point must be noted with
regard (o Maimornides and anthropomorphisme Fhere is no guestion,
according to Maimaonides, that e anthropomarpalist has no share in
the World 1o Come ® This is such an impodaru principle that cven
“children, women, shapid ones, and those of a deteotive nalaral dis
prsition” muest be instructed 08 One wlho belicves tha God s cor-
poreal by definition denies God's unity and is much worse than an
idolater. It is irvelevant whether or not this mistaken belief is uninten-
Licmal &

With this said, Maimonides must answer why the Torsh used cor-
poteal expressions to refer to God, And, indeed, his answer is sirik-
ing. Since the masses needed to be instructed in the nature of God's
existence,® and they could not conceive of the existence of an ineor-
poreal God, it was necessary for them o be led wr this beliel inoa
progressive Fashion. First they were taught of the existence of 3 cor-
pareal God and only Tollowing this were they taoght of his incorpo-
reality. (Maimenides does nob well o SF Usis prrocess was scoomplished
uickly or took a number of generations.)™ As Howard Kreisel has
recently nowed: “I [ollows frome Maimonides” remarks that the Taraly
deliberately misleads the people inthe maner of the comporeality of
God. . .. The Torah has no choice b (o compraniise with reality
order 10 educate the people elfectively.™

lere we are not dealing with a poputadon that uvnderstood the
Bible in an anthropomorphic sense rather than wrming w the wise
men for guidianee. Rather, and this is what is 50 signiticant, it was the
Torah which originully inteaded for the masses secept God's carpore-
ality. In other words, it s not merely thu the Torah “misleads the
people,” but rather, e Fored taught them a hereticod doctrine™ Only
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when they advanced beyond this stage would they be able to under-
stand that, in troth, the anthropomorphic capressions are to be
uvnderstood figuratively, although one of the early lsraelites who
believed in God's corporeality would not have the legal staras of a
heretic—Maimonides would obviomsly gram thise—if b died withouot
having advanced beyond this stage he would suffer the true conse
quences of heresy, namely, denial of a share in the World to Come.
Cnce again we must note tlat this i3 not @ be viewed as a punish-
ment but rather as the necossany outcomne of the warld’s stucture, for
an incorporeal conceplion of God s a basic necessity for intcllectual
perfection i all tines and places. ™

A, The Tourth principle affirms God's pricrty o other Deings (hot
his s1emity as has often been assumed ) and creation ex rififo, i c.
creation after absolute non-cxistence ™ There are no lner Jewish
scholats that question Goel's priceily, however exactly it may be
elefinel. This is not the case with regard 1o e doclrine of creaticn
ex #ibiln which never zchieved onaninwowes acceptance. Thus, in
deseribing creation, I Ezra writes: "Most biblical commentatars
caplain that the word bara indicates creation oo wibdlo - Thn Ezia
rijiects this amd conelodes:] The meaning of Bang is oooul or 1o s 4
boundary, The imelligent person will understand Lo what 1 am allod-
ingl."** The implication of this, and some oer comments of Lha
Ezra, is that he balieved that 1he world was oreated by giving form o
eternal nutter, Indeed, In Fzra has been undersiood this way by R,
Joseph Tov Elent™ and B, David Arama,™ Althooagh there has heen a
wreal deut of discussion among later scholars regarding Ibn Erra's
vhewr, it is Fairly clesr that he is denying creation ex wibifo, ™

Somewhat later, Gersonides maintained that the world was created
froom clemmal maticer, and he describes his view at length in Book Six
of his Milbanmot Hashem. Samoel Tl Tibbon s another of the
medieval scholars wlo dees non accept creation ex atbie” Thore s
also the view advocated by, among others, B Abralam Alulalia, that
God cominually creates the world ™ Thos, creation and eterniry are
cipmhined, Howeoever, this oo is not cecation alter non-existence
which Maimonides requires.™

Before taking leave of this principle, ore more point must be
nered. One need i be an esotericist 1o see that that there are seri-
ous problems with Matmonides claiming that one who doubits cre-
ation ex mibifo is 4 heretic with ne share in the World w Come. With-
out getting into the much discussed problem of Maimonides' true
view of creation, it is clear from Maimonides' exoteric teaching in the
Guide that even be did not regard crealion ex wibilo as a fundamen-
tal religious doctrine.
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Maimonices disousses the Flalonic view which maintained that the
wotld was created by God fashioning clernal maner and refers o a
passage in rablynic lireratare which he believes may reflea tha posi-
tion® He is explicit in his statement that “this opinicn would not
destroy the foundations of the Law” and fther adds that there are
many passages in the Torah and other writings which could suppont
this view ¥ In addition, he claims that there is no religious reason to
reject this view. He would have no difficulty accepting it and inler
prefing Scriplure in accorcance with it if reason so dictated. Marvin
Fox has correctly summarizod Maimonides” opinion as follows:

[l scems cvident hat, even thinggh he does not consider thwe Plulenic
view 1o be the preferred or the exclusively coereal view, Maimonides
does admit it, alongside e theery of ereation out of nothing, as 2
legitimate and arceptable opinion on oth plilosuphical and religious
prounds. It can be shown o accord with one acceptable meuding of
Scripture and with the teachings of . . . canunical midrshim. From this
evidence, we scemingly must conchide that Maimonides acoepls the
Platonic posilion 25 consistent with prophetic wackdng, although it
dioes not follow that he considers # o e the best incrpretation of daal
teaching. . . . 1 someone finds it peruasive. Thene s 0o reason to
ohject, since it does noel vencradict any peinciple of te Torl o of phi-
Iexsoprhy B
It must akso be cophasized thar Fox is not desoribing any hidden
views in Maimonides. As be put is, "this acceplance of the Platonic
position should not be viewed as an esoteric position; it s perfecly
open and direct™ llaving thus secn that Maimonides was fully pre-
pared to deny creation ex nifdlo, there is simply no way one can take
seriously his contention that one who even doubts this principle is 2
heretic.® As w his reasons for saying sometling he doss not really
believe, T will return to this in my discussion of the ciglul principle.
5. The fifth principle teaches tht only Ged is fo be worshipped. In
addition, other clemnents, such as the stars, plancls, 2nd angels, which
have no free will¥ must not be used as intermediarics to reach
Gl ® There is no dispute among later authorities abom the first pan
of this principle. However, with regard o Maimonides” comment re-
garding mtermediarics, there is a great deal of delate. Already the
Tulmud discusses how angels bring man's prayers 10 God, and that,
theretore, one is not o pray in Aramaic, as the angels do not under-
stnd this language ® The Talmud simply refers o prayvers directed
wwards God which are then hrouglt before Him by the angels.
While there s no indication From this source that the one praying has
the angels in mind, this is only a shor step from actaally asking the
angels (o intereede on one’s behalf, Indeed, this aclivity is almost cer-
uirdy found in @lmudic literture, i not in these seurces, then else-
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where® s, therelome, no surprise thae ooe of e Geondm defended
the practice of using angels 1w inercede with God® According o
himn, angels can carry out at least some of the wishes of people with-
ol having to obtnin God's permission. Similar views regarding the
power of angels can find support in 4 nomber of rabbinic rexts® Al-
thougth Maimonides considers this belief heretical,” and would cither
reject or, more likely, interpret any objectionable rabbinic passages
allegzorically, ™ there i no reason o assume that it was not @ well ac-
cepted apinion in Geonig times.

R. Zedekiah ben abraham Anav defends e pracice, and cites
rabhinic sources which show that there 35 nething forbidden abwout
asking angels o intercede with Gl ™ B Samson Morpargo also
defends the practice of asking angels 10 intercede with God, Ac-
cording o him, since abll power lies with God, tiere is no larm in
asking the angels for assistance.® The numerous others who apgree
with this view nclude B, Tsracl Froma® R Gedaliah b Solomon ™ R,
Jacoh Emden® and R, Judah Aszodd'® It e thus no surprise that a
number of commaonly recited sefibor are ditected towards the angels
as is e thicd paragraph of shafom alekberm™ As for Maimonides'
opinicon, W has been suggested ther his vicws o this mattee were in-
fluenced by the Greeks and "we are not regueireed o Tollosse alter and
Lebieve that whicl Maimonides said as a philosophee. '™

Also parting company with Maimonides, although in a less ex-
treme way, is 0. Nissim Gerondi whio pots Forth 1l strange and origi-
pal positon Ul there is one particular angel in front of whom one s
permitted o prostrate oneself,'™ Although nating that prostration is
one of the Tour forms of worship singled our by the Talmuod as
alwrays being forbidden,™ R Menabem Recanati nevertheless sug-
zests that one is permitted o prostrate onesell before an angel if the
angel assumes human form, just 25 one s permiied o do this in
front of an actoal homan ™ Albk offers a differem perspasotive, claim-
ing thal one may prostrate onesell before an angel, bat ondy in the
latter's capacity a5 a4 messenper of Cod 19

& and 7. These principles teach the existence of prophecy and that
Moses was the greatest prophet whoe ever lived. In addition, they in-
clude the beliel tut there shall never again arise o prophet as greal
#s Moses, “He reached g greater understanding of God than any man
who ever existed or will ever exist be able 1o reach” ‘There s no
question that the Messiah is therefore regarded as ol bwing Moses'
prophetic egual, and, in another commen, Maimonides is explicit
that the Messiah would approach, but not sarpass, that lovel '™ With
the possible exception of some midrashic passages dealing with
Halaam,™ and Sarmuel, ™ acsvhere in rabbine literature s Moses' un-
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equalled stature questioned vis-d-vfs other prophets. However, with
repard o the Messiah, things are not so clear Thos, R Abraham
Abwlafia, cueting o lradition, writes thar the Messiah “shall he more
exalted then Moses.” Although one can guibble about the wornd
"exalted,” there seems to be no question that this is a rejection of
Maimonides” principte, cspecially since Maimonides doos say that
Moses reached the most exalied state possible,'™ This is cerainly the
case with regard to Nahmanides who says that the Messiah will attain
a more complete knowledge of God than Moses.™ Furthermore, Ger-
sonides writes that the Messiah will surpass Moses' kevel of prophe-
cy!'"™ and K. Hayyim b, Attar leaves open the possibility tha the Mes-
siah will reach Mases' level " Cerain Kabbalistic views of R lsaac
Luria unguestionably contradict Maimonides® principle as they give
Luria a greater prophetic grasp and undestanding than Moses. Both
F. Shneur Zalman of Lyady?? and B Zadek ha-Kohen of Tobdin!™
claharare on how Mases' abilities were inferior 1o those of Turia,

B The eighth principle teaches that the Torh was revealed [rom
Hogven and that the Torah found in our baeds s e exact same
Torah W Moses presented (o ilw: Childeen of Bsracl, T addition,
there is no difference in holiness berween any parts of the Fera.
teuch. The principle also declares e the Oral Law s lkewise of
divinwe origin.

As [or ihe Wrilen and Cral Laws being divinely inspired, there s
niey elispute, bl the agreemert ends at that, Babls ). David Bleich has
correctly neteed ta “his principde is, in ellect, an allinadon of the
authenticity of the Masoretic text."'"™ 1t is, however, alse much more
than that. The principle declares that the Masoretic text establiisherl
by the Tiberiuns is, in its entirety, of Meosaic authorship.'? Conse-
quently, it suggests, thers 4 no such thing as a history ol the Penta-
teuchal text, ie of the development of the texins recefdus. As with
the other principles. one who dendes this, or even expresses doubt
with regard to it, is, according to Matmonides, a heretc without o
share in the Wiorld o Come.

There are g numbwer of paoints, based only upon traditional sources,
which muke this principle extremely problematic.?™ To begin with,
strictly speaking, there s no such thing as the Masorctic lext, Gne
can anly speak of the texts establislied by varicus Masoretic scholars,
which differed in minoe details ™ T s thos omly nateral that Mein, 1o
niention cne example of many, speaks of “Masoreic works,” roher
than a single Masoretic text,™ In fact, he could not have spaoken of
the Musorctic text because this characterization is not part of tradi-
tiomal Jewish termimalogy b is ragher a relatively recent invention of
printers and edirors,
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When we currently speak of the Masoretic text or e fexras recef-
frs, we reler 1w the cdition of the Bible edited i 1525 by the future
apostate Jacobl ben Hayyim, inchuding the comeaions made upon it
by the Masoretic scholars Menahem de Lonzano and Sclomon
Norzl ™ Before this Ume, Pentateuchal texts, even though they can
be wrmoed Masoretic, were not united around a single text In addi-
tion, already in almodic times, it was understood that the Babylonizn
rubbis wore no longer aware of the proper defeaive and plene
spoilings 2 Similatly, &t was long apo recognized that the biblical
lexl, including the Pentateuch, found in the Talmud and Midrashim
differed on a number of occasions with the accepted (Masorclic)
text % and, in o Famouns responsum, B Solomon b Adret disenssedd
when we should correct our Torall scrolls in accordance with the
Talmud's Pantatevchal text '

It is well known that medieval auwthorities also had differing ver-
sions of the Pentweuch™ and we have often have manuscript evi-
dence to support these readings. Fven 5. D, Luzzatto, who doubis
that there were any dilferences in medieval Tarah serolls and atribut-
es all vatiations (0 memory lapses, has o admit that this can only be
said frenn the period of the Masoretes and on. Buat before this fme,
even he wlmils that variations did ocour inihe ext.® R Anqch Lock
Guenzherg advances the starling view that, as far as hiblical law is
concerned, Jews are no longer reuired to fulfil the commancdment
of writing a Sefer Torab, since, due to doubts abow defective and
plene, it can no longer be carried out properly.”™ Ahhough not going
o sucl an extreme, R Moses Sofer gives this uncertainty as the rey-
son wly no blessing is said bofore writing a Sefer Torah. Perhaps the
Talmud's version is correct, which would mean e the Torah sceoll
Peing written will acreally be invalid 127

Scholars have also called atiention o variations in the Sepluagint,
Dead Sea Serolls, Peshitta, and Targuemim,'® Bven Mammanides™ son,
R. Abraham, agreed that there was no authoritative texi and he was
not willing 1o invalidie serolls which differed from Mabmonides' pre-
scriptions.™ Fur Maimonides (o esizblish the legitimacy of the
Tiberian Masoretic text as dogma means that the Sages of the Tahnod
and the Babylonian Masoretes, who also had a different text,
would not have been zble 0 accept Maimonides' principle, thus
making them heretics! Even 1oday the Yemenites have a slightly dit
ferent text than the rest of Jewry.®' 1L s thus impossible o speak
about the Torh “found in our hands today” without clarifying that
there is not one such Torah wxt. Perhaps even inore fur reaching is
the claim of Rablbi Ya'akov Kaminetsky that Maimonides™ rext of the
Featatench dificred with the one in use today!'® If correct, this
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would mean that were conlenporary Joews 10 wocepl Maimonices'
cighth principle with regard 1o 1heir vemions of the Pentatenach, they
would stand condemned as heretics by Maimonides himsell for refus-
ing o accep his version as the proper one '

Rabbinic scurces speak ol $ilbkus soferim, Lo wexioal changes
introduced by the sedbes, some: of wlich conoern e Torah'™ Ac
cording to the Tawbunuz ' and Yalkwr Ba-Makbird, ' it was the an-
shet kenesset ha-gedolab who changed cermain words in the Torzh.
The Masoretic work Odbfad pe-Obbiah ™ and R, Joshua Lisser'™ cred-
it Ezra with the textual changes. The ‘Arnekh '™ Rashi,'™ R David
Kimhi, ' Yemenie Masoral, 12 and Shemol RBabiab as explained by
the standard Midrashic commentary Mafanol Kebunah'? (which i
actaally 1he clear meaning of the lext), are also explicit that the billi-
cal ext was changed by the Sgferim. Atthough lacking in our texts,
there are some versions of Shemot Babbah 13: 2 which also contain
this explanation.’™ Whether this meaning of flklnn sofering is correct
is not important for us o consider here, and it should be noted that i
was subject to harsh criticism. Sll, wha s significant For this cssay is
that all these scurces put Fosth interpretations that conflict with Mai
monides’ principle. Likewise, in a ditferent contexr, thn Ezra asscns
that the ext has changed since Moses™ day " It should also be noted
that a simnilar view is incorporated into an edition of e Peotateoch
widely wicd today by Orhodox Jows '

That there were dilferences in Penateuchal texes in Temple days is
indisputable. It was because of this that B Akiva and R Ami cmpia-
sized the importance of using a correctexd toxt. In addition, K. Meir
soemed 1o have had a variant vemsion of the Pentateuch '™ According
ter Malimanides, this was not the result of an error made by an igno-
rant scribe bul, raher, i0 was B Medr himsell who was responsilde for
the incormect variant.™® A passapc in Goreshbi Rabbaid lisis a number
ot textual variations which were Tound in 2 version of the ‘forah
which “came out of jeruselem in caplivity and wenl up &0 Rome and
was slored in the synagopue of Soverus. “' These varations inelode
additions and deletions of leners and oven an occasional word.

Equally well knowmn is a passage which appears with minor vari-
anls in the Jerusalem Talmud, ' Aror de-Robbt Natbeaw, ' Massekbor
Snfertm (O 43, and in o more sbridged form in the Sifre 5

Throe books they fuund in the Temple coun, the bock 3ivn, the ook
i, and the book ww Inthe one they found writlen o b paes
ared in the tao they found weritten mawrs (Treur. 33: 270, and they
vizheld the twe and sct aside the one, In the one they Found werigien
e 13 veweart e s and in the two they lound wrilen o nbem
b 3 s (Faodus 245 5) and (hey upheld the oo and set aside
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the cae. In the one they foond written nime tmes o9, amd in e Two
they found weritten eleven thimes o0, and they upheld the two and set
asicles the one.

Obwiously there s no eason we must assume e the texts hed
ware in e majority were correet. However, as wilhs all halakhbic deci-
sions, objective “tuth™ is set aside, and the decision of the Sages, in
this case Ixsed oo the majorty panciple, i docrminativie. Indeed, R,
Pavid Kimhi, ™ Ffodi’™ Meir™ and R, Joseph 1bn Waqar'™ admit
that there wepe cocasions when the rablus could not determine e
proper text, and this is the reason why they instooted e Eerd -
Eherip. That, nevertheless, this did not achicve universal acceplance is
seert in the Fact thar there are manuscripts whose beffp is the same as
the &evf which is found in other manuscriprs.

As cun be imagined, despite the great effoats of the Sages, not all
difficulties were cleared up. This explains anotwr passage found in
Bamidbear Rabbab (3 14), Apd de-Rabbi Nathar (34 3), as weell as
orher sources, whicl discusses the placing of dots over certain worels
in the Tosh:

Wherelore are (he dots? Thos said Ezra: -lf Elijah will come and say,
why have you written these words? T shall say unio bine 1 have already
put dots cver them. And i he will say, thou has weritten well, | shall
remnovee the dots over them.”

As David Wriss Halivni has correctly observed, this passage “im-
plics shal Ezra had the right to delete a word if he was sune of its
spuriousness.” In these instances he was wnsare of the reliability of
the e "bon Blijalvs question ta Ezed, "Wy have vou wrinen these
words? implics that ¥zra possessed the power of wxual cmend-
ion, "™ { Havyim Lisschenson points out that it was nol only Ezra
whao doabued wheher cortain words should e included in ke Torsh
L B, Yose as we]], S

Acceptance of Maimonides' principle means that the inverted siens
in Numbers 10 are also Mosaic, Yer, B, Solomon Luria claimed 1
have seen twelve different ways of writing them'® Tno acdition, he
gows cven further by stating that e invered sizees have no basis in
the ‘1almuod b rather are based on the Kabbalali, Funhermore, the
way i which the inverted wans are cumently writen, with the addi-
ticn of two extra letters, actuatly invalidaie the Sefer Torad In other
words, there is no question acconding to R Luria tat present day
Torah scralls are oot idenrical with the Toral given s Moses,

Based on the above sources, and many others not cited here, one
must conciude that aceeplance of 1he Masoretic wext as being entirety
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of Mosaic authorship is neither compelling nor “Onhodox,® and by
definition exclodes the Pentatcuchal 1ext of the Talmud as being
entirely ol Mosaic amborship ! Based on this, R, Hirschenson
declzres that it is not heresy to believe that the Pemaicochal rex sufs
fees from corruptions, Indeed, even one™s doults in this regard are
considered Toraly study ™ This further leads & Birschenson to his
view that there is no religious objection to Lower Biblical Criticism, ™
The question of which text is “carrect” is thus viewed separicly from
the question of which text appears in our Torab scrolls, 1t s only the
latter which has boeen sanctified by halakhah, and this halakhic deci-
ston follows its own rales which do not correspond to how a scholar
will determing which text is original, ™

U antil this poind, we have onby deal winl diflferenoes thar eliher
crept into o were purprgely insenied into o wesn whicl was of Mosaic
authorship, However, even Maimonides' assenion that the entire
Torah was given by Moses has been disputed. There is an opinion in
the Talnwd, accepted by many post-talmudic authorites, that Joshoa
wrote the last eight verses in the Pentateocly)™ R Josepl ibn Migash,
a figure whose influcnce on Maimonides wis enormons, '™ siands o
as one who accepts this opinion'™ K. Zevi Hirsch Ashkenazi explains
that, according 1o this view, and in tolal oppesifion 1 Maimonides'
principle, the last eight verses' revelalory status is not equivalent Lo
that of the rest of the Torih, '™

Althouglt Maimonides regarcds 0 as heretical, the siew that Joshua
had a hand in writing the Pentateuch is also affirmed by lbn Ezra
who claims that the last twelve verses of the Pentateuch were written
Iy Joshiva, He docs not regard this opinioo as rdical inany way and
feels comforable in openly asserling 0% R Meyabas apreed with
Iba Ezra'™ and even W Moses Sofer sympathized with this position, !
Fresumably, these authorities did not see anvthing radical in this
nodion sinec they were merely expanding opon e talmodie view ™
This is different than suggesting post-Mosaic awthorship for a ponion
of the Torah not discussed in the Talmud. Signiticantly, as B, Yaakoy
Hayyim Soler has recenty pointed out,'™ Nabmsanides also bad ne
dilliculty in considering Joshua as having written part of the Penta-
teuch 7

The last twelve verses of the Pentaleuch are not all that 1bhn Ezra is
concemed witls in this negand, o his comment 1w Deaeronomy 0 2
{“These are the words which Moses spoke unto all Isracl beyond the
Jordan™), Thn Fer writes: “I1 you know the seerel of the meelve, and
of “And Moscs wrote,' and of "And the Canaanite was then in the
Iand,” and of Tn the mount where the Lord is scen,” and of ‘Behold
his Dedstead was a bedstcad of jron,” vou will discover the trath”
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This passage has long been considered as meaning Uwt 1bn Exra con-
sicdlerec! all the verses referred o as beimge simidlar o the last owelve
verses in Douteronomy in thal they are post-Mosaie 77 Among tradi
tional schobirs, Thn Frra has been understood in this manner by an
ancnymous student of K Solomon b, Adret (thinesnth {;emury)_.'?*" R.
Samue] Mowot (Founecnth centory),™ Ko Josepl Bonfils (fourreenth
conry),'™ R Shem Tov [ Joseph Shaprot (fourteenth centuny),’™ K.
Eleazar ashkenazi b, Nathan ha-Bavli {(Tourteenth century), '™ R,
Moses b, Judah ben Moses Nearim {fourcenth coentury?),™ B Eleazar
b. Mattathias (date unkoown), '™ K. Azariah de Rossi (sixdeenth centu-
v ™M R Eliezer Ashkenazi (sixteenth ceniury),™ R, Moscs Almosning
(sixteenth century),* K. Aviad Sar Shalom Basilea (o, 1680-1743),'%
R Gad del Aquilla (eighteenth centuryd "™ 1. Samuel David Luzzane
{nincicenbe contomy),™ R Moses Ashkenazi (nineteenth century), ™
and B Solomon Nerer (ninetecnth eentuanyy, ™

it is significant that Bonflls, B Shem Tov b, Juseph Shapnn, T
Elearar b, Mathathias, del Aquilla, and Netter all defend Iba Ezra.
Accorcding tir Bonfils, one must make a distinetion between the post-
Mosaic addition of commandmenls or entire ponions of narmative,
which is objectionable, and ather additions which are not. Of course,
ali additions were wriden wough divine inspication. This point is
especially stressed by del Aguilla who points oot that it is heresy o
suggest that Moses (or someone else) added a verse o the Bible at
his omwvn diserction. However, il one assumes that all i i Torah is
wrilten throupgh divine inspiration, post-Mosaic additions are not oli-
jieticrable, T s only bhecavse of 1his that the tannaitic vicw which as-
sered that the last eiglt verses were wrilten by Joshuw 15 nol hereti-
cal. R Eleazar . Mauathias goes even hurther. According o him,
Eera, who was responsible for onoe again bringing knowledge of the
Torah o the populace, did not change any of the mizeot which were
given o Moscs. However, he did eol besitate o enlange the namative
portion of the Torah and “possibly” did this at God's command. In
one case, B Elearar says he even deleted a verse frome 1hee Torahs,
Mener explaing thar the sitement “Moses wrate the Torah” is compa-
rable to statements in 1 Kings 6:10 and %1 1hat Solomon baill the
Ternple. In other words, Solomon neced nen lave Hienlly panicipaned
in the buiteling For Tum wr e crodied with its constroction, Similagly,
a few post-Mosaic prophetic insertions do not alwer the Fact that
Moses is o be regarded as the author of the Torh ™

Tbn Ezra is not unicue in this regard among impostant Kshoning, A
teading Ashkenazic sage, N Avigdor Katz (hirteenth century), also
maintains that there are post-Mosaic additions in the Toral insered
bw the arshet benesser ba-gedolab. " indeed, K Judaly he-Hasid had
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earlier expressed agreement with this position. ™ In addition, R,
Judah he-Hasid makes another fascinaling remark, Commenting on
Mumbers 21: 17 (“Then sung Bsracl this song™), he claims ot witat is
actually referred wr bs the “Great Hallel,” and that in o kuter generation
King David removed it from the Peruateuch and placed it in the Book
of Psalms. ™ “this opinion is quoted withow objection by the ffteenth
century Kabbalist, R Menalem Zioni.™ In fact, B Judah he-llasid's
view is not unique, as can be scea from the Facr that K. Avigdor Kate,
in his eommuent on this same verse, also claims to have heand thar it
refers o the “Grear Hallel' which was removed from the Torah by
Dravid.'™ As with Zioni, R Avigdor Koz guotes this view witlioul a
hint of objection. Appzrenily there was some traclition regarding this
voerse, e source and nature of which woe are unaware, As tor
Rishonim, It is alse worthy of note that R Samuacel ben Meir is repoat-
ed o ave believed that 2 poetion of the Torlh was added in the
days of the Judges. ™

Another view which may reflect a break with Maimonides™ princ-
ple is advanced by R Sclomon Zevi Schick. While agrecing that
Moses authered the entire Pentalcucdt, he maintaing that the poricon
dealing with Balak and Balawm was insered ime the Torah by the el-
ders and the prophets after the Children of Tsrac] had abreacy emered
the Land of lstacl ™

Based on sl these sources, and, in particular, the discussion re
garding the text of the Pentaleach, 3 is impossible o believe that
Maimonides should be taken w bis word when he werites that all are
obrligated tr belicve that our Torh scrolls are the same as the one
given @ Moses, Who hetter than Maimonides knew e problems in-
volved with soch o stateanent? He was perfealy aware of the texmaal
differences in varicus scrolls, and it was he who went to such great
lengthis 1o establish a correct Pentateuchal text™ that the legend even
developed 1hat he even traveled o France 1o examine the Scrofl of
Exra which was kepl there.™ With this in mind, it should not strike
one as surprising o read the comments of the conlemporany Rosh
Yesldva of Veshivat Ner Yisracl, B Yatakow Weinberg, Aller mention-
ing some of the points already made, B Weinberg states:

Rambam knew vory weell that these vaviations existed when {es definesd
his Trincipbes. The words of Ani Matamin and the words of the
Rambam, “the entire Torab in our posscssion today,” must not be
taken lcrally, implying thar all the letrers of the present Torods ane the
exact lefiers given o Mostie Rabbeinu, Rather, it should be understond
in 1 general sense that the Torah wee bearn and live by is Tor all intems
and perpnses the same Torale thi was given w Moshe Rabbeino
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R Wemberg is specifically referring 1o Muimoenides' claim that our
Torah scrolls are exactly the same as that of Moses. Howcever, what
about 1w oiher assertion, namely that one must believe that the en-
tice ‘Torah was written by Moses? It is obwious (hay this 0o muost we
taken with a grain of sall Mot thay Maimonides chid not believe this, 22
He did, Dul holding something 10 be e is very different from estab-
lishinge it as dogma. By doing the laner, Maimonides would have, in
etfect, rendered any other opinion beretical and 1 believe I is Clear w
all that Maimonides did nol regand 1. Joseph ibn Migash and 1bn Ezra
as heratics,

That Maimonides could not have truly believed that all those who
differed with this principle are becetics, is futther seen from the fact
that he declares inothree places that one cannot decide which opin-
ien is correct in mawers of belief as one does in questions of hala-
khah *¥ This does non mean thae one does ool offer an opinion.
Maimonides decides bovwoon diffcorent talmodic views in matters of
beliel an a number of occasions, What he means by saying that one
cannet give 3 hatakhic decision regarding philosophical views is that
one cannot render anather opinian invalid and therefore forbidden w
b held. We must rememnber that this s no differenn from e which
woours in halakbic maners where the opposingg opinion s also nor
renclered invalicl, Tt is just that, for practical purposes, one opinion
must be followed, Since, with regard to maters of belief, there is no
element of praxis, one cannot compel belict in one apinion 1w 1he
exclusion of ancther.*

As we bave already noted, there is an opinion in the Talmud that
the lasi eight verses of the Torah were wtitten by Joshua, For
Maimonides to declare 2 talomdic opinton as heretical appeans ex-
tremely unlikely, cspecially when one ears in mingd his previously
mentioned view regarding freedom of thought in matters of faik,
Still, one may protest that, as we have noted, Maimenides admits that
there is a almudic opinion which perhaps aceepts the Platonic view
of creation and nevertheless he regards creation ex aibifo us dogma,
A number of answers to his difficulry are possitle, To begin with,
Muimonicles does not swegest that the mbbinie opinion aceeps the
Phoonic view, anly that it meay wach i Also, woe have already seen
tow Maimonides' position on creation in the thineen principles is
contradicted by whean he writes in the Cuide and cannot be pken as
Maimonides” 1me belief,. However, even il one chwooses o distegard
the Guide entirely, a distinclion can be made between creation and
the authotship of the Toruh, The case could be made that Mai-
monides had 1o insist upon creation ex sebifo bocause this was a Fon-
damental principle of Jewish theology, 1t wasn®t as if he had to
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decide between two plilosophically acceptable opinions. #ather, one
opinion was philosophically totadly at odds with Jewish conceplions
and, therefore, it was not a question of deciding between two opin.
ions but rather of affieming the only correct one. The same could be
said with regand 1o ebbinie passages that speak of angeels as inlerme-
diarics. 5ince these passages are plilosophically untenable, they are
nel regarded as valid opinicns any mone than o view which permits
Sabbath desecration is a valid halakhic opinion, What we have hoere
is simply one opinion which Maimonides records, notl twe opinions
from which he chooses one. Where issues of dogma are concernead,
there i3 nover more than ome options, This is not the case with regand
to the last eigln verses of the Pentateuch, Philosophically, it makes
no dilterence if the last eight verses were writlen by Moses or by
Jushua under divine inspiration. There is thus ne reason why
Maimonides shoold castalilish one rablinic opinion as dogma and, hy
so daing, chassily the other rbbinic apinion as heresy 2"

I meast be clear that this argument is presented only 1o sarisfy
those who do oot wish to deal with what Mainwnides wriles in the
Grefrde, However, for those who do wish to doose, amed this i e only
way o truly understand Maimonides, there s no questian that
Mahmnonides' assertions reganding creation ex wffifer and the rext of
the Torah arc w be viewed in the same light, Both principles contain
things Maimonides clearly could not have believed in and yee he
wrote that all Jews must believe in then in their eotirety. How can
ane explain this?

I is possible 1o answer this by comparing the Commentary on the
Mishnah (where the principles appear) to the Guide In the Giefele,
Mainonides adopts the “daring methad of adiniiting right ofl 10 mis-
spoken uttersnces (as woe might call them today) and to halftrutls.
.. His cndorsernent of these vicws is necessary for obvicus politica
reasons, reasons which he obvicusly cannot divalge "™ One may
poiat to the same tendency with bis principles, Howover, bere we do
ool simply find Maimenides puning forh "misspoken utterances™ but
ralhoer stating them as dogma. ‘Thus, perhaps we are better served i
we find an appropoiate context in which o place these *half-unahs.”

In Gride I 28, Maimonides disousses the dilfesenoes [erweeen
whal he lermns “toe beliefs ™ and “necessacy beliefs® "True betiels”
ate those which feach, inca lilerul Fashion, some tath about Gedd,
such as His existence, unity, eterity, and omnipotenoe. Their pur-
pose 18 to enalile one to akain imollectual perfection. “Necessary bie-
liefs,” the basis of whicle is tradition and not philosophy, are ex-
pressed in lgurtive Form and MlB0 a politcal Tanction in that, by in-
stilling obedience 10 1he Torah, they resulare tlwe soncial relations of
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human beings. Lo addition, they enable people to acquire noble qual-
iies. For example, Scripture 1caches that God s angry with those
who disobey Him, Alhough in ol God does net have the charae-
teristic of anger, Scripture found it advantageous ta use this erm for
the effect it would have, T s ~necessany® for the masses 10 belicve
Cirad is anpgry iF they disobey Him in order for them o keep thelr be-
havior in line. In addition, i s "necessary” for e masses @ believe
that God responds instantly to the praver of someonce wronged or
deceived. For them to believe otherwise, would damage their faith in
praver.

Anbhur Hyman has pointed out that Maimonides” understanding of
‘necessary boliohs” is distectical ruther than sophistie, e they are
“propositicns which are tue in some respeot though ool in anoedh-
er™ Although ynuan uses this distinction o make a different point,
it weendd appoear thet i alse bas relevanoe tor the problem we are dis-
cussing. In formulating the eighth principle, Maimonides was aware
et 1t i ol entirely “true.” It is wrue that the Tarah is divine and was
given o Moses. It s also true that the tradidonzl interpretatdons are
divine. Howewver, cerlain other elements are not troe, only "neces-
sary.” Thal is, U was nocessary For the masses 1o belicve that Moses
had amhored the cntire Torah, from stan 1o fnishe I was also oeoes-
sary for them to believe that the entire Tarah in their hands was iden-
tical with the Torah of Moses. Being told that it is heresy o doubt
this is L equivalent of welling one tha God gers angry or that be res-
prmnds immcdimtely 10 prayer. All these have in conmon the Fac
through them, people are kepr from straving from the proper path, ™
Meedless to say, this same insight will also explain the ather problem
we noted, namely, wiy Maimonides lists creation ex mibifo a5 2 doy-
ma when he clearly did not view it as such,

Why Maimonides believed it important Lo insert these “necessary
helicfs” into the cighth principle is clear, During his time, Muslims
were strongly challenging the Jews, claiming that they had altered the
iext of the Torah, This accusation began with Mubammed who, as
quoted in the Keran, had charged the Rabbhis of Falsifving snd m-
pering with the original Torah, He prochkimed: “Do you then hope
that they would believe in vou; a party ftom among them indecd
used to hear the word of God, then alered 3 abfier they had vl
stpiad i, and they know [Dhisl . . Woe then to those who write the
Book with their hands and then say this s [rom God” (20 75 700
This clurpe was carried {forward by lorer Islamic schalars, with the
thealogian 1ba Haem (994-1064) taking a lead in publicizing the doc-
trine of Jewish Falsification of Seripiure (abeif )

With such an assaull, it is obvious why Maimonides Tel it was
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imporant for the masses (o believe that their text was the exact
equivalent of Moses’ text, The masses could not e expeated w
understand the prablems relating to the Liblical e Exposing them
to some of this knowledge could have undermined their ungues-
tioned faith, especially in the face of slkonic polemics. Tu seas thus ne-
cessary for the masses 1w affirm what, in reality, was not tue, oame-
Iy, that the text of the Toral in their hands was entively free from any
textual corruptions, even unto the last detsil.

That this interpretation of Majmonides is correet s (uiher iliostrae-
cd by a pussage in lds "Lewer w Yemen.” Referring o the Muoslim ac-
cusaticn thar the Jews hadd aliered the e of the Torah, Maimonides
responds by saying that in both Fast and West "there exist no differ-
ences at all in the text, not even in the vecalization.” " Maimcnides is
nol simply saying that the Torah in B possession s identical o that
of Moses' Tarah, thus making it the only cormect version, Hather, he is
denying a fact which was obvious to anyone with even a perfunctory
knowledpe of the Fenoateach, namcly, Qo theoe were diflferences in
texts, As for denying differenoes in vocabization, (this s e cguivalem
of denying that the Masoretes ever exisicd, An Tslamic apponend
would be excused had he charged Malmonides with a bald-faced lie.
Tlowever, Maimonides’ comments were not direcred against such a
person, They wore dircected tovweards the masses of Jews of simple
faith wha had never heard of Ben Naftali and may not have been
able 1o deal with the fact thar there were differences in biblical vocal-
ization. !

In closing this section, it should e noted that this fear of
Maimonides finds expression in laler authorities, One of the reasons
Bantils gives for not metking Thn Fera's hinds known to the masses is
the ammunition it will provide for the Muslims?? 1. Havyim ben Ar-
tar stirongly assails the view that the end of the ‘Tarah was written by
Jushwa, because, as he clearly states, many Jews wore confused by
this assenion and were thus led to heresy. ln addition, the very
notion that Moses did not write the entire Toruh gives support to the
Islamic view that the Jews falsified the Torah after Moses' time# R
David b Zimgra 2lso points o this reason in two responsa. In one he
discusses &eri w-Bhetip as well as other Masoretic moaflers and in the
other he mentions this reason in refusing o sanction the correction
of Torah scrolts accornding w the Pentmcuchs! tex found inothe
Zobur

4. The nimh principle waches tha e Toral will never beabre-
gated, in whole or pan, and that Ged will never give another Toral
Assuming that Maimonide  does sl not include Messianic days in
this principle ®® there is hardly any dispute as to its salidity. T say
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hardly because K. Joseph Albo did disagree with Maimonides, ¢ Al
though he considers his position only thearetical, he admits that were
a new prophet o anse whose mission could be verified in the same
way Moses™ mission was verilied, it would be possible for the com-
mandments of the Toral 1o be abolished, This is with the exception
of the “l'en Commandmoents which are of diflerem sims, having een
proclaimed o the Tsraclies discoly Iy God. According to Albo, the
view that the commandmenis can, in fucl, be sbolished "belongs nei-
ther to the category of the necessary nor Lo that of the impossible.”

10, The wenth principle is that God knows the actions of men. This
would appear o be obvicus for any refigious person and Tsaac Hustk
has correctly described any view which limits Godd's knowledge as
“unchy very bold as theology, we might almost say it is a theclogical
mcnstrosily. 37 Yot theologicsl monsirosity or not, such a view is not
lacking among Jewish philosophers. It is imponant e point ow 1
BMammonickes does not seem to be referring to God's knowledge of e
contingent, lle certainly did believe that God had complate fore-
knowledge bad it does no apprear w be included bene as dogana =™

Among those that limit God's knowledpze, ibn Eera should be men-
tioneed, although his vigw s ot entirely clear, In his comment 10
Genesis 18 21, he wriles: “The Whole [God] knows the individoal in
a general manner rather than in a dewiled manoee” D Exe adds
that this view containg o “preat seorel™ This appears o e o clear ae-
coplance of the Islamic Arstotelian view tiat God only knows the
particular in 3@ general way, but not the paricular as such, since the
latter is constantly changing. This is how I Fem s anderstood by
Nalumanides whe refues 1o him pejoratively as “pleasing himself with
foreign offspring [i. &, philosophyl."#'® L Ezea is also understood in
this manner by Gersonides ™ Caspl,*® Abovvanel ¥ R Shem Tov
Fulbaguer, 2 R, Fleazar Ashkenozi ben Nathan ha-Bavli®' K Aviad
Sar Shalom Basilea,* and by later scholars such as T Orsclansky 2
D Rosin®” L [usik ** ). Guttmann *® L G. Léwy 20 O Sirn® and J.
Cealzn, 22

Although this may indeed be Lbn Ezra's view. ¥ i must e noted
that another reading is also passible, The implication of his commen,
when taken wygether with the verse, appears ta be that Gad can, if
He wishes, attain keowledge of the pamticular, I1 this is so, we are not
talking of a God who is constrained by Torces beyond His will, b
rather of a God who chooses not 10 e aware of particulars.® “This
wimld then be similar o B Hayyim b Aoars point that there are
times when Godl chooses not to have knowledyre of laoman actions 2
MNevertheless, both T Erns, ascoonding 1o this understanding, and R,
[Layyim Den Attar are probably contradicting Maimonides™ principle,
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ft is Gersonides who develops the distinection between God's
knowledge of the universal and e paicolar io Book 3 of his M-
bariot ba-Shem. According o him, particulars, which are infinite and
subject to change, [l omside of God's knowledge and He can do
nothing to change this.

11, The clevently principle s that of reward and punishmen. Al-
though there are gecatl differences over e natore of this docrioe,
with some thinkers, including Maimonides, adopling a naturalistic
stance, there are none whoe deny it outright. One wonders whether
any of the Onhodox spokesmen who have advocated acceptance of
the Thincen Principles ane really aware of Maimonides™ view of re-
warl and punishment which goes against wainsdrean cabibinie oadi-
tion, Without going into any detail, let it simply be sineed dha accond.
ing 10 Maimonides «bere is no beavenly reward for the performeance of
wrizeol, As Malmonides makes clesr in Gredede 171 27, and as his oppo-
nents were well anare,* immorality s emirely conscquent upon in-
tellectual atiinment. ™’ This radical view of Maimonides weas abso
held by B abraham [bn Ezea, ™™ K. Samuel 1bn Tibbon ¥ Gor
sonices, 20 aned apparently R Netanel b, saiah, 2o

12 The rwelfth principle 35 gt of te Messinle Mainmonicles also
adds: “Tnciuded in this fundamental principle is that there =il he no
king of fsrael except from David and frome the sced of Solomen ex-
clusively, Whosoever dispues the sovercigoly of this dynasty denies
God and the words of Llis prophets.” Allhough a number of 1he
prophets and a few midvasbim seern 1o distegard any notion of a
personal Messiah, to my knewledpe it is ol dispued by any later
Jewish thinkers who are alse able 10 reintempre any questionalle
terxly 22

Thers is, however, onc opinion in the Takoud which does not ac-
cept the messianic idea. The Amora B Hillel is quoted as saying:
“There shall e neo Messiah for Istael, becavse they have already on-
joyad him in the days of Herckiah " Upon hearing this heretical
statement, K. Joseph responded, “May God Torgive bt [for saving
501" T s concerning this viewr of 1 Hillel that Mablyi ). Davie Bleich
makes a number of significant poinis. Aller pranting out that matters
oof belief are "inherently naners of Halfadbah, "he contdnues:

The concupt of the Messiah is one example of a fundamental principle
of beliel concerning which, at one point in Jowish bustony, Bwere caisl-
cd o legitimue divergence of apinicn, since resolved normatively. .
Rav Tlllel ¢emainly denied that reestablishment of the monarchy end
restoration of the Davidie dynasty are essential components of the
provess of redemprtion. Rabbi Moses Sofer quite cogently points out
that were such views 1o he held by 2 comemporarny Joew he would e
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Lrunded a heretic ¥ Yet, the advancement of this opinion by one of
the sages of the Talmud carried with it no iheclogical odium, The
gxplanation is quike simple. Before the suhoritative formulation of the
Halakbah with regard 1o this belief, Rav illel's opinion could be
enterliined. Following the resolution of the conflict in a manner which
negates this theory, emative flalakbah demands acceprance of the

belief that the redemption will e elfeced throuph the apency o a
mori] messiah 49

This passage is difficult for a number of reasons. To begin with,
we have already seen that Maimonides is explicit that general matters
of belief are not matters of halakhah which can be decided in the
method descrilied by B Blekch. Tawe principles of Beith, on the other
hand, are not, and have never been, subject to debate, and any one
who even expresses a doubt abowt a principte, not 1o menton out-
right denial, is a heretic with no share in the World w Come. In
fact, I am unaware of any Rishowim who hold die view Bleich de-
scribes.®® [ do not believe there are any Risbosdo, 2od cenainly no
Maimonides, who belicved thar B, Hillel's opinion could ever be en-
tertained. T was abways regarcded as being a mistaken, if not heretical,
opinion and for that reason was rejected by R, Joseph, When
Mainonides' lists as a principle the coming of 1the Moessiah, he s not
deciding between two contradictory opinians, e is merely giving
the orfy opinion on the subject. A mistaken and heretical uierance
by une of the Amoraim docs not sullice 1o create a valid opinion
which he muost then coasider in rendering his decision. If this wseere
the case, the doctrine of the Messiah would probably nat have becn
listed as a dogma {unless it was 1o be understood as o “necessary
belief™),

Since R, Bleich has pu the principle in o halakbic context, T will
use a halakhic vxample from his own writings to illustrate my
point #7 I §s an unequivocal halakhah, perbiaps cven of biblical
authority, that Jewishness is dotermined by the mother and, of
course, this is how Maimonides records the law, Now, the Tact (s
tere is one opinien in the Talinud** that disagrees with this law
cloes not mean tae Maimonddes, or the Talmued for that matter, ever
“tuled” on the issue. Rather, the law was alweays clear and unambigu-
ous, The errant statement by one who lived in Talmudic dmes did
not change mallers. This was e o valied opinion which needed to be
coustdered. Tneleed, r was nor an opinion at all, as far a5 Jewish law
is concerned, Rather, as the Talmmud says, the originator of it was 1o
b flopged. When Maimonides recorded the: halakhah, he was simply
recording the one, and only, upinion which had the stanp of wath,
Similarly, the Talmud, and Maimonides, never decided that 2 personal
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Messiah was dogma. They sinply exprosscd what they believed to be
the indispnable view of the Torah.

As Tor R. Bleichs comtention that R, Hiltel's view caried no theo-
logical odivm, this is certainly most difficalt 1o fnhom, R, Joseph's
reply “May God forgive him,” cenainly shows tha Bleich is mistaleen.
As B, Abraham Ribago purs it, “They prayed to God so that he would
forgive him for his heresy” (voam miven) ™ IF R Hillel did net re-
et s view he is ecrtainly o be reganded as g heretic according to
Maimonides. R Joseph Albo®? makes this perfectly clear and says
nothing about any “legitimate divergence of opinion, since resolved
normatively.” [ndeed, it should be noted that if this was a legitimate
divergence of opinion, why would B Millel need Cod's Torgivencss?
A with Muimonides, Albo belicves that there wuas only one opinion
which was ever vilid and B Hiflel's opinion is heretical. However,
according o Albo, one who errs unftentionally regarding a basic
principle is not be e reparded as a heretic, although he has sinned.
I other words, B Hillel's view was heretical, bot (his did nee mcan
he was a heretic. Allernatively, Albo suggests that, ahhough R Hillel
sinned by this belief, denial of the Messiah is not the equivalent of
denying the entire Torah, and therefore he 13 nat regarded as a
heretic.®

Professor David Weiss Halivnd bas recently commented on the pas-
sagre in Sarhedrin 991 and his words, cxsctly the opposie of R
Bleich's, also deserve tr be guoted a1 length;

Issues af doctrine | ., cannor be definitively setiled merely bucgh the
consensus sugpested by a vote of the majority nor by the judgment
rencdercd by the passage of history, . . Qruandficitive superionity can
play no role in the qualitative realm ol specultion. Although matlers
of svience, logic, wnd theology—ol objective reality—cean e delated,
they cannot ultimately be sedled in the chambers of the Sanhedrin,
Additionally, o thoeological doarine thal was once considersd legitinate
canned simply be brunded heretical through the mere puassing of fime,
foor Mistorical, and thns centingent, factoss have no role to play in the
resolution of purely intellectual maters, B an authorative figars in the
Jewish pust maintamed a certain specdative standpoint, the teuth or
falsity of such cannol e dewermined by iradition or consensus, and
thus its legitimacy cannot be judged by the systemic principles which
govern the halakhic process. Avenues of intellectual specuklion onee
considered thealogically sonnd canmot be thwaned merely boeoause
they are no longer popular

With rthis 1 can have no dispute, and T belicve the cogency of
Weiss Halivni's words should be apparent o all. However, Weiss [a-
livei continues:
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The famous passage in b Sanh. 99 thal disowsses the daling of the
roessianic cra illustrates the continued viahility, despile unpopularity,
of mincrity theological positions. ., . The fact that R, Flillel's opinion
was recorded and transmitted in the Tadmud despite s obwiows
vrpopubarity exhibits the multifariousness and license of mbhinic the-
ology, and preserves this speculative viewpoint as a viable once within
the spectrum of kaditional Jewdsh thought 2 One would have expect-
ed, not unreasonably, tha such o comroversial theological claim would
e pruposefully excluded from the purview of mbbinic lerne 2

The priotden willh Weiss Halivei's point s his assumption that De-
cause the Talmiwl records the view ol B Hillel, this makes it a
"viable” option in traditional Jewish thought, By the same woken one
could say that the viesy of Jacob of Naburaya was a viahle halakhic
alernative if i hud not Teen overriden by the majority. We have al-
ready shown the omenabidliny of this view., Were B THels view
recorded in the name of a significant figure then 1 would agree with
Weiss Flalivni. However, as R Abraham Bibago points out, K. Hillel
does not classify as such for he was onby a minor scholar ™ For the
same reason that T have relmained from quoting the views of Allbalag,
Narlwoni and Leibworwite, one should aol quete R Hillel when seeking
to define rraditional Jewish thought,

Professor Weiss Llalivni anticipated this objection by claiming that
the Talod wondd nen lave reconded ihis passagee G000 did non sec i
as being viable, However, the same point could be made regarding
passages in which the Talmod quotes the views of sectarians. Are we
tr say the opinions of scctarians are vinble? As Weiss Halivnd well
knows, these passapes are gquolcd in order to be refoned and ®
Muses Sofer makes the vory same point with regard 1o R Hillel's
vicw, e it was only recorded in ovder o show its untenabiling
Cven if this were not the case with regard o R illels view, and
Allws dows specilically reject this approach,® 1 know ol no traditional
Jewish sources which agree (hat epery rabhinic view mentioned in
the Takmud or Midrash has validity and must be taken sericusly. ™
Cenainly no Jewish 1cacher has ever granted R Hillel's view validity,

The other point worhy of norice is thit Maimonides says that the
Messiab is oy be deseended foom Solomon, Apparenily B, Kafih does
not consider this scotion as part of the dogma, denial of which equals
beresy, [ say this because in his note to the passage, he explains this
addition as being mmserted in opposition 1o the Christians wheo Lrwce
Jesus” lincagge 1w Nathan, another son of Dovid ™ Since R Kafih ex-
plains this as being due o polemical considerations, he implics tha,
lucking these considermions, it would not be included in the princ-
ple. sdll, B Kalil's point is only specalative, and 1the fact remains that
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Maimonides doey include the Solomonic descent as pan of the princi-
ple, dendal of which & equated with heresy. Tnderstood as such, one
rmust conclude that even if there had never been a Christian religion,
it would still be olligatery upon all to believe that the Mossiah is of
Solomonic descent.

Before examining the soutees that dispute Maimonedes, it is neces-
sary 1o call anention to the conments of R Meir Don Plozki. Plogki
is aware that Maimonides also mentions Sclomonic descent in the
Sefer ba-Mizpot™ yet he points out that this does not appear in
the Mishueh Yorab, Based on this, Plocki claims rthat Maimonides
changed his mind, and his final view on the subject excludes
Sclomonic descent from the Messianic doctrine,®™ It should, howoever,
e noted thar Plozki weas unaware that Maimonides alse mentions rhe
necessity of Solomonic descent in his Letter to Yemen, !

In any event, later scholars did rust Teet bouwnd by Maimonides'
words, R 'Azariah de Rossi ™ R Gedaliah Ibn Yahya®® and R, ehicl
Heilprin®™ all quole withour objection the view, falsely attributed 1o
Philey, 2 thal all of Solomon's descendants were wiped out and only
Nallian's line survived. This opinion i3 also supported by vw 2olwarnic
statement that the Messiah s descended from Narthan's wife 2
Althaugh this passage does not explicitly say that the Messiah s also
deseended from Nathan, there is no doubt as w its implication, and a
reeem Zoharic commentator has elaborated on the Kablalistic rea-
sons behind the choice of Nauthan, rather than Solomon, as the
Messialy's forebanr ™

13, The thireenth pringiple is Resorrection®™ Pines has worilten
that many of the thincen principles “ron counter to philosophic
truth. "2 This js nowhere more apparent than with the dogma of res-
urrection. Mevertheless, unless one wishes o posit a secret Mai-
momides, a path this essay has eschewed, fhere is no doubt that
Maimonmides did accept physical resurrcation. Almest wilthoul cxecp-
tion, ™ no trditionat Jewish thinkers Lave denicd this dogma #

Conclusion

This goa! of this cssay was 1o examine the claim thal Masmonides
principles were the last word in Jowish theology, Simply by looking
at Iraclitional Jewish souroces, and many more could have been quot-
ed, it has been shown clearly that botlr Lefore Maimonides” 1ime aned
afrer, many of his views were not been regarded as anbaoritative. The
fact that Maimonides placed the starup of aposiasy™ onanyong who
disagreed with his principles® did not frighten numerous Sfshorim
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and Aharonin away from their search for truth, The lesson for mod-
Lrnks i.ﬁ (‘I(‘.}lr..

1 wauld likee o thank Profossor Menachem Kellner and Dn Jacob ) Scluaer for their
hetpful comments.

NOYTES

1. "Tomb u-Madds and Freedom of buuing® The Torad CMadda fouraal 1 010ES
871,
% sordechal Blumenfsld m his Inteoduction w R Ya'akoy Weinberg, Frendamen-
tals and Faith (southficeld, Michigan, 19610, 18
 Menachenm Genack, "Ambigry as Theology, ™ Fracfirfom 23:1 (Fall 19890, Y3
Mafor Trevnds i feweish Aleticizem (New Yook, 1874), 130
Chince K Fewi liech Chajes was weell awaee of this, vae oust regacd his claim
thar all Jews are unitcd around Maimendes' thirtcen principles as nwesely @
pobemical assortion, ot eoflecting vealivy, Indecd. this claim appears in his
Miwhert fawa ot which was divecied apuingt the Refonn mosenent o des soc of
work it is of no surprisc that hisworcal accuracy takus seoond pliwe o the Tigher
graal of presenving the purity of nefigious comnnitment. See Kof Sifmd Mabaradr
PRyt Jerusabern, 1958, 11 979%-B0. (There me other eanmplos of soch dsingon-
wousTess in Clajes” wrilings, See, egr, my Clslam and e Lalakhab,™ Freedoresa
llortheomingl, 0. 53.)

I s sipoalican thaat many of e early Maskilio andd Beloonens placed preear
cmphasis npan the thineen principles, minkerpreted, of coorse, in accordance
with the presailing Teftgeds. Sce Mondoohad Fliav, bee-Mioerole - Yebud! fae-
Germraryol Btmei bu-Theskalad ve-bo-Emcorzipomyeds (Jerosalem, 19600, 74 T4,
dd. 282 Jaceala 1 Petc sk, Samuals el Catechian ol tie Jewisde Beligion im
the Barly Poriod of Emancipation,™ In Alcsander alimann, cd.. Studies ik
NiRetee -Gy el fntelfecinal Hsory (Cambridge, 19041, 5641,

R Juseph Kafil, e, Misbred im ferod Babboms Moste Ben Mobmer {Jerusa-
o, 1903, Aewdkdrn, 143 Calb Fuore scfomeoees will Lo w his cuition?, So gl
Mistieeh Toeab, 1 Roeeefr 15 14 R Josepde Al Sefer Sa- it L1, onuder-
sunds hMaimomides 1 be saying that one who does oot consicker g principles o
b just that, aamcly basic poncipdes of the falth, i3 also o heretie. Tn Safer ba-
flberaten T; 1-2, albo procceds oo rehute this position, although nevertheless con-
cluding that such a persoan is 30l & sioner. (I wraeh, Maimemides savs rcklsinge of
the Kincl amrilued o Tim by Albo, e is impomsm fer Maimonides §s whether
e ome aecepts his peinciples i his view, rawe whies aocepts Them lan gever-
theless wys theat thesr ane not Desie 0 Jocladsme s o too be regaardedt oy efther a
horctic of a sinner.) As for wninteenional horesy, see Menachem Kellne:, Doosd
i Medtewnf ferelsd Thought (Omfoed, YOROY Tdem, “Wluk is Fleresy? Sioefie in
Servinte Plifusupdiy 3 15831 53-7; ddewn, “Kelicth be-Shogen he-Hagul Yehudi
DBinwaei biat-Beoayiio: Ha-Raombaow ve-Alwavane] mul Rashbez ve-Hahak,” fereoafem
Sfeecfies in fewdnh Thowghr § {19H4): 313-9003; e, "Herosw apd she Mamre of
Faith i Medieval Jewish Philosoply” fieish Oreederly Rerew 77 {1997); 2990-
318 Without going foo far afcld, lot me Aecher nowe wac i s possibie that
Maimonides would requice 3 gov feshae 1w accepr his principles; see R Hayim
Davvid Regensbure, Afistemerst Flavym Cemisalen, 19000, 155,
7. Puncamentalism and Jodnism,” DEwab 25 Capnl, 193 9
# See e g Allred Jospe, ed. and trans., "fenaden” andd ok foetsh Weitinas (New
Yook, 19600, 134, where Mendebssuhn weriles that Judaesm has thees principles:
Gl providence, and legislation. See also ik, 137380 and Eva Jospe ed. and

WA

&,

=



[N

18,
. %oc 5 Schechter, ofr. cif., 120; Lows Jacobs, Frciples of 1he founish Faith [(MNew

20,

Marc It Shapiro 213

trans., Misay Merditanhn: Selectiars fhom e Watings (New York, 19730, 121, for
his letber B0 Elkan 1tere where he clanfics bis opmion: “We Dave 1w dognes (hal
Hiv Ferperrad o ppetnst reasor fempliasis mined, Coe hondred vears age, Solomeon
Schechter called amenticny T this coanrmon cdistonion of Mendekssohn’s vicws, See
his essay "The Dogmas in Juwdaism,” fewtsd Quaimesdy Beedens Q0D 3000cs 1 (188
FH-dtr S also Michae] Fricelaender, The fveish Betimionr {London, 183), 16-18,
and Alexander Alimasnn's note in his and Allan Arkosh's cdition of fernsalem
[llanwver, New Dampshice, 1493, 217

. Noot surprisingly, this view encounicred oppositicn. See 1 Breuer, Concepis of
Juddaizm, ed, Tacob 5. Levinger (Jervsalem, 1974}, 3-6, und Mordechai Breoer,

"Temunl ba-'Fmdar ha-Yahadue ha-Ortadaksn be Germanyal Kelapei la-
Termurah hi-Le'wmit Bimed Millecmet ba-"Olan ba-Tishonale in Broveedimuy of e
Severth World Congress of feredsh Sttedien: Flistory of 8w oot In Burope (lensalem,
1981} 174, n. 38 Yerthmiel Yiaael Vighak Domiy, i bis eeenly pubdished cs-
tque of e eonie ethos of Gemion Orhohosy, refers spegificably to this viese of
Brevers; see his floabddot (erusilem, 15, 275,

Fee the numenos refutations of feibowits wrioe positions in H, Ben Yeniham
ancl BT, A, Kolite, eds., Shafilah d-shemab (Jemisalem, 1983}

A Knrzweeil, The Modmm Ty of Tradwions? fudasn (Hobaken, N T 19830,

31 Ser most recently [eibowite' fusfoiam, Hemar Values and the fowtah Siate
Cambridpe, 19920, index, s v, holiness,

. Balis Dadches, "Drogma e Judmesm,” Tl foish Libeariy ecl. Leo Jung (ew Yoek,

1030), 24t

. See M. Eelloer, frgrma B Mecivood fetstd Tiosgehe 1540F Tor an ingeonant gnaly-

sis af Abravanel's posion.

L Sbe ol - Feshuod Bo-Racdbaz (Mew York, no duie), = 544
CBec Mordechai Browes, Jidische Orthodoste inr Diendschesr Eoich 1871-1018

(Fragekfurl, 1980, §5-00.

- Memachem Kellnee, umns., Friscipies o Faitb dRuherford, B )., 19520 19550
1 Lave seen o nmber of writers wlu neistepresent Al positicn, cdespite ot

Cuce bar, teouphowt Book Lol s Sefior ee-fladernme, Al Jeaves no orsom Tor
doubl. For example, Etetonch Graet, e Sumctor of fewitd Aidon, mans, by
Ismar Schomsch fMew York, 1993 167, AL Taeneer, (e ReligionspRilayoahic

Jusegab Albey (Frankfun, 1H9G), 36, and Hicore Epsicin, The Foith of Joefaie

(Tomcdisn, P90, 321, 0, 13, comimit this Bhinder Mases Mendclssohe also sooms
v o i this rogand: sce Al Al and A, Ackush's ecivion of forsadern. 102,
Ispac Husik, A Fistory of Medizova! fewisl Fhdasopby (Mews York, 1050, 410,

Yook, 196d), 302-0% and o 252 of s anicle,

fncidentally, 1 showll just note than the Rormoaluing of new Jewish dognos
has nat disappcarcd. The most recent atcnapt s by Finchas H. Peli, “an Attemgpt
ar Feamularing Contemponary Priociples of Faih,” m Alawalam J. Kap, ef. e
wils., Flreesoore gred Ten (Jlaboken, N L, 19911 23545 Howeyver, Feli does aol
reject any of the Maimonidean dogmas; e only wishes o add some more.
Meverthoeless, some recent formulions are very problematic, For example, |,
Abraliam saiah Karghz, Fowrez fpgesor Flazor Ish (Anei Brak, 19900, T, 42-43,
regards as dogma the belief that «f agmacdot in the Taloud have their origin in
the sages” propholic power. As with every dogua, one who denies this s a
heretic. However, momerows Ceoonime and Sicbossim doo non share B, Karclits!
cmbrace of all appadot, See Marc Saperstein, Dovoding e Rabds (Cambnidgpe,
i), chaper 1.
See M. Kellner, Dogwen i Mediveol fewsish Thoughs, 5317 Anlwr Uynan,
“Maienonicles’ "Thinesn Ponciples,™ in Alesender Altnenn, ool femidr Madiond
gt Kengivsiney Staddtes (Cambridge, 1967 138, writes "Feen mooe steiking is
Mubannides' omission of te World w Gome rom e taneen principles:,™ A
Thyman, ifd, n 105, contmsts this w A7 Fasbareak where “the Warld i Come



216

2k

The Torah [EMadda fouraal

fomns a pan of e discussion of reward aod punishooenl” ¥ do ool understand
Hymans podnt, for kaimonicdes docs includs the World wo Conee as oot of e
cleventh principle. Ayman’s assettion that Madmonides does 0ol mention creation
af the world in e poinciples has, with the publication of the Kafib edition, also
Deen slwvwn 1 e inaccunie. For an aitempt to skplain the amission of free wall,
sieee 3, Goldmin, “The Halachic Foundatdon of Malmonldes ‘Thineen Principles,”
in BT ). Firnmwels, e aof el Eess Prosented oo Chie! Rabit forael Brodte on the
Crcasion of dis Severifeir Mirtkdey (Lomdon, 19678 117-18, Goldman conchedes
it “free-will was oot for bim a decisive dogama e be companed with Revelaion
or Resurcection.” However, ino il Teshueak 90 %, Maimonoides wserites that free
will “is 4 fundamemal concept and a pillar oo which reses the toaling] of the
Torah and srizeer. * In Swfde 105 17, Mainmemides terms free weill "a hinelamaental
principle of the Tsw of Moses our Master” Tt is true that Shlomo Pines and
Alewander Abmann have identified Maimonedes as a determinist aned repard 1his
wview as his csotenc doctring. T fact, thwekr poin was even aobcipated by Aboer
of Burgos. Sce Shoshanna Gorshenson, “The ¥Wiew of Manwomides as a
Dererminist in Sofer Michal Qengot by Abner of Buneos,” Prscesolings of e
Minth Wardd Congres of fetsh Stvefiey Oleravalem, 1YHE), 11, 95-106; 5 Pines,
“Srudies in Abul-Barakat al-1aghcdacdi's Poetics and Metaphysies,” Scripea
fhigrasolymtitame b (1960 1954 A Allmann, Poaps in fewtsh Tnlellecial
History {Hanover, New Hampshires, 19817, 47-390 86ll, oven 3F coreecy, this wseould
bave noahing to doe with the omission of free will by the principles since theie Is
no question that the thivteen principles repeesent the evowenc eaclungs of
Malmondes. Thus, A, Aluwann, ofr cff, 34, wriles: “There can be o doubst that
in the Mishaa Compieiniery and kindred texts of o theological character
Maimomicles subscriles w e theory thay, no matter how strong, the impact of
chiconmstanees ancl ieotivalions, man i alle w overrale them by his froo choiee,”
(S the shon conuuent of Warmen Zev Haocey, "Peneh ha-Rambam li-Rencshir 3:
22,7 Fa'et 12 119841 18, which cloes nol make any distinelion betwceon the Guide
and v nvore popular X8

M. Kellner, Prireciifes of Feeith, 34,

. 5ee A Llvioian, ep. cir, 131, 0, 73, 138-39 Sece also rhe recent commems of

Charles Raffel, "Maimonides’ Fundamental Principles Sedivicas. * in Jacohb
Meusner, e af, eids, From dacier! Feaed (0 Moderr Fredaisn Cankoma, 198590, 100,
T-BE K Simeon ben Zomah Duean, Ofer Mishoa! (Yenice, 15000, 13k, queotes a
vigw that rogards Maimonides' choice of thineen as pamllel ke God's thiroen
auribores. This foeed him w omit principles wehich, by all rights, shoukd lave
been included. K. Isaiah Horwwitz, Shenet Lol ba-Berdr (Jomssalenn. 190603, 1,
Y6, ubs relates the thireen principles 1o God's atnbuotes. althougl any connec-
tion betwecn the o is dubicos, the point, noted by Duraa, aboot sther prine-
ples belng equally valid, Jutther reinforees Hyman's assertion This M. Kellner,
“Heresy and the Nawere of Faith,” 309, is not corrcct when he says o
Mavnonldes would el regard as 2 heretie one “who inadvencntly devaes some
reaching not included in the principles.* 1t obwvlously deponds wpon w2 hich wach-
ingg be is denving. As for the nunbet thirmeen. | Davacl Bleich writes: *1Te notion
wnn the creedal principles of faltl are thineen in numler nuy well be anancicnt
traditiore. B Avraham ha-Lovi [sic] Horosdle . cies g cerlain prver ascribied o
Hav “Tavyomi, one of the Tahnodic sages, which contains a relerence o thircen
prnciples * Sce his Wik Pepfec! Faith (New York, TWH5, 1% 0 20 Actually K.
Bleichs point was eardier made by B Moscs Sofor. She'efor n-Teshhool faln
Sofer (Jerusaleny, 19910, Foroh Doiab #3506, However, both are mistaken. R
Isadab Tlormraiv:, egr cff, 9Ta, never refers o K Tavyrami. e sinply Tentions @
prayer composed by a ceclain Tavvomi, and Lhere s oo resson ke assumc the
prayer i not ooedicval. Tavyomi is sinply another way of writing the name Yom
T, See Kevem Hlowed 9 (1550 7R, Tn an carlier FORPHOAST, Sl a- T i pet
Mot Nifer, Fren Bo-Ezer ), =148, Sofer bimself realizes thal Tavvomi's priyer
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has nething e de with Maimonides™ thimeen principles. Why he changed his
mind] remaing & nvsbeny.
Since 1 am essentally eoneerned with the appasition w Mainaunides’ principles
ratheyr than their origin and natre, 1wl peneably relmin oo citaiwms wo the
Lirge wehobarly lileranere relevan to these issues. The intercsted ceader shealel
tarn to KL Kellner's works which cootin the eelevant bilsliography. 1 will also nat
concern myself with the e s ade or pigdal Iommukinions of the princples of
faith. Each of them differs ina swnber of ways [rom wlat Maimonices scoiually
says. See w discussions in R lavyine Hinschenson, Maber a-fodesh (Hoboken,
15213, 11, 23843 K. Flewrar Meir Predl, Bo-Ma e QJemsalem, 19290 13- 15 Mover
Waxanan, "Maimoiides as Dognwtisl,” GOAR Yeendonl 45 (1935) 402-03; Shlomo
Pivses, Tuleddod Ba-Fifossyad ba-Yebiuddl! me-bo-Bonbam ad Spinoza (lenasalom,
i), 10-3k dgfenr, "The Philwophic Furport of Maimonides' Halachic Wocks
ancl the Puwrpont of the Cuide af the Perpdased™ in 5. Pines and Yanudyabu ¥Vowel,
cols | Martnonitder aned FRiosopd oy (Domlrechl, 19863, % B, Shlomo Goren, Touree
ha-Shabbar oe-g-Mo'ed Jeruslen, 1982, 572, W Dovend Yaelaki's commmen in
Zafunod 5 (Tlshred, 57500 107 luamac Wailadng, “Heurol be-Yod Crimnoel
Yesodot ba-Lomoal shel ha-Rambom,” Hee-Maaypem 50 7 Tishred, $7500 18 Yoel
Katun, “Ani Ma'amin be-Fmunah Shelomoh,” dbid, (Towor, 57300 4144, Adnugl
Cosman, "Vod Gimmel ha-'tkkarim la-Rambam be-"Ferush ha-Mishnah,' be-
Yigdal," u-ve-"Ani Ma'aming™ in Tramar Warhabtig, e, Afoibad de Jsf (lerusalen,
1991}, 33748, It should be noted that Lo addaion o b an! s @i and pipefal,
there were nuwerous oher such dognoa-typre compesitions. See Alexancder Mar,
“A Livt of Poems oo the Anicles of the Creed,” Jersil (neomenty Seoten: § 01919
305-30. In Bact, sirictly speaking, one canoot speuk of the dord mocaein. for in
addition 1o the Ashkenaxic vemsion there are an least two Sephacdic vendons,
Eegacding oo of the Tanar, s2e ML CGaon, "Reritol vod Ginoael o=tk kaing”
Yeda Am 3 (1455 39-q1.
1 should call amention o a stenificam philosophical and Balakhic point which
appears o have gone unnoticed. The Yiina Gaon apparently beheves rhat e
frst aned second principles are the ondy vue peinciples o Jodasn, Acconcling w
By, amgrone vl Delieves i Ood's urty, clespite Lies olher sios, is regaoded as o
Jew in good standiog and he s s able e T inclhoded oo nidoyun, None of
e numenous disomssions eegarding whether a Sabluale viokawr nuy be inchoeded
in a minwn seem o have tiken note of the: Gaon's comment which s foand o
hiz commentay to Tk ey Zobagre (Yilna, 1867), 423,
Lo Ml Yewoeled ba-Togwif 1 T ancl Grdde 1) 35, Mamooices podnls oul e the
pecection of God st prinecipled owd e unily of Goed (second principke) are
candy applicable witl an moorporeal Goald.

Crazide 1: A0,
“ptabnonides' Thitecn Frinclples,® 137 38, 141,
See L. Lenman, “Iba Bajah ve T Raanbau® {unpublished docvoral disscmsawlon:
Llebrew University, 19593, 137-38. Benwan sugpests thiree separte reasons nnder
Iying Mainwmnides sieaiapem. See also 3. Pines, Tofadod ba-Filosgfival ba Yebudit
mrie-ha-Kewbam Cod Spdnozd, 14, wlo aprees withh Beman and s saished willh
merely saying thal coment opinions anwng the nusses make for a bener soviety.
He docs nd explain boew staliliy is negatively affecied oF e maosses hobd o
anthraponmorphic views.

Seoe Tulios Guoimanm, Potfosomies of fudaivm (New York, 196067, 201-03; A
Hyman, foe, it
See M. Kellner, Dopmng fa Medieral fecssh Thalmbt, 37T Kellner also offors mwo
orer regsons, but this appears 1o be his main poind.
See g the Tomnoidation o Dol Jeremy Silver, Modmentidean Crncism and e
Meaimnurisfran Controtersy (Leidlen, 19653, 152 Silver, Towever dogs o exclude
thie presence of Glher moivanons.
See Abraham Mwmicl, "Remarks on Maimonides” Epistemalogy,” in Fines



218

A

35.

L.

H

43,

The Torgh T-Maddder fonrnal

Yovel, of. cit, 430,

Frid, Teshpwad 3 7. This is the oorrect veriion of the gloss; see 1Javid Kauimann,
Geschichie dev Anrthutenfehre i dor fidischen Beliglonsphilosnphie dey
Mirtelaiters (Gotha, 1677, 487-83. Sce also Isadare Teersky, Rabad of Posgelanes
CCambridge, 19023, Z820T,; Jerome Gellnwn, "The Plalosophic] ffessggor of
Rkl con Maimonides™ KMishneh Tomb,™ The Mers Scbrdeedfolime SHO{TRAY 13500,
Warren Fev Fanvey, "She'elat -Cashmio To-E Feel ha-Bamluom, ha-Bataead, -
Spinceea,” in Sarz 0 Deller Witensky and Moshe Tdel, eds., Moddeaetm be-Flagnt
Feboeafit (erusalern, 19850, 68-74. 1 do not grasp Gollman's distinetion when he
werites (. 1550 “Ralaud podalily wanted w suppart e peenissibfty of the
bolicd in corporeality and nol just it o Beag culpable in certain cases.” Rabad
is corainly not ckefending one whi knorwingly advocates o ndsaken Deliell Wl
then is the difference: bormeen permissibiliy and non-calpalailio?

T have punpascly chosen not o discuss Shieer Sk, clues o the unoenaingy sur-

vonrwding this work, See, nvost recently, Byian L Shorwin, "The Haman Body ancd
the lmage of God* in Dan Cohn-Shorok. coh, & Fradidoora’ (e (Sheffield,
19913, T8, oo 2 Omhe basis of his comment @ Gonesis A58 8, Manin T, Lnckshin
clhains thae K. Samue] Deo Meir Deleved in oo corpoceal God; o vony important
point i Loechostain is comrece. See Lis Aabdd Ssieed Sodl Meir's Comisomtany on
Cremeis (Lewistlon, M. V., 1989, ad loc.: fdew. "Tradition o1 Context: Teeo
Exegeies Strugnde with Peslal," i Faewe Arcien! fseaef fo Madern fodaism
(Arlima, 1989, T, 181, However, Bashbam™s cononesn wr Genesis 10 27 weould
appenr 1o create somee difficnlfics for Tockeshin's inlempoetation.

It was pubhshed by Raphacl Kirchheim in Oger S 3 (1RG0, 53409, There
weore those wivy reforred to it as ROl aps soe K Sefer 4 (1926 354, Belore
Kirchhv-ing publlshed Betae Tamin T David Sinrhcim sawe the mansenpt anad
discussed it i 3 lener; see his Minbar Ant Jenasalon, 9900 T, 110 Othe editar's
moe @5 ineorrecth, Hegacding Tako, see Bpheaimn B Ucbach. Arieal ba Bosemt
(lequsalenn, 19603Y, IV, 760, tdom. Baaled ba Tosafiv Qorusalem, 19800, 4256,
Joseph Dan, ed.. Ketan Tamim Clerusalenn, 1981), 7-27.

- See Lladame Gllel Den-Sasson's review of Qe Dicst ecitbon ol 15 Udsacl's L& atler ba-

Femcpfor in Hebdaos 3 (1050 31-53; 1 Utkcl, Hevaded ba-Toeafon, 423, o0 "7,
Jowieph Kanrice avis, "R, Yom Tov Tipman Heller, Toseph b, liaac ha-lewvi, and
Rationalism and Ashkenazic Jewish Cultune 13530-1650.7 (unpublishecl cbocoicoral
dlissertation; Harvard TTniscrsity, 198, 31, 0. bt

. The Phitosom of the Katan: (Cambridpe, 1976), L00If,
. CZlyyaf Sifeus: fataosac Telvyar ba-Medm," Modflab 1 (1044 55,

Se e g Leonn Nemnoy, "AlLKirkisand's Account ol the Jewish Sects and
Christianity,” ficfved Urvien College Annnal 7 (FWH0: 331,

| Bermand Sepimos, Mg feeelsh Cultre in Transiton (Cambridge, 1962, 78

wribcs: b, i seoms ikely that the vicws of Meses b Tlsdai da appooshiaic o
significant Body of Franoo-Sermman opindon” See also 13 Kaofmann, o, ol
AZAM Lsaiah Somne, “A Soutiny of the Charges of Forsery agaiest Maimonices'
‘Letier oo Resurrection,”™ Froceedings of dbe Amevican Acadenty for fewdsh
Rewegereh 21 (19521 1116

. Hu-Frverah ba-Romedy (Frankfur, 1433, 47,91
CGtfde 10 1; AL Lichienberg, Koves Feshront ha-Ramhbam mo-Jpemeiar (Leiprig,

1459, T, 8a, 8c; Yichak Shailm, fegers be-femmberm (Maalch Adwmimn, 19873 1,
320, 322 (Arabich, Fil, ¥id (Hehrowe,

Fho'wiot -Techueol ba-RBasbla (Lyov, 1811, #4718 (p. 47h) € B Yom Tow
Islibuiti, Sefen ba-dikkeron, el Kalman Kabuns (enalem, 1959, 39 Soc also I
Ehipall Drelmedigo, Sebfmad bo-Oar {¥ienna, 18583}, 23, who, cotincly agnoring .
Sa'adab Gaon, gives Maimonides all the credin Tor discrediting e amlwopmonme-
prhiss.

. Abugdavban ha-Sheafem, od. 5. A Wertheimer (Jorsalem, 19977, 362
 (Vienna, 1416), ldia.
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See M. Napeorstoin, of, o, 18586 R dsane rofors o “Libless Saddurces' whe
sy e God is lonmposed ofl 2 mener which is finer, porer. and more transpar-
enl Dun the marer of sy shindnge sear”

See )L, Teicher ofr ofr, 8443,

standard edition).

&, Lichtenberg, ap. cfr., 11, %k &itned Ramban, od. Clavel (Jemsalem. 1963, I,
345,

Lichienberg, ik, TIT, 3¢,

. FRaef., VGFF,
- See the pooms published by 1Rayyim Brody, Yedt'or bg Makbon Je-Meber ha-

Shirceh ha-Terir4 (19388 102.
4137 DB PRy BUKA HimH D S DR mimens oemia e
o e K RN Mma S PSS <9 Bn opn neT S i i
iy MY ol DT oA
Sl Ad:
i S e T e e e S mireea M o) S RipEs e
Jitan ard i ot 1 e InMd
See alse dbid, 90, for another deferse of the anthropomocphisg aud Cizar
Mohanrgd I (1857) 85
Soc Rerenr Hiemed 5 (1RAT): T2 e s apparently the auchor of this lewer direoed
ta e Preoch ralibvis, inowhich he werilecs: o9 o'2eip p'an om0, See also
Sapunos leter published in o Metarod § C1E7E: 448, (Halhorstamin, who
ecliten] this kter, docs not believe than the letier publisha) in Keeame flemed was
authored by Sapune; sec &6, 37.)
See Diis lever in AL Tichitenbherg, o o, UL 23 4010 also is Eound in B, AbRa Mac
pstrue, Mirbal femaor [Prossburg, 1838) 18300} The leler is andymos bt
there s reaxon tooasswme that Falaguera s the author; soe Heinrich Gractz,
Cresebichie der fudine (Teipzig, FBO3Y, VIL 474 I reference w0 Kabads assertion
Ouat there wrene poople “grcater and superor” w Mainwnides who beliceed in
Godd's corporcality, Falaquessl eesponels sarcastically: Upn sf'rqa e
TEE TG TS R Brsipa (2300

.00 Fle-ffatur T (16051 5102,

Sheptor s Tosbuvor Makanes: Alasblar Qerusalem, WAL #1017 (po 3120, alashkac
singles out e Feench sapes. In his wamcls, ey weere guilly of eemona opean,
a phrase which acally appears in Bedershits apology, alashkar Tunher noes
et 3 was due 1o Maimonsdes sorks thae this widespread anthropomorphism
Wil upimatecl

71 have delibertely svoided mention of evidence that appears in non-Jewish

souirces. As is weell known, Jewish amhropomomphism wes also a commen acco-
satom of Muslim polemicises.

- see Monford Harris, "The Theologics Iiswocul Thinking of Samuef David

Luzzaltiy ™ Fersish Queavterty Boolew 52 (190623 31HL

. Pentnet Stadal (Przenmysl, 1888), 274 See also Ko Luelah arach Moclena, Muagen

pe-deret), ed. Shlomo Simemsohn (Jenisalom, Y9600, 40
Tegernt Shosiaf (Covoow, 18913, 119507
Mefrkered ba-Yabdou! (Waraw, 1935, T, 19 03w oy oavn oY oo
The Maggid of Keemite s guoted as saying that after Madmonides pooclaimed
anthrapomarphists herellcs, the souks of many prous Jows who lebd w0 s view
were chased oul of Heaven. Only after Rabad defended thent were they altoaed
Ler redum. The: Muggid conlinnes by pointing oot that L was oaly Maimonides” jg-
norandce of Kabhalah that led bim toochis view. e thos did not knows thea famen
Wby @ SErd oo dhiE AET ante o A Hbtet (M eaShp
ey Sec R Johicl Moses of Komarovka, N Hadasho! (TPotrokoy, 1897),
ikl

1%, Singheim, ap. cdr, ], quoles . Moshe Cordovero in his Pardes
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Rimerdie as saving that although anthropomorphism o mediesal Joees s nat
considered Leresy, smoe in later gonerations afl Jows repected his Delie, o then
hecame beretical W agsert iU Sipzhetn doesg not say selicrs in Pardes Rimomin he
is equoting from but there & no doala dar he Tas in mind Sedar 1, chapter 4.
Still, Sinzheinns summany s noel exact Bor wlereas Coidoviera docs claborzte on
the justification of Rabacd's defence of the snthrepomomphisis, be oever gquite says
that later gencrations canndd also be defended on the basis of Rahad's formla-
Hon This wonkl only be o 3 could be shown tha there were no people sehe
traly accepled Goxl's compoeality as the Torah's view, Acconding 1 Condovers,
the only ores b regarked as Lhensics are (hose o, knowing the leaching of
the Torah, nevertheless conliooe o accepl the amhropomorphic position.
Cordovern sees this o panllel w his view e denial of the sgfing is anly count-
ed 35 heresy if one Frows that the docteine is paet and parcel of the Torah aned
nevertheless refuses (0 acoept it

K. fevi Elimelekh of Dinoyv finds Maimonicdes' opindon soodillicull woaccept
that he claims that Malmonides agrees with Rabad! According to him,
Kaimomides' comnent is only dirscied againa one o obstinately insises on his
heresy, bl ot e whio arives a1 i accidentally, Sec his commentary Moerveor
ba-ivamine in R Joseph Jalez, O Ba-ffaypin {Lubling 1912), end of chaper 5.
The: mme opinion s ndependently pan fodb By R David ben Barukh Shirno,
Mishaeh Kessf (Sabonika, 1170, to Hil fesboresb 3 7. Obwicusly they never saw
Faride T- 36, Mor for that mater dicd B Abraham Kacelie, ffaxar fib, Yoreh Deiah
(Bnel Brak, 19031 96a, who also suggests, somewlhat wentatively, T Zovi
Blinweleklys explanation.

In general, T Find it surprising that defencdens of the antwopeaaonphises did

noL geneally cie Bahyas justification in Aoset bg-fevaned T Mk CFur oan s
gecountable for bis wuphts 2wl deed only sccording to his powers of appre-
hension and comprebension, physical strength and uaerial means, Only i a
man iy able Lo acguire wistom and foolishly egleos wodo o, will he be called
o aoconni and punished for his failore w leacn?
Harry Wolfson has arguesd that Maimonides only reganced e aotliooposoompatist
5 @ hoeretic oF he seded Cond had o bedy, Howeyer, merely Telieving in God's cor-
poreality is nat cnough o condemn one, See his *Maimonides on the Uniy and
Incorponcality af God,” fewtsh Cuartedy Beglens 30 (1965 L2 Bresunabily, if
wollson is coment, there should be no difference berween this principle and the
res ndeed, Wollson claime thar one who mecely Lelieves Iy the existence of
ather goads, withonet verdwlly acknowdedging em, s oot o beeetic,

Heswever, iU wiuld appear o me Qo Wolfsun s eorively moeron. To begin
with, his view is directy commdiced by Maimonides' sonds ol e e of Celsle
I: %6 "1 do not consider as an infidel one who cannct demonsieate that the cor-
jroreality of God should Te nepgated. Bor 1 do consicler as ancnlidel onowho does
not hedicve in i negation.” Fohermons, Wollsons entine argoment i lased on
the confusion of 1w separate issues. Troe, as far as an earbly coon s oon-
rened, one is oot conskdersd a heretic, aned thos sobject 1o all e penaliies ta
20 plong weith it, unless cne's horesy is ovident, 15 is only with regand v this thae
Waollson's argomcent is relovant, However, there s nio question that one whe
Delicves in a corpodeal God, even witlioul saving $o, 35 a herctic as far as God s
concernwd. Such o o does not Tave any penalies in s e buc T is cectaindy
denied @ shace o the Word o Come. We must nol Torsel Do Maimonicdes is
explicit (ygfer ba-Mizvu, sbaresh ), thar the commpnedments of e Toch con-
com bath thought and speechy thoughn iz an independent categony.

To contipue with Woltson's point, I think # s obvicus acconding ta
Maimosides that o wlw says Gead hos o Dascly but does oo vrely believe this,
althoagle bie bis sinred, s not denied thereby 3 share in the World w Cooae, See
Cagiefe 11 51 “Leliet is ned the noion that is ottered, B the notion thal is regre-
sentecl ine the soul wlen il has been avermed of 6t thar il s in Fel just as GE s
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been represeneed.” Sec the conuncntarics of Markani, Efods, and Alwavanel ad,
foc, See alsa H, A, Waolfzon, “The Aristotelian Predicables and Madmondes!
Dhvision of Attributes,™ dv Bseel Davidson, od.. Bsieys ard Stvaller i Momory of
Lindfa B Miller (Mew York, 1935, 20304
Gwige T: 35,
Cride T, 3G, It i intercsting that Maimonides feels the need 1w justify the punish-
ment of the anthropomorphit who did ool know any bener or whio woas bked w
hls bethef from what he sawe in Scriprane. Thens is ndr excese for one who does
ot accept the awhorine of men who inouire inte the tnthe amd are engraged in
speculation iF he Timsclf is Incapable of engaging in such speculation o . and
his paticukarly in vicws of the cxisience of the interpretations of Onbelos and of
Junatlsin ben Liel, may peace be on bath af then, who case their readens o
keeps awiay as lar as possible from the belicf in the corporeality of God.™ There 3%
no gquestion that s jostifcation is disected ar thase who do not grasp
Maimwmnides' true beliels, The philosophers are avaee dun e attaining of mnwre-
tality B real reduted 1 any questions of aimess and God docs not noed to he jus-
tificel for withhokding this fresard.” As we hove seen, [or Magmonides. the attain-
ment of inmcaiality, by nwans of inellecal perdeaion, s o mamel process and
oot 2 rewsd. Thus, there is no difference: bebwveen the cose piven by Mannoonides
and one who prows up on a deser island anc therefore bas no wise men wooen
Loy o inseraction I God's nature, Since nether of them have achieved e oini-
rum measre of intellectual pedection, thein mclloo cannot live on.
Soc Gredde 1 G L, thar He is an existent who is hiving, possessed of knowl-
edpe and of power, active, and having all the other characieristics that ouglt 1
be bolicvod im with referenee e s existenoe”
crukde T 206, A6 CF. also B Yesodlfed ba-Toral 1: % Haliva, floeod B Lo 1
10, ancl Simon Kewiclowice, Ao Sedafivert Yiaree! (lonsalom, 1909, 1,
13283, Since the prophels we eomponeal expressions. i apparcitly wns a lengt by
process 1t is only when there s general accoptanee of the naharg of Geod's exis-
tence thal children, women, e, are also K be mstucted @0 His incorponeakiny.
Thus, there is no oontradicton bevaeesn Gudde 1 20, 96 and 1: 35-30

In his commentany b Greide 1036, Caspi pas foath a similar interpretation
but tocludes g pumber of points which e wally o odeds wich Maimonides’
opinion. Thos, he werites that the metlusd desenled in Gawidde 120, 96 o e
Tan pehE oo Ay e, whoreos Muinonides” assenions ot oo st
entirely cleanse the nation of anthropomorphism: oy s e npoua
PN NG DIB vrm oWy Tyl isnit psp Thos, Caspi belioves that, with
sonwe cxceptions, the massses are never 1o beomiiated into the secret of Ged's
incorpoteality. However, Caspis understanding s directly conteadicted, not moene-
Iy by what Maimonades writes in his Commentary 1o the Mishnad o the
Mishaed Toral, bot alse by ds words i Gridde T 33-36. [n these chaplers
Madmonides is adanaant thet the lime has cone wlen the masses most be told of
Sod's incorporenlity and even in Guidde 146 he s clear that alicady by the dinoe
al e Sapes heee was no cxowse for anyome to hwld anthopromophie opinians,
“intellectual Perfectlon and the Rele of the Law in e Plilosophy of bai-
monices,” e Asrcien! Jveod fo Modern fucdaite, 1T, 34, See albso Len Swoss’
Iotroductry Essay e 5. [Mines” translation of the The Owide of the Porpleced
(Cbeagme, 19630, "Tlow 1o Begin 1o Soedy the Suide of the Perplexce,” =l When
Matmonides wriles D the the Torah and Prophets ~explicithy™ set Foah tan God
is mot A hody (HE Vesouled Bg-Torgk 1. 3], Te means only that the meaning is
gxplicit to the philosophens and wise e
Similarky, Maimonicles explains (Oicfe 155 i bashe the Tarah and the Sages
use posilve attributes with reference o God shee he mosses ane unable o
achieve o roprcseniation of Hime otherwise. Bow, although “the Torah speaks n
the language of men,” the fact ceains Ul ong wlo coetinues to regard Gad s
having positive afritutes “bas abelished los Delie! n e existence af the deity
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withow being aware of i " (Eatfde 1006, sce also his hash wonds in Caslde 1 50)
1Tee Far reaching nawre of this is undersuaxd when one cenwmbers tal, accord-
i [0 Mainwmides, not only 3% one oe suppesed o insimect e masses reganding
Gods aurribures (wdde 10 333, hure the Toah even regards it 98 necessary for the
nasiey i believe o positive airitntes, such as the notion that God beomes
angry (finefde F1; 333, Thus, alshough the Torgh intends for nhe masses o hokd
these beliefs in onder e creabe 3 stable sociery, the result is than they, in effect,
deny the existence of God. Of course, the Torah is ot responsible far these peo-
e losing their share in the World w Come. Aovone wlo will believe in positive
aributes is, inoany cvent, ungble ooachieve the intellecisd perfooion neopuaiesd
for immcctaliy,

PO T st alsc be reirencd ur thar far this 1srcloe: o Bolicve n Goel's conporealliy

15 acrually an impeovemerd over his earlier stae.

Thut Geed i eteroal iy fouod i e Ot principle. This was ecopnized by I
Missim of Marmseiltes: see Barne Mesch, "Missin of Marseilles™ Approach o e
Iepganien,” Proceedfags of tee Ntk World Corpeess of fewinh Stadies, B0

This is cxplicic in the laver addition Kadrmonices macde aml is only foomd nthe .
Fafib odition, p. 142 In Maimonides' Ietter toohe scholars of Marseilles, he also
expresves this opinion; see & Tichilenbers g 2df 18, 350, a0d W Shailal, ap e,
11, 483. The overshelming majority of schobios believe cremtion ex mibifo 1 have
heen implicit in Maimanides’ first foemualanon Sec M. Kelfner, Dogma in
Medieral fernish Thonghe, 57, Kellngr, fhid., 53-50, attemnpts tor rofure this positicn
mud s tan e origioal fonukanaon only plces Geed oologica iy, Lo ool
tempotally, priot w the universe. In ather words. “wikhous God he universe
could not cxist; b God and the word may have cocustod ofiemally® {p 291 o
218). However, the ooteon tha the world 15 clepenclen upon Goel for ais exns-
rence was aheady saed explicitty m the G principde. Neverbedess, s sall
prussilale w o see e original version as nol having Lught cremtion ex miféifo and
mterpreling God's prioty na different sense. See S Woxman, ofr. oif. 974K

T3 Commentary Lo Genesis 10 1,

4.
73

.

Fofuat Paweal, od, David Hemog (Heidelberg, 1901), 28-30, 41,
Ferush af ha-Ramdaee (Amsterdan, 17000, 92 T Judah Moscato, Kol Yebookal o
Kuzaei 10 07, is suspicious of Ibo Err bul does ool come W any Jdefinilive con-
clusion.
See Duvid Hosing “Lde Religionsphilosophie Abrdum Thn Fara's,” Mrosanechifl
Jur flevchichte wnd Wisernschaft des fedentums 42 (1898 GO, L. Orschansky,
Abrgham e Fora als Phifosopb (Breslaw, (2001, 126 David Meuoark, Toledor
fra- Mifesofpard fre-Yicrael (Philadelphia, y929), 17, 2806F; L. &, Lévy, "La
Philnsophie d'abrabam ibn Farm,™ Bapwe der Stiedes faives 89 (19300 1720 1 Husik.
o cfr, 19 T, Cattmann, ofr. o 135300 Hermamn Greide, Stadion sum jiois-
chen Nepplatonienies: Dfe Beliplonsphbiiosobbie des Abectbernt [ Sreg (Bealin,
1973} 57, Colette Sirat, A flstory of fewist Phifusopky in the Middle Apges
{Cambridge, 1985 L0G; Joseph Coben, “Mishmalo ba-Filosofie-Dae sTel |
Avrahan 1bn Ezra® (enpublished dosoea] disseration; Tar Tln Tnivensisy, T94)
BT A soong cnse can cerainly be made that Tbn B is entirely excluding the
elerments ancl thu spheres frome creation, ex silo o herwise. Sll, there are
differences between the aothors, such s whetlver e oracs doctrine 5 weiglaed
in the direction of ctomal emapaton, the endowement of glernal mater with
form, of sinply i cemin of appropriate conditions for the emergence of the
vepetalde amd animal kingdoms. Tn any cventd, we are ot dealings witly creadon
ex nifdte, which Maimaonides coguires.

OF conurse:, having saidl this, 1 de svon mean e imply that al schilans read
Ezm in this way, For cxample, B Nalmao Krechmal's interprotation of Tbne Bera
dhoes e seem foobe inooppasitlon 1 Mainwnides” principle. See Moreh Neeukbed
ba-Feman, od. Simcon Bawidowice (Berling 19233, 304. and (he cliscession in Jay
Harris, Mook Kroclma Guiding te Ferpiesed of the Mudlan Age (New Tork,
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194913, A7-08 Some seholars also vndcrsood 1 Fas o allming unequivocally
credtion ex aifrifo. See Albraham Lipshive, Piedes frpoer be-Mishoas Rabht
Avrgham fon Ezeg {Jorasalom, 1982), 1501 See also most ecently Leo Pris,
Avvafas T Freg f-Teresfit 15 (loncon, 196590, 40-41, B0

S Goorges Vajdy, An Analysis of b Ma wiee plggecen e Meeime by Samue]
b Tuctadl Ibny Fibbon, ™ forirsad of fewssd Sedies 10012990 14749, Epheainy HKivim,
“Shmuel o Tibbon™ {unpublished masiers dissenstion; Tel Aviv Universily,
190575, 430, Michiel Zevi Nebomi, “B. Shlomo ben Ray Yudah o Nasi o Ferusho
fe-sdoreh Nevuklim® Cunpublished docwral dissecation; lebrew Uoivecsily,
178), 153, Avieser Havitzky, “Ssumue] W Tibbon sl the Esoteric Chamcter of
the Guide of the Porplexod,” AR feebee G O193100 119 G Sime, o, o, 21820, As
Ravirzky bay noted, B Abraham Maimeonides queotes Tis Father as saying tha Thn
Tibbkon completely understond the soorets of the cradide (4 Bchtenbeng, o i,
T, LS50 Sews A, Rovidtky, o off, 91, umcl his ore recent stody, “Tle Secrets f
the Guide to the Perplexed: Between the Thimeenth and the Twemicth
Cenluries,” in Badone Tweesky, ed., Steefies [0 Maiioanides (Cabidpe, 19900,
20506

Soe Warren Fov Harvey, A Third approach to Maimanides” Cosmogong-
Frophowology Puzzle,” Hareasd Theodagical Repdere 74 {1981 39394

. Being 1hat the purpose of this paper s w0 show Jwss schodars penemlly “accem

ced” in the Orthedox world diferecd wile Madmeonicles” principles, 1love cleliler.
ately refminecd rom memioning Ow views of Nabond, Caspi, Albalag of &, This
was done in order e forestall the obiection ar 1hese anlins were anyway
never tegarderd] as representing teaditional JTewish thoughit, (1t 5 quite remarkakle
that Casp has been given an eniry in Amsorlls The Rivboaiee [Broakbyn, 19380,
178~ ¥

Gapdde 11 26, See also jbid . 1L 30 Tor o passape whicle innpalies i the ereminy of
Linee; & Duran, Ofee Misboar. 14k 15a; Albo, Safer B falvaeiea 1; 2

Crwlde 11, 23, This weould also seers b be the view of Jockb tladevi, Kieeerd T 07,
who writes (pocoerching tor ke Tlimschlehd treslation): “IF 4 bebever mobe Toral
Nods Liomsell obliged o acknowledge and admit pre cxistent maner and the ewis-
wence of ey worlds price e this one, Mis would nor impeae his elief tae this
worbd was created at some particular time * e shold ke notecl, however, e
there 5 some dispute aboat the proper irnskaion and interpretaton of this pas-
sage, Soc Kaufmann, of. cif, 138, n. 36 feferr, “lelocs Halewi ond die Lehe von
der Ewlpgken der Well,” Mureedsacbelft (dr Qe fuiy dee ered Windwrescheift ddes

Juclentarmy 33 (1494 20814 CGand Laswig ITinschicld's onmnacnis faéd., 374-78);

Memnark, g ci., WA M. Waxman, Retarine Nppberim (ew York, 1945), [ 77,
i1 3.

Inferpreting Madmeomrides {Chicago, TRAR, 2, 265

fhicd., 201

The apparent cuntrdicuon berscen Swiede 11 13 and Gritde T 23 has heen deah
welth by 3 number of avibiors, See most recently M. Tos, i, 290, Alihough 2
numbeer of shclics bave appeaed sioce 1lerbors Dravicson werote bis "Maimonides
Secret Position on Crestion,” in Isadore Vwersky, e, Shedics in Modicee! fodds
fHsiony gagd bitersdinre (Cambricae, 1979, 16-40, i sl remaing one of 1he fngst
discussions of 1w wapic, Dravidson makes it very clear that if one mkes
Maimonides at his weord that all contradictions in the Culde are deliberate. one is
led to the conclusion that Maimonides sceeplecd the Matnnie view, Lopeever,
Davidson's positeon has Deen gquestionetl by a ooober of aotlurs, perhaps the
st nkeresting being Willizm Dunply, “Maimemides’ Not-Sn-3ecren Postion on
Crealion,” in Fric T, Omushay, ed., Moser Mafamonfdes gird (2005 e (8ashinglon,
19895, 15172 Dunphy puts fortdh e sidking argument tot there are oo conia

liaticons, or sven ambivalenee, in Mainonides' views with regand 10 crenlion.
Since Muimonicles makes o poitf of defining the herclic as one who cven douabis
o of e thineen prnciples, it i wonhwhile wr node 1hat Sara Klein-lraslavy
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Tens levored great effors o showiog that Maimonides himsclf weas nsue as to
the tnuth of createn, ev vife or olerwise, See, osl recemly, ber anicle, *The
Creatinn of the World and Malnwonides” Interpremtion of Gen, 1-¥," in 5. Pioes
anch Y, Yovel g off, 0978 It Is worth oming il some bave pointecd o te
Mishrel Yorab as acwally waciiing eternity of the workd, This is i contradicion
Ly Maimenickes™ exoleric view (Fride 10 713, that his method of demonstranion,
Iasedd oo eremnity, does nol oepresenl bis tue view. Sce Tsaac Allalag, e
Bu-fiepe, wil, G, ¥ajda (Terusaler, 19733 50-31; 5. Mincs, "The Philosophic
Purpert of Maimerides' Halachic Works and the Purport of the ritde of the
Perplexed, " 5, W, Harvey, “A Thind Approach o Mannonides' Cosmogony-
Trophetology Puzzle 299, sorhes: *An examinatlon of Maimonedes' staeenis
his great Code, the Afishire Torg, teventls thar the Arnstorelion premise of erenmity
15 indeed regpreireed Tor the Tullillmen of 1he divine cosrmenzdmeTic o know Caod
and e know tue he is one, and that Abralum oor futber bad in Bol come o
knoree God one the basis of the Adsicelian prenise of eternity.” Howeser, Hamoey
underands ewemily o mean ewrmal creation, that is "the continuoos onlic
cependwe of creation on Creanor, o il yoo will, 1the continoous informuation of
manter by the Foon of dwe world. ™ See fhid. 20900 See also Dlaneey, “She'elat -
Gashoi'ut bia-LlL Eeel ha-Ramilim, ba-Ha'wvad, o-Spioces, ™ 65608

. See Culede 18 7, wlere 1his poin is clarilied.
. Asicke Toom the philosophical reasons for this prohibition, kKaimonidces weould also

have been able o point 1o for. Beragbor 9 1 Noo douls, Moamiooides atso
inchacdes in this calogony asking the dead w intercede, despite the Bt Qo such o
view s apparently found in a lew rublinic sources; see B Hayyim Eleazar
Shapirp, Mirehat Beazae {Biooklyn, 19930, 1, #65, who also gquotes Rablbxalistic
sorces (this edition comains a nunber of acdditional notes). Sec also the sownces
cied in Sagpkdopedia Todmuclin Qerosalem, 1930), YT, 247-93, and R, Ychicl
Mikhel Tukaleinsky, Cisher ba-Happfmr (lomsalen, 190603, T chaprer 20, Such
prayers are doubly forbidden s g cenwteny, for, as R, Joseph Kalib has poinecd
au, Maimonides (6L Aved 13 9; see also Aved 4 41 forbids reciting any prayens
o Psalms s g cemeleny; see ] Kafil, Setaedr (ferasalemn, 1969, 11 62625, i/
Ealili {further notes that the conwnens of Ko Misbieed, ad foo, s meely o justifi-
catiesn for the: prevailing peactice rather than an explanation of Madmonicles’ view,
Whether Maimanides' attitude was in any way influenced by Karmite
rlemics also nocds 1o be bnvestigaled. See Salo Wittmaver Saron, 4 Snciel a6
Refipioies Mhstory of e jers (New York, 19571 ¥, 238, OF couwrse, the genoeal
practice is not o fullre Maimonides In s regard.
Sinadadxat 121, Sodeft 33a. Mo willing 1w connlonanee any intcrmodiagics berwveen
God and enan, Maimonickes™ omitted this from the Miostued Torad . However, it is
regarcled as halakhah By numcrows ol auhomties including Seafbar Arckh,
Orap Haypyine 101 4.

LR, e g, Smubedein 420 ared Rashid s v, fe-tfaee and Bechash, @d loc, See also

Hergbbal G0b for a praver divecterd towards e angels  Tanbuma Ve 'sthandil.
no. 0, fos Moses askioe e sl3es, TeAIn@mns, sea and angels 1 mececke with
Got co bis behalf. Numennes similar souices are founed io the writings of those
Hut penmil the praclice, 50¢ espocially 1 Havyiw Hezekinh Medin, Sede! Hemed
(10}, TX, 20ed-27c (ona'avellhol Bost bo-Sbarah 10 73 Sec also Leopold Zung,
THe synaponale Pagsie des Mithelaftens: (Hilclesheim, | 9071, 14831,

B M. Lewin, Ovor ba-Cieordne CFTaifn, 19300, Shabbir, 4-0.

. See Len Jung, Fellenm Angels in Jewtsh Christicen s Mobammedan Litevatume

CPhiladelphin, 192675 A Almann, fssaps v foeivh frtellectued Histonr, chaprer 1

Muimonides is explicit that the angefs are not able o make independeni de-
siens in e sapc sy humans do (see also Gredde 11 700 Nevertheless, 1heres s
one place where Madmanides seems w0 contradic this. Tn his Letter oo Macnpdom
he speaks of God punlshing the mindering angels afien they had criticieed 1he
Jewish people, Sco AL Vichtenbers, o ofr, T, 12¢; Y. Shailat, af cif. L 36, OF
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course, since anpels do not act on their own, they cannan tuly be pomished.
Hivwewer, in this test, Maimonides was more conceraed with geffing bis point
acrass, eathet than writing a philesophically fgorous treatise, all tis lends fur-
ther suppon w0 Haym Soleveilchik's assertion that the Lewer on Mamvedem is a
wiorh of ehetoule. See biv “Maimonicdes' fgpersr Ha-Shemad: Law and #heworic,” in
Tesn Lanclman, ed., Malle fosepedr Hf. Lookstetn Memtoria! Voluwan: (Moew York, 19600,
A0 "TThe Leter on Martyrdony] as a pamphibet aimed not ar ineth but at suasion,
al mving peopls by all means ar hand toward a given counse of action,”

Te woull do the same For all the examples assembded by ¥, Aptowitzer in his
“Ihe Hewarding and Punishing of Animals and Dnanimate Objects,” Hebrew
Uriio College Arrrmseed 3 (1926): 117-35.

Shitbalet ba-Lokes {Vllna, 18970, #252.

Sheniesh Zedakal {Yenice, 1743), (rah Hayjsme, #23-24,

Sheelod w-Teshitor Mabar Briwd (Jerusalem, 1960, #2735 Brea objocts to the
wrm Cintermediang® b, in essence, bis posion s oo differenr than chat of

Morpurga.

. Sew his commentary 10 R Joscph Albo's Sofer ba - ik 13: 2R
97,
| Yeboudah Yealeh {Leambeng, 1575, Chub Ao, 21
. Jeffrey Kochman called this last poim oy atemion.
LN

Moy g -Kerrad {New York, 1954, =5,

Ser R lswac [ampronte, Pafod Yizhoek (Lyck, 18/1), Vil 3/b and 550 {5 v zoma-
Ehar ). The discssion of this fxsue i Pefad Yishad extencls 1o Glly papes,

. Derashor ba-Ran, ed. Loom AL Feldman (Jensabem, 39748, 37-34.

Sarebedein 00b Scc Maimonides, Tid. Arodab Zarafb 01, & 3 According w
Mannonides, ooe s goilly simply Ty Towing ones Fuee toothe groond . even weith-
ol spoeading ooe's baods and Feet, See dbid., 6: 8

Povzush ‘af ba-Torab (Jerusalem, 1961 o Bxodus 200 3 Sec also ahe stuilar just-
ficwtion of B, Abraham ben Eliczer Halovi, Sovemr Heprod 9 (1R502 144, and 1he
diseussion in Tra Robinson, “Abmabam ben Elezer Halevi Kabbalist and Messianic
Yisionary of the Early Sixreenth Ceowny,* (unpublisherl docioral disseriaticn:
Flarvard University, 19H0Y, 2080

Sefr o - Teleertin 11 28, B Abralian ben Elieser Flalevi, ofs, cir, 48, also suggess
i Do does ord aceept it foe, 30 comeot, one shoaskd then be aible oo offer sacri-
fices, libatons, or incense w angels onder the same pretest, which is certadnly an
absurd proposition. (Sacritices, Incense, libations, and mosoaton se he or
methols of worship which are forkidden, cven if cortain deitics are net nonnally
warshipped in this way ) Wonthy of note is the prayer which appeared in Kofar
Habad (Resh Hashanah, 5748) 15, Using words which ate direoed towards God
in the: Torah (suleronomy 26: 133, this prayer 35 direeted 1o oo al the previons
rellest Praner SE K TR DR R (BD HRERH STeeT 190

1 have purposcly not discussed Kabbalisitbe beliefs iig-g-0ts the Safiros.
Professor Moshe Tdel has polned oo o ome sk, alhough Mainonides would
aluwost cenaioly leve meparded Uwan gy leretical, the Eablbulises thenmseives did
nea helieve they were osing inlemesdiaries inrtheir prayers, Since they soould nor
have viewerl themsehex ax viclating Maimonides™ principle. they do non fal weith-
in Lhe frumework of Uhis paper.

Viefore leaving this principle T should call atcnticn 0 a difticult passage i
the Afisbred Torak which appears o atand i eonteadicnion oo e Fifth prnciple.
Aergkbol (K states;

Cinoenering 8 privy, one should say: “Be honoeed, fwdy Donoralile
ones, servants of the Most High, Give bonor o the Ood of lsmel,
Wit for me untl 1 eraer and do my nesds, and retorn woeon.” b
said: “A man should ma speak thus, lest they shonldd doave him aned
o, Wit be slould sy @s Guand me, guaed me, helpe mo, helpome,
SUPPOIT mMe, suppart me, wail For mve, weail For me, until 1 enter ancd
corc out. a8 this is the way of humans, ™
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As Hashl powms out, and there appears 0 be o other wseay toe wnclerstanel
the Talemuwd, this Low is directec e the angels which are said e aocoopany nwn.
Their prosection was neoded ar 1his print since the bathroom was regacded as o
place inhabited by demans, although it is oot proper for the angeds o aouslly
aceompany omee inside (see Malaisha, edf 400 and Ferishah, Orah Fayppts £3).
Omee weenthd Juve expected Maimonides, as is osually the case, 10 either omin this
law or record it in a vastly dillerent foom (1 discuss this inomy Fartheoming arele
o1 tamwmacles and superstition). But this is nol wha Muimonicdes does. Fle
writes (A Tefiifal ¥ 5

Whenover one enters the privy, belore emering, e says: "Be hon-
o, holy honored ones, servanls of Qe Most Tigh. Tlelp Me, help
mwe, guard nace, soand me Wil Tor me undl L ener and come out, as
this is the way of humans,”

In s hadakbabh, Maimonides s bont his suppon oo the notion gt angels
accomprany nan in lis caily touine, I s not clear 1o me wlhy Maimeonices skl
choose o include this Bas in the Code. For onge, sinee he denies the existense of
clemons, why does one need the aogels w protea hm, Futhormare, in Guedde
= 22, lwe imterprets the idea of Dar angels aecompaniving cvory man worefor to
the gensd aned evil inclingtions. Finally, 1 dooT kross hose Maamanides cate quote
a passage which directs people wr ask Qe angels o assistoace, Bvern if ome inter
prcts the passge oo mean dul ong s onby elling e angels o foll beir se
sk, vather than asking for any Eowors, this docs net sodve oor problem, for in
this principle Maimondes writes that “our thoaghis sheould be dinecred ionards
Himn, may He be exahed, and e should leawe aside owendhing ol ”

Fl Tachnunah ©: 2

Banifdtwr Rabbah 149 34, This Midrosh and ity various versicns s clisoassed by
Abaubam Josta Tleschel, Torah pify Ba-Sheanapin e Aspailfiarped sbof fa Do
{Lomdon, 19653, 11, 325-32. See aiso Epluaine B Urbach, Me- Ofamran shef
Fliakrzni i Qelusalenn, 19688), 337 55

See Louds (rinedseny, Fhe Lepereds of e fews (Phildelpia, 1940), V1, 228-29. See
also Bemnard Septinmes, "Rty amd Power in Thineenih-Century Catalonia,”
Sttt b Madlena! fewvish Hitsory and Ditersders, 15959, 208110,

See Moshe Idel, Stuefies in Bcstatic Kabderlah (Albany, (968 50, Soo also T
Hasdal Crescas, Or g St O¥icting, 18390, 8la.

See Kitver Ramdbar, |, 522-230 Aller discussing the relaticnship betwesn Gocd
untl Alwraleam, Moses, and 1be heavenly angels, Natmoniles writes: o obo
YD 7ern a1 Dahp,

See the thomogh disoussion io Menachem Kellner, "Goemsonides on Bincles, the
Memaiiah anod Resrrection,™ D ad 4 {19800 ©f {Fnalish section),

O ez Flavptn 4o Levitcus 19 2,

Likietes Amrarine (Brooklyn, 19A9), fouered Boe-Kuchesb, 219, 127-24.

See his Mebashaoed Heorez (Mnei Bk, 1967, 71, amd Reviver Raypdoad (Bnei Bk,
19070, 7%l Mmoo apyr e cooer oot amban ot A Yresan aem
AP 3 AR 0N ot e faces nbrelb

Wielr Purfeit Feith, 305,

The standand verswon of Mabnonides' commentary on e Mishooh does ool coa-
tain e words “whis eore Torah whicl i fuoured in e Janeds taday.” 10 does
appear i e avcurawe Kalihe edinon as seell as o the anf s e, Mot biing
the corment teql of Mainemides' cighth principle, Hischenson, efr off, 234-33,
wis abhke o argoe that Maimonides' could not luve put Sondn the accmuacy of the
Wpsoneric WXl as dogmna,

In discussing the problem. Horbenl Loewe T tenoed e pminciple “necclmoisl
In other worels, 1 stocls or falls Iy an absolulely aniform west IF the manu-
soripis of the feois receptus differ in one single iota, the doctiine s iorepacalily
shauered. Whict, in that case, was the reading novealed e Moses and recorded
by hirn®™ See 1L Loewe amd O 0L Montefione, ods., A Rabfinic Astbology
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CLondon, 1938, |xii.

1 hove deliberaely elrained o commenting on the diffcrences borween
the serypl in conemporary Torah sconlls Chetae aoberny and socient el
seripn. ANhoogh Maimonedes insistis that coreent Tomhbs are exactly Qe some as
the wriginal one 30 Moses' day, it is difficult o believe thal the issue of senpd s
incluglee in this prinalple, e, for that mater, soold T issoe of the snlarged o
reglncesd Belers or olher 1exiuat peculianitics be included, regarding which therne is
ne uniformity in biblica! manusenps anl Masordic lists. {5ee Shemol Kodesh ve-
Freud, el Babsabey ileei Bk, 1077), 2520, that the umisial keiers are of rabbingc
crigin. Lisweyer, iU s doubtfal wehether Madmonices is ouly the aubor of bis
work. ) Elsewhere, Mapmonides himself mdmits izl in b day there was 100 wim-
formity with regard o the fagire even though they are of Masaic orgin. See
Toshiggd ba-Ramibem, cd Hlao Qensalem, 1980, #1534 (Maimonides did beliove
that Moscs' Torah was wrillen i &edar @shieend [see his connenty W0 Yadeydne 4:
5). Howewer, this docs et mean it e included 1bas as pam of the cighth princi-
pled. Simikardy, L do ao believe thar Mainonices can be referring w guestions of
open and cloge] sectiong, alihaugh this is less cefain since Tiere more sigoifwant
Talakhic considerations cnter the sopuation; see e g IRE Sefer Toeal 7 1182 5,
anel the important cooments of Maoshe Goshen-Gotten, “Keter aam FZovah ve-
Hilkhat Scfer Terah le-bo-Huamboan,™ in 1 Shaol Yisrach, o8 of, cods, S5fer Yore!
I-Fhpoed Mowreara fi-trdar Sl vosed L Sa-Teot Seloweiio id Qeausalon, 19843,
IT, HA0FF. (Hegarding e conmumdiction i Maimonides with regacd w0 open and
closed sections. see lorkin 5 Penkosier, “Maimenides and the Aleppo Codex”
Terrtney 4 [1981). 3900 1 endersianck bim o mean e e seonds that appear now
in the: Tord are idemtical with tiose thar appesred i oses” Toral,
1w e wecds "strictly speaking” advisedly. i there s nes duestion thett it s e
improper, at beast For porposes of siupliciny, to condinue W refer 1o e
Masoretic sk, The minor variations simply reinfoees e B thar there @5 an
overawhelming mewsure of agreemcin. As Mowhe Crshen-Crollstein s nored,
“ihe rerapres trachition emenges cleurly T the vasd majority of e oodices.” See
his "The Rise of the Tiberian Ribbke Texn" w Alexander Altnunn, ed Aiblical et
Chber Streedics {lmmbmiclpe, WA, 13y, 117, i 122 Sov alse Lis lesdocion o
the Jerusalem, 1972 repeint of the fibfie Babbinice, porapraph 19 Chereafber
“Intrecloction ™) Menahem Cohen, “Babu ‘Nosale o Masorah, u-Mah Elekef
Alizzo be-Toledal ha-Mesirall sliel vemel ha-Berayim,” in Uriel Simon, .
<Paere Mikver u-Farshoaud (Ramar Gag, 19860 1T, 22056, and 1he recent tormla-
tion by Tames Bar in Tis 1996 Sclvarcich Lechres, The Verdceble Jpediins of the
Flehrety Ribde (9o, 19593, 5.0, Marderhal Breuer's more exarenme oo hsions
in s Keler Avdee Fooah oor-ha-Sosah bo-Mebfd siel ha Afieea (Jerusalen,
149767 are based on 3 sorvws methocological ector as has Been showen by Yisbak
[Farcan] 5. Penkower, *Yaakov ben Hayyim u=Zemilun Mahaduean ha-Mikrus -
Grdolor (unpublishied docionl disscniation; Hebrew University, 1962), 43738
{lcpcic “vatahoy bren TTayvimo™), and Momalcom Cohen, ed. Mberme Cecfuluoe de
Keter Yefoghua-Shofertm (Raman Gao, 1992) Apponedic, 34-35. My Wanks w D
Fenkower [or a lengihy and cetailed bewer ino which he clarified o mumler of
points celevant Lo s cliscssion.

Rot ba-Befirah, el Abaham Sofer (Jerusalem, 1968, Alddrndidn 3

See Onoshen-Gottaein, “Introwluetion,” paragraphs 13, 17

fhied, par. 21; feem, "Bditions ol the Hebrew Bilile—rast and Future.” in Micluel
Fikblane aod Emanel Tow, ods., She gred Tafmon O inona lake, Indiana, 199320,
L, 227, Of course, his does ool mean that JTaoob ben Hlayyine created o new
wal, Kaher, he viewed his joboas eerely corcccting any creors, amd his role is
Timsited 1k Cloesing beresorn ane of the given varans, making his fext very sini-
Tar 10 carller tnes. TTaving suid 1A, oo should view Tacob ben Tl activi-
ties as meenely 1 continuntion of the seork of earkier Mosoeros, Howeser, i st
be puinted out that his method wes eelectic, and does non appear to be based on
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any system. See | Ponkowor, "Yarakov Den Iavvim,” 31-920 134, 10 is therelore
imposaibie, cven with repard to the covsonantal e, woegand bis editon as the
finzl »eord in establishing “the” Muscretic toxx, although, as noted, wie of this
ferm 15 W improper. Too give a few exaraples: in Genesis 19 13, e ext be
glves us is MIPBE AN although the Spanish manuscrpt which he nommally uscel
sead ppn Y% Tn Fxodus 19: 4, his wa is o01¥eS, This, despite tie Geet that he
noted tat there was ancther reading, 0 13pa. and he did not have sny Masoretic
notes to guide him, He decided on his own which version should be recorded.
In fienesce 16 12, he proes us 38 390 cven thoogh e 185 us that according to
the Masorsh @l should be 98 2. For these examples soc ) Penkower, “Ya'akow
l3m ILaywim,™ 127, 133,

As Tor the apostasy of Jacob ben llayvim, earlicr scholars seare olien
wrirware of this and thus veferred w ihin in glowing werms. See o g R, aviad Sar
Shalom Basilea, Ewinncr Hokhamim (Warsaw, 1B83), apter 32, p, dlb. Soe also
1. Penkoweer, "Ya'akov ben ILuyyin," 412-14 Commumcations not being what
they are lxtay, 1his is nof so surprising. However today. whea anyone can open
an encyclopedio and learn this informalon, s tmuly remarkable that an edition
of the Masorah eould be published, in Boed Brak oo less, which descrlbwes Jaralh
Len Hayyim as one of the grem scholars of Isracl. T efer w R Moshe Zaricl's
Megsorvt Sewow fa-Toralh (Boei Brak, 15905, 1, 9, 040f
Rldedusfitn 3.

Among Kisborim soe o g Tosafod o Shalber 350 5. v migvivirtn, and Niddab
53a s, v, Me-RE-nasek; Meiri b Flddueshin M, idess, Kirpat Sefee (erusalen,
1936}, 57 58 B Moses Halaveh, Tasboo dhabanaee fakioeh Cerusalom, 19870,
171; B Nission to NMedhgeime 370 5. v, a6 R Isape ban Sheshet, Sieedor w-Tesfusy
be-Rirash (Jovusalen, 19750, #2584, 1n goneral see Viclor Aptowitzc:, fas
Sehriffeent in dev vabbinsebar Leromr {(New York, 19700,

Sheelor u-Tesbuiel ha-Reshig ba-Meyuboava le-Ramban (Warsaw, 155, 2232,
For comments wn the testual aspects ol this responsum, whicl appers bees inoa
mutilated Jom see ] Penkower, “Maimwnides and the Aleppn Coglex,” 406, 0. 3,
Thn Adret contended that when the Talmud derived halakhar Fom warls, (hese
words should then appear in our Teeah serollz as they do in ihe Talmd (see also
Meice o Kiddushin e, K Sqfen 57-58, amd Sheef we-Tesbrot o Badbaz,
#1040, Mevertheless, this epinion has ool been acecpred. See T Mirchenson,
Maikl ba-Koedosh, |1, 227,

Oooe agrin it must be emphasised that most of thess are very minos differences.
For example, our wexis ead AR s T oA in Exedis 25 22, Ilewavever, Thn
Ezra and some versions of Rashi bave e, Ahough much bos been wrilen on
reaTual VaaTons In lalmudse irerimuee, we Sl awain 9 compreliensive oy of
this phenomenon with regard w the medicval writecs, exts by whem are coo-
suntly being published. Apewitsers volume provitles the: initip] spadework. The
further research will have 10 be vnderaken by hiblical scholams who will be alile
W estahlish wrhen we are confroming scribal ermors and bgses of nernory and
when we are confronting a different waia] tradition. & siep in Uiis direction has
been taken Ly Shanl Esh in his *Variant Readings in Mediaeval Hebrow
Commentaries: B Samuel Bon Meir (lashbam),” Tevtus 5 (19660, Bi-92. See also
the extrernely important siudies of Menmhem Cohen, *Kavei Yesod B-Denuo ha-
Teurit shiel ha-Tex be-Kitvei ¥ad Mikr'im Mimei ba-Baeiaynn,” ine Urigl Simeon
and Moshe Goshen-Gottstein, eds,, “hannel Mibvg w-Fashennt (lamm Gan,
1200, 123-82; “Li-Demuotin Le-Konsanentit shel Delusei ha-Mike ha-Rishanin®
Har flgn 1819 (19213 4767,

FPerrinat Shadead, 3358,

Sha'agal Arywh (Brooklym, 1005, 436,

St 'wled 1 - FexBuont Hatetm Sofer, Cnah Sayrim, #53

AN Interesting phencmenon which has nat been sudied s the anlude of some
in the Orthodex community whe refuse W accep the potion thar the Talil,
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Targum and othor ancient writings bad waal vamations. Cas [oe as 1 ocan el
such 3 position 3 ot found before the nineteenth cenne.) Wi makes this
appremch 5o Intcresting s that s sddberents are nod conteol witle accepliog a
view which was supporcd by nomernos rabhinic authorites, wnd @ is Ues cori-
ous ralt which necds (o be undorsiooed, {CF, Moah BT Rosenbloom, Me-Madbin
Uerusalem, 1988, 1040 ) Leading this very conservative school of thought, and
the amby one of is members who bas any knowledge of nwslem hitdical scholar-
ship, is B, Hayyim Heller {1878-1960). The Lasis of all his wvestigations s 1hat
the text accepeed by Jews (ihe Masoretic wx) is the orginal and authentic test of
the Pentarcuch, All variants found in ancient translatons wee, i acioadity, claban-
tiodis of the translater. Any medieval manuseripts wlich conen wiants ane doe
1o carebess copylsis. Heller docs not explain why the accepred Masoretic text may
nol alses contain etoes, 1.0, copyists” crrors Trom the origing] st For b, o is
simply @ nuatter of FEith e e Masoretic text is the same 1ext thal Moses had,
ancl that all variations Lave 1o be explamed aveay in Bvor of the dasonetic wxt
Tn ather weorcds, the work of the Masoreres did non coansist of establichiag a prop-
er text bet, rather, in ensuring that Uee correct text s populanzed, (Tneidentally,
it should be poted that there §s a basic problem evident in Heller's works,
although he didr't appear to notice it himseIl As has qust Boon s, througho
his morks he anmempts o showe how all e panslaeicns which appear in ancient
wex1s and wanskations and which appear e T gl vickace with the Masoronic rest
are in actuatity due to the translators” desires oo elaborae and =xplain. He woitcs
that this & st Lecause “the work of the translators on the wlole @5 sinilan o that
of the commentatons and interpreters * Soo his The Suwraritan Perlaiencd, ot
Acdaptation of tbe Masoretic Teat [Berling 1923], wiii. Yel, when confmonied with
varianis in Hebrew Lible nanoscripes. such as those colleciee Yy Kennioon aod
The Rewssi, be claims dhat Qeey ae the wesole of ropyists emoms, Lhe olvious Gues-
tion is how o Heller discount the possibility that the ancien trunslaloeg were
using Helwew manoscripts that oo had been cormupteds Tndeed, wly should
Heller even care o discoun ks possibifiny® OF coume, everyiliing Helleg wrate
was befone the discovery of the Dead Sca Sorodls, and as far s 1 know, e never
cxplaincd howe his Fantastic thecoy could deal with the existence of the Scoulls.}
The famous Crientalisy, Paul Kable, in Tis bool, The Cafn Semiza (lomalon,
1947, 181, devales one fuotnote 1 B Heller, Concorming B Heller's pubdication
ef e Peshiita In Hebrewe lettens, Kaubile writes thar [t "cannod be: taken sericously.
The suhor s ted Inforoeed about the real problens; like the ather books pul-
lished by Eleller this al=o is dictated by apolopetical wodenwies”™ Tnoa lerter fo
Kahle, K. Jehiel Jacob ¥einberg werote he had been wo mild with this statement.
Tt weas nb jrost thae Heller's wiiting weas apokogetically leodenious, cnher, it weas
gimply "homilelic;” in otber words, pseuda-scholarship, The relevanl passape in
H. Weinberg's lovor ey us Follows:
Sie baben gang Recht, ckies die Werke von [leller nicht crnst z2u netonen
sind. e Avsdinck, dass sie apologetisch endeneits sind, is eher zu
milcde. Ich hale sle vielmchr fuer homitetisch, .. . lellipsis in original]
Dras o5 zur Zeit des Tempets auch andere von der Massora abweichende
Texwe pegebon hat, pehi aus der Tatsache hervor, dass—wie wch es in
meinem Buchs naclweise—zor Zclt des Tompols Korrekloren gepelen
bag, dic aus den Tempelgellen Boeahl wurden. Wéren keine sopen,
volksbibeln im imlaul gewesen, so wiiren die Korrekioren Glerdlissig.
Auch Rabbi Akiba in seinem Testiment spoach die Wamnmung an scine
Kinder aus, niclu unkorrckriens Ribeleste 70 veraencen.
T hape 19 snon publist e Weinberg-Kahle comespondence in which 1he com-
plete letrer will appeur. {Afier finishing this paper T onoticed that B Havyem
Erecher, in his comments au e oo of syolume 1 of Yehoash's Yiddis tenzlineson
of the Bible INew York, 1541, clains that according us K. eller. Sa‘adish also
reac et in Faodos 2% 22 Isee abowe oo 1240 I trae, this woald e significant as
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it would wndermine much of Heller's hoak, Mesha o b Tavgumine fa-Torak
|Geclio, 14R24), which is Daged on Sa'aclia laving a ext ddentical with the
tusoretic Xt | thos have grear dookes g o e sccuracy of tis repon.)
Tewhunn Ralbenu Aveabom fen ba-FRambem, ool A H Freimann and 5. 1.
Gairein (Jensalomw, 19370, # 01, The responsum is conccrned with wwhene sections
hegin and end which 1 sugpesed (above a. 1102 somewharn wmatively, was
never acially included in Maimonides' principle. Howeewver, | do ot see why
quecstions of defoctive and phene would not also be included by B Abraham.
Bz in Mumibwes 11: 21 e Thheran Masorctes ead b while the: Babybonians
read B, See Christon I Ginsburg, fefsodnichion fo 1Be Massorebion Oritice!
Erliteont of thve Hebroay Bible (New York, 1904a), 189,

Lo the dilfereooes, see B Aoran Koraly, Se'argt Pestan (erasalen, 1954 103

04, Forr the halakhic ramifications, see R Owadish Yosel, Yebapebh Do'ut
(lenpalom, 1984), VT, #30.

Fueet fo-Yerahor (Mew York, 1496910, 388 Tn support his siew he cites information
atnined from the enitieal appanus of Cheistian L CGinshbund's sckition of the
Tentateuch (London, THED

T have quoked |, Kaminetskys view simply 0 showe thar a leacker af the right-
wing yeshiva world had no difficulty rendering the Masonstic aspect of the princi-
ple non-hinding This should not be mcant to imply that these is any validine e
his clalm that, in the mstance he dlscussed. Malmonddes had a dilfeien text of
the Pondatewch. 1o footh, the wexiwa] diference can be expliioed acdequeanely as
due 10 Muimonicles citing Ly memory, and seoue of e cther ccouples cited T
R. Kamiinelsky ure simay manuscrpl or printing eenoes, which doonot appaear in
he st mecent critical ecditions of Maimonices™ works, (Sioon A Noewhaosen,
Torak O le-ba-Kamfene [Beltimore, 19417, te only comprehensive socky of hik-
lbeal passages in Maimonides, is sevoecly flineed, primanly bocause @oeclies oo
Fauly rextsy, SHNEL the readiness v posic a differcnt Pestarenchal west inocrder 1o
amsweer a difficulyy, if vsed carcfilly, is an casemial ool in ehe search for the
freshar. As T weeas finishing this anicle, 1 came across a gond cxample af this ina
reecnt oo by R Shinue] Ashkenazl, O Torgh (Nisan, 57520 507, Leviticos 19
33 reads: toyaa 3 P wad o0 R Ly b Awe, O ba-d ey i, ae lac.
secks to explin why e verse beping with the siogular and encls with e plural.
OF cowrse, any number of inEgEinive answens con be given Tor this difficuloy.
lowever, when one iv sllempling o underitand the fesher, s imponant o
realive et the reading oops s found in biblical marscriprs, Samaritan Ponta-
teuct;, Buhylonian and Jenmalem Talmodds, and is the basis fon b nanslaions
foundd in OGnkelos, Pieodo-Jomathean, Mecfin, Scpoagint, Valgatc, Teshitta. and
Bacnclinh, Thus, almose conginly the answer to Ge dve-f et 5 guesticae, whicly in
ruen feveals e pesidd of our veese, 3s Quan the Misoret e prescenoes an indu-
thertic readiog.

For all his radical idess, it is acooally Thn Fara who agjected the dcea of tiibe
soferinr. Sec his Eirocduction w the Peptateach (end); conenentary 1 Mumbers
11: 15, 1% 12, anel cspecially Zahos (Fuceth, 1827}, 74a, wlere Tie clainwe et he
naoticn af flkea soferis was merely @ solitary upindcn, nol accepled by e
Sages. Sull, he Ias no doubd iy, according w this apinicon, fekna sfefm meant
exactly o, maveely, conrections it the Tablicl ext.

Besbalah =16,

Yaalkart Bo-Alcrkbfnt 1o Zechactah (Londdon, 19050, 30 32

Ecl. 8, Frensdorf {Mew Yok, 19721 113

BEinyan Yehoshud 1o A de- Bl Maibeoz, 34: 5 (foond in the ¥ilna Shas)
Althousgh Lisscr quiotes B, Weir Biscostadn, e lalters commends e not guite e
s a5 Lissen s ntcrpectacion.

“ARR be-shater, o Alexanddes Kolwt (Yienoa, 19267, 1V, 181, 5 v, “1a,

To Genesis 18 22 The elevanl section docs ot appeat s member of muou-
soripas; see Abrabam Berliner in his edition of Baekd af Sa Torad (Franklurn,
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19050, siv-av. Those who denied the auwthenticity of this comment scemed o
have caverlooked Rashi's comment e Job 32 3, whiere he reiterawes 1his view, Seg
howover, W. E. Barnes, “Ancient Carrections in the Text of the Old ‘lestaent
{Tikktan Sopirerim )" forwrmal af Theodogical Stedies 1 CTWHD: 465, 405, wla gives
a radically new interpretatlon of Rashi's comment 1o Genosis 18: 22 Mevertheless,
there s no way one can read ino Bashi that rabbobenre or soferim ane wentical
with “the original writers or redacos of books of Scripturc.” Rashics commments
on Numbers 11; 15 and Joly 32 3 muke clear wlhae i3 implicd ¢lsewhere {e, 2. in
hig comunents 0 Habaluk 10 12, Malachi 10 3 and Jols 70 200, namely, that for
T, there ks no distinction betaasen comections ol Qe Scribes and what s
Koo a3 Ja .

see hiv comanenary w0 Habbakuk 1; 12 When this i tmken e wit wehat
her writes in his conunentaty o Bzekiel 82 18 and T Samuel §: 13, 50 i obvious
thar, as with Rashi, be understancs 3ton s o mean o corection of the
Scribes. Bearing in mincl both this anel whar avvim Zabman Dimitrowsky has
recenlly weritlen (el Feshuto! ba-Rashing (Jerusalom, [ T VF7-7U0, one can
confidently rojet Vel Simon's iowenseetation i his "R Aveadiam Ten Fara ve-Rav
David Kimbhi—Sheicl Gishat B-5hetelat Mebenmnot Nosaly ho Mikea,™ Ser faa G
196Ky 228-20 1n addiklon, Kimhi osoally refrains rom enemioning e fiken
sferim a bis explanations of the test, which prfally points w e lact that he
dlicl oot sevept Oiem.

Sco G N, Ginstrg, Fatrodfaction o fe Massereiten-Critical Edition of the flebrew
fibda, 350 %00 also abid, and fedmn. The Mammeah (New York, 19750, 15, 71, that
accotdding wa the opinion of some schools i was actually Farm who 3 responsible
tar the changes. This is in agrecinent with Obblal pe-Cblab and Lisser. In
Intrnduction, 331, Gmsburg alio oquaotes 3 klasoretic note Ol auisibuoes the
rhanges o Eera woel Nehenah, A Genizah fragment {Taylor-Schechier Collection,
Tebad refers e o “Tikkun of Ezrpoand the scribes Another fragment (Taylor-
Scbeclwer Collection, JTobb} refers tooa “Tikkun of Loa aod Mehemiah andd
Fechariah and 1ageai dawd Baach." Sce Barnes, o, off., 4053, For other examples
ser Carme] Molanly, T0e Taggieme Sogferim (Freiburg, 141, §2-52.

Fhemct Rabbaeh 30: 13,

See Saul Licberman, Heflentonr fir_fewsisk Palestine (Rew Yok, 19300, 2H; Avigdor
Shioan, ed., Midrush Shennos Kofboab: Parasho §- 34 (erasalom, 19847, 256,
Sefmb Hervrad (Fuetth, 13380, 7a-7h, Sec alio bis comnentay (0 Exocus 18 21,
20 1. 25: 31 Ml Lera savg il whother 3 word weas writlen defedaive o plene
was beft to the whim of the soribe. I is the sense of the word 1hal s Do,
non s textoal form, R Swmuoe] Saesa (uither cxplains that, according e e B,
Gud dicied the Torah and Moses wene §0 dowen withowt paying any regand o
defeclive or plene (venY k9B 13 AUD PP K7h see his Mebor Hayyim
CMannoa, 1559, 10 Exodus 200 1. This is 5o veny diferent from e Balakbic view
that it s precisely the unceraimy regarding defoctive and plene leters what makes
the feesdoze of cur “Toaal sceolls questionable? See Buanu, SPafhau Arnh, Orab
Happtm, 143 4, anad K. Moshe Foinstein. fggesn Moshe (lrooklyn, 19520, Tarel
Exrale T #1104, (p 3580, wlw explaing: 2 ata w9 A0 pera X Lala-
Klicully, a soribe is not permitted independenly o decide between plene and
delective, for a wrong decisim makes the scroll pasud. Sec Menalo 20304,
Azl Madmonldes, H Seftn Foral 7010, 1% e 1 Sefbai Avakl, Yorel Dol
275: 6, 270 4. Repding Mawmanides' underianding of Merabeod, sec Moshe
Goshen-Gortstein, "Keter Aram Zowvall ve Hilkhet Sclfer Trrah le-ha-Kambam,”
#75, n. 12, and B8, n. 28

LI Herte, e, The Pvraateuch ard Haforabs (Londo, 160:), o Lewiricies 1- 1
Alomgh 5. 0. Luzzaoo b quoted, his view acilly dilfers sigodconly foom thae
of Mertz, Lurzullo does nol agres thae the Scribes inserted g leter whicl was s
i the orginal text. See Pormish Shaded (1o Aviv, 19608, w Genesis 20 46,

See Fosabim 112a, Keinoor 19h.
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RBeveshit Rabbab 9- % 20: 12; 94 7, Hereskil Kabieti, ed. Hanokh Alkock
Cerusalem, 1987, 208,
Fivel Koo, 1, 144, See also 5. Tichormean, flfloeiee g frieisk Pafeseing, 25, 1t
jrobably i not imprecise o vse the woed “incomeo” for this eady period; see
Mushe Goshen-Gottstein, “Helwew Riblicy] Manuscripts: Their History and Their
Flace in b 1ILUBP Eclitiemn, ™ forerred of Bilfica! Litevatione 45 (1967) 28559,
O e, MEE1Z This pasage s pctually bath abridped and corrupled. S 10 K
Locwdnger, “Sefer Torall she-llayah Ganug be-Yeit Konessct Scverus be-Boas -
Yahase el segilkn Yishayaho mi-Midhar Yehoeah ve-El 'Torato shel Rabbi Med ™
et Mikro 42 019700 23703, Sew also Jonathan Paul Sicpel, The Savernes Soroll and
T3 {Missouly, Monlana, 1975
Fevwirvil d: 2. This passage will be guoed below,
B, 5. Schechter, (Vienna, 1887, Recension B, chaprer 90, . G5a.
Pisler 330,
Tntrocuction 1o Ins conuaentany on the Prophers and his commentany o 2 Samausel
1= 21
Mg 'aseh Boed (Vienna, 10865, 40,
Ftepad Sefer, ed. Moshe Tlemsbler Qensalem, 19501, Tntroduction, Alealom Liss,
ed., B be-Lebirab (erusalem, 19653, 60 Medarin 370,
Sec Motitz Steinschneider, Jewisly Litershare from Hee Blghth to the Fipbleenil
Cenftary (London, 18570, 220, n 13, He vofers to the Serd e-Rbefie as nMoep.
FPesbhatt aimed Dewavh {Uniord, 19013, 141, See M, andd g 218 for the rejection of
H. Muoshe Feinsteins asscmion that this passage is o weretical interpalation {zpeas
Moshe, Yoreh Deigh N1 #1148, po 338) For onr prposes 6 §5 noet inyportant
whether or oot K. Foinstcin i comect, Lot mher what is significant is the fact that
numerous aethontics did regaod s passage a5 authentic and cxplained it in the
sense which R Feinstein views ax heretioal. A glanee an the commentaoies on the
Mideash and Aecd dle-Habbf Nutbawn, as well 25 ather soorees thal cile this pas-
sage. showes ihis clearky. (See 13 Yalivni, g cir. 208 In addition o the nedieval
souurces cited By him, add Higkuni to Genesis 10: 50 papae maps mam b
aoipn KA b A R pipsn: R Jacoly di Mescos, freed Ne'am [lenisalom,
1%70Q0, 157, and R, Hayyim Joseph David Aeulad, Fened Daeed [Jorusalom, 1963,
1742, nuating the: Tosafiss). B Peinsein's rejoction of (e awbentcily ol Ouis pas-
sage should be viewsed a5 pact of his pastern of discarding sources th Jeo oot i
in with his wndessanding. See e, g e Moshe (New York, 19013, fren b
Fzin, #03, 04 (pp. 100, 1655 i, (New York. 19730, Yerel Ieab 0, #7; ibid,
Yaved L B, =114-113%; and thid (Bnel Grak, 19685, Hoden Mishiperr TI. #0350
(pp. 205, 207} ONen, B Feinsicin icjcos 2 source which is neither conteadicted
by other wrilings oF the authers involved nor by other versions of e exn in
yuestion Sec R, Ellezen Waldenbery, #iz Blazer Qorusalem, 10830, X1V, #1405 (p,
184), whe disputes wilth B Feinstein in 1his regar.:
JHIFIA DA Tkt UM DU TR T N RN MY iaom ooy i
THT U A et b pm o K iR S e iTom
metsm dbpi vt im Ty nbe kS oih ik o doeer
Jligk fiEDY T3 RN DIPRAN T CTIMI PR eewr e <mea
Maild big-Kodesh_ 11, 218,
She elnt i -Toriieor Mabavshal (Fucnh, 1768, ¢T3,
It is also imoponant e ome that the mrlcae system of "rodes” wvhich has been
discovered inthe Masoretic text must therefome lose the lostee and appead i Las
for mertain individuals,
Oy, wir, 219,
Mol 220, 247, S also Monuwhem Coben, *Ha-idivalh bi-Uvar Bedusioe bia-Mosah
le-Ortivoaay u-Yikoeet hia-"Tackst,”™ in Dyiel Simwos, e, Mea-Mibver - Anzbin CRann
Gan, 1988}, 67-0. Coben's ontire anicle s wonh careful studly. He discosses
Terwe, why and when the Masoretic el came @ b viceed as the only valid 1ext
and why aexlemn Ochodox Jews age relucam 1w cngage in textual aiticisin of
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this text, and concluces with supeestions epanding Tepy Oiliocox Jews shuld
integrane 1w resulis oF exiuzal critcism o heir welonschaouosg.

For exzmple, o the ioreduction 1o his Mesored e Ta-Torab (lerling 17600,
R. Meir Habesi Abolafia staies that, inooquestions reganding the Peniaterwchal resa,
he decided hascd upon the majority of rcliable serolls and Mascectie works
E. ¥om Tov Tippmann Muclhausen is ewen unoedain abown the possibility of
making a halakhic determination, Afeer recording that he oould not Tined any
authoritative scroll with regand o letters angd open and closed seoions be con-
Tinues: orooe B Tl od a3 Yoe obe Tew pept e prapa e P See
1. %5 Losveinger amid B Kopler, “1ikkan Sefer ‘Tomh shel K Yom Tov Lippasane
Muelliausen,” Sikil o0 (19607 251 %ee alaa fablbenu Tam's conuaent in Mabzor
Virrp (Murembaeng, 1423, 654 100 17 10873 prapan 3 Py e ap el
He fimprY HaH P KY OGN AR RITENE CNEL WIYE ERET e CAen
o o prer b Afier desicribing the greae effs thar weent inin goarding
the Toealvs texn from corupdions, T Tsaac Tulgar, “Fzer ha-Faat, ed Jacoh 5
Levingor (Tel Aviv, 19843, 1536, writes as ollomes: opfsapem gpsem Y o
D (Miren Tk at AN HibiEh i¥PDAa BET IHZS by Dbt KER bHoeRa
SrisE 1 Beyhd 8 KME T RHI MG UK DoieBd HEL M iR
11 TER DA VTR MET T oie . Tabda Bloich is cotainly awar of
this aow] oo ool only wonder T the Tallcawing condd Jawe come from his
learmerl pen: "I s indeed renorkalde i despite the vicissitudes of e, and
the many upheavals and sanderiogs W whicls the Jewish naiion s been sub
jcoted, vhe Scrolls of the 1o in the possessiom of even the most Gufluog and
widely scparated Jowish comemenities are jdentical in virtually evers eipect. The
variam spcllings ol the word dakae in Dewteronomy 24 2 are the exceplion
whicl proves the e ® (5ee hls Wik Pevfect Faith, 3651 The vicksiludes of time,
upheavals, and wanclerdngs are entirely ool of place noany discossion egading
why currcpt Torah somdls are the same. Wht determined this was e iovention
of printing which frally, although not mnnediaely, enabled e s recobius
1 tekuanrh, There is nnthing Uremarkakle™ inothis, B BHeichs siemean souledl naon
have even bech imaginable befere the invention of printing when there were
widkespread, albeit aninor, differcives. This is nat specudation, but fact, senel e
mumntscripls can be seen by all, 1t is also anested to by ali Aisboirine and Abaron-
s whio dealn witl Masoietic matiers, As for B Bleich™s point shour aleelaa, it s i
im et see Konbes book e above o0 131

Powver Aartrce 14h-130, Mokt 132, S5, piskea 357.

Sco lsadore Tweersky, frimduciion o tbe Cooe of Maimoricles (New Thven,
19807, 49,

 fiddushel a-Re Migash Qomosalem, 19830 10 Nara Mo 130, Maimonides swid-

il this wowrk and refers w @l i Tesfeas Beg-Baederey, #82 (p 127, =393 {pp.
GF1-20.
She'alor - Teshud Falban Jad {lemberg, XA, #1357 pa e e o khn
Kok KHErEh EE ERE M NS AT Yan o oI L L L ua T WD i
TS e

S 0w Darom, o o VI 193 oalls apention foo Ahealame (b Daod, fla-
Fracenah ha-Rawab, 112, as being in oppositlon 0 Maimonides' principle. 1hn
Diaud claims that ned sl af the porkns of the Toral are cqual in rank. Howwever,
Maimonides agmees with s view, e thitesn principles are themselves of mone
tpomance Lan ciler pans of the Torale All Maimonides says is that every versc
in the Tommh is of divine oigin anod of egual Teoliness; 2 pomt with selocle 1om
Cood would also agree. This is nob the sama as saying that all porions of the
Yoralv ae of equal importance. “Hear, ©, Tarel, the Torcl our Godd, 1he Lol s
Cne,” is a more inporion verse than "And the sons of Ham seere Cosh and
Mizraim and Pul and Coeaan” Hoeweyer, sinee bath veses wore dierated by Gooad,
Ueeir sanclily is eruivalent. Sancery b duc o revclation, imponance is due to
philosophie anad religious teath. CThis is similar 1o she way Figh Ak [ desorilies
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172

173
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175,

178,
™
1Hib.

151

152,
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134

the Koram: All of its verses have enual “escellence and greaniess,” howeves scine
are preemient witlhy regarl w recilalion or coolent. See A ] Wensingl, The
Muslim Creed: fis Genesis and Hivorical Pheoefopumen Tondon, 1953], 1963 T
believe that Maimonicks™ commenis in Teshupnet ba-Ramban, #2653, should also
ke read in this fashion. It is Abeavancl and otheds who seo no Jayers or levels in
the Tomb, and deun s whey they dir i believe one can single out any pariokr
prnciples. With cepard w this, see B Goren, ofs of, 370, who cliims that when
Maimonides wrote the Aisbaeh Torah he vetreated from hus thinteen principles in
Tavor of the conceplion of Judaimn wlhich was later 1o be advacated Dy
Abruvane]l. [am md at all convioced thal there is the shiebiest moh in B Gooen's
ABSSTEOOL
See his commentary w Deueroooney 34 I See also Jaool Reifman's wole,
epuninr be-Misheal boa-Rer Abrabaon Tbn Ezra (Jerusabem, 19623, 40,
Ferush wl Sefer Deoerim, ed. Yehiel Mikhel Kale QJerusalem, 19604), o
Deulernomy $4: 1,
Tt Mosbe (Wew York, 7Y, o Dewteronomy 34 1.
Sees Tevsabou, Mewilieh 21h, 5 v, tawna. The eatchoeord *eight verses™ i avicd hene
1o refer 10 the entirg Inst chapter of Theuteronomy, Sce A, ) Heschel, o ofr, 392-
93,
Yefid Yosgf Qcomisalom, 19913, 194,
See i conpneney 10 Deoteromwnny 31: 190 This view Brougle foid Abravene] s
wralh in Lis comment on this verse: 79@ [0 S5 AHM BRD oaderr e 11
MR WTE HAN e ek et At abha o ootstbes Still, Malwnanides is
el ontirehy clear sineg, in this same conwmem, he also seems w deny G Josius
wrote gny pant of (he Torah (of. A T Heschel. oo oif, 399-400, no 20). 1o his
ntrochuction ko the Tomhb, he is cxplicit i asseaioge o Moses woore he entne
Torah, However, clscwhere Alnavane]l is just 25 explicil o saying thar tub-
marides belleved there were non-Mosaic elemens in e Pentateuch. See his
commentary to Numbers 215 1 Galthough tene s Tvacdly any doulat et Alravaoel
s mistaleen regarding the later example), Tt 2 also porbaps signilicant tun
tvuhmunides. who s alvays so guick 1o oriticize 1bin Exia, bas 0o conment oo
Ibn Ezr's view thar Toshua wrote the Len chapler of e Pentaieoch,
As I have alieady noted, Wn B iy explicit as o the post-Mosaic antharship of
the last tvelve verses. Thus, the “sermel of the twelee™ must mean thal 1he princi-
ple of posi-Mosaic aulwmship, sated explicitly regarding these teebee, 35 also
applicabde w oiher verses. 1t is this notion wchich s the “secorc”
. See Michuel Friediacnder, Exsaps on the Writtias of Jr Srra (London, 18770, 253,
guring from the manusconpt.
- Commentary on Ibo Bera (Yenice, 1554), Deulernnomy 1; 2, The version of
Motot's commentacy that appears in Yekmicl Lz, Marafirar Toeak [sic]
Caastendam, 1722 is nor menely censarcd, as is Bondil's, bt is acioally an exan-
ple of forgeny, The passage b appears ino Mageafivd Toveh wnderstands Thi
Frra oy mcan than Moses voote all these passages prophaetically Homover, this
docs not appear in Motta™s coaomentary. Inoany case, what then would the
Psccer” Le? Lo sav that bMoses wiote these passages prophedcally @ the vacdition-
al view and docs not necd to be hidden, Since Lao saws, in Tis introdlugtion, that
Moet's commentany was hardly acecssible, this mas probulily what led lum 1w
Delieve le could get sy weith this forgers,
Op. cil., 3 Geenesis §2: 6, 22: 14, 3 31, Theutcronomy 1: 2,
K. Fricdlacnder. of, civ.. 223.
Zafiret Paneih. od. Solomon Reppapot Joboonesurg, 19650 49,
. M, Fricdlaender, ap. eit., 238
See ahe wat publivhed by Nafali ben Menahem, SeGivre Fiavuel to- Partoagn
(Jerusalem, 1954), 1244
Me'or ‘Enapim Qomsalem, 19703, chapler 39, (p. 324}
. Me'ased Hachent (Jensalemn, 19870, 249,
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See the wext published by Waftali ben Menahem, St 10 {10400 153,

Ernrenigt flakbeiming, chapier 2, (p. 12a).

See e test pubdishecd by Makali ben Menalem, Sl #0 feeg erusalem,
1978), 326,

Perush Shadal, <007,

Foafl Mosie {Livore, LTAST), 2.

Conmentary on Tbn Bz (vienna, 1859, to Doueronany 34 6 (Soe honever
his comment to Deuteconamy 1: 23 An examioation of wnpublished comoen-
taries on Jon Eoa will undootaedly alse reveal odwns who interpreted W Lics
in this wey.

B vpakov Hayvien Sofer, ofr. oft, 194, accepts Nemer's analysis,

Sco the text puldished by Fevi [Hirsch) Jacols Zimmels in Abbandiungen zor
Frinncrmg sin Hivich Perer Ohvifer (vienna, 1933), 259

Ferusbei ha-Torgh fe-Rabin Yebudol be-Bastd (erasalent, 19735), 64, 138, 198
funcensoned version),

fhicl., 1H4-R5,

Fevnsk ol ba- Toval Qerusalein, 1964}, Gad.

L Zimnels, op. off, 201 B Avigelor Kotz wording is alnust wdentical so that of
B. Judah be-ilasid. Perhaps be bad & Judah he-Lusids tex in feoor of o
although s does oot appear likely as be only cliine ke have heard this ioter-
PrETaliva.

See Qe lext published by Isaac Lange i Me-Maapse 12 (Tammog, 57420, 535,
Fewroedr Bhadenaan (Sanman, 19080, 1, S5a-430y TV, 250

Cf. it Sefer Torgd 8.4, This pussage ooncerns ofpen and o osed seclions. Moshe
Grshen-Gobsicin has poted that Mainasnicles never intencked to groe o rubing in
cuesticens of spellng, accentuation, el See his “The Authonicaty of e Allepo
Colex,™ Tevrus 1| (UMW) 23, Gdeny, “Keter At Zovah ve-Hilkhot Seler Toaab Je-
lua-Rambans,” 574-79, Silll, # siocls w reason that Maimonides regarcled e [en
Asher codlex as heing anthorlkasve in sl areas. See M Goshen Gottstein, “1e
ITebrew Nible in the Lighn of the Quinran Scrolls and the Hebrew Didversity
Bible," Vitws Tesameniom Corpress Visuene (emsalom, 19363, 49 50

oo R OCArarial de Rossi, deor fhaeyim, chap 9 (epdd See also the otlwer ver-
sions of the 5oy in D 5. Toweinger and B Rupder, o, cid., 239-91. 11 is also pos-
sible that this begend was inventedd In order 1o explain just lww Muimonides
could have pul forth such g bold claim, namely, that bis copy of the Torah was
Identical with th of Moses, Py having Maimonides examing dhe scrolt of Bz,
wlich presumably was the same as Moses, tis problem dissappears, ©F couse,
e steory af the three Torahs i the Temple which shows that theee was e soell
of Rzm in existence s jgnened in creating this legemnd. ©F M. Goshen Gomstein,
“The Awbenticity of the Aleppo Codex,” 46, whe expling e legend inoannther
plausible fashiom,

Furdemerteafs gud Faib, 90910 (This ook s anoaothoricoed presentation of 1
Weinberg's shiurim, My thanks o Prodessor Shinayer 2. Leiman who cabled
attention fo tis passage.) T Weinberg's understancling of the principle may be
appealtng Tor madems, bot, as I ageue Lier inthis essay, Madmonices did el
o s words wr be Taken Tivemlly.

Complele Momaic merhorship i also afficoned in FRE Tefifadr 1300, and Fidddusied
ha-Kewibeintt f-refmnd, ed. Laks Cleousalem, 19030, 104,

Connentary w Saobedeiie 100 %, Sodeh %03, and Shepwal 1A, This posilcn was
put fonh emlier i b ba- o, attibuted w B Sunoued li-Noygid (Tonned at
the ¢nd of Aevabhor in the ¥ilna cditioa of e Talmady;, 500 8y mpne b
era it 12 s kS ab s Ko nrepa el

It s et ondestunate el nuneeroos hordtics ave been imdentive o 1his
imponant peinl For exnouple, o bis recently published response, B lsaac e
disvosses Mainwmides' view of 1he Messimic days and eaies: frobea orap
o Bre oo soc Pesalnd b Kbcreeime Olenasalem, 1965, 1, #1106 {p. 5330
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Muimonicles Ceraindy wants odhers b acdopt his opinion Do s is angthing bat a
pusial bafalbad, As R Hermog was well aware of this, T think it best 1o assume
iat the word P is not meant i be wkeo htetally, Bowcver, this is oot so owith
regard 1o oiher aiters, and R, Hereog would obviously oever have agreed with
the following statement made by Flivahue Touger in his ianslabon of f7IL Yesded
Boa-Toreedr (Jerusabem, 19000, 180-8F: “In contrask tn his other waocks, he menions
metaphysical and ethical conces in the Michaoh Torab only if e conslders
1hem w1 he ladachot. imomiable Tomh B Sorely i is scasonable o assume that
he viewed the sciemlfic prnciples he included inthe same manner.” Chee ko
lsaac Hirsch Weiss, “Tolodor ha-Rambam,” Het Safwad 1 [1851] 228, and B
Menabient Mendel Schnoeison, Liket Sibod [Brooklyn, 1984] XXM, 33-36.3 1t is
difficult &3 Tesllose the Iogic af this position. Tow cm 2 meplysical o 3 sciemif-
ic principle be s lulukhab? 1 goess Tooger wonkd olijec 1w 1he e of Tsadon:
Toccrsky's chassic article, “Smne Non-Halakhic Aspects of the Misbrelr Torad,
See alsa I Tweorsky, Maoo fe-Mistreh Toraf fo-Reaoingim, iransbdecd by M1 Ler-
ner (Jerusalem, 1991 354 Touger uses this Dazacre attitude 1o explan how the
eclieval science (PIolomaic astronoimy, [ur elements. cic} mooonked in il
Yesueded Baa-Torah, chapters 3-4, is really part ancl parce] of Jewish Taw and beliel
(Forunalely, e spares us an claborfion of Maimonides' “lalakhic decigion” that
the stars and spheres possess a soul, knomdedge, and intellect) Knowing that 1his
rype ol “loggic” is prevalent in cemaln circles, B Josepl Kafil feels constrained ro
show hew misguiderd it is. See bis edition of Sefr boe-daclle (erusatemn. 1984,
13, 0. 1

Regarding B Hermog's allimcle o issucs sch as this, see Dov 1 Friomes,
“lowish Taw and Science o the Whiting of B, lsaac Hualevy Herzop” in B 5.
Jackson, od., The Halakhic Thouglt of K. Fde Plervag {adane, 19975, 33-97, esp.
42-43_ {After this antiche was completed, Prol. ellmer giacimusly scal me o copy
of lis 1wost eecent publicarion, O the Satus of e Astonony and Physics in
Maimworides Mishmeh Torah and Cuide of ihe Piplexed: A Chapter in the History
ol Seience,” Hrish fowmal for the Hislory of Scierce 24 [1991]: 453 63}
K. Ya'akow Llayvim Sober. ¥odd Yosg© 191/, mrempls o understand Maimonides
by placing the issue in 2 halakhic conkesy, yot this strikes nwe s T ofl the k.
A halakhic decision would nol leave be rejecked apinion in the calegory of
horesy, Pyven straoger is hal B Sofer takes note of the passage ino the Com-
menary to Sardvedrr regacding balaklic decisions o matters af belicfs. How-
ever, he understands this 1o mean only et noonal procedures of halakhic deci-
sine-making are suspended (KO R0 ey K9 ndern Sl In my opinion.
1t Sofer's mnerpretanian is completely unfownced ancl bs el of those schalars
wlur clise o view everything Maimonicdes werote from o halakhic perspeciive.

. Alfred T Ve, “Ishimic and Greek InfTuenwes on Maimanides' Thilosophy,™ in s

Fines and Y. Yoneol, o oir, 14142,

“Spinocas Dogmas of Universal Faith in the Light of their Sediesal Tewish
Buckmund " in Alexander Altmann, ed. Bibffca aed Otber Stedies {Caabaidpe,
1530, THG.

The points | have made regasding the eighih principle and “necessany beliels™ ace
also applleable i one were 1o accept the esoteric inerpetation of Mamonides
view of rovelation and the piving of the Tomh, According 1o this eading, and
conrry to what Maiononides saws inothe eyduh pancie, the Tomb was nor dic-
ted 1o Moses by Ood. Supporters of this view include Alvin Reines,
“Mainmumides Concept of Mosaic Prophery,” Hebrme Cior Collepe Ammnal 40-41
C1969-19700 325-61; Kalman Bland, "Moses and the Lawr Acconding to
Maipponides,” e Jehwada Eeinhare and Daniel Swerschinskr, ods. Mpsiics,
Phioasopders el Pelfrfoioens: Fseays b fewfsk Intelleciual Flisters in flomar of
Afexarder Allmeans (Durham, N, G, 19, 9U-00; Lowrence Kaplan, ™1 Slewp,
Bul kMy Heart Wakeih's Maimonides™ Conoeption of Hnman Pedection,” i Lea
Rubinson. ¢ af., The Thrught of Moses Medmonfdes (Lewiston, N, 19603, 131
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G,

foc M. Pedmiann, “Lleventh-Century andalusian Authors on the Jews of
Granads,” feecerdfegs of 1Be Amavican Academ) for fernish Kesesrch 25 (19458
1943 271-77. See alao 5. W, Baron, op i, ¥, S8R, and the soures cited on p.
3¥L nn & and 9, Hava Laarus-Yaleh, *Tera™—Tzayr; Gilgulo shel Mativ Pubenuwsi
Kadum Islami Derekh ha-lslan el Heshit Bikoret ha-Mikea," Tarbdiz 55 (19467
¥99-77; ddewn., frdertwinedd Worde Megtera! Isiate aud Bid¥e Criticivmr (Princeton,
19923 Namin Reth, "Foegery and Abropation of the Torab: & Thenwe in Mustio
and Christian Polemic in Spain,” Froceedings of the Amenican Acgdemy of fewash
Revogrch 94 (1980 203-10 ol the souoees cited in Edvward Frener, *In Delense
of Cradition: The Masorotc Text and g Rabbioic erpretation in the Farly
Gennan Haskalah™ (unpublished docoral dissertadon; Flaovard Universily, 195407,
32, 0.4

AL Lichuenbeeny, e cir, 11, 3, Y. Shablm, af. ot 1 9% Chaalic), 131-32 Clebrew).

A sianilar, though not as exireme formulation, «as also green by Abmbham thn
Daud, Ha-Frunal ba-Bamab, 83, As witli Maiswonides, 1ha Thaod wmas weell
aware of the facts, bur he too had a polemical buttle o wege, The same s true
foor Al whey, 0 Sefer D= 'Tabmaeim, 1L 22, follows Maimonides and wrires: "The
Terah is cxactly the same today withoul any change among all Isracl whe ae
scaneted all caeer e world Bromme the extreme casl o the Fanhest weese” See alwo
Mrges Mendelssohn, Cesammete Schnifdenr (Breslw, 10381, 20w, 2135, wndd Gdward
Brever, ofr o, 1460 resurding Mencelsshn's awaeivations

. Seeing the extremes o which Maimonides was withng 1o go here, perlaps my

pedgrmen an 0. 116 §s mistaken. Assumiog that the sighth principle intends
teach “nocessavy Bebeks” thed is oo seison why Maimenides could ool b
drawn his et as wide as possitde, thus ocleding e e dogne the issoes of
soripn, exeeplional heners and amahing else found in the text of the Toral. This
appeans oven mare hkely when one censerulxers thal Maimonices nucles sinuikar
peculiar, arw] appruently untrue, assertions. For example, his claine dae there ace
B0 arguments with regpcd b belodebi fe-Moshe sf-Sinad s virually snpossible w0
justif. Jacob Levinger, Darkfel ba-Mabashbatah bo-Hilkbetlt sbel ha-Rambom
{Tel Aviv. 19053, 630, cites this as another example of Maimonides esponding o
the nocds of the masses by presenting tem witle an understanding of Tudaisan
which would best be able to withsand e ceslaught of Dlanic polemics Tor
prrsilsty Koacaite assaules; see ¥, Shailar, ofn o 10, 442, aod 5. W Bacon, op. aif,
¥, 32} With such a poal, namely the creavion of a religicns mpth, alsoloe aol
is TWH Impreclant.

Segfaoer Pervze alr 1 Lienesis 12; G

Che ba-f faypimd 1o Deuteomnomy $4: 6.

She ol ta-TesBrid Per-Regadbegr, #1020, 1172,

To e sure, Maimonides believed thal the biblical aeizoos secald never be abio-
gite], mol even in Messianic diys (see Commontany 1o S@aBedefa 10: 1 fp. 139 in
the Badil editiond, £, Yesoder fer-Torab <t 1 Ffl Moegiflab 20 18 Hil. Melakbin
111, 3. However, whether this beliel |5 Included as pan of ihe principle is not
clear. In M Tesdrieed 3 85, be delines a heretic as one who says Cood has
aelfreaedy alwrogmied the Torh, Thene s nio mention of one who aseerts there seill
b an alrrogation inothe future, e g. in Messianic days.

I tend to vicw Madmenides as excluding Messianic days from the principle
for two reascns. Ficst, iU is easier 1o assume 1hat the principles ageee with his for-
aulaticn in e Afishneb Torak than not. Second, were Maimonides o be inclod-
ing Messianic days, he would be disregarding 4 nuaber of ralsinic sources which
speak of the commandments being abiogmed ar than tinwe, As wee have seoen,
Mabwonides is very celuctant e establish o prnciple when there s mbbine dis
pute concerming it Jacoh Levinger, Ha-Bembam bo-Filasaf e bbbt {ensalem,
19595, 62, takes note of ks last poim and resolves iU in a dilferent fashiion, Ac
cording 1o him, the ninth principle does include Messinnic days, The facr that
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Mobronides records i as o principle. even 1hgugh e 15 eabilnme disagresmsnt,
is hecanse the entire ninth principle is simply 2 "necessany beliel” directed
toweards the masscs and dosigned o help them deal weith ideoleeical assauhs from
the dslamc woorld. {For mbbime vlews that the commmandmens =il be abalished
i Messianic days see Judah Bosenthal, “Ra'avosn Bittu] ha-Mizvot be-Eskatologyah
ha-velodie,” Sefer fo- Yol fe-Mefir Weeomenr [Jenealen, 1967), 217-33.)
Sefer o Bekcrrime 1L 19-200.

A History of Mediveral feuish Phifosoiirg, 3496,

One may posssibly objea a sinee Mainades Teels 1o o knowing, the con-
tingent represents o defect o God (see Greidfe 1L 19-210, 00 8 therefors unlikely
thial this element wus e included in e priteiple. lowever, the 1act seniains
that kainvmnkdes never mentions bere the imponant aspect of Tonekoow ledye,
and one mml caplain sy,

Cammentary 1o Goenesis 15; ),

. Mifbaed B Sheme T O,

Fiermnif ha-Sogor stel Ha-Bar Avrgbhanr She Frre o ho-Tiowah o Kl K Yose)
Crspr  Asareh Eolal Kosef (Ferosadom, 1970), £52-33, However, Cosp wunckerstanels
I Lm0 exclude the dghteous, i e those who ae under the cwre of God's
prowcidence, from this bck of knowledge.

See his conmmuent te Genesis 18 20,

Moretr Ber-Morelh (Pressbucg, 1837, 125-24.

Fafnat Paweal, 46

Faapiat fiahanrin, V1 172,

Absrtficiat iy Ese atls Fhilosapb 10 11,

Die Religiomsphilasophie dbwahan T Eswes* 02 03,

A Fistery of Medigete! JecoisB Piilosapbp 180 See also ibdd. g 193, wleie 1osik
wprrees willy Caspei's inlecpreration (alkme n, 2210

Fholosegrirfess of furelesisem, 135-30.

“La Philosoplie d'Albraln il Lere,” 171,

A History of fureint Philosofdry in the Mecaffle Ayer, 107,

“Mishinates ha-Fiteesofi-1atil shel B, Avealam b Freg® 196 Coben's dlisocssion
i« very romprehensive and discusses alt relesang sourees,

Then, again, B may not be. For sourecs that opposc 1his encpeoiation, sec .
Fricdltender, My nr the Wntlage of fime Feeg, 290 and Bpshite, Pkt Tevwir
be-Mishoar Ratd Avegbamne [by Exeg. 32-31, 178-80. Sec also -Aledat Yirhak
Genesls, Gare 19 {pp. 16%a-L, in Pollak's editon Birst nuolennggh.

CThis seems w be how Thn Teee is interpreled by Bondils, aef foc: mew oM e

Wiy a b g WA AR TN bt mean Wb e i ope g Hrem b
TAes A petn L AP TN K4 a1 oty e ppees ToH rarh
fHY ARARE K T ok 1 i bR o oo See also I Shemn Tow b Shen
Taov, Sefor -Ervenot (Ferraia, 15500, da, aml Asher Weiser, ed.. Fermosbed -
Tirah fe-Kebiwnn Avrecheon M forg{Jensalem, 19773 1, 64, 0 4

O het-Henvios W Cienesis B 3. This also bears some similaaiy i The Thud's ap-
presch with regard 1o Gesds knomdedge of the comingent. Troe, God docs noe
know hows man will choose, but it i God who iz sesponsible for tis lack of
knowledpe. That s, Sod chooses nol wr have kmawledye ol ulure events in
et 1o safepuaed on's Bee will, See fo-Emunah ba-Kamrak, 6.

See |1 Crescas, O fo-Shem, 326 (Sce Warren Harver, “Hasdai Crescas's
Criticjue of the Theory of the Aoquired Tntellect,” [unpublished dectesl disset-
tion; Columbia Undversity, 197300 Aavon ben Blijah, £r ffaorpie (Leipenz, 18410,
chaprer 88, p 127, and chapter 105 {see 1. Llusik, op. oif, 384, mud Deniel Frank,
“The Religious Thilosophy of the Karadte Aaron ben Elijele Uhe Prolilein of
T¥ivine Tustice,™ npublishod dooworal clizseration, 1imvaed Universiey, 1991, civ
R Do Joscph ben Don David Jen Yite, Tovef O (Molngna, 130388, chapter B;
K. Shom Tov bon Shom Tov, Sgfer ba-feuent, 15 10 510 Loz, Mebberel be-
Yerhadni I LG5
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Az Caspi, ad foc., poims oat, Maimonides' view [llows Aristotle: soe Moomea-
chagn Brbics Xo 7. See alss the similar commicms o Conumentiry to Sanbodein.
p. 138 (quoting “the Tirst philosophy,” ie. Arisile), il Yewsdod b Torah 4: 0
Hii. Tesboeerh 8- 23, Guide B 34 {louch pedection), aoel e complets clisous-
sion in Alexander Alimann, Yor der mittefalteniichen suer modomen Anfbldrung
{Tibingen, 1987), 60-01. Presumably, stalcments wlhich present a difforent ap-
proach, cg Conuaeniary W Makin? 4 17, do ool represent Maimenicdes' $e
helicf, or can, o some way, he harmonlzed wath e view expressed i (e
frglde. See ey W. Hurvey, "Hasdai Crescas's Critigoe of the Theary of the
Acquined lotellect,” 11415

e . Fricdinder, fenp on the Widtings of fr Exvg, 2400, | Coben, “Mizhmalo
ha-Filosoti-Dae shel K. Avesham Thn Frra,”™ 2101

. See A Ravitgky, “Samuel Thn Tibhon apd e Esoeric Characier of the Guide of

1he Perplexed,” T4
Mitheemot he-Shem, Honk One.

Mo vy ba-Afefah, od ), Ealih Qoausalen, 1957, 26,

See L Jacobs, Poincimes of the fondish Foirh, 57% B Menahom Kasher, ffo-
Tikufah ba Codolal (Terusaben, oo dated, chapier §,

- Fandwdrin 99a. Lo identilviog K. Hillel as an Amorg 1 velying wpon Uphraim B

Lrbach, ¢ fazal (erusalem, 19641 612 Acoording to Tashi, K. ille] only denies a
perscaal Messiah, not that there will be Messianic diys, As B Isaac Herzog,
Pesglim w-Fhelaoim, 11, 533, exphibos, acconding i Rashis ondersanding. W
Iillels vicws accentuaces, cadwed Waan liomies, e iescibons e of the uliooone
redemption, Soc alsa Sclomon Schechier, Axprects off Bahiiinlc Tinofagp (Mew
Worle, L21), 3400 and M. Kasber, op. e, clapler § Foreed reinterprotarion of 1.
Hillel= v coinme abown, and this is oflen stadced explicinly, simprby Decimse eany
viewed ioas npossible that an @merg wouldd deny something so basic to
Judaism. This explains Abeavanel's explrntion that all ¥ Hilled meane weas that
"Uwe Bessigh would not come by vhie of Israels naeriting Jim* Sec M. Kellner,
Prineiales of Farith, 135-3%

She'ming p-Tesbeat TRakan Sofer. Yoreh feoh, £436.

Wirk Pogfoet Faith, 4.

It 5. howeever, e view of B Soler B Kook, Moo Da feival Qerusalein,
19843, 104, abo sees the nejurity principhke s walid inomatcees of belicl, even af it
means reperling the view of Maimonides (soe, howevere, B 506, wlhere B Kook
saps the exact oppasitel, | dant know the earlies eximuple of deciding philo-
sophic questions inoa halakhle maneer. 1o his dispote conceming elermal punish-
mend, R, Saal Morcira uses the principle esallished by K. foseph Karo, namely,
that a docision by Alfasi, Maanoeides, arad R Asher Ten Yehiel hacl to be accept
ed us halukhah. bloweser, this is probably not 2 good cxample tor Mosters does
naal sees himsclf as deciding beteeeen two oplions Teeod in the 1oclition. Hathe,
as he @5 ab paing 1o poinn oo, the position e is opposing bas e suppen ar all in
Jewish sourccs and is exphehly opposed Ly Tl the Tuboucd and 1he Kabbalises,
In his view, any kter Kablualist who denied eternal punishaent seas simply
mventing A oew cloctrine. Fe was nel 3 iae Kabbalist Buc mather o " wasiil who
claimel Wy be proficicnt in the scicnes of Kabbalah, I is, lowever, e unlikely
it Morteira woulhd have srgneed inohis Faslion Dol hee Bewen chiscwssing a dispute
of long standing o one between sutandiog stsoerine The relevant 10818 have
been puldished in Alexander Ahmann, *Elemaliny of Fonlshosen: & Theological
Controversy within the Amsterdany Rablinate in the Thirties of e Sewventeenth
Lentiny,™ Procostings of e Arericere Academ) for fowish Resserch S0 019720 |-
HH. For Morteira's citation of Alksi, Muimonides and R, Asher, sec pood4. For his
refercnee 1o waskifing clainiog 10 be proficient in Kablalih, sce po 410 (oo
dentally, Albnwann was wnaeace et soaee of Ui texts he poblisheo bad coler
appeanal in Ha-Maer [Tishrei Kisley, 5006]; 218}

Conlenynueny Holabiic Pooidenes (New Yook, 10890, 11, 96-102,
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248, fer. flddushin 3 12 and parallels 1 refer to a cerain Jacob of Naburaya, ®.

244,

250,
I51.

253,
254.

Bleich calls him a "wlmudic Sage ™ Whoever he was, e cemamly =58 10 sage. A
sape would not bave Deen igraorant of sucle an obvices e, Ine Sercsfrd Rofdgh
7. 2 und parallels, we lnd another opinion of Jacob of Nabuoraya which is equally
vutrageons. Bithwer in ol igoorence of, or ehbellion ageine, de halakhab, be
claimed that ane nocded 1o ritualbe slaughter fish. Tn fsbefer Raflei 72 47, he s
referred to as a “sioner,” and put in the same category as Elisha (ben Avuyah#)
and other heretics.

Derelh Nmunab {Constantinople, 1322, 102h. According w Kashi's relntermera-
L, B Hillels wiew wus merely mistaken, bul appareoly not heretical. “Ilds s
seen from how he explains B Joseph's reply: i§ s o110 mse moapn & bnpg
I &Y. But even fromy this we see that Rashi dees not hold ey B Bleich™s view.
Accobding o Rashh, E Hillel nover had the right 1o advance this vicw, Tt ws
always regarded az Deing e ervor and e s needs God's Kargivendcss,

Sefer bee-Tekeorim 1 1.

FBied, 1 1-2. Albo's commen regaiding unintendonal hetesy, as oith noch else
his work, was taken over froan Duran who also celers speciflcally to B el See
O Misbpwee, 14b-13a. See dso M. Kellners imporstam essay, "R Shimon ben
Zemah Durn on the Principles of Judaism,” Proceedings of the Amercon
Aceelenty for fewtd: Rewarch 48 (101 231-8% A% alreacdy noted by ML Kellner,
Dogma fa Mediew! feadch Thowpbs, 15101, Albe appears 10 contradict hiosell in
Sarfer he-Tekzirtme 1: 1 and T; 2, T shondd note funher thar in 1, 23 Alba states thar
cven though the doorine of the Messiah s not ndanrental, nevenheless one
who demcs it is o heretic, Thus, according wo T: 23, b oagon T, Hillel was not
rlassed ps a horetic 5 doc to e position cxpresscd in 1: 2, namchy, il one is
not colpable for enimentbonal horesy, Theae i@ thus no queston tha 11 stands o
coanadiction o the posiion expressed i @ 2 ared L 230 locidentally, i addition
13 all the soucces nowed by Kelloer o Lis anicles on anintentional Jeresy, one
sheuld also call amenition o B David oo Zioor, SPe'elor re-Testatol B Roadbar,
#1253, who menuons the case of B Elillel, ancl also exoneraes i becaose Lis
was an Jwomest mislake. See alsy the simiilar fommulation of K Fllenan Wasser-
men, Koeer Meamanm Jensabkem, 1963, 19,

2. 1o g note, Woiss Halwend cites Albn, Sefir ba- flabwediee 1. 1. Homeever, as T have

alreaddy pointed ol o pumber of limes. Albo did o think denial of the Messlah
was an acocptabde oplion (sec also above n. 170 1o dis chaguer, Albo staes tha
dental of the Messiab 18 5 sn avd elsewhers he says iU is beresy! Here are Al
exact wonds in 11 "R [lille] was soilly of a sin for ot believing in the coming
of the redesiner, bDul be was oot 2 heretic.” As Albo points ot in T 2, rhis s
called “sinning through emor,™ ancd such a sin roguircs atoncment. Towards the
end of the bool, Albo repears himscll again. In 1% 42 e writes. “Every adherem
af the Law of Moses is obfiged o belicve in the condng of e Messinh.”

Afrer having scen whar Albo's tue view of the Messiab was, B is instructive
w compare this 1o what H, Grelz wriote (e Strciure of fewish Histary, 1070,
for the number of erors in one sentence i slaggerng. Albo's apinion, aceosding
o Gracez, Is that "messianic Deliel was cefinitely net a basic anicle or dogma of
Juddaisin, ean i was merely o taditieon [, and that a disbeliel o e coming of e
Mezsiah could never P be labeled heresy since even some |l wlmudic weachens
Iad repudiated L7 Grase: continues by saplog o, becaose of Ao view,
Abrvane] accused him of heresy, However, e provides no source Tor this com-
mcal, which is not surprisiog sloce Abmvansl never makes such an aocusation.
Similaely wifounded is Heven Schwarzschibd's asseation: “In elfect, Albo mo-
Claimed oot only thal o Jew need nodk necessanily Delieve in Qe Messiall but acta-
ally, by implication, recommended against such beliel PL° See The Pumicd of the
fieaf, ed, Menachem Koliner (Albana, 19900, 20,
Feschaar and Diercsh, 94-940,
Loc. it He abio claims thar B Hillel was one of de List Aseredme bot Qs may
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not e coceect. Gibapo continues by making o significant point: Just Decaose
Solomon worshipped Kols does ool mean idolatry is peomissibie, However, i
winlld appear to mc that Bibago has emred witle this analogy T s one thing 1o
sar thal a great man such a5 Selomon canosin like all othcrs. However, in the
eealm of ideas naners are different, If 2 prear scholar, say Kabbi akiva, Saacdish
Gaomn, or any ofher distinguished personality, had pot fonh B Hillel's views:, Weiss
Halivois point would be valld, One woukd bave ao choice but 1o egand ihis
wivw a5 an aethentic, and therefore accepialde, Jewish Dheliel

This is what R. Solor means when e writes: 137 e ag% orr whg dpa am
L2 ek ke pry e I Sofer direos e ceader o kool 8t ' Rduwng 1 G
and narl; 3 ’

Fofer - Tkt 10 1

1 am well aware of e Tact that there are mroeros snurees which pay hip service
1 this notion. However, after they have cxplained the “objectionzable™ passagpes,
we are left with something thar bears little resemblance 1w what e originat
neaining ul the pext is Hers 35 o pedect example whereby e ounside observers
judgment cannat be eeonciled with the commentaors understadiog. Wlere the
ourgicde obscreer secs forced reconstruction and reconaaliution, e comnentaior
sces aulenic aunhorab ineeen eings Loougla we lighe.

. This s not endiely corecy, 1 is pue thal Luke $: 31 gives Nathan as the ancestor

ol Jesos, |loweever, Matthew 1 8 bos Solomon oy Jesus Torefather.

. Meedative Commancioent, #3602,

. Henmslert Yisrcnef (Petrokov, 19273 T, Lk (final omibe ring,

. &, Lichtcnborg. ap. o, I Ga; . Shaika, of. cif, 3, 104 CArabsicd, 157 CElelmesw),

. Mene Fuaptm, chaper 32

. Shalsheder ha-Kapbalah Qemsalom, 196020, 38 0 his wsuak Tashion, 1o Yalwa

copitd the information from de Rossi without ackrowdedgment See Salo W,
Baron, ffistury e fereind Histotany (FPhiladetphia, (9041, 313 for W Stoine
schneider's comment 1egarding s Yabya's plagiaris.

Secder bad -L3oret (Warsaw, 159755, 35,

See Joannoe Weinberg, “Awaria de' Rossi and the Forgeries of Annius nf Viterbo,™
in David Kudeman, ed,, Foeasal Papers on feutsh Cuitire o Beatdissainee dqikd
Barogue ftaly (Mew York, §902) 252-T

Fobar: Parashar shefad (od, Margalivo, 1730, CE V. Apiowiteer. Fareibolitid der
flzsmonderselt fnr Rabbirischon ind Frondoepigrepbischen Solrdffum {¥ienna,
1927, F13E

B aniel Price, Motk sef-Fenosh (lenealem, 1499, ad, foe Plozk dec, ot mcn-
tivns that there were those who called atlention by the conflion betwreon
Maimonides and the Zohar in erder to find Fault wit the lamer. See egarding
this, Samson Bloch in Cear Mebewd 3 O1B50): 4d-45 K Jucoh Inaden refem o
this passaee in his criticism of the Zolar aod expresses his suarprises thoe Nathan's
wife could be regandee as the Messial’s mother. See Mithabar Seferime (Lvor,
TH7, M B, Moses Kunilz, in his polenic ggainst B, Eowden, See Yabal (¥ienna,
1815}, 89, responds to sonw of B, Emden's criticisms of this passage bot does not
mentlon amthing remding Solomonic desconl. & Reuven Fapaport. in his oos
ponse 1 K. Enden entitled S Fofertsm (vonamned in e previcusly e eds-
oy of Mtgoaivar Sefarim ), defends the Zohar's pasition and cites i support of i
the passage of “Thitae”™ menticned by de Rossd.

. Unlike our vergions of Mishnah Sambedrin Wk 1, Maimonicles does noe meoine

ane to believe thul resumection is evealed n the Tomhb He probably did oo
Inave this adiliticon in his el of e Mishoab Ceee Iibdude Sofernr, o foe, ), or T
Lee i, igooreed it o gl of Teseha Sarfecfifor 13: 1, wehere this condition i=
lacking Tt is also possible that, despite weh the Mishaah says, he believed it was
e extreme: fo regard ong whi aceepted the belicf as a hererie, monely because
he denied s Pentateuchal crigin

209, Traosbawor's Introshaction w his vanslalon of The Cuidde of the Perfieved, caviid
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The one exception | know of i K Jascph Schger, Wi bo-fiaer D Yose Sefiper
(Jemasaleny, 19300, 71-060, 5o, howeyer, B Rook's cesponse o his Bastelmcad (o
this weork.

Althouph some scholars, €. Shesher Benvenise, claiming o base thomselbes on
the: warlerity of Mamcoides, did deny bedily resurmedion, one nuest assume Wit
they retractedd after Madmenices poller the sog oot feome wneber them wilh his
Lemer on Hesgerechion, See B Septimis, Riguno-fercink Culfure in Transition,
chapler 3

o, mos recently, Menachen Bellnos, Matmontdi: on fucutsni aud the fewish
Feopde (Albany, 1991, chapier 7.

And noi enly s principles; see HiL Mezuzeh 504, whee he regands one whaoe
writes namwes of angels, holy oumes, 21, 0 2 seznzsh as o horetic. Yen, this was
a common practice advicated by many keacing aldbis in Ashkenazic lands. See
miwst recently Laniel Sperber, Minbaged Yisae! (Jerusalens, 19913, 1L, 1031 Sec
alsn Al fsseered fiak 11: 15, and [ Sperbern. op. ofr, 76T



