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INTRODU
A. Sketch of the Problem

Efforts to formulate the principles of Judaism have been made
by many Jewish thinkers. There are numerous roaaons% no doubt, which
urged them to work on this problem; dut in general one might say
they were prompted by a two-fold reason: 1) the desire to present
in clear-cut fashion the beliefs that every Jew should hold, (the
beliefs that are distinctive of Judaism and separate it from other
religions.) 2) The inner desire for unity and system building which
is characteristic of the Jewish philosopher,

The articles of faith formulated by Maimonides (1135-1204) in
his gg;g;“gg;gga is the most famous of all these efforts at creed-
building. It i{s the 'locus classicus' of the dogma question in Juda-
{sm. Maimonides listed thirteen. They are:

1. Existence of God

2. Unity of God

3. Incorporeality

4, Eternity of God (translated 'priority' by Abelson,p.49)
5. God alone is worthy of being worshipped.
6. Belief in prophecy.

7. Pre-eminence of Moses as prophet

8. Divine revelation

9, Immutability of Torah

10, God knows all deeds and actions of men.
11, Belief in reward and punishment

12, Belief in coming of Messiah

13, Belief in resurrection of the dead.
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The thirteen principles of Maimonides aroused considerable
interest; in fact, a controversy began to rage on the very point.
Schechter> states that the dispute about the thirteen articles led
to the Maimonists and the nnti-!himoniatl.‘ The Maimonists accepted
Maimonides' thirteen principles. The anti.Maimonists were of two
kinds: one group admitted the existence of Ikkarim in Judaism but
disagreed with Maimonides as to what they were; the second group
denied categorically the existence of dogma in Judaism,

Hladals Crescas is one of the outstanding members in the first
group of the anti-Maimonists. He declared in his Or Adonoi, 1405,
that Maimonides' confused dogmas or fundamental beliefs, without
which Judaism is inconceivable, with beliefs or doctrines which
Judaism teaches, yet the denial of which does not make Judaism im-
possible even tho it may involve strong heresy. Of the fundamental
teachings without which Judaism could not exist, there should be
only six, says Crescas. They are:

1. Omniscience - God's knowledge of our actions.
2. Providence

3. Omnipotence

4. Prophecy

5. Free-will

6. Purpose

On the existence of God it should be noted that Crescas is un-
decided whether or not he should include it among the fundamental
teachings., He holds that the existence of God is axiomatic with
every religion and is uncertain whether it should be included as
an 'Ikkar."

There are in addition, says Crescas, certain doctrines which
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every Jew should believe, the denial of which makes one a 'min' oy
‘epikoros,' yet Judaism is not impossible without them. These doc-
trines are divided into two groups. In the first group there are
eight. They are:
1, Creation of world.
2. Immortality of soul
3. Reward and punishment
4. Resurrection of the dead
5. Eternity of law
6. Pre-eminence of Moses as prophet
7. The Urim Vetumim answered High Priest when he sought
instruction from the Lord.
8. The coming of the Messiah,
In the second group there are three principles which express
the pracgical doctrines of Judaism. They are:
l. Belief in efficacy of prayer and belief in the efficacy
of the benedictions of the priests.
2, Belief in repentance.
3. Belief in certain holy days - Rosh Hashanah, Pesach,
Shebuoth, Sukkoth, and Yom Kippur.®
Joseph Albo, disciple of Crescas, was also one of the anti-Mai-
monists who agreed that Judaism had dogmas but disagreed with Maimoni=-
des on what they were, He presented a 1list of dogmas in his work en-
titled *Ikkarim® (1425). He saw religion as a living tree with roots
and stems. Judaism had three roots: Existence of God, Divine revela-
tion, and reward and punishment. The roots "existence of God"™ had
the stems of 1. unity 2. incorporeality and 3. independence of time
and freedom from defects. The root of revelation had the stems of

prophecy and the authenticity of messenger. The root of reward and
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punishment had as stems God's knowledge and Providence.’

With Abravanel we come to a man who belongs to the anti-Mai-
monists of the second class: those who categorically denied the
existence of dogmas in Judaism. I shall not discuss Abravanel's
position at this point because it will be treated in Chapter VI,

B, Proposed Treatment

This thesis will attempt a critical analysis eof Abravanel's
Rosh Amana., It will aim at four things: 1) a presentation and ana-
lysie of the criticism ¢hat Crescas, Albo, and Abravanel raised
against Maimonides; 2) a presentation and critique of Abravanel's
defense of the Maimonidean position against Crescas, Albo, and
himself; 3) a presentation and evaluation of Abravanel's attitude

to dogmas; 4) a consideration of the question: Has Judaism dogmas?
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Chapter 1
Critique of Maimonides

In Chapters III, IV, and V Abravanel presents the various ob-
Jections and criticisms advanced against Maimonides' thirteen
articles of faith, I shall present the objections raised by Albo,
the objections raised by Crescas, and finally, the criticism which

Abravanel himself advanced against the master.

. Albo's Critique of Maimonid
1_ L

@ Albo takes Maimonides to task on a number of points. His
list of objections, so far as I have been able to ascertain, total
sixteen., They are as follows:

Objection I. If the word "Ikkar" is a term applied to a thing
upon which another thing depends and without which it can not en-
dure, as the root is a thing upon which the endurance of the tree
depends, then why should Maimonides include as "Ikkarim" unity and
incorpkeality of God? They may be true doctrines - doctrines that
everyone should believe - yet they are not fundamental principles
since the Torah would not be nullified if one believed otherwiae.l

Objection II. Why should Maimonides declare that "it is
proper to serve God and worship Him" is a fundamental principle?
This is a specific commandment, and if specific commandments are
counted dogmas, then there would be as many principles as commande
ments .

Objection III., Why should Maimonides make as a principle "God
alone should be worshipped without intermediaries?" Suppose a man
believes in God and the Law and yet prayes to Gabriel and Raphael

to intercede in his behslf, does this nullify the Tornh?3



-6 -

Objection I?.‘ Why should Maimonides declare as a principle
"the immutability of the Torah" and base it on the verse "thou
shalt not add thereto, nor diminish from it"? In the first place,
the divine law changed from time to time; God may add or diminish
the Torah in whole or in part, according to the capability of the
receivor.5 In the second place, the verse “"thou shalt not add there-
to, nor diminish thereof" does not refer to the eternity of the
commandments; this commandment has no reference to the adding or
subtracting of the mitzvoth but to the manner of performing then.6
If the matter were as Maimonides supposed, how could the rabbis
say that "the court is entitled to abolish a divine law and do

—

?
such a thing no more®, or "that Solomon established the (law) of
————

8
Erubim and the washing of the hands"? Furthermore, even admitting

that Maimonides is right in his interpretation of the verse, it
only proves that we may not change the Torah but does not exclude
the possibility that the Torah may not be changed by God.

Objection V.g Why should belief in the Messiah. altho a true
belief, be considered a fundamental principle since its denial
would not nullify the Torah?lo

Objection VI. Why should resurrection of the dead, altho a
true belief, be considered a fundamental principle since its denial
would not overthrow the Torah? Furthermore, is it not quite possible
for a man to believe in reward and punishment both in this world
and in the world to come and still not believe in bodily resurrec=-

tion?ll

Objection VII. If Maimonides says the law will never be changed
at any time then how can he reconcile the following contradiction:

that when the Messiah and resurrection will come about, they will
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no longer be fundamental principles, and since thf,& have been
derived from the law, it will of necessity constitute a change
in the 1&1.12

Objection VIII, If it be said that the intention of Maimoni-
des was not to establish fundamental principles but only to pree
sent the most essential articles of faith, then why did Maimonides
not mention the "Shekinah", one of the exclusive favors which Is-
rael enJoyed?13

Objection IX, Why does Maimonides omit "creation of the world
by God" which as a principle everyone professing a divine law is
obliged to believe - especially since Maimonides in his "More"
(Chapter XXV, Part Il)lgays "creation" is a belief that everyone
should ho 1d?15

Objection x.le Why does Maimonides not include in his 1list a
belief in all miracles because it is a principle of faith upon
which everything dependa‘?l7

Objection XI.IS Why does Maimonides omit the principle that
every Israelite should follow the tradition of his fathera?l9

Objection XII.20 Why does Maimonides omit freedom of will,
without which no religion can exist - especially in view of the

fact that Maimonides has already stated that it is a first prin-

Objection XIII. Why does Maimonides not give God the attrib-
utes of life, wisdom, and power? And why does Maimonides have thir-
teen dogmas? Is it because of the thirteen attributes of God or
the thirteen ways of interpreting the Torah?22
Objection XIV. Why does Maimonides not include, as Crescas

23
dia, the final end of man's existence and belief in the immor-



tality of the soul?

Objection XV. Why does Maimonides not include, as Crescas
did, the power of repentance by the Urim Vetumim?

Objection XVI. Why does Maimonides not include, as Crescas

did, the remission of sin by repentance and belief in holy days
like Rosh Hashanah, Yom Kippur, etc.?
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2. Crescas' Critique of Maimonides

In Chapter IV of the Rosh Amana Abravanel presents the fol-
lowing criticism as having been advanced by Crescas against Mai-
monides' thirteen articles of faith.

I. How can the commandment f?ﬁlu"D'JJm bid us to believe in
God? If this commandment implies a belief in God, then we must
assume the existence of God to make this commandment; as a result,
two gods would have to exist - one to make the commandment and one
to whom we are commanded to believe in, Here a thing is made the
cause of 1taelf.24

I1. If free will is absent in our knowing and believing, how
can it be said that we should believe in the existence of God and
his unity?25
vs#a-III° Maimonidee errs in thinking that R. Simlai said (Macoth
23b) that “5 'oJic 18 a commandment. It is the contention of the
rabbis that the whole passage in the Decalogue from "I am the Lord
thy God" to "Those who love me and keep my commandments" was spoken
by God himself since it is in the first persony; and they count
"thou shalt not make unto thee any graven image® and "thou shalt
not bow down unto them" as two distinct commandments. Consequently,
if *"Iam the Lord thy God" and “thou shalt have no other gods" are
considered commandments, then the list is not 613, as it should be,
but 615. And so R, Simlai could not have said, as Maimonides ima-
gines, that ") o4 is a commandment. *“» ‘>Jyicis the root of all
commandments but contains no particular commandment; and 7f ol

could not be a commandment because it is not subject to free-will.

It is an introductory statement containing the two commandments,
r';d’ fr M—'N‘lﬁfand dMnwen .J.“
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3. Abravanel's Critique of Maimonides

Abravanel advances eight objections of his own against Mai-
monides, They are:

Objection I, Why does Maimonides mention only some>’ of the
cardinal principles and omit others in the Hilchoth Yesode Hatorah
of the Sefer Hamada? Thie Abravanel thinks strange because it ime
plies that the principles which come under the Hilchoth Yesode Ha-
torah are different from the other cardinal principles.

Objection II, Why does Maimonides in the Hilchoth Yesode Ha-
tornhza mention such matters, which he omite in the Perek Helek,
as "to love God", "to fear him", "to walk in his ways"? If it be
sald that they belong to the "principles of the law®™ then why did
Maimonides not include them among his articles of faith? And if
this is the case then there are more than thirteen fundamental
principles - there are twenty or thirty.

Objection III, Why should Maimonides say of the thirteen ar-
ticles that only the existence of God and his nnity29 are divine
commandments based on a positive commandment while the others are
not considered divine commandments, either ™»u»n ICJ;‘ or »e~y. This,
says Abravanel, is strange., If they are fundamental principles which
we must believe, how can it be said that God did not command their
belief?

Objection IV, Why should Maimonides refer to the first prine-
ciple as the "Principle of principles® and "the pillar of wisdom"

in the Sefer Hnnadaao and fgil to use the same expression ("Prin-

ciple of principles®) in his commentary to the Mishnah and the

Sefer Minyan Hamitzvoth? If the expression is so important it
should have been used in his other workes, Again, what difference
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does {t make to us from the Jewish point of view whether the
first principle is the pillar of all secular wisdom? It would have
been more appropriate had he said "one of the principles” and not
the "principle of principles.”

Objection V., Why does Maimonides use a doubtful demonstration
like the argument o. the celestial spheres to prove his first prin-
oipf:?

Objection VI. Abravanel says that Maimonides, finding it dif-
ficult to prove God's unity, used te indirect evidence and tried
to prove God's unity thru the premise of God's incorporeality and
the motion of the orbits which Maimonides had previously given as
evidence for the existence of God. Again, why should Maimonides in
Sefer Hamada say, in explaining the first principle, that32 *who-
ever thinks that there is another God besides this one transgresses
the negative commandment - thou shalt have no other gods before me."
Since this argument is advanced against polytheism, it would have
been more appropriate had it been advanced in connection with the
unity of God and not, as Maimonides has done, in connection with
the explanation of the first priucipleqléf &%ML :

Objection VII. If God is the necessary existence, this includes
principles 2, 3, and 4 (unity, incorporeality, and eternity). Why
the undue repetition?

Objection VIII. Why should Maimonides make f'ntd n'nn & cardinal

doctrine when the Mishna (which is his source) is concerned only

with stating that resurrection is taught in the Bible?



Chapter II

Abravanel's Defense of Maimonides

The major part of Abravanel's "Rosh Amana®" deals with his
defense and nnalya{a of the Maimonidean position. First of all,
he presents his premises; then he takes up for discussion all the
arguments of Albo, Crescas, and those advanced by himself. In every
case he decides that Maimonides is right and his crities, including
himself, are in the wrong. Abravanel's method of reasoning is not
always philosophical; in fact, for the most part, it is nothing
more than skillful exegesis, One might with a great deal of fair-
ness say that Abravanel approaches hie criticism of Maimonides with
almost as much reverence as he would approach Scriptures. For this
reason everything that Abravanel says is of little import. Had he
been less reverent in his sttitude to Maimonides and more independ-
ant in his thinking, he might have made a contribution in the phil-
osophy of religion.

1. Abravanel's Premises

In Chapters VI-XI Abravanel presents his premises, In many
instances they are really not premises but preliminary arguments
for the refutation of the objections raised against Maimonides.,
Abravanel's premises are nine in number. I am presenting each
separately and have made a brief analysis as to the validity of
each,

1. In the first premise’ Abravanel tries to establish the
thought that the term ‘Wf“fdoes not necessarily mean, as Albo held,
"a thing upon which another thing depends, without which it cannot

endure.” It can have the meaning, says Abravanel, of a term of
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praise. For example, take the expreuion2 s n,ﬂy‘ﬁmo nive Ix.

The word 7'V 1is used in the sense of praise; or nxt 3 WPpEFNE sl
(Ber. 12b) 2/oC Py i3 Yirv sralp woae dodne e svipan pis3py 4
here 7,/7% is used for something that is praised. From this point
Abravanel goes on to object to Albo's criticism that some of Mai-
monides "Ikkarim" are not "Ikkarim" but branches. Furthermore, says
Abrvanel, it was not the intention of Maimopides to frame thirteen
principles of vhich}if one is violated_,}he Torah sde—safed but

it was the intention of Maimonides to explain the Mishnah verse

(e "ﬁ"p?rf’? ekt [xx: 1> and to present the principles, belief in
which makes one an Israelite and a /cod p//aw |2 even tho he is
ignorant of the Torah.

Abravanel's attempt to undermine Albo's definition of "Ikkar"
is, it seems to me, rather futile., The examples he cites do not
in any way effect Albo's definition. The "Ikkar" of anything is its
essence; the essence of something may in a secondary sense contain
& meaning of praise or may refer to something that is superior in
its kind but this does not nullify ite basic meaning.

Abravanel's attempt to justify Maimonides' thirteen "Ikkarim"
on the grounds that it was not his (Maimonides') intention to pre-
gent principles that if denied would nullify the Torah, but that
Maimonides was interested only in those principles a Jew must be-
lieve to make him eligible to be a /=D /%) /2 1s rather lame, If
one is choosing basic principles there must be some criterion for
selection: otherwise it is an arbitrary and subjective affair, and
Maimonides' choice of essential beliefs carries no more weight than
the choice of anyone elt'm.3

Indeed, one might say that Abravanel's method of approach in
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the presentation of the first premise was more exegetical than
philosophic.

2. It is not enough to say that God exists.4 We must say that
God is the absolute and necessary existence, the cause of all things
whose existence does not depend upon anything outside of himself,
and who is perfect in essence. This principle is derived from the
commandment "D Ousc.,

Abravanel maintalna? and rightly I think, that there is no
grounds to Crescas' assertion that Maimonides contradicted himself
when he said in the Sefer Hamada that the first commandment is be-
lief in God's existence and when he said in the Sefer Minyan Ha-
mitzvoth that God is the creator of the universe. These two state-
ments, says Abravanel, merely complement each other; the meaning of
Maimonides about the first principle and the first commandment is
always the same. Maimonides in Sefer Hamada makes this statement:
"The foundation of foundations and the pillar of pillars is to know
that there is a first being who has caused all things to be and
that beings from heaven and earth could not exist except by him" -
this passage shows that Maimonides meant more than just a belief in
existence of God; and when he speaks of Goitgeo/.oéxfin Sefer Min-
yan Hamitzvoth he is continuing the same line of thought.

3. Every principle has two aspects, The first principle - God
is the most perfect being vossible - contains these aspects:(a)God
has no partner.(b) God is not composite with a plurality of quali-
ties. The two aspects of the third principle - God's incorporeality
- arez(n) God is not a body, composite or simple,(b) God is not a
spirit in a body, of accidental or of natural form.

e =
The two aspects of the fourth principle - God's eternity - are:
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a) God has no beginning, b) everything outside of God is dependent
upon him and can not be eternal.

The two aspects of the fifth principle - to worship God - are:
a) God has infinite power to act and it is proper to worship him,
b) God alone is the true leader and it i{s not proper to have inter-
mediaries,

The two aspects of the sixth principle - prophecy - are: a) Nat-
ural and intellectual preparation, b) divine will should not be withe

The aspects of the seventh principle - pre-eminence of Moses as
prophet - are: a) Moses' temperament and intellect were superior to
any man's, b) as a prophet he was more exalted than any other prophet.

The two aspects of the eighth principle - divine revelation -
are: a) thegnpispt min as we have it today is the Torah that Moses
received from God, b) that the 20 (¥2¢ avin was also given by God to
Moses as has been taught orally to the children of Israel.

The two aspects of the ninth principle - the eternity of the
law - are: a) it will never be changed or altered, b) another Torah,
neéther in a general form nor by any additions and diminutions, will
ever come from God.

The two aspects of the tenth principle - the omniscience of
God - are: &) the Holy One knows all the individual deeds of man,

b) God does not hide his eyes from the human scene.

The two aspects of the eleventh principle - reward and punish-
ment - are: &) God rewards those who fulfil his commandments and
punishes those who violate them, b) the great reward of the right-
eous is eternal life and the punishment is @gu» qjg?.

The two aspects of the twelfth principle - belief in Messiah =~



- IO

are: &) must await the arrival of the Messiah even tho he may be
delayed, b) the Messiah will be of the seed of David.

Th:{:wo aspects of the thirteenth principle - resurrection -
are: a)Ancndilive with soul and body, b) resurrection is only for
the righteous and they will use their senses and live and die Just
as we do.

4. Premise 4 ic that some of the dogmas include others. For
example, Principle I, God is the necessary existence, includes the
unity of God, his incorporeality, and eternity; the principle of
divine revelation includes prophecy and pre-eminence of Moses as
prophet; and reward and punishment includes omnisclence, provi-
dence, Messiah, and resurrection. The reason that Maimonides listed
these principles separately is because he wrote them not only for
the intellectual class but for the masses as well and he found it
desirable for pedagogical reasons to present each principle by
itself so that those who were not advanced in speculation could
grasp its meaning at once.

When Abravanel says that principles 2, 3, and 4 come under
principle 1, he approaches in a way Albo's arrangement of dogmas.
On the basis of what Abravanel says, it would be very easy to con-
ceive of principles 2, 3, and 4 as being the stems of the "ikkar"
God is the necessary existence.

The contention that Maimonides wrote his creed for the masses
can neither be affirmed nor disputed. On the whole, there seems to
be no reason to disagree with the view that Abravanel takes in this
metter.

5. In the fifth premlse Abravanel tries to present the basis

for Maimonides' selection of his thirteen principles, The thirteen
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articles of faith as stated by Maimonides do not, says Abravanel,
correspond to the thirteen attributes of God; nor has their selec-
tion been casual or accidental. One of three profound speculations,
or perhaps all three , underlie the selection of the number of
principles which Maimonides decided upon. The first is that he who
is a true worker before God must make as the goal of his work the
pre-eminénce of God's commandments and its perfection. This premise,
in turn, carries with it three aspects, The first is that God is
the most perfect being possible and the necessary existence; this
consideration makes it essential that we have the first five prin-
ciples. The second aspect is from the angle of .7/ or from the
Torah itself; and as a result of this consideration, Maimonides
presehted the sixth, seventh, eighth, and ninth articles. The
third aspect is from the standpoint of reward and punishment, since
there are many people who observe the Torah not for its own sake
but for the sake of receiving a reward; and in view of this con-
sideration Maimonides presents the rest of the principlea.6

The secogd possible premise behind Maimonides' selection of
these thirteen beliefs is that after due inquiry he found that there
is agreement among philosophers on the first three principles since
they are explicable by rational investigation; the next three prin-
ciples can be attained partly by rational investigation; the next
three principles are possible by rational investigation yet not
necessarily so; the last four principles are impossible to ascer-
taln by philosophical investigation but since all are true beliefs
according to the Torah, it is proper and essential that they be

included among the fundamental articles of faith.

|I1
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The third possible reason which prompted Maimonides to se-
lect his thirteen principles was the belief that nothing exists
outside of God and his deeds. Such a belief takes in the thirteen
articles of faith., The principles related to God, who is the neces=-
eary existence, are the first four, (Abravanel says that God can be
described only negatively and for this reason he speaks of unity,
incorporeality, and eternity because in essence they are negative;
when we say that God is one, that he is incorporeal, and that he
is eternal, it implies that the Holy One is not included in any-
thing and is not limited either in ‘Wumber, space, or time). Prin-
ciples five and six refer to God's deeds; the seventh, eighth, and
ninth principles are special and temporary, which are related to
the Torah; principles ten and eleven are general and eternal and
are held in common by all men; principles twelve and thirteen refer
to special deeds that are to come in the future.

This fifth premise is only & guess on the part of Abravanel
as to what reasons Maimonides had in mind for the selection of his
thirteen principles; consequently, it can only be evaluated as such.

6. The divine Torah has commandments of action and command-
ments of belief; the former is in the category of matter and the
latter is in the category of form. Since form is the foundation of
matter, it is essential that all "ikkarim®" be based exclusively
on the commandments of belief (which are in the category of form)
for they constitute the pillar on which the divine Torah rests.

7. All prineiples of the Torah should be based on that which
i{s divine; they should not be based on the principles of any other
religion}be they natural or ethical; they should be distinctive of
the "Torah Elohis"; if they are not distinctive, then one need not

/
[
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believe in God's Torah,

It was from this standpoint, says Abravanel, that Albo critie
cized Crescas' list of dogmas. Albo says that many of Crescas' dog-
mas are universal in character, without which divine religion could
not exist, yet belief in them does not make the Torah Elohis exist;
eating and feeling are characteristic of man but we can not con-
clude that if eating and feeling are present we have a man. We must

add the unique feature of speech.7

8. All the principles which Maimonides set forth, says Abrava-
nel, are beliefs in God and his works. All speculative and theoreti-
cal inquiries, altho justifiable from the standpoint of knowledge,
are not distinctive principles of Divine Releion. For this reason,
says Abravanel, Maimonldes did not include among the principles the
immortalgiy of the soul. Beliefs like this, altho true, are not
basic to the Divine law, and do not necessarily follow from a be-
lief in the exalted perfection of God and his deeds.’

9. Abravanel no doubt feels that the objection of the anti-
Maimoniets who criticize the master for omitting free-will, is
quite serious ; as a result he tries to justify Maimonides' posi-
tion by saying that in belief there is a certain amount of free-
wil] and choice as well as compulsion, Free-will is involved in

the preliminary preparation to belief but once this is done, the

rest is a matter of compulsion.




2. Defense Against Albo

Chapters XII thru XVI of the Rosh Amana present Abravanel's
solutions to the objections which Albo raised. For the most part,
Abravanel's solutions are rather weak. Sometimes he even contra-
dicts his own premises. At the same time it must be pointed out,
as I will attempt to indicate In the analysis of this section,
that many of Albo's objections are not basic and do not undermine
Maimonides. In fact, when we examine Albo's list of dogmas and
compare them with the thirteen principles of Maimonides, the major
difference is only one of arrangement. Schechter in this connec-
tion writes: "The chief merit of Alto consists in popularising
other peoples' thoughts, tho he does not always care to mention
their names. And the student who is a little familiar with the
contents of the Roots will easily find that Albo has taken his
best ideas either from Chasdai or from Duran. Ae it is of little
consequence to us whether an article of faith is called 'stem' or
'root' or 'branch' there is scarcely anything fresh left to quote
in the name of Albo....For, after all the subtle distinctions Albo
makes between different classes of dogmas, he declares that every-
one who denies the immutability of the law or the coming of the
Messiah, which are, according to him, articles of minor importance,
is a heretic who will be excluded from the world to come." (Studies
in Judaism 1896,pp.171,2). What Schechter writes seems to be true.
Altho, in all fairness, it should be said that Albo's arrangement
of the dogmas is a clearer and more logical presentation, even tho

he does not add anything new.
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1. Abravanel tries to answer Albo's first objection on the
basis of his first premise. In the first place, he says the word
"ikkar® may refer to something that is superior in its kind; and
this is what Maimonides had in mind when he presented "unity" and
"incorporeality". It was his wish to present those dogmas that are
necessary in the category of perfection and so "unity®” and “"incor-
poreality" are included.

Abravanel's defense is rather weak.lo But in all fairness it
must be said that Albo's objection is not very fundamental, Even
Albo includes "uhity" and "incorporeality" as stems under the main
root of "Existence of God." Albo's criticism on this point is only
one of arrangement, It does not in any way nullify Maimonides' po-
sition. Albo's presentation of "unity" and "incorporeality" as
stems rather than fundamental principles only clarifies his list
of dogmas.

2. With regards to Albo's second obJoction%l Abravanel says
that Albo misunderstood the fifth principle of Maimonides. It was
not Maimonides' intention to present his fifth principle as a com-
mand12 to serve and worship God, says Abravanel. The matter of
serving God and worshipping with prayer is incidental in this "Ik-
kar.* The real meaning of Maimonides, says Abravanel, is that it
is proper to believe in God and raise our voices in his praise and
serve him because of his exalted nature and powery that only the
Holy One is exalted and he alone is worthy of being served. It is
this "Ikkar® which forbids us to worship other gods.

Once again we haw an instance where Abravanel's reasoning is
exegetical and not philosophical, He realizes that if special com-
mandments can be "Ikkarim" then the list of "ikkarim"™ would be

S S ——————



endless, But his explanation is untenable. Maimonides' first,
second, and third princifles exclude idolatry and make Abrava-
nel's interpretation repetitious.

Albo's criticism of Maimonides in this case is, I think,

a good one, Yet we must recognize that no provision for prayer
has been made in these articles; and it does not necessarily
follow from any of these principles that we should pray. We can
still believe in God and in God's reward and punishment, etc.
and still find no reason why we should worship him In prayer.
For this reason Maimonides may have wisely included this fifth
principle among his articles of faith,

3. Abravanel meets the third objection in an exegetical
fashion, He points out that the relatihnship between God and Is-
rael, unlike that of the other nations, is direct. God leads
Israel without the intervention of another heavenly intermedia-
tor or star. When we speak of Michael and Gabriel we are not to
understand that they have been appointed heavenly intermediators
over Israel; Michael and Gabriel are only good advocaters .GEILI
?:(:- before Gody and when Maimonides says we should have no
mediators, he means that we should have no heavenly intermedia-
tors as the Greeks and the Persians, but we should direct our
thoughts to the Holy One.

Abravenel does not disagree with Albo. He thinks it is quite
all right for a man who believes in God and the law to ask Gab-
riel and Michael to intercede., But at the same time he tries to
defend Maimonides., In all probability Maimonides opposed any form
of mediatorship, whether it wes in the form of a mediator or ad-

vocate, (Abravenel's distinction between /¥ ¥a/ and ;‘r;iu not
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very fundamental.) Maimonides' God-idea was very pure and exalted;
much more so in this respect than the God-idea which Albo and Cres-
cas espoused.

4. Abravanel upholds the eternity of the Torah and gives the
following answers to Albo's objection..The divine law is eternal
and cannot change because God made it, God's form is stamped on
the form of the Torah and just as the form of God's existence
does not change, so God's Torah doesnot change.l3 Albo's refer=-
ence to Adam and Noah do not, says Abravanel, point to any con-
tradiction because what has been said previous to the Law of
Moses are in the category of customs, arranged for observance by
human society, according to the nature of the time., But the Law
of Moses is immutable. There may be variations in the observance
of the law from time to time as there may be variations in types
of food, but just as food which nourishes the physical side of
man remains eternal so the Torah which nourishes the spiritual
side of man is eternal.14

The next point in Abravanel's defense of Maimonides is in
respect to the verse "thou shalt not add thereto nor diminish
thereof.” This commandment was not used, as Albo thinks, to ex-
plain the belief about the eternity of the law. Abravanel says
that it was Maimonides' intention that we should believe that
this Torah should never be added to or detracted from in one
part; but Maimonides did not present the verse to explain the
belief about eternity of the law, i.e., that the Holy One will
not change the Torah and will not add or detract from it.

And as to the instances which Albo quotes, such as the power

of the Beth Din to abolish divine law and Solamon establishing
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the laws of Erubim and washing of hands, to prove the noneeter-
nity of the commandments - as to this Abravanel says that there
is no difficulty whatsoever. Those decrees do not nullify the
law because they come from the Torah itself.

Albo's objection indicates rather keen insight into the
makeup of the Bible, but really does not break Maimonides' point
of view. It is quite poesible for the Torah to come as a progres-
sive revelation and still be immutable. As to the use of the verse
"thou shalt not add thereto or detract thereof" Abravanel's answer
is from an exegetical point of view at least, rather skillful. It
is also the traditional Rabbinic viewpoint, However, if we approach
this from the Peshat interpretation, Albels criticism stands un-
refuted.

5, Abravanel defends Maimonides' inclusion of the coming of
a Messiah as a principle with three arguments, In the first place,
the coming of the Messiah is an aspect of reward and punishmnt}5
Another veason for including the coming of the Messiah is to remove
any doubt whatsoever about God's providence. The third reason for
including pn'Cvowk'? as a principle is because it is stated explice
itly in the Torah,

Abravanel's defense of Maimonides is really no defense. His
férst argument, based as it is on premise 5, is not very solid.
Albo also had the root of reward and punishment, yet he does not
include Meesiah as an aspect of it. As to Abravanel's second and
third arguments they are only opinions based on tradition. Abra-
vanel would have been better off had he carried out the line of
reasoning in first premise. (See note 16).

6. Abravanel admits that belief in resurrection is not some-
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thing, the denial of which would nullify the Torah, Yet he feels
that Malmonides is justified in presenting it as a principle for
three reasons. In the first place, resurrection is part of the
principle of reward and punishment; since reward andpunishment
is a principle of religion, then resurrection, which is part of

it, should also be a principle.l6

In the second place, belief in
resurrection has been stated in the Torah; In the third place it
was deemed wise to present resurrection as a principle becsause
such a principle is difficult to arrive at by human speculation,
and as a result man is prone to doubt it altogether.

The same criticism whibh was applied to the answer which
Abravanel gave Albo's fith objection holda‘ln the case of the first
reason; as for the second and third reasons which Abravanel ad-
vances, they are not strong arguments but opinionsbased on tra-
dition. Furebrnore. Abravanel fails to answer this query which
Albo advanced in his objection: "Is it not possible," asked Albo,
“for a man to belleve in reward and punishment both in this world
and the world to come and still not believe in bodily resurrection?"

7. Albo argues that if the Torah can never be changed, then
when the Messiah and resurrection come these two principles will
be changed necessarily. To this Abravanel replies that the coming
of the Messiah and resurrection are not joined to time, past or
future. Just as the Torah stated that Israel would come into exile,
be released, and inherit Palestine, and it came about, and the
Torah was not changed but fulfilled, so these two principles will
be fulfilled without changing the Torah.

Abravanel's analogy does not hold nor is it possible if we

 — ——
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take things on the Peshat basis to say that these two principles

are not attached to time, past or future. When the Messiah and
resurrection come, our belief in Messiah and resurrection will

still remain but we will have to belleve them as things that are

and not as things that will be. Albo's argument seems like a

quibble at first glance; yet it has some validity; still it does mol
invalidate Maimonides' position.

8., If Maimonides was not establishing fundamental principles,
but was only presenting articles of belief, then why did he not
include the Shekina, asks Albo? Abravanel bases his answer on
Rabbi Moses, the priest, and says that the Shekina depends on =a
special commandment, the erection of the Mishcan. Furthermore,
says Abravanel, Maimonides has said that what proceeds from a

;)hSN cannot properly be counted a 313 v  and accordingly can-
not be included among the "Ikkarim."

Albo's objection only has strength if we understand Maimonides'
"Ikkarim® not as fundamental principles but as essential doctrines
of faith. Otherwise the objection is of 1little account; for even
Albo does not include the "Shekina" among his principles. Whatever
criterion Maimonides had in mind as the basis of his selection, it
seems fairly certain that he was presenting principles and not ese
sential verities of faith. The chief value of Albo's objection is
that it draws very clearly the line of cleavage between doctrines
a Jew believes in and the fundamental principles. This contribue
tion is not original with Albo because it had already been stated
by Cteacas.l?

9. Why does Maimonides, asks Abravanel, omit "creation of




the world by God'?lgbravanel replies that "creation of the world
by God" is implied in the fourth principle which speaks of God's
eternity. And when Maimonides speaks of God's eternity he means
that only God is eternal and everything outside of God, since it
depends upon him, is not eternal and had to be created by hin.lg
Albo's objection to Maimonides in this case is easily dis-

solved by Abravanel,
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10. Why does Maimonides not include belief in miracles as
a principle of faith, asks Albo? Abravanel replies that this be=-
lief is implied in the acceptance of the eighth principle oy
FH\Gﬁ [N e

Theoretically Abravanel is right; but if one uses this same

argument it might be shown that many of Maimonides' principles

are extraneous because they, too, can be included under the head
of P& ¥ min. Furthermore, it should be noted that many people
hold to a theoretical belief in divine revelation and yet when it
comes to the acceptance of miracles they try to allegorize or
rationalize them in such a manner that they no longer become crude
anti-natural’phenomena,

11, Why does Maimonides not include the principle that every
Israelite should follow the tradition of his fathers, asks Albo?zo
This principle, replies Abravanel, is included in Malmonides'
eighth principle, that the Torah which we have came from God. This
means the oral law as well, saye Abravanel, and the principle of
following the tradition of ones fathers is contained therein.

Abravanel's reply is exegetical and is based on Jewish tra-

dition. It would have been better if Abravanel had advanced the

reason he gave in his sixth premise. (See note 20 in this chapter.)
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12. Abravanel advances his ninth premjse for the omission
of free-will by Maimonides. The main reason for omitting free-
will, says Abravanel, is because 1t is a concept which, like the

existence of soul, is arrived at thru human speculation and Mai-
monides, in listing his principles, was interested solely in the
beliefs concerning God and the Torah. Furt®rmore, says Abravanel,

|
|

when Maimonides emphasized the importance of free-will, he dia not
say it was an »9» >p'3 but an (?36 M'¥; nor did he say it was an
NN Opl¥ but anyHne ns. An "Ikkar," continues Abravanel, is
part of a thing, {i.e., ;ﬂuﬁw' %0, while an 3/#31is not part of a \1:
house but something external on which a house rests, |

If we go back and read Abravanel's first premise, we notice
that he says that the reason for Maimonides' formulation of prin-
ciples was to list those beliefs which make one a (<27 ﬂf}qf:fa ’
now he gives another reason. Again, his definition of "Ikkar" is
the same definition that he argues against in his premise. It
seems clear that Abiravanel is so anxious to defend Maimonides
that he gives every term two or three meanings and uses the mean-
ing which suits his argument. He certainly does not use terms with
consistency.

13, Why does Maimonides fail to ascribe the attributes of
life, eternity, wisdom, power? Abravanel answers this questions
by saying that these attributes are included in the concept of ,
a perfect and absolute necessary existence (Principle 1). As for
the reason Maimonides has thirteen dogmas, Abravanel refers us to
his fith premise where he discusses the matter and ﬁants out that
it is an error to think that the number for these thirteen dogmas
is in any way related to the thirteen attributes of God or the

thirteen ways of interpreting the Torah.
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Albo's objection is rather weak and Abrvanel in thie case
answers it,

14, Abravanel claims in respect ¢o the fourteenth objection
that the end of man and immortality of the soul is included in
the eleventh principle about reward and punishment.

This seems rather strange because in his eighth premise Abra-
vanel makes the statement that immortality of the soul, altho a
true belief, is not basic to the divine law. In some places Abrava-
nel rules out the very same things which he keeps in other places.

15. Abravanel says that the Urim V'tumim is a form of the
holy spirit and is in the second category of propheey;21 and the
second category wherein Maimonldes deals with the eilp» nin, he
mentions the matter Ofpmalr!\h¢0<ﬁ?'%n.22

Abravanel is not altogether right. Maimonides in the second
degree of propheey is speaking about the something which comes
upon a man which encourages him to compose hymns or discuss theo=-
logical problems, etc. and which comes upon a man while he is
awake and in the full possession of his senses. "Such a person,”
says Maimonides, "is said to speak by the holy epirit.” And then
Maimonides goes on to cite instances of what he means. In doing

so he makes this statement: "Every high priest that inquired of
God by the Urim V'tumim." Nowhere does Maimonides, however, speak
WV'tumim which is the point at issue.

16. Abravanel answers this objection on the basis of his sixth
premise where he lays down the rule that it is not proper to make
"Ikkarim® of special commandments. Moreover, says Abravanel, all
these things of which cEscas speaks are included in principles 5,

10, and 11,
Abravanel i{s so anxious to defend Maimonides that he tries to

e = — |
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read everything, whether it be important or not, into the thirteen
principles., Just where principles 5, 10, or 11 speak of the remis-
sion of sin by repentance or belief in certain holy days I fail

to Bsee.
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3. Defense Against Crescas

In Chapters XVII and XVIII Abravanel takes up for considera-
tion the objections of Crescas. Crescas' main contribution, as was
pointed out in page 2, is that he distinguished between fundamental
beliefs and the doctrines of Judaism. However, it should be noted
that Crescas' list of dogmas could be applied to Christianity. In
the main, the objections which Crescas raises against Maimonides
are not sufficiently serious to undermine Maimonides' position. His
criticisme are keen and sometimes ingenious yet they do not effect
the thirteen principles of Maimonides, Moreover, it should be noted
that Crescas' list of doctrines which he says Judaism teaches, but
which he does not regard as part of fundamental beliefs, are in
many respects arbitrary. One might make many other additions. Never-
theless, as far as arrangement is concerned, I prefer Crescas' pre=
sentation to that of Albo or Maimonides. Crescas has a certain eri-
terion in mind and carries out his arrangement with precision and

logic.
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1. Crescas' first objection against Maimonides is rather in-
genious, Abravanel, in commenting upon it, says that Crescas' cri-
ticism would have had validity if Maimonides had only said that God
exists; but, continues Abravanel,za the essence of the first command-
ment contains more than just a belief in God's existence, God 13/2:-
finite perfection and is the necessary existence from himself and
does not depend on anything outside of himself. Since God is the
absolute necessary existence there can be no analogy between him
and anything outside of him, and therefore, we cannot even think of
some other power outside of God who could command anything.

Cohon makes the following statement about Crescas' criticism
of Maimonides on this point:’%At the outset of his critique, he
(CrE;:;s) confuses dogma with specific pentateuchal precepts and
proceeds to take issue with Maimonides for including the belief in
the existence of God among the 'affirmative precepts,' arguing that
whereas all precepts are dictated by some authority, there is no
authority higher than God that ¢can command belief in him.“25 This
statement seems to be an accurate analysis and an effective eriti-
cism of Crescas' objection. Abravanel's answer has an element of
truth in it but he fails to make the distinction between a dogma
and an 'affirmative precept.'

2. Crescas raises the question as to how one can believe in
the existence of God and his unity if free-will is absent in our

knowing and believing. Abravanel replies that just as he has pointed

26
out in his ninth premise,” free.xill or choice are only involved

in the matter of preliminary preparation but beliefs like natural
forms are attained without free-will or choice.

At first glance 1t may seem that Abravanel is dodging the
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issue with a half and half compromise, But there is a great deal
of merit in the argument. In the first place, it seems to me that
Crescas' argument for free-will is unnecessary. Maimonides is not
presenting a list of commandments but a list of beliefs and prin-
ciples, and since many of them are derived by reason, free-will or
choice is not even involved. It is only in the matter of the pre-
liminary attitude that there is a certain amount of choice., The
scientist in his laboratory comes to his conclusions not thru
choice but by compulsion of facts and légic.

3. Abravanel, in taking up the cudgels for Maimonides ag&ipat
Crescas' obJggiiggz-ggzguzkﬁfhgﬁiggp}%faf when he says Trsvv-*c\
and (SEEEE;were heard from God, refers only to these verses and no
morey and as for (fr nbﬁdv:crand the rest of the commandments, they
come from Moses; they are part of the 611 commandments. This is the
opinion of the sages, says Abravanel., The statement of Crescas,
based for the most part on the Halachoth Gedolot of Simeon Kahira
and the Sefer Hasagoth of Ramban, is not the approved tradition.

Crescas shows fine acumen in pointing out that ") '>Juic is not
a commandment. He understands "» '2Jic ag the root of all command-
ments yet containing no particular commandment. In this connection
i1t is interesting to point out that modern biblical criticBZ? de=-
clare that "» '2Jic is only an introductory statement to the Ten Com-
mandments. Yet it must be admitted that Crescas' objection to Mei-
monides does not in any way undermine any of the fundamental prin-
ciples. Suppose it be granted that Maimonides were wrong in the mat-
ter of 'O 'JJic would that reverse any of his princifples? Furthermore,
the opinion of Maimonides and Abravanel are based on tradition where
tradition is the only authority. As a matter of fact, the whole dis-

cussion is pilpulistic and npt philosophical.

toce y
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4, Defense Against Himself

Abravanel's reverence for the master knows no bounds. After

defending Maimonides against the criticisms hurled by Albo and b
Crescas, Abravanel now takes sides for Maimonides against his own ly
objections., One is led to wonder whether Abravanel's arguments \!
against himself and his defense of Maimonides whose position he N

later rﬁflacts is hot due to a fondness for argument.

l.and 2. The first of Abravanel's objections is of little ac-
count, and the solution that he proposes is again an instance of
exegesis rather than any manifestation of sound thinking.

By fundamental principles Abrawvanel understands 5555 370/ and
so he raises the question against Maimonides as to why, in the Hil-
choth Yesode Hatorah, Maimonides mentionﬁpnly some of the thirteen
principles. Furthermore (this is the second of Abravanel's objec-
tions), why should Maimonides omit in the Perek Helek such matters
as to "love of God," "to fear God," etc. which he mentions in the
Hilchoth Yesode Hatérah?

Abravanel answers his own objection by saying that Maimonides'
prime purpose in the Hilchoth Yesode Hatorah is the explanation of
the Mitzvoth, and while discussing mitzvoth, Maimonides considers
those yesodoth - and only those yesodoth and no others - which are
retated to them; and it was in this connection also that Maimonides
mentions "to love God," "to fear God," etc. as they are basic com-
mandments related to yesodoth, Furthermore, says Abravanel, when we
investigate carefully, we begin to see, altho they are not stated
explicitly, all the “Ikkarim" and "Yesodoth® in the Hilchoth Yesode
Hatorah.

It seems to me that any criticism against Maimonides' thirteen



articles must be directed solely against what Maimonides has said
about this matter in his Perek Helek. Any reference to the Hil-
choth Yesode Hatorah is extraneous to the subject and is besides
the point at laaua.za The only merit to Abravanel's argument, It
seems to me, is that, indirectly, he begins to wonder Just what
criterion Maimonides used to select his principles, It is in this
connection that Crescas made his most important contribution. He
said that Maimonides confused dogmas or fundamental beliefs, with-
out which Judaism is inconceivable, with beliefs or doctrines which
Judaism teaches yet, the denial of which does not make Judaism im-
possible even tho it may involve strong heresy.

3. Abravanel objected to the fact that Maimonides in the Sefer
Minyan Hamitzvoth said that only the existence of God and his unity
are divine commandments based on a positive commandment, Is it pos-
sible, asks Abravanel, that if the rest of the principles are prin-
¢ciples we must believe God did not command their belief? Abravanel
then goes on to solve his own objection by saying that the first two
principles are divine commandments because God gave specific verses
which command us to believe in his existence and his unity whereas
in the case of the rest of the principles, the beliefs are only de-
rived from passages in the Thrah.

Neither Abravanel's objection nor his solution seem very sound.
The solution he offers is rather weak. The proof for the existence
of God on the basis of the passage '3 ‘>x which Abravanel regards
as being one of the verses which command a belief in God is no
gtronger than the versePQZ?-ﬂJE which is supposed to be the de-
rived basis for the fourth principle about God's eternity. Abrava-
nel's main consideration is to defend Maimonides but indirectly and

perhaps unwittingly Abravanel is really weakening Maimonides' posi-




tion. Because, inbointing out that Maimonides said certaln things
in later works which he never mentioned in the Perek Helek, one
begins to wonder how seriously Maimonides really regarded his
creed. Emil G. Hirsch makes this interesting statement in this
connection:29 "This c¢reed,” says Hirsch, "Maimonides wrote while
still a young man; it forms a part of his Mishna commentary, but he
never referred to it in his later works (see S. Adler "Tenets of
Faith and their authority in the Talmud,* in his Kobez al Yad, P.92
where Yad ha-hazaka, Issure Biah XIV:2 is referred to as proof that
Maimonides in his advanced age regarded as fundamentals of the faith
only unity of God and prohibition of idolatry.)"

4, The reason why Maimonides speaks of  n/3i0'> 3i10', 8ays Abra-
vanel in answer to his fourth objection, {s that Maimonides wishes
to bring out that God is the nigcon v~o who is first in exalted per-
fection and the necessary existence. This “"yesod" is the yesod on
which all the "yesodoth" restsy if it were nullified, all the "yeso=-
doth" would be undermined; from this consideration the Pexw 3o’ was
called the wI¥9'H Yjo!, Furthermore, says Abravanel, the reason that
¥aimoniders referred to the wi3/0'» do'!'as the pillar of all wisdom
ie because in this case reason and religion are agreed; and this
principle both from the standpoint of the Torah and demonstrable
investigation is the ninvomd 3INT,

5. In speaking of the suxioe'»n /o', Maimonides goes on to point
out, says Abravanel, as he presents the solution to his fifth objec-
tion, that God who is of infinite power is the ruler of the earth
and the one who guides the hezvenly spheres. Maimonides presents
this matter about God being the mover of the heavenly spheres as

a continuation of his discussion concerning the N 13/o'n» o', It
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ie as if Maimonides had said, this existence which we have ex-
plained according to the Torah is the same as has been made clear
by the investigation of philosophers who describe God as the ruler
of the earth and the mover of the heavenly spheres,

6. Abravanel goes to answer the questions he raised in his
sixth objection. In reference to Maimonides' statement that *who~

ever thinke that there is another God besides this one transgresses

the negative commandment .,ar Piinic ,-qﬂ; wa% ;f.- Abravanel now
— N
says that Maimonides was right in his analysis. This deBn zrcom-

o s = -

Tifgﬂggfﬂis not directed against polytheism. What Maimonides had in
mind in this matter, says Abravanel, is that if one should say that
Israel's God is not the necessary existence but a God other than
this, that individual violatee the commandment "thou shalt have no
other gods before me" and denies the first princlple. Furthermore,
eays Abravanel, when Maimonides resorts to incorporeality of God

in trying to prove God's unity, he it justified because unity and
incorporeality are taken together.

In commenting on Abravanel's fourth, fifth, and sixth objec~
tions, I would say that they do not seem to be basic criticism.,.
Indeed, Abravanel solves many of them so easily that one wonders
why he advanced them in the first place. Moreover, many of the com-
ments that Abravenel makes about points in the Sefer Hamada have
no connection with the Perek Helek.

7. The undue repetition on the part of Maimonides in present-
ing principles 2, 3, 4 separately when they really are included
under the first principle is due to the fact that the master de-

sired to make articles of faith clearer for those who were not

trained in philosophic speculation.
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8., Abravanel answers his eighth objection by saylng that the
reason Maimonides makes Resurrection a dogma, altho the Mishna
verse says only NIND N PAND AN is because he did not
want to give any opportunity for the "Cofer" to deny resurrection
on the grounds that its scriptural bases (i.e. for resurrection in
the Bible) were not clear or sound, In other words, when Maimonides
presents resurrection as he does he makes it clear that this dogma
has both a certain amount of intellectual and traditional justifie.
cation.

Abravanel's original objection seems rather weak. If one can
make dogmas that are derived from scriptural verses, why is it not
possible to make dogmas that are derived from Mishnaic passages -
especlally when the sole issue at point is not the nature of the

dogma but merely how it is derived?

T
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Chapter III
Abravanel's View of Dogmas

Strangely enough, after defending Maimonides against Crescas

and Albo and even against himself, Abravanel rejects Maimonides'

conception of dogma entirely% Thereason that Maimonides compiled

his list of dogmas, says Abravanel, is because he was acting in s
accordance with the fashion of other nations who set up principles

and axioms for their science. But our Torah, continues Abravanel, |
is different. It came to us by tradition and there is no other

Torah. All beliefs of the Torah are true; everything is a revela- o

tion from God; all commandments - great and small ﬁ;du IGFJ- are
alike, Therefore, it is improper to speak of "ikkarim" and "yeso-
doth” in the matter of belief; we are obligated to believe in
everything that is written in the Torah, We can not doubt even the
slightest thing; it is just as important and as true as the roots.
He who denies or doubts anything is an "Epikoros" and "min." More-
over, we have no right to speak of "ikkarim" and “"yesodoth" because
in so doing we make some things more important than others. How can
we choose some beliefs and omit others when our sages declared:2
i 3w (¢ e o mE31 nie e NN 23w olh adne wng 14y .

Why did Maimonides present thirteen "ikkarim"? Only because
he wanted to give the man who was untrained in speculation the
essential beliefs of Judaism in an abbreviated fashion but not, as
many people thought, because he regarded his presentation of dog=-
mas as basically valid. This is why Maimonides did not mention his
"{tkarim" in his Moreh. In the »3twd e'd which he wrote in his youth
for the masses, however, he presents his dogmas. And as for Crescas
and Albo, they misunierstood Maimonides and took his work literally;

in consequence, they were misled and made dogmas.



Abravanel, however, is still troubled with the passage in
Sanhedrin 90a> which is the basis of the dogma question. But he
maintains that our sages had no intention of presenting the funda-
mentals of the Torah and that we should not understand this pas-
sage as being a reference to "ikkxarim" in Judaism. There are a
number of reasons why this passage can not refer to principles
which, if denied, would make one lose his position in the world to
* come, In the first place, why does it speak of (c°® pﬂ1rrﬁ1? It
would have been better and more proper to say ice® Pl 192 OrP NN

e Fn?n-uJ:4 In the second place, why, if the intention of
the sages was to present the roots and fundamentals that we should
believe, does this passage speak negativelyg In the third place,
why does this Mishna passage omit such important beliefs as pro-
vidence, unity of God, reward and punishment if it were a presenta-
tion of fundamental principlea?5 In the fourth place, it would have
been better in the order of arrangement to put "epikoros" first.
In the fith place, why does Gemara discuss Pwwd »*nn so much and
yet fail to say why its denial should bring such a punishment?‘

So concludes Abravanel, the sages did not wish to stipulate
dogmas or principles of religion; they presented this passage in
Sanhedrin as a warning and desired only to specify the serious sins
and despicable deeds which prevent a man from being attached to the
inheritance of the holy ones - life eternal,

In many quarters Abravanel's view is regarded as conservative
end even reactionary. That it is conservative I do not deny; and
it iz reactionary in that he regards philosophy with a certain
amount of suspicion. Yet I think there is something to the case he
espouses, Abravanel denies that it is possible to make one belief

or one commandment more imprtant than another., Everything came from

God and has in importance the same rating * This appears to me to
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be a very logical point of view. If one accepts the divine revela-
tion of the Torah and regards the oral tradition as binding, what
right does one have and what criterion can one use to say that

such a doctrine is more important than another and that this prin-
ciple is an "ikkar" and that principle is not? Suppose we use the
criterion of Crescas;g that we should call dogmas only those be-
liefs without which Judaism can not exist. When it comes to the
selection of such principles, there will inevitab{,'be a disagree-
ment of opinion as to what principles are the principles without
which Judaism can not exist. Moreover, someone may, if he so wishes,
decide that Crescas' criterion is not a good one and set up another
criterion on which to decide the principles of Judaism. As a result,
a great deal of subjectivity must necessarily arise if one declare
this belief more imprtant than another; and for this reason I think
there is some weight in Abravanel's argument. I do not wish to im-
ply that I am in full accord with Abravanel's view. I only wish to
be fair and point out what I consider worthwhile.in his argument.

I am in disagreement with Abravanel for two reasons. In the first
place, I do not accept his major premise - divine character of the
written and oral tradition; in the second place - and this is more
important - Abravanel sees Judaism as a closed system; he fails to
see the evolution and historical development of Judaism and, in con-
sequence, does not realize what factors made Judaism what it has
come to be. He overlooks the fact that these laws and commandments
came into being as a process of adaptation, and that they may con-

tinue to do so in the future,
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Chapter 1V
Has Judaism Dogmas

1. Some Opinions on the Question

The most significant statement - at least from the standpoint
of stimulating discussion - on the dogma-question in recent times
was formulated by Moses Mendelssohn, In the second volume of his
"Jerusalem™ he has this to say: "I now come again to my previous
observation. Judaism boasts of no exclusive revelation of immutable
truths indispensable to salvation; of no revealed religion in the
sense in which that term is usually taken, Revealed religion is one
thing, revealed legislation is another...,.There is not, amongst all
the precepts and tenets of the Mosaic law, a single one which says,
'Thou shalt believe this,' or 'Thou shalt not believe it;' but they
all say, 'Thou shalt do,' or 'Thou shalt forbear.' There, faith is
not commanded; for that takes no commands, but what get to it by
the road of conviction. All the commandments of the Mosaic law are
addressed to the will of man, and to his acting faculty. Nay, the
word in the original language, which they are wont to translate 'to
believe,' in most cases, properly means 'to trust in,' 'to rely on,'
'to have full confidence in what is promised or caused to be expec-
ted.'...Ancient Judaism has no symbolical books, no articles of
faith. No one needed be sworn to symbols; to subscribe to articles
of faith." (Quoted from pp.102-107, translated by M. Samuels,vol.II).

Mendelssohn's position aroused considerable controversy and
re-opened the question of dogmas in Judaiem. "Ever since Moses
Mendelssohn in his "Jerusalem" claimed that Judaism has no dognaa:'
writes Philipson, "this has been the subject of discussion. Geiger
held that there are dogmas in Judaism, but no creed as a condition
of salvation. (I ¥.J.,VII, 1846,222)....Holdheim taught likewise
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that Judaism has dogmas but does not make their acceptance a con-
dition sine qua non of salvation as does Christianity; (G.J.R.G.
B., 225ff)....Hess in a leading article in his Israelit des neun-
zehnten Jahrhunderts claimed that a creed is not objectionable if
it be understood that the statement of creed is merely a concensus
of opinion, and that it is left to each one to hold that concep-
tion of Judaism which appeals to his thought and conscience; in
other words, a creed must not be made the measure of salvation but
it is tD be considered merely as a definition or a declaration of
principlea.zlll; 1845, 330-1)*

Schechter's view on the question may be summed up by what he
says at the end of his essay on "The Dogmas of Judaism": “Politi-
cal economy, hygiene, statistics are very fine things. But no sane
man would for them make those sacrifices which Judaism requires
from us, It is only for God's sake, to fulfil His commands and to
accomplish His purpose, that religion becomes worth living for and
dying for. And this can only be possible with a religion which pos-
sesses dogmas, It is true that every great religion is a 'concen-
tration of many ideas and ideals,' which make this religion able to
adapt itself to various modes of thinking and living. But there
must always be a point round which all these ideas concentrate them-
selves., This centre is dogmn.'3 But Schechter does not, it should
be understood, "ascribe any saving power" to dogmas. "The belief in
a dogma or a doctrine,” he writes, "without abiding by its real or
supposed consequences (e.g., the belief in creatio ex nihilo with-
out keeping the Sabbath) is of no value, And the gquestion about
certain doctrines is not whether they possess or do not possess

the desired charm against certain diseases of the soul, but whether
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they ought to be considered as characteristics of Judaism or not."

In the preface to his book "Jewish Theology,'sxohler says that

in his opinion "the Jewish religion has never been static, fixed

for all time by an ecclesiastical authority, but has ever been and
still is the result of a dynamic process of growth and development."
And in the fourth chapter of his bock, Kohler goes on to say, "while
the Jewish concept of faith underwent a certain transformation, in- ;
fluenced by other systems of belief, and the formulation of Jewish '
doctrines appeared necessary particularly in opposition to the Chris-

tian and Mohammedan creeds, still belief never became the essential

part of religion, conditioning salvation, as in the church founded

by Paul. For, as pointed out above, Judaism lays all stress upon

conduct, not confession; upon a hallowed life, not a hollow creod?...
Every attempt to formulate the doctrines or articles of Judaism was

made in order to guard the Jewish faith from the intrusion of fos

reign beliefs, never to impose disputed beliefs upon the Jewish com-
munity 1tae1f?...?he present age of historical research imposes the

same necessity of restatement or reformulation upon us. We must do

as Maimonides did - as Jews have always done - point out anew the

really fundamental doctrines and discard those which have lost

their hold upon the modern Jew, or which conflict directly with his
religious consciouaness.?..!&ny attempts ofthis character have been

made by modern Rabbis and teachers, most of them founded on Albo's

three articles, Those who penetrated somewhat more deeply into the

essence of Judaism added a fourth article, belief in Israel's

priestly mission, or at the same time, instead of the belief in
retribution, included the doctrine of man's kinship, his Godechild-

ship. Few, however, have succeeded in working out the entire con-

tent of the Jewish faith from a modern view point, which must in-
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clude historical, critical, and psychological research, as well as

. 9
the study of comparative religion.” XKohler then goes on to give

what he considers a systematic presentation of Jewish doctrines
for the present era. His tripartite plan is as follows:
I. God
a. Man's consciousness of God and divine revelation.
b, God's spirituality, His unity, His holiness, His perfection.
c. His relation to the world: Creation and Providence.
d. His relation to man: His justice, His love, and mercy.
II. Man
a. Man's God-childship; his moral freedom and yearning for God.
b. Sin and repentance; prayer and worship; immortality. re-
ward and punishment,
¢, Man and humanity; the moral factors in history.
III. Israel and the Kingdom of God
a., The priest-mission of Israel, its destiny as teacher and
martyr.
b, The Kingdom of God: the nations and the religions of the
world in a divine plan of universal salvation.
¢c. The Synagogie and its institutions.

0
d. The ethics of Judaism and the Kingdom of God.1

M.L. Margolis in a 122-page pnperl1 which he read before the
Central Conference of American Rabbis maintains that Judaism not
only has dogmas but it is the fggk of Reformed Judaism to reform-
ulate the principles of Judaism and present it before the world as
our creed, "Brethren without creed we shall ever be vulnerable,"™ he
declared. "Indeed, our creedless status pleases our enemies; they
can %¥e go on holding up to scorn this and that belief, this and okl

doctrine of the transformation or reformulation, of which, in post-
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biblical times, much more in our own time, they stubbornly refuse
to take notice, And just as vulnerable we shall be if we fail in
creating the proper ecclesiastiecal organizatlon.%?.&nd. without
presumption, in line with my foregoing formulation of the doctrines
of the Judaism that preceded our reformation, I may be permitted to
present what I consider to be the CREED OF REFORMED JUDAISM,
that sum of dogmas - I prefer the Greek word to the Latin "prin-
ciples®™ - which in the opinion of Reformed Jews constitutes the
very core and kernel of Judaism, das Wesen des .Tunnlenthm.mu.':""5 Then
Margolis continues with the following creedal presentation:

A. Theology (and Cosmology): I believe in God, the one and
holy, the creator and sustainer of the world.

B, Anthropology: I believe that man possesses a Divine power
wherewith he may subdue evil impulses and passions, strive to come
nearer and nearer the Ferfection of God, and commune with Him in
prayers;

That select individuals are, from time to come, called by
God as prophets and charged with the mission of declaring His will
unto mens

That man is subject to God's law and responsible to the
searcher of the human heart and the righteous judge for all his
thoughts and deeds;

That he who confesses his sine and turns from his evil ways
and truly repents is lovingly forgiven by his father in heaven.

C. Psychology: I believe that the pious who in this life obey
God's lawe and do His will with a perfect heart and those who truly
repent, share, as immortal souls, in the everlasting life of Hod.

D. Ecclesiology: I believe that Israel was chosen by God as

Hos anointed servant to proclaim unto the families of mankind His
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truth, and, tho despised and rejected of men, to continue as His
witness until there come in and thru him the Kingdom of peace and
moral perfection and the fulness of the knowledge of God, the true
community of the living God}4

Two years later, in 1903, a committee headed by Kaufman Kohler
presented a report before the Central Conference of American Rabbis
on Margolis' paper, "The Theological Aspect of Reformed Judaism"
and on his motion "to have a creed of Reformed Judaism prepared for
final adoption by a Synod.'l5 The committee seemed to concur with
Margolis that Judaism had dogmaalﬁ but regarded the formulation of
a creed inadvisable and unnecessary. "It is a quite a different
thing, however, to enrich and fructualize the liturgy by solemn
declarations of our faith from the point of view of progressive
Judaism, and to venture out upon lines altogether unknown in Jew-
ish history and endow a body of Jews with ecclesiastical power and
authority to fix for sll time, or even for a certain time only, the
4he beliefs of the Jew or of a class of Jews in the shape of dog-
mas,” reads the report, "There is nothing so anatgonistic to the
spirit of Judaism as is the creation of & church or a Synod shaping
the belief of the Jews. There is nothing as fatal to the free de-
velopment and progress of the Jewish faith as dogmas which shackle
the mind and impede free research. Nor are liberal dogmatists less
presumptuous and less rigorous in their assertions than conserva=-
tive ones, as a glance at modern Christian theology amply shows.
That Professor Margolis himself has been entrapped in this net-
work of theological rigorisms, notwithstanding his radical views,
has been well pointed out by Rabbi Friedlander when he calls at-
tention to the attitude taken by him as if his, or our, Reform had

reached a state of finality instead of giving full scope to an un-

pay |
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ending historical :;OSrosa of Judaism keeping pece with the prog-
ress of humanity."

Emil G. Hirsch has an exceptionally sound viewpoint on this
question. "In the same sense as Christianity or Islam, Judaism can
not be credited with the possession of articles of faith," he
writes. "Many attempts have indeed been made at systematizing and
reducing to a fixed phraseology and sequence the contents of the
Jewish religion, But these have always lacked the one essential ele-
ment: authoritative sanction on the part of a supreme ecclesiastical
body. And for thies reason they have not been recognized as final or
regarded as of universally binding force. Tho to a certain extent
incorporated in the liturgy and utilized for purposes of instruc-
tion, these formulations of the cardinal tenets of Judaism carried
no greater weight that that imperted to them by the fame and scholar-
ship of their respective authora.'la

The reason that Judaism has no fixed dogmas, according to Hirsch,
is because the two provocations for creed-building - proselytising
zeal and internal dissension - were on the whole less intense in
our religion.

Hirsch goes on to say that “"the controversy whether Judaism
demands belief in dogma, or inculcates obedience to practical laws
alone, has enlisted many, competent scholars. Moses Mendelssohn in
his "eruaalem' defended the non-dogmatic nature of Judaism, while
LBw among others (see "Gesammelte Schriften," 1.31-52, 433 et seqe
1871) took the opposite side, L8w made it clear that the Mendel-
ssohnian theory had been carried beyond its legitimate bounds. The
meaning of the word for faith and belief in Hebrew ( »siwvre)had

undoubtedly been strained too far to substantiate the Mendelssohn-

19
ian thesis. Underlyirng the practice of the law waes assuredly the
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recognition ol certain fundamental and decisive religious prin-
ciples culminating in the belief in God and revelation, and like-
wise in the doctrine of retributive divine Justice??..ro say that
Judaism is a barren legalistic convention, as Mendelssohn avers,
is an unmistakable exaggeration. The modicum of truth in his theo-
ry ie that thruout Biblical Judaism, as in fact thruout all later
phases of Jewish religious thinking and practice, this doctrinal
element remains always in solution. It is not crystallized into
fixed phraseology or rigid dognn.'al

The dogga-question was reopened recently with the appearance
of a series of articles in the "Monatsschrift.” I. Scheftelowitz
in an article entitled "Ist das fiberlieferte Judentum eine Religion
ohne Dogmen'22 takes Leo BaecK to taak25 for saying in his "Das
Wesen des Judentums® that Judaism has no dogmas in the exact sense

because Judaism never had any authoritative agency to enforce re-

24
ligious formulas, Scheftelowitz maintains that Judaism has dogmas,

even tho they are not clothed in stereotyped garb. In ancient times
the first set of dogmas was the Ten Commandments - the first three
of these commandments was the point of difference between Judaism
and the heathen religions, Besides the prescriptions in the Penta-
teuch there were other doctrines, like immortality, divine provi-
dence, divinity of Torah, Messiah, resurrection of dead, day of
judgment, hell, Satan, and angels, And in the time of the Sanhed-
rin, certain dogmas were formulated and those who denied them were
called V7'2* )3/ and che' #¥lo and could not enter the Olom Haba.
If there were no dogmas in Judaism, Scheftelowitz argues, then
we could wipe out the differences between Judaism on the one hand
and Christianity and Islam on the other hand because both have our

Bible, Only because Judaism had dogmas could Spinoza be banned, Of

g L ]
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course, this does not mean, says Scheftelowitz, that Judaism need
have its dogmas bound up in definite words; Judaism is like the
Zarathustra religion in this respect. But to say that the doctrines
of Judaism are not to be considered dogmas because it has dispensed
with the authority which enforces them,';;::‘admit that there is

no binding religious law for Jews any more and that Judaism aes a
religion no longer has a firm hold upon men....Such & conclusion

is not in harmony with the spirit of Leo BaeckK.

In the Juky-August isuue of the 'Honatsachrift'25 Leo BaecK
takes up the cudgels in his own defense. BaecK gives what he con-
siders to be the definition of a dogma. He points out that in its
original use in the Greek and Latin, it had the meaning of execu-
tive decree; in the Greek Bible it was the promulgations of the
kings of Babylon and Persia; in philosophy it was used to describe
those axioms and fundamentals which are in a certain measure de-
crees of wisdom. When ancient philosophy became the philosophy of
Christianity, it called its doctrines dogmas; and when the Catholie
Church became, in the M;ddle Ages, the temporal dictator of human
destiny, it made all its church decrees dogmas in which one must
believe.ze It i{s not enough to say, as Scheftelowitz does, that
dogmas are the unalterable and acknowledged doctrines upon which
orthodoxy rests. Such a statement, argues Baeck, is vague. It does
not state how they are unalterable. Moreover, acknowledgement comes
only thru/gﬁghority of a body - a body such as the Catholic Church,
for example, Has J,daism dogmas in this sense? No one doubts that
Judaism acknowledges revelation, God, purity of soul, election of
Israel. But the gquestion is, sre they dogmas? Judaism never had
dogmas because it never had power to declare doctrines as dogmas

and the power tc enforce them. The formulation of dogmas in Juda-




ism came as result of contact with Greek philosophy.27Yet there
was no Sanhedrin taact upon them officially. While in the time of
the Snnhedrin28 they did not have the doctrines which came as re-
sult of Greek philosophy. These two pterequisites - the existence
of an authoritative body and a concept of doctrines - was present
only in the church. Dogma from the aspect of history as well as in
its essence belongs to the churchy and the church cnaracter does
not fit Judaism. Judaism never built a church. Ite being was in the
community. In the church the belief of the church is at the top
while in the community it is belief of the individual. In Judaism
every individual is a bearer of beliefy the individual and not the
church is the bearer of tradition. Search precedes possession in
the community while in the church possession precedes search. This
difference contradicts dogma at its very heart.

In his reply to Baech.,29 Scheftelowitz says that the Judaism
of the past was churchlike in character, differing only from Chris=-
tianity in that the Rabbis were not Cohanim. It was only because the
Judaism of the past did have a church authority that the Beth Din

could punish those who ate trefe and chomez with scourging. The same

power of authority was vested in the gaonate,
2, The Writer's Opinion

Has Judaism dogmas? The answer to this gquestion, it seems to
me, rests in the meaning of certain words; and the meaning of the
words whiech, in this connection, should be carefully analyzed are
dogma and doctrine. What is a dogma? What is a doctrine?

For the meaning of dogma, the Century dictionary offers these

definitions:

" e —




a. "A principle or doctrine propounded or received on author-
ity, as opposed to one based on experience or demonstration; spe-
cifically an authoritative religious doctrine.'so

be. "Authoritative teaching or doctrine; a system of estab-
lished principles or tenets, especially religious ones; specific-
ally the whole body or system of Christian docgrine?;gg,ggggpggg
either by the church st large or by any branch of it." -

For the meaning of doctrine the Century dictionary gives this
definition: It is "in general whatever is taught, whatever is laid
down as true by an instructor master; hence, a principle or body of
principles relating to or with religion, science, politics, or any
department of knowledge; anything held as true; a tenet or set of
tenets, as the doctrines of the Gospel; the doctrines of Plato; the
doetrine of t!wolutcion.":"'5

The Century dictionary distinguishes in the meanings of the
following words:

a. 'Precept34 is a rule of conduct, generally of some exact=

ness, laid down by some competent or authoritative person, and to

matter of belief,">°

b. "Doctrine is the only other of these words referring to
conduct, and in that meaning it is biovlical and obsolescent. In the
Bible it refers equally to teaching as to the abstract truths and
as to the duties of religion: 'In vain they do worship, teaching
for doctrines the commandments of men.' (Math.XV:9). As disting-
uished from dogma and tenet, doctrine is a thing taught by an in-
dividual, a school, a sect, etc, while a dogma is a specific doc-
trine formulated as the position of some school, sect, etc. and

pressed for acceptance as important or essential. Dogma is falling




into dispepute as the word for an opinion whigh one is expected
to accept on pure authority and without investigation.®

c. "Tenet is a belief viewed as held, a doctrinal position
taken and defended. I; is equally applicable to the beliefs of an
individual and of a number; it has no unfavorable sense.'36

How,then, shall we answer the question, "Has Judaism dogmas?"
I believe this question should be answered in the negative for the
following reasons,

1. It seems to me that dogma is contrary to the very heart of
Judaism. To whatever deffnition of Judaism we may subscribe, on one
point we all can agree: that salvation in Judaism depends not on
profession but practice (obedience to commandments), not "upon a
hollow creed but a hallowed life.'S? This statement need not ex-
clude the possidility that Judaism may have a creedal aspect along
with its emphasis upon dced.33 But it is significant that we keep
clearly in mind that the basic feature of Judaism is its emphasis
upon the right practice and not confession. Now then, if the heart
of Judaism is hallowed conduct, how can we reconcile it with dogma;
for dogma means the acknowledgement of certain immutable, authori-
tative beliefs by confession. Ip other words, its emphasis is di-
rectly at the opposite pole. Where Judaism stands preeminently for
deed, thosereligions which have dogma as their centre stand for
creed, It may be argued that creed may exist side by side with
deed, that belief can be present along with conduct. This may be
true. But the question is not whether Jydaism has beliefs but
whether Judaism has dogmas. A belief and a dogma are not synony-
mous; dogma involves belief but not every belief is a dogma. A
dogma is preeminently a belief superimposed by an authoritative

group upon which salvation depends. In this sense Judaism has no
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dogmas because salvation in Judaism does not depend exclusively
upon confession. Christianity, on the other hand, does; and so
Baecl{ is certainly right when he identifies dogma with churbh.

To say, as Holdheim and Geiger and many modern Rabbis do,39
that Judaism has dogmas but there is no creed as a condition of
salvation, is a contradiction or a misuse of terms. Dogma, as has
been pointed out above, is more than a belief; it is a belief that
brings salvation when acknowledged. How then can we say that Juda-
ism has dogmas but does not make them a condition of salvation?
This is a contradiction in terms. If Judaism has dogmas - in the
precise sense of the word - then they should be a condition of
Judaism.

2. In the second place, Judaism can have no dogmas because
dogma involves authP¥ity - there must be some ecclesiastical board
which can force people to accept certain articles of faith. With-
out the cause of things there can be no effect. The cause for a
dogma is a powerful agency which formulates certain beliefs and
can force people to acknowledge them. This Judaism does not pos-
sess: since Judaism does not, it follows as a matter of fact that
Judaism can not have dogmas. I find myself in perfect agreement
with Leo BaecH on this point. Dogma in its strictest meaning be-
longs‘to the Christian church, They alone had the power to enforce
their religious formulas,

Scheftelowitz says that the Sanhedrin was comparable to the
church in Christianity and would enforce decrees, To & great ex-
tent this is true; but it is significant to note that in all of
Rabbinic literature there is really only one pasaage40 which might
be construed as being of a dogmatic character. wﬂ%her this lack of
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dogmatic material in Rabbinic literature is because Jydaism did
not have, as Baeck auggestu,41 the doctrines which came as a re-
sult of Greek philosophy or wifther it is due to an emphasis on
conduct rather than a creed of confession, we can not definitely
say. But the fact stands out that Rabbinic literature was little
concerned, if it was really concerned at all.42 with enforcing
religious formulas and it is extremely difficult to ascribe dogmas
to Judaism on the basis of such slender evidence.

3. Another reason why I believe that Judaism possesses no
dogmas is because the nature of dogma is foreign to the nature of
Judaism. Dogma carries with it the idea of something fixed, abso-
lute, immutable, and unalterable, Judaism is not rigid; it adapts

itself to new conditiona.‘s

Beliefs such as Hell, Satan, and angels =
vhich Sceftelowitz says are some of the dogmas of the Biblical per-
iod -« were not regarded as basic by our medieval philosophers and
are concidered unimportant by most enlightened orthodox Rabbis of
today. Why? Simply because such beliefs have become outworn. Now,

if Jydaism possessed a set of dogmas such a thing could not happen.
0f course, it can be argued that the real dogmas, like existence of
God, reward and punishment, etc. never change. But we should remem-
ber that P*Neqinuwwhich was regarded as a dogma by all our medieval
philosophers, is no longer regarded as such by the liberal parties
in Judaism. And it is quite possible that many of the other so-
called dogmas in Judaism may fall by the wayside as we adapt our
religious thinking to new worlds of thought., Leo BaecK sums up the
issue when he says that in Judaism search precedes possession where-
as in Christianity and all other religions in which dogma is para-

mount, possession (i.e. possession of certain immutable principles)

precedes search.
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3. Has Judaism Beliefs?

I have attempted to show that Judaism is not, if definitions
are strictly applied, a religion of dogmas. It seems to me that
the true nature of Judaism is best described if we consider it a
religion of precepts‘;4 for a "precept® is primarily a rule of con-
duct and salvation in Judaism is hallowed conduct. It would be a ~
mistake, however, to conclude that Judaism possessed no beliefs
in any form. Belief is present in Judaiam45 in a secondary sense,
i.e., sometimes - not always - a commandment comes into being as
the result of a belief or a belief is derived from a certain com-
mandment. It is in this sense that beliefs like existence of God,
reward and punishment, etc. have their place in Judaism. But these
beliefs are secondary in importance; profession of beliefs exclu-
sively without observing certain rules of conduct is meaningless.
The primary emphasis in Judaism is conduct and because of this
beliefs must occupy & secondary role.

On the surface it may seem like a contradiction to deny the
existence of dogmas in Judaism and then to affirm the presence of
beliefe. What difference does it make, we are apt to ask, if Juda-
ism has dogmas or beliefs? A moment's reflection, however, will
convince us that there is considerable difference between a belief
and a dogma, that a religion which has beliefs but makes them of
secondary importance is vastly different from a religion which

offers salvation by the acceptance of dogmas exclusively.

4, Conclusion

A Summary of Our Subject

We have already examined various views and presentations of

dogmas in Judaism; a further task still remains: that we make a
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brief evaluation of these views in the light of the position we
have taken toward the question in the present work.

Maimonides, Crescas, and Albo assumed, but did not prove, that
Judaism had dogmas; they were extremely arbitrary in their choice
of so-called dogmas; each of these writers selected the beliefs he
considered basic and gave it the title of dogma. Abravanel makes a
fine contribution in pointing out that these philosophers (Abrava-
nel mentions Maimonides especially but his criticism applies to all
the philosophers of this period) were led astray by the spirit of
the age and that there is no sure criterion of making one belief or
mitzvah more important than another., Yet it would be futile to say,
as Schechter points out, that Abravanel did not have dogmas. To
him everything wae a dogma. Mendelssohn showe that commandments are
the heart of J,daism; but he failed to point out the nature of be-
lief in Jydaism. Holdheim and Geiger were wrong, if we use the term
precisely, in saying that Judaism had dogmas. Schechter uses the
term "dogma" ldbely. Kohler47 and E.G. Hirsch, altho they dq?gq;:
ferentiate between terms, have the proper approach to the subject.
Margolis' remarks represent only a personal viewpoint - a very
biased and exmggerated view of the role of belief in Judaism. The
report of the C.C.A.R., altho liberal in every respect, really
evades the issue, The best analysis on the whole gquestion is that

of BaecA. BaecK alone uses terms with precision and, consequently,

throws much light on the subject,




Hotes on Introduction

1, E.G. Hirsch, in an article on "Joseph Albo" in J.E. p.325
vol. 1 makes this statement: "It is an oponpgﬁestlon how farpthe y
claim may be pressed that Judaism has produced an independent ilo-
sophy of religion. But whatever labor was devoted to this field by
Jewish thinkers was, in every case, primarily prompted and inspired
by the ardent desire to defend the citadel of Jewish faith against
the assaults of its enemies. Taking a broad survey of the whole
field, it may be safely said that at four different periods Juda-
ism must have been under the stress of this duty. When, in Alexand-
ria, Greek thought laid siege to the fortress of Judaism, the con-
sequent urgency of a sufficient resistance produced Philo's system.
The second reasoned exposition of Judaism was produced at the time
of the controversies with Karaiem under the influence of the polemics
of the Mohammedan schools. Maimonides, in turn, represents the reac-
tion exerted by the Arabic Aristotelian schoolmen. And, finally,
Albo enters the list as Judaism's champion under the challenge of
Christian dooctrine.”

2. English translations of Perek Helek by J. Abelson in Jewish
Quarterly Review, vol.XIX, Pp.47-55, Holzer's edition of "Mose Mai-
muni's Einleitung zu Chelek" has been consulted, Pp.20-30.

3. Schechter: Studies in Judaism, 1896; Pp.163-4.

4. Schechter says that the terms "Maimonist" and “"anti-Maimon-
{st" really apply to the controversy about "The Guide for the Per-
plexed” but he uses them inm this application for the sake of brevity.

5. See Chapter II of Abravanel's Rosh for this entire
presentation of Crescas' doctrines. Also Holzer's "Zur Geschichte
der Dogmenlehre," p.l1l5.

6. Cohon in "Christianity and Judaism Compare Notes," p.64,
makes this comment on Crescas: "His formulation of the principles
of Judaism displays decided Christian and Mohammedan influence. This
accounts for including repentance among the articles of faith, for
stressing the importance of circumcision (corresponding to the doc-
trine of infant baptism) and of the sacrifice of Isaac (correspond-
ing to the doctrine of vicarious atonement of Jesus) and of the
priestly blessing as an opus operatum of the duly ordained priest,
regardless of his merital or moral qualities (quotation from Neu-
mark's "Principles of Judaism,® p.447). His embodying of practical
dogmas among the articles of faith is largely due to Christian influ-
ence. In his emphasis on the eYficacy of the holy seasons, he imi-

tates Islam,"”

7. See Chapter III of Abravanel's Rosh Amana; also Albo's
"Ixkarim," p.200, Husik edition. It is significant to note that
Abravanel under root I gives only two stems - unity and incorpore-
ality - while Albo gave four i.e., unity, incorporeality, independ-
ence of time, and freedom from defects. Also under the second root,




iy

Abravanel names as the second stem the pre-eminence of Moses as
prophet = ysw nic' 2, wior = while Albo speaks of the authenticity

of the messenger - p/ftd ninife . Also under root III Abravanel lists
four stems: God's knowledge, providence, Messiah, and resurrection;
while Albo mentioned only two: God's knowledge - re» n3¥'3y' and
providence in reward and punishment -5, P(;.,g eic esiah »2ef aneea
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Notes on Albo's Critique of Maimonides

1. See Rosh gg%%g_e_Ch, 111, P.6a; zlso Albo's "Ikkarim"
Book I, Ch.IIY, pp. s, Husik edition. At the bottom of the page
Husik has this foot-note: "Part of this criticism of Maimonides
finds its parallel in Duran's introduction to his commentary on
Job, Ch.VIII, as was pointed out by J. Guttman in MGWJ, 53, P.58."

2. See Roa% éggna_- Ch.III, P.6a; also Albo's "Ikkarim" Book I
Ch.XIV, P.1247 A; bottom of the page Husik has this foot-note: '

;gagles L.C. points out a parallel in Duran, Introduction to Job,

3. Rosh - Ch,III, P.6a; 2lso Albo's "Ikkarim" Book I,
Ch.I11I, P.58. o does not mention Raphael and Gabriel, Abravanel
has inserted these names. Albo admits that praying to mediators is
a violation of the commandment "thou shalt have no other gods be=-
fore me....thou shalt not bow down unto them or serve them (Ex. XX:
3-5)," but the violation of this commandment, he maintains, does
not nullify the Torah.

4, See Rosh Amana, Ch.III, P, 6a and 6b; also Albo's "Ikkarim"

Book I1I, Ch.X1V, P,.120.
7

5. Albo cites the folleWing examples to illustrate his point.ylnhah
Adam was forbidden to eat animal food, yet Noah waaz Abraham was e
given the commandment of circumcision. Moses was given additional
commandments, etc.. (See Albo "Ikkarim* Book III, Ch.XIV, pp.118=
120; and Rosh Amana Ch.III, P.6a and 6b).

6. Albo "Ikkarim" (Husik °d1‘i°“)§§ﬁgﬁﬁl%%' Ch.XIV, P.121;
for the examples that follow see P.126an . of Rosh Amana.

7. Yebamoth 89b-90b.
8. Tal Erub1;r21b.

9, See Albo "Ikkarim* Book IV, Ch.XL, P.413; also Rosh Aman
Ch,I1I1, P.6b.

10. Albo uses this case to bring out his point: Hillel said,
(Sanhedrin 98b) L anen e arfie 223¢e fierel men eaf juc,
The faet that Hillel makes such a statement is proof enough, Albo
maintains, to indicate that the belief in a Messiah is not a fun-

damental principle.

11. "Ikkarim" Book I, Ch.III, P.58; also Rosh Amana, Ch.IIlI,
P.6b. Albo admits that Objections V and VI come from Crescas. See
Book I, Ch.XaVI, P.200. Also read Note I in Joel's “"Don Chasdais
Creskae' Religionsphilosophische Lehren®, P.76.

12. I have been unable to locate this passage in the *Ixkarim."

13. Rosh Amana, ChoIII' P.ﬁb; also 'Ikk&rim' Book I. Ch.III’
pp.58 and 59.
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14. See "Guide for Perplexed" pp.199-200; also opening of
Ch.XXVII, P.201 in M. Friedlander translation.

15. Rosh Amana, Ch,III, P.6b; also "Ikkarim" Book I, Ch.III,
P.59 and Book I, Ch.,XII, P,120.

16. Objections IX and X are raised under the pame head as Ob-
jection VIII, that is, Albo argues that if Maimonides had no inten-
tion of stating the fundamental principles and desired only to pre-
sent the true doctrines that one professing the law of Moses should
believe, then he should have included the "Shekina®, the "oreation”,
and the acceptance of "miracles.”

17. Rosh Amana, Ch.III, P.6b; "Ikkarim" Book I, Ch.III. P.59.

18, Albo advances Objections XI and XII under a different head.
He argues that if he said that Maimonides is concerned with prin-
ciples and not true doctrines of faith then he should have incor-
porated(l) that every Israelite should follow tradition of his
fathers and(2) freedom of will., In the text Abravanel does not state
Albo's reasons for advancing Objections XI and XII,

19. Rosh Amana, Ch.III, P.6b; "Ikkarim" Book I, Ch.III, P.59.
20, Rosh Amana, Ch.III, P.6b; "Ikkarim" Book I, Ch,III, P.59.

21. Sefer da, "Hilchoth Teshuva," Ch.V:1, Haimonif?g says,
2128l 32IC P85 w3 weaF 33 pi IE njlay 234 55 L@

el |3ie > P33
22. Rosh Amana Ch.III, P.7a; "Ikkarim" Book I, Ch.III, P,60.

23, I have been unable to locate Objections XIV, XV, XVI in
Albo's "Ikkarim". I suppose them to have been said by Crescas be-
cause practically all of the objections advanced in Chapter III of
Rosh Amana have been set forth by Albo. This is only a supposition.

Note also: I omitted the thirteenth objection found on pp.6b
and 7a for the reason that it was not said by Albo. I.M. Wise makes
this statement in his translation of Chapter III of Rosh Amana s=d
in the American Israelite 1862, pp.212,220,228,236,244. Consequently,
I have listed sixteen objections whereas this Chapter III has seven-
teen,
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Notes on Crescas' Critique of Maimonides

24. Rosh Amana, Ch. IV, P.7a.
25, Rosh Amana, Ch.I¥, P.7a.

26. Rosh Amana, Ch.IV, pp.7a and 7b. Note: that these three
objections of Crescas have been taken from the second prefa of
his Or Adonoi which has at its head these words: 1 ke 9/) i/ 2)w »?
NN /e . This passgae does not directly refer to
Maimonides, but d3.generally taken that this is who Crescas had
in mind, In P.45a erea as refers to Maimonides specifically as the
author of the More and makes a general criticism about Maimonides'
thirteen articles of faith. On P.20a Crescas states what he con-
siders to be the fdndamental dogmas of Judaism. (The Johamnisburg
edition of 1861 was consulted),

Notes on Abravanel's Critique of Maimonides

27. Only seven of the thirteen articles are given. Chapter I
cf Hilchoth Yesode Hatorah names "existence of God," "unity of God,"
and "incorporeality of God"; Chapter VII gives "existence of pro=
phecy” and "pre-eminence of Moses as prophet"; and Chapter IX spe-
cifies “"eternity of the law."

28, Hilchoth Yesode Hatorah, introductory remarks to Chapter I
of Book I, P.120 of Mishnah Torah, vol.l, translated by S.Glazer.

29, "Sefer Hamitzvoth" - Varsha edition, No.l and 2, "Mitz-
voth asse."

30. Opening sentence of Chapter I, Hilchoth Yesode Hatorah.

31, Abravanel is referring to the following passages:
E 13 / Pl _ . 2dL (1D D2 JIND

DD k> h
{:;0 dfmf’ Do ,?3//)’ @ no=2 . widonl P /."A-é no?flfl;)
| rlfe ‘cé ) /jl',j fn? Alo) 22on LEe ?%;e ; ? ,;/ /,;_J,
. (A LA
(Saffer Namadta, Book L, <t ! S") f

32, Sefer Hamada, Book I, Ch.I:6. MidlnEp Torahs:Maimonides,
vol.l, S.Glazer,




Notes on Chapter II
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Notes on Abravanel's Defense of Maimonides

l. Rosh Amana, Chapter VI, pp.8b and %a.
2. Ber. 44a not direct quotation but a paraphrase,

3. Abravanel at the end of P,9a says that he will explain later
why Maimonides selected these thirteen principles; analysis of Abra-
vanel's reasone for Maimonides' selection of the principles that he
chose will be considered at that time,

4, Rosh Amana, Chapter VII,

S. Crescas' criticism is not serious; even if it were accurate,
it would not invalidate in any way the position of Maimonides. More-
over, it seems to me that Crescas' criticism is not a fair one. He
should eriticize Maimonides' statements in the Perek Helek and not
what he says in Sefer Minyan Hamitzvoth and Sefer Hamada.

6. There seems to be very little difference between Albo's pre-
sentation of "Ikkarim" and what Abravanel has stated. Both are
agreed that the three fundamentals from which the principles are
derived is Existence of God, Divine revelation, and Reward and pun-
ishment,

7. I fail to see where Albo is justified in his criticism of
Crescas, Crescas' presentation of "Ikkarim" is just as adequate as
Albo's. I fail to see just what it is that Crescas left out and
Albo included, which is so all important. In general, however, the
point which Abravanel ralses is a good one because a list of prine
ciples should be unique and distinctively characteristic of the
religion it represents.,

8, I fail to see why immortality of the soul is less basic to
the divine law than resurrection.

9. Compare in this connection the following passage taken from
Kohler:"Jewish Theology" P.293. "Maimonldes especially involves him-
self in difficulties, inasmuch as in his commentary on the Mishna
he considers the resurrection of the dead an unalterable article of
faith whereas in his Code (H.Teshura VIII:2) and in the Moreh he
speaks only of immortality; and agaln he wrote, obviously iIn self
defense, a work which seems to favor bodily resurrection, yet withe
out clarifying his conception at any time (Maamor Tehiyath Hamasim,
see Schiedl, 1.e¢.172)." It might be argued that the reason Maimoni-
des presents bodily resurrection in his thirteen artlicles of faith,
altho he upholds immortality of the intellect in his Moreh, is be=
cause of pedegogical reasons; he felt that bodily resurrection
would be more accented and clearer to those who were not advanced
sufficiently in philosophy to appreciate a belief like immortality
of the soul, Abravanel's point of view as expressed in premise 8 is
hardly tenable. Maimonides might have presented immortality of the
soul just as well as bodily resurrection as one of the principles
which comes from the belief in God's exalted perfection and his
deeds.
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Notes on Defense Against Albo

10. See analysis of Abravanel's first premise. Furthermore,
Abravanel admits in his fifth premise that some principles include
others; for example, principle 1, he says, includes "unity" and
"incorporeality,® so in reality he doesnot disagree with Albo. The
guestion s only of arrangement.

1l. Abravanel has not followed the logical order of presenta-
tion. Albo's second objection is dealt with as if it were the third
and Albo's third objection is treated as if it were the second.
Compare P.7a and pp.l4b and 15a. I have re-arranged the order.

12, Abravanel in his sixth premise says that special command-
ments cannot be counted as "Ik%arim." In this respect he is in
agreement with Albo,

13, This argument is really Crescas'., See 53b of Or Adonoi.
(Johannisburg edition 1861.) In this connection Seheshter maites
W‘f?.lﬁg.zs leva ~Tuckba i Fieetwias. !

14. Abravanel leads up to this statement by saying: "Just as
God in his wisdom has arranged food for the corporeal man which
will never change because it has been arranged by God, so the di-
vine Torah which is the food of the soul will never change - beczuse
both come from one creator." Abravanel's anzlogy is rather good; but
as a matter of fact he is really not talking about food or the Torahp
he is comparing the ldea of food with the idea of the Torah. Such a
difecussion takes us into the complicated controversy about the real-
ity of universals.

15, Abravanel precents this argument in connection with his
fifth premise,

16. Abravanel presents this argument on the basie of his @i@ﬁfg
premise., In his first premise Abravanel says that Maimonides did
nct intend to present principles, the denial of which would nullify
the Tsarah but he intended to present those articles of faith which
made onea k2> PIER [¢ . The appearance of his fifth premise in the
light of this is a contradiction. Furthermore, if Abravanel had
used his first premise he might have presdnted a stronger case., As
it is he uses the fifth premise which mzny respects is quite simi-
lar to what Albo is driving at.

17. See introductiosn of thesis, p.Z2.

18. Albo advances objections 8, 9, 10 under the same head. JSee
nate 15 of "Albo's Critique of Maimonides."

16, Abravanel refers to hls third premlise in this connection
and ~ives the two aspects of the fourth principle.

=N, Albo advances nbjections 11 and 12 under a different head.
See note 18 of "Albo's Critique of ldaimonides." In his sixth pre-
mise Abravanel makes the statement that tradition camnot be included

=i
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because it is a special commandment and "ixkarim" ¢ -

cial commandmentg., a-f‘ﬁ:. M.«-LM A n%}e‘:’eﬁ rhcesmaty

A . -
2l. Abravanel refers to the "More" Part II, Chapter XLV « 247

of Friedlander's translation. g X ko

_ 22, Abrayanel has this line at the end of his discussion:
U4 Rniids Jal.xg_/_ NMclep o cfind fw LD Piktlal poED /gr/, Pl D]3)

I fail to see why Abravanel says SUCE il mﬂ: 1 do not see any
logical connection between the principle of God's omniscience and

the Urim V'tumim. Perhaps what Abravanel meant to say was (%fy y) w2

as he did in the opening part of the discussion, S<e % 2/a il Ao,
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Notes on Defense Against Crescas

23. Abravanel in this connection makes reference to his second
premise.

24, Parantheses are mine.

25, "Judaism and Christianity Compare Notes": Cohon, Chapter
on "Principles of Judaism," P.63.

25, Abravanel refers to his tenth premise but he no doubt
means his ninth premise because it is under this head that he dis-
cusses this matter., In view of the fact that Abravanel has only nine
premises, the reference to a tenth is no doubt an error, P.21b of
Rosh Amana.

27. Dr. Morgenstern made this comment in one of his lectures,
Notes on Abravanel's Defense Against Himself

28, The subject dealt with in the Perek Helek is not the same
as the subject matter of the Hilchoth Yesode Hatorah. Indirectly,
however, Abravanel's discussion leads us to a rather interesting
conclusion (see the analysis presented at the end of the = lution
Abravanel advances for his third objJection to Maimonides).

29, Jewish Encyclopedia, vol.2, P.150.
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Notes on Chapter III1

1. Whether it was fondness of argument or a reverence for

Maimonides, or both reasons that prompted Abravanel to do this,
we can not say definitely.

2. Aboth II:1.
P 3% od/> sl )ﬂ’;}e /23 Pﬁ’/ 2 pad €, &:)6. Jo
3 PJ;/[“/},J_@ 1FA f‘)/(ék/*s; 31 Dé’nf r"ﬁfn/ 35:! ?—7/‘ 10~, Pl
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4, Even if we grant that stylistically speaking it would have

been better to have used this expression, it hardly constitutes a
difficulty.

5. On the surface it might seem that Abravanel's statement is
not very fundamental. However, it seems to me that Abravanel has
consciously or unconsciously touched on a very interesting point.
The fact that the Mishna speaks in the negative reveals their psy=
chological attitude toward this problem. The Pharisees wished to
distinguish their views from the Sadducees so they stated specific-
ally what one should not say rather than what one should say. There-
fore, it appears to me that the sages were not interested in draw-
ing up a list of beliefs to whish one should adhere but they were
interested in telling the people how they should react to certain
moot points in order that their views would differ from those about
them.

6. I shall deal with this point in Chapter IV, section 2.
7. This does not seem to be a serious difficulty.

8. Reason, no doubt, for not stating why punishment is so
great is because Pharisees did not wish to say that this doctrine
was held primarily to distinguish Pharisaism from Sadduceanism.

9. Whether Maimonides had a definite criterion in mind, just
as Crescas did,for the selection of his dogmas, I have not been
able to ascertain. It seems fairly certain that Albo took over Cres-

cas' oriterion.



Notes on Chapter IV



1

- X =
Notes on Chapter VI
Has Judaism Dogmas?

1. Isadore Weill denied that Mendelssohn was of the opinion
that Judaism had no dogmas. "The name of Mendelssohn,” he Eriten,
"has frequently served, does in our days yet, for that singular
and paradoxical idea that Mosaism is altogether nothing else than
a code of laws and morals, a revealed tegislation, and nothing else
than a legislation; that it never proposed to its adherents any
creed, any dogma, any truth to be professed....To show that there
is no foundation for it, and to clear Mendelssohn of such a damaging
reputation, we might confine ourselves to the most szlient passages
og hig?'Jerusalem,'....P.309, “Jewish Times," N.Y., vol.II, July
15, 0.

M. Friedlander i{s also of the same opinion. "These words of
kKendelssohn, " he writes, "show how greatly those err who quote his
opinion in support of the dictum that Judaism recognizes no dogmas.
According to Mendelssohn, Judaism does not consist entirely of laws;
it teaches certain truths. We have certain dogmas without which the
laws can have no meaning, yet there is no precept "thou shalt be-
lieve." Nowhere im our law, whether written or oral, is a solemn
declaration of our creed demanded. In so far Mendelssohn's view is
correct; but when he believes that all the truths we are taught in
Scripture can be made evident by logical demonstration he is mis-
taken." Jewish Religion, P.18.

Schechter has the following caustic remarks to make about Men-
delssohn's point of view. "....there is the Mendelssohn's assertion,
or supposed assertion, in his "Jerusalem,"™ he writes, "that Juydaism
has no dogmas - an assertion which has been accepted by the major-
ity of modern Jewish theologians as the only dogma Judaism posses-
ses, You can hear it pronounced in scores of Jewish pulpits; you
can read it written in scotes of Jewish books. To admit the possib-
ility that Mendelssohn was in error was hardly permissible, especial-
ly for those with whom he anjoys a certain infallioility. Nay, even
the fact that he himself was not consistent in his theory, and on
andther occasion declared that J,daism has dogmas, only that they
are purer and more in harmony with reason than those of other re-
ligions; or even the more important fact that he published a school-
book for children, in which the so-called Thirteen Articles were
embodied, only that instead of the formula "I believe®™ he substitu-
ted "I am convinced" - even such patent facts did not produce
much effect upon many of our modern theologiane." "Studies in Juda-

ism" pp.147-8, 1896.

2, See note 28 of Chapter VI in "The Reform Movement in Juda=-
ism," P.458.

3, "Studies in Judaism,"” P.181, 1896,
4., Ibid. P,147.

5. P. viii.

6. "Jewish Tweology," P. 20.
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7. Ibid, P. 26
8. Ibid, P. 27
9. Ibid. P, 27

10, Ibid. P. 28. Kohler's presentation of doctrines seems ex-
tremely conservative in the light of the liberal statements he
made in regard to how the subject should be approached. His conclu-
sions - as manifested in his tripartite plan - do not sound like
the results that should come when Judzism has been studied psycho-
Jogicall, critically, and comparatively. Of course, in all fairness,
it should be noted that the science of religion - especially the
psychological and comparative approach - was only beginning in Koh-
ler's days and the findings would be rather scanty. Kohler's pro-
gram, however, needs radiczl reworking in the light of modern re-
search; as it stands now I would Jjust as lief accept Maimonides
thirteen articles of faith as Kohler's presentation.

11. Yearbook C.C.A.R., 1903 pp.185-307., "Theological Aspect
of Reformed Judaism.™

12, Ibid. P.306
13, Ibid. P. 296

14, Ibid. pp.296-302, kMargolis' creed is really only a restate-
ment of Maimonides.

15, C.C.A.R. Yearbook, 190&, P. 83.

16. On pp. 97 and 98 this statement appears: "It is superfluous
to reiterate the remarks made by Professor Schechter and Leopold
Loew with reference to the familiar Mendassohnian dictum: 'Judaism
has only laws but no dogmas.' The Shema Yisroel withnits declaration
of the unity of God followed by the formula "Emet weYazib or Emet
weEmunah,"-it {s true and established that the Lord is God and none
else, has ever constituted the Creed of Judaism. And when dissension
arsse in Israel regarding Resurrection and future redemption, the
Pharisean founders of the Synagogue, the so-called A_she Keneset
Hagedola, embodied these beliefs also in the daily liturgy. This
simple fact not only proves that Jydaism has dogmas, but it also
shows how doctrines assumed the character of dogmatic belief. The
community in accepting certain formulas declaring what they believe
raises the doctrines enunciated therein to the dignity and value of
a creed."

17. C.C.A.R., Yearbook, 1905, pp.99-100.
18, Jewish Encyeclopedia, "Articles of Fzith," vol.II, P,148.

19. Strangely enough Isadore Weill who maintains that Mendel-
sohn believed that Judaism has dogmas, gives almost the same argu-
ment as Hirsch, who is of the opinion that Mendelssohn denied the
existence of dogmas in Judaism for the presence of certain beliefs
in Judaism. Compare this statement of Weill's with what Hirsch has
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written: "....even if the Pentateuch were nothing else than a cole
lection of civil, politieal, ritual, and moral laws, a revealed
constitution which only ordains acts and no creeds, these acts, in
order to have a sacred and obligatory character, if they are to
have any value or sense, imply invincibly the belief in the exis-
tence of the Legislator, in his wisdom, and providence; the belief
in the mission of Moses and the prophets; in the supernatural in-
spiration of the Scriptures; finally, the faith in certain histori-
cal and rational truths, which zlone can give these acts any im-
portance and the right to be what they are. What is any act which
has not an idea for its origin and impulse; what is any practice
which has not for its base a belief; what a religious ceremony
which does not rest on a sentiment, on a religious idea?" Jewish
Times, vol.II, July 5, 1870; P, 309. There is a great deal of
soundness in this logic. I shall have more to say about it later.

22. Monatsschrift, 1926, March and April; pp.65-75.

23. Sé&ftelowitz says that Baeck has based himself on Mendels-
sohn's "Jerusalem" which he (Scheftelowitz) regards as a propoganda
and not a scientific work.

24, Bcheftelowitz defines dogma as the unalterable, immutable
doctrines on which orthodoxy rests. The reason for the emergence
of dogmas in salvation religions, Scheftelowitz claims, comes as
a result of the old beliefs being attacked by rival religioms or
when internal dissension makes it necessary for a sect to formu-
late its position for the sake of preservation.

25. "Besitzt das fiberlieferte Judentum Dogmen?" Monatsschrift,
Juky-August, 1926; pp.225-236.

26, Baeck also points out that the meaning of dogma in Protes-
tant Tyeology is that of a doctrine belonging to Christian belief
behind which there is authoritaive force.

27. This fact, according to Baeck, accounts for Philo's list
of fundamentals and also for the dogmas formulated by the medieval
philosophers.

28, Among other passages Baeck refers us to Mishna kdoyoth I:5
to point out that the Sanhedrin could not have put up any unalter-
able doctrines because its decisions were capable of being abroga-
ted, whereas the essence of authority lies in the fact that its de-
cisions are reverenced as immutable. Baeck also in this connection
points out that the Mishna Sanhedrin passage refers not to dogmas
but is a condemnation of certain customs and doctrines regarded

as pernicious.

29. "Konnte das alte Judentum Dogmen schaffen?" 1926, Novem-
berDecember; pp.433-439. Monatsschrift.

30,This is listed as the second definition in the Century
dictionary for "dogmsa."

31, Italics are mine, I have underlined this reference of dogma
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in connection with Christianity because nowhere in any of these
definitions is J,daism mentioned in connection with dogma. This
may be an oversight or it may be that those who framed the dic-
tionary definitions were acquainted only with Christianity; yet
the fact that Judaism is not mentioned in connection with the term
dogma may be of significance.

32, This is 1listed as the third definition on the word "dog-
ma” in the Century dictionary.

33, This is the first definition listed under the word "doce
trine" in the Century dictionary.

34, Compare the Century dictionary definition of "principle"
with "precept." "That which is professed or accepted as a law of
action or rule of conduct; one of the fundamental doctrines or
tenets of a system; as, principles of the stoics or of the Epicu-
reanss hence, a right rule of conduct; in general, equity, up-
rightness: as, a man of principle.”

55, Italice are mine,

36. See list of synonyms at end of word "doctrine” in Century
dictionary.

37. This phrase is taken from Kohler, see "Jewish Theology"
P. 20.

38. Some have argued ( see note 19) that all action presup-
poses a certain amount of theory, every commandment rests on an
idea, every practice has a belief as its basis. To a great extent
this is so but not always., It is verypossible - indeed, this is
what happens in most instances - thaf§ our action proceeds spontan-
eously and then we justify that actidgn later by means of ration-
alization or try to explain as best we can. In other words, it is
just as possible for action to precede theory as theory may pre-
cede action; and it is just as possible to have practice which is
not the result of any belief as it is to have beliefs without
making their practical application.

39. Dr. Philipson, Dean of the C.C.A.K. said in class that =4c
was his view and the view of most Rabbis,

40, Mishna Sanhedrin X:1,.
41, See note 27,

42, Baeck maintains that the Sanhedrin passage (Mishna San.
X:1) which i{s locus classicus of this gquestion is not to be under-
stood as a formplation of dogmas but a warning against certain per-
nicious beliefs of the other sects. I believe that there is some
merit in this interpretation. Had the Rabbis intended dogmas of
belief they would have formulated this passage positively. They
only wished to draw the line of distinction between Pharisaism
and the other secte. (See note 5 in Chapter III).
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43, Dr. Lauterbach in his lectures points out that Pharisaism
came into being for just this reason.

44, See definition of precept that was offered in section 2
of this chapter.

45, To a certain extent the term doctrine might be appropri-
ate to deseribe the nature of belief in Jydaism. (See definition of
doctrine and dogma in section 2 of this chapter; note especially
the difference in the meaning of these two terms).

46, "But it is idle talk to cite this school in aid of the
modern theory that Judaism has no dogmas. As we have seen it was
an 'embarras de Richessé that prevented Abravanel from accepting
the Thirteen Articles of Maimonides. To him and to the Cabbalists
the Torah consisted of 613 Articles." Studies in Jydaism, F.174.

47, In his book "Jewish Theology," Kohler speaks of doctrines
and not dogmas; vet in the report (C.C.A.R., report on Margolis
peper) of the committee which Kohler headed, there is a statement
that Jydaism has dogmas. See note 16 of this chapter.
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