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The Ikkarei Emunah of Mishneh Torah

By: ASHER BENZION BUCHMAN

Rambam in introductory words to the Moreh HalNevuchim justifies his writ-
ing of the work even though many would not understand it. He closes by
explaining, “When I have a difficult subject before me—when I find the
road narrow, and can see no other way of teaching a well-established truth
except by pleasing one intelligent man and displeasing ten thousand
fools—I prefer to address myself to the one man, and to take no notice
whatever of the condemnation of the multitude. I prefer to extricate that
intelligent man from his embarrassment and show him the cause of his
perplexity, so that he may attain perfection and be at peace” (Instruction
to readers of Moreh.) Rambam would certainly not publish a work con-
taining fundamental principles that were not true in order to satisfy soci-
etal concerns.

Rambam dedicated his life to teaching the truth and even danger of
death did not dissuade him from writing his true feelings about Moham-
med in Iggeres Teiman. He closes this letter by writing, “I beg you to send a
copy of this missive to every community in the cities and hamlets, in order
to strengthen the people in their faith and to put them on their feet...
Take adequate precautions lest its contents be divulged to the Gentiles by
an evil person and mishap overtake us (G-d spare us therefrom). When I
began writing this letter I had some misgivings about it, but they were
overruled by my conviction that the public welfare takes precedence over
one’s personal safety.” G-d’s seal is emes and Rambam never diverged
from it, not in his halachic writings, not in his philosophical works, nor in
the important letters sent to address the needs of the public.

With our publication of Rabbi Sochaczewski’s and Dr. Shapiro’s
views of Rambam’s position on ikkarei emunah, 1 asked R. David
Guttmann to present his view on the fourth i&kar—especially of his intent
on the presumed hagahah. Since the issue at hand is so vital—the credibil-
ity of what Rambam writes—we felt that it is important that the rejection
of the claim that Rambam was sometimes insincere in what he wrote not
be dependent on one reading of Rambam, that might be disputed. I would
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like to add another element of doubt to the issue by suggesting that since
Rambam’s presentation of the ikkarei emunabh in Mishneh Torah differs from
that in Perush HaMishnab, it raises the possibility that there was a change
in his thinking as well.

The Missing Ikkar

Rambam’s famous Thirteen Ikkarei Emunah, that have been universally
accepted by Jewry as the definition of our faith, were written by Rambam
in his youth as part of his Perush HaMishnab (Sanbedrin, Perek 10). When he
wrote his seminal wotk, Mzshneh Torah, he did not formulate these 7&karin
as he did in the Perush HaMishnah, where he describes them as the thirteen
beliefs that one must profess to be part of Kia/ Yisrael and merit Olam
Haba. Rather, he constructed Sefer HaMada, which he says comprises ¥
7"wn n7,! most of which are found in Hikchos Yesodei HaTorah, where he
elaborates on many of these fundamentals of our faith. Later, in Hilhos
Avodah Zarah, he defines the i&kar prohibiting idolatry. Then, in the clos-
ing book of Sefer HaMada, he introduces Hilchos Teshuvah by explaining (in
the heading to the halachos) that it encompasses 72°2W2 7MY 07317 2°PY,
fundamental principles that were included because they are relevant [to
the mitzvah of zeshuvah). In the third chapter, while explaining how judg-
ment is enacted and the consequences of sin, he explains that the harshest
of punishments is the loss of O/an Haba. Twenty-four types of people
lose their Olam Haba. The last eleven are people who act in a certain way,
such as a 707 937 7w, while the first thirteen are issues of belief that
parallel the thirteen 7&karim of Perush HaMishnah. There is, however, a ma-
jor difference.

In Perush HaMishnah, Rambam counts schar v’onesh as an ikkar. He also
says that the main part of it is Olam Haba. Yet here in Hilchos Teshuvah, in
the midst of the explanation of schar v'onesh and especially Olam Haba, he
ignores it when it comes to listing those people who have no portion of
Olam Haba. The concept is crucial to Hilchos Teshuvah and he will highlight
it in the fifth chapter to prove that there must be free choice. Otherwise,
there would be no sense of justice in reward and punishment promised in
the Torah. Nevertheless, people note? that he seems to have dropped it
as an zkkar. Meanwhile, he adds a new i&kar to make up thirteen, seem-
ingly artificially splitting the i&kar of belief in Torah min HaShamayim into

! See Hakdamah to Mishneh Torah.

2 See Mirkeves HaMishneh, who says it is encompassed by Techiyas HaMesim and

Bias HaGoel.
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two—Ilisting denial of Torah SheBeksav and Torah SheBe'al Peh separately
after having combined them in Perush HaMishnab.

Change of Mind

Did Rambam change his mind about whether schar v’onesh was an ikkar
emunah whose denial would preclude one from earning Olam Haba?

In an earlier essay,’ I pointed out how Rambam wrote that in his
youth he had been misled in halachah by blindly following the Geonim
and he reversed many positions later when he did his independent analy-
sis.* Indeed, even in issues of hashkafah, Rambam of Moreh HaNevuchim
had changed quite a bit from the youth he was when he wrote the Perush
HaMishnah. In defining the seventh of the Thirteen I&kare: Emunah—the
belief in the uniqueness of the prophecy of Moshe Rabbenu—Rambam
says that to fully explain this phenomenon it would be necessary to discuss
the shiur komah, the kabbalistic concept discussed in a Geonic work. Rav
Kappach® points out that Rambam later erased these words so that they
were completely removed, rather than in his normal style where the orig-
inal text could still be discerned. In a zeshuvah (Blau 117), he later writes of
shinr komah, “I do not believe that this book was written by the Chachamin,
and G-d forbid that it be from them, rather it is just a composition by a
European expositor and nothing more. In any event the destruction of
this book and the obliteration of its mention is a great mitvah—the name
of other gods dare not be mentioned—one who has ‘a measure,’ i.e., 7212,

3 Hakirah 8, “Tradition! Tradition?”

Based on this, I fail to see why Rav Haym Soloveitchik bolsters his argument
that Rambam’s Iggeres HaShmad was rhetoric with the belief that Rambam was
“never young” (Haym Soloveitchik, Collected Essays, 1V olume 11, p. 325), i.c., that
he had all his major principles fully developed in his early youth. In fact, Ram-
bam was always young and never stopped growing intellectually and refining his
positions. Dr. Shapiro and Rabbi Sochaczewski seem willing to accept Prof.
Soloveitchik’s claim that in a matter like that addressed in Iggeres HaShmad and
in that venue, Rambam would write something he did not believe. Rather, in any
contradiction between other works and the Iggeres we should just assume that
Rambam had changed his mind from something he had written elsewhete. More
importantly, Rav Soloveitchik admits later (ibid., p. 324£f) that he had overstated
his case in at least one crucial issue. Later, he refers us to his website to a refu-
tation by a falmid (Hillel Novetskey). His response to what he (p. 352) calls
“trenchant criticism” ends with “This is my opinion; the reader is free to form
his or her own.” Certainly, we should form another opinion. No strong evidence
has been presented to cause one to doubt Rambam’s sincerity.

In the notes to his edition of the Perush HaMishnah.
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is unquestionably a foreign god.” It would seem that even Rambam’s un-
derstanding of fundamentals, carefully formulated in Mishneh Torah, was
not fully developed by him at the time he wrote Perush HaMishnah.

In the Perush HaMishnah he had promised an elaboration on the
prophecy of Moshe, and yet in the Moreh HaNevuchim (2:35) he says he
will not speak of it when discussing prophecy for it is really another phe-
nomenon. Apparently, even what he felt he could once discuss about
man’s potential in interacting with G-d, he no longer felt he could discuss
in the area of philosophy. It would seem, discussing what G-d is not—
M?7W—nhad replaced other explanations in Rambam’s mind.

Change of Heart

We have seen that in his pseudo-presentation of the Ikkarim in Hilchos
Teshuvah, he does not single out the thirteen principles of faith but inte-
grates them into a larger group of twenty-four types of people who forfeit
Olam Haba. 1n Perush HaMishnah, he elaborates on these concepts and says
that these beliefs must be held for one to be included within X2 23
X277 27W7 pon on ww. Here, however, he presents the beliefs as denials
of fundamentals and not in the positive way of requiring belief in order
for one to be included. It would seem this itself signifies a major change
of heart. He says that Sefer HaMada is for the presentation of yesode: emunalh
and in Hilchos Yesode: HaTorah he presents some of these i&karim in an
elaborate fashion. In describing what constitutes rejection, however, he
only defines simple principles. It would seem that only the rejection of
bonding with Israel and its beliefs actively, verbally, excludes one and sub-
jects him to Kares.6

With regard to eatlier 7&karim, the abstract presentation of the ikkarin:
of 1M 71 MX°XA is expanded upon in the first chapter of Hilchos Yesodei
HaTorah W07 NNMORD X7R XKD XY ...0°R¥1IT 907, but in the statement of
G-d’s existence in Hilchos Teshuvah we find something much more acces-
sible 27711 229 1RY L7198 QW PRY MR, Only the denial of fundamental
basic beliefs constitutes the violation, even though the z&karitself is dense
and abstract. This approach is true for all of the first four ikkarim.”

It would seem Rambam had moved away from expecting the individ-
ual to grasp abstract ideas.

6 See Hakirah 20, “Istrael’s Inheritance: Olam Haba.”
7 Note how in the Moreh (I:35) he explains that we start with belief and acceptance
and work our way up to 7Y 7.
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Change of Presentation - 12
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The different issues regarding 1" are presented in a 7 A% 1T X? (“not only
this, but also this”) fashion, of a more demanding abstraction of G-d. This
explains why mzn incorporates avodah zarah for by its practice the total
transcendence of G-d is lost. These are all steps in 17292 TW TR (there is
no existence beside His). It would seem with regard to this fifth /&kar of
avodah zarah there is a meaningful change. In Mishneh Torah, the principle
is very brief, and® it is not a matter of belief but of an action that demon-
strates a belief.? It is one who worships avodah garah as an intermediary.
This would seem strange, for if he worships it as a god, certainly it is
worse. Yet Rambam is precise. One who worships the idol with the belief
it is G-d would have beliefs that violate the earlier z&karim. Here we add
one who perhaps has sound hasbkafos with regard to the first four ikkarim
and would only worship an object as an intermediary. In the &karim,0
however, this concept is more broadly defined and apparently includes
that one must not believe that it is proper to worship them and one must
not believel!! they have 77N M2W (power and choice). In Mishneh Torah,
only the practice itself is a violation of the i&kar.12

In the fourth 7&kar Rambam had stated R¥%1 921 ,077772 ATPA R
POR 0" TR °NP2 X1 NP This language seems to leave room for

8 Asnoted in Hakirah 20, “Isracl’s Inheritance: Olam Haba.”

In the i&karim the operative phrase in Kappach’s translation is 072 ¥°37% D°v¥nR

128 which might mean to experience the Divine Presence, which would be quite

different from what he says here.

100 PRI ANYAWAY 10173 D09 1IN 17AV7 MR WK RT A9V RIW WA IO
77 91 MTIOT 2O9A0AT 202210 DIRONT T MINKAD AN R a2 19 U
,2VN IR KR 77°72 XD 0D 057 PR 2 NRIw02 0°YauIn oW o, 1an 2070w
R 92 MY MAWTAT 1IN 75907 17990 ROR 10K 02 A7 DOVIRR aMR YW PR
719V P R2 70T M LT 772y By IR R OWIAT 7000 A1 AN,

1 To the point of saying it openly. See Hakirah, “Israel’s Inheritance,” noted

above.

We should realize, however, that perceiving as a Y"1 is worse than ¥R who

saw it as a way of showing respect for G-d. Thus, his act may be the core of "2

1"V as Rambam refers to it (Hikhos Avodal Zarah 2:1)—meaning this is how

avodah zarah began, but as 7777 it has extended into more serious avodah zarah

which contains fundamentally faulty beliefs.
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Plato’s belief of primeval matter that coexists eternally with G-d. Accord-
ing to one manuscript, Rambam went back to explain the difference be-
tween the philosophical truth that he was stating and the fact that is stated
in the mikra and part of our mesorah but not part of this ikkar emunab.

INT2Y 77 7R, WA 2T N1 RN 1927 AW DN W D170 71007 90 v
,UPmIN TV R

73 K7 09012077 NYT 9% 2w MATR' PIv 2°20 2210 KW RN 7N
.72 9077721 SRR 1D TRV INIWNCRA DY UhmIn NN RIPW

He did not say that this /&kar is anything other than how he defines
it.!4 The first four skkarim are primarily what Rambam refers to in the
Moreb as “true beliefs”!>—absolute truths independent of the rules that
govern the universe G-d created and which can be understood about the
nature of G-d “after the acquisition of many kinds of knowledge.” Here
in Hilchos Teshuvah (3:7) he seems to reject Plato’s belief outright as a ne-
cessity for earning Olam Haba, 9% ¥ MR 1739 1R, Indeed, this is
how Kesef Mishneh (ibid.) learns and how he interprets Raavad’s under-
standing of Rambam.

Based on Moreh HalNevuchim 1:16, however, R. David Guttmann con-
tends the word X was specifically chosen to connote prime mover rather
than Creator.16 Moreover, I would add that the Sifre/ on 12315 om0 X7
relates MY to 71X "I DTN DR 127X 7770 02w DX 12 8w 71X and in fact
Raavad may see a reference to the S7fre in Rambam’s choice of words,
perhaps assuming that Rambam picks the term 71X based on the under-
standing of the S7frez. He thus comments:

TR 2173 R DDPOR MKW MR KR LPIWRIT 1725 WKW MINT 39
SWYY 7 WY QA2 M 2% TWIT 101 10 20T 20110 17 XYW KOK

He may not be interpreting what a "1 is, but commenting on what
may be Rambam’s intent in using the term M.

13" Shelot translates 1MM7p rather than a2 MMTP but interprets it to be referring

to 077 MATR. I am not convinced, however, that he or Kappach is correct. 1
refer readers to David Guttmann’s explanation of the hagahah but I believe Ram-
bam’s exact meaning is unclear.

See R. David Guttmann’s essay on how to read the hagahah and exactly why
Rambam does not want to change this /&kar. He proves from the use of 711vn
a7p *P7X that Rambam did not mean to exclude Plato’s concept.

See Moreh HaNevuchim 3:28 on true beliefs vs. necessary beliefs. All of them are
true but the first group is independent from Creation and deal with the nature
of G-d. See R. Sochaczewski’s essay in Hakirah 31. See also Hakirah 11, “Read-
ing Rambam in Haifa and Studying Rambam in Brooklyn.”

16 See David Guttmann’s essay.
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If that is the case, then Rambam even in Mishneh Torah does not brand
a Plato follower as a Pn. If Kesef Mishneh is correct, he has widened the
category of 1 in Mishneh Torah. 1f he is wrong, does this mean that this
belief is acceptable? In the opening of Hilchos Yesode: HaTorah, it would
seem that he does reject the concept of pre-existing matter when he says:

T9PY 2RI MIRAY 2157 AR 027 PR LN IR RITW DY Y 370 OX)
D12 RDY 1R 7Y 172% KT L,AINN 172597 DINRRIT 9D PRY NI BY
Raipalebmiplohy!

But others, and R. David Guttmann is amongst them, say that Ram-
bam everywhere only refers to ontological precedence—the first source,
the prime mover. Still, while this may be true—is there no loss of Olam
Haba in holding this belief? The language in the first z&karin Perush HalMl-
ishnah is similar to that in Hilchos Yesodei HaTorah. Perhaps, therefore, Ram-
bam has precluded Plato’s view already in the first i&kar, but if so, was it
really necessary to clarify his rejection of the view with a hagahah on the
fourth ikkar? Are we really sure Rambam wrote this hagahah that only ap-
pears in one manuscript?

There are several matters of uncertainty with this issue and without
their resolution, it is improper to make the radical suggestion that Ram-
bam was insincere. In the Moreh HalNevuchim (2:13), Rambam is quite ex-
plicit about the centrality to Judaism of G-d’s total gadmus. 1t is implausi-
ble that Rambam would countenance Plato’s view as acceptable in Juda-
ism, and it must be part of our zkkarei emunah—so if it is not in the first
four Ikkarim is it possible that it is to be found elsewhere? To answer this
question, let us now turn to the issue we raised at the beginning of this
essay. What happened to schar v'onesh?

The Substitute ITkkar

We noted at the onset, that Rambam seems to have substituted the 7&kar
of the immutability of Torah SheBe'al Peh, which he had originally included
in the overall i&kar of the immutability of the entire Torah, in place of
schar v'onesh. In fact, his splitting of this &karis not an artificial device, but
apparently another fundamental change in its own right. In the i&karim,
when he speaks of Torah SheBe'al Peh he merely speaks of the perushin
hamekubalim, the pshat in various pesukim that are not obvious meanings of
the mikra.'7 Indeed, this limited set should be rightly included under one

17 AWy 191 .7PMIEMY 7973907 °O7IRND 7210 201D RIT PIDY PNPY 1727 NYyna R
7712357 997 R O3 DR,
See Rambam’s introduction to Perush HaMishnah with tegard to perushim mekubalim.
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tkkar rooted in Torah She'beksav. The ikkar is only explaining that the
unique transmission of the Torah included no input from Moshe Rab-
benu—but is all from G-d.!8

Here in Mishneh Torah, Rambam has recast the i&kar of Torah SheBe'al
Peh adding 010021 P178 1130 72702 Wndm. To appreciate what Rambam is
trying to convey, we must look at his commentary to Avos (1:3):

IMYAY WK ,0IN A MR QW PITX TR QW ,2° AN W 27 AT v
AR2 M35 297 AT WD DR TR MK L 1IDON IRYY ,MRNT T WKW
WNIND W7 RY 9,570 TIPN QW PRI LY K9 5w 2w PRY wIDa
,ND 77121 DD 719 %3P0 .A7INT 12 WY AT 3T 17200 2w ey
YOATW 777 997 MPPIR TR 1927 ROW N1 L1770 PRI 2O0I DIRP°
72PN ROW 19w 93 ,0°82P17 700N AT AIMKRT DRT 0D - 910K 0 0n°
IRCLIT DY, DRR 12079779 1997 K? AWK 277 NWAK AR 19977 - 0977937
272 0an TR 9D XY L,ATING [0 M7 1R L2000 1T 0700 NN
N2 mhap R L,ARaRn DY PRI LTINT moua PRRR XY N0
DIRITLAIPAT MIMTATY MBPRT NIDYIT Do A 1we vTs AT el
*0h WD N5 19 03 0777 20N 52T 2137 ,997 NINTR 192 ’N
D9 AW A2 AT XY 322 9P° - NN OR WD I WROw
NXPY MI 7777w 27 KPR WP KDY 1990 9PV PRy 1R 9ORI7 10000
PIR2 IRTPY WK D217 MR ,MIRT NN AR K TR 9111 07X 212
oM, 7PN PRITY D700 DR 2w LRI - 00787 YR 11X - DRI
9an ,07R 937 ARTW 77 90 021N WD L1722 Y917 0 190 IR
X2" 121 "N v DY (XY 10 02127) 7PYN 1MIRY 71012590 0on% ynwn

121 "N

They interpreted their rebbi to mean'? that there was no schar v'onesh.
They accepted it, and thus saw no value in religion and made another
religion to give themselves power. This religion was totally of their own
making—only using the Torah script as an excuse to legislate. Is it a co-
incidence that they did not believe in this principle of reward, and now
they themselves (as the prototypes of those not believing in the mesorah)
are substituted by Rambam as a new i&kar?

8T am surprised that Dr. Shapiro saw this in any other light. See the Shapiro,

Sochaczewski debate.

His teaching was that one should not serve G-d on the condition of receiving a
079. Rambam explains 079 as something not earned and David Guttmann says
that he is basing himself on the principle that via G-d there is only 707. I under-
stood that he is explaining their mistake—that G-d does indeed give us what we
earn, and this is our soul and the benefit of our good actions—and only the
extra (a prize) should not be expected.
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According to Rambam, they argued even on zakanos and went much
further than what is described in the i&karim. We thus certainly cannot
understand him to be referring to them in the z&karim in the Perush HaM-
ishnab. 1 believe combining what he writes here with what we find in Avos
D’Rav Nosson (5:2) will clarify further what Rambam had in mind in the
Hilehos Teshuvah version of this new ikkar.

DN VI, PI2T2 PIW PAW 2°TAPN W 12 1R 110 WK DUNLIN
1IN IR 732 AR, MR R TIRTTAY .o TnPNR 20 7nhn 00 nhnb
L,RDR? 117279 179w 107 R2Y 0197 79 7ORD2 DD wyew qweR a7 727 >
LT OPIMIR 1 RYD, 20K DA W ,R 29 WO IPMAR PYTY PR
2V DOPITX PO PRITR [MIXID W 07 X0 AN 1 WD) 1Ty
B2 2777 “92) fOD B2 PRRARR M. 0IN°2 DWW Y 10N ,MTE QW
792 RIT NTITR: QORIN 21T KON QTR 7108 INYT 00T K9 ,27mY

2195 2T PR K27 291,77 QIR JARY PIYRR 1w 2D

Specifically, their mistake was that they understood there was no Olam
Haba and schar mitzvah mitzvah, meaning prosperity spurred by a Torah
lifestyle is all that exists. We can readily understand how this can happen.
Rambam (Hilchos Teshuvah 10:1-6) says that only the top Zalmidim can learn
the concept of avodah me'ahavah. Thus some, not being of sufficient stat-
ure, after reading all the deep philosophy of Rambam will claim that he
himself does not (') believe in Olam Haba.2® These talmidim walked out
feeling that the rabbis themselves are misleading the masses about the
mesorab that they themselves have. They thus told their followers to enjoy
the wealth that can be produced via the Torah in this world. This is w127
77An. While in the next i&kar the Christians who say the law has changed
are the prototype, here it is the purveyors of new movements within Ju-
daism—keeping the mitzvos, but denying what was the original intent,
denying the final goal of Olam Haba and legislating accordingly.

Changed Perspective

Our understanding of Olam Haba is only via the teaching of Chazal?' In
adding this zkkar of Torah SheBe'al Peh, Rambam, in fact, validates schar
v’onesh both in this world and in the World to Come.?? The scope, how-
ever, is much broader, ratifying other fundamental teachings of Chazal in

20 The Straussians referred to in the Shapiro—Sochaczewski debate.

2L 1In fact, even the first of the ikkarim were originally the domain of our own phi-
losophers, and part of our mesorah. See Moreh HalNevuchin (2:11) and Hakirah 8
“Tradition! Tradition? Rambam and the Mesorah.”

22 As Rambam presents their relationship in chapter 9 of Hilhos Teshuvah.
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defining the religion. One could have theoretically had a Judaism without
Olam Haba since the concept of avodah m’abavab is central to our belief.
We know, however, it exists from the teachings of Chazal. In fact, the
validity of the Torah depends upon it and 77°13, free choice—which is
707 7Y, “the pillar of the Torah”—is also related to it, as Rambam
explains in the fifth chapter of Hilchos Teshuvah.?> We do not say that one
who cannot conclude this on his own has failed in his understanding. It
is only that he does not rely on 7°3.

By a lack of acceptance of the early ikkarim, one is disputing some-
thing that is true based on philosophy. Even Aristotle accepted G-d’s ex-
istence and Unity. Elements of these i&karim were perhaps lost by the
time of Rambam, and he is able to reconstruct them based on Greek phi-
losophy?* as true beliefs that do not need a mesorah and can be recreated
via logic. By contrast, schar v'onesh of Olam Haba is not a philosophically
provable truth, nor is it explicit in the Torah as is Creation. Thus, our
belief in it comes under the category of accepting the religion of the rab-
bis. Rambam in the eighth chapter of Hilhos Teshuvah (8:1) in describing
Olam Haba bases it on 7w "0n, part of our tradition, Chachamin
Rishonim, the prophets and Dovid HaMelech. All these are 7°7°X2. In the
tkkarim, he had already pointed out that to contradict the coming of Ma-
shiach is to contradict what is explicit in the Torah. When asked about
Techiyas HaMesim, he has little to say—it is part of our mesorah.2> A subtle
change to Rambam’s thinking is in deciding that even less is to be ex-
pected to be understood conceptually than he earlier stated. It would seem
that Rambam has changed his perspective. While writing the Perush HaM-
zshnah he had more of a tendency to see aspects of our religion as philo-
sophically based, while later he saw them more as matters of mesorab.

With regard to the fourth i&kar, Plato’s position on kadmus is perhaps
precluded by simple pshat in QPR X712 MWK as Rambam says in Moreh
HaNevuchim. 1f one wishes to argue this point, as Rambam says is possible,
certainly it is precluded by our allegiance to 267°7°3 whose explanations

23
24

Hilchos Teshuvah 5:3. It too is not defined as an ikkar.

See R. David Guttmann’s essay where he explains, based on Moreb Nevuchim
1:71, how Rambam was concerned with proving G-d’s existence philosophically.
25 See Iggeres Techiyas HaMesim.

26 The only time Rambam uses the term X2 is in Hilchos Avodah Zarah 1:3 desctib-
ing Avraham Avinu’s discovery of the Creator 2377 X712 X)71. Perhaps the under-
standing began with Avraham. See Moreh 2:16 where Rambam emphasizes that
Creation is based on prophecy.
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are also part of the ikkarei emunab as stated in Mishneh Torah.? Just as the
first three zkkarim were philosophical concepts, the fourth did not incor-
porate yesh ’'ayin which is purely a matter known by the mesorah. Rambam
perhaps maintained this presentation in Mishneh Torah and perhaps not—
depending on our reading, as explained above.?8 With regard to these
readings, however, we need to add one more element. In Mishneh Torabh
there is no explanation of the philosophical truths Rambam deals with in
Moreh HalNevuchim. Here we do not know what we all now know but few
really understand—that time itself was created. This concept is at the root
of the understanding of the fourth z&kar. To us his statements in the first
halachos of Yesodei Torah and later in Hilchos Teshuvah imply an understand-
ing that precludes Plato and primal matter and his intent should be taken
as such—as we think in terms of precedence of time. Later in Moreh Ha-
Nevuchim, where we learn a bit of Maaseh Bereishis and Maaseh Merkavah,
and the readers can relate to a concept of ontological precedence, he ex-
plains clearly:

First Theory—Those who follow the Law of Moses, our Teacher,
hold that the whole Universe, i.e., everything except G-d, has been
brought by Him into existence out of non-existence. In the begin-
ning G-d alone existed, and nothing else; neither angels, nor spheres,
nor the things that are contained within the spheres existed. He then
produced from nothing all existing things such as they are, by His
will and desire. Even time itself is among the things created; for time
depends on motion, i.e., on an accident in things which move, and
the things upon whose motion time depends are themselves created
beings, which have passed from non-existence into existence. We
say that G-d existed before the creation of the Universe, although
the verb existed appears to imply the notion of time; we also believe
that He existed an infinite space of time before the Universe was

27 Much is made of the point that Rambam says that if Plato was proven we would

have to explain Bereishis according to Plato, thus implying this is a real possibility.
Dr. Shapiro considers it a contradiction to what Rambam writes a few chapters
away, of it being a fundamental of Toras Moshe. This, in fact, proves what Ram-
bam’s meaning is. On a theoretical basis, if Plato had been proven true then
Chazal would have handed down to us a somewhat different religion—but in
fact, it is impossible to prove Plato correct. The proof that this is his meaning is
that he later says that if Aristotle was proven we would have to rewrite our whole
religion; he obviously did not entertain the possibility of doing so. Aristotle can-
not be proven correct philosophically. Rabbi Sochaczewski answers along this
line in his original essay.

2 Depending on whether we accept R. David Guttmann’s or Dr. Shapiro’s or R.
Sochaczewski’s reading of Rambam in Mishneb Torab.
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created; but in these cases we do not mean time in its true sense. We
only use the term to signify something analogous or similar to time.
For time is undoubtedly an accident, and, according to our opinion,
one of the created accidents, like blackness and whiteness; it is not a
quality, but an accident connected with motion. This must be clear
to all who understand what Aristotle has said on time and its real
existence. (Moreh HalNevuchim 2:13)

Here we get the explanation of yesh »2'ayin as related to us by 17°3.29

DIMP DR

Turning back to Mishneh Torab, following 1 comes the new category
01MP*0R. This is made up of deniers of prophecy (#&kar 6), deniers of the
unique prophecy of Moshe Rabbenu (/&kar 7) and the denial that G-d
knows of man’s actions (#&kar 10). In Perush HaMishnah he had defined
O1MPOX consistently with the definition based on the Talmud.

,ATIN 22902 IR 77N DRI PR 301 ORAR 90 RO 0IRER N
DR 7127 X 7700 MTI0N PARK IRY M DY On02 7T av 2R %09
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In the Moreh, Rambam took the term to mean the group of Greek
philosophers who believed that the world is random (Moreh 3:17, 2:32)
and reject prophecy. Here in Mishneh Torah the definition encompasses
those who feel there is no connection between man and G-d; man cannot
know what G-d wants nor does G-d know what man does. While this
definition is in line with that in the Moreh, it also reflects the view ex-
pressed by Chazal—it is a rejection of the Judaism of the prophets and
the Chachamim. While the first principles were philosophical truths in need
of no mesorah, at this point Rambam begins with those parts of Judaism
that are based upon our mesorah. Primary in this is the concept that it is
possible to have a mesorah directly from G-d.

2 1Inanother essay, Hakirah 11, “Completing Creation,” I discuss the statement in

Moreh HaNevuchin whete Rambam says that the donkey seen by Bilaam was only
a vision he saw in a dream. Yet in Perush HaMishneh he describes it literally as
one of the ten things created bein HaShemashos. Sometimes Rambam just uses
the terminology of Chagal for the common man, and then in the Moreh he ex-
plains what Chaza/ meant by it. I believe that this is the point being made by R.
Moshe Maimon in Dr. Shapiro’s citation of him, also referred to by R.
Sochaczewski. When discussing those who mock Aggados Chazal in his Introdue-
tion to Perek Chelek Rambam notes their inability to discern language that has a
double meaning.
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Change in Organization

In the ikkarim, in 797, G-d’s knowledge (i&kar 10), the most essential
element is that G-d has not left the earth, which would seem preparatory
to schar v'onesh (11), which encompasses G-d’s bashgachah, and is followed
by Mashiach (12) and Techiyas HaMesinz (13). Thus, this last group of four
is G-d’s direct one-sided involvement with and guidance of man. It cul-
minates with Techiyas HaMesim, the final step of G-d’s involvement with
man. Rambam had been moving in that direction, starting with i&kar 6,
of prophecy and then through G-d’s teaching of the Torah (7, 8) through
Moshe Rabbenu. Here in Mishneh Torah he places 0¥ 7 eatlier® and his
language is more pointed than in the i&karizz, QIR °12 TWYN ¥7V. Here it is
meant to be perceived as part of a group that together defines G-d’s in-
teraction with man, with prophecy being viewed from the perspective of
man knowing of G-d. This is then to be followed by the culmination of
this reciprocal relationship in the giving of the eternal Torah.3! In this
presentation Mashiach (13) is the final step, rather than Techiyas HaMesim
(12) as we are dealing with a reciprocal relationship and the culmination
of it is with Mashiach the man leading Israel to closeness with G-d. Mish-
neh Torah as well ends with the description of man’s knowledge of G-d
that will exist in the days of Mashiach (Hilchos Melachin 12:5). &R

30 We might take him to mean what he says in Yesodei HaTorah, 370 191 7299
12 AN TA01 PIAW--2137 Y70, M8y ¥7. Perhaps this includes the universe as
emanation from G-d, and untelated to Reward, but G-d transcendent above it,
yet man is in constant contact with G-d. But then, perhaps it belongs eatlier, as
it is placed in Chapter 2 of Hil. Yesodei HaTorah, much before prophecy, and is
somewhat an element of the knowledge of G-d. This concept of AV’7 is not

presented in Hilchos Teshuvah. This understanding too is to be gained by the mesorab.
31 “Principles” 9, 10, and 11 in Mishneb Torah.





