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8 - DEVIATION FROM THE IKARIM
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A] The Strict Position of the Rambam
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When all these foundations are perfectly understood and believed in py aperson

he enters the community of Israel and onc is obligated to love and pity him and

10 act towards him in all the ways in which the Creator has commanded thatone

should act towards his brother, with love and fraternity. Even were he to commit
every possible transgression, because of lust and bccausg of bciqg overpowered
by the evil inclination, he will be punished according to his rebelliousness, but.}}c
has a portion [of the world to come]; he isone of the sinners of Isracl. Butifa
man doubts anv of these foundations, he leaves the community jof Isract],
denics the fundamental, and is called a sectarian, epikoros, and one who ‘cuts
among the plantings’. One is required to hate him and destrov him. About such
a person it was said, ‘Do I not hate them, O Lord, who hate thee?’ [Ps. 139: 21].

The Rambam’s Ikarim have enormous implications for the definition of who is and who is not a heretic, perhaps also for
who is a Jew. Certainly, according to the Rambam, rejection of any of the lkarim excludes a person from Jewish society
and from the World to Come

B] How strict is the Rambam really?
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The Rambam rules that someone who believes that Hashem has a body is a ‘min’ (heretic) and has no place in olam haba
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The Ra’avad objects on the basis that such a person is simply mistaken and cannot be called a ‘min’
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Rav Elchonon Wasserman brings the explanation of R. Chaim Brisker who says that the view of the Rambam is that ‘der
wos iz nebach a’apikorus iz euch a’apikorus’. Someone who through no fault of their own does not hold the required
beliefs of a Jew is still an apikorus. We feel bad for him but he simply lacks the raw material to get to olam haba
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Rav Elchonon disagrees and brings a proof from the tinok shenishba who is called shogeg and not an apikorus. He also
brings a contradiction from the Rambam himself when he writes about the Karaites
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The Rambam rules that whilst the original Karaites were apikorsim, their descendants are simply called tinokot
shenishbau and are not apikorsim. So how does Rav Elchonon understand the Rambam’s psak that the Jew who believes
that Hashem has a body is a min!?
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Rav Elchonon explains that the Rambam holds that such person is not just mistaken but is being totally foolish in holding
such a view. As such, he is to blame and is a min. By contrast, the Karaites were effectively ‘brainwashed’ and are not to
be blamed. Rav Chaim should however hold that a ‘nebach apikorus’ is not called tinok shenishba according to the
Rambam. What does Rav Chaim do with the Rambam’s psak on the Karaites?
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He has a different version of the Rambam in which it is clear that the Karaites are apikorsim but that we must try to be
mekarev them if we can. So what is the halacha?

C] Is the halacha like the Rambam?

We see a parallel machloket on the subject of lending on interest. It is permitted to lend to a ‘mumar’ on interest. But
what about the child of a mumar? The Nimukei Yosef holds that the child of a mumar who grew up knowing they were
Jewish and seeing other religious Jews around is not a tinok shenishba and we can lend to them on interest. However the
Shulchan Aruch and Rema do not rule this way
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The halacha in S.A. is it is forbidden to charge interest to such people and they are considered to be a tinok shenishba.
This is in accordance with the view of Rav Elchonon above.
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The Shach however has the other version of the Rambam - see above and rules against the Shulchan Aruch. This is in
accordance with the view of Rav Chaim above
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D] How accepted were/are the Ikarim?

D1] Total Acceptance

11. In formulating these principles, Maimonides went through the entire length and breadth of Jewish literature,
determining which principles were always taken for granted and are unique to Judaism. In clear concise
language he sets these down in the well-know 13 Principles. These Principles have been discussed for the past
800 years and are still accepted by all Jews as the one clear unambiguous creed of Judaism

Rav Aryeh Kaplan - Maimonides Principles p. 3
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Notwithstanding debate as to the inner meaning of the lkarim, the Munkacher Rebbe affirms total belief in the ‘pshat’ of
the Ikarim as a fundamental Jewish doctrine

13.

As we have already noted in our Overview, however, contrary
opinions notwithstanding, the Rambam’s onpy “wy nwbw — the
Thirteen Principles, have been accepted by all segments of the
Torah community as the authentic formulation of the Fundamen-
tal Principles of Torah Faith.?¢ It is universally recognized as defini-
tive halacha that firm belief in, and adherence to each of
these Thirteen Principles is the sine gua non of Torah faith, through
which — in the words of the Rambam — the individual will be
SxTwr 5933 sy — “accepted within the ranks of Israel.”2?

Torah Faith - The Thirteen Principles, R. Zechariah Fendel p314

14.

Based on all of the above, Torah u-Madda can only be viable if it
imposes strict limits on freedom of inquiry in areas that may undermine
the rnK mpw 3. Then, Torah u-Madda will have the opportunity to
represent itself as an authentic and historical tradition in Jewish thought.

R. Yehudah Parnes, “Torah U-Madda and Freedom of Enquiry”, Torah U-Madda Journal Vol I (1989) p71
We also see this assumption of the 13 lkarim as the base line of hashkafic Orthodoxy in the Modern Orthodox world.
This comment in a 1989 article from a Modern Orthodox journal gave rise to a serious objection from Professor Marc
Shapiro and ultimately to his book, the Limits of Orthodox Theology

15.
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The Thirteen Principles of Falth

Historically, Judaism never separated belief
from performance. In the Torah, the command-
ment to believe in God is not stated differently
than the commandment to lend money to a
fellow Jew in need, or to refrain from eating non-
kosher food. As the centuries rolled by, however,
philosophical speculation and dogmas of faith
became prevalent among other religions and, in
time, began to influence a number of Jews, To
counteract this trend, medieval Rabbinical
authorities felt the need to respond by defining
the principles of Judaism. The ‘Thirteen
Principles of Faith® are based upon the
formulation of Rambam [Maimonides] in his
Commentary to Mishnah (Sanhedrin, ch. 10) and
have achieved virtually universal acceptance.

Artscroll Siddur p178
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D2] Acceptance of the Principles but debate as to whether they are Ikarim for Olam Haba

16.
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Torat HaShabbat, Rav Shlomo Goren p570
Rav Goren understood that the Rambam himself subsequently rejected the lkarim in his Mishne Torah and abandoned the
concept of lkarim which exclude a person from Klal Yisrael. Rav Goren’s position is not shared by many (any?) others.
1t is also clear that the Rambam revisited and updated the lkarim AFTER writing the Mishne Torah, which does not seem
to imply a rejection on his part of the lkarim approach

17.

It should be stressed that all Torah scholars agree on the
validity and significance of the Principles. However, some of
the Rambam’s contemporaries questioned whether a lack of
awareness of or belief in several of the Principles would
result in an actual estrangement from Judaism.

Fundamentals and Faith, based on lectures of R. Yaakov Weinberg, p18

18.

Every Israelite is obliged to believe that everything that is found in the
Torah is absolutely true, and any one who denies anything that is found
in the Torah, knowing that it is the opinion of the Torah, is an un-
believer; as the Rabbis say in chapter “Helek,”? that anyone who says,
the whole Torah emanates from the divine Being except one verse, which
Moses said on his own authority, is liable to the imputation charged in
the biblical expression, “Because he hath despised the word of the Lord,”?
and is classed among those who deny the divine inspiration of the
Torah. But a person who upholds the law of Moses and believes in its
principles, but when he undertakes to investigate these matters with his
reason and scrutinizes the texts, is misled by his speculation and in-
terprets a given principle otherwise than it is taken to mean at first sight;
or denies the principle because he thinks that it does not represent a
sound theory which the Torah obliges us to believe; or erroneously
denies that a given belief is a fundamental principle, which however he
believes as he believes the other dogmas of the Torah which are not
fundamental principles; or entertains a certain notion in relation to one
of the miracles of the Torah because he thinks that he is not thereby
denying any of the doctrines which it is obligatory upon us to believe by
the authority of the Torah,—~a person of this sort is not an unbeliever.
He is classed with the sages and pious men of Israel, though he holds
erroneous theories. His sin is due to error and requires atonement.

We find such opinions expressed by some of the ancient sages of Israel.

R. Yosef Albo, Sefer Halkarim - 1:2
Many other traditional Jewish authorities did not draw as rigid doctrinaire lines as the Rambam on the definition of who
is a heretic
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The Radvaz also rules that someone who is mistaken in a key issue of hashkafa is not a heretic

20. It appears that in compiling divergent lists of principles Maimonides, Crescas, and Albo are not so much in
disagreement with regard to substantive teachings or the need to accept these teachings as divinely revealed
truths (although there do exist disagreements with regard to the nature and status of some of these principles),
as they are with regard to what it is that they are endeavoring to formulate.

Rabbi J. David Bleich, In Perfect Faith, p. 18

21.
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Rav Kook ruled that a person who doubts the lkarim is not a heretic unless they reject them clearly and brazenly

Professor Menachem Kellner wrote an important work on this in 1999 - Must a Jew Believe Anything' - in which he
posits that Rambam’s classification of lkarim as what includes and excludes a person from Klal Yisrael is historically
anomalous and unwelcome in society. The book was critically reviewed by Rabbi Dr David Berger’. Rabbi Berger
argues that Kellner’s thesis is historically untenable and, at the end of his article, argues that red lines of hashkafic
exclusion are important

22.

It is not the case that classical Tudaism adapted an ‘anvthing gocs®

[ Mishnah Sanhedrin x. 1, therefore, ought not to be seen as anattempt
attitude towards matters of beltef. The rabbis functioned in a context in

to lay down a self-conscious system of dogfia for Judaism or set up.a

which who was and who was not a Jew was relatively clear, and in which
there was a broad consensus concerning matters of religious belicf and
very little attempt to pin down and codify the details of that religious
belicf. Persons who violated that theological consensus were probably
considered up to a point as simply strange, and after some point as having
placed themselves outside the community altogether. The attitude of the

rabbis towards matters of theology, it would seem_was more laissez-faire
than totaliv umnrerested.

theological test tor adimission to the world to come. It does, however.,
represent part of what is the first récorded theological debate in Judaism,
that between the Sadducees and Pharisces, and as such is certainly 2
harbinger of things to come,

23.

Prof. Kellner, Must a Jew Believe Anything pp 28-30

Let us begin ar the beginning. It is perfectly evident that Hazal did
not present us with a Maimonidcan-style creed. At the same time, it is
also evident that they did regard the denial of specific theological propo-
sitions as grounds for cxclusion from the world to come. When Kellner
has completed his discussion of the “one possible exception™ to his rule,
he has shown that Mishna Sanbedrin 10:1 is not a work of systematic
theology but has done nothing ro undermine the obvious and unaveid-
able reality, to wit, that it excludes from the world to come prople who
deny resurrecuon and the belief that the {orah is from Heaven. Even if
we were to endorse the debatable assertion that only people who adver-

tise their denial forfeit cternal felicity, the fateful acrion would remain
nothing more than a statement of disbelief in a dogmatic proposition.
Now, it may well be that the Rabbis were impelted to single out
these doctrines in the wake of attacks by Sadducees and other sectarians
{p. 36), but this position docs titrie to salvage Kellner's overall argument.
1t means that the Rabbis did bekieve that membership in good standing
in the community of Isracl rested on certain aries of faith, Since they
were indeed not interested in systematic theology, they did not arnculate
these principles until they were challenged. but once chalienged, thev

fleshed out 2 position that thev had always taken for granted.

Rabbi Dr Berger, Review of Must a Jew Believe Anything, Tradition 33:4 p 83

1. http://www.amazon.com/Must-Believe-Anything-Second-Afterword/dp/1904113389/ref=sr 1 1?s=books&ie=UTF8&qid=13142

07555&sr=1-1

2. Book Review of Kellner’s ‘Must a Jew Believe Anything”: Tradition 33:4 (1999)
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24. No one, not even Moses, has properly observed all 613 commandments. All Jews, therefore, are on the same
continuum, from those who obey more to those obey fewer. There is no absolute ‘in’ or ‘out’ here, saved or
damned, orthodox or heretical. Rather, the question becomes: where on the continuum does one stand, and in

which direction is one going

Prof. Kellner, Must a Jew Believe Anything p 114

25. Despite all this, there are important aspects of Kellner's argument with which I feel deep sympathy. I would very
much like to believe that the assertion that so-and-so has no portion in the world to come is not meant to deny
God any leeway to consider other merits in making a final determination. I believe that we should deal with
non-Orthodox movements, including their leadership, with respect and civility.? And I agree that the "limits of
historical Jewish consensus" are sometimes no less important than "heresy" as a criterion of acceptability; such a
standard enables us to exclude a particular position from the community without declaring that its adherents are

prime candidates for perdition.

Unlike Kellner, however, I use, even insist upon, terms like "legitimate" and "authentic." We have an obligation
to maintain the boundaries of the faith bequeathed us by our ancestors, and we cannot do this by describing
even fundamental deviations as points on a continuum. Let me illustrate this point in a very personal way. In my
mid-teens, I experienced periods of perplexity and inner struggle while reading works of biblical criticism. While I
generally resisted arguments for the documentary hypothesis with a comfortable margin of safety, there were
moments of deep turmoil. I have a vivid recollection of standing at an outdoor kabbalat Shabbat in camp
overwhelmed with doubts and hoping that God would give me the strength to remain an Orthodox Jew. What
saved me was a combination of two factors: works that provided reasoned arguments in favor of traditional
belief and the knowledge that to embrace the position that the Torah consists of discrete, often contradictory
documents was to embrace not merely error but apikorsut. If I had been told by a credible authority that there is
nothing a Jew really must believe and that the only danger was that I would move to a different point on a

continuum, I am afraid to face the question of what might have happened.

Finally, an unanticipated consequence of the refusal to draw red lines may well be the fostering of intolerance
within Orthodoxy itself. Since every orthodoxy - indeed, every coherent movement - must have boundaries,
setting them in a reasonable place encourages respect for differences within those boundaries. Refusing to set
them at all may well lead to the blurring of the central and the peripheral, the ikkar and the tafel, and lead to the
position that virtually all deviations delegitimate. It hardly needs to be said that this danger is very much with us.

Rabbi David Berger - Tradition Magazine 33:4 pp. 86-87
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Rav Moshe Feinstein uses key hashkafic issues from the lkarim to differentiate between Conservative and Reform and
non-practicing Orthodox. He rules that the Conservative movement are tinokot shenishbau and did not have the severe
dinim of an Apikorus brought by the Rambam in Chap 3 of Hilchot Mamrim. Nevertheless, the option of kiruv is not
application on ‘their turf’ - Conservative shuls etc. On the contrary, he considers there to be an imperative of separation

from their heresies.
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D3] Debate as to the Truth of the Principles

27.

The Thirteen Principles are a very conservative document, yet the sources
discussed by Kellner focus overwhelmingly on disagreements with Maimon-
ides over whether certatn Principles are acrually ‘roots’ of Judaism — an entirely
semantic issue—rather than with the correctmess of Maimonides’ funda-
mental theological views. As Kellner puts it, ‘the plethora of competing
systems reflects not conflicting views of the nature of Judaism, but a dispute
concerning the nature of dogmas or principles of faith.® For the scholars on
whom Kellner concentrates, Maimonides’ thirteen tenets are correct, cven if
many of them do not qualify as ‘principles’—that is, as theological positions
upon which Judaism stands or falls. My concern. in contrast, is with those
scholars who thought that Maimonides’ Principles were wrong, pure and
simple.

Prof Marc Shapiro, The Limits of Orthodox Theology (London, 2004)
Professor Marc Shapiro wrote another important book on the issue in 2004 - The Limits of Orthodox Theology’ but his
agenda is quite different to that of Prof Kellner. He is examining to what extent the views of the Rambam on these
principles were accepted by other authorities over the centuries. The book is detailed and well researched. What is

harder to glean from it however is the extent to which the divergent opinions brought by Prof Shapiro were ever accepted
by the mainstream

28.

This goal of this essay was to examine the claim that Maimonides' principles were the last word in Jewish
theology. Simply by looking at traditional Jewish sources, and many more could have been quoted, it has been
shown clearly that both before Maimonides' time and after, many of his views were not been regarded as
authoritative. The fact that Maimonides placed the stamp of apostasy on anyone who disagreed with his
principles did not frighten numerous Rishonim and Aharonim away from their search for truth. The lesson for
moderns is clear

Prof Marc Shapiro - “The Last Word In Jewish Theology? Maimonides 13 Principles”: Torah U-Madda Journal, Vol. 4
(1993) p213

29.

While the issues 1 have discussed are not part of the traditional curriculum,
1 believe them to be central to a proper understanding of Judaism. Together
with the turn to the right in Orthodoxy, which has led to increasing stringency
1 many areas of halakhah, an ever-increasing dogmatism n matters of belief
is also apparcnt. Many vicws that were once generally considered *acceprable’
are no longer regarded in this way. If, as with the original article, controversy

I wrote this book to examine the claim that Maimonides’ I’nnmplcs are the
fast word in Jewish theology. Simplv by looking at mdmonal Igwash sources,
I believe it has been clearly demonstrated that many of his Principles were not
regarded as authorfative. exther before his time or a&cmzds The fact ‘h‘f‘
Maimonides placed the stamp of apostasy bn anyone who dxsagmcd with his
Principles did not frighten away Rusperous great sages from their search for

truth. The lesson for moderns is clear.

Prof Marc Shapiro, The Limits of Orthodox Theology p 158
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The Chatam Sofer ruled that, notwithstanding earlier debates on what is the proper hashkafic position, there is now a

psak in hashkafa (following the majority) just as there is a psak in halacha. It is no longer legitimate to rely on a
minority view which has since been rejected

3. http://www.amazon.co.uk/Limits-Orthodox-Theology-Maimonides-Reappraised/dp/1906764239/ref=sr 1 2?ie=UTF8&qid=1314
207441&sr=8-2
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31.

In terms of the entire book, he said that the main problem was that

D(. S!Iapim documents how many rishonim disagreed with one of the 13
Pqnc:pis or another, but does not make the noint that those who disagree
with one generally agree with the nthers. Although one can find a rishon
who disagrees with any specific principle, we have an overwheleming
majority vof rishonim who agree with the 13 Principles as they are we
find 10 rishon at all who claims that there are no princinles or that the
Rambam's 13 are completely untrue: and some even claim that the error
a?{ the Rambam is that he omitted additional important ones. Therefore,
it is not onlv modern Orthodoxy that considers the 13 normative, it is
the consensug of the rishonim. "

R. Shneur Leiner, aishdas.org 3/12/04

32.

On the book’s last page, Shapiro writes of the book’s significance in the context of reigning trends in Orthodoxy.
“Together with the turn to the right in Orthodoxy, which has led to an increasing stringency in many areas of
halacha, an ever increasing dogmatism in matters of belief is also apparent” (p. 158). Shapiro apparently sees
this volume as an important resource against this dogmatism, and indeed it is. If R. Joseph B. Soloveitchik can
be accused of heresy for writing that secular Zionists acquired the land of Israel through building an altar of
factories (a homiletic expression of their dedication) and if Rav Kook can be termed a well known heretic, then
the misuse of the term “heresy” has gotten out of hand. More recent misuse of the term “heresy” includes
attacks on the revadim approach to gemara learning and the banning of books that portray the human
dimension of biblical heroes. Yahadut can accommodate a good deal of diverse opinion and even sharp debate
without anyone being branded a 4ofer.

However, Shapiro makes no reference to a danger found on the opposing point of the Orthodox spectrum. Under
the influence of modern relativism and epistemological skeptics, many contemporary writers attempt to deny the
significance of dogmas in Judaism altogether. Tamar Ross argues that Rav Kook views Jewish beliefs as having
only instrumental value but not as cognitive truths. She argues for a position in which we view Buddhism,
Christianity and Islam as equal manifestations of the same truth as Judaism. Menachem Kellner published a book
arguing that beliefs are not a basis for deciding who is part of the religious community........ No doubt, adherents
of the Orthoprax approach will be quick to utilize Shapiro’s work as a support. Had Shapiro also kept this second
extreme in mind and taken steps to more forcefully combat it, he would have written a better book ..............

If Judaism demands halachic practice without an ideology of belief to justify that practice, then such mitzvah
performance becomes reduced to mindless behaviorism. If we admit the need for a background structure of
beliefs but hold that those beliefs radically change over time, then it becomes meaningless to talk of the ongoing
tradition of Judaism. Imagine a “save the whales” organization consistently maintaining the same policies even
as its ideology shifts from a concern for animals to a belief in whales as deities. Despite the group’s unchanging
practice, they could hardly be considered the same group as before. Likewise, a Judaism that maintains halachic
observance but drops traditional conceptions of God would actually be an entirely new entity. When kashrut
changes from the command of an omniscient, benevolent God to a folk practice of the Jewish people, a la
Mordechai Kaplan, the shift in ideologies justifying observance is too dramatic to talk about the continuity of
Yahadut ...........

Let us say for the sake of argument (although I think it true as well) that Torah and 7anach clearly assume free
will and that denying free will makes a mockery of the concepts of mitzvot and sekhar ve-onesh. Can we not
consider determinism incompatible with Judaism just because one rishon was a determinist? It seems reasonable
to me to suggest the following three criteria for the illegitimacy of a doctrine. We should consider a doctrine
illegitimate only when all three criteria are met. 1) Almost no rabbis of stature in Jewish history taught this
doctrine. 2) The doctrine conflicts with other Torah ideals or the simple thrust of 7anach and Chazal. 3) The
conflict with Torah/Chazal revolves around a matter of momentous import. Denying that the prophet Ovadyah
existed might meet the first two criteria but be judged not monumental enough to meet the third criteria.
Denying the Egyptian exodus, on the other hand, could meet all three. Although we should not be quick to
employ this veto, we should reject some maverick and problematic positions taken by recognized authorities.
Two examples that come to mind are R. Crescas’ determinism and Rambam’s linking reward and punishment
solely to intellectual achievement (assuming that this correctly portrays Rambam’s position (in e.g. Guide
3:17-18). Both can boast of an extremely small number of adherents, both fly in the face of the spirit of 7anach
and Chazal and both address a matter of immense significance. Why cant we reject those positions as
incompatible with Judaism even if a truly great rabbinic voice uttered them?

R. Yitzchak Blau, Review of The Limits of Orthodox Theology, Torah U-Madah Journal 12 (2004)




