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PREFACE 

THis book is an attempt to discuss what a modem Jew can 
believe. By putting the question in this way it is not 

suggested that the twentieth century Jew is necessarily 
ill-disposed towards religious faith, still less that Jewish 
beliefs must be watered down in some way and made 'attractive· 
in order to win his grudging adherence. One of the most 
interesting aspects of present-day Jewish life is the search for a 
deep and abiding faith on the part of intelligent Jews and 
Jewesses. It is becoming increasingly evident to such people 
that Judaism is a religion and not only what is vaguely referred 
to as a 'way of life'. 

There are, however, obstacles to belief in some of the classic 
expressions of the Jewish Creed in those areas where the facts 
about the universe, presented by new knowledge, contradict 
some of the older formulations. In these areas it is futile to 
invoke the principle of faith or to contrast it with reason. A 
complete acceptance of ancient formulations where these run 
contrary to the facts is a sacrifo:ium intellectus which the author, 
and he hopes many of his readers, does not believe Judaism 
demands. 

Nowhere is the conflict between the facts and the older 
formulation seen more clearly than with regard to Maimonides· 
eighth principle of faith - that the Torah is divine. To give up 
this principle is to abandon Judaism as a religion. But to 
accept it in the way it is formulated by the great mediaeval 
sage of Cordova is to tie Judaism down to fundamentalism 
and obscurantism. This is not, of course, to denigrate Maimon
ides by suggesting that he was an obscurantist. On the contrary, 
the remarkably courageous manner in which he grappled with 
the intellectual problems of his day and his passionate striving 
for a viable synthesis between what was then the new knowledge 
and the old, provides sufficient evidence that if Maimonides 
were alive today and familiar with the range of present-day 
Bible studies he would face the issues with that same fearlessness. 

Much of what is presented here is not particularly original. 

viii 



PREFACE ix 

Mter all, distinguished thinkers have faced this kind of problem 
for a long time now and have had many wise and helpful 
things to say. But, so far as I am aware, no attempt has hitherto 
been made to present systematically the thirteen articles of the 
Jewish faith in reinterpreted form. These articles are here 
considered in the light of the fresh discoveries in the fields 
of Bible and Talmudic research and in the history of the Jewish 
religion. The approach is theological but every effort has been 
made to be true to history. New philosophical trends, particu
larly existentialism and linguistic analysis, have been considered 
and, in part, utilized for the purposes of reinterpretation. 
The author does not believe that the rabbi has any special 
competence in these fields. He is convinced that rabbi and 'lay
man' (the latter term is, after all, unknown in the classic 
Jewish tradition) must cooperate in discovering the message 
of Judaism for our day. When William Temple collaborated 
in a similar volume in the light of his faith, the contributors 
were criticised for attempting to provide a hypothetical layman, 
'Mr. ]ones', with a palatable feast. Temple replied: 'It was 
not my aim to provide Mr. ]ones with food. I am Mr. ]ones 
asking what there is to eat'. 

The first chapter is introductory. In it the history of Creed 
formulation in Judaism is considered. Each of the following 
thirteen chapters deals with one of Maimonides' articles and 
treats it from the point of view of the present state of our 
knowledge. But the opinions of the great mediaeval thinkers 
are duly noted and discussed. Needless to say, the scope of 
the inquiry is so vast that it would be pretentious for an author 
to imagine that he has given all the answers or even asked 
correctly all the questions. My ambition has been the far more 
modest one of trying to formulate my own personal faith and 
presenting the results to interested readers as a basis for further 
debate and discussion. The final chapter contains a summary 
of the tentative conclusions reached. The 'excursi', which are 
interpolated throughout each chapter, contain biographical mat
erial and elaborations of points raised in the text. In them 
cross-references from chapter to chapter have been almost en
tirely avoided, so that there is a duplication of the bibliographies: 
however, this is an advantage for those readers who wish to 
study in isolation from the rest of the book. 



X PREFACE 

A word perhaps ought to be said regarding theological 
thinking. One often hears the claim put forward that Judaism 
has no theology. If this means that, for the reasons stated in 
this book, there have been very few systematic and highly 
organised authoritative statements of what Jews must believe, 
the claim has much truth. But if, as one suspects, it is put for
ward as an encouragement for Jews to be unconcerned with 
theological topics the results of heeding such a claim may well 
prove disastrous. Judaism is not a form of behaviourism. All 
the practices of traditional Judaism are buttressed by faith. 
For the precepts to possess religious value they must be carried 
out as the Word of God. 

The religious position I have tried to sketch in this book 
is that of modernism within traditional Judaism. In its recogni
tion and acceptance of the Halakhah this position may be called 
'Orthodox• or 'Neo-Orthodox•, if the terms are interpreted 
(as, indeed, they are in some parts of the Jewish world) to 
cover practice alone. If, on the other hand, the term 'Orthodox• 
is tied to its etymology and is thereby made to cover complete 
acceptance of the mediaeval standpoint then I am not 'Orthodox. • 
But a major theme in this book is that the fundamental principles 
of the Jewish faith have always received fresh interpretations 
so that the picture of a completely static system of beliefs 
handed down from age to age reaching back to Sinai is, in any 
event, false to the facts of history. Judaism, it has frequently 
been noted, is, if seen with a historical perspective, a dynamic, 
not a static, faith. For all that, continuity between past and 
present must be preserved and the eternal va.Iues of the faith 
expressed. How this is to be done is one of the major theological 
issues in Jewish religious thought. It is unlikely that all 
religious Jews will ever agree on the correct solution to the 
problem. Certainly only a visionary will imagine that something 
like complete agreement will be forthcoming in our generation. 
But every addition to the discussion brings the solution a little 
nearer. If this book serves as some minute contribution to the 
aim all faithful Jews have at heart - the increasing power of 
Judaism in bringing men to God - the author will be well 
satisfied. ' 
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[I] 
INTRODUCTION 

I N the year 1889 there appeared, in London, the first issue 
of the Jewish Quarterly Revie:w, edited by Israel Abrahams 

and C. G. Montefiore. The editors frankly state that they 
lay no claims to satisfying an obvious and long-felt need since 
the Anglo-Jewish community has evinced no desire for a 
magazine dealing with Jewish history, literature and theology. 
Nonetheless the editors express the hope that their new 
venture will provide a medium in which scholars may register 
the results of their research and theologians the results of their 
thoughts. Interestingly enough the first issue opens with an 
essay by the famous Jewish historian, Graetz,. entitled: 'The 
Significance of Judaism for the Present and the Future'. This 
essay by one of the foremost representatives of the historical 
school, dealing with the basic ideas of Judaism, may well serve 
as a starting point for a discussion on the meaning of the Jewish 
Creed in present-day Judaism. 

Graetz points out that Judaism demands severe sacrifices 
from its followers but readiness to sacrifice for an ideal can 
only be inspired by the strongest convictions that it is true. 
The author addresses himself to this question. How can a 
sceptical and critical generation become possessed of such 
convictions? To do this a generation must know the essence of 
Judaism, must be aware of Judaism's characteristic qualities, by 
which it is distinguished from other forms of religion. In other 
words, Graetz is here searching for a definition of the basic 
principles of the Jewish faith. 

However, Graetz remarks at the outset that he is not at all 
happy about the term 'the Jewish faith', though it is not too 
clear what it is in the term which arouses his ire. Defining 'faith' 
as the acceptance of an inconceivable miraculous fact, insuffici
ently established by historical evidence, he proclaims that 
Judaism has never required such a belief from its adherents. 

1 
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Yet he goes on to speak of judaism as 'not a mere doctrine of 
faith' (italics mine), thereby implying that some kind of faith 
is required. The historian's argument becomes somewhat 
clearer as it develops but it is impossible to deny that his whole 
presentation suffers from the ambiguity of his definition. This 
point is worth more than a passing notice. The dangers of 
ambiguity lurk unpleasantly near in any attempt at interpreting 
Jewish belief in the light of modern thought and knowledge, 
which is only another way of saying that the problem of inter
preting Judaism in a way in which justice is done to both tradition 
and progress does not lend itself to an easy solution. 

Graetz quotes with approval Renan' s aphorism that Judaism 
is 'a minimum of religion', saying that it hits the mark, 'not 
only in the sense that Judaism demands few, or no, articles of 
faith, but also in the sense that its centre of gravity is not to be 
found in the religious sphere'. By the latter statement Graetz 
presumably means that the scope of Judaism is far wider than 
the range covered by ritual. As William Temple said, God 
is interested in many things apart from religion. His first 
statement is far more open to question. As we. shall see, the 
question of the dogmas of Judaism cannot be dismissed so 
lightly. Be that as it may, Graetz quotes, as evidence of 
Judaism's minimum of religion, such sayings as Micah's: 
'Thou askest what the Lord requires of thee? Only to do justly, 
and to love mercy, and to walk humbly with thy God' (Mic. vi. 
8). Another example is Hillel' s answer to the heathen who 
asked him .what was the quintessence of Judaism: 'That which 
is hateful unto thee do not do unto thy neighbour. This is the 
whole of the Law; all the rest is but commentary on this text' 
( Sahb. s la). Similarly, in the second century the Council of 
Lydda ruled that, under certain circumstances, the precepts of 
the Torah may be transgressed in order to save one's life with 
the exception of three: avoidance of idolatry, avoidance of 
unchastity, and, finally, avoidance of murder (Sank. 74a). 
Thus there are two elements in the essence of Judaism, the 
ethical and the religious, each possessing a positive and a 
negative side. The ethical includes in its positive side, love of 
mankind, benevolence, humility, justice, and in its negative 
aspects, respect for human life, care against unchastity, subdual 
of selfishness and the beast in man, holiness in deed and thought. 
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The religious element in its negative aspects includes the 
prohibition of worshipping a transient being as God and to 
consider all idolatry as vain and to reject it entirely. The positive 
side is to regard the highest Being as one and unique, to worship 
it as the Godhead and the essence of all ethical perfections. 
The two elements are intimately connected. The divine per
fection gives the ideal for the moral life. 

Herein lies the unique character of Judaism. It is in the 
union of the ethical and the religious from its first revelation 
that Judaism differs from other religions, including Christianity. 
Can this doctrine, Graetz asks, have lost its influence ? He 
answers with an emphatic negative. The world still desperately 
needs ethical monotheism, and Judaism alone can provide 
this in its purest form. Furthermore, absolute monotheism is 
rationalism. It required a high stage of cultivated intelligence 
to arrive at the conviction that Baal and Zeus were abomina
tions, as Judaism called them. Idolatry only appears absurd 
today because Jewish rationalism fought against it. The ruling 
creed, says Graetz, is likewise anthropolatry with cathedrals, 
cloisters, and pilgrims' shrines dedicated to it. 'The only 
defenders of true monotheism, in other words, of rationalism 
in religion, are still the adherents of Judaism'. In fighting words 
Graetz continues that Judaism, which is throughout rationa
listic, is the sole stronghold of free thought in the religious 
sphere. While 'millions of men still recognise a representative 
vicar of God on earth, whose words they credulously accept as an 
infallible oracle' there are still enough phantoms to be banished 
from the temples of the nations and the hearts of men. 

Finally, in his cOncluding paragraph. Graetz observes: 'Of 
course, Judaism contains an elaborate ritual besides these ideal 
principles, which, unfortunately, owing to the tragic course of 
history, has developed into a fungoid growth which overlays 
the ideals. But originally the ritual in its pure form had its 
justification, and was intended to surround and protect ideals 
in themselves of an ethereal nature. It must be reserved for a 
later article to explain the manner in which the ritual was 
adapted to the ideal'. 

Graetz's 'later article' appeared in the second volume of the 
Jewish Quarterly Review ( 1890, pp. 257-269). Significantly 
enough, in the first volume, Solomon Schechter's famous essay 
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on the dogmas of Judaism had also appeared but Graetz refuses 
to discuss the question of 'what may be considered orthodox 
or heterodox in Judaism·. His lack of interest in this kind of 
question (one with which this book is concerned) is evidenced 
by the rather glib paraphrase of the Rabbinic teachings con
cerning one who 'denies that the Torah is from Heaven• as 
( Graetz calls this 'in modern phraseology•) 'doubt in the super
natural' I According to Graetz, in spite of Schechter, Moses 
Mendelssohn' s dictum that Judaism only judges actions and not 
religious opinions remains unshaken. All Graetz's nineteenth 
century rationalism is contained in his remark: 'Whether an 
intelligent Jew finds more happiness, assurance, and solace 
from his convinced belief in the ideal principle of Judaism and 
its ethical consequences than a Russian or Polish Chasid from 
the mechanical performance of some ritual ceremony, and from 
a vague messianic hope is purely a matter of sentiment'. (It 
is automatically and gratuitously assumed that the Chasid's 
performance will be mechanical and his messianic hope vague). 
'Taking as my guides•, continues Graetz, 'the Bible, the Talmud, 
and the intelligent rabbis, I have endeavoured to prove that 
this fundamental principle must be sought for in ethical idealism 
(humanity in the highest sense of the word) and in pure 
rational monotheism, adverse to all mysticism and diffigurement' 
(italics mine). 

The ritual side of Judaism is not, according to Graetz, in 
the first place an end in itself but a means to an end. For one 
thing it helps to keep alive the national memory of past glories 
and thereby provides Jews with a profound sense of their 
destiny. Only in this way can Israel be constantly reminded 
of its lofty role in God's scheme. Ideals, even the highest, die 
away unless they are tied to the concrete. Ethical monotheism 
is no exception. Furthermore, the ritual has a preservative 
value. It weaned the Jews away from polytheism and kept them 
apart as a holy people from pagan contamination. Graetz 
calls these ceremonies 'prophylactic'. They were intended to 
keep Jews free from religious and, particularly, ethical con
tamination. No doubt some of them had base, even pagan, 
origins but even these were assimilated or metamorphosed by 
the spiritual energy of Judaism which stamped its mark on all 
it found. 
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Therefore. and here comes the most radical part of Graetz' s 
theory, the ceremonial character was not endemic in the Bible 
(with the exception of the book of Leviticus which, for Graetz, 
contains a 'foreign' element, unlike the 'beautiful book of 
Deuteronomy' which tends to reduce the ceremonial part of 
religion). Only in post-exilic days did Judaism receive a 
ceremonial character. 'The pure well-spring of Judaism, the 
Bible, was so buried under all this accumulation (of ritual 
laws) that it almost seemed to have disappeared altogether'. 
The conclusion would seem to be that for Graetz the ceremonial 
side of Judaism is unimportant. But this is certainly not t:Pe 
historian's intention. In this very essay he dwells on its value 
and he is known to have kept the ceremonial law in his own 
private life, to the extent, it is said, of not even carrying a 
handkerchief into the street on the Sabbath. His appeal is 
rather for the recognition of this side of Judaism as being 
subordinate to its essence, pure ethical monotheism. 

Since Graetz wrote his essay the world has lived with devasta
ting global wars, concentration camps, gas chambers, the 

'horrors of genocide and totalitarianism. and all the depravities to 
which human beings can sink. An over-optimistic view of human 
potentialities is therefore suspect. In the age of Earth and a 
fresh interest in Kierkegaard and other existentialist heroes, 
rationalism itself is on the defensive. In a generation accustomed 
to Otto's 'Numinous' the identification of Judaism with the 
'purely rational' can do little service for the ancient faith and is 
unlikely to be given a sympathetic hearing. The immense 
literature produced on Hasidism in the late nineteenth and 
twentieth century reminds us that there is something here of 
lasting appeal and renders Graetz' s adverse judgement hope
lessly superficial. The real interest today in mysticism 
(a natural consequence, as Dean Inge has said, of the decline 
of authoritarian religion) only serves to give prominence to 
Graetz's blind spot, evidenced in all his writings, including his 
massive History, on this important manifestation of the religious 
life. A search for the essence of Judaism conducted in the mid
twentieth century cannot afford to leave out significant areas of 
human experience. For all that, Graetz's attempt is relevant. 
His essay is open to criticism on many counts but his recognition 
is sound that in the Talmudic statement concerning the three 
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precepts for which martyrdom is demanded is contained the 
basic formulation of Judaism's essence. Historically considered 
this is the formulation of the principles nearest to the realities 
of Talmudic Judaism. But 'faith', in the sense of 'creed', and 
'ritual', in the sense of 'mitzwak' (divine command), are also 
basic to what has been called 'traditional Judaism'. The various 
formulations of a Jewish Creed have undoubtedly been in 
answer to the contemporary needs of earlier Jewish communi
ties but they, too, have had their effect in moulding the Jewish 
spirit during the past thousand years. It is for this reason that 
the more fruitful approach to the question of what a modem 
Jew can, and should, believe, is to be found in an examination 
of Maimonides' Creed, with the all-important proviso that 
Maimonides' formulation requires much re-interpretation 
and revision in the light of the new knowledge God has given 
to man since the twelfth century. 

Reference has been made to Schechter' s essay on the dogmas 
of Judaism. Graetz, as we have seen, virtually ignores Schech
ter's hint that the modem Jew desperately needs a detailed 
Creed. Schechter' s essay was republished in his 'Studies in 
Judaism', First Series, Jewish Publication Society of America, 
Philadelphia, 1905 (reprinted in the Meridian Books edition, 
New York, 1958, pp' 73-104). In the Introduction to the 
'Studies' Schechter develops the idea of a theology for the 
modem Jew. Prominent in Schechter's presentation is the idea 
of 'Catholic Israel' - that the 'norm as well as the sanction 
of Judaism is the practice actually in vogue'. This means that 
the possibility of reinterpreting Judaism is not to be denied 
since it is neither Scripture nor early Judasim which is the real 
guide for Jews but rather Scripture as interpreted by generations 
of Jews. Schechter admits, however, that in unguarded moments 
the 'old Adam' still asserts itself in him, causing him to rebel 
against the new rival of revelation in the shape of history. The 
theology of the historical school, observes Schechter, may 'do' 
for his generation but he neither hopes nor believes that it will 
do for those who come after him. We who have come after 
him are faced with a mighty dilemma. We can either try to 
reject totally all the insights of the historical school, without 
much hope of success, and go back to a dogmatism without 
roots in Jewish history, or we can try to build a Jewish theology 
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based on firm historical foundations. For a historically minded 
generation the first alternative is impossible. Having been 
introduced to ·the conception of Judaism as a dynamic rather 
than static faith, with its institutions developing in and through 
the historical processes of the Jewish people and the nations 
with whom it came into contact, we are convinced that there 
are truths here it would be obscurantism to deny. On the other 
hand, many of us share Schechter's concern for the poverty of 
historicism. It is Judaism as a living faith, not only as a happy 
hunting ground for the student of antiquities, that we require. 
We agree with Schechter that there are dogmas in Judaism. 
But we must try, at least, to take up the matter where Schechter 
left off and ask ourselves what these dogmas are and if and how 
they can be re-interpreted for the Jew of today. This book is 
only ari attempt to examine in turn each of the thirteen principles 
of Maimonides and to try to discover the permanent truth in 
each, while recognising that in such a re-interpretation questions 
of fact are involved, namely, the facts discovered through the 
pious labours of thousands of researches into Jewish sources 
and origins. Before proceeding to the task it is necessary to 
follow Schechter in sketching briefly the history of dogma in 
Judaism. To this the remainder of the chapter is devoted. 

* * * 
EXCURSUS 

For the literature on the subject of Dogma in Judaism v. the sources 
quoted in Schechter's notes; M. Mendelssohn's 'Jerusalem', 
Gesammelte Schriften, 1848, Vol. 8, pp. 819 ff.; David Neumark: 
'Toledoth Ha-'Iqqarim Be-Tisrael', Vol. 1, Odessa, 1912, Vol. 2, 
Odessa, 1919; J. Abelson's trans., with an Introduction and notes, of 
Maimonides' formulation in JQR (Old Series), Vol. XIX, 1907, 
pp. 24 ff.; M. FriedUinder: 'The Jewish Religion', 2nd. ed., London, 
1900, pp. 19-281; Morris Joseph: 'Judaism as Creed and Life', 
London, 1908, pp. 89-50; Kaufmann Kohler: 'Jewish Theology', 
Macmillan, New York, 1925, pp. 19-28; J. Holzer: 'Mose Mai
muni's Einleitung zu Chelek', Berlin, 1901; Leo Baeck: 'The 
Essence ;of Judaism', trans. by V. Grubwieser and L. Paul, London, 
1986, pp. 1-76; article 'Articles of Faith' by Emil G. Hirsch and K. 
Kohler in JE, Vol. 11, pp. 148-152; article by Samuel S. Cohon 
'Creed' in UJE, Vol. 8, pp. 40()-4()8; Carol Klein: 'The Credo 
of Maimonides', Philosophical Library, New York, 1958; Hartwig 
Hirschfeld: '<?reed (Jewish)' in Vol. 4, pp. 244-246; B. Felsenthal: 
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'Gibt es Dogmen im Judenthum?' in Yearbook C.C.A.R., Vol. 8, 
1898, pp. 64-73; Max L.- Margolis: 'The Theological Aspect of 
Reformed Judaism• in Yearbook C.C.A.R., Vol. IS, 1903, pp. 
184-308, followed by discussion; Discussion on above in Yearbook 
C.C.A.R., Vol. 15, 1905, pp. 83 ff; 'Christianity and Judaism 
Compare Notes· by Harris Franklin Roll and Samuel S. Cohon, 
Macmillan, New York, 1927, Part 11, Chapter Ill, pp. 45-67. 
Adolph Harnack's 'History of Dogma: trans. by Neil Buchanan, 
Dover Publications, New York, 1961, is, of course, indispensable 
reading for the Christian approach. 

* * * 
The discussion begins with the statement attributed to 

Moses Mendelssohn that Judaism has no dogmas. It is not 
too clear what exactly Mendelssohn intended to convey. He 
himself suggested that the formal Jewish Creed, containing 
the thirteen principles of the faith, should be taught to school 
children, although he was prepared to substitute 'I am con
vinced' for 'I believe·. One thing is certain. There are far too 
many Jewish teachings on the value of correct belief and far 
too many attempts at the classification of articles of faith to 
allow the superficial 'dogma of dogmalessness• to be accepted. 
The Oxford English Dictionary gives two definitions of 'dogma•. 
The first is 'an opinion; a belief; a tenet or doctrine'; the 
second 'the body of opinion formulated and authoritatively 
stated'. Since there has never been, in Judaism, a central 
authority moved to formulate a Creed there are no dogmas 
in the second sense in Judaism. But dogma in the first sense is a 
very different matter. 

The Bible contains no definite command or injunction to 
'believe•, but beliefs concerning God and His revelation to man 
are implied throughout the Biblical books. Under the influence 
of Greek thought Philo ( b.c. 20 B. C. E.) was the first Jew, so 
far as we know, to formulate articles of faith. After describing 
the teachings of the early chapters of Genesis Philo sums these 
up as follows : 'By his account of the creation of the world 
of which we have spoken Moses teaches us among many 
other things five that are fairest and best of all. Firstly that the 
Deity is and has been from eternity. This with a view to 
atheists, some of whom have hesitated and have been of two 
minds about His eternal existence, while the bolder sort have 
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carried their audacity to the point of declaring that the Deity 
does not exist at all, but that it is a mere assertion of men 
obscuring the truth with myth and fiction. Secondly, that God 
is one. This with a view to the propounders of polytheism, who 
do not blush to transfer from earth to heaven mob rule, that 
worst of evil policies. Thirdly, as I have said already, that the 
world came into being. This because of those who think that 
it is without beginning and eternal, who thus assign to God 
no superiority at all. Fourthly, that the world too is one as 
well as its Maker, who made His work like Himself in its 
uniqueness, who used up for the creation of the whole all the 
material that exists; for it would not have been a whole had it 
not been formed and consisted of parts that were wholes. For 
there are those who suppose that there are more worlds than 
one, while some think that they are infinite in number. Such 
men are themselves in very deed lacking in knowledge of things 
which it is good to know. Fifthly, that God also exercises fore
thought on the world's behalf. For that the Maker should care 
for the thing made is required by the laws and ordinances of 
Nature, and it is in accordance with these that parents take 
thought beforehand for children. He that has begun by learning 
these things with his understanding rather than with his 
hearing, and has stamped on his soul impressions of truth 
so· marvellous and priceless, both that God is and is from 
eternity, and that He that really IS is One, and that He has 
made the world and has made it one world, unique as Himself 
is unique, and that He ever exercises forethought for His 
creation, will lead a life of bliss and blessedness, because he has 
a character moulded by the truths that piety and holiness enforce'. 
('De Opificio Mundi', trans. F. H. Colson and G. H. Whitaker, 
Loeb Classical Library, 1949, Chapter LXI, pp. 185-187). 

·It is worthy of note that Philo's five principles have been 
formulated in response to views current in his day which he 
felt to be against the spirit of the Jewish faith. In other words, 
his statement of what a Jew should believe is conditioned by the 
special denials of his age, which required to be comba~ed. This 
was to happen again and again in the history of Jewish Creed 
formulation. It was never a question of examining the classical 
sources of Judaism in an objective manner in order to discover 
the basic principles of Judaism. This would have been an 
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almost impossible task since the Biblical sources are neither 
speculative nor systematic but organic and dynamic. It was. 
rather a question of emphasising the ideas and beliefs which 
required to be stressed as principles of faith in a given age 
because it was in these areas that the challenge to the Jewish 
spirit was felt to be acute. In reality this is only another way 
of saying that dogmas in the Catholic sense, for instance, are 
impossible in Judaism because Judaism has no Church, no 
central authority with the power to formulate. beliefs. (On this 
v. Auguste Sabatier: Outlines of a Philosophy of Religion Based 
on Psychology and History', Harper Torchbook Edition, New 
York, 1957, Book Ill, Chapter 1, pp. 223-237. On Philo's 
formulation cf. H. A. W olfson: Philo, Harvard University 
Press, 1948, Vol. I, pp 171 if., and 312 ff). Philo's idea that 
there is only one world is based on Plato's argument from an 
ideal model which Philo has recast in accordance with Jewish 
monotheistic belief. In this case it is not so much a question 
of Philo combating a challenge as incorporating into his 
system an idea, then widely accepted, which had formerly 
been debated. In any event, our argument is not affected, that 
Philo's formulation has to be understood not in abstract but 
against the background of contemporary thinking. 

The question of principles of faith in the Rabbinic literature 
is more complicated. We have noted above Graetz's recognition 
that in the statement of the three offences for which martyrdom 
is demanded by the Rabbis we have a formulation of the basic 
principles of Judaism. Another relevant passage is that dealing 
with the famous preachment of the third century Palestinian 
teacher, R. Simlai (Makk. 23b-24a). Here we are told that 
Moses received on Sinai six hundred and thirteen precepts but 
that David (Ps. xv) reduced them to eleven. (The meaning 
is undoubtedly that by keeping the eleven principles of David 
the Jew will, in fact, be led to the keeping of all the other 
precepts. This applies to all the examples of 'reductions' 
given in this passage). Isaiah reduced them further to six 
principles (Is. xxxiii. 15-16), Micah to three (Micah vi. 8), 
Isaiah again to two (Is. lvi. 1), and Amos ( v. 4) to one great 
principle. Finally, it is said that it was rather Habakkuk who 
reduced them all to one great principle - 'But the righteous 
shall live by his faith' ( Hab. ii. 4). 
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Another relevant passage is that concerning the acceptance 
of proselytes to the Jewish faith ( Teb. 47 a-b). Before a prospec
tive proselyte is accepted he is informed that Israel 'at the 
present time' are afflicted and despised. If he replies : 'I know 
and yet am unworthy' he is immediately accepted and is given 
instruction in some of the minor and some of the major com
mandments. It is noteworthy that in the passage, beyond a 
homiletical interpretation of Naomi's plea to Ruth in which the 
former tells her daughter-in-law that Jews are forbidden 
idolatry, there is no reference to beliefs. Maimonides (Hil. 
• 'Issure Bi'ah', XIV. 2), however, adds that he is to be told 
the principles of the faith, namely, the unity of God and the 
prohibition of idolatry. This is Maimonides' own addition, 
probably based on the actual practice of his day, but the Com
mentaries remark that this is either an obvious demand or 
that it is implied in the homily on Ruth ( v. Encyclopedia 
Talmuditk, Vol. VI, p. 430, note 43). 

The locus classicus, however, for the question of fundamental 
beliefs in Judaism, so far as the Rabbinic literature is concerned, 
is the Misknak in tractate Sankedrin (X. 1): 'All Israelites 
have a share in the world to come ... And these are they who 
have no share in the world to come: he that says there is no 
resurrection of the dead in the Torah (i.e. that the doctrine is 
without foundation) ; and he that says that the Torah is not 
from Heaven; and the Epicurean ( 'epiqoros). R. Akiba says : 
• Also he that reads the external books (i.e. books not included 
in the canon of Scripture; the meaning is probably that he reads 
them in public, thereby suggesting that they enjoy Scriptural 
authority), or that utters a charm over a wound and says: "I 
will put none of the diseases upon thee which I have put upon 
the Egyptians : for I am the Lord that healeth thee" (Ex. xv. 26)' 
Abba Saul says: 'Also he that pronounces the Name (the Tetra
grammaton) with its proper letters'. 

* * * 
EXCURSUS 

The term 'epiqoros, obviously derived from the name of the philo
sopher Epicurus is, in the Rabbinic literature, applied with no 
reference to its origin but to one who is licentious and sceptical. 
Y. S. J, Rapoport: • • Erekk Millin', Prague, 1852, s.v., p. 181; 
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Encyclopedia Talmuditk, Vol. 11, s:o. pp. 186-7; Judah Bergmann: 
'Skene Skemotk We-Goralam' in 'Ha-'A.m We-Ruko', Jer. 1987, pp. 
64-69; Ephraim Shmueli: 'Faith and Heresy' (Heb), Tel-Aviv, 
1962, pp. 163 ff.; J. Kaempfin MGWJ, Vol. 12, 1863, pp. 143-148; 
]. Oppenheim in MGWJ, Vol. 18, 1864, pp. 144-149; G. Deutsch in 
JE, Vol. I, pp. 665-6; J. Bergmann in UJE, Vol. 4, pp. 186-7. 
josephus ('Antiquities', Book X, 11. 7, Loeb Classical Library, 
trans. Ralph Marcus, 1951, pp. 811-318, cf. 'Contra Apionem', 11 
19, Loeb, trans. H. St. ]. Thackeray, p. 865) uses the term in the 
older sense as referring to the followers of the Greek philosopher: 
'the Epicureans, who exclude Providence from human life and 
refuse to believe that God governs its affairs or that the universe is 
directed by a blessed and immortal Being to the end that the whole 
of it may endure, but say that the world runs by its own movement 
without knowing a guide or another's care'. Cf. Acts xvii. 18. It is 
remarkable that the root paqar is used in the Rabbinic literature 
to express 'abandonment' e.g. of property, as in the word hephqer, 
also in the sense of casting off moral and religiou~ restraints. 
This led Buxtorf and others to suggest that the root is a derivative 
from 'epiqoros. Oddly enough Maimonides ( Misknah Commentary to 
Sank. X. 1 ) suggests that the root is a Semitic one and that the 
word 'epiqoros is derived from it. The 'epiqoros is the person who 
'abandons and despises the Torah and its students'. Etymologically 
this can hardly be correct. But the root paqar is clearly Semitic, 
like baqar, cf. the term kebhqer fot kepkqer in Pe' ah VI. 1. The 
resemblance in sound to 'epiqoros is purely coincidental but led to a 
close identification between the two. Although Maimonides 
connects the word with the root paqar, he knows of the existence 
of Epicurus, whom he quotes in his 'Guide', Ill. 17, unless it be 
that Maimonides did not know of the Greek philosopher when he 
wrote the Commentary to the Misknah in his youth. Rapoport 
says that the name 'epiqoros is 'well-known to us as referring to 
anyone who denies religion or one of its great principles, whether 
belonging to the written or the oral Torah'. The 'Encyclopedia 
· Talmuditk' defines it as 'one who, out of abandon, despises the 
Torah and its students, both in deed and in opinion'. In the Tan
naitic period the 'epiqoros was generally identified with heretical 
opinions, v. Misknah Sank. X. 1 and 'A.bkotk 11. 14. In the Amoraic 
period he was identified with one who· shows flagrant disrespect 
to· the Rabbis, v. Sank. 99b. In the post-Talmudic period the term 
was used in various senses until eventually it was used in a very 
loose fashion to signify one who holds any kind of heretical belief. 
In the Rabbinic literature the 'epiqoros is vehemently denounced to 
the extent that his life is forfeit - 'they may be cast in (into a pit) 
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and need not be brought out', v. Maimonides, Yad, Hil. 'Eduth, 
Chapter 11, 10. It is, however, extremely doubtful if this is more 
than anti-sectarian preachment. There is no record anywhere 
in the Talmudic literature of a practical application of the law 
that the heretic's life is forfeit, v. the remarks of Louis M. Epstein: 
'Marriage Laws in the Bible and Talmud', Harvard University 
Press, 1942, pp. 214-215. Present-day religious authorities such 
as the 'Hazon 'Ish' and Rabbi Kook, embarrassed by these state
ments, suggest that they do not apply in modem times either 
because they will have the effect of increasing heresy or because 
the older type of 'epiqoros is unknown, v. Encyclopedia Talmudith, 
lac. cit. notes, S0-40. 

* * * 
Schechter is undoubtedly correct in pointing to the semi

Halakhic (legal and obligatory) nature of this passage in the 
Mishnah. It is not to be compared with Aggadic (homiletical) 
passages in which a person is said to be excluded from the 
world to come for this or that offence, such as putting a neigh
bour to shame in public. These are almost certainly hyperbole 
whereas the statement in the Mishnah is recorded as part of this 
authoritative summary of Judaism. The Mishnah here excludes 
the following offenders from the world to come: 

( 1 ) One who denies the resurrection of the dead. 
( 2) One who denies that the Torah is divine. 
( 3 ) The 'epiqoros. 
( 4) One who reads the external books ( R. Akiba). 
( 5) One who utters a charm over a wound ( R. Akiba). 
( 6) One who pronounces the Name ( Abba Saul). 
The last three are offenders in deed rather than belief. They 

throw light on the other three. It seems clear that we do not 
have in this Mishnah an early Rabbinic attempt at formulating 
a Creed so much as a warning against false opinions and 
religiously harmful practices current in the time of the Mishnah. 
Here the principle we noted with regard to Philo operates. 
Dogmatic formulations in Judaism generally appear to have 
been made in response to a particular situation in which 
certain ideas, challenged by sectarians, needed to be stressed. 
Particular stress is then placed on these ideas without necessarily 
suggesting that other unchallenged beliefs were of lesser 
significance .. As Schechter notes, all the Rabbis looked upon 
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such beliefs as the advent of the Messiah or divine Providence 
as basic in Judaism. The real impetus to Creed formulation was 
given in the Middle Ages when Jewish thinkers had to face 
the challenge presented by Greek philosophic thought, by 
Christianity and by Islam. It then became essential to define 
Judaism and to dwell on its unique features. It is somewhat 
ironic that the earliest formulations of Jewish Creeds in the 
Middle Ages were by Karaites, themselves sectarians and 
rebels against Rabbinism. They were the first Jews to come 
into close contact with non-,Jewish systems. Later Rabbinic 
formulations had the additional motive of combating Karaism. 

The most important formulation of articles of faith by a 
Rabbinate is, of course, that of Moses Maimonides ( 1135-1204) 
in his Commentary to the Mishnah (actually to the section 
of the Mishnah in tractate Sanhedrin we have just considered). 
Maimonides' Thirteen Articles of the Faith are: 

( 1 ) Belief in the existence of God. 
( 2) Belief in God's unity. 
( S ) Belief in God's incorporeality. 
( 4) Belief in God's eternity. 
( 5) Belief that God alone is to be worshipped. 
(6) Belief in prophecy. 
( 7) Belief in Moses as the greatest of the prophets. 
( 8) Belief that the Torah was given by God to Moses. 
( 9) Belief that the Torah is immutable. 

( 10) Belief that God knows the thoughts and deeds of men. 
( 11 ) Belief that God rewards and punishes. 
( 12) Belief in the advent of the Messiah. 
(IS) Belief in the resurrection of the dead. 
Maimonides concludes his statement of these principles with 

this observation : 'When all these principles are in the safe 
keeping of man, and his conviction of them is well established, 
he then enters 'into the general body of Israel', and it is 
incumbent upon us to love him, to care for him, and to do for 
him all that God commanded us to do· for one another in the 
way of affection and brotherly sympathy. And this, even 
though he were to be guilty of every transgression possible, by 
reason of the power of desire or the mastery of the base natural 
passions. He will receive punishment according to the measure 
of his perversity, but he will have a portion in the world to 
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come, even though he be of the 'transgressors in Israel'. When, 
however, a man breaks away from any of these fundamental 
principles of belief, then of him it is said that 'he has gone out 
of the general body of Israel', and 'he denies the root truth of 
Judaism'. And he is then termed 'heretic' ( min) and 'un
believer' ( 'epiqoros) and 'hewer of the small plants' ( v. Hag. 14b), 
and it is obligatory upon us to hate him and cause him to perish, 
and it is concerning him that the Scriptural verse says: "Shall 
I not hate those who hate thee, 0 Lord?" ( Ps. cxxxix. 21) '. 

The emphasis of Maimonides is on faith, on correct belief as 
the supreme value. ·The believing sinner is included in 'the 
general body of Israel'. The unbeliever is excluded. It may well 
be, though this is nowhere stated explicitly by Maimonides, 
that this thinker's aim in stressing the supreme value of correct 
beliefs is tied up with his general philosophy, based on Aristote
lean modes, of the immortality of the soul. Only that part of 
man is immortal, on this view, which has engaged in speculative 
reasoning concerning the metaphysical truths regarding God. 
It is the intellect acquired by this reasoning process- the 
'active intellect'- which alone is immortal. It would seem to 
follow that only the philosopher can attain to immortality but 
as a devout Jew Maimonides is unable to accept this proposition. 
The Mishnah to which his comment is attached states clearly 
that every Israelite has a share in the world to come. In order 
to get round the difficulty Maimonides provides the unreftective 
Jew with certain basic beliefs of a metaphysical nature. By 
accepting these the Jew has acquired for himself some measure 
of divine truth and this suffices to provide him with a degree 
of the 'active intellect'. This theory has been advanced by 
Julius Guttmann ( 'I-Ia-Philosophia Shel I-Ia-Yahaduth'- Hebrew 
translation ofhis earlier German work- ]er. 195S, pp. 165-166) 
who suggests that Maimonides' aim was to provide a minimum 
of recognition of truth for the non-philosophic Jew, since in 
Maimonides' Aristotelean opinion it is only by the intellectual 
perception of metaphysical truth that the soul of man can 
acquire immortality. S. Urbach ('The Philosophical Teachings of 
Crescas'- Hebrew- ]er. 1961, p. 26, note 29) rather cavalierly 
dismisses this as 'philosophical homiletics' but Guttmann may 
well be right for all that, particularly since Maimonides 
deals at length with the Aristotelean view of immortality 
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and its acquisition in this very comment to the Mishnah in 
Sanhedrin. 

Although the Commentary to the Mishnah was written by 
him in his youth, Maimonides remains consistent in all his 
subsequent work. In his Code Maimonides elaborates on 
the heretics who are excluded from the 'general body of Israel' 
and from the world to come ( Yad,Hil. Teshubhah, Chapters, 
6-14): 'The following have no share in the world to come but 
are cut off and destroyed and punished for ever for their great 
wickedness and sin: The Minim, the 'Epiqorsin, those who 
deny the Torah, who deny the Resurrection, the coming of the 
Redeemer, the apostates, those who cause many to sin, those 
who separate themselves from the ways of the Community, 
those who sin with a high hand like Jehoakim, the informers, 
those who terrorise the public for purposes other than the sake 
of Heaven, those who shed blood, the slanderers, and those who 
remove the sign of circumcision.' 

'Five are called Minim: One who says that there is no God; 
that the world has no Controller; one who agrees that the world 
has a Controller but believes that there are two or more; 
one who says that there is one Lord but that He is corporeal 
and has a likeness; also one who says that He is not the First 
and the Rock of all, also one who worships a star or planet and 
so forth as an intercessor between him and the Lord of the 
Universe. Each one of these is called a Min ("sectarian")'. 
'Three are called 'Epiqorsin: One who says that there is no 
prophecy at all and that there is no knowledge which reaches 
to the hearts of men from the Creator; one who denies the 
prophecy of Moses our Teacher; and one who says that the 
Creator does not know men's deeds. Each one of these three is an 
'Epiqoros. Three are deniers of the Torah: One who says that the 
Torah is not from God, even if he refers to no more than one 
verse or one word, saying that Moses spoke it of his own accord, 
he is a denier of the Torah. The same applies to one who denies 
its explanation, namely, the Oral Torah, or, like Zadok and 
Boethus, denies its teachers. The same applies to one who says 
that the Creator changed one precept for another so that even 
though the Torah did once come from God it is no longer valid, 
like the Christians and the Muslims. Each one of these three is a 
denier of the Torah.' 
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Maimonides goes on to record the other types of offences 
he has listed and concludes : 

'Each one of the twenty-four persons we have counted, even 
if he is an Israelite, has no share in the world to come. There 
are lesser offences than these concerning which the Sages 
nevertheless said that one who is accustomed to do them has 
no share in the world to come and it is right to be remote from 
them and to take care against transgression. They are : Giving 
one's neighbour an opprobrious nickname; calling him by that 
nickname; putting him to shame in public; obtaining honour 
at the expense of a neighbour's shame; despising scholars of 
the Torah; despising one's teachers; despising the festivals; 
profaning sacred things. The statement that all the above have 
no share in the world to come applies only if they died without 
repenting. But if they turned from their wickedness before 
dying they are repentant sinners and belong to the world to 
come for nothing can stand in the way of repentance. Even one 
who had denied the basic principle of judaism all his days has 
a share in the world to come if he repented at the end, as it is 
said: "Peace, peace, to him that is far off and to him that is 
near, saith the Lord, and I will heal him" (Is. lvii. 19) .' 

The thirteen principles of Maimonides eventually became 
authoritative for the majority of Jews, even though various 
subsequent thinkers challenged Maimonides' formulation. An 
indication of their significance is that they are found today in 
most traditional prayer books in two forms. (It goes without 
saying that their appearance in the prayer book was responsible 
in large measure for their very wide acceptance). The first of 
these is the Yigdal hymn (The Authorised Daily Prayer Book, 
ed. S. Singer, p. 2) composed in Italy about the beginning of 
the fourteenth century, probably by Daniel ben Judah of Rome. 
The second is in prose form (Singer's P.B. pp. 89-90), almost 
certainly fashioned on Islamic models, in which the statement 
of each article begins with the words ' 'Ani M a' amin' - 'I 
believe'. This first appeared in 1517 and was incorporated 
into many liturgies. Its author is unknown. This formulation 
is less precise, and philosophically far less adequate, than either 
Maimonides' original version or that of the Yigdal hymn. 
It should be noted that a catechism of the • 'Ani Ma'amin' type 
was completely unknown until then in judaism. The liturgy 
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certainly contains numerous ideas implying ·beliefs but this 
is the first attempt to introduce into Jewish practice a formal 
recital of abstract beliefs and, almost certainly, owes much to 
non-Jewish influences ( v. Neumark, op. cit., Part II, p. 161). 

As has been said, various Jewish thinkers took issue with 
Maimonides, either because they believed that his reduction of 
the principles to thirteen was unjustified, since everything in 
the Torah is of equal importance, or because they disagreed 
with his particular formulation and favoured a different one. 
Prominent among the critics was Hasdai Crescas ( 1840-1410) 
in his ''Or 'Adonai', 'Light of the Lord' (Vienna, 1859, 
Hatza'ah, p. 8b; Book II, Introduction, p. 27b; Book Ill, 
Introduction, p. 61a; Book IV, Introduction, p. 85a. Cf Neu
mark op. cit. Part 11, Chapter 9, pp. 168-175; H. A. Wolfson: 
'Crescas' Critique of Aristotle', Harvard University Press, 
1929, note 1, p. 819; S. B. Urbach: 'The Philosophical Teach
ings of Crescas•- Hebrew- Jer. 1961, pp. 25 tf. ). For Crescas 
the basic belief in God - that He exists, is One and is incor
poreal- is in a class by itself. In addition to this basic belief 
there are three categories of beliefs: ( 1) Fundamentals, without 
which the Jewish religion is inconceivable. These are: (a) 
God's knowledge of His creatures, (b) His Providence, (c) His 
power, (d) Prophecy, (e) Freewill, (f) the Torah leads man 
to his true hope and final bliss. ( 2) True opinions. These are 
divided into beliefs which are independent of any particular 
precept and beliefs dependent on a particular precept. To the 
first type belong: (a) Creation, (b) the soul is immortal, (c) 
Reward and Punishment, (d) Resurrection, (e) the immut
ability of the Torah, (f) Moses, (g) that the High Priest had 
the oracle of the Urim We-Tkummim (Ex. xxviii. 80), ( k) the 
Messiah. Of the second type are : (a) beliefs. implied in Prayer 
and the Blessing of the Priests, (b) beliefs implied in Repent
ance, (c) beliefs implied in the Day of Atonement and the other 
Jewish Festivals. Anyone who denies one of the 'fundamental 
beliefs' or one of the 'true opinions' is an unbeliever, the only 
difference between the two categories being that the Jewish 
faith is inconceivable without the first but not without the 
second. ( 8) Probabilities. These are opinions which Crescas 
discusses on the basis of Jewish teaching, arriving at certain 
conclusions which he is convinced are correct. Nevertheless 
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since these conclusions are neither obvious nor simple, one 
who arrives at different conclusions, though he is mistaken, 
is not an unbeliever. These 'probabilities' are thirteen in 
number (was Crescas influenced here by Maimonides' number 
thirteen ? ) : (a) Is the world eternal ? (b) Are there many 
worlds ? (c) Are the spheres living creatures? (d) Have the 
stars an influence over human destiny? (e) Is there any efficacy 
to charms and amulets ? (f) Do demons exist? (g) Is the 
doctrine of metempsychosis true ? (h) Is the soul of an infant 
immortal ? ( i) Paradise and Hell, (j) Are the Rabbinic 'Works 
of Creation' ('M a' aseh Bereshith') and 'Works of the Heavenly 
Chariot' ('M a' aseh Merkhabhah') to be identified with 'Physics' 
and 'Metaphysics'? (k) the nature of comprehension, (l) the 
First Cause, (m) can the true nature of God be comprehended ? 
All these are discussed in the older sources of Judaism but 
Crescas is aware that there are no simple answers to the 
problems raised. Consequently, one who does not accept the 
right opinion here is not an unbeliever. 

Crescas thus differs from Maimonides, not in the very idea 
of formulating articles of faith, but in the method of formulation. 
Neumark is possibly right in· detecting an apologetic, anti
Christological aim in Crescas' presentation. Crescas may be 
saying in so many words that certain institutions known to 
Christianity are not unknown to Judaism and that the Jew 
has no need to feel his faith inferior in these areas. This would 
explain the special emphasis on Repentance, the Day of 
Atonement and the Priesthood. The otherwise very odd emphasis 
on the Urim We-Thummim is also to be explained, probably, 
by the apologetic tendency in Crescas' thought ( v. Neumark 
op. cit. pp. 174-175). If this is correct we have a further instance 
of the influence of the special requirements of the age in the 
formulation of principles of faith. 

Another important figure in the history of Creed formulation 
in Judaism is Simon ben Zemah Duran ( 1361-1444). (On 
Duran's thought v. ]. Guttmann: 'Die Stellung des Simon ben 
Zemach Duran in der Geschichte der jUdischen Religionsphilo
sophie' in MGWJ, Vol. 52, 1908, pp. 641-672, Vol. 53, 1909, 
pp. 46-79, 199-228). In Duran's view ('Magen 'Abhoth', 
Leg horn, 1785, p. 2b, end of Introduction) the principles of 
the Jewish faith are three in number: ( 1) The existence of 



20 PRINCIPLES OF THE JEWISH FAITH 

God, ( 2) That the Torah is divine, ( 8) Reward and Punish
ment. Duran sees these three spoken of in the Mishnah in 
Sankedrin. The three persons denied a share in the world to 
come, it will be recalled, are: the one who denies that the 
Torah is from Heaven, the one who denies the resurrection, 
and the 'epiqoros. This latter is taken by Duran to mean one 
who denies the existence of God, while belief in the resurrection 
is made to embrace the belief in reward and punishment, hence 
Duran's formulation in a positive form. But these three 
are given certain elaborations so as to include other basic 
beliefs : 'The foundation of faith is to believe in God, blessed be 
He, that He exists, that He is One, that He is eternal, that 
He is incorporeal and that it is fitting to worship Him alone. 
All these are included in the term 'epiqoros, as we have said. 
Next, one must believe in the predictions of the prophets and of 
Moses, in the Torah and that it is eternal. These are included 
in the term "Torah from Heaven". Next, one must believe in 
reward and punishment and their offshoots, which is included 
in the term "The Resurrection of the dead".' It will be seen that, 
in fact, Duran manages to include in his three principles the 
thirteen of Maimonides. He claims that 'earlier teachers• ('rish
onim') have invented a mnemonic for these three basic beliefs. 
This is: 'We -Ha- • Adamah Lo Tkesham' ('And that the land 
be not desolate', Gen. xlvii. 19). The word for 'desolate'
tkesham- is composed of the three letters- taw, shin and mem. 
These stand for: Torah, Sekhar (='Reward') and Met:d'uth 
Ha-Skem (=the existence of God). Duran gives us no indication 
of the identity of his predecessors who have invented this 
mnemonic ( v. Guttmann, op. cit., Vol. 58, pp. 56-57, note 4). 

Joseph Albo (c. 188D-c. 1445) devotes his book 'Sepher 
Ha-' Iqqarim', 'Book of Principles' ( ed. I. Husik, with an 
English translation and notes, Philadelphia, 1946) to a critique 
of Maimonides• formulation, differing from the latter in his 
definition of what is and what is not a 'principle' of Jewish 
Faith. Albo (Book I, Chapter 2, ed. Husik p. 49 f.) develops 
an important idea which, in fact, as Husik and Neumark point 
out, he has taken from Duran without acknowledgment: A 
person is only called an unbeliever ( kopher) who knows that the 
Torah lays down a certain principle but wilfully denies its truth. 
It is the elemen~ of rebellion against the clear teaching of the 
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Torah which constitutes unbelief. '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 interprets 
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 funda
mental principle, which however he believes as he believes 
the other dogmas of the Torah which are not fundamental 
principles; or entertains a certain notion hi 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'. Alba gives the illustra
tion of one of the sages who appeared to deny creatio ex nihilo 
but since it was his opinion that this is taught in the Torah, 
he was not an unbeliever, despite his unconventional views. 

Like Duran, Albo considers the principles of the Jewish Faith 
to be three in number - belief in God, in Revelation, and in 
Reward and Punishment. To each of these a Book of the work 
is devoted, Book 2 to the first principle, Book S to the second, 
and Book 4 to the third. Like Duran again, each of the main 
principles is divided into subordinate ones derived from it. 
The three benedictions incorporated in the Additional Service 
for New Year, going by the name of 'Kingdoms', 'Memorials' 
and 'Trumpets' (Singer's P.B. pp. 247-254 ), represent these 
three principles. According to Albo these three blessings were 
ordained in order to call our attention to the basic beliefs 
of Judaism at the beginning of the year, the traditional period of 
divine judgment, 'that by properly believing in these principles 
together with the dogmas derived from them we shall win a 
favourable verdict in the divine judgment' (Book I, Chapter 4, 
Husik, p. 65 f.). Schechter's observation ( op. cit., begin. p. 
7S) that Judaism does not ascribe any saving power to dogmas 
requires some modification. It is indubitable that Schechter's 
remarks are true of many Jewish thinkers but they are not true 
of all of them. We have discussed earlier Guttmann's interpre-

B 
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tation of the Maimonidean formulation. Here we find Albo 
putting forward a doctrine not very far removed from the idea 
that true dogmas possess a saving grace in themselves. Of 
course, the possibility that Albo is consciously or unconsciously 
influenced by contemporary Christian attitudes cannot be ruled 
out. The 'Kingdom' benediction, consisting of Scriptural 
verses dealing with the theme of God's sovereignty, corres
ponds to the principle of the existence of God. The 'Memorials' 
benediction corresponds to the principle of Reward and Punish
ment, containing as it does verses dealing with God's 'remem
brance' and hence His Providence. The benediction 'Trumpets', 
containing verses dealing with the sounding of trumpets, 
alludes to the third principle of Revelation, since at the giving 
of the Torah the loud trumpet was sounded. 

Albo concludes (Book I, Chapter 26, Husik p. 202) that the 
number of principles, fundamental and derived, i.e. the three 
fundamentals and those derived from them, is eleven. These 
are: ( 1) the existence of God, ( 2) His unity, ( 3) His incor
poreality, ( 4) His independence of time, ( 5) His freedom from 
defect, (6) prophecy, (7) authenticity of the messenger (the 
prophet), (8) revelation, (9) God's knowledge, ( 10) provi
dence, ( 11) reward and punishment. Without these the Jewish 
religion is inconceivable, hence these are called principles 
of the faith. There are, in addition, six dogmas which everyone 
professing the law of Moses is obliged to believe (Book I, 
Chapter 23, Husik, pp. 181 f.) and one who denies them is a 
heretic without a share in the world to come. They are not 
called 'principles of the faith', however, since, on Albo's 
definition, the only beliefs entitled so to be called are those 
without which the Jewish faith is inconceivable. These six are: 
( 1) creatio ex nihilo, ( 2) the superiority of Moses' prophecy, ( 3) 
the immutability of the Torah, ( 4) that human perfection can 
be attained by fulfilling even a single one of the command
ments of the Torah, ( 5) the resurrection of the dead, ( 6) the 
coming of the Messiah. Taking issue with Crescas, without 
mentioning him by name, Albo refuses to include in either list 
beliefs based on specific commandments because no one 
commandment should be counted as a dogma rather than 
another. Nor does he include beliefs in certain miracles because 
these are included in the general belief in miracles which form 
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part of the belief in the Torah. As examples of the former Albo 
cites repentance and prayer. As examples of the latter he 
cites the fire coming down from heaven upon the altar of the 
burnt offering and that the priests received answers from God 
through the Urim We-Thummim! 

The famous preacher Isaac Arama (c. 142G-1494) in his 
' 'Aqedath Yitzhaq' (Gate 55) similarly speaks of three funda
mental principles. These are : ( 1 ) creatio ex nihilo, ( 2) revela
tion, ( 3) belief in the world to come. The second of these 
is the same as Albo's. For the existence of God Arama substi
tutes creatio ex nihilo which obviously includes it. Similarly, his 
third principle includes reward and punishment. Arama 
believes that the Sabbath is a cornerstone of judaism because 
in the observance of the day all three principles are given 
expression. The Sabbath reminds man of God's creation; He 
'rested' on the seventh day after performing the work of creation. 
On the Sabbath man has the leisure to engage in Torah study 
and he is thus reminded of the divine origin of the Torah. 
Finally, Sabbath bliss is a foretaste of the bliss the righteous 
will enjoy in the world to come. Needless to say, historically 
speaking, Arama's three principles are selected as arbitrarily as 
Albo's. 

Isaac Abarbanel's ( 1437-1508) 'Rosh 'Amanah', 'Pinnacle of 
Faith', is another book devoted to the question of principles 
of faith in judaism. (The work was completed in 1495 and 
published in Constantinople in 1505). Twenty-two chapters of 
the work are devoted to a defence of Maimonides against his 
critics and to a detailed examination of the whole idea of 
principles of faith. In chapter twenty-three the author elaborates 
his own view that since every part of the Torah is of equal 
value the very attempt to formulate principles of faith is 
misguided. In the last chapter, twenty-four, this view is 
defended against its critics. Abarbanel claims (Chapter 23) that 
the impetus towards the formulation of articles of faith by 
Maimonides and his successors was provided by their study 
of the sciences. They concluded from their observation that 
each science has its main principles and that certain notions 
must form the basis of the science of Torah. But, in fact, the 
analogy between the Torah and other sciences is false. Other 
sciences require first principles because they are based solely 
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on human reasoning which proceeds from axiom to axiom. 
But it is extremely offensive to suggest that any part of the 
Torah is superior to any other since the Torah is not a human 
work but is divine. 'Therefore I am convinced that it is im
proper to postulate principles or foundations with regard to 
God's Torah. For we are obliged to believe everything recorded 
in the Torah and we are not permitted to doubt the smallest 
matter therein that it should be necessary to prove its truth 
by reference to principles or root ideas. For whoever denies 
or doubts any matter, small or great, of the beliefs or narratives 
contained in the Torah is a heretl.c and an unbeliever. Since the 
Torah is true no single belief or narrative in it can be superior 
to any other'. By speaking of some portions of the Torah, 
suggests Abarbanel, as 'principles' and others as 'derivatives' 
we tend to imply that the former are in some way more signifi
cant than the latter. This contradicts the basic Rabbinic view 
that there is no distinction between 'severe' and 'light' precepts, 
both classes being God-given. 

David ben Solomon. Ibn Abi Zimra (c. 1479-1589) like 
Abarbanel and the Qabbalists, generally refuses to distinguish 
between parts of the Torah by speaking of some of them as 
'principles'. Ibn Abi Zimra was a prolific writer of Responsa, 
of which he wrote more than three thousand. Responsum No. 
344 reads as follows : 

'Question: 
You ask me, with regard to the matter of principles of faith, 

whether· I accept the formulation of Maimonides or Crescas or 
Albo. 

Answer: 
I do not agree that it is right to make any part of the perfect 

Torah into a "principle" since the whole Torah is a "principle" 
from the Mouth of the Almighty. Our Sages say that whoever 
states that the whole of the Torah is from Heaven with the 
exception of one verse is a heretic. Consequently, each precept 
is a "principle" and a fundamental idea. Even a light precept 
has a secret reason which is beyond our understanding. How 
then dare we suggest that this is inessential and that funda
mental? In short, Rabbi Isaac Abarbanel, of blessed memory, 
wrote correctly in his work "Rosb 'Amanah"; consult this 
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· work. There he develops this theme at length, criticising 
earlier scholars. My opinion is the same as his that every 
detail and inference of the Torah is a "principle", a foundation 
and a fundamental belief and whoever denies it is an unbeliever 
and has no share in the world to come. For this reason if 
heathen force a Jew to transgress any of the precepts of the 
Torah, saying to him that God did not command it or that ·it 
was given only for a certain time and no longer has validity, he 
is obliged to suffer death rather than transgress. This only 
applies where he is urged to profane the Sabbath in order to 
transgress against his religion. Rabbi Y om Tobh ben Abraham, 
of blessed memory, writes accordingly and derives from this 
that a Jew must suffer death rather than become a Muslim 
even though Muslims are not idolators. I have written that 
which seems correct to my puny intellect.' 

EXCURSUS 

Here is a suitable place to insert a note on the general question 
of martyrdom in Judaism, a question of no little importance also 
in assessing the principles of Judaism as conceived of in Jewish 
thought and history. Graetz, as we have seen, correctly points to 
Sanh. 74a, in which the ruling is given that the Jew must give 
his life rather than worship idols, commit tnurder or offend against 
the Levitical laws governing sexual relations, as the best indication, 
from the historical aspect, of the real principles of the Jewish faith. 
Similarly, Ibn Abi Zimra, above, uses the argument from martyrdom 
in defence of his view of articles of faith in Judaism. In the book of 
Maceabees (I Mace. ii. 82--41) we are told that, at first, the Jewish 
warriors refused to join battle on the Sabbath, allowing themselves 
to be slaughtered without resistance rather than profane the sacred 
day but that eventually the ruling was given to permit defence of 
life even on the Sabbath. ( Cf 11 Mace. xv and Arnold Toynbee's 
remarks, 'An Historian's Approach to Religion', Oxford University 
Press, 1956, pp. 100-101, that possibly the first to have laid down 
their lives for the sake of a god who was not some form of collective 
human power were the Jewish martyrs who suffered under the 
Seleucid.'Monarchy in 167 B.C.). Subsequently, in the Tannaitic 
period, it became axiomatic that a Jew ni.ay transgress the precepts 
of the Torah in order to save his life, Lev. xviii. 5 being quoted in 
support ('he shall live by them', not die by them, Sanh. ibid. and 
freq.). R. Ishmael extends this even to idolatry, permitting the 
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Jew to worship idols in order to save his life (Sank. ibid.) unless 
he was called upon to do it publicly when he is obliged to give his 
life in order to avoid a 'profanation of God's Name' (Lev. xxii. 
32). R. Eliezar disagrees with R. Ishmael, arguing that Judaism 
demands martyrdom rather than idolatry even in private (Sank. 
ibid.). Cf Misknak, Ber. IX. 5. At the Council of Lydda, to which 
Graetz refers, the ruling was given that martyrdom must be 
chosen, even in private, rather than the transgression of the three 
offences mentioned above (Sank. ibid.). All these were Tannaitic 
teachers and it seems certain that the issues discussed were practical 
ones. In the Amoraic period, R. Johanan, third century, is reported 
as expressing one of two opinions. According to. the first opinion 
attributed to him, the rule that a precept, other than the three, 
may be transgressed in order to save life applies only where the 
government issued no special decree to this effect. Where there was 
a determined effort by the reigning government to uproot Judaism 
the Jew was obliged to resist, allowing himself to be martyred even 
for a 'light precept'. According to the second opinion, the rule 
applies. only in private but rather than transgress a precept in 
public the Jew must be prepared to suffer martyrdom (Sank ibid.). 
Later Amoraim (Sank. 74b) give as an example of a 'light precept' 
even such a minor Jewish custom of lacing one's shoes in a special 
manner. Furthermore, the term 'in public' is defined as where ten 
Jews are present. The question is then asked: 'Did not Esther 
sin in public?' i.e. since everyone knew that she was with Ahasuerus 
(Esther ii. 5-18). To this Abaye replies that she was 'passive' (i.e. 
the rule does not apply to the woman victim upon whom sexual 
intercourse is forced), while Raba replies that where the heathen 
intends it for his own pleasure, not in order to force the Jew to 
disobey his religion, the rule does not apply (Sank. ibid.). On 
the basis of this passage in Sanhedrin, Maimonides ( Yad, Hil. 
Yesode Ha-Torak, Chapter 5, 1-9) rules that a Jew may transgress 
the precepts of the Torah in order to save his life but that this 
does not apply to the three offences nor does it apply in public 
if the intention of the heathen is to force the Jew to disobey his 
religion. Similarly, where there is a government decree against 
Jewish observance. the Jew is obliged to suffer martyrdom even 
for a 'light precept' in private. Maimonides ( op. cit. 4) is of the 
opinion that where martyrdom is not demanded it is positively 
forbidden and that one who allows himself to be killed in such 
circumstances is a suicide. Other mediaeval authorities disagree 
with Maimonides ( v. Tos. A.Z. 27b s.v. yakkol and Kesepk Misknek 
to Maimon. op. cit. that even Maimonides would agree in the case 
of a Jew distinguished for his learning and piety who suffers 
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martyrdom that others might learn the value of the precepts, cf. 
Shulhan 'Arukh, Yoreh De'ah, 157. 1). On this whole subject v. 
the interesting Responsa of Rabbi A. I. Kook, 'Mishpat Kohen', ]er., 
1937, Nos. 142 and 148, pp. S05 ff. and S54 ff. and the observations 
of Rabbi S. Sevin on self-sacrifice in wartime in his 'Le-' Or Ha
Halakhah', ]er. 1946, pp. 7-11. Graetz and others (Greenstone 
in JE, Vol. VIII, 'Martyrdom, Restriction Of', pp. S5S-4, who states 
this as 'probably', Lelyveld in UJE, Vol. VI, 'Kiddush Hashem and 
Hillul Hashem', pp. 380-581) claim that the famous· ruling at 
Lydda concerning the three offences took place during the Hadrianic 
persecutions. ·Apart from the fact that this contradicts the later 
.Halakhah that in times of religious persecution the Jew must give 
his life for any precept (it might be argued that this is a later 
development of the Amoraic Halakhah) there is no evidence in 
the sources that the meeting at Lydda took place during the persecu
tions. In fact, there is a Tannaitic source which states that during 
the Hadrianic persecutions Jews gave their lives for such precepts as 
circumcision, v. Mekhilta, Yithro, ed. Friedmann, 68b. On this v. 
the arguments of C. Z. Reines in Sinai, Vol. 16, March-April, 
195S, pp. 23-42, 'Mesirath Nephesh Ba-Halakhah'. The famous 
case of the two men travelling through a wilderness with only 
one of them having sufficient water to sustain his life ( Siphra, ed. 
Weiss, Behar, 109c, B.M. 62a) has been widely discussed. Ahad 
Ha-Am ( v. 'Essays, Letters, Memoirs - Ahad Ha-Am', trans. by 
Leon Simon, East and West Library, Oxford, 1946, p. 128 f.) draws 
the conclusion, completely unwarranted to my mind, from the 
case that Jewish teaching would be opposed to 'Greater love hath 
no man than this, that a man lay down his life for his friends' (John 
xv. 13). In fact, Judaism, too, considers self-sacrifice for another, 
where circumstances demand it, to be an act of the greatest piety, v. 
my book 'Jewish Values', London, 1960, pp. 124 ff. and my debate 
with Sir Leon Simon in the correspondence columns of the 'Jewish 
Chronicle', Nov. 1961. Cf. 'Sepher Hasidim', ed. Wistinetzki, 252, 
p. ss: 'If a scholar and an unlearned man were sitting together and 
heathen wished to kill one of them, it is meritorious ( mitzwah) for 
the unlearned man to say to them: "Kill me and spare my neigh
bour"', and C. Z. Reines in the Federbush Jubilee Volume, Jer. 
1960, pp. 304-15. 

It will be seen from the above that while there are undoubtedly 
articles of faith in judaism there are, nonetheless, fundamental 
differences between judaism and Christianity in the matter or 
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dogma. The first of these is due to the practical nature of Juda
ism. Since both Bible and Talmud, the classical sources of Juda
ism, are non-speculative in character, their influence militated 
against precise formulations of a Creed until comparatively 
late in the history of Judaism. Even when such formulations 
were made, they were the work of individual teachers, enjoy
ing only the authority due to them by their learning. There 
was no Jewish 'Church', no central authority whose opinion 
in this matter would be binding upon Jews, nothing corres
ponding to the Athanasian and Nicene Creeds of the Church. 
To conclude from this that Judaism is unconcerned with belief 
is erroneous, and much credit is due to Schechter and others who 
have pointed this out in emphatic terms. In the essay quoted 
Schechter rightly says: 'We usually urge that in Judaism 
religion means life; but we forget that a life without guiding 
principles and thoughts is a life not worth living. At least it 
was so considered by the greatest Jewish thinkers, and hence 
their efforts to formulate the creed of Judaism, so that men 
should not only be able to do the right thing, but also to think 
the right thing ... Political 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 and dying for. And this 
can only be possible with a religion which possesses dogmas.' 

Schechter's contribution here cannot be sufficiently praised. 
But it is a pity that he stopped there and made no attempt to 
describe for the modern Jew the dogmas Judaism requires him 
to accept. There is not really much point in emphasising both 
the historical significance of dogmas in Judaism and their 
importance for Jewish religion in the present unless the dogmas 
are defined. If it be granted that a religion without beliefs has 
neither salt nor savour, it is surely essential that we know 
what these beliefs are. Schechter's admission comes, therefore, 
as a shock: 'But it was not my purpose to ventilate here the 
question whether Maimonides' articles are sufficient for us, 
or ·whether we ought to add new ones to them. Nor do I 
attempt to decide what system we ought to prefer for recitation 
in the Synagogue - that of Maimonides or that of Chasdai, 
or of any other writer. I do not think that such a recital is of much 
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use. My object in this sketch has been rather to make the reader 
think about Judaism, by proving that it regulates not only our 
actions, but also our thoughts'. What Schechter gives with 
one hand he takes away with the other. It is well-nigh incredible 
that once Schechter' s 'old Adam' had asserted itself to point 
out that Judaism regulates our thoughts he should be content 
to stop short at even attempting to describe the kind of thoughts 
it seeks to regulate. The reader convinced by Schechter's 
powerful argument that there can be no living Judaism without 
articles of faith will be a poor sort of thinker if he is content to 
leave it at that. To say that there are dogmas in Judaism but 
we neither know or can know what they are is tantamount to 
saying that Judaism has no dogmas. The historical school 
has always been handicapped by its failure to build theologically 
on the very sure foundations its researches have uncovered. 
This has only too often meant that our theologians try to 
construct systems which have no historical basis while our 
historians are uninterested in the theological implications of 
their rediscovery of the Jewish past. Theology thus becomes 
divorced from historical reality and history of only antiquarian 
interest. The theologian takes refuge in his concept of 'eternity' 
to ignore the time process. The historian refuses to consider 
metaphysics, as beyond his competence. In this 'post-critical' 
age an attempt to formulate articles of faith for the modern 
Jew is one of the most important tasks facing thinkers who 
are not only historians but Jewish believers. 

It would be quite wrong, of course, to suggest that nothing 
has been done in this field for there are a number of important 
studies provided for the Jew interested in theology. But there 
is need of a detailed and well-documented examination of the 
thirteen principles in the light of modern thought. The following 
chapters, then, take up the matter where Schechter left off, 
accepting Maimonides' formulation as a basis on which to 
build. This seemed to be a far better procedure than to discuss 
the possibility of a new formulation of a Jewish Creed sirice 
by now, Maimonides' thirteen principles have more or less 
won for themselves a permanent place in Judaism. This does 
not mean, of course, that they present no difficulties to modems 
in their present form. In the following chapters these difficulties 
will be considered and the possibility of re-interpretation 
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examined. No claim is made that the result will provide the 
thinking Jew with a completely adequate Creed. If it serves to 
stimulate thinking on this vital matter the author will feel well 
rewarded. 

* * * 
EXCURSUS 

Of the older works on this theme are Morris Joseph's 'Judaism 
as Creed and Life', London, 1903, recently republished, and M. 
Friedlander's 'The Jewish Religion', 2nd. ed., London, 1900. Both 
contain material of value but they are both very 'Victorian' in 
spirit and much in both of them is dated. Friedlander believes that 
Maimonides' thirteen principles must be accepted as they stand 
without modification. The book still enjoys a certain popularity but 
is very naive. Kaufmann Kohler's 'Jewish Theology', New York, 
1925, is much more learned and sophisticated, containing in the 
notes a very full survey of the literature on the subject up to his 
day, but Kohler is unduly influenced by late nineteenth century 
Protestant thought. Leo Baeck' s 'The Essence of Judaism', 
London, 1936, trans. by Victor Grubwieser and Leonard Paul, is 
justly celebrated but the style is rather heavy and the work vague 
in parts. Mordecai Kaplan's: 'Judaism as a Civilisation', New York, 
1934, 'Judaism in Transition', 1936, and 'The Meaning of God 
in Modern Jewish Religion', 1937, have been widely discussed. In 
this connection v. Bernard ]. Helier: 'The Modernist's Revolt 
Against God' in Yearbook of the Central Conference of American 
Rabbis, Vol. XL, 1930, p. 323 f. and Max Arzt: 'Dr. Kaplan's 
Philosophy of Judaism' in Proceedings of the Rabbinical Assembly 
of America, Vol. 5, 1938, pp. 195-219. Ira Eisenstein's 
'Judaism Under Freedom', New York, 1956, is a presentation of 
Kaplan's philosophy by a prominent disciple. Further material is 
to be found in the issues of the magazine 'The Reconstructionist' 
devoted to the furtherance of Kaplan's ideas. Maurice H. Far
bridge's 'Judaism and the Modern Mind', New York, 1927, is a 
clearly written, well-balanced investigation of the theme of the 
title as is Israel H. Levinthal's 'Judaism: An Analysis and An 
Interpretation', New York, 1935. Isidore Epstein's 'The Faith of 
Judaism', London, 1954, and his 'Judaism', Pelican Books, 1959, 
are well-written and comprehensive, but inadequate in dealing 
with all the challenges of modern thought, e.g. in their treatment 
of Bible Criticism. The same applies to Samuel Belkin's 'Essays in 
Traditional Jewish Thought', New York, 1956 and his 'In His 
Image', New York, 1960. It is surprising that so little has been 
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published on the subject in Hebrew in recent years. A. Barth's 
'Dorenu Mul She'eloth Ha-Netzah', 2nd. ed., Jer. 1955, contains a 
number of helpful discussions. Jacob B. Agus: 'Guideposts in 
Modern Judaism', New York, 1954, is a courageous attempt at 
dealing with current trends in Jewish thought. The same author's 
'Modern Philosophies of Judaism', New York, 1941, is a profound 
interpretation of the philosophies of Hermann Cohen, Franz 
Rosenzweig, Martin Buber and Mordecai Kaplan. Existentialism 
is represented among Jewish thinkers by Martin Buber, Franz 
Rosenzweig and A. J. Heschel, the latter's thought being strongly 
influenced by Jewish mysticism. On Buber there is an immense 
literature, v. his 'I and Thou', trans. by Ronald Gregor Smith, 
New York, 1937, his 'Eclipse of God', London, 1935, Maurice 
S. Friedman: 'Martin Buber, The Life of Dialogue', London, 1955, 
and Malcolm L. Diamond: 'Martin Buber, Jewish Existentialist', 
New York, 1960. On Rosenzweig v. his 'Der Stern der Erlosung', 
Heidelberg, 1954, Nahum H. Glatzer: 'Franz Rosenzweig, His 
Life and Thought', New York, 1953, Alexander Altmann: 'Franz 
Rosenzweig on History' in 'Between East and West, Essays 
Dedicated to the Memory of Bela Horovitz', East and West 
Library, London, 1958, pp. 194 ff., Ignaz Maybaum's 'Jewish 
Existence', Vallentine, Mitchell, London, 1960. Heschel's well
known book on the theme of the relevance of the Jewish religion 
for modern man is 'God in Search of Man, A Philosophy of Judaism', 
London, 1956. Another work of Heschel's is 'Man Is Not Alone', 
New York, 1951. Will Herberg's 'Judaism and Modern Man, 
An Interpretation of Jewish Religion', New York, 1951, Meridian 
Books, 1959, is an existentialist interpretation of Judaism. Milton 
Steinberg' s 'The Making of the Modern Jew', Routledge, London, 
1934, has awakened great interest. Cf Steinberg's collection of 
essays, published posthumously, 'Anatomy of Faith', ed. with an 
Introduction by Arthur A. Cohen, New York, 1960. 'A Rabbinic 
Anthology' by C. G. Montefiore and H. Loewe, Macmillan, 
London, 1938, reprinted in Meridian Books, 1960, contains a 
fascinating discussion by the two authors, one a Liberal the other an 
Orthodox Jew, on Jewish theological topics. Two works by Rabbis 
of the old school dealing with a Jewish theology for the present 
are Rabbi A. I. I\ook's ''Oroth Ha-Qodesh', 2 Vol., Jer., 1938, and 
Rabbi E. Dessler's 'Mikhtabh Me-' Elijahu', London, 1955. Refer
ence should be made to the various volumes of the Yearbook of the 
Central Conference of American Rabbis, the Proceedings of the 
Rabbinical Assembly of America, and the papers published by the 
Chief Rabbi's Standing Conference of Great Britain, which contain 
important material. As an example we may quote Max L. Margolis : 
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'The Theological Aspect of Reformed Judaism', in Year C.C.A.R., 
Vol. XIII, 1905, pp. is5-S08, followed by a discussion. Margolis, 
after surveying the field of Jewish dogma historically, proceeds 
to formulate a Creed in the light of 'Reformed Judaism'. The subse
quent discussion on his paper only proves how fraught with difficulty 
is such an enterprise. Particularly objectionable is the suggestion 
of a Creed for only one part of Jewry, v. The Report of the Committee 
in Yearbook C.C.A.R., Vol. XV, 1905, pp. ss ff. 'At the same time 
your Committee is of the opinion that any attempt at formulating 
a Creed for one section of Judaism, with the exclusion of the rest, 
is a dangerous proceeding with should by all means be discouraged, 
as it tends to create a schism in antagonism to the spirit and tradition 
of Judaism'. A splendid long article on our theme is that of R. J. 
Zwi Werblowsky: 'Judaism, or the Religion of Israel' in 'The 
Concise Encyclopedia of Living Faiths', ed. by R. C. Zaehner, 
Hutchinson, London, 1959, pp. 25-50. L. Finkelstein's article on 
'The Beliefs and Practices of Judaism' in 'The Jews: Their History, 
Culture and Religion', 2nd. ed., New York, 1950, Vol. 2, 
pp. 1327-1387, is an important contribution to the subject. 
Reference might also be made to my 'We Have Reason to 
Believe', Vallentine, Mitchell, 2nd. ed., London, 1962, and 'Jewish 
Values', 1960. 'Judaism: a Portrait' by Leon Roth, Faber and Faber, 
London, 1960, is an interpretation of Judaism which builds on the 
basis of Maimonides' approach with its strong emphasis on the role 
of reason in the religious life. Professor Roth has no use for the 
irrationalism of the Qabbalah and has scant respect for present -<lay 
admirers of Hasidism. On Maimonides' exclusion of certain classes of 
unbelievers from Heaven Roth remarks (p. 125): 'For there were 
(as there are still) many plain people who believe that somewhere 
"up there" there is a Heaven, and in Heaven there is an "ancient of 
days" seated on a throne and stretching out a saving hand in order 
to help a good man out of his difficulties. They might not have 
thought their position out. They might have had no position to 
think out. Metaphysically they might be in error. But are they in 
error religiously; and are they, because of a metaphysical error, 
cut off from eternal bliss? Is the Last Judgment an examination of 
our knowledge of philosophy or (as the Talmud affirmed un
equivocally) a weighing of our good and evil deeds ?' Cf the 
chapter on 'Dogmas' in Roth' s book, Chapter 8, pp. 117-134. 




