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I. PREFACE
Besides various passages in the Tanakh (Hebrew/Jewish Scripture) which deal explicitly or
implicitly, or which can be interpreted as dealing, with aspects of a?arit ha-yim (“the end of days”,
i.e., some time in the future), there exists a broad spectrum of diverse Jewish eschatological
literature, including naturalistic, apocalyptic, individual, national, and universal themes going back
to 2nd Temple times, found in apocryphal and pseudepigraphical books, the Dead Sea Scrolls,
Rabbinic literature, and then in medieval texts.
In a sense, modern and contemporary Jewish arguments relating to Zionism and messianism also
may reflect eschatological beliefs.
As for Zionism and the State of Israel, besides purely secular, nationalist, and security
considerations – especially after the Shoah (Holocaust) – the renewal of Jewish sovereignty in
Israel is widely seen in “religious Zionism” as reshit tzemi?at ge’ulatenu, “the beginning of the
flourishing of our redemption.” Just as secular medical activity, building hospitals and medical
technology are not seen as incompatible with praying to God for healing, but rather as the essential
human component in implementing divine welfare, so, too, the secular activities of building a
renewed Jewish state are seen not as pre-empting divine redemption, but as taking the first active
steps to effect it.
Conversely, in certain circles, especially among some vocal ?aredi (sectarian or ultra-Orthodox)
groups, Zionism and the renewal of Jewish statehood are seen as an illegitimate human rebellion
against the divine messianic initiative. Jews must not take an active role in the redemption, but
must passively await God’s free establishment of the messianic era, however understood.
Zionism was also opposed on liberal, universalist grounds, for example by the German-Jewish
philosopher Hermann Cohen (1842-1918), for whom the true Jewish homeland is the universal
messianic future of all humanity; by negating their own separate nationhood, Jews pave the way
for the ultimate union of all humanity.[1] Other secular Jewish opposition to Zionism was found
among socialists and Communists who opposed particular nationalism, and what they perceived to
be colonialism, and believed that the solution to “the Jewish problem” lay in the world-wide
revolutionary class struggle[2].
A different contemporary dispute reflecting eschatological concerns relates to the controversy over
the beliefs of elements in the Lubavitch-Chabad Hasidic movement who viewed or continue to view
their late “Rebbe” Menachem Mendel Schneerson (1902-1994) as the messiah.[3]
Returning, then, to pre-modern and traditional Jewish literature, if by “eschatology” one means the
belief in a supra-natural end of time, then the radical and rationalist interpretation of the messianic
era (yemot ha-mashia?) and the “world to come” (`olam ha-ba) in naturalistic terms of Rambam
(Moses Maimonides, 1135/8 -1204) constitutes a revolutionary “anti-eschatology” against the
majority traditional opinion both before and after him,[4] and in certain respects, by its rationalist,
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this-worldly naturalism, provides a precedent for modern Zionism.

II. MEDIEVAL RATIONALIST-TRADITIONALIST ESCHATOLOGY PREMAIMONIDES: SA`ADIAH GA’ON
Sa`adiah Ga’on (882-942) was one of the first medieval Jewish philosophers, but in a sense he
established a “tradition” of Jewish philosophy in terms of his impact on subsequent generations.[5]
His Book of Beliefs and Opinions (Arabic: Kitab al-Amanat w’al-I`tiqadat; Hebrew: Sefer HaEmunot veha-De`ot) Sa`adiah – reflecting the views of Islamic Mu`tazilah Kalam – suggests that in
light of injustice in this world, God’s absolute justice necessitates there being the world to come for
appropriate reward/punishment. Just as body and soul are united in this world and act together
(9:1), so in the world to come, reward and punishment will affect body and soul together in
resurrection, a supra-natural miracle, which is more rationally possible (since it is not ex nihilo)
than creation ex nihilo (#7 in the Ibn Tibbon Hebrew translation). Therefore, biblical passages
alluding to resurrection should be taken at face value and not metaphorically (7:2).[6] In short,
Sa`adiah employs rationalist arguments to support traditional eschatological beliefs, in which
resurrection is taken literally as the miraculous restoration of body and soul, and is associated with
the concept of the world to come. Such traditionalism was – and is – widely followed in subsequent
literature. Rambam, however, represents a rebellion against such a traditional approach and a
radical reinterpretation of eschatological texts.

III. ANTI-ESCHATOLOGY: MOSES MAIMONIDES (RAMBAM : Rabbi Moses ben
Maimon)
In his early “Letter to [the Jewish Community of] Yemen (c. 1172, Rambam explained at length
that, over the years, false messiahs have deceived thousands of Jews. Attempting to calculate the
time of the messianic redemption only confuses people and leads to disappointment and loss of
belief. “Calculating the end” (?ishuv ha-ketz) is therefore prohibited in the Talmud.[7] Moreover, if
the date of the deliverance from Egypt is not clear (did the predicted 400 years predicted in
Genesis 15:13 begin with Jacob’s migration to Egypt or with subsequent enslavement?),[8] all the
more confusion pertains to the future redemption. Eschatological speculation, in short, is
dangerous.
In his subsequent “Commentary to the Mishnah,” Rambam discusses various concepts, including
“the world to come” (`olam ha-ba), the messianic era (yemot ha-mashia?), and resurrection (te?iyat
ha-metim). The problem is that people tend to conflate these terms, all of which are distinct and
refer to different concepts. Precise terminology is the key to precise thinking.
The Mishnah (“Pereq ?eleq” – Sanhedrin, ch. 10) states:
All Israel have a portion in the world to come (`olam ha-ba) . . . But these are the ones who do not
have a portion in the world to come: One who says there is no resurrection (te?iyat ha-metim)
[according to the Torah]; that the Torah is not divinely revealed (min ha-shamayim), and an
Apikoros.[9]
In his lengthy commentary to this passage (leading to his formulation of his “Thirteen
Principles”),[10] Rambam sharply differentiates these terms, which must not be confused or
conflated with each other.
(a) The World to Come (`Olam Ha-Ba)
The sages,[11] peace be on them, said that in the world to come there is no eating, drinking,
washing, anointing, or sexual intercourse. Rather, the righteous are sitting with their crowns on
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their heads and enjoy the light of the divine presence (shekhinah). The meaning of their saying
‘with crowns on their heads’ is the existence of the soul in the existence of what it knows, and that
[the soul] and [its knowledge] are one thing, as the great philosophers have mentioned. . . Their
saying ‘enjoy the light of the divine presence’ means that those souls enjoy what they
comprehend of God . . . The ultimate end and felicity are the attainment of this exalted rank . . .
The utter unhappiness is for that soul to be cut off and to perish and not to have any existence, and
this is what the Torah refers to as being cut off (karet) . . . The garden of Eden is a fertile place on
earth . . . which God will reveal to humans in the future . . .But Gehinom is a term for the sorrow
which the wicked will suffer, but the Talmud but does not describe that sorrow.
In other words, “the world to come” is a term referring to the immortality of the intellect (not the
lower faculties of the soul), in proportion to its attainment of knowledge of God, in light of the
Aristotelian identity of mind, thinking, and object of thought[12]. This immortality, however, is a
function of knowledge, not ethical behavior, and is impersonal, since the body – which individuates
us from each other – no longer exists. The individual intellect simply becomes an indistinguishable
part of universal knowledge, just as water thrown from a pail into the sea, in the absence of the
pail, is no longer distinguishable from the water of the sea. Moreover, it is only “to come” from the
perspective of the living individual, but “the world to come” already exists, alongside this world.
In his later Hebrew work, the Mishneh Torah (Code of Law), “Laws of Repentance” Ch. 8,
Rambam repeats and expands of his concept of “the world to come,” and states:
The world to come now exists . . . It is called the ‘world to come’ only because human beings will
enter into it at a time subsequent to the life of the present world in which we now exist with body
and soul, and this existence comes first.
Rambam’s critic Ravad comments in his hasagah (critical note) here:[13]
The words of this man seem to me to be close to one who denies resurrection of the bodies [and
affirms immortality] only of the soul. By my life, this is not what the sages thought . . . All these
[rabbinic statements] prove that they will stand alive in their bodies. Perhaps the creator will give
them strong and healthy bodies, like the bodies of the angels, and the body of Elijah . . . and the
crowns are meant literally, not figuratively.
However, we must recall that Rambam is not discussing resurrection here, but the world to come,
and, as mentioned above, in his commentary to the Mishnah, Rambam is attempting to clarify the
several terms by showing that they refer to distinct concepts.
(b) Resurrection (Tehiyat Ha-Metim)
Resurrection of the dead is one of the foundations (qa`ida; yesod) of the Torah of Moses and there
is neither religion (Arabic: din; Hebrew: dat) nor membership in the Jewish community (millah) for
one who does not believe this. It is for the righteous . . . for how can the wicked live, since they are
dead even during their lives. Thus the sages said:[14] “The wicked even in their lives are called
dead, and the righteous even in their death are called alive.” Know that a person will surely die
and will disintegrate into that from which he was compounded.
In this passage Rambam seems to suggest – or actually suggests – that resurrection is a
metaphor. Later in this passage, when discussing the thirteenth of his “Thirteen Principles,” and in
contrast with the first twelve principles which are explicated, he merely states:
The thirteenth foundation is the resurrection of the dead, which we have already explained.
As we shall see, Rambam was subject to sharp criticism for his alleged – or real – denial of actual,
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physical resurrection, and was forced to respond to this criticism. However, in this text, having
explained his understanding of “the world to come” and of “resurrection,” Rambam turns to “the
messianic era.”
(c) The Messianic Era (Yemot Ha-Mashi’a?)
The days of the messiah are the time when sovereignty will return to Israel, and they will return to
the Land of Israel. The king will rule from Zion . . . All the nations will establish peace treaties with
him . . . But nothing in existence will change from what it is now, except that Israel will have
sovereignty. This is what the Sages said:[15] “There is no difference between this world and the
days of the messiah, except for our subjugation to the nations.” . . . The great benefit that will be in
that era is that we will rest from our subjugation to the kingdom of evil which prevents us from
performing all the commandments. [Then] knowledge will increase . . . wars will cease . . . and
everyone in those days will attain the great perfection by which he will merit the life of the world to
come. The messiah will die and his son will rule after him and his son’s son . . . In such a condition
the world to come will be attained. But the ultimate purpose is only the world to come, and it is for
this that one strives...
In Rambam’s explicit view, the messianic era is thus understood entirely naturalistically. It involves
no miracles, no change in the natural order, and (unlike “the world to come” which already exists)
it refers to a future state in this world, involving the national restoration of Israel, inaugurating a
period of universal peace and well-being. In such a future state, freed from the toils and tribulations
of the present world in which we live and which prevent us from attaining the knowledge,
conditions will then be more conducive to people devoting themselves to the attainment of
knowledge which, in turn, is the key to “the world to come.”
Similarly, in the very last section of his Mishneh Torah (Code of Law), Laws of Kings and Their
Wars, Ch. 12, Rambam returns to a discussion of the messianic era.[16]

1. Let no one think that in the days of the messiah any of the laws of nature will be set aside . . .
The world will follow its normal course . . .
4. The sages and prophets did not long for the days of the messiah that Israel might exercise
dominion over the world or rule over the heathens or be exalted by the nations . . . Their aspiration
was that Israel be free to devote itself to the Torah and its wisdom, with no one to oppress or
disturb it, and thus be worthy of life in the world to come.

In addition, in the uncensored version of “The Laws of Kings and Their Wars,” Ch. 11, Rambam,
while regarding Christianity and Islam as faulty religions,[17] sees them as serving a messianic
purpose, “to prepare the whole world to worship God with one accord.”
But if he does not meet with full success, or is slain, it is obvious that he is not the messiah
promised in the Torah . . . But even of Jesus of Nazareth, who imagined that he was the messiah,
but was put to death by the court . . . has there ever been a greater stumbling than this? All the
prophets affirmed that the messiah would redeem Israel, save them, gather their dispersed, and
confirm the commandments . . . But it is beyond the human mind to fathom the designs of the
Creator . . . All these matters relating to Jesus of Nazareth and the Ishmaelite (Muhammad) who
came after him, only served to clear the way for the messiah-king, to prepare the whole world to
worship God with one accord.[18]
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To reiterate: both “the world to come” and “the messianic era” are understood naturalistically by
Rambam, and “resurrection” is treated metaphorically. The difference, then, is that “the world to
come” already exists, and refers to the impersonal immortality of the intellect (the rational soul) in
proportion to the knowledge it attained, whereas “the messianic era” is a future and better natural
state in this world, in which nothing in the natural order is changed.

IV. RAMBAM’S “TREATISE ON RESURRECTION”
In response to widespread criticism and charges that he denied resurrection, in 1191 Rambam
wrote his Treatise on Resurrection.[19] In his defense, Rambam noted that he had, after all,
included resurrection as the 13th of his “Thirteen Principles” in his commentary to the Mishnah
“Pereq ?eleq.” Our focus and emphasis, however, should not be on resurrection, but on the world
to come as the final purpose of life. The masses only understand corporeal existence, but what is
incorporeal is more real than the material. The Torah only deals with reward and punishment in this
world, within nature, and does not mention immortality or resurrection. The generation of the
Exodus, who had just been freed from slavery, and had limited understanding, needed (like
children) the promise and threat of immediate reward / punishment. Whenever possible, Rambam
explained, I reconcile Torah and reason and interpret events as part of the natural order. The world
to come is part of the natural order, whereas resurrection is a supra-natural miracle. To deny the
theoretical possibility (not the actual fact)[20] of resurrection is to deny the very possibility of
miracles, including the theophany at Sinai. Natural events persist and are permanent, whereas
supra-natural miracles are transient and temporary; if they persisted permanently, they would be
seen to be natural, not miracles, and would no longer be effective as “signs.” There is no
necessary connection between resurrection and the messianic era. In short, for Rambam, the
implication of miracles necessarily being temporary and transient, is that after the resurrection
there is also a temporary and transient stage, followed by a second death.

V. CRITICISM OF RAMBAM[21] AND REAFFIRMATION OF ESCHATOLOGY:
RAMBAN
Some of Rambam’s critics accepted his “Treatise on Resurrection” at face value. From their
perspective, Rambam’s reaffirmation of resurrection sufficed as a response to the criticism. This
was not, however, the position of Ramban (Nahmanides – Rabbi Moses ben Nahman, 1194-1270),
a major figure in the history of halakhah, exegesis, and Kabbalah, who participated in the
Barcelona Disputation of 1263.[22] Ramban played a moderate role in the second stage of the
Maimonidean controversy (1230-1235), and both criticized and praised Rambam. Ramban
opposed both the rabbinic bans on Rambam’s works and philosophy, and the counter-bans. He
argued that Rambam was justified in what he did, because he had not written his philosophic
works for the Jews of (Christian) France, who had no background in philosophy and science, but
for Jews in the (Islamic) south and east who were confronting the challenges of rationalist
philosophy available in Arabic.
According to Ramban,[23] what is regarded as natural order is, in fact, a “hidden miracle” or
“secret miracle” (nes nistar), involving no violation of natural order, in contrast with a public and
exceptional “obvious miracle” or “public miracle” (nes galuy), violating the natural order.[24]
Because of his explicit and important affirmation of “obvious/public miracles,” Ramban reaffirmed
the traditional and holistic view (as in Sa`adiah Ga’on) of the unity of body and soul in this life and
in physical resurrection. Contra Rambam, therefore, Ramban emphasized that, following the
resurrection, the messiah and his generation will live forever in refined bodies. In his “Chapter on
Recompense” (“Sha`ar Ha-Gemul”),[25] he rejected Rambam’s approach point by point.
In contrast with Rambam’s view that the ultimate reward is “the world to come” and that the
punishment is karet (i.e., not attaining the world to come), Ramban (p. 283) reaffirms the notion of
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reward in the world to come, and the final punishment is in Gehinom (Gehenna). However, that
punishment – the punishment of Gehinom – is a river of fire, and comes immediately after death,
not in the messianic era or world to come (p. 288), and karet is not being cut off from the world to
come (as in Rambam), but is a term for punishment and misery (p. 289).
According to Ramban, Rambam’s views on “the world to come” in the Laws of Repentance, ch. 8
(cited above) are contrary to the Torah and the rabbis. Rambam’s “words corrupt
opinions (meshabeshot ha-de`ot) . . . and do not accord with our view” (p. 291). The world to come
follows the resurrection (p. 293), and Rambam’s view that in the messianic era everyone will die
again is contrary to the view of “the people of our tradition” (anshei kabbalatenu), that after the
resurrection there will be no death (p. 310), and that after the resurrection will come eternal life (p.
311).

VI. CONCLUSION: SUMMARY OF RAMBAM’S ANTI-ESCHATOLOGICAL
VIEWS:
(a) The world to come is the impersonal survival of the intellect (not the lower functions of the soul
related to the body), in proportion to intellectual attainment; it already exists and is “to come” for
each qualified individual after death; since individuation is a function of the body, the survival of the
intellect in proportion to knowledge is general and impersonal. Karet (the biblical term meaning to
be cut off) means simply not attaining a portion in the world to come.
(b) The messianic era is a future state, understood in naturalistic terms, and has nothing to do
with resurrection; because of better conditions, it will then be easier for people to attain the
intellectual perfection which constitutes “a portion in the world to come.” In other words: there is
no reward/punishment in the world to come; the reward is the world to come; the punishment is
not attaining the world to come, i.e., karet.
(c) Resurrection is described metaphorically in the Commentary on the Mishnah, but, on the other
hand, it is listed as the 13th principle of Judaism. So did Rambam really believe literally in
resurrection? Opinions differ on this question.
Because of the explicit statement in the Mishnah affirming resurrection, Rambam could not
ignore it or openly deny it. In this context, we need to consider Leo Strauss’ theory of
esoteric writing, in his essay “Persecution and the Art of Writing.”[26] Under certain
circumstances – such as a modern totalitarian regime, or a pre-modern traditional society –
an author is not free to express openly his true opinion, and therefore is compelled to hide it
in esoteric writing, which will be understood one way by the masses and the authorities,
and in a different (and true) way by the intelligentsia. What cannot be stated explicitly is
hinted at implicitly.[27]
In other words, Rambam, being committed to Jewish life and the halakhah, could not
possibly openly oppose an explicit rabbinic statement in the Mishnah. The “oral Torah” of
rabbinic Judaism is no less binding than is the “written Torah” of Scripture. However, he
could affirm it by saying “of course I affirm it – but it’s not what you think it means.”
Moreover, just as various Biblical passages (eg., anthropomorphisms and
anthropopathisms) are to be understood as metaphorical, equivocal or ambiguous
language,[28] the words of the rabbis are also to be understood non-literally when
apparently, on a surface level, they contradict scientific or factual knowledge.[29]
We are left, then, with the question: Is Rambam’s “Treatise on Resurrection” merely
apologetic lip service? What, for example, is the point of a temporary resurrection followed
by a second death (in contrast with the traditional view, including that of Sa`adiah Ga’on)?
In the words of a scholar of the controversy, on the question of resurrection, “Maimonides
affirmed even as he squirmed.”[30]
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[1] Cf. Eva Jospe, Reason and Hope: Selections from the Jewish Writings of Herman Cohen, in Encounters in Modern Jewish Thought: The Works of Eva
Jospe, Vol. 3, ed. Raphael Jospe and Dov Schwartz (Boston: Academic Studies Press, 2013).

[2] Even today, in some liberal or radical Jewish circles, including among some prominent Jewish academics, Zionism is seen as a form of obsolete
nationalism in an era of globalism, and Israel is seen by them as an oppressive and illegitimate state. Cf. my “The New Anti-Zionism and the Old AntiSemitism: Transformations,” in Midstream: A Bi-Monthly Jewish Review 52/3, May/June 2006, pp. 2-11. Criticism of various Israeli policies and/or actions,
while supporting the right of the Jewish people to a homeland and state, is neither anti-Zionist nor anti-Semitic, in contrast with the denial of the right of the
Jewish people to self-determination in the first place (especially after the Shoah), and applying double-standards to Israel which are not applied to any other
nation. Zionism transformed the question of Jewish equality from that of the individual Jew in European society to that of the Jewish people among the
family of nations. Paradoxically, the classical anti-Semitic opposition to Jewish rights in society was thereby transformed into contemporary anti-Zionist
rejection of the legitimacy of Israel as the national homeland and state of the Jewish people.

[3] Cf. David Berger, The Rebbe, the Messiah, and the Scandal of Orthodox Indifference (Oxford: Littman Library of Jewish Civilization, 2001).

[4] Rambam’s radicalism is not limited to these questions. For example, his insistence on the central importance of the incorporeality of God, and that a
Jew who is otherwise educated in the sources and pious in his religious observance is a heretic (min) was opposed by his critic Ravad (Rabbi Abraham ben
David of Posquières, 1125-1198), who wrote: “Why should he call such a person a heretic? Greater and better than he have followed this way of thinking,
based upon what they saw in biblical passages or even more in the words of aggadot (legends) which corrupt one’s thought.” Cf. Ravad’s hasagah (critical
note) to Rambam’s Mishneh Torah (Code of Law), Book of Knowledge, Laws of Repentance 3:7.

[5] See my “Sa`adiah Ga’on and Moses Mendelssohn: Pioneers of Jewish Philosophy,” in my Jewish Philosophy: Foundations and Extensions, Vol. One:
General Questions and Considerations (Lanham: University Press of America, 2008), ch. 3, pp. 91-111.

[6] Dov Schwartz, Messianism in Medieval Jewish Thought (Boston: Academic Studies Press, 2017), p. 21 refers to this as “a classic apocalyptic approach
. . . Saadia constructs a rationalist hermeneutical theory to justify apocalyptic tradition.” On Sa`adiah’s reflecting the Kalam, see Harry Austryn
Wolfson, Repercussions of the Kalam in Jewish Philosophy (Cambridge: Harvard, 1979). Wolfson avoids the simplistic view of “influence,” because in
order for there to be influence, there must first be an inherent predisposition or readiness for the influence on the receiving side. Wolfson therefore preferred
“repercussions,” namely how those ideas were then developed within the Jewish context.

[7] Sanhedrin 97b.

[8] On the other hand, in Exodus 12:40, the duration of Israel’s sojourn in Egypt was 430 years, and rabbinic calculations of the generations involved also
lead to an enslavement of 210 years.

[9] The term “Apikoros” comes from the name of the philosopher Epicurus, but in rabbinic usage refers loosely to a heretic or a person who rejects
traditional beliefs and throws off traditional religious observance.

[10] The “Thirteen Principles” are called qa`idat in Arabic, literally meaning “foundations.” For a discussion of the “Thirteen Principles,” see my Jewish
Philosophy in the Middle Ages (Boston: Academic Studies Press, 2008), ch. 8. Cf. Menachem Kellner’s important monograph, Dogma in Medieval Jewish
Thought (Oxford: Littman Library of Jewish Civilization, 1986) and Must a Jew Believe Anything? – Second Edition (Littman Library of Jewish Civilization,
2006), and Marc B. Shapiro, The Limits of Orthodox Theology: Maimonides’ Thirteen Principles Reappraised (Oxford: Littman Library of Jewish Civilization,
2004).

[11] Talmud, Berakhot 17a.

[12] Cf. Aristotle: De Anima (Book III, Ch. 4, 404b-405a): “Mind is in a sense potentially whatever is thinkable, though actually it is nothing until it has
thought . . . Mind itself is thinkable in exactly the same way as its objects are. For in the case of objects which involve no matter, what thinks and what is
thought are identical.”
Metaphysics (Book XII, Ch. 9, 1074b-1075a): “It must be of itself that the divine thought thinks (since it is the most excellent of things), and its thinking is a
thinking on thinking... Since thought and the object of thought are not different in the case of things that have not matter, the divine thought and its object
will be the same, i.e., the thinking will be one with the object of its thought... Everything which has not matter is indivisible... so throughout eternity is the
thought which has itself for its object.”
Terminology:
Greek: Nous – Arabic: `aql; Hebrew: sekhel; intellect, mind (subject)
Greek: Noein – Arabic: `aqil; Hebrew: maskil; intelligizing, thinking (verb)
Greek: Noesis – Arabic: ma`qul; Hebrew: muskal; intelligible, thought, concept (object)

[13] Ravad on “Laws of Reptentance” 8:2. On Ravad, see above, note 4.

[14] Talmud Berakhot 18b.

[15] Talmud Berakhot 34b.

[16] The numbers are those of the specific paragraphs in this chapter.
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[17] On Rambam’s different views of Christianity and Islam, see my “Jewish Views of Christianity: Some Reflections,” in Jewish-Christian
Relations (September, 2019).

[18] Cf. Judah Ha-Levi, The Kuzari 4:23: “God has a secret and wise design concerning us, which should be compared to the wisdom hidden in the seed
which falls into the ground, where it undergoes an external transformation into earth, water and dirt, without leaving a trace for him who looks down upon it.
It is, however, the seed which transforms the earth and water into its own substance … until it refines the elements and transforms them into something like
itself … allowing the pure essential core to appear … the original seed produced the tree bearing fruit resembling that from which it had been produced. In the
same manner, the religion of Moses transforms each one who honestly follows it, even if he apparently rejects it. These communities [i.e., Christianity and
Islam]are a preparation and introduction for the hoped-for messiah who is the fruit. They all will become his fruit, if they acknowledge him, and
the tree will become one. Then they will revere the fruit they had previously despised.” Daniel Lasker suggests that Ha-Levi is here adopting Paul’s
parable of the olive tree in Romans 11.

[19] The original Arabic and Samuel ibn Tibbon’s Hebrew translation and glossary were published by Joshua Finkel (New York: American Academy for
Jewish Research, 1939). An English translation by Fred Rosner is available, Moses Maimonides’ Treatise on Resurrection (New York: Ktav, 1982), and
again by Abraham Halkin, with discussion by David Hartman, in Crisis and Leadership: Epistles of Maimonides (Philadelphia: Jewish Publication Society,
1985), pp. 209-292.

[20] This is in contrast with I Corinthians 15:12-20, where, according to Paul, the truth of Christian faith depends on the fact of Jesus’ resurrection. “If
Christ has not been raised, your faith is futile and you are still in your sins … But in fact (nuni, now) Christ has been raised from the dead.” (RSV)

[21] For a discussion of the stages in the criticism of Rambam and the controversy over Rambam and philosophy, see my Jewish Philosophy in the Middle
Ages, ch. 11, and “Maimonidean Controversy” in Encyclopaedia Judaica (2nd edition), vol. 13, pp. 371-381.

[22] The Disputation of Barcelona took place in July, 1263 at the palace of King James 1 of Aragon, in the presence of the king, who had promised Ramban
freedom of speech. Ramban’s opponent was Dominican Friar Pablo Christiani, a Jewish convert to Christianity. Despite the king’s promise, thereafter
Ramban could not stay in Spain and in 1267 emigrated to the Land of Israel, where he played a major role in reviving the Jewish community of Jerusalem.
Ramban’s synagogue still exists in the Jewish Quarter of the Old City, beneath the “Hurva” synagogue.

[23] Cf. Ramban’s Commentary to Exodus 13:16 and Leviticus 26:11).

[24] Ramban’s view, therefore, does not constitute occasionalism, since he affirmed natural order.

[25] Ramban’s discussion of these points is found in his essay “Chapter on Recompense” (“Torat Ha-Adam: Sha`ar Ha-Gemul”), in Kitvei Ramban, ed. C.
Chavel (Jerusalem: Mosad Ha-Rav Kook, 1971), Volume 2. Page references are to this edition.

[26] Leo Strauss, Persecution and the Art of Writing (Glencoe: Free Press, 1952). Dov Schwartz has written extensively on esoteric writing in Jewish
philosophy. Cf. his (Hebrew) Contradiction and Concealment in Medieval Jewish Thought (Ramat Gan: Bar Ilan University, 2002).

[27] Strauss’ theory has a clear precedent in Spinoza’s view crediting Abraham ibn Ezra with engaging in Bible criticism – questioning the Mosaic
authorship of the entire Torah (Pentateuch) – but could not openly and explicitly state his true view. In 1670, Spinoza wrote in his Theologico-Politico
Treatise, ch. 8: Aben Ezra, a man of enlightened intelligence and no small learning . . . [who] was the first, so far as Iknow, to treat of this opinion, dared not
express his meaning openly, but confined himself to dark hints . . . In these few words he hints, and also shows, that it was not Moses who wrote the
Pentateuch, but someone who lived long after him, and further, that the book which Moses wrote was something different from any now extant. English
translation by R.H.M. Elwes (1883), reprinted in The Chief Works of Benedict de Spinoza (New York: Dover, 1951), Vol. One, pp. 120-121. Cf. the
discussion in my “Biblical Exegesis as a Philosophic Literary Genre: Abraham ibn Ezra and Moses Mendelssohn,” in Jewish Philosophy: Foundations and
Extensions, Vol. One, Ch. 4.

[28] Rambam states this explicitly in the Introduction to his Guide of the Perplexed.

[29] Rambam discusses this in his Commentary to the Mishnah, “Pereq Heleq” (Sanhedrin, ch. 10).

[30] Daniel Jeremy Silver, Maimonidean Criticism and the Maimonidean Controversy 1180-1240 (Leiden: Brill, 1965), p. 116.
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