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Introduction
The principles of faith have been a topic of extensive discussion in Jewish thought, from the Middle Ages, through the early modern period, and into the late modern era.[footnoteRef:1] A great deal of academic scholarship has been dedicated to clarifying diverse approaches and delving into various disputes.[footnoteRef:2] In the following, I will seek to expand the academic discourse to a geographical area, the North African diaspora, that has received only incidental and minimal attention in this context, focusing on the discussions of Rabbi Raphael Berdugo (1747–1821). [1:  On the approach that the fundamental principles of Jewish faith can already be found in biblical and post-biblical literature, see David Neumark, Toldot ha-‘iqarim be-yisra’el [The History of Dogmas in Israel] (Odessa: Moriah, 1913).]  [2:  This is not the place to detail the extensive research literature on the subject; relevant studies will be mentioned in context. ] 

In his time Berdugo was one of the senior rabbis of North Africa. He is also known by his nickname “The Angel Raphael.” He served as a dayyan in Meknes, Morocco and took part in the establishment of many ordinances for the community.[footnoteRef:3] Over his career, Berdugo wrote works in a variety of fields: Mei Menuḥot—sermons on the Torah (two parts: Jerusalem 1910, Djerba 1942); Rav Peninin—sermons for special occasions and eulogies (Casablanca 1970); Mesameḥei Lev—a brief and comprehensive commentary on the twenty–four books of the Bible (Jerusalem, 1990);[footnoteRef:4] Sharvit Ha-zahav—novellae on the Talmud (two parts, Jerusalem 1975 and 1978);[footnoteRef:5] Roqeaḥ Merqaḥat—a comprehensive and critical discussion of Rabbinic Aggadah (Paris 2007);[footnoteRef:6] Mishpatim Yesharim—Responsa (Crakow (1891);[footnoteRef:7] Torat Emet—novellae on the four parts of Shulḥan Arukh (Meknes 1939); Leshon Limmudim—a short commentary in Mughrabi Jewish Arabic on twenty books of the Bible (Jerusalem 2002); Based mostly on the study of the first five items in this list, scholars have concluded that he tended towards peshat interpretation and rationalism.[footnoteRef:8] [3:  On the internal legislation of the Meknes Jewish community and Berdugo’s part in them see, Moshe Amar, “Le-‘takkanot meknes’ ba-me’ot ha-18–19” [“On the ‘Meknes Regulations’ in the 18th–19th Centuries”] in Ḥevrah ve-qehila [Society and Community], ed. Avraham Ḥaim (Jerusalem: Misgav Yerushalayim Research Institute), 35–45; idem, “Takkanot meknes ve-ziqatan le-takkanot fas” [“The Meknes Regulations and their Connection to the Fez Regulations”] Mi-qedem u-mi-yam 9 (2006): 109–85; Mori Amar, ed., Sefer takkanot ḥakhmei meknes [The Regulations of Meknes] (Jerusalem: Ḥevrat ahavat shalom, 1995), 27–72.]  [4:  Michael Avioz, “Darko shel R. Refael Berdugo be-yishuv setirot ba-miqra be-sifro Mesameḥei Lev” [“Rabbi Raphael Berdugo’s Approach to Resolving Contradictions in the Bible in his Book Mesameḥei Lev”], in Fes and Other Moroccan Cities: a Thousand Years of Creativity eds., Moshe Bar-Asher, Moshe Amar, and Shimon Sharvit (Ramat Gan: Bar Ilan University Press, 2013), 205–13; idem, ‘Biqoret nusaḥ ha-miqra be peirushav shel R. Refael Berdugo” [“Biblical Text Criticism in Rabbi Raphael Berdugo’s Commentaries”], in Mehqerei Ma‘arav U-Mizraḥ—Collected Papers eds., Moshe Bar-Asher, Elimelekh Westreich, and Shimon Sharvit (Ashkelon and Ramat Gan: Bar Ilan University Press, 2018), 41–54. Amos Frisch, “On the Interpretive Method of R. Raphael Berdugo (Based on His Exegesis of the Former Prophets)”, Revue des Etudes Juives 163, 3–4 (2004): 445–462; idem, “Bi’uro shel Rabi Refa’el Berdugo li-shnei ha-pesuqim ha-rishonim shel megilat rut” [“Rabbi Refael Berdugo’s Explanation of the First Two Verses of the Book of Ruth,” Sinai 150 (2018): 83–92.]  [5:  Ḥaim Bentov, “Rabi Ref’ael Berdugo: terumato ve-gishato le-ḥeqer ha-talmud ve-ha-halakha” [Rabbi Refael Berdugo: His Contribution and Approach to Talmudic and Halakhic Research”] in Yahadut ṣefon afriqa ba-me’ot 19–20: iyuunim be-toledotehah, be-tarbutah, u-v-ḥevratah [North African Jewry in the 19th–20th Centuries: Studies in its History, Culture and Society] ed., Michael Avitbol (Jerusalem: Ben-Zvi Institute,1980), 141–49.]  [6:  מחבר???“Roqeaḥ Merqaḥat le-R. Refa’el Berdugo ‘al aggadot ḥazal, parshanut ve-samkhut,” [Roqeaḥ Merqaḥat by Rabbi Refael Berdugo on Rabbinnic Aggadot, Commentary and Authority], unpublished manuscript.]  [7:  On his audacity in halakhic rulings, see Moshe Bar-Asher, “Demuyot no‘azot veḥadshaniyot be-qerev ḥakhmei ha-ma‘arav” [“Bold and Innovative Figures Among the Sages of the West”] in Progress and Tradition: Creativity, Leadership and Acculturation Processes among the Jews of North Africa, eds., Moises Orfali, Ephraim Hazan (Jerusalem: Mossad Bialik, 2005), 3–15, especially 5–7.]  [8:  Elisha Naḥmani, “R. Refa‘el Berdugo ve-peirusho la-torah” [“R. Raphael Berdugo and His Torah Commentaries” (M.A. Thesis, Bar-Ilan University, 1988); Dan Manor, “R. Refa‘el Berdugo—yaḥaso la-filosofia u-la-ratsionalism shel zemano” [R. Raphael Berdugo—His Attitude towards the Philosophy and Rationalism of His Time,” Mi-qedem u-mi-yam 4 (1991): 127–43; Henry Toledano, “The Centrality of Reason and Common Sense in the Biblical and Talmudic Exegesis of Rabbi Rephael Berdugo (1747–1821)” in Between History and Literature—Studies in Honor of Isaac Barzilay, ed. Stanley Nash (Tel Aviv: Hakibbutz Hameuchad, 1997): 171–205; David Asulin, “Rabi Refa‘el Berdugo: hebetim hagutiyim” [“Rabbi Raphael Berdugo: Philosophical Aspects”] (Doctoral Dissertation, Hebrew University, 2017).] 

His composition Rav Peninim is, as mentioned above, a collection of sermons for special occasions such as a shabbat kallah,[footnoteRef:9] Shabbat Ha-gadol,[footnoteRef:10] Shabbat Zakhor,[footnoteRef:11] Shabbat Teshuvah,[footnoteRef:12] charity events, Shabbat Eikhah,[footnoteRef:13] eulogies, bar mitzvahs, and weddings.[footnoteRef:14] The last discourse in this book is dedicated to the “thirteen principles of faith” and will be the focus of the current discussion. An examination of this sermon reveals Berdugo’s strong connection to Maimonides, how he interpreted Maimonides’s thought, and sheds light on Berdugo’s dialectical relationship with Maimonides’s doctrine of principles of faith and Maimonides’s thought in general (as Berdugo understood it).	Comment by JA: אני מניח שזה מה שאנחנו קוראים שבת חזון [9:  The Sabbath following a wedding where the two families celebrate the bride and groom.]  [10:  The Sabbath before Passover when it is customary for the rabbi to speak about Passover.]  [11:  The Sabbath before Purim when it is customary to read the Torah passage about remembering Amaleq (Deuteronomy 25:17–19).]  [12:  The Sabbath between Rosh Hashanah and Yom Kippur when it is customary for the rabbi to speak about repentance.]  [13:  The Sabbath before Tisha Be-av.]  [14:  On the place that sermons occupied in the North African space, see מחבר?? “‘Lidrosh ‘inyan seder ha-yom’—ha-derasha she-be‘al peh u-vi-khtav ba-pezurah ha-ṣfon afriqa’it ba-‘et ha-ḥadashah ha-muqdemet” [“To Preach on the Order of the Day’—Oral and Written Sermons in the North African Diaspora in the Early Modern Period” (to be published in Pe‘amim).] 

In other words, the current article sheds light on the Jewish thought, especially non-Kabbalistic thought, that developed in Morocco at the end of the early modern period, a topic that has not been extensively (or even sufficiently) discussed. This discussion will also contribute to enriching the intellectual profile of Berdugo.

Principles of Faith in the North African Diaspora in the Early Modern Period
According to Kellner, from the end of the fifteenth century, the “engagement with the principles of faith almost entirely disappeared from the agenda of Jewish intellectuals, only to resurface in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries.”[footnoteRef:15] [15:  Menachem Kellner, Dogma in Medieval Jewish Thought—from Maimonides to Abravanel, (Liverpool: The Littman Library of Jewish Civilization, 1986), 1.] 

However, Gorfinkel recently proposed that there is a continuous literary tradition about the principles of faith, even though he does not deny that the engagement with the subject decreased or increased in different periods. According to him, the issue continued to be addressed in the sixteenth, seventeenth, and the first half of the eighteenth centuries.[footnoteRef:16] [16:  Eli Gurfinkel, “Ha-‘isuq ba-‘iqarim aḥarei ha-rambam: bein reṣef le-temurah” [“The Engagement with the Principles after Maimonides: Between Continuity and Change”] Alei Sefer 22 (2012): 5–17.] 

[bookmark: _Hlk157072526]A study of the writings of the descendants of the expelled Sephardim who settled in Fez indicates that they occasionally addressed the topic. They did not write extensively about the principles of faith but it appears to be the case that they adopted the approach that reduced Maimonides’s thirteen principles to only three (following Yosef Albo, Yosef Ya‘avetz, and others). Moreover, they likely identified with the criticism directed against the Maimonidean list for its omission of important beliefs such as Creation and divine providence and therefore emphasized that these are among the three fundamental principles of faith.[footnoteRef:17] For example, Shmuel Hagiz (died 1633) in his collection of sermons on the weekly Torah portion, Mevakesh Hashem and his commentary to Deuteronomy Rabbah, Devar Shemuel, mentioned several times the three principals of Judaism: “The greatest principals are the third, His reality and His providence and His power.”[footnoteRef:18] Saul Serrero (1566–1655) adopted the approach of Ya‘avetz in one of his sermons for the Great Sabbath.[footnoteRef:19] [17:  Many thinkers in the fifteenth century (such as Rabbi Shimon ben Tzemaḥ Duran, Abraham Shalom, Isaac Arama, Yosef Ya‘avetz, Abraham Bibago, and Isaac Abravanel) emphasized the dogmatic centrality of the belief in Creation, see Kellner, Dogma, 213–16.]  [18:  Shmuel Ḥagiz, Mevakesh Hashem [Seeker of God] (Venice, 1666) 211a–b. See also idem, 141b, 149b; idem, Dvar Shmuel [Samuel’s Statement] (Venice, 1666), 4a–b, 41a.]  [19:  Yosef Ya‘avetz, Kol Sifrei R. Yosef Ya‘aveṣ [All the Books of Rabbi Yosef Ya‘avetz] (Jerusalem,Publisher??? 1985), 3–6. On Ya‘avetz’s doctrine of principles, see Kellner, Dogma, 161–164.] 

The pious scholar, Rabbi Ya‘avetz, in his book Yesod Ha-emunah, wrote that in order to inherit the World to Come, the complete individual must believe with complete faith in three fundamental principles, which encompass the thirteen principles laid down by Maimonides, of blessed memory. These are the creation of the world; the second is His general and particular providence and His care for the human species, His interest in their deeds, and His recompense to each person according to his actions. The third is divine unity, that He, may he be blessed, was, is, and will be forever and ever.[footnoteRef:20] [20:  Shaul Serero, Derushei Maharshash Siriro I [Sermons of Rabbi Shaul Serero] (Jerusalem, 1989): 425. I should note that Serero later mentioned Ya‘avetz’s assertion that “the first principle, namely the creation of the world, is the main principle and everything depends on it.” Thus, the trend that Kellner pointed out of the dogmatic centrality of the belief in Creation continued even in the generations following the expulsion.] 

In the generations following the expulsion from Spain a limited discussion on the principles of faith was held also in other cities in North Africa. For example, Yosef Alashkar of Talmasan (born at the end of the fifteenth century) in his Sefer Ha-tapuaḥ explained a Rabbinic statement as an allusion to the principles of the faith “Know that this article has thirteen principles in it [...] one that God exists [...] Furthermore, that of faith that God is not a body [...]. Furthermore, that God is one [...]. And furthermore the belief in prophecy [...].”[footnoteRef:21]in his book Ṣofenat Pa‘aneach, compared these principles with the thirteen attributes of divine mercy.[footnoteRef:22] Shlomo Duran from Algiers (second half of the sixteenth century) determined that divine providence is among the principles of faith, but he did not detail what the other principles are, “It is known that the foundation of the Torah commanded us by Moses, peace be upon him, is to believe with complete faith that the people chosen by God, blessed be He, are governed by His providence, blessed be He [...].”[footnoteRef:23] [21:  Yosef Al-Ashkar, Sefer ha-tapuḥ [The Apple Book] (Lod, 1997), 46–7.]  [22:  Eli Gurfinkel, “13 iqarei ha-emunah ve-13 middot ha-raḥamim” [“The Thirteen Principles of Faith and the Thirteen Attributes of Mercy”] Da‘at 84 (2018): 35–82, primarily 64–9.]  [23:  Shlomo Duran, Tiferet Israel [The Glory of Israel] (Jerusalem, 2005), 15.] 

It is worth noting that the discourse about principles of faith was very lively in Muslim thought in North Africa in the early modern period as well, as El–Rouayheb demonstrates.[footnoteRef:24] The fifteenth–century North African theologian Muhammad b. Yusuf al–Sanusi argued that it is the individual duty of every Muslim to master the essentials of Ash‘ari theology, and he accordingly wrote short and accessible creedal works for the common people (as well as longer and more sophisticated works for scholarly circles). The believer should not, Sanusi emphasized, rest content with firmness of conviction, for such firmness of conviction could be found equally among non-Muslims. Rather, one should know each tenet of the creed along with at least one demonstration of it. A nominal Muslim who has no inkling of Kalam, Sanusi declared, is at best a sinner who is neglecting a religious duty and at worst not strictly a believer at all. Because theological reasoning is the individual duty of every legally competent Muslim, Sanusi concluded, theologians are duty-bound to provide instruction in theology to the community. Sanusi’s view inspired a distinctive North African genre of theological literature in later times. One of the more influential later creedal works belonging to this genre is a didactic poem by the Moroccan scholar ‘Abd al-Wahid Ibn ‘Ashir (d. 1631); which elicited a number of commentaries over the centuries. [24:  Khaled El-Rouayheb, Islamic Intellectual History in the Seventeenth Century—Scholarly Currents in the Ottoman Empire and the Maghreb (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2015), 173–203; Caitlyn Olson, “Beyond the Avicennian Turn: the creed of Muhammad b. Yusuf al-Sanusi (d. 895\1490),” Studia Islamica 115 (2020): 101–40.] 

Sanusi’s radical view led to two theological disputes in southern Morocco in the second half of the seventeenth century, as Hasan al–Yusi (1631– 1691), the eminent Moroccan theologian and logician, documented. The first concerned the status of the “imitator” who is unable to give a theological satisfying account of the creed and its rational grounding. The second concerned the proper understanding of the first part of the Islamic profession of faith “There is no God but Allah,” and that this implies knowing both what is denied and what is affirmed by this statement.[footnoteRef:25] [25:  El-Rouayheb, Islamic Intellectual History, 204–231.] 

Partial discussions of creedal beliefs took place in the Jewish diaspora in North Africa in the generations following the expulsion from Spain, specifically in the sixteenth century and the first half of the seventeenth century. However, after that, even partial discussions like these were no longer found. Kellner’s suggestion that the neglect of philosophy (after the expulsion from Spain) led to a decrease in engagement with creed, could explain the shift that occurred in the Maghreb.[footnoteRef:26] In the first generations following the expulsion, a moderate version of the philosophical tradition continued to exist in North Africa,[footnoteRef:27] and thus engagement with the principles of faith, as briefly reviewed above, also continued. From the second half of the seventeenth century, this connection weakened significantly in the Maghreb, and the influence of Kabbalistic and particularly Lurianic views increased. Likely as a result, there was also a decrease in engagement with creed. In this context, Berdugo’s comprehensive discussion of the principles of faith in the eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries is unusual. [26:  Kellner, Dogma, 217. I should note that Kellner proposes another possibility, attributing the intensive engagement with the issue of principles in the fifteenth century to the vigorous Jewish-Christian polemic that was taking place at the time and the pressures of the Church. He explains the minimal engagement with the issue after the expulsion to the absence of this context. For more on the connection between the Jewish-Christian polemic and the discussion of fundamental beliefs, see Daniel Lasker, “Iqarei ha-dat, pulmus bein-dati u-manhigut qehilatit be-sefarad ba-me’ah ha-ḥamesh-esreh” [“Fundamentals of Religion, Interfaith Polemic and Community Leadership in Fifteenth Century Spain”] in Shim‘u ki negidim adaber [Hear, For Leaders, I Will Speak], eds., Nahem Ilan, Hagai Ben-Shammai, and Miriam Frenkel (Jerusalem: Magnes, 2024), 329–42.]  [27:  Michal Ohana, “Jewish Thought in Fez in the Generations Following the Spanish Expulsion: Characteristics, Style, and Content,” JQR 111.4 (2021): 605–21. ] 

So far, academic scholarship has identified isolated scholars in the North African diaspora from the second half of the seventeenth century onwards, whose writings are strongly linked to the Spanish philosophical tradition; Berdugo is counted among these isolated scholars.[footnoteRef:28] He frequently quoted and referred to works such as Baḥya’s Chovot Ha-levavot, Halevi’s The Kuzari, Maimonides’s The Guide of the Perplexed, Albo’s Sefer Ha-Iqqarim, Gersonides’s Milḥamot Adonai, Crescas’s Or Adonai, Arama’s ‘Akedat Yiṣḥak and others. He also cites Greek philosophers (with whom he was familiar secondhand), primarily Aristotle, at times agreeing and at other times disagreeing. Thus, Berdugo’s detailed discussion of the principles of faith, although unusual in its context and time, aligns with his rationalist orientation.	Comment by JA: הוספתי שמות מחברים [28:  Alongside him, we can also mention Moshe Edre‘i (who at some point migrated to Amsterdam and later to the land of Israel) and Shmuel Ben Zaqen, on whom see Dan Manor, “Ha-adam be-mishnato shel R. Shmuel ben Zaqen” [“Humanity in Rabbi Shmuel Ben Zaqen’s Thought”] in Meḥqarim betarbutam shel yehudei ṣfon afriqa [Studies in the Culture of North African Jews] ed., Issachar Ben-Ami (Jerusalem: Magnes, 1991), 133-144; מחבר???“‘Let No One Suspect my Words of Contradicting the Ari’— Traditional, Zoharic, and Lurianic Conceptions in Rabbi Samuel ben-Zaken of Fez’s Thought” (forthcoming).] 

An examination of his opening remarks on the subject reveals his connection to the medieval discourse on the limits of human inquiry and the minimal obligations imposed on a person in this context. I should note that the discourse on this topic continued in North Africa in the generations following the expulsion from Spain, into the sixteenth century and the first half of the seventeenth century,[footnoteRef:29] but it significantly waned thereafter. Berdugo began his remarks with a particularly lengthy warning that while the virtue of wisdom is indeed great, a person should not overly indulge in intellectual inquiry. [29:  Michal Ohana, “Pulmus ha-ḥokhmot ha-ḥiṣoniyot ve-ha-ḥaqira ha-sikhlit ba-pezurah ha-sefaradit betzfon afriqa ba-dorot she-le-aḥar ha-geirush” [“The Polemic of External Wisdom and Intellectual Inquiry in the Sephardic Diaspora in North Africa in the Generations Following the Expulsion”], Jerusalem Studies in Jewish Thought 26 (2021): 333–65.] 

Despite the great virtue and splendor of wisdom [...], one should be careful not to overly indulge in it. [...] And if one cleverly challenges and questions endlessly, then the answer is hidden from his eyes [...]. Do not presume to investigate where investigation is forbidden, for it will avail you nothing but leave you confused and bewildered [...]. And that is what King Solomon, peace be upon him, said, “Have you found honey? Eat only as much as you need, lest you be filled with it and vomit” (Proverbs 25:16) [...], as our Rabbi [Maimonides] elaborated on this in Chapter 32 of the first part [of the Guide of the Perplexed].[footnoteRef:30] [30:  Rav Peninim, 407–08.] 

However, despite this warning, he added that “everyone who possesses an intellect is obligated to know the fundamentals of his existence and the core of his [divine] service and religion.”[footnoteRef:31] In Berdugo’s opinion, knowledge of the principles of faith is not within the realm of forbidden inquiry; it is permissible, even obligated. The delicate balance between forbidden inquiry and that which is permitted and even desirable emerges from his other writings as well.[footnoteRef:32] In this context, note that Berdugo suggests that one should only turn to the study of external wisdom and philosophy after the age of twenty-five, per the ban of the Rashba (Rabbi Shlomo ben Aderet (1235–1310)), and then it is good and appropriate to do so.	Comment by JA: שרשיו יסובבו	Comment by JA: אולי תוסיפי הערה אודות חרם הרשב"א [31:  Rav Peninim, 408.]  [32:  Mei Menuḥot 1: 13b. ] 

For man was not forbidden the Tree of Knowledge except at the beginning of his days. The matter should be properly directed towards the advice of our teacher, the Rashba, of blessed memory, that a person should not study that wisdom until they reach the age of twenty-five. [...]. Then, of course, after his heart is filled and his kidneys overflow with the wisdom of the Torah, it is fine and fitting to study it, and it is an obligation to study it, as the eloquent Rabbi elaborated on its many benefits [...] in his apology to the Rashba.[footnoteRef:33] [33:  Mei Menuḥot, 1:9b. On the Rashba’s ban and the exchange between him and Yedayah Ha-Penini, see Moshe Halbertal, Bein torah le-ḥokhmah: Rabi Menaḥem Ha-Me’iri u-ba‘alei ha-halakhah ha-maimoniyim beprovans [Between Torah and Wisdom: Rabbi Menachem HaMeiri and the Maimonidean Halakhists in Provence] (Jerusalem: Magnes, 2000), 152–180; Ram Ben-Shalom, Yehudei provans: renesans be-ṣel ha-kenesiah [Jews of Provence and Languedoc: Renaissance in the Shadow of the Church] (Raanana: Open University, 2017), 538–554.] 

Berdugo reinforced his argument, stating that the path of human inquiry into the fundamental principles of faith has already been paved by his predecessors who established them on thirteen principles. Therefore, he concluded, “To fulfill the will of my Creator and to instill in my heart His pure beliefs, my heart has told me to expound and clarify them.” In other words, Berdugo’s current discussion is an interpretation and explanation of the thirteen principles of faith, which he accepted as an integral part of the Jewish tradition; he thought it appropriate to explain the principles of faith because of the duty incumbent upon every rational being to know them. In his introduction, Berdugo justified his turn to the explanation of the principles, despite the fact that his predecessors had already addressed the matter, by stating that “there is no interpretation without innovation.” Perhaps he was hinting that in some cases he interpreted the principles differently from the accepted tradition.
It should be noted that in describing the purpose of the explanation in his introduction, he uses the first person singular “to instill in my heart.” It can be inferred that the intended audience is intellectuals like himself. Similarly, the demand “from every intelligent person” to know the principles of his religion is directed at him and his peers, not the general public. It is clear that Berdugo distinguished between different levels of intellectual achievement for different people. In his book Mei Menuḥot, he proposed that “the great God, mighty and awesome” (Deuteronomy 10:17; the first blessing of the Amidah prayer) alludes to the three principles of faith—God’s existence, power, and providence—which different people understand and internalize in different ways, as he states:
Every man of Israel believes in them, but not all are equal in their faith, as the Rabbi, the Guide of blessed memory [Maimonides] wrote, “Some believe in them through tradition, and some believe in them through demonstration, that is greater than tradition, and greatest of all is he who sees with his own eyes, like our assembly, the assembly of Israel, whose eyes saw it all.[footnoteRef:34]	Comment by JA: עדיתנו עדת ישראל שאת הכל ראתה עינם [34:  Mei Menuḥot 2:92b. On the distinctions between the different types of proof see below note??.] 

He based his discussion on the thirteen principles of faith on a short poem, “His existence and unity, and He has no body, is eternal, is to be worshipped and knew his prophets. He gave Moses the Torah that will not change; He grants reward, punishment, salvation, and life to His hosts.”[footnoteRef:35] This short poem is a summary of the Maimonidean thirteen principles of faith, as described in the introduction to Pereq Ḥeleq in Maimonides’s commentary on the Mishnah.[footnoteRef:36] Throughout the generations, Maimonides’s learned discussion has been transformed into dogmatic creeds, folk songs, and liturgical poems that have been incorporated into daily liturgy. A fierce debate was waged over the Maimonidean text, and these reworkings often censored, adjusted, or reinterpreted the original text in a more conservative manner.[footnoteRef:37] Among the approximately two hundred hymns and liturgical poems written based on Maimonides’s thirteen principles of faith, the most well known is Yigdal Elohim Ḥai by Daniel Ben Yehuda Ha-Dayan (13th century).[footnoteRef:38] In Morocco, liturgical poems on the principles of faith were also composed, including during Berdugo’s era such as “I will come into your house to the camp of the Shekhinah” by Rabbi Saadia Ibn Danan the Third (d. 1819) from Fez, and “I will thank God with a pleasant voice,” “I will declare my knowledge with you,” and “Songs and thanksgivings, come and tell” by Rabbi David Ḥassin (1722–1792) from Meknes, who was Berdugo’s brother–in–law.[footnoteRef:39] [35:  Rav Peninim, 408.]  [36:  For a systematic examination of Maimonides’s Thirteen Principles of Faith, see Dror Ehrlich, Ha-Rambam ‘al yesodot ha’emunah ha-yehudit [Maimonides on the Foundations of Jewish faith] (Tel Aviv: Resling, 2019) Maimonides’ discussion of the principles of faith is mirrored in his list of heretics (heresiography), also consisting of thirteen items, which is presented in the Laws of Repentance (Chapter 3, 6–8). This list of thirteen types of heretics is part of twenty-four types of people who do not have a portion in the world to come, despite being classified as “Israel.” See Hannah Kasher, “‘Al ha-minim, ha-apiqorsim, ve-ha-koferim be-mishnat ha-Rambam” [Heretics in Maimonides’s Teachings] (Tel Aviv: Hakibbutz Hameuchad, 2011), primarily 96–181.]  [37:  Abraham Melamed, “Maimonides’ Thirteen Principles: From Elite to Popular Culture,” in The Cultures of Maimonideanism, ed. James. T. Robinson (Leiden &Boston: Brill, 2009), 171–90.]  [38:  Hannah Kasher and Uri Melamed, “Horato ve-leidato shel ha-piyyut ‘yigdal elohim ḥai’” [The Origins of the Piyyut ‘Yigdal Elohim Ḥai’] in Ha-tefilah be-yisra’el—hebetim ḥadashim [Prayer in Israel—New Aspects], ed. Uri Ehrlich (Beersheeba: Ben Gurion University, 2016), 155–83. Kasher and Melamed are preparing that will include an annotated edition of the liturgical poems about the principles of faith. For now, see Israel Davidson, Thesaurus of Medieval Hebrew Poetry Vol. 4 (New York: Jewish Theological Seminary, 1924–33), 493a.]  [39:  Regarding the poets mentioned who incorporate in their liturgical poems a connection to Aristotelian philosophy and the Maimonidean approach alongside Kabbalistic motifs, see Hannah Kasher and Uri Melamed, “Piyyutei 13 ha-iqarim be-levush qabali” [Maimonides’ Thirteen Principles in Kabbalistic Garb]” in Ḥalamish lema‘ayano mayim: meḥqarim beqabalah, halakhah, minhag vehagut mugashim lifrof. mosheh ḥalamish [Chalamish Lema‘ayano Mayim: Studies in Kabbalah, Halakha, Custom and Thought Presented to Prof. Moshe Hallamish], eds., A. Elqayam and H. Pedaya (Jerusalem: Carmel, 2016), 256–302, especially 263–264. According to Hazan, Hassin was influenced by the poet Rabbi Moshe Adhan (d. 1736), who also wrote a poem on the principles of faith. See Ephraim Hazan, Ha-shirah ha-‘ivrit biṣfon ’afriqah [Hebrew Poetry in North Africa] (Jerusalem: Magnes, 1995), 262. Samuel Elbaz (1790–1844) of Sefrou also wrote a piyyut on the thirteen principles of faith, idem, 329.] 

At the beginning of every discussion on a principle of faith, Berdugo quoted/inserted the relevant word from the poem. He chose to base his discussion around this poem because it is “the shortest of them all.”[footnoteRef:40] Berdugo’s explanation of the principles of faith thus went against the prevailing tendency to reduce Maimonides’s discussion to a brief dogmatic text; he once again transformed the text into a comprehensive and detailed discussion. [40:  Rav Peninim, 408.] 

As will be clarified below, Berdugo generally adopted Maimonides’s thirteen principles of faith,[footnoteRef:41] yet he altered their order, added to them from Maimonides’s other writings, primarily from the Guide of the Perplexed, and infused them with a different meaning from their original intent.[footnoteRef:42] [41:  On the positive attitude of some of the rabbis of Morocco, including Berdugo, towards Maimonides, see Dan Manor, “Harambam bekhitvei ḥakhme maroqo benei hame’ot 16–19” [Maimonides in the Writings of Moroccan Scholars of the 16th–19th Centuries] in Fez and Other Cities in Morocco: A Thousand Years of Creativity, eds., Moshe Bar Asher, Moshe Amar, and Shimon Sharvit (Ramat Gan: Bar Ilan University Press, 2013), 215–45.]  [42:  Regarding the partial acceptance of Maimonides’s thirteen principles of faith, see Marc B. Shapiro, The Limits of Orthodox Theology: Maimonides’ Thirteen Principles Reappraised (Oxford: The Littman Library of Jewish Civilization, 2004); Joshua Berman, “Orthodox Rabbinic Exception to the Thirteen Principles of Faith: the Dynamics of Boundary Permeability”, Modern Judaism 39,2 (2019): 161–83, especially 162–164. ] 

A Different Order for the Thirteen Principles of Faith
As mentioned above, Berdugo’s discussion is based on the short poem quoted above, and the order of the discussion on the principles follows it. Berdugo’s choice of this poem is significant and interesting, as this poem brings forward Maimonides’s tenth principle of divine knowledge; for Berdugo, it is the sixth principle. If we accept the tripartite structure of the thirteen principles suggested by Rashbatz and others,[footnoteRef:43] this change involves moving divine knowledge from the third and last group of principles that refer to reward and punishment to the principles that are about God. Berdugo was not obligated to base his discussion on this song; he could have directly interpreted the Maimonidean text and adhered to the original order. Nevertheless, he chose it, likely in a conscious and thoughtful choice. As will become clear later, Berdugo not only changed the order but also deviated from Maimonides’s original meaning in this context and in his discussion of other principles. According to Berdugo, this principle, the divine knowledge of human behavior, forms the basis of religion, and therefore all religions subscribe to it, despite the difficulties raised in its regard by philosophers. [43:  Kellner, Dogma, 24–25; Eli Gurfinkel, “Seder u-mivneh bi-rshimat ha-‘iqarim ha-miymoniyim” [Order and Structure in the Maimonidean List of Principles] Mada‘ei hayadut 55 (2021): 115–82, especially 118–38.] 

Knowledge. This important principle is the foundation of all religions in general, to which all religions aim in their actions to fulfill the will of the Creator of this reality, for they believe that the Lord knows their actions and secrets [...], and indeed all religious people are equal in this except for the philosopher [=Aristotle] and his associates.[footnoteRef:44] [44:  Rav Peninim, 414.] 

According to Berdugo, God’s knowledge encompasses every detail, even a person’s thoughts, because there is no place devoid of God, as clarified in the third branch of the first principle (see below). However, he noted that God’s comprehensive knowledge does not include knowledge of what could potentially happen in the future, as he explained elsewhere. An examination of his discussion there indicates that he refrained from attributing knowledge of future possibilities to God because it contradicts man’s free will, accepting Gersonides’s radical view on the matter.[footnoteRef:45] Berdugo made clear that this denial of divine foreknowledge does not constitute the rejection of a principle of faith, because Maimonides himself did not include this type of knowledge in his discussion of the principles of faith, even though he attributed foreknowledge to God in his other writings.[footnoteRef:46] [45:  See Mei Menuḥot, 30a–b, and Israel Nathaniel Rubin, “Mah she’elohim lo’ yakhol: be'ayat kefifuto shel ’elohim leḥuqe halogiqah vehamateimatiqah befilosofeyah vehatei’ologeyah hayehudit [What God Cannot Do: The Problem of God’s Subservience to the Laws of Logic and Mathematics in Jewish Philosophy and Theology], (PhD diss., Hebrew University, 2013), 147–48. ]  [46:  Rav Peninim, 414. On the absence of this concept from Maimonides’s thirteen principles of faith, see [כך במקור אבל אין לפניכן משהו כזה] קלנר, תורת, 48–55; in contrast, in his discussion in the Laws of Repentance, Maimonides established this belief as a “great principle” and a “pillar of the Torah,” see Hannah Kasher, “‘Al ha-minim,” 186–90.] 

The Insertion of New Content and Shifting Emphases in the Principles Of Faith
Not only did Berdugo deviate from the order of the principles as they appear in Maimonides’s commentary to Pereq Heleq, but he also changed their content, as will be elaborated below. For instance, in his discussion on the first principle regarding the existence of God, he states that this is the “root of all beliefs [...] and the foundation of all religions.” According to him, every rational person must accept this principle, as “its obligation is not only religious but also intellectual.”[footnoteRef:47] However, in his argument, he did not direct his readers to Maimonides’s proof of God’s existence (Guide of the Perplexed II:1), as one might expect, but rather to that of Baḥya ibn Pakuda (Duties of the Heart I:4–6), without citing it explicitly. [47:  Rav Peninim, 408.] 

Berdugo goes on to detail the content of this principle, which, according to him, includes three “branches.” This claim echoes the graded–hierarchical dogmatic approach of Crescas and Albo,[footnoteRef:48] but Berdugo did not offer a methodological explanation for his distinction between roots and the branches, and it is difficult to reconstruct his position on the matter. Nevertheless, the three branches of the principle of the existence of God are: 1. God is a necessary existence, in contrast to all other beings which are possible existences; the source of this distinction is in Ibn Sina and Maimonides mentioned it in his third proof of God’s existence (Guide of the Perplexed II:1). 2. The existence of God is not dependent on the existence of other beings, but they are dependent on His existence. Berdugo clarified that not only is the creation of all beings dependent on God, but also their ongoing existence. This follows Maimonides’s dual characterization of the principle of God’s existence as not only a precondition for all other entities but also an active cause. 3. The existence of God differs from the existence of all other beings, while they occupy only a limited space, there is no place devoid of God. 	Comment by JA: אולי כדאי לציין שלמרכיב זה אין תקדים במחשבת הרמב"ם בכלל. השפעה של האריז"ל?  [48:  Kellner, Dogma, 108–9, 120-25, 140–49.] 

Similarly, in his discussion of the second principle of the unity of God, Berdugo followed Maimonides in understanding this principle: “He is one, it is impossible for there to be another, not equivalent to Him nor second in rank or that you should say a second in degree”; i.e., divine existence is one and no more. The second branch of this principle is that God is “utterly simple” due to His eternal nature, in contrast to all other existences that are composed of cause and effect, such that the divine existence lacks internal multiplicity. Berdugo added, in a manner that significantly diverges from Maimonides’s original discussion and intention, that “it is part of the belief in His unity to believe that He is One in His governance, One in His ability, One in His greatness.” Thus, the knowledge of uniqueness also implies understanding that there is no ruler, governor, or leader in the world other than God. According to Berdugo, the emphasis is thus not only on the static and non–personal aspects of divinity but also on His exclusive control over the world.	Comment by JA: אולי תסבירי מה ההבדל בין "שני לו במדרגה" ו"שני לו במעלה"
Berdugo argues that due to the substantial gap between celestial and terrestrial entities, some might mistakenly think that each has its own ruler and that one is superior to the other. However, the miracles that God performs in both heaven and on earth prove that He rules over both. “In His, may He be blessed, performing miracles in heaven and on earth [...] this is proof and a demonstration that He is the ruler in heaven and on earth.” Berdugo noted that according to Maimonides, it is not sufficient for a person to believe in the existence and unity of God merely by the acceptance of tradition. Rather, one must support that belief through rational demonstration. According to Berdugo, the Jews’ knowledge of this truth surpasses the knowledge required by Maimonides, as they experienced the miracles of God directly. Berdugo noted that according to Rabbi Yehuda Halevi, knowledge of God based on historical experience is more reliable than that based on science; I should note that Maimonides thought exactly the opposite, in his view, knowledge of God based on science is superior to that based on historical experience.[footnoteRef:49] [49:  Zeev Harvey, “Ha-dibeir ha-ri’shon ve-’elohe ha-hisetoreyah: rihal vraḥaq mul rav‘a va-rambam” [The First Commandment and the God of History: Yehudah Halevi and Cresacas versus Ibn Ezra and Maimonides,” Tarbiz (1988): 203–16. Berdugo was aware of the differences of opinion between Halevi and Maimonides on this matter, as can be inferred from his words elsewhere, “And since we have written that all the eagerness and astonishment to recount the Exodus from Egypt is to believe in a tangible way what the philosophers believed and knew through proof. And behold, the sun has not yet set in its fullness, for even the knowledge by a miracle would be very fine if we were to attain it. Although the wise man, great in his wisdom, told his friend the Khazar king that it is better not to seek a miracle, those who followed did not say so. Like Rabbeinu Moshe” (Rav Peninim, 77). ] 

Our Rabbi wrote in the Guide of the Perplexed that it is not sufficient for a person to merely accept the existence and unity of God. Rather, the essence of knowledge is to know them through a proof that will instill their truth in one’s heart. And Israel knew them more than the knowledge by proof as their eyes saw and not a stranger. And to this end, “And you shall know this day” (Deuteronomy 4:39) that through the miracles and wonders I have performed for you, you will easily know all that which all the philosophers have struggled with [...] And as Kuzari said, the accepted truths in Israel are much better witnesses than knowledge by rational demonstration.[footnoteRef:50] [50:  Rav Peninim, 411.] 

In other words, while Maimonides sought to establish knowledge about the existence of God through metaphysical proofs, Berdugo gave precedence to proofs based on historical experience. Surprisingly, he set this discussion primarily in his writing about the second principle, the unity of God, and not in the discussion of God’s existence.[footnoteRef:51] [51:  I should note that in his other writings, Berdugo expressed inconsistent appreciation for the two types of proof under discussion. For instance, in one case he established the following hierarchy (from low to high): faith, intellectual proof, historical experience, above, note???(Mei Menuḥot 2, 92b). In another place, he claimed that philosophical proof and proof from historical experience regarding the existence of God are of identical weight; the hierarchy he established there (Mei Menuḥot חסר כאן מספר כרך????44a) is (from low to high): faith, philosophical proof / proof from historical experience, prophetic knowledge.] 

In his discussion of the fifth principle, which states that God is the only being that people ought to worship, Berdugo deviated from Maimonides’s original intention. He wondered why Maimonides considered this a principle, as according to Maimonides’s interpretation of this principle, Berdugo argued, it is a commandment, not a belief; therefore, he gave a new meaning to the original words of Maimonides.
Worthy of worship. This principle requires clarification, as it is not something that directly involves Him, may He be blessed. And Maimonides, of blessed memory, wrote [...] that He, may He be blessed is the one who is worthy of our service and so on [...]. And I cannot understand the words of our teacher, of blessed memory, for if so, this should not be called a principle but a commandment, as all principles are beliefs, not actions, and according to the words of our teacher, this is an action, not a belief. But let us expand on the words of our teacher.
According to Berdugo, Maimonides stated this as a principle to refute the erroneous view of the philosophers that God does not oversee the sublunar world.[footnoteRef:52] In contrast, according to our belief, God oversees human beings (as Berdugo notes that he will later explain), and therefore, He also desires their service of Him, “Moreover, we must believe in this principle that the Lord, may He be blessed, desires the service of this lowly human and cares about his deeds.”[footnoteRef:53] Berdugo noted that while we struggle to understand how one can attribute desire to God since we believe that God created the world by His will, we are obliged to believe that He desires us to serve Him. [52:  Rav Peninim, 413.]  [53:  Rav Peninim, 413.] 

At this point, it is important to point out that Berdugo, like Maimonides in his commentary to Pereq Ḥeleq,[footnoteRef:54] did not dedicate a principle of faith to Creation. In fact, from the first four principles—the existence of God, His unity, the denial of physicality, and His eternity—it does not necessarily follow that God created the world ex nihilo by His will. These principles support could be an Aristotelian interpretation of God as the Prime Mover, the Unmoved Mover. Thus, Berdugo’s attitude to Creation is only implied indirectly from his discussion. In his other writings, in contrast, he explicitly expressed the belief that God created the world by His will.[footnoteRef:55] Let me suggest two possible explanations for the absence of the belief in Creation from Berdugo’s list of principles: first, this belief is absent by choice because he did not see it as a fundamental religious principle; second, this belief is absent because it is absent from the short poem around which he structured this work. However, if Berdugo had strongly objected to the absence of this belief from the poem on which he based his interpretation, he could have refrained from using it. [54:  Only in a later addition, which was not available to Jewish thinkers throughout the generations, did Maimonides add in the fourth principle: “And know that the great foundation of the Torah of Moses our teacher is Creation [...]”. Yosef Kafih, Mishnah ‘im peirush harambam [Mishnah with Maimonides’s Commentary] (Jerusalem: Mossad Harav Kook, 1963–1969),???]  [55:  See Mei Menuḥot 1: 93a; Mei Menuḥot 2: 13b–14a.] 

To sum up, in his discussion of the fifth principle, Berdugo substituted the belief that God desires human service for Maimonides’s principle that God is the only being who deserves to be worshipped. In his words, “Ultimately, the content of this principle is to believe that the Lord desires our service to Him and our observance of His commandments.”[footnoteRef:56] While Maimonides sought to limit the attribution will to divinity, Berdugo expanded and applied it to an additional category. 	Comment by JA: לא הבנתי מה הקטגוריה הנוספת [56:  Rav Peninim, 414.] 

Berdugo’s discussion of the seventh principle, prophecy, also reveals his complex relationship with Maimonides. At the beginning of his discussion, Berdugo writes, “It is incumbent upon us to believe that the Lord, may He be blessed, will speak with the worthy man who is perfect in his opinions and actions.”[footnoteRef:57] From this statement, it is clear that Berdugo accepted Maimonides’s critique of the opinion (in Guide of the Perplexed 2:32) that God grants prophecy to whomever He wills, even to a fool. Berdugo adopted the view (as in the second and third opinions mentioned in the discussion in the Guide of the Perplexed) that prophecy is only possible for a person who has perfected himself in his opinions and actions. However, immediately following this passage, Berdugo added, “However, the essence of prophecy and its nature are not known to us because it is not natural, but miraculous like all other miracles.” These words imply that Berdugo did not fully adopt Maimonides’s view that prophecy is a completely natural phenomenon that a person attains after perfecting himself (unless God prevents this achievement).[footnoteRef:58] By leaving room for understanding prophecy to be a supernatural phenomenon, he allows for the idea that the natural preparation of a person through the perfection of his beliefs and actions is not enough, and divine emanation upon him is also required. I should note that this dialectical conception of the phenomenon of prophecy, the obligation of human preparation alongside the active influence of God, was very prevalent among the scholars and rabbis of Fez in the sixteenth century and the first half of the seventeenth century.[footnoteRef:59] [57:  Rav Peninim, 414.]  [58:  Many studies deal with Maimonides’s conception of prophecy, and this is not the place to mention them all. See Kreisel’s comprehensive book, Howard T. Kreisel, Prophecy: the History of an Idea in Medieval Jewish Philosophy (Dordrecht: Kluwer, 2001), 148-315.]  [59:  Michal Ohana, “Bein ha-tiv‘i ve-ha-‘al tiv‘i: torat hanevu’ah bahagut hayehudit bemaroqo badorot shele’aḥar geirush sefarad” [Between the Natural and the Supernatural: The Theory of Prophecy in Jewish Thought in Morocco in the Generations After the Expulsion from Spain] Da‘at 83 (2017): 175–98.] 

In his discussion of the eleventh principle, Berdugo, like Maimonides before him, emphasized that the primary reward for the righteous and punishment for the wicked is not in this world:
Recompense. [...] What we are obligated to believe beyond what is explicitly stated in the Torah [in the portions of Bechukotai and Ki Tavo] is that God will punish the sinners in the next world and will also reward those who do His will. And that the good and bad of this world are not the sole reward or punishment for a person’s actions, but rather they are part of the reward or punishment, and that the primary reward or punishment comes after death, and this is the “cutting off” mentioned in the Torah.[footnoteRef:60]	Comment by JA: אני לא בטוח שזה יעזור לקורא באנגילת.  אולי: 
In the blessings and curses that appear in Leviticus 26 and Deuteronomy 28.  [60:  Rav Peninim, 422.] 

[bookmark: _Hlk159347491][bookmark: _Hlk159346411]It is evident from the above quote that Berdugo did not adopt Maimonides’s view that the reward in World to Come means the immortality of intellect that is the consequence of intellectual achievement. Rather Berdugo adopted the traditional notion of heavenly reward following the performance of the commandments. It is worth noting that Berdugo did not express in his writings an identification with the Maimonidean ideal of intellectual perfection as conjunction with the Active Intellect; when Berdugo referred to human happiness, he tied it to a person submitting his will to God’s will. [footnoteRef:61] Likewise, Berdugo parted company with Maimonides regarding the fate of the wicked in the World to Come. According to Maimonides, the intellect is the only part of the human soul that survives death, and hence there can be no otherworldly punishment for evildoers.[footnoteRef:62] In contrast, Berdugo admitted that it is indeed difficult to understand how punishment after death or reward in the absence of the body can occur and directed his readers to his clarification of this topic at the end of his discussion of the thirteen principles. Nevertheless, he says, we must believe “that punishment will come to the wicked, bitterer than all the bitterness that we can comprehend in this world. And the righteous will receive goodness and pleasure, far greater than all the pleasures of this world.” Thus, in contrast to Maimonides who posited that the punishment of the wicked amounts to the destruction of the soul, in karet as he understands it, Berdugo emphasized that the wicked are destined for a punishment from which they will endure terrible suffering. An examination of Berdugo’s explanation at the end of the discussion of the thirteen principles reinforces this impression. There, he posited that before the soul enters the body, it has no interest in the body’s needs. However, upon entering the body, a “new nature is formed in it,” and it becomes interested in bodily needs and pleasures, such that the soul bears responsibility for the body’s sins. After the soul separates from the body with the death of a person, the nature that was formed with its entry into the body continues to exist in it, and it receives the punishment for its sins. According to Berdugo, one should not underestimate the pain from this punishment, even though it does not physically affect the body, just as a person may suffer from a nightmare (even though he is sleeping on silk sheets).[footnoteRef:63]	Comment by JA: זו תוספת שלך? אם כן, לדעתי עדיף להשמיט [61:  Michal Ohana, “‘la‘asot reṣon bore’o [...] ki ba-davar ha-zeh yusag ha-’osher’—datiyut hilkhatit shel ṣiyut ve-shi‘ebud ba-qehilot ha-yehudiyot bi-ṣfon ’afriqah ba-'eit ha-ḥadashah ha-muqdemet [‘To Do the Will of Their Creator [...] For in This Matter Happiness Will Be Achieved’—Halakhic Religiosity of Obedience and Submission in Jewish Communities in North Africa in the Early Modern Period,] Maḥshevet Yisra’el 5 (2014): 96–112.]  [62:  Scholars have offered various explanation for Maimonides’ decision to compose his thirteen principles of faith and to treat them as incumbent upon every Jew to accept them in order to earn a portion in the World to Come (and to be considered part of the Jewish community). For a comprehensive overview of the various suggestions see Howard Kreisel, “Back to Maimonides’ Sources: the Thirteen Principles Revisited,” Jewish Thought 1 (2019): 53–88.]  [63:  Rav Peninim, 436–37.] 

After addressing reward and punishment in the World to Come, Berdugo devoted an even longer discussion to the question of divine providence and reward in this world. He recognized that the goods and evils of this world provoke “a very great perplexity.” While he believed that the issue of “a righteous person who suffers” is beyond the scope of human inquiry, there is room to “somewhat alleviate the difficulty without hoping to settle it entirely,” arguing that the benefit of this investigation is the justification of the divine judgment (theodicy). He began his remarks on the subject with a description of Aristotle’s view, which denies divine providence over the particulars of the sublunar world. In contrast, said Berdugo, Maimonides, in his discussion in the Guide of the Perplexed 3:17, claimed as follows:
Everything that happens to a person is under individual providence, and all the evils and goods that befall him are all just, fair, and upright, and there is no injustice in them, to the extent that even if a thorn enters a person’s hand and he removes it immediately, it was only for the sake of punishment.[footnoteRef:64] [64:  Rav Peninim, 423.] 

Maimonides’s understanding of providence has engaged Jewish thinkers and interpreters throughout the generations. Extreme rationalists—such as Samuel Ibn Tibbon, Zerachiah ben Isaac, and others—posited that according to Maimonides, divine providence is intertwined with intellectual attainment and even identified it with human intellect; in their view, individual divine providence has no external expression. Moderate rationalists—such as Isaac Ibn Latif, Shem Tov Ibn Falaquera, Abraham Shalom, and others—argued that the basis of divine providence is not exclusively intellectual and included in the observance of the commandments. They also believed that individual providence has a clear, practical dimension.[footnoteRef:65] From Berdugo’s statement quoted above, he ascribed to Maimonides a traditional conception of divine reward and punishment, according to which divine providence has a clear practical dimension, and he did not mention that, in Maimonides’s opinion, divine providence is contingent upon intellectual attainment. Nevertheless, Berdugo stated that he only partially accepts Maimonides’s position, “In what our Rabbi agreed, I partially accept and partially question.” He accepted Maimonides’s argument that there is no divine providence concerning animals and expressed reservations about Maimonides’s conception of divine providence regarding people. According to Berdugo, Maimonides believed that several Talmudic statements support the notion that humanity is subject to divine providence. For example, “A person does not move his finger below unless they proclaim it above” (BT Ḥullin 7b). Other Talmudic statements suggest the opposite, such as, “Children, life, and sustenance do not depend on merit, but on luck” (BT Moed Qatan 28a). Since the words of the Sages can be interpreted in various ways, we are entitled to decide based on our own reasoning.[footnoteRef:66] Although nothing is impossible for God, His wisdom decreed that the world should operate according to the laws of nature, and this includes chance and luck and the majority of events in a person’s life are the result of the aforementioned factors, not divine providence.	Comment by JA: לא ברור לי מה זה [65:  Dov Schwartz, Setirah ve-hastarah ba-hagut ha-yehudit bi-mei ha-benayim [Contradiction and Concealment in Jewish Medieval Thought] (Ramat Gan: Bar Ilan University Press, 2002), 126–43. ]  [66:  Rav Peninim, 423.] 

It is an article of complete faith that the Lord, may He be blessed, oversees the details and the minutiae; nothing can escape Him, and nothing can escape His notice to do as He wills in heaven and on earth. Yet, He entrusted His world to humanity and His wisdom decreed that the world should operate according to nature and chance, and according to his effort, a person achieves what they can of good and evil. Most of the misfortunes that befall humans are purely coincidental, most depend on fate, and some details are random.[footnoteRef:67]	Comment by JA: זו דעתו של ברדוגו עצמו או הפרשנות שלו של הרמב"ם.  מדבריך לעיל נראה שזה פרשנות הרמב"ם ואילו מהפסקה הבאה נראה שזו דעתו שלו עצמו.  אולי צריך להוסיף פה משהו [67:  Rav Peninim, 424. ] 

Berdugo rejected the moderate position he attributed to Maimonides regarding divine providence, and adopted a more radical view. However, he did not completely deny the possibility of divine providence over particulars, and left room for its occasional existence at the will of God, like all miraculous acts that deviate from nature. In other words, according to Berdugo, divine providence over humanity is not a routine matter and occurs only intermittently in cases of miraculous intervention.
Yet, despite all this [...] sometimes His simple will may be to harm or benefit a person according to His wisdom, like all the miracles He performs against nature. [...] in a way that suggests that divine providence regarding particulars is akin to miracles. That is to say, just as miracles are not common, so sometimes for the sake of a matter according to His supreme wisdom, He will benefit the righteous and save him from the evil that was prepared to come to him naturally and harm the wicked for whom good was naturally prepared.[footnoteRef:68] [68:  Rav Peninim, 425; Mei Menuḥot, 86a. I should note that according to Berdugo, even in the act of miracles themselves, God seeks to preserve the natural aspect as much as possible and minimize the miraculous aspect. In the spirit of Gersonides interpretation of the verse “And the Lord drove the sea back by a strong east wind” (Exodus 14:21), he too argued, “For He, blessed be He, prefers nature, and anything that He can do naturally, even a fraction of a thousandth,אפילו מאלפי הניאות??? He will do through nature, and only then will He act through a miracle,” Mei Menuḥot, 38a. See also Rav Peninim, 242.] 

According to Berdugo, humans are generally subject to chance, and only in exceptional cases are they subject to divine providence. However, there are two categories for which providence, rather than chance, is the default. The first is a large community, and the second is a completely righteous individual.[footnoteRef:69] [69:  Berdugo reiterated his main views in his other writings: “Even though our teacher of blessed memory, in the Guide of the Perplexed, when he brought the opinion of Aristotle on providence and disagreed with him, he of blessed memory raised the idea that all matters of a speaking living creature are under providence [...].” However, as an addition to his words [of Maimonides], may his memory be a blessing, I say that human affairs are sometimes entirely coincidental, sometimes providential, andנראה שיש כאן טעות – נא לבדוק sometimes providential, according to human actions, and the more one’s actions are rectified, the more providence will increase for him,” Mei Menuḥot 2: 70a.] 

Berdugo summarized that according to this principle of faith, it is incumbent upon a person to believe that God will reward a person in the World to Come and that is the main locus of divine reward and punishment. The goods and evils of this world are only a part of a person’s desserts, as is determined by the divine will.
Inn Maimonides’s commentary on Pereq Ḥeleq, the twelfth principle, is about the messiah.[footnoteRef:70] In Berdugo’s version, apparently under the influence of the literary framework, the focus is on the future redemption as a whole, and the coming of the messiah is mentioned only once, and in passing. For instance, he did not mention a detail that Maimonides greatly emphasized—that the messiah will be from the royal lineage of the House of David. [70:  On the surface, there seems to be a gap between the title of this principle in Perek Heleq, “The Days of the Messiah,” and its content, which focuses on the personal character of the Messiah. Ehrlich suggests that while the overt message of this principle deals with the messianic figure, a close reading of the principle’s content reveals a hidden message between the lines that pertains specifically to the political changes that will characterize the messianic era. This principle serves as an example of esoteric writing; in the external layer of the text, Maimonides emphasized the concrete belief in the figure of the Messiah, while the hidden layer deals with the Messianic era itself, Dror Ehrlich, Ha-Rambam, 182–83.] 

Salvation. We must believe that the Lord will elevate the status of this nation, and even though it has fallen to the dust more than any other nation on the face of the earth [...] the day will come when it will rise above all the nations of the world.
A significant part of Berdugo’s discussion of this principle revolves around the idea that this belief has the power to reinforce another belief while undermining a contrary and erroneous idea. According to Berdugo, the lowly state of Israel’s exile is absurd. How is it possible that the chosen people of God, to whom He gave the Torah, are under the harsh rule of nations who did not merit this distinction? In light of this existential absurdity, some have denied the aforementioned unique status of Israel. Therefore, the belief in the future redemption strengthens the belief in the greatness of Israel, and the threatening terrible reality should be understood as afflictions to atone for their sins.
As is known, Maimonides did not include in his thirteen principles of faith a principle concerning the uniqueness of the Jewish people. This absence raised questions for some in the debate that ensued over Maimonides’s principles of faith. Some argued that the uniqueness of the Jewish people is implicitly a foundation of Maimonides’s creed, while others added it as a principle to the alternative lists of principles they proposed.[footnoteRef:71] From Berdugo’s discussion emerges that he attributed a unique status to the people of Israel, due to God’s choice of them and His granting them the Torah. However, he did not grant this belief the status of a fundamental principle, possibly because of its absence from the poem that served as the literary framework of his treatment. Nevertheless, he likely attributed great significance to this belief as is evident from his claim that future redemption is a principle of faith because it reinforces the unique status of Israel.[footnoteRef:72] [71:  Eli Gurfinkel, “Yiḥudo shel 'am yisra’el ke'iqar ’emunah” [The Uniqueness of the Jewish People as a Principle of Faith”], Da’at 81 (2016): 207–35.]  [72:  Rav Peninim, 430.] 

The challenge with which Berdugo primarily grappled was apparently not the theological one of theodicy, but rather the doubt cast by the ongoing historical experience of exile on the belief in the chosenness and uniqueness of Israel. It is possible that the severe disturbances that occurred against the Jews of Morocco, including the Jews of Meknes, under the rule of Mawlay al–Yazid bin Mohammed (1790–1792), stand in the background of these matters, and Berdugo referred to them several times in his writings.
Berdugo proposed another reason why the belief in future redemption is a principle of faith. In the future redemption, it will be possible to once again fulfill commandments that one is currently unable to observe, thus the future redemption indicates the eternity of the Torah.[footnoteRef:73] [73:  Rav Peninim, 431.] 

In his discussion of Maimonides’s thirteenth principle, the belief in the resurrection of the dead, Berdugo, like Maimonides, did not link the resurrection of the dead necessarily with the Messianic era, “He gives life to His hosts. We must believe that the bodies which are from the children of Israel [...] even though they may be lost and buried in the dust [...] the Holy One, blessed be He, will by His supreme will [...] return the souls to those bodies.”[footnoteRef:74] is well known, Maimonides was suspected during his lifetime of not believing in the resurrection of the dead in its literal sense, despite including it in his list of principles. Therefore, in his Epistle on the Resurrection of the Dead, he made it clear that the possibility of the resurrection of the dead follows from the concepts of Creation and the possibility of miracles so that those who deny the possibility of the resurrection of the dead deny those concepts and thus also the Torah’s status as revelation.[footnoteRef:75] In contrast, Berdugo did not regard, the possibility (or impossibility) of miraculous resurrection to be the focus of this belief. Rather, the core of the belief is the restoration of life in a body similar to the original one and remembering its previous life. In this context, he suggests that resurrection may not be the revival of a person’s original body but the creation of a new one. [74:  Rav Peninim, 432.]  [75:  Albert D. Friedberg, “Maimonides’ Reinterpretation on the Thirteenth Article of Faith: Another Look at the Essay on Resurrection,” Jewish Studies Quarterly 10.3 (2003): 244–55.] 

Our belief is fundamentally established that God, may He be exalted, will return the soul to the body, similar to the [original] body in its stature and form, whether it be from the [original] body of the person or another place [...]. Thus, when the dead rise, they will remember everything that happened to them in this world [...], and they will recognize each other and draw near to each other, the son to his father and the father to his sons, the man to his wife and the woman to her husband. And for this, there is no concern whether the new body is built from the [original] body of the person or other dust.[footnoteRef:76] [76:  Rav Peninim, 433. See also what he writes afterward, “And however it may be, there is no concern about the body, whether it remains intact or not, for God will create a new body on earth similar to the original body, and it will remember all the events that happened to it, and it will be comforted over its death and rejoice in its resurrection” (Rav Peninim, 433). In contrast, in other writings Berdugo links the belief in the resurrection of the dead to other beliefs, including Creation. “And it seems that what the men of the Great Assembly ordained to remember the resurrection of the dead at the beginning of the prayer [the Amidah] is because it is a belief that strengthens all the beliefs that every son of Israel is obligated to believe in, the existence of God, His providence, and His omnipotence. Further derived from this is the belief in Creation, as he who believes in the resurrection will believe in Creation” (Mei Menuḥot, 94a).] 

Maimonides also posits that after a certain period, those righteous individuals who merited resurrection will die (again). Berdugo’s position on this topic is unclear, namely whether he also contends that this resurrection is limited or will last forever. Furthermore, while Maimonides claimed that the resurrection of the dead would be selective and was only for the righteous, Berdugo brought up the possibility, based on Rabbinic sources, “that even the babies of Israel will be resurrected.” He concluded thus, “And in what is beyond us we will not inquire, and the God who kills and gives life knows who will live and who will not live.”[footnoteRef:77]	Comment by JA: הזזתי את זה לפה כי זה זורם יותר טוב [77:  Rav Peninim, 433.] 

I should note that the radical interpreters of Maimonides argue that he completely rejected the concept of resurrection of the dead and that he included it in the count of principles for social and political reasons. According to them, physical resurrection does not at all align with Maimonides’s naturalistic view nor does not integrate with his understanding of the intellect’s survival in the World to Come.[footnoteRef:78] While some identification with the first rationale can be attributed to Berdugo, given his naturalistic approach that seeks to minimize the breach of natural laws,[footnoteRef:79] he clearly did not identify with the second rationale. I have found no evidence, from either the current composition or his other writings that he accepted the notion of intellectual survival that occupied such a central place in Maimonides’s approach. [78:  For an overview of the radical interpretation of Maimonides, see Dror Ehrlich, Ha-Rambam, 195–99.]  [79:  For example, in the spirit of Gersonides’s interpretation of the verse “And the Lord drove the sea back by a strong east wind all night” (Exodus 14:21), he minimized the miraculous dimension of the splitting of the Red Sea, and suggested that it occurred naturally, “for the Almighty prefers nature, and even the great miracle of the splitting of the Red Sea, He preferred to do naturally as much as possible.” (Rav Peninim, 242).] 

In his discussion of this principle, Berdugo also proposed the “advantages of resurrection.” He first mentioned Abarbanel’s idea that this miracle will cause all the nations of the world will recognize God and enlist together in His service.[footnoteRef:80] Subsequently, he detailed the benefits that resurrection will bring about in the field of halakhah: it will make it possible to clarify corrupted texts of both early and later halakhic authorities and will enable a renewed examination of the enactments of the Sages that are no longer relevant due to the passage of time or a human error.[footnoteRef:81] Ultimately, the resurrection of the dead will enable reconciliation between those who were offended and those who offended them.[footnoteRef:82] Berdugo added that the resurrection of the dead is a fundamental principle of faith because it embodies divine judgment towards the human body, and as a result, a person will be diligent in the service of God.[footnoteRef:83] [80:  Rav Peninim, 433. Abarbanel’s idea appears in his introduction to his commentary on the Book of Isaiah, the twelfth purpose.]  [81:  Rav Peninim, 433–35.]  [82:  Rav Peninim, 435–36.]  [83:  Rav Peninim, 436.] 


Thirteen Principles?
In the two previous sections, I presented selected discussions of Berdugo’s new ordering of Maimonides’s thirteen principles of faith and the new content he infused into them. Now, the possibility that he also challenged the number of principles will be addressed. The commentators and philosophers who dealt with Maimonides’s principles wondered why he specifically enumerated thirteen principles, no less and no more. Did his intellectual investigation lead him to this number, or did he aim to reach specifically this figure? Those who hold the first possibility argue that it is inconceivable that Maimonides would establish principles of faith based on external considerations, and in doing so compromise the content of his list. Those who hold the second possibility argue that he chose the number in question due to its frequent appearances in the Bible and Rabbinic literature (the thirteen tribes of Israel, the age of obligation for commandments, the thirteen hermeneutical principles by which the Torah is interpreted, and more), and he attributed typological significance to the number.[footnoteRef:84] [84:  Eli Gurfinkel, “13 iqarei ha-emunah,” 36–9.] 

Berdugo’s introduction to his discussion of the principles indicates that he followed the second approach to the number of principles. He noted that Maimonides was the first to enumerate the thirteen principles of faith, that there is no precedent for this in the Rabbinic literature, and that therefore they are the product of his own reasoning without his having been subject to any precedent. However, Berdugo continued, “it is an accepted tradition” that the liturgical poem Yigdal Elohim Ḥai (Exalted be the Living God), which also enumerates thirteen principles of faith, was written by Rashi who preceded Maimonides. and therefore “this number [thirteen] is ancient in our nation.”[footnoteRef:85] In other words, according to Berdugo, the number thirteen is a typological number to which Maimonides was obligated when he sought to establish the fundamental principles of the Jewish faith. [85:  Rav Peninim, 408.] 

Berdugo explained the typological significance of the number thirteen in several ways. In his introduction to the discussion of principles of faith, he suggested that the breastplate worn by the High Priest and the twelve stones embedded in it allude to the thirteen principles of faith;[footnoteRef:86] in the conclusion of the discussion, he noted that the thirteen principles are equal to the number of the tribes of Israel (including Manasseh and Ephraim).[footnoteRef:87] He further added that the arrangement of these principles in a numerical order signifies the vitality of each principle within the system of principles, “and their total number is eḥ”d” (meaning one, while the numerological value of the three letters adds up to thirteen) intimating that even though they are thirteen in number, they are all one. “If one of them, God forbid, collapses, it is as if they all have collapsed.”[footnoteRef:88] [86:  Rav Peninim, 408.]  [87:  Rav Peninim, 436.]  [88:  Rav Peninim, 436.] 

[bookmark: _Hlk162872278]However, in the body of the discussion, Berdugo raised the possibility that two beliefs are not fundamental principles of faith, but rather are branches of other principles. Accordingly, there are not actually thirteen principles, but Berdugo did not explore the implications of this possibility he raised and did not explicitly state the conclusion to be derived from his proposal. According to him, the belief in Torah from Heaven is indeed a fundamental principle of faith, while the beliefs in the uniqueness of Moses’s prophecy and that the Torah will not change are not fundamental principles of faith but branches of the aforementioned principle. At the outset of his discussion on the eighth principle of faith, the prophecy of Moses, Berdugo wondered why this belief is considered a fundamental principle of faith. What great harm would ensue if we equate Moses’s prophecy with the prophecies of other prophets, to the point that denying the uniqueness of his prophecy is considered heresy and apostasy? “In any case,” Berdugo argues, “this should not be called a fundamental principle, as it is derived from the principle of Torah from Heaven.”[footnoteRef:89] As is well known, Maimonides’s particular emphasis on the superiority of Moses as a prophet, stemmed from his polemical stance against Islam’s conception of Muhammad as the final prophet and its claim that the Torah has been abrogated (al–Nasḥ). Denying the uniqueness of Moses’s prophecy could open the door to the claim that some past or future prophet could or did change the Torah of Israel to something else. In other words, denying the uniqueness and supremacy of Moses’s prophecy could potentially undermine the eternal validity of the Torah.[footnoteRef:90] [89:  Rav Peninim, 416.]  [90:  See Hannah Kasher, “‘Al ha-minim,” 138–45, 165–67; Dror Ehrlich, Ha-Rambam, 128.] 

The beginning of Berdugo’s discussion of Torah from Heaven, the ninth principle, reinforces the claim that he did not consider the uniqueness of Moses’s prophecy to be principle, but only a branch, “And Torah. Following the fundamental belief in prophecy, we believe that this is the Torah that Moses placed before all of Israel, from the beginning of Genesis to ‘before the eyes of all Israel,’ all of it transcribed from the mouth of the Almighty.”[footnoteRef:91] It should be noted that Berdugo places the principle of Torah from Heaven after the principle of belief in prophecy, and not after the principle of belief in Moses as one might expect, presumably because in his view, the belief in the prophecy of Moses is considered a branch and not a fundamental principle. This claim that this belief is not a fundamental principle but a branch of the principle of Torah from Heaven is reinforced by his language (‘also’) at the beginning of his discussion of the next principle. In the discussion of the tenth principle according to him, that the Torah will not change, he writes: “It will not change. This too is a branch of the other principle, and if it is called a principle in its own right.”[footnoteRef:92] In short, according to Berdugo, after the fundamental belief in the existence of prophecy, one must believe in the principle of Torah from Heaven. This principle has two branches: the uniqueness of Moses’s prophecy and that the Torah will not be abrogated. [91:  Rav Peninim, 420.]  [92:  Berdugo attributed great importance to this belief that the Torah will not change because a change only occurs in something deficient. If we were to assume that a change could occur in the Torah, it would imply that there is a deficiency in God, as He was unable to perfect the Torah. Therefore, he emphasized that “one for whom this principle is uncertain, it is as if he has denied fundamental belief, God forbid” (Rav Peninim, 421).] 

Berdugo proposed his answer to the question regarding the importance of belief in the uniqueness of Moses’s prophetic stature in his discussion of the tenth principle that the Torah will not change. There, he argues that the two beliefs support each other. The belief in Moses’s unique stature necessitates the belief that there will be no change in the Torah. In parallel, the fact that the Torah will never change necessitates the belief in the unique value of its moral teachings.
For this reason, one must believe in the superiority of Moses our teacher over all other prophets. This belief prevents one from ever considering nullifying any commandment based on the words of any prophet, since he considers Moses our master greater than all other prophets, he would not believe any prophet who contradicts the words of Moses our teacher. This is similar to not relying on a less experienced doctor against a highly skilled and renowned physician. Attached to what we have said to magnify the value of the Torah since it is established for all generations, its transmission must be through one who is more honored and exalted than all the world.[footnoteRef:93] [93:  Rav Peninim, 421.] 

As mentioned, Maimonides already linked the denial of the Torah’s eternity with the denial of the supremacy of Moses’s prophecy. Berdugo also recognized this connection but argued that these two beliefs are not fundamental tenets of faith, but rather branches. It is worth noting that many have argued, contra Maimonides, that the commandments will be nullified in the future and/or that at the end of days a prophet will arise of the stature of Moses.[footnoteRef:94] [94:  Marc Shapiro, The Limits, 122–31.] 

Nevertheless, in his commentary on Parashat Koraḥ, Berdugo ascribed a much more severe consequence to the denial Moses’s superiority, “for contradicting the greatness of our teacher Moses is contradicting the entire Torah, and contradicting the Torah is contradicting all true beliefs, foremost among which is the belief in Creation, from which it is known that the world has a Creator and that ‘the earth is the Lord’s and all that is in it.’”[footnoteRef:95] Possibly, the context contributed to his attributing such significance to the superiority of Moses’s prophecy as a means of intensifying the severity of Koraḥ and his assembly’s sin. [95:  Mei Menuḥot 2, 61a. ] 

 According to Berdugo, there is a clear distinction between the prophecy of Moses and the prophecies of the other prophets, even though this is not a difference in the “essence of prophecy.”[footnoteRef:96] Moses is the only one who introduced the “law and judgment” that is established for all generations while all other prophets only rebuked the people about following those laws but did not proclaim new laws. Berdugo went on to describe the four distinctions by which Maimonides delineated between the prophecy of Moses and the prophecies of the other prophets. Berdugo argued that only the first distinction withstands scrutiny and rejected the last three distinctions, concluding that “the four distinctions mentioned by our teacher are not necessary except for one, and that is the first. Indeed, we accept the other three from our Rabbi, and he is the strong pillar upon which we rely for them, and after his words, there is no response.”[footnoteRef:97] It is unclear whether Berdugo’s acceptance of Maimonides’s opinion is genuine, despite his explicit refutation, or merely lip service. [96:  In contrast, Maimonides clearly distinguished between the prophecy of Moses and the prophecy of other prophets, understanding them to be merely homonyms (Guide of the Perplexed, II:35 and in other places in his writings).]  [97:  Rav Peninim, 420.] 

[bookmark: _Hlk157937078]Nevertheless, elsewhere Berdugo asserts that “the principles of the principles” are the existence of God, His ability, and His providence.[footnoteRef:98] The special status of the three principles mentioned, as opposed to the full version of the thirteen principles, is evident in that he repeatedly refers to them in his other writings.[footnoteRef:99] In doing so, Berdugo joined a trend that began with Albo, the main feature of which was the reduction of the thirteen principles established by Maimonides to only three. It is interesting to note that among these three principles is divine providence, to which, as discussed above, Berdugo proposed a minimalist interpretation. [98:  Rav Peninim, 66.]  [99:  Mei Menuḥot 2, 77b; idem, 146b; idem, 148a. ] 


Studying Maimonides’s Guide of the Perplexed in North Africa at the Turn of the Eighteenth and Nineteenth Centuries 	Comment by JA: כיון שכתבת את זה באנגלית השארתי את זה.  רק אעיר שבאנגלית לא כל אומרים the turn of  ואח"כ את שתי המאות. Turn of  בדרך כלל מתייחס למאה שעברה ואל תוך המאה הבאה: turn of the eighteenth century, מבלי לציין אל המאה ה19 במפורש.  לחילופין, ניתן לכתוב: 
At the End of the  Eighteenth and the Beginning of the Nineteenth Centuries 
Berdugo’s discussion of the thirteen principles of faith reveals his strong affinity with Maimonides’s Guide of the Perplexed. In the opening sections of this study, I framed Berdugo’s discussion of the principles of faith as part of the North African diaspora in the early modern period’s preoccupation with this subject. In the closing section of this study, I would like to offer some initial thoughts about Berdugo’s affinity with the Guide against the background of his time, the end of the eighteenth century and the beginning of the nineteenth century. The engagement with Maimonides’s Guide increased during this period in question in Europe and reached a significant turning point compared to the previous generations.	Comment by JA: כוונתך לא ברורה לי. אי אפשר לקבל נקודת מפנה. אם היתה נקודת מפנה, צריך לציין מה היא הייתה.   אולי: 
In Europe at this time, there was a reawakening of interest in Maimonides’s Guide and it became the object of study and controversy to a far greater degree than at any time in the previous two centuries.  
[bookmark: _Hlk158998934]It is well known that Maimonides’s Guide was rediscovered by German Jewry during the late eighteenth century. To be more precise, this rediscovery of the Guide began in 1742 when David Fraenkel arranged the publication of a new edition of the work almost 200 years after its previous printing. Moses Mendelson is said to have claimed to have got his hunchback from hours bent over the Guide as an adolescent; in 1763 he publishes a commentary on Maimonides’s Treatise on Logic. Isaac Euchel produced a new edition of the Guide in 1791 and encouraged Solomon Maimon to compose a commentary to the work (Giv’at ha–Moreh); Isaac Satanov later completed this commentary. Mendel Lefin paraphrased the Guide into philosophically loose maskilic Hebrew, and so on.
The writers mentioned above and other members of the Jewish Enlightenment (Haskalah), appealed to Maimonides to justify their novel social and educational agenda.[footnoteRef:100] They wished to cultivate and develop Jewish culture as a way of moving towards greater participation in European cultural and social life. To this end, they turned to Maimonides’s works with great intensity. Maimonides symbolized for them the possibility of accepting the authority of Reason or of affirming the compatibility of Reason and the Torah. In response, traditionalist opponents penned attacks on Maimonides, to the extent that possession of the Guide (and similar books) marked one as an intellectual or radical, whether one had read them or not. Solomon Maimon testified that one of the reasons he was refused entry to Berlin in the mid-1770s was his intention to publish a new edition of the Guide with a commentary. Put differently, at the turn of the eighteenth century, Maimonides and his writings were integral parts of the culture war between proponents of the Haskalah and their traditionalist opponents. In the context of the present study, it is worth noting that Mendelssohn argued that Judaism had no articles of faith (Glaubenslehren) but only legislation (geoffenbartes Gesetz).[footnoteRef:101]	Comment by JA: אי אפשר לומר acquire Bildung [100:  Shmuel Feiner, The Jewish Enlightenment, trans. Chaya Naor (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 2004), 47–8, 249, 325, and more.]  [101:  Moses Mendelssohn, Jerusalem, and on Religious Power and Judaism, trans. Allan Arkush (Waltham, MA: Brandeis University Press, 1983), 90. See Warren Zev Harvey, “Hasdai Crescas and Moses Mendelssohn on Beliefs and Commandments,” in Moses Mendelssohn: Enlightenment, Religion, Politics, Nationalism, eds. Michah Gottlieb and Charles H. Manekin (Bethesda, MD: University Press of Maryland, 2015), 79–89. Later reformers re-introduced dogmas into Judaism, see George Y. Kohler, “Is there Room for Belief in Judaism? Two German Jewish Thinkers Debate Dogma in 1834,” Jewish Thought 1 (2019): 89–114. ] 

What was the fate of the Guide in the North African Diaspora during the period in question? Did the engagement with it continue there uninterrupted throughout the generations, or did it perhaps wane and wax intermittently? In what manner did North African Jewish scholars read it? How was the study of the Guide received by those who did not read it?
Academic research on the non-Kabbalistic thought that developed in North Africa from the sixteenth to the twentieth centuries is only in its early stages. It is not possible at this stage to answer all the aforementioned questions, but I would like to offer some initial thoughts. In my opinion, the aforementioned lengthy period should be divided into three sub-periods. The first, is from the beginning of the sixteenth century with the settlement of the Sephardic exiles in the Maghreb communities, until the mid-seventeenth century with the spread of Lurianic Kabbalah and the Sabbatean movement to these communities. The second period from the mid-seventeenth century to the mid-nineteenth century, coincides with the onset of French colonialism, the penetration of the Haskalah movement, and the growing influence of Jewish Orientalism in the geographical area in question.[footnoteRef:102] The third is from the mid-nineteenth century to the mid-twentieth century when these communities ceased to exist. [102:  The new periodization in the historiography of Jewish communities in North Africa began at different points in time in the nineteenth century for each community.] 

The little existing scholarship on non-kabbalistic Jewish thought in North Africa focuses on the first period. These scholars point out that the descendants of the exiles from Spain who settled in North Africa continued to refer to and quote the Guide (as well as other medieval thinkers) in their writings—mainly biblical commentaries, commentaries on Rabbinic Aggadah, and homilies on the weekly Torah portions and other events. The topics discussed include, among others, Creation, providence, prophecy, and the perfection of man.[footnoteRef:103] The scholarship devoted to non-kabbalist Jewish thought in the second period—to which Berdugo belongs—is even sparser, and at present the picture that emerges is one in which only a few figures, Berdugo among them, continued to maintain the affinity with the Sephardic philosophical tradition, including to the Guide. In my opinion, the limited scope of research on this period precludes drawing definitive conclusions. It is very likely that further research, especially of manuscripts, will reveal additional figures who maintained this connection. In other words, in light of the current research findings, it seems that the engagement in North Africa with the Guide significantly decreased after the mid-seventeenth century but did not completely disappear. [103:  Michal Ohana, “Jewish Thought in Fez.” ] 

Berdugo’s reading of the Guide is a direct continuation of the medieval discourse and that of the generations after the expulsion from Spain. In contrast to the European proponents of the Haskalah who were his contemporaries, Berdugo did not interpret, confront, or challenge the Jewish tradition in light of Kantian philosophy or Newtonian physics. He formulated his positions on topics such as the existence of God or divine providence in a medieval manner, in response to the Greek philosophers and their Muslim interpreters. Moreover, his reading of the text was not oriented to promoting modern values and/or agendas. For instance, while the Haskalah enlisted the authority of Maimonides in their attempts to reform the traditional education system in the spirit of the Enlightenment to include secular studies, Berdugo’s opinion on the correct approach to secular studies was formulated in the context of the compromise laid out in the Rashba’s ban as mentioned above. This formulation reflects the fact that the subject did not even arise in the Jewish communities of North Africa during the period in question. In other words, while the Haskalah found inspiration in the Enlightenment and mobilized the medieval philosophical tradition as the authority to implement their program, for Berdugo, the latter was both the source of inspiration and authority.
We do not know of any opposition to Berdugo’s or others’ study of the Guide or of any attempt on his part to justify it. Apparently, engagement withל the Guide was not perceived as radical or as an act that needed to be legitimized. This may be attributed to a continuous tradition of this engagement in North Africa participated in by many scholars in the generations following the expulsion from Spain, and subsequently by only a few individuals (at least as currently known). For more comprehensive and grounded conclusions, further research is required that will locate additional scholars in the Maghreb from the second period who added to continued to read the Guide and the works of other medieval thinkers and will analyze the ways they interpreted these works. This research will also contribute to a deeper understanding of the scholars of the third period who expressed a strong connection to the philosophical tradition of the Middle Ages in their writings, such as Shmuel Tayib, Makhluf Avitan, and Avraham Zarbiv, whose contributions are also gradually being revealed.[footnoteRef:104] [104:  Michal Ohana, “Bein ha-filosofim, Rashbaṣ ve-Qoperaniqus u-vein kiyaḥ לא יודע מה זה?? le-Rabah bar bar Ḥanah: 'iyunim be-haguto shel R. Shemuel Tayeb” [Between thie Philosophers, Rashbatz and Copernicus, and Between Kiyaḥ and Rabba Bar Bar Hana: Studies in the Thought of Rabbi Shmuel Taib]?????; Makhluf Avitan (Abitan), Utopia from Casablanca (Beersheba: Ra'av Publishing House, 2016).] 
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