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‘To sum up, we are confronted with three enigmas: (a)
Why did Maimonides not commence the Laws of Repentance
with an explication of the principle of free choice? (b) Why
did he not place the discussion of free choice in his treatment
of the “Principles of the Torah,” it being “a great principle of
the Torah”? (c) Why did Maimonides divide the discussion of
the problem of repentance, in the Laws of Repentance, into
two parts, one preceding the treatment of free choice and one
following it?
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Maimonides, as we have seen, divided the Laws of Repen-
tance into two parts, which appear respectively before and af-
ter his discussion of the principle of free choice. Why this
structure? Because, in fact, he deals with two different types of
repentance. That to which Maimonides devotes the first two
chapters is apparently not founded on the element of free
choice. That is, it sometimes happens that a man comes to re-
pent through external factors and coercion, or through physi-
cal circumstances preventing him from continuing his way of
sin. The cause underlying this type of repentance is not the
sinner’s independently arrived at decision to desist from sin; it
has come as a result of the pressure of external factors or of an
inner feeling of unease in his soul. In other words, free will
makes its appearance here, if at all, in its palest form. A man
who reaches a decision to repent, in this context, does not ex-
ercise the power and freedom to determine the course of his
life.
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‘Thus far we have spoken of what is considered “perfect”
repentance. There is however a type of repentance which sur-
passes even this: namely, “Repentance from Love.” All of
Maimonides’ interpreters identify Maimonides’ concept of
“perfect” repentance with the Talmudic concept of “Repen-
tance from Love,” and Maimonides’ “imperfect” repentance
with the Talmudic concept “Repentance from Fear.” With all
due respect, it seems to me that these interpreters err. Actual-
ly, “perfect” repentance can also stem from fear (and when
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Maimonides wrote that “imperfect” repentance stemmed from
“fear and incapacity” he was referring to fear of man and not
of God). But there is a level which surpasses even “perfect”
repentance and that is “repentance from love.” In this situa-
tion the sinner’s decision to repent does not stem from misgiv-
ings and skepticism, and it practically excludes the possibility
of ever reverting to his sin.

‘The term “repentance from love,” mentioned in the Tal-
mud, is absent in Maimonides’ writings; nor does he use the
term “repentance from fear.” However, though the terms may
not appear, these two types of repentance are, in effect, de-
scribed by him. Were this not so, we would be justified in be-
ing greatly amazed, for anyone who carefully studies the Laws
of Repentance knows how comprehensively Maimonides dealt
with all the definitions and ideas related to repentance in the
writings of the Sages and therefore rejects the possibility that
he omitted so basic a distinction as that found in the Talmud
between “repentance from love” and “repentance from fear.”




