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Abstract 
This paper compares and contrasts the leadership styles learned from the 
worldviews of Maimonides’s and Spinoza’s thinking. The paper seeks to un-
earth the similarities and differences between these two models for the pur-
pose of proposing suitable leadership styles for different environmental con-
ditions and desired relationships between leaders and followers, thus, ensur-
ing a connection between the leadership style and the nature of its audience. 
The paper claims that Maimonides’s concept is similar to that of the flexible 
leadership style, while Spinoza’s concept is similar to an affective leadership 
style. The similarities between these models are that they can operate in a com-
plex, challenging environment through the use of ideal communication, per-
suasion, awareness, and activism. Both models believe in the political struc-
ture as necessary for human life and also where one needs a political frame-
work to fulfil his/her destiny. Further, these models acknowledge that an in-
dividual is part of society and is shaped by it. Therefore, the individual is com-
pelled to give of him/herself to society. However, the paper outlines several 
differences between these two models of leadership styles. The basis of these 
divergent views lies in the conception of God and how the two worldviews 
view the functions of prophets and prophecy. The differences also emanate 
from how each worldview views issues to do with society and human ideals. 
For example, Maimonides’s flexible leadership is characterized by a hierar-
chical mode of leadership headed by a single leader, and it demands obe-
dience and does not put emphasis on the enjoyment of things. These cha- 
racteristics are reflected by the way God rules the earth as the exclusive 
sovereign from the top and embody the hierarchical order which requires 
obedience to the commandments of religion, including obedience in beliefs 
and opinions. On the contrary, Spinoza’s affective leadership is characterized 
by non-hierarchical leadership, obedience is not a requirement, and emphasis 
is placed on the enjoyment by both leaders and followers. There is also no 
difference between God and nature; in fact, the fundamental conceptions of 
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monotheistic religions are criticized. The paper further outlines the benefits 
and limitations of each leadership model and concludes by recommending 
that the research may provide a basis by which to match an audience, with 
its unique conceptual or operational structure, to the appropriate leader-
ship style. 
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1. Introduction 

This article examines two fundamentally different styles of leadership: Maimon-
ides’s flexible leadership (henceforth MFL), and Spinoza’s affective leadership (hen- 
ceforth SAL).  

According to this article, MFL, the concept of flexible leadership reflected by 
Maimonides, refers to adapting one’s method of leadership to complex situations 
as well as diverse and changing contexts. A flexible leader is able to influence a 
wide range of people (Hoch & Bentolila, 2021; Kaiser & Overfield, 2010; Jia et al., 
2018). 

The article The Ethics of Affective Leadership: Organizing Good Encounters 
without Leaders (Munro & Thanem, 2018) uses Spinoza’s ethics to formulate an 
idea of affective leadership (SAL). According to the article, SAL includes the fol-
lowing principles: a basic suspicion of any obedience to individual leaders; involve-
ment of free members capable of collective action; cultivation of joyful affects or 
emotions which increase collective powers of action and avoidance of sad emo-
tions; participation in joyful encounters consistent with our reason; and organi-
zation of positive encounters through the cultivation of friendships. Maimonides 
provides an exemplary representation of flexible leadership. However, there are 
three aspects for which he cannot be included under the heading of affective lead-
ership according to the principles presented by Munro & Thanem (2018): skep-
ticism towards obedience, opposition to the idea of hierarchical leadership, and a 
strong need for enjoyable encounters. Indeed, these three elements are inconsistent 
with Maimonides’s mode of leadership.  

In general, while MFL puts in great effort to serve its followers with wisdom 
and sensitivity, SAL takes another step, expressed in the three elements mentioned, 
to close the distance between leaders and followers. The difference between the 
physical and metaphysical worldview of Maimonides and that of Spinoza reflects 
the leadership style of each. Maimonides has a hierarchical worldview in which God 
governs reality and, accordingly, a leader governs society. By contrast, Spinoza has 
a non-hierarchical worldview that is often described as the pantheistic worldview 
(Mander, 2012; Melamed, 2018; Popejoy, 2019; Gilead, 2021). The concept of proper 
leadership that stems from that worldview is shared leadership. 
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In exploring the differences between MFL and the SAL of Spinoza’s affective 
ethics, we can identify the root difference between flexible leadership and affec-
tive leadership and speculate which leadership style is appropriate for which sit-
uation or audience. It should be emphasized that MFL and SAL are models; even 
if an organization does not realize all the values of one of the models, proximity 
and distance can still be identified from each of the models. 

Although this article is theoretical in its aspect and is a demonstration of the 
connection between the paradigmatic conception of reality and the conception 
of leadership, there is also potential for its application. Organizations with specific 
goals can adopt a leadership style and thus relate, directly and indirectly, to a diffe- 
rent paradigm. 

Background, Purpose, and the Structure of the Study 

A few words about the two thinkers: the Jewish leader Maimonides (1138-1204) 
was a prominent philosopher, among the greatest of the poskim (halakhic decisors), 
a skilled physician, and an influential scientist (Halbertal, 2013; Shemesh, 2018). 
Benedict Spinoza (1632-1677) was a Dutch-Jewish philosopher from a converso 
family that had returned to Judaism. Spinoza is considered a pioneer of biblical criti-
cism and one of the founders of secularism, skepticism, and modernity in general 
(Yovel, 1989). 

This research is based on the writings of Maimonides and Spinoza, as well as 
scholarship on the two thinkers and existing literature on leadership. Two arti-
cles from the primary basis for this study: Maimonides: Flexible Leadership (Hoch 
& Bentolila, 2021) and The Ethics of Affective Leadership: Organizing Good En-
counters without Leaders (Munro & Thanem, 2018). The first article discusses 
the leadership style of Maimonides, while the second article addresses the lead-
ership style learned from Spinoza’s thought. Through a study of these two mod-
els, we will characterize each model and unearth the similarities and differences 
between them. In this way, it will be possible to propose the use of one or both of 
these leadership styles for diverse organizations. Familiarity with the models, in-
cluding their advantages and limitations, can help to adapt a leadership model to 
a project style, examining the suitability of the desired relationship between lead-
ers and followers and ensuring a connection between the leadership style and the 
nature of its audience.  

The main contribution of the comparison between the two models is that, on 
the one hand, one can see how a paradigmatic perception of reality affects lead-
ership style, and on the other hand, one can adopt a leadership style according to 
recognition of organizational goals and its own character. The results of this study 
may enable us to tailor a desired leadership style to specific audiences.  

The comparison between MFL and SAL will be through an analysis of the dif-
ferences between Maimonides and Spinoza that emerge from their writings and 
the research literature. In general, the topics to be discussed are the perceptions 
of the hierarchy underlying reality: the attitudes to obedience and enjoyment in 
doing, the place of the principles of faith, leadership in a good society, prophet, 
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prophecy, and human perfection. 

2. Literature Review 

Flexible leadership is a method or approach that is appropriate for diverse and ch- 
anging contexts and can be manifested in different ways (Kaiser & Overfield, 2010; 
Yukl & Mahsud, 2010). The flexible leadership style is characterized by a wide re- 
pertoire of behaviors that can be adapted to a variety of situations. This style con-
tains the ability to know when to use each behavior, as well as the specific skills 
to perform the required actions in order to solve new challenges in a complex rea- 
lity. Flexible leadership rests on ideas from several disciplines: leadership, human 
resources management, strategic management, organizational theory, and organi-
zational change (Yukl, 2008; Jones & Nieto, 2015). A flexible leader has the ability 
to balance competing values, taking into account all the variables in a complex si- 
tuation (Landin, 2017). 

Flexible leadership contains a dynamic and multidimensional structure of skills; 
different skills are activated depending on the context (Wilkes et al., 2011). It re-
quires a high level of emotional intelligence, intuition, interpersonal ability, log-
ic, and the capacity to adopt the correct course of action after assessing a situation 
(Novicevic et al., 2011; Baron et al., 2018; Hurtado & Mukherji, 2015; Heemsbergen, 
2006; Pillay, 2010).  

Cognitive flexibility entails emotional capabilities based on self-awareness, aware- 
ness of others, task awareness, and situation awareness (Hurtado & Mukherji, 2015). 
A leader endowed with these skills is able to persuade a wide variety of people to 
trust and follow him. In addition, a leader of this type considers the nature of his 
audience (Jia et al., 2018). 

Maimonides wrote a monumental book that encompassed the entirety of Jew-
ish law with the aim of being open and accessible to all. In addition, Maimonides 
created a connection between philosophical-scientific ideas and the religious world 
(Halbertal, 2013: Introduction). The Epistles of Maimonides document Maimoni-
des’s unique leadership, as well as his guidance in dealing with a variety of spir-
itual crises (Halkin & Hartman, 1993). In Jewish thought, Maimonides is consid-
ered an exemplary leader who acted according to reason and common sense (Idel, 
2008; Shapira, 2018). 

On the basis of Spinoza’s affective ethics, Munro & Thanem (2018) conceptu-
alize affective leadership as follows: 

Affective leadership is characterized by a basic suspicion of any obedience to 
individual leaders. All obedience other than obedience to reason is considered 
slavish and unethical. This style of leadership also features “people as free mem-
bers of the multitude, who are…capable of collective action without interference 
from ‘ethical leaders’, cultivation of joyful affects which increase collective pow-
ers of action, and avoidance of sad emotions which reduce them. In affective lead-
ership, leaders participate actively in joyful encounters that are nonetheless com-
patible with our reason (Lloyd, 2018)”. Thus, affective leaders are able to avoid the 
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problem of ignorance, as well as the passive influence of external causes.  
Munro and Thanem continue: “affective leadership emerges in joyful encoun-

ters that accord with our reason. Rather than being ignorant and passively affected 
by external causes, we enhance our capacity to affect and be affected as we expe-
rience and understand the limits of our freedom as well as the causes of joyful 
affects.” 

This leadership style also enables the organization of positive encounters through 
the cultivation of friendships, which helps participants to work toward their mu-
tual welfare. It encourages and develops democratic relationships, allowing peo-
ple to think independently and express their thoughts without fear. The care and 
empowerment fostered by these positive interactions allow people to rise above 
the sad outcomes, pain, and suffering generated by the ideals of capitalist insti-
tutions (Munro & Thanem, 2018).  

Spinoza defines compassion and kindness as joyful and virtuous affects that en-
hance our power to influence and be influenced by others. The ability of partici-
pants to use collective power is necessary for the cultivation of any virtuous af-
fect, as well as for the good life. Spinoza teaches us that our ability to improve vir-
tuous affects as part of a collective effort is preferable to the ostensible virtues that 
exist in individual leaders (Munro & Thanem, 2020).  

Six types of leadership form the background for deepening the two leadership 
styles that this article examines: Commanding, Visionary, Affiliative, Democratic, 
Pacesetting, and Coaching (Vasilescu, 2019). The article also corresponds with an 
idea as a service provider (Gandolfi & Stone, 2018). 

Our aim is to clarify the connection between the paradigmatic conception of 
reality and the conception of leadership and its application, a connection which 
is missing in the existing research literature. 

3. The Similarities and Differences between MFL and SAL 

MFL has been extensively discussed in another article (Hoch & Bentolila, 2021). 
The article maintained that Maimonides’s character and activity as a leader is 
expressed in a wide range of behaviors adapted to a complex and diverse reality, 
stemming from an overall capacity for self-awareness, awareness of the other, aware- 
ness of the task, and awareness of the situation. 

It is not inconceivable that SAL would contain capabilities similar to those of 
MFL, such as a broad repertoire of measured, thoughtful behavior or the ability 
to make decisions amidst competing values. Also, both styles are equipped to face 
new challenges in a complex reality by means of communication, persuasion, aware- 
ness, and activism. 

Despite the apparent similarity between these two styles, SAL is not satisfied 
with the benefits offered by MFL, so long as it continues to feature: 1) A hierar-
chical mode of leadership, headed by a single leader; 2) A demand for obedience; 
3) A lack of emphasis on the enjoyment of doing. Unlike MFL, SAL is character-
ized by non-hierarchical leadership, does not require obedience, and enables em-
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powering and shared work enjoyed by both leaders and followers. 
To this it should be added that SAL includes joint leadership, a wide range of 

legitimate opinions, and the nonhierarchical accommodation of desires. In SAL, 
the potential for skill diversification increases, as does the quality of the various 
capabilities; thus, it is a particularly efficient mode of leadership. SAL’s rich rep-
ertoire, as well as the many advantages of this leadership style, is related to the 
fact that it involves multiple leaders acting with pleasure out of a shared respon-
sibility for both personal and general good. Together, this comprises a single broad 
dimension of leaders who themselves are also led (Munro & Thanem, 2018; Mu- 
nro & Thanem, 2020). 

Our proposal is to examine the nature and purpose of organizations in light of 
the two models of leadership and accordingly to examine the suitability of each 
of the two models as the most appropriate paradigm for a specific organization. 
Below we will present the root of the paradigmatic difference between MFL and 
SAL. 

4. The Difference in Metaphysical Conception as a Basis for  
the Differences in the Conception of Leadership 

Maimonides’s worldview (Davies, 2011) is hierarchical, with God at the top. This 
paradigm does not remain only in the physical and metaphysical realm, but ra-
ther exists in a variety of social structures, which themselves embody the hierar-
chical order. Unlike Maimonides, Spinoza understands God and nature (Eisen-
berg, 2019) as a single entity (Deus sive Natura). Spinoza opposed a hierarchical 
concept of reality in which God was presented as standing at the head of the world, 
and his creatures as obligated to fulfill his commandments out of absolute obedi-
ence. One of the sociological consequences of a non-hierarchical conception of re-
ality that can be learned from Spinoza’s thought is that the whole of reality func-
tions in harmony, even without a leader to operate or arrange it (Newlands, 2010). 
This is as true in physical and metaphysical reality as it is in social reality. 

A hierarchical worldview gives rise to a hierarchical conception of leadership, 
on the assumption that a hierarchical structure exists everywhere. By contrast, a 
non-hierarchical worldview, in which each factor is significant, produces shared 
and broader leadership. SAL is close to a worldview, often attributed to Spinoza, 
known as pantheism, which identifies God with nature and views God as present 
in all things (Mander, 2012; Melamed, 2018; Popejoy, 2019; Gilead, 2021). Thus, 
Spinoza’s worldview is reflected in his sociopolitical conceptions (Gatens et al., 
2021). 

It seems that Spinoza’s philosophy contains conflicting values. On the one hand, 
it emphasizes the value of personal freedom (Klein, 2019; Youpa, 2019; Naaman- 
Zauderer, 2019). One of the strongest expressions of this value is that in a free 
society, every individual is allowed to think his thoughts and express them without 
fear. On the other hand, Spinoza sees value in social partnership, that is, in the 
collective; for instance, he maintains that the individual is bound by the laws of 
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society. 
This apparent dichotomy—between a perception that centers the individual 

and one that centers the collective—can be reconciled through Spinoza’s belief 
that the individual is part of the collective and can help empower it, while the 
collective in turn can help empower the individual (Tucker, 2019). According to 
this view, when one side is strengthened, then the other is also strengthened; thus, 
the collective and the individual are strengthened together.  

The main element that distinguishes MFL from SAL is that SAL strongly op-
poses obedience, while Maimonides requires obedience to Jewish law (halakha). 
Indeed, Maimonides can even be understood as the thinker who introduced doc-
trinal orthodoxy into Judaism. Maimonides established principles for Judaism in 
which every Jew is ostensibly obligated to believe. That is to say, beyond the fact 
that Maimonides requires obedience to the commandments of religion (halakha), 
he also requires obedience in the field of beliefs and opinions (Kreisel, 2012: Chapter 
6). In this way, obedience is a fundamental element of Maimonides’s thought, 
such that he cannot be considered to share the principles of SAL. The second point 
of distinction is that Maimonides maintains a hierarchical understanding of re-
ality in which God is the exclusive sovereign; thus, in MFL, the human-social re-
ality is also constructed in accordance with this structure, unlike the non-hierar- 
chical leadership propounded by SAL. The third is the ideal of pleasure in action. 
In SAL, pleasure exists as a fundamental principle, whereas for Maimonides, plea- 
sure is a secondary matter compared to absolute obedience to the laws of religion 
as determined by the absolute, that is, God. 

According to Spinoza, a person who lives among people whose nature is simi-
lar to his own will carry out his actions effectively and powerfully (Spinoza, 2003). 
It seems that when people possess a similar nature and act according to reason, 
there is no need for hierarchy and obedience that create alienation, since the deeds 
are done out of joy (LeBuffe, 2018; Naaman-Zauderer, 2019). Spinoza is not a uto-
pian, but he is optimistic about the possibility of creating a just society for the 
individual and the collective.  

From here we move on to the question of the function of faith in the thought 
of Maimonides and Spinoza. 

5. The Importance of Obedience and the Place of the  
Principles of Faith 

Maimonides is motivated by the desire to save people from misconceptions 
(Carrasquillo, 2019). In his opinion, a philosophical mistake is a failure of faith. 
According to Maimonides, a Jew is obligated to believe in all thirteen principles 
of faith. As such, in matters of religious thought, Maimonides is dogmatic and 
not pluralistic (Lemler, 2018). Obedience to the dogmatics of thought is more 
important to Maimonides than obedience to practical commandments. It is dif-
ficult, almost impossible, to wait for voluntary obedience of thought, and so a 
degree of coercion is necessary in order to conform to the dogmatics of thought. 
The belief in thirteenprinciples does not derive from the person himself, but is 
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forced by an external authority. Hence, in Maimonides’s system, openness and 
pleasure—which stem from the individual’s unforced desires—are no longer 
valued. 

MFL is reflected in the accessibility of philosophical knowledge and its adap-
tation to the simple believer, thus bringing him closer to the truth. For his part, 
Spinoza presents seven principles of faith, in his opinion founded on a single 
main principle: Love your neighbor as yourself. According to Spinoza, the pur-
pose of the faith expressed in biblical narratives is not philosophical truth, but 
social practice (Grossman, 2020; Arbib, 2021). In his opinion, faith requires god-
liness, a practice whose purpose is the observance of the laws that aid the social 
order. Is this conception of faith beneficial to a social life of peace and brother-
hood? Spinoza leaves this as an open question. Although man is obligated in prac-
tical laws, the great space that Spinoza develops is the space of thought. In his 
view, no one has the right to interfere in questions of metaphysical truths or oblige 
individuals and society to believe in certain truths. In these matters, every man 
deserves to have complete freedom (Youpa, 2019; Naaman-Zauderer, 2019). 

In such a society, even if there appears to be obedience, it is a matter of lim-
ited obedience of actions and not obedience of thoughts. In SAL, a person is al-
lowed to think his own thoughts and exchange thoughts with others without fear. 
This resistance to obedience of thought allows for a transfer of ideas motivated 
by the desire to provide and receive additional opinions, not by a so-called hier-
archical assumption of more- or less-true opinions. 

6. The Place of Leadership in a Good Society  

Like Aristotle, Maimonides maintains that man is a political animal (Weiler, 2018). 
Unlike other animals in the wild, the difference between individual humans is enor- 
mous; therefore, a leader must balance and regulate the actions of the people, 
giving them uniform norms and common customs so that the basic difference 
between them disappears and they may act in a coordinated fashion (Maimoni-
des, 1910). 

According to Spinoza (Spinoza, 2013), people cannot establish their lives or 
cultivate their spirits without mutual help; this gives rise to the need for a gov-
erning body. The right of the government or the authorities is a natural right, de-
fined by the capacity of the authorities (Přibáň, 2018). 

Although Maimonides and Spinoza alike see the political structure as neces-
sary for human life, Maimonides places politics in the service of theology and the 
fulfillment of theological ideas; in contrast, according to Spinoza, the political sphere 
is forbidden to impose beliefs and opinions on private subjects. These disparate 
understandings of the proper connection between politics and theology reflect the 
personal differences between Maimonides and Spinoza. Maimonides was the head 
of the religious Jewish establishment, and his ambition was to influence his au-
diences in matters of belief and opinion. Spinoza, who lived outside his commu-
nity and experienced personal exclusion, wanted to keep politics away from mat-
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ters of belief and opinion (Yovel, 1989; Naaman-Zauderer, 2019). In addition to 
the question of social order, the two thinkers also diverge with regard to the ques-
tion of the perfect person and his connection to the perfect society (Klein, 2019). 

Maimonides claims that the Torah has two main goals (Dascalu, 2017): social 
perfection and individual perfection (Maimonides, 1910). A leader is necessary 
for the attainment of these goals. Social perfection is necessary in order to reach 
individual perfection, and the way to maintain social wholeness is with the help 
of a leader. 

The final topic discussed by Maimonides’s monumental Mishneh Torah is the 
laws of kings and wars. The first commandment in this section is the appoint-
ment of a king. The importance of the leader's function is further expressed in 
his Guide for the Perplexed, where he stipulates that the great diversity among 
human beings requires a flexible leader who will coordinate authoritatively be-
tween his people in order to create a society of justice and morality (Maimoni-
des, 1910). As such, Maimonides argues that both social perfection and the per-
fection of individuals in society require a hierarchy headed by a flexible leader. 

Like Maimonides, Spinoza also connected social perfection with individual 
perfection. According to Spinoza, a person who acts according to reason and 
lives according to the common decision of his society lives a much freer life than 
one who lives in solitude and obeys only for himself (Spinoza, 2003). Spinoza 
explains that the rational person strives to fulfill the laws of society, which are 
the rules of life and the common good, in order to live more freely. 

The happiness of the individual comes precisely from the decision of the whole 
society, which is applied to the individual, and not from a law created by the in-
dividual for himself. That is, a collective decision serves the individual well and 
empowers him. The social ideal is one of great partnership and mutual fertiliza-
tion, and not the isolation of the individual from society, or on the other hand, 
the absorption of the individual in society. 

In Spinoza’s view, there are significant benefits to the creation of a common 
human society through shared customs and dedication to the broad cultivation 
of the ideal of peace and friendship (Přibáň, 2018). In order to be freer and hap-
pier, the wise man understands that fulfilling the common laws of the state is 
self-interest greater than self-obedience. A good human society has the ability to 
empower the individual far more than he can empower himself alone. 

According to both Maimonides and Spinoza, one needs a political framework 
to fulfill his individual destiny. The difference between the two thinkers is in the 
activity of the individual within the general framework. The individual in Mai-
monides’s society is more passive than a person with self-discipline and active 
initiative in Spinoza’s society. 

This indicates a fundamental difference between MFL and SAL. While MFL 
emphasizes the leader, characterized by a capacity for diverse and flexible activi-
ty, SAL encourages collaborative activity between a wide range of styles, collabo-
rating without hierarchy and driven by pleasure (Přibáň, 2018).  

According to Maimonides and Spinoza, good individuals build a good society, 
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and good society is a condition for the development of the individual (Whitman, 
2020). The question then arises: is there a difference between them with regard 
to the priority between the individual and the collective? 

If we accept the assumption that the end of a book expresses a principal idea, 
an important distinction can be made between Maimonides and Spinoza. Mai-
monides finished his Guide for the Perplexed (Maimonides, 1910) with the idea 
that the perfect person, who has achieved the supreme wisdom, must be com-
mitted to leading the public (Kreisel, 2018). Spinoza, who knew the Guide for 
the Perplexed, concludes his Ethics with words of praise to a man of intellectual 
perfection who is aware: of himself, of the necessary occurrence of reality, and of 
God (p. 402). This person lives in complete satisfaction. 

Thus, while Maimonides concludes his book with a social mission, Spinoza con-
cludes his book with personal redemption as a result of the supreme intellectual 
attainment. MFL sees the leader as a functionary for the service of the collective, 
while SAL ultimately sees the collective as a mechanism for the service of indi-
viduals (Dahlbeck, 2021). 

Both Maimonides and Spinoza respond to the Bible, but, as we shall see below, 
they reach different conclusions regarding prophecy and human perfection, as 
well as the leadership function of the prophet. 

7. Prophet, Leader, and Human Perfection 

In the first part of Guide for the Perplexed, Maimonides argues that the leader of 
a state should be a prophet. All his actions should be performed wisely, with com-
mon sense, and in a balanced way, and not out of caprice, anger, resentment, ha-
tred, or any other negative personality trait (see also (Maimonides, 1983); (Mai-
monides, 1912); (Hancock, 2021)). The goal of all the leader’s deeds and actions 
should be to achieve the greatest benefit for the most people. The supreme hu-
man goal, expressed in the prophet, is the perfection of intellectual attainment; how- 
ever, Maimonides aims at the stage of doing that comes after attainment by way 
of grace, charity, and justice (Maimonides, 1910). Maimonides concludes the chap-
ter, and in fact the entire book, with the idea that the supreme human purpose is 
to make one’s deeds resemble the acts of God. That is, the leader will govern so-
ciety similarly to the way God governs the world (Weiler, 2018; Whitman, 2020; 
Whitman, 2020). 

It should be emphasized that Maimonides strongly opposes any anthropomor- 
phic depiction of God (Mahmoodi, 2018). He devotes many chapters to negative 
theology—that is, the negation of all descriptions of God (Fagenblat, 2020). And 
yet the prototype that Maimonides recommends for the greatest human deeds is 
God, who supposedly leads the world with grace, charity, and justice (Kreisel, 2012). 
That is, at one of the critical points in Maimonides’s thought, he teaches that the 
ultimate goal is that the individual, even the excellent individual, will serve the 
collective, just as God is described in Scripture as lending his goodness to the 
world. 
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Unlike Maimonides, Spinoza does not see the prophets as people who have 
reached human perfection. In his opinion, the prophets have a perfection of the 
imagination (Ravven, 2001; Pugliese, 2017; Green, 2019), but not intellectual per-
fection, which is the true human perfection. 

Spinoza holds a negative view of the prophets’ involvement with political power 
(Rosenthal, 1997). In the eighteenth chapter of the Theologico-Political Treatise, 
he claims that the warnings and rebukes of the prophets in the Bible (Grafton, 
2020; Krop & Arab, 2021) did more harm than good. Spinoza even claims that 
the unbridled moral preaching of the prophets led to civil war. In his opinion, 
involvement in political rule by religious leaders, even the prophets, is a terrible 
danger. Not only did Spinoza emphasize the destructive influence of the proph-
ets in biblical literature, in his view, the establishment of a monarchy with a sin-
gle leader was the cause of many brutal civil wars. Spinoza emphasizes that when 
the leadership was under the control of the people, there was only a small civil war, 
in which the victors acted with grace and mercy towards the defeated. Spinoza’s 
goal is to emphasize that a good political society is led by the people, who often 
strive for peace and freedom, and not by the political intervention of prophets or 
by a single leader in pursuit of power and glory. 

This difference is another expression of the issue of hierarchy that differenti-
ates between MFL and SAL. In this case, MFL is expressed in the fact that Mai-
monides sees the prophet as the desired leader for the teaching of the true laws 
originating in God, which are transmitted through the leader to the followers. In 
contrast, SAL rejects the hierarchical leadership according to which the leader—in 
this case, the prophet—is the ultimate mediator between the supreme law and 
the followers. 

8. Conclusion 

Maimonides’s mode of leadership, MFL, is a hierarchical form of leadership well 
adapted to different and changing circumstances, different audiences, and differ-
ent people. By contrast, the leadership style learned from Spinoza’s writings, SAL, 
is based on non-hierarchical leadership that forgoes obedience and encourages 
enjoyable encounters.  

The difference between the two leadership styles is related to differences in the 
thinkers’ worldviews. Maimonides has a hierarchical worldview, with God at the 
top of the hierarchy. Accordingly, it is appropriate that his understanding of hu-
man reality be constructed similarly to those structures. A hierarchical worldview 
requires discipline for the heteronomous source out of commitment and not nece- 
ssarily out of enjoyment. 

Unlike Maimonides, Spinoza holds a non-hierarchical worldview of reality, acc- 
ording to which there is no difference between God and nature. Similarly, in his 
vision of human society, there is no dichotomy between leader and follower; the 
distinction between the individual and the collective is less stark, and these two 
entities act in reciprocity. The practical implications are that the desired activity 
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is out of enjoyment and not out of commitment (Soyarslan, 2020) or obedience 
to hierarchical authority. 

These two leadership styles share the basic recognition that the individual is 
part of society and shaped by it and should, therefore, give of himself and his abili-
ties to society. MFL emphasizes commitment to proper action, while SAL empha-
sizes the inner motivation of enjoyment, which leads to proper action. 

Maimonides saw the prophet as the human ideal and best suited to head a 
state—that is, his religious ideal is expressed in his political-leadership ideal.  

Unlike Maimonides, Spinoza neither saw the prophet as having achieved the 
highest intellectual achievements, nor as to the ideal leader of political society. 
He rejected the attempt to reconcile the religious ideal with the ideal of leader-
ship, which, according to that reconciliation, embodies the will of God. In Spi-
noza’s view, leadership is not a heavenly matter but a human procedure. 

Maimonides’s flexibility is reflected in the fact that through the foundations of 
faith it is possible to bring even simple people closer to adopt philosophical truths, 
while Spinoza’s affective, dynamic, and skeptical approach to the foundations of 
faith is reflected in the creation of a social infrastructure that prioritizes collabo-
ration and enjoyment. According to MFL, the desired relationship between the 
individual and the collective is a social expression of obedience to the hierarchical 
structure of reality. According to SAL, the individual and the collective are em-
powered by each other in enjoyment relationships and not out of obedience result-
ing from a hierarchical social structure. Familiarity with both models of leader-
ship can allow for the adaptation of a leadership model to the style of a specific 
project. 

In summary, this study compares the worldviews of Maimonides and Spinoza 
and the style of leadership learned from those worldviews. The difference between 
them begins with a different conception of God, includes a different conception 
of the function of the prophet and prophecy, and continues to the issue of prop-
er society and the human ideal. These differences form the basis for the diver-
gence between the two leaders’ perceptions of leadership. Future use of this re-
search may provide a basis to match an audience, with its unique conceptual or op-
erational structure, to the appropriate leadership for that audience. The limitation 
of this article is that it is theoretical; however, it is an opening for empirical studies 
on adapting the leadership style to specific organizations. 
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