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.PREFACE 

i'he ptll'pose of this paper was or igi.nall7 and still 18 now 

~u1te unpretentious. It does not aim at any reTelati.one. Its 

main Plll"pos• is purelJ selfish: to leam something subst~ntial 

about an import'3.Ilt field of iewish endeayor in the med1eTal Agee­

the fieli of Jewish philosophy. ~he tesire waa to st~dJ the f1rat 

book of the Moreb Nebuohim ~uite oareft1lly and with the assi■t­

anoe of most of the maJor commentators. ~his made it neoesear7 

to study .:>hem :cob, ;:simon Jlll'l&n, .1Aarboni and others among the 

ancients as well as .;olomon Jilaimon, :·unl,and .u&v1d g,aufman among 

the moderns. But even though I had f irst reread a history of 

~reek philosophy EID.d a ~istory of Jewish philosophy and also a 

good deal of Aristotle,! found before I was half through with 

the main work that another important thing was laoking befor e I 

oould feel satisfied with my appreciation of ~a1mon1dea. ~he 

latter stands at the end of a long line of J.,hilosophic thought 

and at the thresbhold of a new and n.dical depart11re in Gerson­

ides , oresoas et al. l decided that it was necessary at leaat 

to gain a basic familiarity with the domi nant Jewish thinkers 

~ho pr ec eded ..-irnonidee. ~1th this in Tiew I made a detailed 

at11dy of .:iaadia, .Baokya and H.alevi in the part1011lar su'bjeot 

with which I was concerned. ~he results have amply rewarded my 

011r1osity and they have been incorporated in the seoond chapter 

of this paper. ~he main body follows in chApter three. vhap-

ter one is a general background to the ~hole problem Pnd oontaine 

a bird's eye view of the illlpress1ons which l acqui~ed. needless 

I 

I. 



to ea7 that ~allf'man•e Attriblll.enlehre as well as ni a special st­

udy on the "Theolog y of BaoJsya" toget her with ank's work of gen­

ius on the moreh tlebuohim are the ol.aesioal works whioh serTed 

me at eTery step. The same may be said f or Guttman's book on ~a­

adia. But the man whom r found most illuminating espeoially in 

regard to the issue as a whole . was rrofesaer liarry Wolfson.wh­

ose recent book on Spinoza contains gems of 1nc1s1Te logia on 

the subject of attributes . The same ma7 be said f or t he same au­

thor's es say in the Jewish ~u•rterly ~•view of 1916 on "Cresoas 

on ViTine Attributes." All these books wer e important f or the 

logical and metaphysical considerati n of the problem. A minor 

part of the wor k dealt with the t"ellgious and exegetic a s well 

a s historical aspeot in the question of Soriptural ant hro-pomor­

phisms s.nd sectarian ant hropomorphists . All t his is i ntroduot­

or y and explanatory to t he question of why the att~ibutes prob-
' l 

l em "ras such a crucia l mat t er f or medieval thi nkers. .Dr. Judah 

i,eufman• s book on the f irst forty- nine ohapt ers of the Moreh Be­

buchi m was espeoially hel pful here. as was to a lesser degree Dr. 

Chernowitz ' s es.;ay in f")Ut1 entitled ,.J)L"=> /JI? ~r 1F~ 
Why di d I ohose the problem of attributes in preferenoe to 

other primary issues of medieval philosophy? Beoause I had the 

feeling.·,ovhich is no\V partially fortified , that a basic u.nders tand­

ing of the Attribtllenlehre woul d be the most appropriate key to 

t he understand.in~ of the other problems in t he speculation of 

t hat epoch. The p'"oofs of God and i::r,0 ation, .r-rovidence, Ca.usality. 

good and evil in tbe world, epistemolo~y and the relation of God 

to man- all these an~ other questions ar e imme~surably more intell­

igible now as a r esul t of an insight into the Attribule11lehre. 
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Finally, I had no hesitation in oopying verbat1~ or in par­

aphrasing from any of the sources menti oned in the B1bl1ogra_phy4 

The only criterion was whether it served to c l 'l?'ify my own mind, 

and whether it \vould serve me or enybody else who might at any 

tiroe refer to this paper f or a short .<malysia u f f4aimonides" doc­

trine of the Attributes. 

The Bibliograpiy contains only the material which 1 ·baTe 

personally useJ. nef~rences will be founrl in the notations aoo ­

O!?lJ>anyiog each ,age,and the key t o t hem will be r ound in the 

bibliography. 



~ J.JAUK1:rROUJID OF 'tHE A'.L'T~.LBU~s- .rRUlU,1i!lf 

The worl4 seems to \e :full of iuali t1es,-polar manifestations 

of exietenee. z-erhaps it all \egins when •t•, the 11ld1Tilnal. per­

son,haTe an awareaesa of myself as against an e.wareness of a 1arge 
••t 

and complieated something outside of myself. We need 1ndioate any 
" 

partioular sys.tam of thought whioh erempli.riee this :fact since all 

knowledge is basically an illustration of it. ~syohology,for er­

ample,inTestigages the reactions of the individual mind to this 

external universe whioh impinges upon it. Art attempts to repro­

duce the impress ions which man's emotional nature has 1mbibed from 

without. ~ver since civilized man has been conscious of life' s 

duali ties,his rational nature has become intrigued with the att­

empt to understand t heir relations to each other,and,it possible, 

to rind a unifying princ i ple which "explains" them. ~hilosophy 

has tried to get at the root of things. It wants to discover 

what is "real" in the whole picture, 

What ie the "I" and what is the"e-xterna l some thing"? . .Ls the 

"I" one unity or is it another ultimate duality, mind and bodyr 

Is the "external something" also essentiAlly of a double nature. 

matter and form? Is the "I• real and the "external" an illusion? 

Is the reverse trueY Are both elements wholly real,or both on17 

partly real? Or perhaps the ,oth are one complex entity which sh­

ould be set up against a vastly diff erent conoept,that of ;oa. 

God as against the world, Whioh of the two is more real? The 

gropings after answers t o these qu~~tions constitute the subjeat 

matter of philosophy. The answers are well evidenced by suoh 

.... 
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polar terms as materialism and idealism, nominalism and realism, 

met~ eu~ transcendental.ism anl 

i mme.nenoe. 

rlle problem of attributes whioh will herearter engage octr s tt­

ention is intimately related with the whole r ational approach of 

man t o Ciod and the uniTeree over a tnillen1 11m and a half. ,it wee a 

focal problem in metaphysics <u1d logio, theology and t o a certain 

extent ethios . •t would r all outside of our :!)l'OVinoe t o elaborate 

f ully this las t statement,but occasional ref erences wi l l be f ollJld 

nuite often in the course of the paper. Hae Qod any attributes? 

Are they real? van we lmow them? Already in the middle of the 

second century oefore this era, ~hilo,the Alexandrian Jew,••• 

concerned with the problem Ill.most in the same way that it present­

ed itself to Maimonides thirteen hundred years later. YOr a f ew 

centuries thereefter i ncluding t he age of Spino~a and Descartes 

the quest was s till strikingly simi l !ll' . 

ln Philo the idealist and t he realist and the rirst of notable 

religious philosopiiers,the mystic transcennence of 1;rOd was a cent­

ral point. God is so tar beyond all finit eness that he can \e de­

fined only negat i vely through t he denial of every empirical qnality, 

and whol ly abstractly.as an absolute .Being . This absolute Being is 

beyond all human ideas of perrectneas , even beyond virtue and wie-
111 

dom. aow can suoh a ~od be lmowny How can he be related at al~ 

to t he 11nivers e as man knows 1 t·: '.L'he apparently insoluble diffioul ty 

was bridged by the ingenious method of Beo-Pl.atonism, which diss­

ociates God oo;npletely from t he wor1r\ only to make a volte faoe 

-----------· (1) H.A.P. - page 347 
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and catapul t Him right baok to our midst where ordinary religion 

demands him. The inner oontradiot1on of s uoh a system was felt 

to le3ve the thing hanging in the air,and thereafter for oenturiea 

philosophy and religion were,like Rebeooa •s twins, struggling val­

iantly in T.he bosoms of theologians. 

------ · · ·-- - . ..... - ------ - ----- -- · ---- - - . -'4 

The philosophic tradition ~i thin ifhioh M9.1mon1des wrote might 

very wel l be oone1dered a two-fold dualism. "Not only did it 

posit in the world itself a duality of matter and form ,but it also 

maintained the duality of a material, ,. ~l tifarious,ohange able world 

and an immaterial,simple ,irlll!lutable God who is pure form.whose ess-
( 2) 

cnoe is t hought,and whose activity is thinking." God was to Malm-
(31 

onides thought thinkinB itsel f , a sort of self enol osed being --..1 thou t any "windo·.vs" through which the human intellect might pen­

e tr~te to discover even in part the n°ture of this ~ondrous being. 

~uch an immaterial,simple deity confoll!lded the trad i t ional relig-

1,:,us tenets which postul"l.ted tne doctrine s of cr c:itio..l and provid­

enoe, beoause it l'tas har d t o c onc eive any positive r elation that 

He ~ould have with the ~orla of ha.man ezperienoe,the wo!ld for wh­
'--

ioh we pray. EspeciallJ rlid the problem increase as the result of - --the Neo- Platonio principle that "a simple el ement oan produce on-
( 4) 

ly a simple thing.~ Row can the simple wod be the cause of the 

cooplex universe,and(g;w oan man Imow anything about such a tot-

ally unrelated God? Reduoed to its more basic way of expression 

( 21 rH,S. vol. 1 , 79 
(31 K. M.- see Davidson's notes 
(41 moreh -Book 11, ~2 
(5) Attributenlehre--395,396 



,, 
the medieval philosophers undertook the titanic task of identify­

ing the Ariatotelian po.re form, a mere logical concept,with the 

personal ~od of tradit ion.and to u~e i t dS a ~orking hypothesis 

to explain the origin of a created ·,vorld a s ,;,,ell as 1 ts govern-
( 6) 

snoe." These were two ~ode who must t heoretically ~orever ~emain 

irr,:,oonc111able,but religion by its very nature will generally re­

fuse to share the honors ~1t h the ~od of reason. Add to this the 

ethical problem of evil- how can ~od be t he cause of e vil whioh 

apparently exists 1n the ,,,,orld'?' l#uided by the ethical clash aa well 

ti ~a by the metaphysical need ,the Gno~tios and the aaniobaeans 

were content to admit the existence of two ~oas--the ~od of pure 

f oro, and the ~od o; the sublunar world,the uemiurgos who is resp­

O!ls ible for all evil. But monotheistic .1slam. and I s rael as -vell 

a s Uhristianity to a certa in extent, must f orever remai n jealous 
,.,/-....-,,..,.• \ r, 

of c o~t!t1on. Menieval philosophy in the ~uise of the Kalam 

and its J ewish contempor ary was t herefore ohallenged not only by 

:: ainoat .. o pbil osop:. i es , r ut main ly by tile v·,ri J llS r eligious d11a11sme 

which olaimed the support a like of reason ann of et~ic~. God ' s 

absolute unity had to be protected at a ll oosts . 

2he unity of ~od,however, was used by them in two senses,both 

of which were of critical importance for the def ense of e cons1et­

Pnt ,n ·,notilP.i ~:ii . Ia the regular sequence of to:r,ios tbe.t prevailed 

i n almost all philosophy books of the time ,proofs :>f cre:.1ti o11 :•,ore 

.:> ffered av 9. ~:ii.1st tile •,rietotelia.a a s sW!lption of a primordial 
- ( 7 ) 

mater ial substance . A orea t ed ,vorld :1aa assumed to posit a God. 

a creator. But bow many Goda!"Uni,y" was here proven in a nwnerical 

( 6 ) PJ1 • S v. l, 80 
( 7) 1n mystic lore this was identified wi t i1 the i3iblical "ohaos" 
or Tohu Va Vohu, for an ancient denial of \Vhiob see ~hagiga 12b. 
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(8) 
sense a s an assertion of monotheism. In the seoond place unity 

implied absolute sirnplicity,or a denial of any i nner plurality in 
( 8 I 

the godhead. This clist inotion in the use of t he term unitJ ma1 

be ~r aced to Aristotle's disouasion of the various meanings of the 
( 9) 

conoept "one~, whioh is repeatedly reproduced ~1th the usual mod-

ifications and el '\borations in medi eval literature. Unity in the 

f irst s ense is the subjec t C7f the medi eval proof• of the uni ty of 

God; unity in tho :.;cooml .i M :;".l i..; the u_-i!lciple underlying the med­

ieval 11sc !l3Sions of t he .1ature CJf t }1e i i.vi ne essence , or ,vht:\t is 
(10 ) 

general ly known as the problem of divine attributes. 

Both aspects --...111 subsequently be seen to be .t'&ther interrel­

a ted . ~ut since in this _ieper we are principally coacerned ~1th 

t he a ttributet:3 , i t might be val11abl e to t r ac e the developinent of 

t he theory of God 's i nner oncneas . ~rom Aristotl e it passed into 

t he oenter of Ka l amistio and .:>oholastio 'theology. ·rhe problem 1n 

i t s l ater f orm origi nated among the uhristian Syri ans,hei rs of 

Aristotle as ~ell as of the Heo-Ll atonio and Patri stic belief in 

t he ~rinity. Monotheism was a f undament al 1ogma of the uohammedan 

religion. lt t her ef ore ~s s necessa ry for the r ationalizing theol­

ogians t o meet the '!'rinitci rians wi th their o·,v-n wea.1)0.1s , a.id. to sho ·, 

t;.'3. t }od •s inner 1mity is l ogic -, l l y unimpeachable. 1·0 permit the 

inclQSioa of diver se el ements i n ~od's nature would be inconsist­

ent ·rri t h the .'l.ristotelian oonoeption of Hi ci as .t'llre ~orm. When 

to thi s Aristotelian conc ept Bao-Pl atonic elements ~•re a s s i mil­

ated the result was a view of God as completely transcendental • • 
He ~as absolutel y perf Act in t he ne6 ~tive sense of being above 

and bayond any i111perfeotions and wants. Aristotelians argued t h, 'f­

M absolute per:feotion mu::it not only be self-suffio ient, sel f -caused 

and et ernal but must be assuned to be llllifor~l y simple in essence. 

( S)H. M. J. ~H . xl iv , xlv (9J Metaph v . 6 (10 ) PH. S . 113 
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-A Inner diversity, -hey s 1d ,·i7oul;1 ·ne~ th'3. t God h as component parts 

eaoh one of which wonld be prior to Him in point oI logical prim­

~y,and that would vitiate t he definition of ~od as nnoaused oauee. 

~his ergwnent follows from Aristotle's assertions that any thing 

which has part s must b& lo.3ioally posterior t o ti1e el eoents of wh­

ich it is c o:nposed . 1.rod'e diverse 'lspeots ,hia attri butes .oonll ~ot 

theref ore be ooeval wi tb Rim,because as parts they would (accord­

ing to Aristotle 's logic) be pr i or to God. ~he Motazilite seat of 

t he Kalam '",as partic- ul-qrly concerned wi th t his Jl'rOblem , becaa.se ~od' s 

simple unity seemed to be in conflict witi1 the multiplic ity of U v­

ine attri butes aa i t is unaritioally ass.med in the xor an. This 

sect of the Ka.l am.the s o-ca11ea •en of unity,undertook to show th~"f 

ait; the Koran 's statements were metaphorical and in no way impaired 

God's Unity. Jewish philosopher ::; -.v ore quic3-: t J ::0110·,7 ap t ile t?"ail. 
0'; I '-~ /,° 4- ~,'/ 

3nt the influence of .,a tftolieiam -e'omplioated the issa.es further. 

Hus1k qt1otes ~lias of .Nisbis a.s a typical example of .vhat the Ch• 

r is tian scho ol men wer e s '1~1in0 • "As t he ess ence of God o annot reoe-

1 ve accidents,hi s life and h i s 'Riadom O':l1110t be accidents. .But wh­

atever is not acci1lent is either aubs ta.nce or !,'0r so.tt. . Hence a s the 

essence of t he crea t or ruid His Life and ii1s wisdom ar e not t hr ee 

substanc es or t h r ee acc i dents,it is proved tha t they are t hree per-
(11) 

sons ." 
we shall outline t he deTelopment of the attriba.te doctrine emong 

h i +he seo·'nd chapter. Jewish philosop ers n v v ~specially i n the case 

of ~•adia we shal l see how he considered the uni ty of God in both 

of its ramified a spects i n polemic s direot e1 specifically at both 
(12 ) 

the dualists and the t rinitar ians. 

--------------· ·-----(12)Ernmunoth--ohapter 2 

. ) 



,.,. 
·ie haTe been mentioning the word "attributes" without thus far 

defining i t etriotly aad indicating its epeci:fi c connotations be­

fore •aimonides as well as ror hi m proper. Aristotle's logia sep­

arates t he permanent properties of being fro~ its incidental adJ­

ectives • .11is metaphysical position was that ever ything which e::r­

ists.in the rea1m of physics as well as 1n discourse .oan be class­

ified under ten groupings or categories . These are substanoe,qual­

ity.quantity.relation.etc . irst genus of subs t ance was 

far from self-explanatory t'1ere eventually s11baumed a 

variety of 

i ty end P. 

concepts such as matter a:,a for m. pot ential­

ln any cas e.the categories idea passed through 

a radical metamorphosis during the rui lle!lium after their au tbor ' s 

death.and t heoris t s began to set ·-par t tile f irst genus of subst ance 

as against ~11 ni ne others. lndeed t his divis ion is already f ore­

shadowed in aristotle hi .:nself. Substance ~as ~hat basic Being which 

eristed ~n i tself. Accidents are those thing s which exist 1n other 
(13) 

things . Stated differen tly,the medi eval philosophers l argely 

disc a r ~ed ~ristotle 1 s procedur e and beg~n by an outright division 

of all Being into th <: t :vh ich is L 1 i t .3 e l f and that -;vhich is in :., 
(14) 

subject, i . e . substance and acci dent . Ibn Baud says: "~hinge 

which axist are divided first i~to substance and accident." ~ub­

stance does not aot11ally exist empirically wi t hou.t the simul t ane­

ous presence of speci f io accidents . Substqnoe is therefore the 

subject or esseace of Being. What then is an a ttributei Is it a 

synonym f or accident or is it a n element of substance ,par t of the 

definition of essance? I ts very definition was bitterly contested 

(13J M1cro I, 2 
( 14 1Em. .Ram I, l 
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because on i't -'epeu:ted one 's :!)Oaition on •,rhetr..or God has any att-

ributes,and on t hat in turn depended the defense of ~criptural all­

usions to ~od. If an attribute is essential to t he description of 

essence,t~en ever y os~euce as such Hill be deri ned in ter ms of "ess­

ential Rttribut es , " Is God , t herefore , also to be creiited wi~h "ess­

ential attributes" since no one woul n deuy t hat He is pre-eminently 

an essence? The Motek~ll~:-a_un , ganerally, and especially the sect 

known as t he .::iifatiya, would answer a l l these questions e.rfi r mat­

ively. Maimonides , on t he other hann , feels tr.et t o e word a ~t ribute 

is interchangeable ~itn such terms e.s ecci1ent , quality or mode , Moat 

of his predeoes3ora as well a s his success~rs i as i s tej 0 1 the real 

distinction 1:let-;veen -'! se:.1ti ·1l , t tributl?s •-nd acc i denta l qualities. 

~pinoze ' s definition es t abli she s ~ world of differenca between an 
(15 , 

"a ttribute" and a "mode". The discussion is only out-;1ar dly soh-

ols.stic since in reality it is highly rela ted t o t he whole ::?Ontr­

ove rsy wr.ioh ea~:!Jed l :..1 t er phi los or,hers ( es.,,ec ially t he .ori ti s :i. 

e ri:t,lricista J on the di-ff~rences bet·.1eeo "primary quc,lities'' and 

"sec oadE..ry · qualities" . tiiediev~l thinLers 5 eveloped t i1ese me taphys­

ical iisti~c t ions i nc idental to t heir se~r ch f or Go •s attributes. 

Tho relati on of God to Attributes :,as a..1 in Hcati-:>n o ~ the r elation 

of uOd to substance , or thP. r e l ati oJ of God to the world . 

Alf- r e.bi a.lrea,ly speaks of 1;rod as "nec es &ar y existe:1ce" in con­

t radistincti on to our experienti"l worli wh i ch i s''contingent" or 

rossible existence. p.,., ,, .. .__ ilevelo.oed this conc ep t more l'nlly. 

( 1 5 ,Ethics l, 1 



IG 

God is self-s11 ficient exis te~c e , rie wh ose entire essence is exist­

ence. !fe is pre - eminently " 1;h 9t which exists in 1 t ael!"--which we 

rec o1:,n ize e.s t h e accepted definiti o!l or substance. ls God "s11b­

s t ance" ther efore.and must He like all substance be t he logical 

sub jec t of pre~icates! Gersonides e xplicitly states that God is 
(161 

"substance" though he hastens to <tid that iie shoul d be :H::: ting-
( 17 ) 

uishe 1 fro~ empirica l substance . Ma imonides• God is not r elat ed 

to subs t a nce because He does not " exist" in any defini t i ve sens e 

of the t e r m. God is a uingj'-en- ~ich which is transcendentally 

beyond and prior to any aff ections or qu?.litiea . tte is the caus­

ative principle of e xi s tenc e ~ bnt t h is statemen t does n ot give us ;_.,fl 
any insight what .t1e i s , aa y more th~ 1 ':l!l inc ijental action of !i per-

" 
S O!l coul .~ of fe1 any enlighten:nent <::. out t he ns tur e of the.t person. 

God is undefinabl e and lo,:ics.lly u 'Lalowable and hence oa.'l have no 

att ributes . Definition must acc ording to ar istotelian l ogic c onsist 

0 £ t he til her gen u3 of t he subjec t plus its speci i 1o di fference . 

11ei ther one o f thes9 t wo ele"!ent i: c an appe rt ·•in t o Go d . ·1•hus .Ma im­

on ides s ~ys : "An object is described by its .l efL.1it i 0,1
0
!ls f or ex­

ample. ,uan i s desori be l a ., s. bei ng 71hich lives <m.d has reason. .\11 1-,,,. i"is 
a?reeAty~e or l escription csn~ot be Jiven to ~od ,for there a r e n o 

(18) 
previ 1u.s caus e s t ,, His erist,mce by wh ich .ue can be de f i ned , 

a nd on th• t a c count i t i s ·· ·,•:ell .:!lo'lln ·JTi nci ;;l e , accepted by a11 !)':. ­

i l o.3 oph e r s 77-:.io are ;,reci s e i I t h1; j ~- stl.!t e:·w11t;, , ti: .t no defi nition 
i 19 I 

can be g iven of ~od , 

~o be true t o tra ~i tioa a l relid ioJ therefore ~od coul d not be 

anala~ous to -s ubsta ,,ce <my more th -= n cJ r c mi be t h e oear e r o f o.ny 

"ac cident s . " 1/ e shall see in t ile next chapter how SaFdi a in fact 

-------------v---;- -- 119) Moreh 1, 52 
( 16 / Mi lbs.mot , .J ,, . _ " _ • 

(17/0ne's untier :;t anH11g of t hese t·:ro suo~t ances an~ their rela tion 
to each ether ··;ill 1&ter1.aine 'rue t her h e 1s :.1 p:.w~t e :1 .;;t or a : ~tional 
t neist . 
( 1 8 )'l'he e l e ':!e n t s of "t de f i 11i -:ion a re l ogic all~• prior to the d e fined 
t hine. hence .;;.ri ::; t otl.e call s them causes--categ ories 12 , 14b, 
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r eviews all the ten c a teP,ories an,i. dh0,7d h o-;v each and every one 

is i napplicable to God. God of 0r eation md Lrovidence i s i ndef-

eas i ble and ine luc table . Hence the t endency of medieval philosophy 

up to Maimonides was t o 1ivest ~i m of nore and more a ttributes unti l 

in t he 1.1oreh Nebuchim .lie 1a strip 1ed completely and irr etrievably. 

~11 Scrip tural a l lusions to the contr~r y a re e ~plaine i away as mere 

nets phors . oo important is t h is l ~~ter v i ed tha t ~a i ~onides spends 

h?lf of t h e f irs t book, the beg1!1n1.ng of h is p1.ilosophic sys tem
1
i n 

120) 
a detailed ,cmalysis of these ~et~phors . 

·.i:he divine esaenc e is a b:3ol,ttely simpl e and ~11 implications of 
i21) 

plurality must be .t·e;rioved . .ISSpec iel ly th .. •ee such inner plurali t -~ 

ies are condidered. ~irstly, absolute si~plicity denies t he e x istence 

in God of ~c c i i catsl .qua litiea. !einf absolutely i ncorporebl Ee can 

heve ao a cc Uc'lt'll ~u· lities . 'l'he bulk of tra ,ii t ioo as 'i?ell as ac t -

H yins h i rn with the pnre for:n of aristotle .na de the position even 

11or e c er tain. Goti has no qua l ities bee: a uss thef e !'Ire e.lways 'ld jeot­

ives of body . Maimonides i:;; very clea r on thi.; point,: "He is not a -
magnitude t hat any queli ty rel:! 1ilti !lG zro ,1 11u~nti ~ y a:; such ~ ould "oe 

possasaed by Hi ia. tie is not e.f~.'ec terl by ?...'1. :J e;xte1 n 1 i.1:l 11ences and 

tl:e r efore 'l oes no t pos:;;i)s .., ·.1: 1:U:.111 t y reirnlt i 'l~ from emotion. lie 1s 

not subject to _ph :;Hic 1.l con U t ions , ana. ".:he:::-et'o1•e doea not p Osdess st­

rength or simil ar qu~l i t i cs . He is not an ani ma te Being t hat He sh­

ould have a c ertain 1isposition of the soul , or acquire certai'l. prop­

er ties as meekness , monesty, e t o ., or be in a state t o ~h ich animate 

beiag s a s such are s ubject as e . g . , heal t h or i l l 11es • Hence it f oll-

011s that no attribi, te comi llf, Ll!lder the ca t egory of quality oan be 

i 
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( 22 ) 

Thus the fi r st i ~plication of simfliclty i s 

to ct i stin~uish physically betwea1 Gon and ot her Being. 

:the second ai;pect of divine simplici ty is t c Je.1y the metaphy-

3ic.::.l or lo2ioa1 d istinction of genu.s a :1 1 .,;>0cio::i i.1 •;oJ 's essence: 

or !,hat ·,'le h "ve thus -f~r cu::.:e·, ·•esssnti :~l a ttributes" es di s' ingu­

ished 1·ro 1 '' acci ;en tal " ttributes . " 'rhe logic al co!lcepts of species 

anl genus ~re i n•prl i cable to wod , who is not onl; sui generis but 

is beyond ~nl i!fferen t than the r eal~ ~o ~~i~~ 10 : ic 9p ~lies . ~ai m­

onj des says; "Ti:e object. is -lescribed i1~• its definit i on ( 6e:1us and 
( 23 ) . 

species, . " ·:ihen we say of man that ile lives a.1~ hti.s r e.3.son, we 1-n-

pl y that hot:1 ljfo Q:.11 r~ ,s ) .. qr3 1")~·io.r ~., •1.., .. 1:D 1ar•.:ily p::1r t a kes 

of t hem. "This descri ption cannot be ~1van to God ror ther e are U ,j 

previous ceu3ea to His essence , by w~ich He mi ght be defined ," Att­

ributes tha t t ully n9fine uod are thus iMpoosj bl e , ~ut even a part­

jal definiti on i s im~o~~ible ~ecau~e"if we were to spea~ of e ~crt-

ion of l:i i s esse-r,ce we sh,1 uVI consider l:iis essence to be a compouad ." 
( 24) 

1.rhe two i mplications of i :101·£!:.ble si::1plicit ,1 ":Tilich :19 h9.ve t h us 

fsr see n " re ( a) the physical distinction bet;1ee,1 God anti other Being 

lb) the metaphysical ano log ical Qistiuo t io~ bet~een ~od and other 

Being , in tha t ne cannot be 1efined, 1:h'3 t h ird i n rerence -.?l:.i ::h :ned ­

iev :::.l ,:1nos).,.,hera 1re1 -ryo-. iivin~ simpli city -:lealt with e_senc e 

anJ e :dstence i!l Go 'i. an.d other Being , nod was n nvelo1,;e d :noat elaoor-

' 3.tely i ··1 the Tborn~ '"scr.oul. ~~s~·lce ·vid axiate11c e a r e seen as dis -

cr~~ el e:nent;; in th.•~ c:;e..;~ o,. 'l.ll 1Ninr bttt not in 170d • .t!,11lpir1cal 

things exist not be~anae t here ia ao~Jt~in~ 11 their natnre ~hich 

reJ tli res e:iri.stenoe. ·the fact the t a th in6 "is" is only tm accident 

and is rui te i n•lepen1. ~nt )fits _ui .iiit:; or definition. Another -;1a.y 
-- --·-------- --.. ~• · - ... . 
122)Moreb l, 52 
123)Moreh 1 , 52 
(2A)ibid 



/9 

i n -;-hich 'lledievalists expressed t .i 3 ide.a is tilat ,1iti1 the e:<eeption 

,)f <.od no thing is t lle cause o ~ i ta OW'l e-':ieto.1a e , but is rather caa.-

aed by an exte:rnal S;!en t . God ' s essence ho-;vever i s i dentical ·.•ith ex­

istence (nenoe both terms have different connotations in His case, di f f -

erent and a.nknowable) . Cont i nc enoy imp1ies hoth i mperfection and 

plurellty since essence and existenc e are then t ,, o d 'i ,:;c ree t el em: nts . 

Says .Maimonides: "l t is known th-; t exiatence is ~n a ccLient appertain­

ing t o all things , a nd ther efore a 11 el e~~nt auperaJled t o t heir essence. 

Th is must evidently be the cese e.s :re g :.rds o r orJt!liug the e:d .; t ouce 

to its e s sence . But as r eger ds a Being whose exi stence is not due to 

any c a use--God alone i s that be i ng , f or Ii. i s existence , as ·:e h -- ve said , 

:is absolt1te. ?:A"istenoe and esso·1oe ;3.r e "'le.1.•foctly i 4 enti:!al . 1:1e is not 

a subst 'lac ,~ to .vhi,!11 .. ,, .::: . ., t ~.1c 1 is j ':>1.U:i :1.:; 3!1 ::i::cident. as an addi t ­
( 2f) 

ions l c l e:neut" . God is "nec ~s sa::-y .exi stence" . _;,__11 else is "oonting-
( 26/ 

cnt . " 

The simplic ity of ~od was a doatrine t o ah i ch a l l the medieval ph­

ilosophers 3 ubscribed but very few ha1 the f ull courage of t h is log ­

ical conviction . '!'hP triple cotL1otatio:1 of 8i:npli::ity ::ou.ll r c. ;ove a l l 

f'Cl".30 11 .. 1 i t~ .._.r:> 11 l7Od and ·1ou.ld challc,16 e r eli .:; ion at the very heart. 

lJB.i iDOnides ·.,a.s one o f th() f e,7 .nen ·,vho ptlShed t he ·!r ,:umerit r e l ei1 t l e .;s ­

l _y ~o .1 ts extre me . other ;:ier. •se.n7.ed to keep God wi t hio 'human r each. 

CZ5 ).Mor eh I. 57 
(26)It is interest i n~ to reca ll t he ~i st~ke o f ~ol oman ben Mai mon who 
ins isted in his autobi ogr a p!y I Bk. I) that Maimon i dei J1et -physic s ·.1as 
identical to 3pi noza •s . Spinoze. ' s God i s -.1sO nee ·-.i:;9.ry e ::i-,te.:ic e . 
':-.Li 'Tlon f o::-Bot -nomentari~~• that 3pi :1o.!a '. s Goe i ~ iientic a~ :vit:1 the Un­
iverse or Hubs t anae . Maimonides ma1nta1ns t he absolute dicnotomy of the 
two, so .no.er. so tl .. '!t he .:> ~te.J ou ';r sges reli3 ious se.:1sibilities Rhen he 
s t a tes that ~od canno t even be r el a ted t- the worl d . 
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·:'hey 11-mt ed a Lierso.1-•l -;od rather than one "as i mpass i ve &s a mathe~­

'ltic 9.l 1Joint au 1 <1 s in,iL'!'orent as a %3t'.lpr.ysice.l ·oool ute . '' The 170d 

of relit;ion i s t h e acme of nerfec ti :>!l an,, '1lust ther efore somehow be 
. ' 

pos assed of 1•011er and will and all tnose othe:c aii j ec ti ves without 

~hich per fection ~a s inc0nceiva bl e . A typical expression for t he pos­

ition is expr ea ,~ed i ,1 the l!.pist ol a - •-35 ''that ever tl! ing ·nhich inc l t1des 

.• .:: c ::3.3,.ir~· e:-: is ~ ~.lCd c '!l i ts elf have .10 i 7 ,Jerf:lc t:;. )tu , 'ilJ.t litut c .:pres3 
( i:.7 ) 

;2re ne ~feoti~n . " Thus whil e on the one hand God must be aLsolu~c-

1 3; 1;,le ... nJ. :rn"ua l i f iabl e , 0:1 the other :u, .. 'l l lie Jlust pussess 9.ll th­

) S6 -,uali -:: ies which make :!:"or uersonali ty. ~O\7 these ,;wo c s.n ·00 recon­

;il e •l is the crux of the meiieval probls.J o-= .i.t t ri~utes . The Motek ­

alle'71i.'TI t rie to pull the !'Ope fro:;i bot:1 e .. Hlo , t o 1eoy attriba.tes in 
t4.. .e,,i .. ~eJ. 

God yet afnr-n !:!is posses sion of the v -~rious fuactions ,:1hich. . i mpl y . 
( it!) 

'"'he general position of tbe Kal ao c u·1 be :.;,.~·11:::.rize i t··.us . Is 1;od 

lxistent , OnL'lipotent an' O-nnis1.: ic:1t , o: · ot1:..;.:.• ,.:,rds , :loe.:; !!e have 

::..fe , ,o .v9r 9. ,11 k.10.Vleiee ? I f I se:; ye'f. , tl:ea ~re th.ase t~e s 3.100 .vi th 

jod ' e e xistence or 1iiff erent ·r I f different they 'Nould b e eternal like 

God, sinc e t hey .1e re a 1 1ays .,.,i'lih nim. ,1e wo.il d then have many eternal 
129) 

'Beio2 s , an•i hence pol;:- t·?ei s'1 of one sort or another . I f they a.re 

not ,iiffer ent fro:n God 1 s essence , then t h 0
~ iJ1vol ve Lwc r pl.1r•..1.lity 

1 .atea.rl of t he re <:ttir ed stri c t u,1i ty . The ans ·.ver c i van is foe. t '}od 

J cicnt but .,ot ~':1rJ1t,:;J, k,0 l c l rn 9.S Hi s a ttritt.:.t e ; He i s omni potent 

·Jut 1ot thr .,u3h p0·1er as nis attribn te ; lie e:-.iots but not 1,h!"nugl:. ljfo 
(30) 

~ 3 ~n attr ibute" . He is absolutely o~anl a ll these attr ibutes a r e 

---- . ·-- ------- · · · · · 
127)Ph . S . '1-117 
(28)H . M. J . Eh.-DIII 
(29)Pos i tive attJ•j h1l te3 i.1 1;.o,t impl y .rolythei s,1-- ··orch l , 58 
(3O)!3oreh I , 53 



i n respec t to Ri'l ile"lt i cal 7itn 9ach other an•:'l Htil -he viviue e~a­

eHce . '£!la ot'aitio:i 13 akin 1;0 7r init•:rianism .,.,1tr. its Jogma that God 

is "three i n one . " Nhile t he mor e ort hodox \rabs a~tackod th i s ,jota­

zili tea po3 i t ion on tho l!r ounrl t hat it is t ) O r adical , ·;!l.i monides re -

bukes t ho , aev~roly Jaxts.posinc t":10 o.:intr· Uctor.v vi t1,T3 .. 1~·1.J•.;. t 
( 31 ) 

';:::u u::>bleri . --.s r.c s s , " t i.a do not af.-
( 32 ) 

,it 1,•1r t.:i"1 "oo:n:,ound" b 11t :,et 10 not rojeot the iJou of o co1po.i.'l1 . •• 

'1•Ji a r e r es.11:• ::>ne attr ibute, a,"ld whatever di .fferenc t},i there :n· y t1p~J­

~ r ';o 9Zia~ be~•eJ1 L~e o t~ey lo not afrect the nnture or ~od. Saa­

ia's position is e:mor·,11.Y c onsidered to ~ppros ima t e this , but ;-e shall 

see thnt he seoros at times ~.o '\p ro>tc h thtlt of the .1.ote:r ...aimoni des. 

:'he othe r nrev ilin,: at"te'llpt e.t solution ·:,as ta ae. t hv t ' he re_;ular 

cs3e of ~otl , bec ... u~c 'q,i.; ease.tee is iif ·ere.it in k1nd to ... 11 o:,:1e.c 
I ..i3) 

JSu'11C~ . ,d:en·to th i s 1s a1dol the IJl::.10::'1°lJC!~--·..1ct<U o" Li : 

J.'hat "'as '!lo~ r:· 1.,: 1,od ' s jnco'llp4r ·hle es'3e 11ce·r ¥e S "\'1 above that 

it r e-erred t o n i s neo eseary existence , or t o the i dentit be~aeen 

Hi s essence and existonoo. ~ .is s houl i be c l 'll'ifi cd furthe r beca use 

it me'3.n t one thine i.1 tht.: c·1se of 'Jab a11d J e"N ish philol:3ophers 9n,l 

1ui te o.no+her "o:.· trc r.e.ti n sc•:Ol '.!atics ·:1hosc l.radi tion i3 nrese rvea 

11 ~asoart es . ~or tke Tor 1&I we~ ~~r d i 3tenco 1~s ~ neg tivc ~oo-

1 1t•a;1::i.•i 13cing , who is llOt o~'clposed 
( 34)) 

e..11 not similar t , a1ythL1," ve k.1o·n . All this r e!i..;on'.i,? is ne6a t1 ve. 

131):..iorPh r . 71 
(32)A~oreh 1 , ;e3 . , 

·S. 11• ( 33) GersonH es vas spa~ ia ;y e□p~o ti~ 1.~ . i ll.lti., ~ ; ·-; :, •~i !~ t:z or tl-tis 
vle., . \rjstotlc ' s o,iu.->1 1 .J i.. ouo~ .. .1. ,t "· "- i..). - s lle~ . 
( 34) This negative{. . :i-: t ·.,L~ be "l bor te1 1a oh p'or t.:-, -11 .:ill Ol! 

>J•)i.,.·c9.l:.7 tre:ttel in chapter three i,1 r'll;ition tc !.la i :nonides doc­
trine of negative a•tributes . 



z.a 
It P~ oves n oU i.u3 i:,03 i t i ve ~:11 '!__ ,VJ..s t b.e r efore neve r used as 'l '!)l'Oof 

!'or the exi s t enc e of God . ::.11:e Ls t j r. sc":ot• l l'tls , 1j i, t1,-::9 1;1 _ • .:..1.01 ', ,. 

essenoe involves existence to prove His actual existence and ti1s 

"reality". (in the nom1nalist-rea.list dispute,~ 

It is i n order now to 'Ulalyze this p:rob1em logi cally and to r ind 
(35/ 

i ts origin. Let us f ollow ~olfeon'e conjecture. The problem of 

essence and erist enae aonoerns itself with the me<u1ing of logical pro­

posit ions au.oh a.a "A is existent," "'here existenoe i s the predica te of 

a given subj ect. Aristotelian l _ogio held that every proper judgment 

must be synthetic,where the predicate mu.st be a wiiversal. term belong­

ing to one of f ive olas~es. "It must be the genus of a aµbJeot, ita 
( 36) 

species ,a. epeoifio difference , a. property or an "Ccident". Th~ 

f irst three wer e oaj led by rneiieval s 11essential attrib11tes ,while t he la­

st t wo were "acc idents" or "accidental att r ibutes" . All five prediot­

ablea a re universal terms in Aristotle a ~d are not identical with t he 

essence of t he sub j ect. "Essential attributes are t he elements of which 

t he essence of t he subject is oonstitutei or to which they belong. :cll­

ough they are aot diff erent from the subject they are not co-extensive 

.vi th it." ~'or instance in the sta tement 'rnan i s a rational animal', ne­

ither rational nor animal is :f11lly co-extensive 'N1th maa,siuce an imal 

incl udes a wider area th9.ll ,nan, an:i r ati :mality is le.~s tha n a full re­

presentati on of man. ~ccidental qnalities,on the other hand.are e x­

ternal t o . the es s ence and somethi n6 added t o it , a s ~hen oolor, s ize or 

age are ..!l'edioa.t ed of man . Eer:rect identit: oannot be properl1 express­

ed as a logioal relationahip, f or it is mere verbal repe tit ion. A is A 

(351Ph. s . 122-125 
(36)An explanation of these terms 1vill :ro.1.low l ater . I t may be f ound 
in J.Q. R. 1916 pages 10-17. 
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t 3'1) 
is oondernned by medieval lo?icians aa mere tautol ogy. iihat kind of 

pre dicate is the t erm existent i n the aentenoe ·"Ra.ben 1B existent"? It 

is not identical with the essenoe of the subject for it would be t ant­

amount to saying "Reuben is Reuben". It is no t an essential attri bute 

for i t erpresses neither ti1e ge,ms , 3pec1as ,aor yet foe specific diff­

erence of the subject . It must therefor e be an acoident s uper !lided to 

t he essence of a thin~. 

~h~t this means in plain l Angu~ge is t his;- defining a thing ~r 

telling •hat it is does not prove the existence of a thing. l may de­

fine or describe a yurely rictitiOllB person • .Vords and not things 

~oul n in thi s oase be th& aubject of discourse . "If a thing actually 

does e <ist , i t only pappens to exist jus t e. s i t only hs p:, ens to be 

·:1h i te or blao~, 11\ree o r s m9.ll . " ATict nn~and Maimonides underst ood 

Ari stotle in t h is way. Averroes,howevP.r,iaterpreted. him quite differ-
(38) 

ontl y . He maint a ins that the above woul d only illastra te nomi.nal 

definiti ons , but in real definitions existence!!. i mpli ed. •verroes 

has no need therefore to diao trns e~istence and essence in God, ainoe 

the t-r.o are always identical • .118i11onidea ,however, li'.<e Avici!lnna, must 

be fac ed wi t11 the quest ion ·.vhe tner bOd 's existe:ice is u:i ac~ i.iaatal 

~uality,as all other existence is . ·.che answer is no , becaus~ in ni s 

case ·,,e don I t know what existence or essence mean eny,;ay , honoe the 

two &re undoubtedly real .y identioel,and God 1 s simplicity i s llllim­

p~ired. It ls i n t his sense t hat Maimonides s ~ys bol oly' ~od does not 

exist~ ~his is what J ewish philcsophers r r o~ ~aadia to MS.imonldes have 

i n min.'l by the "necessary exiatea c'' of God . •rhe negative 8$peot of t he 

.,nole •,tea beco:ies e vident ·vhen ,'le remember th!:lt the ar g llleut r edt::1 ou 

--- ·-------------- ·---- -( 3'1) Moreh1 51-- a!'l exc t1ption to t h i s r ul e 1)er•nits the use o:I:' an appar-
ent tautol~gy foi· the sa&:e of e:nphasis, in such a sent enc e as "The one 
who is sitting i s tteuben"--quoted from 4lfarabi in J . ~ . ~ . 
( 38 )Mlmk vl, Z3lf f.J. 



t he assertion tha t, we may know absol utely not ning aff irmativelr 

about God. From it we derive t he f urther negative beliefs t ha t 

lie 1s unaaused,unchangeable ana u11-diver s ified,etc. 

"There is no poss ibility of obta ining a knowledge of C.od's ess­

ence •••• ~he only thinR man can apprehend is the fact that ne "ex­
(39J 

ists". "Concerning God man has no riBht t o ask except the q~eat-
(40) 

ion as to whether He exists." But we have not ed above that the 

Bible does f r equent l y desc ribe ~od by various modifica tions and 

rela tions. We have also alluded to the co~ Jon practice of i nter­

pret i ng these metaphorically. The stP.tement of the 1{8.bbis t o this 

e f f ect i nvariably is that tue Torah spoke according to the lang~age 

of men." This human me Hum i s very f a ulty and c ould never hope to 
C. ./ 'f' , - ( 4 ]j 

cope with the exal 'tel o oncept s vf Godhood. saadia, as we shall see 
makes t h i s a oruciRl point in his argumen t f or _eimplio1ty when 

he clai ms t hat the cono ept of Creator is really s imple and uni form 

bu t t hrough huma n linguistic lirni t a t i ons ·11e express i t various ly 

as omnipotent,omnisoient and existent. Baohya, Balevi and Maimon­

i des all attached et l east some i mportance t o t his excuse f or the 

anthropomorphisms of t he Bible and of common speech. Language is 

i n general misl eading . Says Maimonides "f or speech f a ils u.s very 
( 42) 

<-: r e~ t l y i n every .iangu.age" i n these de e per questions. J.Jr. Jt1d-

ah Kaufman goes so far as to suggest that the idea of "negative 

attributes" means in one sense t he ule 0£ words completely emptied 

of their acoept ea rneRnings and used homonymousl y me r ely to deny 
( 43 } 

their oppos ites. 

crude anthropomorphisms are easily explained mvA.y as even On­

keles the .rrosel yte had demonstr9.t ed . bu t a mo r e :::mbt le humani :rntion 

f39)M~;;hi~ -59 ___ .,_______ ( 43)Rambam' s Moreb: .XXXIX 6' ( 
11

{;_ ,,.._·• 

( 40 )Hob. lfa-Leb I, 4 rf<_.,,•,??rl !J1r /Ot. 1 j11flo !Jft.1111 ltk -,1o,1f llt1iilt» 'JLJJ\ 
{ 41) s ee o!lap. 2 {'; ~k .. r,, tr·, (,,o,, /J.>n ~,., p,{;, _. _,.. f i'' 1 f lj·t=i ,.11,(.S r.;~ 
(42)Moren I , 57 rr,1n1t ,la« r .. ~,l>.s ······-ll' /->I.Ji /J\lltlr1(i ,,,r~ }ll? 11)0!).l~ , .. , • 

.. ,.,.,, ~ .o> ,,..,,,.,. ~ It. ptJ,.,,,,,-, 



is lef t t o plague u.a. The hand and eye of God may mean Bis crea t-

1 ve faculty an,1 Ris µl'Ovidenoe . tlnt do not these 1a tter terms i m­

pt1te to him certain r elations to wor ldly beings ? And a.re not these 

relations aspects of H.i m whom we have named "the Unknowable?" Qb­

viou.sly this woi1lit be an ino onsietency. ·1·he earne 1es11e is invol­

ved i n s uc h adjectives and nouns as Lord,uater,Almi ghty,Uerci ful. 

Loving , etc. ~erhapa these are s o call ed "external relati ons" which 

de not involve any espeot inhering in God as distinguished from col­

or and size which do inhere in a s ubjec1; es accidental qualities. 

Many philosopher s ad&i tted these exter nal r el a tions s aying t ha t th­

ey '>re entirely apart :rrom liOd'e essence or fro:n our 11.llOi'll eige of 

ITim. ~ven Ibn Daud who seems to have come very close to Maimonides' 
( 44) 

position saw no harm in letting them go unchal l enged. But the 

Mor eh rtebuchim emphatio~lly rules that these a r e as sacr11• gious 

as t he res t . What then is l eft to do ':'7ith these " div ine attribu.tes?" 
( 45) 

They a r e names giveu by man to ~od ' s works m d ac tions. They 

tell us no more about thei r agen t than a nail dri ven into a piece 

of ,.,ood tells us ab,:mt the c-har acter of the hammer wiel der • ..:his 

viewpoint i s seen in tne t r eat ment r eceived by uod 1 s names. l!..ven 

J11dab Halevi goes ~l or,5 0:1 thi s oJint: "All names of liod save the 

1·etragr amma t on a re pre l'li.::at es an,'l. a1, t ributi ve desci'iptions ~ -

i ved f rom the ·.v~ \' H.i s cr eAtures ar e afi-ecterl by i:l.is decrees ail i 
I 

measilres . " ~!aiT.onides a lso w~ites that tt.ey a r e a t t r ibutes of 

ac tion. : '' It i s -ell kmr.vn that a.11 t ~e name:is of God occ1trring in 

Sc:·i J)tur es a re 1 erived f ,011 Hi s act i •?ns except one , the '!.'etraera.rn-
( 1 7) 

m:;.t1on . T.r,e 1a t t0 r name . i ncidellt e.1' ., , is t::.e ~hem- he.- Mefor ash 

whose purpose is t o L..lica t e t}!.:l t r;od 's essence i s incom.oarabl~ t o 

any othe r essence. -- . .., ___ ..,·-- -~---_,,. _ __ .._ __ ..,._. 
( 11.)Em. Ram. II, S 
( 45 ) ;,ror eh i , 58 
( 46/Kuza r i il , 2 
( 4 7) J.r,oreh I , 61 



P£CAPI 'l'U:...\ :.:I uN 

To Mai moni de s the onl y positive a ttributes of God a r e thos e of 

!lction . I nst e al of stat ine bluntl y , "God cli d t l.lt.a !Jld wO , " ve i m­

ply e xactly that
1
by subj eo.:ively a11uct'11,:; to 11.is work.; ir. 1er.:n.3 of 

human i ::ipros.;i 'tl.3 a.11 h,t:,·m ii3course . acoide.1 t e.1 que.l i t i cs e re 

l e•1iei b 9.l'.!. . ·.ttributas o!' externa l rel&t ions "re per 1i tte'l by 

s.11 of ·.1s ·Jre l .~essora , b11 •, uroh~oly onl y be.: .a..,c t:.c :1 cu, lcr-
( 48 ) 

_t.)o i tho11 1 11 the s w.ie sense us !.laimoni '.les ' a t tribu t e .l of a0t1on. 

Negative a• trfbutes a re si~il arly not a bone of contention. ~ai m­

~mid es ' c ontri bit ti on in r es !iec t tu tr.e.;e - o ,·ro' a ul ,; 0::11 , i r. the 

of the dispu t e ~oncerna t hL so-oellcl e , v~n~i· l attribu tes . ~y 

thes,;, ""'er e me mt those eleiient1:1 :;l:ich con::Jtitutc the .,sse:cc of 

gonus e n ~p~oics ar e relatei to the obj ec t de~ined . Uot tha t eny­

ono imagined the divine esseno~ to consist of 6enus and species . 

~h9 ue..i' 1011 'ici only .,hotner Cod ' s a ttributes ha ve t ho s .... ne re-

1e•·1a1tio., be.\"e to •he ob-

:>' ,,od ' s s i mpl icity'! le a r e de lin~ her e .vi t h tho uatur e o .· e:en ­

us (ln•l species , or ,i:h u..liV,H'J1lG . P ' uni•rnra I s have r eal oxist­

enoe t hen genus an, species mus t be r;ra.,tetl i ei..l ity, and l.iOd ' s a.tt -
/ 

ribut es cannot be .i.el tad to liim in tho same sense . I t :,oulj p~si t 

pl1ir a l i t~, i n Avory es c•1ce end s 1mi l '1rly in God . I f , ho :tc v <:1 r • ,m­
i ver aal .:: c· r e "'3Cro :1:.. Ju:> .. 1 i i •J 'i. -ii ti Jn • .re merely no ,i nel , the.1 

t1-ie essence 1 " 1h": subJuct rte,.! 1'311 L; .1 J-1.'\.J ~i i..11e . " l t l s , how<>ver, 



r.ot ~ c~u r'llc t bot.:coa ;_ t onia 
( 50) 

r Palis~ hal no f ollo~Ars ~~ont 

1 ~·1 totol lnnia 
( 19 I 

?lat onio 

b•3 ol ssiofl l J onsh philoeorl: "r a . 

':'he 1at t e r ro !ll risto tcliana ~u:1 ho'r "1031 I.ion oi. a ttributos 

rofleo t s their interrr "'+a+ior. .:>L ris~ot.lo ' s 1 'livors~lJ . .,ere tho 

let tor only 1ords , thoro t ·'-ly 11,j c 1 y,3v :.:a.ir.ori.1 Jea ,., o rej~c t ;; 

_,.3.301 1~1 "-' tributea , 'lleint'lins that "',Vh ile t ·.e~• denote t h o essence 

of he object an· io ao• r ~rl an thifig a trnneou~ ~o 1· , s~ill lhcr 

iJJpl•· U-.s. t. 1 l!o eo~ ncu 1J OO!lp>Jal c1.., it wAre of c:cnus a r,d t'fOCio.:3 . " 

~b .. ac .c:vcrael t e r ms o. t )'l o de ! •.1 •10. e1·c iecroo~~ cle ,-~n:. .. u.:.i ~r~ 

101. ' oE..l cc.n .. oa t • o .,:-1. tonc e or tb. 1nJ 1-;ii, i. l ... a <i , uac . ''l' to.:li o 

r a.ilb i~ thc:ob. --e jec!cl o.. d ~ · cr0 o :h-t ' .Jpecios ~en .. no _,-
;. ( , 11 

i3tcnoe e.-~ ., "; " ·nltJ •>.:.1 ,·.11. ·• But Lu i.J uo1Lber 1... no·1.ia~liat nor 

~ Clacept~•lia t . ~o~ ~Jli~~ ~u~ Le r ~Jcctc~ d inconsisten t ~1th 

the on tire troni o f his er u111eut. ,.fo r 1 ._ ,i,or ,1 :.1 - r •:i.:ru or,la , 

o~ ~h~ .ub jnot 1nul 1 , i 1 other wor ds , be 
( fi C) 

1~~ is aoorn~u.1 r eJe~teJ s1cOl it 1~ to hi ~elf- contr&dictor . 
(58 ) 

"3uct un1vor~1ld l T ~ ~tt•~~r cxlstant 10 • non- c•iste,t. . ~ 

"!81.w0ni cs believe ~ 1\ :: r .. • 1:. t V(.. boll re,_:;_ .:!I.Ii 1 , .__ 

.., rxi v . j -
. .c ,,ii. •l lh l.i I • Ot: .o n ~ 

I, -~:J 
vA to J.J . • J w 

... 
• .., !!O t i ~•h o ~icl 11 :l ~ V !" 

4-. .. - ' h n'.l •!~ 1 i\'il1a1J . 

C 19 I 1-'r. . 3 1 ~ 9 ( 5 l The ,l oo trine tr, t i.lO'."IJ Qr u 11 vero1 l.; aro no t a phyJ ically real~ 
i n feet n"•: •ro t ~,. o•.l!' t:ru~ r<' 1 1•. :· 13 o_...,roJ l to eri i riot\l objeo 1!J 
,.1ch ~re 111 3~rw• 

(fl)'·oroh II, 1 8 
( 5

. l '"'h c 
O 

., i o o-_u t1 o , •.i. t 11 .1. V" r uls li-1\vo 1J.e .. l ;vi t hou t. r ea 1 
'- _ 8 r .. i,.v, w• 

e:>i.l tOJ.08 , 
( 53).Jor ch I , r--2 



Prlor to the ri:Jo of 1niH\'1 1 U!ll bo1~a th~ u,11- r.Ju.la eY.iv t i n •he 

-A nl or t;ol oe bti A en i 1n~ eatitlca ,.~,. thO:i re::..!ic .2 o.ch evo.1 

Nhon they enter 11pon pl ura1 1 t, in ::ater1~l tor ~, though their pr-
(5'i1 

e.Jenca ienot 1130' 'l10lr.; ..,,:, .t h:- 1.:,!t •l lvti ·ti. - ~l:.18 .ea.. .. 

o 1 t 1a1 a ti;r ibutes ·.7~,1.::h htiV'o u 01,n r J.'Cl tL>a Lo tile Jll ·~.:i t t h ­

er.J!'ore L1ply .-Jo11e ~ind of pl11r , lity • 1 tin; . s . enoe or the aubJoo t 

l o fined . "Thi e pl1tr a11 t :, to be sur e woul d be only ment 1lly diecorn-

1 ble , bo t still H ~ 11~ be l-"0.1 1:3t .. u. ,1t . the c .ac~ption of a b­

eolnto ~1 "li"1tJ , '' (and must t horeforo bo 1.t ... ppli::ublo tu Gou. .1 

· l buto .. . 

,J entio.l 'i!.ttrib1tes h1tt ctua".l., L1v .. nts ·.(M. ':.OJ° o:u..iot by 

, ... ... 
1 J • 

in t he ~otual Being 

pro a bly implicit i n tho arguments of ·'l8ny pr e - Me.1mon 1d oan philJ­

sopt~ry ~sit i a e~plicit ;n auoh auc.tw30~J a Cor.Joa1do- on l 

"' r escas . l n .'.r at -n'·lloa~J'lY '.ve r r oes 1o th1,; 1oclinJ prop.:i.ient of 

l..i. • ter t.1ot1rh .,,.. Al' 1: pr-11.;<• • • 1~ .10 u t:: >; t: . [Jr,.; ,r J 41 .J t1.1.J t 6e r ai3 

of 'Jai~onilean - 1e~s . 'J33o llya was bri o! but r • tLer ~1o·r ~11 ~ JOOd 

orocur13or t .> Jla1~onideu . liO.lavi t r eateJ. tl-.o '11 tLor v<.r;; l il}'ltlj 1>11t 

:o lh~ll 3 n) ~h~ ~ he ':;ot li no t -c.:1t ro i I!VOat the deity :1it'l poa1t-

1vo ntt:ribuLoa , i 'lt lllio roo Ustin-itl:, a14;:; at:J 1.1 .. to'.!l .1 .. 6oti•1,3 11t t -

150 



l. 'I 
CRAPTEn T'wO 

l. J.. f :b VIS,l 

•rhe three prE>curso:rt; o ·· .i:ab1ord to .... · 11-to.i 1-3 $h· .. 1: 4; ·t..n~ i:c.·u 

.: ,;aadi 1h . qachya t:_: 11 lo,;] L1 thri chief -:,o rks o •· 'he thr ee 

.J. it_ 1 ;..... j ·iJi.J.1:3 are of 

unity and of justice . ,.'e shall aooa seo t hat the 1.1c.:1tion of u.n-

i ty ~as the ccn+rc l p·o~l~~ o the ~t~ributenlenrc . o~chya •s book 

has onl y Ollo ch'.\p·er w111cl. ; ::1 n tu·e l y p:.11-,~o§ .ioe.l .1i1 l that is ca­

l le' t r.e " Ga te ,., •. Unit:," . Ae 1or nal evi , the fol l ocrin s; qno ~atio..-. _.,,. 
fro 'J MeuMark thou..-b _..t oo extreme is pe rhs.p., -vorthy of 11Jent.i J!l . "1he 

( 1 ) 
centr~l p ~obl en of th9 b,o~ 1s th.~ J- a ~· i bJ~oa.~ 

ness of r;od'' . '.l'his ta;<es i ta ·,n _·1 -~ i..1..;..; · ·•o;.1 • .ristotle 1Rhos e oao 

G:>d ls the uncauserl. cauao . !)ooJ "na Uff"'r i'l ::ind !'.·0.11 .ill o ,her 

bei.1,· n '!erel.,· i .1 de ;reJ ? He is the 1·o~·ma L !WJ i.1al 03u1:;e o : the 

U'li verBe. 1S liis f orm radically dii:fe •·cn t in e.:1.1eno .J f ro n all o~her 

i ty ~'ld Onj ntte'le,is, or r « t 'ier '::1.u 1:1-- !"rable characte r o"' Go.! ' s one -

ness takes ti.c ce.1t.~c o.,. ~: . , 3 •"!_;- "'.,.o:i •'l,.; t i Do o" t:10 Neo- Pl e ton-
• ~ .. " 

i o ';s o-. es pee ially tho 'ieo- Pyt hne or ia. ·rn . .chilo . l'l otinus ~.:;1 urig -

en'f via with each other i.1 re ,o io, ~on 

the 1o'!lain o" .1•ati onal !'.S.11. tt ... •:i.13 :1:'iae.1:y aucceertcd i:1 o ... ~abl L,h­

l .1 .is ut.ter ~ransoendenco b y ~ea.is .J~ '--1.ltotelian lo.,::ic .:1d 

..,_i .J. , l .., _, ._/u .. '> ·' .iJ -: i ";;aL !.t:..J i:c pio turo . 3nphaai.; oa s uet 
..... ~ 

'l?ctrine.3 ea t h.e eri~1 tio.1 1 l t . :.i l J"0-3 ......_..o ,,._, O-~-:!..; '.i'l~ ,o.i.....:1 
. . 

tl) Essays 1~ J oaish P~ilosoph - -PJ . 2i7 



',.. 
adopted to p:-ca .·v ,;.-,J 1 s uni•; lTj: re - eJ .. ~h1i.3hi,1_: thia cant..lcL. 

la 3paniah-J~;;i3h p":Hoaop·; 1bn- 1Je.ti~.l e:re,i.rli !."'!es ".iJ ~ ... N.ol . 

Tu ·11rn t ~e s;'?ltriesi.3 o .· ~reek philosopi~.; '\ d vriout a l reli 1 Jn 

.. ""long ';he esc;ential at· :-ioute2 U:31Lteeed • ;; the pro- .1• aimonidoan 

J e -.vi ah pi.,.110s0 nhrir.., \'", .., ::ii ty , ::xis teno e , !!. terni t y , .1.nc orpore- 11 ty ,Life , 
/"h C .,._.~,~~ .. , I U, ,vo'l..v-t-.t-:, 

t'Ower , addo·n tl.11~ ~ e ,'>in,-.ulari ty ( UnveY ·lric·· u~r':c~i ~,. uo mo.t l -

~1,1•·1 •.:: 1ol.t ~Jd . ,:O!itever e l ao .,,.,, ;;u.:; o · 1.rod ,;-,e a-e in t:t:o 11at 

1
-i ,_.,.;· ,; ~einoai · o ,~ ro'i't ei1r ...... il~ '1.iS ac tions , 01 o"' 0 11r -"eoliufJ 

, i. . .,. .:: • J Ii. ui crentl!' n•it , .,, ire O.'.l aufe ra \ -

t
1

oa~l ~rour, l , 11, -:no iO .J~Y Jn~ o;- t,-10 thi ngs-- 11 ) Tbat .;od is 

t he ul t i,~ to c a•a~ c, 30 a..1 i so , .1.1 , th•1 t as tl:e 11 caustl 1 ~a..i.ue 

he 1s thereby ipso faoto di ter~wt 1r0 " dll •\e OLJ&ct~ 0f hi~~-



e~pe:ian~e ... - - 12) that t o us th9ae pile ,,:imena o ·hi:"'. tte is t he ce.u.;o 

an~ ·eat C .:.n~•\Ll 1 la l;J ·1 ' ~ ! • • • : • 1 ~) ~.:. ~ . t l th ~e 3.'P'O c ... l ly in-

V9.1irl obJ<:lcti-e l ;' ·.v°ll "'.l 7:'t.. - ·:~ .. 11 11i s u t+-er unv1;;<., 1oior. •~.o:tJi t'' . 

'J:hese ide•1s <t•·e -:;·. 11 '"o 1,::i ~ !"o,,c · • ~ :, .. .,_ ..... U!!. , Bachya ,B•.l e , 1 
,, ... , , .... ,,y 

l 
and ioaimoni 1es . ,,~"Ory td ,n. : ~ic"'i i.J '3 ,,_.JJ, :-l i : ~:. "'.1.reh tcebuch-

1 :n on +'Jio 3cthj ' Ct i' 1'l onl:- ·'.! i tl l-l .. lj"' i ·., ~-.u~ .. ,11 n .ll­

e,•1 , hJJ i.3 iu . ' o l1 ii u .l · ~l w' • o & ... , J r bJ oaad ic . 

B. 

sa~d.!l! 

"The moat 1mportant part of hie e1atem philosophicallJ is that 
12) 

wbioh deals with c r eat i on and the at, ribut ee o f wod." Other topioe 

are t xeated less t horoughly or a1moe1, as p11re dogma • .t1aYinB provst 

creation ex nihilo,~aadyia eete out to analyze the concept of wot;~• 

t o see lfhat the rational being may l eei timately assert about 1.he 

essence and cher~cterietice of uod. ~• f inds i t necessary r trstJ;f 

t o rt iacuee ~piat~olo~y or t he e ouroe and proces s of man's knowing. 

Kan's mowled?e ~oee not res t entirel y on an empi rical b~sie, 

but depdnds al so upon ~he natural ideas which are innAte i n ~ur 

reason as wel l as npon the inferences dralrll f rom both. ~he lowest 

kind o f knowledge is that gained direot l y by t he eenaee, f or i t 18 
, 

a f aonlty which is sbere l hy the other animal s. Man'• uniqne cap-

acity l ies ~n the v ther two ohM nels of learning. ue makes gener­

olizations upon eeneraliza• ions becoming more s ubtle aa the Abst­

ract i on becomes more universal. ·the supreme a bstracti ons are the 

ten categories of Aristotle , whioh ~• adyia s ~ems t o arrange in a 
'3) 

s cale of abl3 t r action--one above t he other. ·.1:he Tal idity and re-

ality of each successive aniversal concept is propor tionate to 

( 2) H.!f. rh. 46 
( 3)E~oth--rrolegamena BOOk D 



its 11stanoe rrom sense perception. Bu t ul timately human reason 
lfl&•'s 

r eaches a point beyond which it cannot asp i re • .tris power of think-

ing must be limi ted,beoa use it i s a r acul ty wi t hin his limi ted b~ . 

•• 
Man' s finite r eason is therefore absol n·, el y incapabl e of kno\'1-

( 4 ) 
ing t he infi n i te . He cannot compr ehend ~od-~Lthe supr eme abs t rac t -

( 5 ) ' 
lon. 

lie s ha l l s eA h01v Saadyia reviews the ten categor ies of Ari stotle 

an d shows how the~r are a ·.1 as on e to t all y iaa ppl ioabl e to "7od. ·.r,;o 

eYpress it di frerentl* oea not ata nd in any log ical re l u~i onahip 

:: i t ~1 man. •::~.1. 3 is qu i t e c l early an in11oa. ~ion of that extreme .!JOS-

i ti on . rather a na aol oao 'f~0 .'1 t n e r :iliJ i ous 1-1oint of vi ew. which Uaim­

onides exp.re:oa e-1 e ver sv much more bol dly namely, that there is no '5 J ' 
re l a t ion between ,~orl and the wor ld. 

, S I I I 

~here can be no knowledge o f ~ ~ things ,,7• ,;:,J_:JY) e x-

cep t throuJ~ these abst~~otions . in true a r1sto t el1an vein ~aPdyiatl 

refers i o t hem def in i tel .:: as t he cao.s es o f t ?!e phenomena in quest-
( 7' 

1 on. 

( 4 jBea.roark (U;,pu":.es t ·- 1~ 11 ·cr 1-1· .::'... ..1 t;! _ .. 'J'" : '1 0 ,3.ss :.isa L1 1ueation . 
~ee " Essays i n ~ewish Philosophy"- - ~ages 20~-208 . 
I 5 ) " .,, ..,, bi . 1•,ri I f' J:,, 7-t 7.Jtl• le t9.,,. 

,. ~ I ~ ~ ·?~ L .. "fi.. -r;,·:-,,,,.__,
1 

,,fu ~~ r ,.~,. r.:, ,;)JI r ~ 1~ , __ ,, 
( 6 ) Moreh-153 · 

~aimonides • denial of al l r elation is efter a l l a l so a strip­
ping o - one lOf?iC ql categor y a ·.;e r another, al t hou~h i n his cas e he 
restriots hirns el f to an analysis o f " a t t ributes" . 
( 7 111.e makes r ec urreat us'3 of the phras e ./ afut c,,-o-. 

\ 



In the hierarchy of univers<1ls · h e high e~t ones are the direct 

causes () f t hose i ''1ncdio.tely helo·.7. IJLt!' ::iin.l can Jaly ::0110.v up to 

a c ertai n point. '.t'he a.ninitiated obj ect to such a conoeptu.a1 ··iew 

o r being because it j s too a bs t rus e. ·ihey a.re psycholoe;ical ly pre­

pS?.r ed to adrni ~ only tangibl e causes. things .,.,hich they can perceive 

?Ti th their senaea • .issneoially is this true o f t he P~'lJN who demand 

a corporeal 1;od with a.11 the accoutrements and a ttributes . 'they 

:t·ee.r that i n severing trod completely rrom any sense pe1·cepti oi1s we 

are r emovinE a l l traces of 5enuineaes.3 rrom .t1is being. But no. "I 
f 

shal l prove to them th~~ ~ad's ex~r eme subtlfty is i11 itsel f ~he 

best veri~ication of Ria reality. vur rational ~onception of Him 

as more abstract than any kno·.m -phenomena.a i s per se t h e hi ..,hest 
( 8 ) 

s.ubstantiation of His existence . It must be remembered tha t this 

is not oaadyia 1 s c ompl ete proof of bOd's existence. ubapter one 

proved it kal Amistic&lly hy f irst "proving" the f act of creation. 

Rhat s aadyta doe s here, jn ch,.,pter t~uo , is' to defend the s~atement 

of 1:rod •s existence eve,1 •1}cilc :'l.33?.r ,i.13 t:1~t :!e is otherwise w1-

kno-., able. 

Incorporeality i s !)ro ve:i also i ?t chAp t er· one . ll.ere a gai n it is 

dealt ·,,.-1th briefl y , though incorporeality is neve r consider e d b y him 

an essentiai a ttribute . The general argwnent is that ~od ie the 

caus9 of all cor por e a l e xist ence . ~he empirical world--all body--
·~ 

is compose,i ann finite,hence caused. The cause of it all is t hat 

Y7h ich is neithe r composen , nor finite --thc 2i mpl e e tc.r:::.al ,wee.used 

C '¼O.Se . 

A..'l incorporeal beiH.:; car1not bo sn1-ijec ' ~o ·oodiiicat j ons of sub--

.:tz.nce , s uch a;; .·1.:>tion a..1d rest, P.nger or favor. ':'o ae11y His c o rpor­

eality,yet speak o r thes e a cciden t s in rel ation t o ttim,is to hypo­

critically retain the idea ~hile merel y chang ii:g the words. rhia 
---!..'---1-1-;-~--~ts- · -.>//'.llll _.,.~ h/;,,t1 ,~ .-1, .. . ~ -•k~, .. , 
( 8 ) ~• 1' 1, t,/ft -f ,f' r,,. ?"' &Jtl• y Eb ,.Ahr ;!.J.J1/l,,J,rf 

Ne11roa.:-krs position that man c an comprehen-a God finds s upports 
in suoh sta tements • .}jut all other commenta tors Nould say that we 
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type of rep roach is a stoc:{ a r c 1111ent of :ne:1ieval thinkers anu is 

used r epeatedly by Maimonides i n depr oca-.i nt1 1;he sophistic me t hods 

of the .Ke.lam. 

Throu_gh p :rop1_et ic r eve l at - 0!1 ve h!ive le E1rned of uod's essential ~) 

at t ributes : Unlt_:.~, Power .N1edom,incomparability.Un1t y is proved 

di!'eotly in t hree .vays: a) we ha-ve proven that all body is composite 

and ~od is the cause of all body. No accidents of body a y.pertain to 

God . But plureli t y -p~rtakes o.t' the ac c i dent of quantity. Hence like 

all accident i t i s predic~ble of bod J bu_: not uf Jod. "It f ollo~s 

t hAt tie is one beoau_se a~1 '7 a -1 -1 i ti on to one '-'OUld make Hi m subjeot 
~ ( 9, 

to the t11od! f i oat1on of bod ies." 

It can be seen that essentially this unity is a negative oon­

cept meanin~ onl y to den~ plur ality , a otuall y neither plural jty 

no~ eveh unity can be predica ted of God i n any acceptable s ense, 

s i nc e t hey belonc tu the cate gory of qu~tity. Kaufman says." Das 

.l!!r _:<; i ne r sei kann nu:r a l s :tor11el l& oder ~egative -:,esti'lnll!lo ~e i tan 

.13.s ai~h ::i.1i ::h ,ro:i rlen Unve~leich·oar -;reit beha9pte.1 l as.3t , nu.r daa 

di ese . da sie aucil ,jede nu'he!"c -,esti:nnnng des :-ottlicilen 11esens els 

ltnver'i'leichlich nins tell t , <loch auch;::ie ;;,cr_l e i rrnac her sj ch ~ usdr­

uc1', a1a 'Mase unrl Beachaft'enheit der wirks ~men !;i genshaften'" ang-
(10) 

esehen warden kann. " .!30th Unity a nd I ncompa rabil ity are t hus no t 

really qualities or ~od but rather ~ttr i hutes o~ che other three 

at t.r i b ut es . Sa:!dya qu i te definitely ,nakes Life , .t'owe r and .lisclom the 

at1:ributes v:'.' 1.10d. l ncomparabili ty i s asswned.,ne i ther discussed nor 
I~ I. 

an&ly3 ed. Uni ty is also not anal yzed as a concept ~ its various 

tyoes. All the ar gument s for Unity ai~ ~nly to pr ove that ~od is not 

~o re than one . • f he had developed t he t h ought f urther,~aadya r.ould 

( 0 ) (cont i nu;dj-~;;-~~t h;~~ of what 1.10d ~s--only that he i s. 
( 9)Emmunoth ~hap. 2 &ereafter all quot - tions from t ne ~mmu,oth sh­
oul d be taken as r e fen·ine -:-; o tni .e chapter unless other-;vi s c i ndioated. 
(10) At t r ibutenlehre t'g. 1 6,17. 

i 



)).ave combined. t hese • r .. u ... ent e wi th his o.m s t <tt e-:icnt tr.a t ::,01 is no t 

sub~~ct t o n 1nb~r . A1d al s o nis Onver ~lo i ohba r ~ei t an~ we hu ve the 

e1e-,ont.a , .. -.ac1l~ e. •s nero.t1vo t t r ih,,teJ . Unity , oul :! t hat <1C en :ion-

plurali t; , Jet u t r..e s • e .. 10 ~ o ... 

'll>,1i 'JJ ' position. Jt 18 e.t 

.... ... . . 
• 1:1:t t '.llc 1)..1al i s ::: !!.fl~ t~c 'l:r1n1t:ir1ans res ~ec ttvoly. -.3a inst h iJ :i11-

·111s t l c a r\ vorss r h.3 , he i rs of t he - o.3tio .... Th l positcl t wo cod3 , aaa-
d.:· ii••.-,, si :,, r,r oo ' s .. r • 1, 0~ 1 not o!'c ... ~\.1~ 1e . (.:iotioe t~o nega ~h·o 

'lJ Jtop~1ng nt L...,o or t .:u ,. .) .3 , '3L (!0 

. ~ 
• • w ;: b, t ~ !1 l U .. 1 )~ , ... :> • ·:o • . • l 

.. 1:.c •hr C i li:-o..: . 
.1 ·- 1' J l 

111 hi 

,... .... t t nu...1 • •a. r o t. .. 
I 11) ~oc1:: u ... ,nl.l oJ l- l nl "I 
(12)H . '. J . h . 3!.. , :'.'l~ t4 0 th 11 , f. 
(13 J''oreh I , 75 , " o • ,, ttr:.0 ..1 ,:.?'-_r1: - J . - l 
(14 1 .. a!l lS' 1 ... ~a11,•1 ou.11· n ,p· · o ~·- , JG 

h o. t plnr-

~ I )"'0 tl O 1 i s ro ~-1 3 ,tf-
(11, 

- ro"tc r I '>e: -. 1· : .... · ., . 
Cl- l 

:, J i "! . It i s 



As an illustr a t ion of' :10 .1 h :i -ir:;· ,~ '.;3 • • ·c : ri- 1 o ·.,r ,..!" J"'l 

~~adya to nachya. to Mai mouldes ,~e ~111 hnrc 1uot~ ono of the · :plcal 

~rJ~~uatn thinh i d u.sJI b: ~11 '.;~roo . ~ ea~iog of t~o woda: 

1. 3a~1ya J I . ~ end 
~ 'J' 1 ~ • /'' '11 ~ J p i> 

,o•L""At."a >,.n, 

.l!lc'>:n_par 9.".>ili ty 'l.ra :tt t'ir.::i~ p c:n·idiJu ll~••i.1.:lu.~u - ri."'.1 · :.ri3t..1..1ca , 

U11ia!"ot enc e 'Uli Omni soicnce . '9ut tho for:ner e re no thin . mor e tt.e.n 

~har a c teriatics of the ~u t ter three~~tho tr~ly esaenti sl attributes. 

l1nit:;i js CJ. no~,! ·v,:, -.,11c.p'.; ·-:,ich .J!lY:3 t i\· t ::iu!'lber doed nJt :iclhore 

iJ t~e eas ·ace of God , hence 1n the O senLi z l ~~trt1utew. The s i x 

31\·:u.nenLs +-or •11H:, u ... to ·:;, '· ~n!l] ~J U ..;;p •J~i!; 1,:n bolief in ~ 

t han oa.c rod . ':'hc:7 10 not i3 t '<>l ls~ _.,. ·1r 1\ .. 1 ·-.1; -,iJ . ,, jricril or 

l ~- iy ' s rteficleocy here ts hi.J f~i:mro tJ c rrJ ~t ~~- ~~11 
(16 ) 

• l , • ■ l J.1 ) I "iivine Unit y" • So als o he 

··· ..1.ta .: , .n .t·.o.r :.:.- :, 1- >~ them. 1.1t he ioe s not. ~unlJ::1.. '.hiJ ·iti11.. .· . 

ilal ·
1
a l.: n lo ,'.l'.l l '.;'tu.J-. oa.l ..;_, t.:i .. 1 .h0 i.ir.;c t ion .;hi oh r..is ooa i ~ion 

J1pl'!o..l h ... 1i, ht 7Jr"J .,_11 '...i·, • ..)1, 1. -'; :.. ·· or- · .b .. c·. ·1-l.no.iidea' 

view. ~y t heir 11Bht as ell as in do\v of the fe.ct( pre··i ously seenl ... , ...... 
the.t r.;.od 1s s o tmb tl e as tu transcend t ho po1er:; o l~n:;.:ln r eaaon , ::>a.a-

';'> 
7
ould have been d .,.ive.1 tJ r eJ!!.'r1 \ll p0.3,"i iule ·1t·r1·,ute;, as either 

( i5 j-~;~f;~ · q~~ 1,e s fron vavid ,i1-:;o:-t·1 r ea '.;o sho:1 tha t ho 1'7<\S nuch 
,ore 5.nalytica.1 i n -';l-ti :3 !'r..,bl .., 1. '\t t rihutcnl ehro - ..,.,,_ 51 

- ......... ' 



.s ' - ., "' Y' C ~ 11 4l ' - • 14 , ·, e ~ s ~ 1 s '4' ~ • r ~ t. r, I • 

1 ,.lc. /'Ji /lil( ->'o t, A"l:>n~ i'''n.A,; i)' •> .A/'i) 1hr '.Al l'il lkr 
,)1 k n'7>'l ,;,;,')t11 ~"'< {., 'll {II) Ii> Jtk. /Ir,1 lct:,1 rl';) ,~~Af't 

f ~ 0~, 1 Ale fr.. ;,,~, (, Pl,, ~") L / '•)I l.70;-, 4 (; J I> ,o., :,;, Mt. f Jy , ~(, 

,t :/ J'( ',}L ti ;-.., ,t,, I'•>: /I J" 1M, (; ;i•• • f, '"•, > t • /J'r~ ~{. /J 1 

1 /,' .h A J ' n ,. -;- .nl" -J,, ,-, i''ln,., ,, ( , • .JI l ,. , ,, ;> ~ I''':/'-- ,v 1 II k J ·n, 

;)I ,)' l r> I, I • ( C.) ,,,, I ' ". 1l-"A •1 l 1. 1 .) .-a, ~ ;. ,, ,.,jt,N .. If le /j t; , 
i" J· JY • •J1 I., > ( , u _J . , •• ,•I I' i'J ') t,, i 111 ,' > ,, j,',. J it.~"" ,J / 'Jr 

. .;;. /I" jy ,) ./,.,. , 3 # 'i) ?'1//)1""' '✓) f:, 



·or .. ... • tJ 1 ... ., ..... ... . 
• • • • J •• 1 ., - ,. · .~ l. ,: 1 1 .& _;- • :J t atrong trends of 

Gnoaticism.vhriatienity,aaraites. Hibllcal anthropooor ph1sta, eto. tB• 

was a storrn pPtrel in the mi st of a perio➔ of r ol13ions ··St11rm und 

Drang'j whereas 'Baohya n~a a r elicloua s oul s ~oking the unadulterated 

.. ,ater s of plet1e t 1o bU aa nnd inviting the 0ompan7 of all oonto:npla t -

i We ldns•t • · 

.tienoe his trea t men t of e xte rnal "nity ror t h e prac t ical pnrpose 

of oomb"tttng the uul 18 t J , ~xtetenc e • .co,Hr and ,iiadom are the att­

rtbutes, what ~oes e ~oh a0t11ally signify~ ~o the7 not i mpa ir the 400-

trino or o,.,~ •a inner Onity,his 0 1;1•1 · 1."!t;;·? . he firs t question l s 

19.r·el~· O\·c rl:>o::e1 . ':be second itJ 1,!\nta:oount to a irnrvey of the uath-
' 16) 

ollo trinita rian 7 1 8~ ~ and henc e it is ~ore !ull1 investigated. 
tl7) 

~o4 had been proven a ~r oRtor in oook one . ~o create de must 

have boen altve .-powAr ful and ·,tao , Are tbe .:1e latter <tiscrea t acc1'l­

~nts o: vod •e ~ssen ce or ~h~t? ?o r.JBint•in Hts si~plicity,it ~ne t be 

a h.l-.n that the '\t t r i bo.te~ ar e neither iiac r oot !)9.r ts of liia eitae!lae 

-ior ye t a cc idents adl\etl to it , 1:he passage .,hi ch offers a c ".ue t o his 

v10.1s on t h 0.130 1t1·,1 "l ttrl '11l !.OJ '.'.,Ollo·rJ: &. 1 • 
.. J D ,r t •t , • .,,,, ,,. '"l .... .111, .,A , ... ,,, !JJ'" .) l'Y UU1t ~•o ·~ >eM• 
/ti« •,> ,,t,,•( ,)'-)' .r (;.t,) . '-tY •\~ • a ,a";) ")l,lt, ,..,,. 11 _, t, '/) IJ-»Nl'r 

;,j ot If I,•\ M Iii {; A /1' !/~ -;> .A ~,tJI 11 ~ /,t !)' k ( Attic -4 , , ,'I , P '.) 'J l . -, 

Jhe posl t1on 1.l clear , •~he threo a ttr!.hute • 'lre 1ar el1 de:f1n1 tiona 

of the 
6

1n~1e onco;:,t o:o t.:>r . •rhia concept our r uson di s oovera '.Yi th 

~~o ~a t of 1ts t hlakinr, e : r ort , a ot thr ough three 1iJ tinct iteu of 

t hou~h t . 'r)ie t~r ee words are absol utely involved i n the concept 

------------(161 ~ee uhapter one pa~e 
(17, Emmunoth 



but ,ve are f oroed to nse thr .. e 'fords bec-1u s e o 0 11• lingui s tic ahort­

comings. 

~ow this s ounds r a ther ~neonvinc ing and t ypicall y s ohol astio . But 

i n viev, o ~ u t._he r PtRtem·--,,ts in th·e boo·,., Q g~ ~ 1 3uspec t t hat ~a" dya had some -

phi :lB more va l i d in rni nd . '5a adya has .1ho:m t ir. t ,aa · s reason :rans to 

gr ~sp a bstrac tiond above a cert~i n l evel of subtle ty . vOd is the iaoat 
s•da"f,lc s,.,♦1ltj 
s11:~tl-e 1 henoe mos t i ne lt1ct:1hl e be i n.:; . B.i8 . s 11:ei1ety is proof poa itive 

of Ria r e al ity, bnt our ail ur e to ~rasp such abstra ction obvi ously 

makes it i ~pos sibl e -o~ us to oh a r ~c t c r ize ni• ve rbally. g1s essence 

is :-:t re 10 a : 1:-,' .. ici ':.J, thl~ c.1uc ... o!' a l l bein6 , ·vhi ch ;re ind ic <1te b y t he 

1o r ,l •· c r ea t or" . ,.,u t t h i s word oa.wo t !)r e ten-i t.:> t ell 11:; a,1,;t·,i ,,~ 1· j U L 

~rl' ., ~.,.: tc v ' •~o;i . ~i nce l anguage 13 the oute r e :-:pre.;sion -:>f thou_:ht , 

. r 1J ric t\3,l .1,11 i . o-~.1r'J.<;e ':10113 h t •1111 be l'.!~'lea tJd i n the inaoc ­

ur :ioy of linguis t i c o·:pro:.L,i ion . L, t :10 c 1se ·1.t h1ul , a ":lesori ption" 

of 1,od can only be flub 'ecti i:cl;,· ti :<_p r . __ .:-v l • .• t ,,l.· 1.; u • ·! l J 1o~Lms or 

a f fect .; • ..;reat i on as .mch- - t ·1t- w ... L ii..- __ ~ o · ,,vJ--mu:.; t ror ever rc.:mia 

1i1 t olli g iolc , hnt t'rom ita .,y.1-..l!' "make r,. (3aadya C" lls God " :nakor" 

- - h omony1•1oual y7 ·1e o•pec t th t God ·nust h .1va been able to " make: and 

'lus t ~eve lcno:rn h o-.-: t o •· make:. ,/ha t thes e wor d s mean to .,. adya , he does 

,1ot 1e f i nite ly s ay , but I t '!:in:r t r.at his -,ositioa on 1Jtli t y •ind Unvergl­

eich barke it s houl1 b e ,. nn i oative . • 

vreat o r is a :mb j ·,c !.i , e 'eJorip: io.1 to t".l.- l ::>,;i ool r e l a t 1 on bJ-

t :ocn 1;od. ead Uni ver.5e . vre tion i. an ~ • f' ._.; ~ o - 1.;od , not a part o-" 

''ii:i es::-ence . ".take r"rloea oot i.':1'.lioc.to .:1uJ a i H ti 10 to ~ is as .51Mco ;it 

1,plie::i •,erol!' t'.•1-t; t '".o_e J 30•11 thi.i,; ,~, .... or '.>ti ... . ·.rhe thr ~e attrib­

utes , by t h e s a 1e 11a~s'l11e , i ,1U o'3.te only the :a (f)e thlng. Tho t h r ee s o ­

..: !lle e s sent ial a ttr!o:it ea t herefore tur 1 oa t t o 1'11 n o li ff r e t th ­

..u Maimonides ' a ttribut es of ac t i on . Even if ~a shoul d a r gue tha t 

<.o
11

s.,l,r-.~,o· .... --f 111.~l $t)•c.; f,c:. +-«.:----.1 
.!,, R.a.,"'1" •• ·,t1, 

r• (-.-.,•, to ~• 4 •· 

"«""'~~---, p••1"•" ... 

ff~ 1'«1,.r!,, o, ~•u "'""•rt..f.e..•''"'' 
to ..,.._.s;t' 1,;"'-t '"' "t:"•'~ -(TY-IMS. . 



saadya implie s attr ibutes of relation !ob jectionable only to i.lai mon ­

i d es J 1, e , caus e and e f ~e ot, i t must be ~p,ar ent that even ~ lmonides• 

a t t ributes v f aotio~i mpute t o God t he --r incj ple o f c ausat ion . Aot­

ue.lly a t •ributes Ff rel·:i ti:u -..e·,:il. t .i fo-,..oc ,:1.:i !~o~e vf t nom expr -
(18) ( 19 J I 3) 

e ·rnl y p r eci:3aly wha t e.t -tribnta .. ')f ..1.c tio..1 ·1e-11t L.> llllli:nonidea. 

'rhose ,,h o ~ otest "8 L1.:1 t t c 1 l'll ita t i Jo of qttr i bute:3 t o the t h -

uroe o f thci. ..... iatr.: :-3 is l;o ·o :. ~•l 'tJh t ~il·-\1J L1 the c ).J., ..1.r i .JS:u u : 

•~od to ma n '3.n, s ~onndl ;, i n th •~ t...,,, liter.D. interpreta ti on of scri p-

the .0 re- ' fUt '1z111 te te.n 'lenoiea ui t ~c ~a.l am ·-:M en i noludcd a lso the 

3. t t.r1 but e.; " lil l , Hearing . Hsi nn . Speech, Glory, Generosity, trengt h , 

'.l!l1 .tiobility. But e ven the JJuh~l itie s "'ho .,osited onl y .t.ife , ?ower 

~ni ''isdom -rere not :,r of onn 'l e n .J\l, ·h .,11.'1. r 1..3poct Lo t h e l a t tll.r . Jut.-

t~~ ~,:.r e-- ~ .>-c:!l l o - ,t .r · iut. ~ 1r .... 
(_:: .) I 

;.!l'31;y .> L' • 1'i3e . '( t.1 r• 

" F.s e r ~..:.t · t 

1a-·-l} .1 ..,.. ) ,.1." J t i J I o ~ 1;·u i.u '!f­
r ~l ) 

tl: 1 ;h • 11.1 r ..} "v:>l -1y~ 

i.. l" • · •• ·" r i ..:;~ 1 .JJ.r3 t e l 1 ung , rl _s. ca 

/e M!)f ~poe.k onl1: " f f,od •s existence ( .All• ) • Even t his is e. 

... 
0

~aphor (ho,non ym. lla i 'lOnides ·.rnuld say) i n t he l i ght of '"ia'.!dia' a pi-111-

1 t 1. •- ,., f .1al;), 11 i.,.:i t 1"ee .• vr ea tor an ' \;reated. 
ct ple o~ t he COM) 1 ,e ac ~ - ~ 

-- - ·-- ··· -- · ·· - ·-·· 

' 



Complete •1~pl1c1ty 1a now thoroughly auata1ned and Saadye 1• now read:, to dispute 

wi th the Trin1ter1ana. One CPnnot create, they airy, unleaa he be wtse and l1?1ng. 

'liisdaa end lite seem to be outside ot God's essence. Hence, eUher they muat con­

sent t o call Him corporeal, a thing which they ell ratuae t o do, or else their poa-

i t ion will be aelt-contrad1ctory. 

',1 N .- , ·, k-'\ ·,) ·~ ·, ,_ 1 
,... 

I 1•/ ,_ ,~ ( ,. 1 ,, I ; 1• It 
, ,, , __ , -

I • ~ • r' 1_ o (_ J- I )J / ~ 

:, ;. ,, ,-; 1-... '~r, ... 1. " • ,., J... 

"," ') ·, ,., ,. , ... ,. , \ t i' ', (_ 

, ,, I ;. ~ / I ' ,< I I" JC ' 

IU>, }/\,l •,. • i/f..,1 

' ,.. 
I 

l..ny inner dhersity la t ent8!1lount to cor :,,,r1ticat1on. 'l'hese 'l'rin1tar1ana are 

l i ke one who detinea tire by 1ta attributes, (the parta of the det1n1ti ~n ere the 

ettributea) yet disclaim\any reference to tire. Di~oreet attribut es would corpo~­

eeli 'Z,8 God and like all bod! ea, He wo i.ld be Cf!uaed. But we l\ve proun the t God is 

uncaus ed . 

Beaidea they do not properly understand Wh'lt conati tu tea proof. In man we NY 

that hia lite and bia knowledge are ~t identical with lais essence, because we aee 

t hat sane~illlea he i s wi th them, acmetilllea Wi t hout . Lite and knowledge are contingent 

i n man. Nothing i n hia essence impl ies Ddcesaer y existence. In a aenae, therefore, 

the s o-called eassnt1al attr ibute• ot men ere really ac ci dental, end in t hat aeue 

added t o his ea •ence. But this 1a not so with God. Strictly speaking, God does not 

even have lite , tor that would bee trait ad j ed t o h1a ess enee and anything in which 
t- a (b) 

life 1s a distinguishable as:9ect mu.st be caused • God 1a nldnly indefeasible. 

Scriptually and logically, the limit a tions ot t he a t t ~tbuti ata and pluralist■ 

wrongly f i nd sustenance in the euthropomorpbic SZJ)reasiona . 

(e) E:nnuuoth 2$ • • 
(b) Rel1gio•sniillosoph1 t. 105: "Ausaerdin beruhl, aber d•eae ganz~ ftedfe auf der 
vollig unheltb~Ven Vor r ussetzung, ds s s die tur mensclll.ich! Ver haltW.ss ~ zul.esalgen 
A.nnshmen o.1J11a Wei t eres such eut Gott ~bertregell warden ""~thn." 

o""'e 

b 



(25 , 
These e.r e e i ther metaphors (.-"lh;."6") or f i g11res of speeoh (~"r-A ,.., ) • 

Their purpos e is to fac i li tate n e xibili ty of s~oeoh. TWO exegeti cal 
I 

rule■ are ohar aoteri s tio u 4 ~aadya. c ons truct ce aes SQch s s t he ~ord 
) l 1 < \ 

of l¾ od ,the i mage of, or the hand o f , 11r e o i thcr c::) r e~.,io.1 l)f uivi 48 

• ac t ion or i ndtoatioa .. o,! St1per1~ tive u.,1Jec t ivi:.1.l phl·aaos . Ths •ord 
i f ') 

of liOcl and the spirit of God mean th e words whi ch God p11t 1nto the 

mouths of the ~rophets. Ten distinct types o~ nouns an~ verbs are 

mentioned. to aho.1 -nan ' s manner vf d es crlbin certe. 1.a ef ac ts u .: t.od . 

Aye e.n:l s 1.l' i ll8 ,..,_ean ?rovi:ienoe ; .~outh a .d apeakin.:; moun r evolatio.1 

iu' rules u f coni uot . T'he ,1111 of God is i mplied by s uch :1ords es the 

".1.>r i vf '.;od ." ( Ps 33/ f>) :,hioh Christians i nt erpre t <\S the l og oa . l.iOd 

crea t ed the worl d ,vi t h 111s 'Rill , but that on l,:; .l i gn11'1ns that : r eation 

-::as neither acc ident '.ll nor ne ce s .;:J.r~· . :111 ia therefore a l so a. neg­

::.tive attribute . whose onl y positi ve va111e i s as aa =: t triba.te of act­

ion. 

Metaphors wh ich r ome Wlcler the rirs t rule of inte rpretatitn tell 

us no thi .ng or :::od ' s easence , and are nseil onl r a ccord ·n.; ~o the r nl e 
' J? f' l ~ , 1 ) ) IJ\ ,J ) ~, • I f •·e were e :-:act i t1 our apcach 

.10 1oul d h ave to a banJ.on all det.cr i ;,tive te!'" 1.; a .1 l 3ay only th stt "Be 
( 26 ) 

i s . " The s e cond t :r:,e vf fi ·ure of s, ,.:eC:· uho.:.a .> 1i.:· r ... J . ... ~~ ro . 



• :ios t ~ubtle 

: 1tit:•, '::h .!.t 1ighf., i 1pl y u iiffercace ::inly in degree ,vhereas ,;e h ve 

seen Hi m to be inscru'ta.oly di f ferent i n ,cin:l. There is n o a::e.l og!' to 

c;od e ithe r in l oeic ,Jr i. n ,e.t.1ph;')·,, i c .; . To prove t his c onvi ction '3 <>.dya 

1 j ~fa nber and t'.el e.tion a1e ino·•~lic '-t1il e , 

a) A::. l e t ::ic '¼l ettributa ::1 an.:h ·:1.. .,_ov.: , :nercy a1 ~ iaclu.i6:l in t-he 

( C:.c3) notice t j:e Li""l 1irnce o;: th.c !ito . i~ · ;_ ' J .:·•· · ..i ~;: L t er.:.L101oi y ~ .• .'l 
t~e idea t ~ut a~l bc in~ is 01~~ ~od of ~t o~s of ~ifrerent i egr ees of 
r c "'"j.!c-,cn t . "'='c;,! r he., .. s 1,:!15 ld . , l:·:-:.!· lc r. · 1~ .. ·t~· ge ~u1· 5"'""·• .l. l t.t f_?J .r· 
... . :·.~ ccnti!lu~t i l")l - ~ :r.e 1 -~ea . 'JJ-__ pt er e j ·i:t :!"!i.:-h dc ·1L ·· ith the d -i .:l 
enn :.:it· · :, ' . f. i !, 1.:.n 1:..: 1 ... , i , u.,. ~i:c u-,i•:e.l ~f the idea 
its ;--1 f . 



attributes of action may not 11 t e rally r e f'G_r t o God. ':he categor; 

o: e.c t i :m 1n r :itional 1U ec ourso s i gni f i <?~ an agent who works on an 

object in a defini te ~l ac e and t i me . But God cannot JO ·ub ject to 

t his c onc ep t o f no tion . ·,'lhen we sa.}· t ha t a certain Biblical phrase 

speaks uf His a c tions . we mean 11ercl y 'that in s ome mlL'llle r unkno·.m 

to us Go d ·,-:os the cause of a ·..,1\·on effec t . Only in this negative sen-

se do we i rrspl y a t t r i butes o" action Lo Cod . ,te di ot1nt u1sb be tween 

Hi s and our nc t lons by saying that Ae cr eat es merely with tt1s wlll, 

yet -., 11 1 i .. sel f i"l:rlies not'l: 'l!i!:; c i'fin !a tively e~~c ..:: r1: i r.g thi:; same 

~5ct oI ~ausal ity . ~God made ." or "God ' s wi ll" ther efore mean 1 ) t h a t 

He fa tre o n:;c t ive !)ri. c i !'lt1 !:.) <1..1,i· :..t c ~~t a " t exrl·.netion i nvol ve 

cor..i a rison t o event s in our exper i once , - n d in vie'R u: God ' s "Unvei g -

leichb r·.r it" 11. 1.o t be ·,cr l y i n(lc.lc r~u~t e . , c.,,,., J '•<-.~ ••..!1 '' 

I 
. ~ • f • , ~ ,-.I f "'~.. /. v f' ' 

.. ... •iC , ,- ~ .. ··- ' .. .. .., ,. , ... l ~~ , . _,, , ,.,. ;.... ..... . ..., • ., ·, . ', ... · ,i 
, •• · - t ..._ • s, .. ' - . q;a Ii..,, • ' • • ~ ~ ' t '- - . ..... ::a, '' '\ 

t ••.., ' > ' ...._ ' f r• • ••• '- ...,. ,. • • , ..,. ~ 't,. .,. f ; I l. ~ ' • ' ' • •# .., - ... r '' ... (.., ~,. •' • # ~ ._ "t Iv . , ) 

God l'Ern e -:ibe'!"c :l or ' .:ri~ - crc iful a r c s i mil !ll' l merel y a t t r i butes of 

~(;'.. i C\ n .~·ho~c ul '-j : e.t e i l".;- lic :1t i on i s th< t Qod j s t h e oau.3e of an off ­

ect in (!ttes tion,but -ne e:-tpres s thi s 1n vsri ous \te.ys which a re v1holly 

$Ub j ccti.e Ll · n:; r n i t!VOlid i n '"ud . ,.., It, .,,_,,!, ,;, •. ( :. ,, ;. , ... . . , ~- ;" ·;'? l,, .i'J) lt ( 'i> O ..J1, 1v•i.._., ,..,, Ii ," f'_ J AIII~ 
(.::S') ( 30 } .. p•n~'i>Jllllf.JI ~ "'(i) 

-Lu f~Elll anj Cuttnnn interpret thi s a s a sharp di stincti on ., 
b<> t v:cen es se tial r;t'..rib ,ttEis wid. a t tribute:- of ac tion . Sa edya makes 

n o f urth e r s t a t ement on this point e xcept to send the reader to hie 

c omment ary on ~~od us ~or further r e~erenoe. Yet .Kauf man r i gh tly re­

marks that the d i s tinc tion i s onl ~r 1·or mal and is i ns i gnificant since 
(31) 

J aadys 's syste,n radically nenie s all pos i t1 ve di vine attributes. 

It wi l l be s een in our discussion of Bachra and of Maimonides 

th~t the denial of a ttributes ultimately concerned itself with two 

c29)A;t;i;;;;;i;hre 68,69 fn 2, 
(30 )Theol. des s a ~dya 's 124 rr. 
(3l)op . cit. 68•-Bei der auf f a s snng von den Goti11chen •11ena~haften 
die s a odya lehrt,lAugne t e er doch im grunde alle attribute. 

.. ~ ""'- ........ ~ '1 ~I>,. · ~ :;..~ -~ ✓• ) ,~✓-4 
.,.,~ Ji.d ~ J.1~ ,½ cha ..w_j ,..,...,~ ;.,J"~ :- "¥<'4J..-/'-l • ~ ;, :,, >,..t,, .; f/4 " 

J ✓.:.._,. A I • , ..;;..,....o.,..,..>-0-'..;J~ A • /~~ J- ' 



t h ings: a ) the rnaintenance of a str i ct .1.ogical and metaphysica1 simp­

l i city in God b ) the deni al of all similari t y between God anrl other 

being. lt au led to talk of God's Negative Attributes and Dynamic 

attributes (attributes of action). Saadya does not mention the word 

negative.though his system s i milarly narrows down to these two things. 

Ne shall see the t t his view 7'as t he oom10on property of Arab and Chr­

istian theologians ever sinc e Philo and Brigans. we shall observe t he 

devel opmen t in J ewish philosophers . 

Sa P-dya is not consis tent in his view on the attributes of action 

with r eference to God. The end vf his chapter denies too validi t y o:f 

the ten categories with reference to God. The categ, ry of action 18 

def initel y inolude4. yet h i s d i scussions of the moral characteristics 

of God as wel l as his viewsion God the Creator' are manif estly concept­

ions vf God as the source of actj ons . lt is only fair to add that 

even Maimonides position on this i ssue ~as similarly contradictory, 

Cresce.a is quick t o note it. Maimoni des too first rules out similar­

ity yet lat er psr mi t s a ttributes of a.otion--e. view whioh involves the 
(52) 

same contr~d iction ( es we shsll l ater note). 

The discussion of Ar istotle ' s categories in r el e tlo~ to God made 

clear that we cannot get any enlightenment on that snbject thruugh the 

senses. Then how do we know o f God's Being? .Revelation is the anner 

previous l y given. Here the answer is either intuition or innate idea. 

Just as we know good and bad ,or just as we understand tha t a t hing 

cannot be and not be at the same time even though we observe neither 

of these by tre senses.so we do know of God 's being. 

rchus we give Saedya credit f or having in embryo the attributes 

s ys tem of his f ol lowers. Y'urther developments are in the direction 
~ (33) 

of more e(Pl!citness. greater completeness and more systematic an-

al ysis. 
---------- ----(32)see Nol.fson in J. ~.R 1916 pages 16,16 
( :i3) the word "negative a ttriba.te: is nowheres mentioned i n Saadya. 

l 



We haTe seen that Saadya's theology implied both the negatin 

Tiew of attributes aa well as the validity of p0siti~e attributes 

of aotion. The former was especiall y helpful in maintaining the ab­

solute Unity o~ Godi the latter re-~firmsthe d1MJllio quai1t7 of 

the deity. To-gether they spell monotheism and ethics,or ethioal mo­

notheism. Hhat was implicit in saadye beoame lfor the first time in 

~ewish phil osophy) e~plioit in Bachya. •either aonoept was new. ~Neg­

atiTe and dynamic interpretations of divine attribntes had been the 

oorumon etook-in-trade of .Arabia and Jewish j)hiloaopuers wver einoe 

.Fhilo ."".:...,, 
(36) 

Let as fol l ow Kauf man to get a brief reaaa of this position 

historioally. lle will then analyze it lo~ioally and metaphysically. 

With these two as a background we shall be the better able to ~adge 

the presentation of Baohya in detail. 

Maimonides theory of at t ributes was typical rather than original.. 

the difference was a matter of emphasie,but also of comprehenei-.e­

neae and keener analysis. Hie point of eaphasie was the absolute in­

scrutableness of God. But the ~opoaition had alread7 been eno.nciated 
f36) 

by Beoplaton1sts and repeated by the church fathers and subse-

~uentl7 by Arab philosophers that we mar onlf mow *hat Go4 1n aot. 

Speoif ic &llf the dootrine of negatiTe attrib11tea is already known 
. , . ,. ..,J.. 

to J.1-Dni~i among the Arabs.and in Jewtah philosophy I>aTid al MOk-

ammez (Saadya•s predeces sor) atreadJ mentions it ex-plioit7.an4 err-
(37) 

oneousn ascribes its origin to Aristotle." But in Jewish ph1loe-

oph7 it f irst at tained prominence in Baohya •••••• aeit Bachya Ilm 

(34)C;;;~;;-~;-div1ne a t tributea--Wolfaon p . 24 
(35)Lt tributenlehre 481 etc 
( 36)8ee llunk 239 f f .for refereneee to l'lotinus and to A.qo.inae em­
oraci.ng a period of a whole millenium in catholic thinking. 
~~)later we eb.al .L see how Baohya repeats this error. 



Patuda kehrt d1eaer. Gedanke immer wieder,Salomon Ibn Gabirol Terg­

isst ibn nicht 1n ae1nen relig1oeen geJangen, ~ehuda Balevi ud Jo■-
eph lbn-Zaddik begrunden a.nd nrti efen ibn,Abraham Ibn DeTii set\t 

i 

tin an die Spitz seiner attr1butenlehre,aber 1d unnachaiohtigen Dllr• 

ohfiihrung hat ibn e~at Maim"". l• bringen unternommen." 

lftlnk asserts that it was ascribed to !U'iatotle ·nr7 ear17 but 

that no traces oan be f ollni in him. ne Metapi,aiee do refer to the 
" 1 • . • Pr me »oTer~ 1n negatiT~ terms suoh aa lmmoTable, other than the 

£ \ ' sen~i~le~, ind1T1sible,eto, But Ari■totle ne~er doee ezplioitl7 ■%-
(38) 

olud• the use of posit1Te descriptions. 

Bow e~aatly what do negative attributes mean in logioal die­
(39) 

course ana in metaphysios! !fhere is a logical differenoe between 

the proposition "God is not many" and the proposition "iod ie not-
' 

many," When the medievalist says "God ia one", taking the statement 

negatively.he does not mean "God!! not IDBllY"• He means• God.!! 

not-many • .Aristotle distinguishes "between a proposition wherein 

the negatiTe particle modifies tbe oopula, and that wherein it mod­

ifies the subjeot or the predicate. ~he former is a negatin prop­

oeition,the latter 1& an a1firmat1Te proposition With an idefinite 

subject or predicate,as the case may be. A negatiTe proposition••­

presses the pri vation of the subject of one of two altemeti~e qua11t-

1es, thus a1ways impl ying its ,_oesesaion of the other;an ai'rirmati•• 

proposi t1on w1 th an indefinite preilioa te expresses the • xclueion of 

the subjec t of a certain class of guallties ~hioh are irrelevant t o 

1 ta natare." '?hue the propoei t1011 ~God is not many" would logioal lJ 

i ndic ate that Be 1• one in some determinate seDr j • Contrariw1ae, the 

------------------( 38)Ut11 
( 39)eee Wolfaon'a orescas on DiTine Attributes for BDbetantiation and 
for factual r•ferenoes P• 20-22 



proposition •God iB not-manyff atates that God 11 not plural without . . 
thereby implying that Re ia One. Its intent woul.d then only be to•••­

ert that the category of quantity is totally inapplicable to the nat­

aN of the subJeat, Qod. Wolfson oont1nues: the latter .ltind of prppoa­

ition is said.. to express wha t Kent wotll.d call en infinite or limiting 

Judgment as diet~nguished from a negatiYe judgment. So in Kant •the 

soul ia n~mortal" 1a to be distinguished rrom t.he pro,oaition "the 
the 

soul ia not mortal". •IegatiTe attribute" is apparentlJ used b7~more 

precise medievalists in the sense of the Aristotelian indefinite pre­

dioate. That this is the sense of »aimonidee 1• clear from the roll­

owing passage.: "Enn the negative attributes must not be found and 

applied to God,except in the way in which,as yo~ know.sometimes an 

attribute is negat1vized with rexerence to a thing, although that 

attribute oan naturally never be applied to it in the same sense; 

as,e. g. we say "The wall is not seeing" (»oreh i. 58). It ia quite 

evident that we never say the "wal.J. is not seeing",exoept in the 

aenae of the wall is not-seeing." 

It .1 s thus eTident that there are two types of negative propos-

i tione. l) t ilat 1'hich denies a specific f!Uality and therefore 1mpl­

ioitl7 a ,eerts its opryosite 2)that which denies a specific •ualit7. 

asserting that the whole category is irrelevant to the subject. ihe■e 

he.Te been referred t o as "partial nega tion" in the former case, or "ab­

solute negation" in t ne l a tter sense. ln our analysis rl .iaadya there 

is obTiously nothing to indiaate which type of negatiYe he had in mtnd 

(he doesn't mention the tern; "negative-attribute"} .even if we thought 

th~t he ~ew of the difference. Subaequentl1 we shall see where Baohya 

and lialevi stood in this issue. 

3 ) 
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Jietaphyeically the negatiTe attribute involve! a particular eon­

oeption of being. Following Aristotle being was conceived as oonsist­

ing of matter and form or !JC)tentiality and actuality. A specific object 

W'¼S oonceived as having a specific f orm realised ia. its (f•-.1 matter, 

its substratum. But Ariatotle taught that no object of our experience 

is static. All being is in a constant state of nus; it is always oh­

a.nging. Henoe aLl pe.rtioular beings are oont1nuoua11 moving from one 

form to another. A being has not only a specific form but it i s simul~ 

aneously invested with a definite potentiality to take on the next 

specific form. Thia specific potentiality is oalle! 

Thns all transient ertstence is composed of three elements l)material 

substratum which is pure potentiality or •, ;1//l 2) a specific for;n whioh 

is superimposed upon matter and Which limits it and makes it a :-;art­

icular ontologioal being. This is ,, , J 3) a specific poss1b111ty, a 

disposition to assume another f orm. ~his is the · ~1', • This latter 
( 40) 

cause •is not a mere pa.asivity on the part• of matter but some 
(41) 

disposition or tendency. a ~aterial canse" "~o Ar1stotle--1n 
,, 

oontradistinotion to Plato roatter is not mere non-being - . . 'l < 
II I• 

b~i-7· ~ v v ;c(./ ..,. s , a possibility and a capacity of oe1ng ~ormed,some sort 

,. 

of hunger for a def inite form,so that matter a ttaijs a degree of real­
•(_11>-

1ty and may therefore be a principle of being. This cApacity 1B 

isolated and added as a separate principle of being. Efr~s thinks in 

Maimonide~it is only logical but t thers disagree and inaist that it 

has distinct ontological reeli ty. j•or the »otekallinun as well as for 

most pre-Maimonidean thinkers it is undonbtedly ontologically real. 

---------·-----------(~0) t he t nree elements are cal led causes in ~o~'h 1/17 or 
(4l)~frc,s--Fhil. terms in Moreh-II 
~10) ~~i.."-- r J 
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Now this ,this disposition is otherwise oalled a part-

t.// 

icular priTation,i.e.,a priTation of a particular form. Je may th­

er efore say metaphysioally that being was ,to the medievalists) sub-

stance consisting of positiTe attributes or qualities tapecies and 

genus) and negative attr ibutes tspeoific dispositions to taken on 

new f orms). The negatiTe attributes are always present 1n every ~eo­

ifio being. No transient being coul d therefore be Tiewed as complete, 

since it wee always "mo~i.ng" (chengine l to realize its sucoeesive 
•s 

potentialities. God,who~ incorporeal and of whom we may only say 

that He ia,does not have any in/•,1 ·n'fri , any privation or imperfect­

ion. No t being subject to change or to ~ual1t1es,eeo3ntial or aoo­

idental,we mus t diss oc iate from Him all positive qualities aa well 

privations. Notice that these privations which were ea uniTeraal to 

transient beings as positive proper ties , were often l abeled negative 

qualities u r negative attributes. These l atter s hould be 1dent1f1ed 

~1th the partial negations of which we spoke aboTe. Thus Maimonides, 

for exarnple , speaks of removing all positive attributes from God, but 

--he a l so t elks of neeati21B all privations with •espect to Hit, This 

l atter is oalled 1~'{:)7J J\0(J...' 

Metaphys i cal ly the doctrine of negetive attributes seems to have 

this double sense, Firstly,it ne. atee ~11 privation or imperfection 

from God.which in effect ~e'lils tha t it carries Rim beyond the realm 

of beooming or causation. It e:<pr esses this by saying God is not non­

s ee ing or non-one. But secondl y f ar from imputing to God the positive 

' 

(, 

qualities , human per fec tions, it negates these '3nd urges the absolute 11 

t . 01· a ll- knowable attributes, That this !lbsolute negative im­_'lc ,a ion 

plies we saw above. 



Simply speaking the doctrine of negative attributes is tantamount , 
) 

to a conf ess i on of our 1gnoranoe of the divine essence. But it does 

at the same time faith fully as~ert that the r e are some unknowable 

qualities which are one with His eeoenoe. ,heee ~e cannot hope to know ;3 ) 
1 

because our knowledge is all of the conditionif, the oaueed world. 

God is not non•Being and tle is not Being,beoause both being and non-­

being are mundane expressions. He ls 1 not-Being the inscrutable source 
' ' ,, of Being . ~his concept is very much like nato•e ..M q or • AS we negate 

one quality after another wi th respeot to God we l earn nothing of Hie 

essence, but by hornonymous use of curr ent t er ms auc·1 as life,ertstenoe. 

oneness,we do rise in our kno ·•ledge of 1hat God is not. Wisdom oon­

sists in ~ piling u~ t hese negations ,these admissions of ignorance 

frorn ever inoreaaine- aspects . ,~e are reminded here vf Nioholaa# Cue-

~- ~.,; s imila r epJJr91s"\l of htunan achieve~ents in the r ealm of ul timates, 

where the hi~hest ffOal of the thinker is to reach the s t age of "learn­

ed ignorance " JA f.N\, (•t'Jn~ 4 •~ ~ ~ · , --- ~ -
All this 1e necessary to a proper ap~r nisal of Bsohya because so 

roach of it is to be f ound i n his f irs t chapter . But there is another 

~s~eot uf the ~ttributes µr oble~ which i s i m•ortant . t hat ~hicb con­

cerns itsel f ·'!i th ethics . Bach ya ' s spec i al preoccupation. i'le speak 

of God ' s inf inite love aa we l l as 31a inf inite ower. hut there ~oul d 

be no evil or Min if God ' s e.hility to do eood ,ver e i afinit.e. -~ it is, 

it see•:ied that either His g 1oi.ness iB 1.1:ni ted or .!Us l,IOWer, if not 

both . is ... s the ,u 1emna i f the religi ous absolutist . It has led in 
IIS ' 

r~cent times that T,en l L<:e Nilliam James anr, Dean 3oehdall vie;v Him 

r..;1 
1
~ini t e in power. A.long ,vi th the inf luence o 1 Greek philosophy on 

monotheis tic r eligion , this dilemna was uerhaps a major stimulus to 

the 6 voi ut i on of the qttributes-- t heolog1es . 

I 
. t 

t. 



Gnostic a and dua11sts ·oolrl l y a.rlmi t t ed t wo po':,er s . MOnotheists of 

all aBes have natur\:\l l y fought them. But absol u t is t s .t:'ro n .,a adya to 

Ma i monides t h row u p t h e ir han•la an1l ailoi t intellec t ual defeat. Our 

11i nd d oe s no t go t ha t f ar • .For similar posi tions 1n more modern theol-
-r ( 4.3 )~ 

ogy we bt i ng quota t ions fro□ Lewis ?.ichar d ?arnal l . Calvin says: 

"the prooe du.re o f Divine j ui; t ice i s to hiGh to be sca nned by human 

measure v r c ompr eh ended bJ ~he :feAbl eness of human i n t ellect." Lotze: 

"Let us s a y ti~a t 11hero t·:1er e i s an irr eco11e iliabl e c ontra 1U c tion be ­

t veen t ~ e o:nnipo tence and t.:he ~oodnes s o f God, our fin i te wi sdom has 

c ome t o the end of it s t • t her , and tha t wedo not a~dor i t a~d t h e ~ol-, 

ution which we ye t belie~a i n . " Th o1~ h He s 1ar me, ye t wi ll I trus t 

in Him i s the h i f hest r elig i ous expr es~i on f or t h id 3el f - a bneJe t i on 

o f t he i n tellect. " It should be no ' ed ho,1e ve r t ha t f or :nedieva.l .:.rab 

'3.n d Jewi s h i:>hi l osoph ers a ncl : ·or mos t 0hr1 stian th i n ke r ::; of t ile s a r, e per­

i otl , this"a bae,2~tj on o f t he intellect" di d not abs olve hume..::i bciags f r-

o:n the oblifO tion of 1 eerni11r- 9.n,:,. t hinkinf . T?le r e ·nas an i n telle c t ual 

lo ve of Gorl wh ich s e eme d t o be a goal ana s s ine 11l ::i. • 011 o : trus r el i g i or.i 

I n some this i n +;ellec t ual l o ve was a .::co:~po.,:.ieri l; a :lee, .n;:·stic r e -

e notion aoc nvJ t .:> ex·, r es .:; f 'li t'.'l th· t fr1 so ne unintel l i 13i b l e v,ay God 

~as never thcl e~. 1~~ anent . 

Tbe negati ·e vie11 of God as t re :ibsol ute but unm o,,abl e source 

of l i fe , n i d ne verth el e ss asse r t one ~11 pervasive po:s i t i ve f a c t . The.. 

God •nho is tre1.nsce flne ,1t a l i n t he sens a of nec .?ssa i·y ex i ste!lce a s ag- t 

, 
1 

•. t c , .18 · u)n1:1.l be ing , is somehow t l:£- r e'll caus e of a l l being, ia &el!le­

h ow t h e -tea l cause of- en ae-!ae . '}od i s the uni f ying princ i ple of 

exis tenc e i :1 a oon~ta.nt l y r.iha11g i 11g world. God is t h e t eleolor-:rlcal c e uae 

( 13 i~ ttri bntea- ~; - God-- see pages 247-260 



oa.ee of being ano theref ore t he s our ce of ~i f s a~d ethi cs. This is 

the essentia l bond n~ich the doc trine or negative attributes creates 

bet'7 )en t"ne Joel of PhHoeophy !ind tna God of .l!:thic$ . Bach ya t herefore 

introdu~es h is ethical trea tise wtth the il"lte of Un i ty,the 

For him Yi ohud consists of the ~a t ional i~sieht into Qod's inerf­

ability.always a coo~panied by a fervent emotional setlse of a3reement. 

Heart 1md mind ~re as one "i..Jl c .:moei vine God' ,., t ransoendenc n • .But this 

ls.tter c onc e:;>~ioo a:ris ~., 0 11 1; of t:'le insignificoo.co of ma:1 =- a'l hi :! 

l: •'litations as comp'1 red to t he 'leity, :rn l '..iio i·e""ore .fL1,l::i e: •. _). · ,,;J i->11 · • 

i.1 1 1 3-.;:,· !.1: if .!Jt 1~ ;ti J l ; ••:; J~ }vd , Notice nmve,er t.hut t hu !i.Lld 

. .J.sL ,.,-:_a ., i t, .. .,.,,.c.· '. · 1 :,, • ~,·Jli . · .1 ~riu..1 . ~e -nus t aim t o :.i.nder~t '.3.J'lll 

.'le c outini1e o:ir ant.lysis of Bach::~ . ?"ni l osophy an;t Et h ics are 

jnte r depende~t. ! ~ain t hj s is a neopla toui ~ attiturte ~ ich was typ­

~ oal of al. l rJedi eva~ philosophy. Not onl~· were the Arab "Pure Br­

ethreu" g r e atly inf l.te!"lced by it , bu~ even lien like Avioenna and 

l,!a i '1lonides . Kauf"'lan trie:. t o prove t hat ~& ohya 111:,.s not H r ectly 

indebted t o the Pure Br e tJ-..ren. Others d j s r-ut a fi· i ~ vie,v. 11egardless 

of tha t , Baohya •s pos ition i s et~ice-ruonot~ei a~. 

The soul 71a3 i;?:Jue":t to be aeriven -"'rJ.1 t:~11 divine as s em: o . It 

-;; i;?;:1t c o ,p rahond tr.tJ SLtrcr 11~t11r'"l l i: ti.JI fe t te r ed '1y tha ciwi 11.-, :> · th e 

.i Jdy • .Body -. ..,as der ;v ed f r o:n tr..e me.te"i al princi_pl e and like its sour­

ce was ieemed to be the root of evil. It ljruit~ the at t empt of th e 

, .,il ~J .?r 9.A!) t·, e '¼bso']._ute . Hence tre goal of the r clislous as \Vell 

_3 1.h" r _tione.l ,, an ·11as i 'ientic al, na:nely to redee 'l! the soul fro rn 

1. 



bod i ly influence. tte v1ho ati-ained f !"ee d u:1 o•· aoul h a s s i ':lul ta.1eo:isly 

a chieved the h ishes t e t i:lci:£. li -fe !:1.3 ,7ell as t h-3 r ea· 1z9.t ion of his 

i n t e l l ectua l po~er. Goodness is not only a pr ereq uisite of the r a t ional 

life : i t i s a nece ~s ary c onco.'!lite.nt o:: i t. conve r sel y , .1isdom is not 

merel y the ,,r aper · t ion for vi r tue ; wi s dom is_ virtue. Thus Plato 's 

d i 0 t um that knowl ed;::e 1.s virtue . the very c ore of Greek philosophy 

bacarne the centra l .1.ea t. ur.:3 o f :Soa:1ya ' s an:3 e special l y vf .i..81:nonlldes ' 

eth1 cs . 

!i3) 

Bach ya ' s interest i n philosor,r..y i 3 no·,v o uvious . His ch~ter on 
( 44) I, 

the "wh ol e - ~eart•d acceptenco of t he Uni ty of God. i m ~ d i a tely i n -

-ilc~t e s t hst the '¼tt r ibut es p roblem is the hear t of ':i i s t heology . 

!le r ecall that iloo monides rromises 1-110ortali t y ,alnl;; to toe pro r,h~t-

!.l.t; ,e nr..:. .) .. ' 1_; · :; --:·t t..:~, l b.,'. ·r..1ino11iJes v'ie':'l t hat faith i s Jmowl e rige­

a.11 henc e ;;cri p':u::-al ci~~.; ,_;• • ., 1<' 0 ener"¼lly be J.Rra phrt1se :i by --ior e 
( 1 3 l 

!" r~c j 30 l o_-,;1 ·: Sl pro~ ca: t j ·,.1 ... , 

Hllvinp e'dt~bliaheri the i o -'lispensibility c f r ea ro!"l i n the eer -

vice of tr ue fAi t h . r.a jnrnire3 ·1h'lt the he.man riind c an a~ t re t o 

know • 5.t h r espect to God . I n ot her issues a scient ific pr ocedure in­

vo l,ves -firs t l r t he 1,rcor ot exiatence ani t rien a definition an<i an 

i 

anal ysi 
6 0 f 11

ue.l i ti r,:; :l:1 '1 ".1uses . :Jf God -Re m~y :ml~ inquire :1ht.t !'!e:- 11 

~~ e-\~ ta . an ~ whe t her He is one or ~o r e . This will i nvolve us ia 

• · t· ~<>tio"' 0 ..:- -'he i.iff'era11 t t ·'>es of cnenes .3 , and t h e re l ation 
-~:1 1::2v e "' lo"' ·• .. " · 

(11)M:~H~;~s;~,~ ·;ers ion of . .. · i n h.i t\ t r 9.113l at i on of :.obot ha-Leb-

abo t 
( 45 )Theologie 1 e : B~chya 32 _ 
( 1~ )see ~olfson ' s c resc6S J(~ P 3,4 

4 I 



'J' . : / • , . . , : .,., rv .J • • • " I _ 

of God to t hem. -
/1 Ii) :- · · 1

• 

Relat i v e onenesR •.vil l be contr·.:Jteil to absolute onenes s . Ibn Zad-

d1 ~ t ·ol lows t h ts l etiii ;-;heu h e .re ;ieEts t his J:iebr ew die ~u:n . li e uses t h= 

-:-.·or d)\11'' "' ta~en 1'1 the sense o f .Bc.c '!':r a ' s I- hr- in thes arne sense aa Maim­

on i des ' .J,it.11 
• Th ns ,..,het!ler:iess or sheer exi :.te!1ce i s t he h ighest oo n ­

c eptj on ~cich r eason o an a~pire t v. 

Bachya novr proceeds to prove ereation ann the exist eno e of :, c r-

e a t or. Hi.~ a r1?u:ne11ts don ' t f ol lo,v the model of the Ka l a m. rut tlley are 

snb ject to t he ~a"le c ri ti cis•n. ·.1.,..::. .h ti". c £ tte received at t he handa 1, 
( •17 ) 

of :.iei□on j dea. ThP.y han al l proved c r co. ti , n but hP.d failed t> show 

c r eation " e x h ihilo ; f or the i r a r r ument s i id not pr eclude the exi s t­

enc e of a pri "llo r dhll rnett9r out o~ ·,vhich God fashioned the :10rld . 
r 4 -- l 

:,a - dya had on the other J·. rilld srP-cifichlly r a..:06ni2-"d t r..-"is need . 

Bachya ' s treatm1mt of creation is mirh le,. s c omy,ren e-:1sive th'l.'l 

-:3 :-d y :. 's • .?os ai bl;:- he could r ely 0.1 the '"Ll! ~ 0 dit:! ::as s ion of ni:3 ,.,re -

11:.:: .as :.>:.:- . otl, i.1 t,...,,3 1:tos!..10:i J.: '..h,~ .:.11:L;- vf :;cjf, Bachya iB 11ore 

e l abor r t e &n 'l of fera ·: 6 r e.., ter va r iety of a r gu.11e,1 t s . More t m n anyone ne - · 

:-o r e hi .n he t a:.Ces ,,,a:n3 to di rfere:1 t:i · t~ :· .arpl;_, bet7leen God ' s un ity 

t r.:'ln one God . Tl.is deA.l B with the ext er.1a l uni ty as ega i nst the internal 
(a) 

1y ~h e C\ i::;c :iss i :u o ~- ·- nri but es . T:C.e 

l a~ter phaae b e ine our , r i-,~f;;.ry ..:::>ncer •• 1:cr e , .Hi s:: 11 touch upon t hese 

scve!1 ::1r ·11 '.l.:n t :1 l)Ol~• briefly. 

1 ) Th e c anseb s :r ,: fe .1 ir t han the ef!'cc t s , the cauaes of t ':le c-ut:lCd 

. ,,.l -- <•r Jnt il t i, ere 1 s 0:,11 U!,c·mi;"d c <1us e as ·,reviouly indi c~ted . 

~-"ll.s , th "¼ :i·t•1b 1> r of :in -UirUu ~ls is inf i nit"' , t he ge.1ua sti l l l ess , 
- .. ---------4· _., .. ·-

( 11 7 i z.;oreh I, 7-1 
I '2 )E~ n~~o t h I ch~rtnr 3 

l. 



'O 

f 

iii 

f;t 

I fl 

H 

l 
) 

, 

1.mtil we get the hii;hest t.hr eo 1 t or , Jrn ~nl moti on . The cause 

of thes e must be lessi- - ul ti "l<\t el y one , n· mel~ tne 71 1 1 of God. l t is 

interes t1ng to notic e '¼ gl aring co ntra,lic t1on bet s1eon the Hebrew pro­

posl tion just q uoted a.nit tile fol1owini' one i n chap ter 5. 

1ff (.,,j>,t J:,,, .... , '.." _.", .. -• ,1;, . , . • . ~~ •• / \_ , .i: :( V'-,Z/ r~ 
"\fn il'i>I / lj.11?t.nt'? ,f -( •• , . ,'. ', · ' , T ; ,_; 'Ii'# Jl'I. 'tc ;'J •/,' P ft"'(;:) ~'/,) ,') 
!, I., 0, A,{;~ he -f•,'11 ,. Vi> ,r;,) ~I~ p "r "',f:a,, ~y r<V' Jtf,11 ,-J,'( a rt,,, 

This c ontrad ic t ion does not 1Hsqt1a lify the e rgu.ruent however, siace 

Bacbya m1sht just as · . ..-011 h"vc borun ;;1' }' "¼ r- ni t o nu,ber of individuals 

.,. d. t hon huve l 1es.3e r nn• 1he r ;► ~ species • .!fe .vs111ld teen be i . agree O(lt 

-:t.t:·\ \ ristotle , ·•aio,onJies . eto . 

2) The inge r ent 1m1t: ,, r t ;.P 7rnrld. i niic· t es g ttnHa r~ n r jnci 'll e s t 

t he bE.se . 

111st t,ea r t ne bur 'lel. 'Jf _:1vinf a1nr,l e evi it enc es . 

,q Dual i s ·n wot1l 1 l ean '.;o absur d co. c l usions . I.1. the t;;o Gods •ere 

of i denti cs.l essence \Ve huve only t he ori,·inul Unity. l f t heir essences 

~) Euclid i ef i nP.s u.nJ ~:,· /\B : ::J1t in ~ i r t ue of :h ici! :n c :ill a t :1i n3 ore 

T
\. ' • t , • _a • • • t L • t I t l. t r·US U!l.l. ~1 - n:re ooc,es ~,. ll..'.l.1 ~J ~- 1· vY ~ ure JU$ 8 3 ICC 'l nr~c -

" e't' ~ L::s t .. s ,~ ~ - 1.h i 1 ~ tiy :1at ur e . J~~--!~; 'u'; J~ · ~ .t, 

~ro n ·:hie"'. it proo oe,la . Ht1si~ ve ry ,iptl~• snows U1·1t t:a · :,i i ~ J tri otl;; 

1J Jpl!ittnic <1r;~11.oe n t bas et'I. upon the i rl c:lli.n of Plat o . Aoc or dine to tr.i s 

•1 .,h::iteve r r eality or Rttribute3 pa rticttla r t,. i nga in our :vorl d of sense 

possess , they owe t o t he r o',l an i otern 11 :, pea llf t r.es c reJ.l i t.i .?:l u.,11 

• ""• } I ,, 

t>io t ion t o sensibl e } ·::orl:i i.! .•:i . l <'.':. t : .::· n u-tlci • a t c . " Easenoe.;; - r e 

· :-'!'O~t- t j:;,y\ i,1~0 c·cr11~l .1.1 !1 oc .. l i L,:ia ; _"'c}.; ' :.c t ne.11ties '111• lJll-

. . u tie :.. ,,r e t:; o:..t t· ~, 1. . t .. ir.c L, c . ~rt becC .!:38 

... 

•-



6) Fl ur~li t; is an 3 t tr1bute of subs f:.nc e . But n e i ther sub s t-

3.r.ce nor attribute( Mc:jdent ) can ~ rta in t0 Go·l . Thus rlur · lity c a.n.o t 

pertai n t o hL:i. ~ut i3 i..c e theru ~ ~ .10 :c-\ia•~ l o t.:c.c. r l ur'..11 ';~ ~ ' "'. 

e 

'""·~ :' " :_,_(. , !Q o .,. 

' ~ , J ~,l ·ll'- _'I. t.,· 1o r t o tt d t: . ~'ho 11ot i vc beh ind t ,. i:: ••t'O '::° : s • r o;n.i : ~ 
l ~-l ~ 

7) : ;o r e t 'hutl o. o c r e a t or -...1gh t i n volve the ,n i n cli. !mt es and 111ight 

ere~ t o dishar ~ony in t h e .,orld . :ienide s each .vould woul d ue .Limited 1n 

Lis po:1er !lnl'I sco!=e • 

3,tt .: ., 

a. v _ .Cd 

t 

( c:> B , :! . J .~·r . 9C 

-u .. .. 

.. °'.,.~ 
t:. 1 i · .i - -, 

•1 

( 51) 

{f~ j~ .o.- : • .-1r.-. 1 ~-•~ • ~~ ,.. = G 
(fl)Lt.uf:.. c -:• 3 •,• .- -1t i o.1 t,, ti'.'l --.e~ ,li t~r f 1~ t t l-.:>. ,h. lL' ,l" th•) 
·le· t r c -t~J.. i · ,: .• · 1 \.;.., :, .-:--- · :.., - ..L. ~ .,, .., .. ..._. - .. , l .... -> ..,.0 !1 - ..J'L r1,, _ _..a e ..:c -

: .. ~ · -,.1 · 1! ·.d3' ,).'.l 0·1t. \; ., ~:.t•.31'.? t, t • . 10.; o : ut, • t:, • . .ris~ :,
4
1 · ,:;_ .:: :.:.i 11" 

r· · . 4 . , '.:l. l · ~e1· · · .t ···• t ., ,,.; -,f • . ·t.~·. u,1' : lti' i.._ ti •. · ·~ :w: ... _ _ 1 .. s 
t .. , · ··1.li !!.- :n . .:: ... 1 01· .1i ;.. t 2:..c:.l·a calls t n , :..' oiJc., ' 1 1 itJ . ,".t 
vuc · no.::;t ' risto t l e C )"' a re s fonr t; , c.; .:,:: •tnit; Cl.$ "'C~in1:1 tho con­
~ept o ~ one tnt thi.: r: , r ;: ') .. ' cpL "' : :,:11?ne.':3.5 i '·' faov,.str.◄'le •• •· , ... o w 

1
.;el ·.~ _ \;..3 •.... - .,_ -• .. ~ .. ·\,., ... • ,-: ""''--"-·· .,:.,J ... . ~i "':.· . v ... 14..· i ' -' ., • • .. h'-
_1.,. o.;s - cor:.c 1, 1- i , 'u • · i! lnJ 111. •.\;.l .. 1_.,1 i'- • • - ..... --~- . ..... e _-1: :uh-
• , ~ • } 

1
" I ')•. :>.:1.i...d sr J':o o. ,·_.h., <-i~•) nni .. ~ .. 3 1._.fcr:.o: t.:> .;., ... ..> 

_ , • -. • ~ • I 
JJ.' ' . , • 

1
,.., . ft ) 1 , 10.;~ yet r e ili 1. t 'Tl'.l.ke ul:l c of the -ris chyan 

y 

t 

te r;. Ka~f~~ thi;:1:.s that Bach ~·a must huVC dorived h i sldoa frOL~ Ucopl at- t 
m1~ •.aour c~s . He 4 uo t os ; .... • . :., ; 0 .1 l'yth&.:or '\S s.R follow.:.: ·· Di e :. i nhti t I 

~ ~ct· i l t 1 ·n e J.: .1~ el~ do. 'c:.Hl. i...tc1. :.td 1. a1 e .ti!l"e it ! ,;;"I :.cc-
1
h 

lt • • .. , -, 
i " 11 c ..: i r:oH ilc.n , <!:l t:.1 n 1~h .1.t .... _ .. _o.rt irnr i c: ,chopfer des 
n " ~ on •tel <':1,q Uc }:inr.e iten jn der ~ahl un:i dem Gezohlten aus3-

ohin . __ :. --Theolog i c des Bachyas 62""f 



Aco1cHntal uniti' is again subdivided: a)the unity of a olaas. a 
genus. a species. or an 1nj1v11a.al. i n all of Yhich t he mult1pl1aitf 

i s qt1te visible . The c lass o.nn ge~us and speci e s contain rnaa.v indiv1 d­

un1s; tbe indivi iual contains msny iistinct ~arts. Unttr is here ~oci4-

ental,beaause these t hi nga are one l a~ sense. but man; in as tra.e a 

s ense. b) aocidentr l Unity whose multiplicitJ is not noticed i mmediate-

ly. or not as readily visible to the eye. ~or example , a body of water 
l52) 

13 hornogeneo11s '\)L'\ every !)a r t i .:;i like t he other • Ba.t this too .is ,ulllt-

'l.pl e in essence because 1t i s oo,n;osed of lftatter and form, substs..nce and 

aocident. It is bec ':iuse of this c o:nposition tha t Bil objects <:£ oa.r e ~·per-' • 

lence !¼re subj ect to genes is sn,l dece.y, cor:ipos1tion t:L 't Uvi., ion , WliOn 

e.n<'i sepf?re.tion, !!Oti 0 .1 ·.:.n 1 chl1118e . :.lll t h i::ig .,.,hich 1 $ thus s 11bjec t to pl­

ur 'lli ty an•i ahenge j s theref ore only accidentally on.a. 

Substanti al Unity s i milarly has two subgrou.1)1n0s-~ a lThe ideal one. 

~1".1 e i e the r.P t hei"'.a t 1c · l one ·•!. icl: i .3 

u:11 t of nu:-1ber:-1 . It 1 s -,ent!'Q.. b ec nu:;;c 1 t is not fer cni vc~ b.7 the senses. 

It 1s ab s tr~cted :-,:- tr.e mi nd f r o11 t::Ce ,11. ... ·•i::c,·cd oli ~cc ~.; of our e xporienoe. 

It is not :real. It is only t he sy1obol _of a ·oeg1nn1ne '.Thiah aas no other 

b ) ':he renl a.1•t ac tu.al one. ~ilia &a a bei n g w• ich does not 
before it . 
ch anP,e or multiply.whic h cannot be described hy any corporeal. 4ttr1butee 

( ~NL~All rl) 11hich. 1o not :mbj ?.ot to eenerti on, lcc:.:.,1 or 1 1.11 t ·1-tions, ( 53) 

.,::ich ~CE s not -,o:ve . ·.hi ch 1s totelly dissiMil a r tv " ~.r~l:1:ig ~l~e • In 

every reefcc t it h: :me ·: .• 1 i.~ t:1.0 c a. .1 3 ~ :i!: ·111- .,u.lt.i~,licity • .:!oti cc 

..,.._ere t i:e :1eopp;th-:i.go :=-i :i!l i 11!'1:ience3 , ~:J!' 1a.nber .:;i ·.v <1 r e ae\.l, to be the ult iir 

;.·:.1 r; ';'"..;1r :,;,ihc r -; i -;:med. . ':':le ·•!'Ll1'8 One" i s t herefor e not -.ya math­

.·._ +- i. c ~~ ;')&i., t htl t 1a the 11ost r e el th ing in existence and the cause 

,;2jit;·;;~;;i; 4 ;~·;~t f ound in ~achytt . It is t ~ken fr~~ R. M.J.Ph. 92 
( 53 )see notzkins Rioti onary f orr.u1,1 1n sense of a i mil - r 

) 



I- •.:.er • :! -... . :3 it!n ,. • , !' co-ro e · e i 1~ ?l-1r.,. 1 · c _ ti . , .:H 

;:1-:. r 1 • ..: 'l}\f'\ r..: • ':'le t t,, r or no 3 ch:, c l Cl . •. \' Ji. t" ,(101) 1:• · Lie 1 i l .J ; or 

~:1:i:1g11s 1na, .-:1c· bl "' 1.o 1.b • tr•t One . bcc "usc tr.e t:.1.;; 'J ·1r o r 

, t be ,.or e -· ,l o.'.' t or ll' l' f: • .'lJO '? l t '· t.· 111··01 ·."' !'lllr , 11 ty . ~o a l s o r o -
• • 1 ·- r , 

' .. 
,.,. , · : 1 +;;- . ..ru O~o ~nt. t he r oforo o t be 

. . 
.. .,t,. -11: L r ·l:· ' ,I du6 .. tivu ~·r::- ,~i.! - ' h!O ·11~ i .l je:J tho dont:il o j 

.ft? I\., .. 
, • 1 11 ~ · t ., ', o#) 1' ~ • ., L.i ~ l:.3 lh:it tho t r11e one O.;Jl onl · 'Lo le -., 

"ne e or a r e 'll one 1 3 of t h o 
( f4 ) 

s~me t;pe ns ~Ri monirles ' proof of a necoae-

ary cv1~tcnce Tr.e l att r,r 

1 ~ t cnco • 

,. 
J . , · l '" L~iL1t .1l "'1a c .. cl .. . 

--u. ... , .. 
,. •>: l • 1 • ' 1 3 j • 1 -io \ C '?J ~ ~ 

I - · 
n., .l' ' iJ l 1a One . Ho:; 

oen 1e pr ove 'he 11,11 • 1 ts bot'! .1 t·, e t.,., . ~"'le l y. t he onenes s or Go J and 

the ~ur c aubdLant1 l One? 
(S f ) 

':'here are t::o such pr oofs: l) e ver" co.:npo.ie 

,. TY . • , , , 0 10 !.. o " ril ur 1 ~ t,; . lnL Lh o vor., !' ,c t o f co mpocit ior, i i !.ile 

1 t' . .> ~art . • ~at .. L .:l i; r e l ot l on-

Jh i p t s ;;h 9 t ' 'IC call t l~ unit! u! o '>rupoljiti n . ' lur~li t.., en i U,41 t y i..ro 

f r q i;hcol . df'~ '1'!~' ; .. - ~ 
, "-1 ,, o fol l o.v Kouf 11n ' a o pou1t1011 :h1 .:r. i J 10.ru -.1i,,paul1ub t han ttusik' s 

(p"tc 93) :ul'. tro , t 1c.,t. 

e 



t hus tho 't ...,o OO""iJ)Ono t pri.1~ 1 r l o.; o ,. every co:::i:,o~ed thiag. ~inc o.11 

phenomena in the v1t1ibl i=, ,orld ru-o c m1poa1 to t r.o.;c t :10 prL,oipl o "IU t 

tl •'~ero ~o tne 'll. ~ t ·"h" L : t r.c c"u!lc , .., ··-~ t ,,.:,. I t 13 no t plur~u ty, 

1 • • • 1 

, J -;· • ( • ..r1 .J tot l e • ::i pr oof t h'l t t.r.cro c m -

ni t;; i s 

+~e r o fore tho ul t :l ·· t o c u d n 1P ·· . : .n . t~.::. l .,ri , ..: 1 ..,1 .3., ~s .101: '18 

of th• t~o priM'1ry subs · •. ,co.J :Jt ~ ... 1.1' f.Jri (..1.J i t bas µr oviousl 7 b oen 
' '-6) 

r r ovc.1) . Bu t since ~od vios .,r o,·o to ho 1 h.r.tic - 1 ·:l':1 i.0 :u ~ 0 '\\1 · 

ae o . 71 tter '\n 1 f or m, h o mus t i pee f oo t .:, ho .ido. t1 ccl . lti! thnt Pure 

One ::ho 1s t he c ou~,~ of ,·\tite ,ntic !ll .ini t y '\nl plura l ity , 1 , e . of 

DU:ibcr. 

2 ) i1la tel'e r irJ.er o3 .!.11 ,nil <;hi 1.- <ts !lll a,,cldent must 1n .~r- in ::;.:,-

ri ttributo J f .,. .1 ! 1r , h1 L ; .J , .. a 1. ,t1·.1 L, nro, It .1. d t ho s ubsts.noo of 

"i re . ::or eover , 1 ., t r i h ,to 

. . .. . 

L . 

, 1 : V t • 1 u , .. :J ' •1 J :, ~ .. : l ~ J •! Q J 
, .. 7) 

.. 

1 . J 1
1 

) • ' • I l . 

' · J'; .iotro l ho:i 1dontj Pi . l 1 .. t.J r .,it::, plur ..1l1ty .,d f on :11th 11aHy, 
(1' 7 )It is wor tn no t i nf t h a t .•n ar o her o , .. 'ti l 1 0 .. 11.1~ :11 ·.: : _1:0 ' .3 i ~c ­

trine O f 1ileas . thou~h it h11s i t.1 1.> l1 fie t ionu i.1 the school o . tho .J-nb 
"?ure re thnn". 

e 

I 
h 



HO\V e ,:treme is his nosi t ion i n c ompsr iso.'1 ·,vi th I lin l abirol f or 

exampl o 1ho 1:ienti fi~d fo r m with oneness . No uni ve r aal c l a33i f i c '..i tion, 

1.l ga 1,t,i , S.'.)•1cie3 , ::.· :! •, livi l ::l , .10 ill11bc:- or ,mb.st·.1.'.lce (not eve.1 aeaveu­

ly subst·1nolll:l f-- •~a rtake of ',he '1bsol t1te Unity , .!<'or they all either con­

t ::1. in plurnllty or '.lr" .m~, j,~t ', > .1 .. lti li l!· . ., '->u. -.ssentil l ly the •.vhol e 

ide3 ·.va s a nrar en t l y presel'lt a m :l [; thF3 ::,~t".ia.3or ea:1s .·(:osc c~:pr e ;si.:>-1 i n 

.h 'al.-ruf., .. ; :{a uf -nan '?llot es . l e r e 1Jea1; 1 t to indi o" t e ho·;; g r oat ·.1 ·is Be.ch -

';h'.l t .1.:> -U"ab or Je~1i sh phi losor,her r oacnej ~~is !)ro.ftin ii ty i.'.l the a nal -

'' '")ie ~i:ihei t .1ird ei!'lgethei l t in di e r:i~ei t dem '/esea ne.ch und in 

die dem acci •fons nach; •He ':.: inheit dem ;1eaen n A.ch gehert nur dem s ch-

'opfer es Alls a n . 11or wel cr.em <lie E1nhe1 ten►-'l de:r ~ahl 11nd de rn Gezahl­
( ~8 ) 

t en a us 0 e ::cn. " 

:!3ut just as Plotinus ut1•1 :?roc111l:l · sa:-, thP. i m!, lic ·tion.:i of t.hii; 1~L­

.nl •ttc ·::-ii ' .. .,' v f r,;)j • -'.'!:v.lc 1:, S .) 'L..:J:~; .. ' .1 ';od ·oust -ror ever r emain un;:n-

· 1 ~ 1 c ~ there 1 -' no r<!l'itl, . . ;,e,'.,.P.::.:1 1'1.3 •l tt ';~ n,: i _13 1.1: ·, _· __ ..;; J .it :, -;3. o V • :, n - .,, "-
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derived tb1e extreme position from either the preceding Je•l•h phlloa­

ophere or the Aral)ic .i'erlpate·Uos~. lt 1■ onll the .. oplatonlata 117 
( t) 

whom Baeh7a oould have been thus innuenaecl. ~rom oar stud1 of laa• 

d1a •• have seen that 3aadya ··denied the ap•)licabili t; of pla.ral1 t7 to 

God. im,~l•i•) ~a1nta1•th~t the Unltr of God la to be viewed n•a­
ativel7 and that the wbtle -lRtegor1 of n1211ber cloea not ,.rtain to God. 

~ut moat o f this is implicit • .fhatever la e~preaal7 stated la onl)' bare-
._ s •• 4 1, 

ly developed. But nowheres can ~e rind the sublimation of a tranacenl• .. .. 
ent&l one and its 1dent1fiae t1on with the godhead. 

liAving dealt thus 'd th uni t7, Bach,a obvi ouel7 has eimul taneoust¥ 

es t ablished the non-oorpore-;lity of God,whereaa 3a ~dya who follo·Ned the 

11odel of the Kalam fot1nd 1 t necessary to prove nou-corporeali ty at this 

point. 

lo~ since :'Te ap:">rehen1 :1n-l :mow thi .iga by meruia of ·th!i Y- qual~tlea, 

ho?r aan we aaptre to know anyth i ng of thi.i ahstr ac t and tran:tceut eutal. 

.:i.1e? ?o answer this our author enters upon the S!)8C 1f1o dtao11saton of 

,U vine attrJ.butes. ~he Pythagoreans •,vere said to beiieve that eTer7 ore­

!3 ta.re recognises t:rod according to the tllvine e •tt•ats whieh are manU'est 

in him. Every being attrib11tee his o~Vll oharacteristics to \iod and Tia­

uali~ea Him tn hie o,.-:n 1m~o, beltevtng t hat these personal attrib•tes 

of' his must b e th,:? result o f Goc!'a adtiona. kchya also maintains that 

from God's e f fects ~e make inferences about Ria aoti ona, and we ascribe 

!lttrlbute~ to God from our humRn point of view corr esponding to oa.r con-

oept i on of these eff ects. • 
• Aotua111 • all :'I i vine <1ttr il:mte s Aro ei thar ~s sential or aotive. Baa-

ential Attrib11tes are 

fore ncc t11ia r to Hllll. 

y,e r m'-3.ne:it aspects or God whiah alwa~ were and al­

Him independent o'i' cre·, tton, p-.11 whioh .are there-• . . 
These are Erlstence. UnitJ and Etemalit7,all at 

:-:-hich have "been ~·~•w.n above. These do. not teacli 11a an,thlng Yali 4 abo11t• 

• 



, od '& ee ,ienoe , h ut d nce thoy 10 n.Jl Lo.Pl;· un: f.l.CU1:i o •• t'.~ !> ,· t v '.' 

~.>i the· .ms • be "vna· 'or"l ~ ... rul ~ ' ·o, .111 ~t.hor J 1i11~·· ·ire , 01·01., o ~ . -

- ·· J. te ,! o ::ic l.ion . • • l " t ,h ::1.! o ·~o.;c t:.roc .,1.: ,1. •:-: :'i1~" fo. , 1 3 i o.13 

t·:oi r • P"06 1 .; • ' t.1 1 • '.> .. -~31r 1,• 1.3 11; ... · .1J ,. ~" L· 1t l ,, r. ... : l o n.o l 

.-iol '¾te +:ho c,1c,,pt 1 "' Unity . They are noce l1 ons •tn 1 n~ 1,n D:-ud s~e .­

s,r,(r,? .,~~--- ... ., .... "'' 
Bxistenc o don108 t he no11- ""V:i 3';o.ic .J o·• r- q{j1 b ut ·.-,, t heroby l eu .ca 

,.J t h ' .P O ~ tl ~ '33 ' ' 0 .l " ,. > • " l ' ~ ... v ,o • .'lu · 1 ~ 1 .;11ys th "· t hese ~.·ao t i tl l 1uo.l -

1 ~loa ::1h-,1tl be v i ue1 •13 r,r e U oatet r a t her t h-~ n ttri"outod , ~ho 111'~r­

c.1co ,I t o·te it , !s thnt u -,rel.l..:u !:o i .; 0 11: u 1 .;.l. c,L~ l!.3 n.J ':. ., 11 t.:.t.,· ,, ... ,,,. .... ~~ 
••• l • lt iJ •~· . ~·u 1ttfi buto3., 1,e rcl;,- ,'tony ',h!! : t ilcr o l:J 

y 

l t.,• .) , .) , 

11 r. ic . urovo 1 u.; ~ N 1 .1t ~t · ,J ~h- Liu· .~ aapeot• 1n one wor4. Thie 1• 

a typicAl 3 r gu~ent ot which we have •••n Sa9d7a made muoh , and even 

Mai "DODidee i nclu le:5 it . Tbe aeoond Jut1! 1oat1on f or the aae of t h oae 
(60 ) 

eJ aentia l attributes is likewise i mplie ~ by ~• ~47a, and oaariel onr 

eYplicitly by ~alevi an ~ Uaimonidee. That ia t heir negative meaning, TM 

fac t t hat He is inoo~par abl e ~ue J it incumbent upon us th4t ~• at tempt 

to Jmo·, only ,'f '?a t He is not. • 
( 60 ) In oar tUecuasi on on Saad7R'B t hree at· r i b11te.J otGod, '1re 1ndiaate4 f 

that attempts t o c o~b ine ~ure Uni t7 with varioua a t tributes •hioh •••m-
ed n ecesaa r7 to Cod's perfection e f t en 1e4 to e xtremely queation-bl• l• 
mental g711U1aa tice. See Xau:flan 111Wllinatin£ ~nd r ather co mplete treat-
~ent of. this 1n 'l'heol. 4•• Baoh7a 74,76. Eepeo1all7 true :taufian'• 8R£1• 
es t i on that .,ae.t17a'e Life , Power a n 1l itnowledge are far f rom a ctually 
be i n one o onoept. 'rhey a r e q uite "1et1no t log1c'llly. Fer .iaacl7a th•• r 
essential attri bates, eupl')oaellJ one i r1 natn.re, were partly ao ti ve t1tt- l~ 

r1butee. ':'he •ttterence between activo lint\ eaeentisl attribute■ 1a thua .,, 
•J lto clo 'lrly ;.-at 1n !i&adJ8. 1!x1etenon ,One an4 Eternity l'lftJf more real-
ily tMer11 to 'be one c onc ep t "la l qui t e tevoid o! t1fl1 'lC t 1 

"'ll aaaool! tiona. 
~ven ~h•fe thr•• attributes, it aee/118 to me , a r e 1 ogioa 1i., 41aorfft, i-t 
i ! •e ate rt with the concept of '3~chya ' s abstr act on~H r!ftf bbvtoual7 · 
s ee ".Yhy the other t-iro are •netaphJsic'\ll.V iclentioal -,1th it. 

• 



Yet 1a not the ne ~0 t lve e~plana tio~ enou·h . a n doe3 no t the ar911D8nt 
f ro·ri the 1nauf f1a 1 enoy of oo.r language appear SUIJe1·fluoue. Not at all. • 

SS.u!man apt ly remarks that a fter all a negat ive· ~ttribnte la not entJnl7 

meaningleaa and e111pty. Ultimately poattive attributes mus t lie at the 

basis of our nes 11t1 ve e ·proaa10,1s . Our d1acues1on of the negative. att­

rilutea before the analysis o! 1iaoh7a olea rl.v inUcated this. Aotull7 

the two Baohyan ar g1v11entd f\re Otle, a nd we shal l show that in the .Moreb 

they a re treated as one. The argument would be: firstl; t hat e1sential a t­

t ributes ar e na ~9. t i o11s o" prlvationa , t>ut t he~· rlo in icto tl:e presende of 

~t trlh11to:3 i ·1 God :1rtr h ar e to 11s 1ml.roo,1able . If l'le had the !>O'-' er of r e -

9.3 011 to :.1:i•l e r:1 tan 'l 'ib.'H>l n te hcL1g "l:ld 1 r o ur 1 -aneuage ·:.-ere nble to eip r­

e a~ ,~n1 es ~~~ ions o f suhh be i ng , one i1ea e n~ oae c onoept Rot1ld cover 

t he essence of 1; 011. . (111 litiea which are basically discreet in eny com it­

to:-ial exis tence , rnay have their Wlkno·.,able co11nterparts i n nec essary ex. 

'!lU::Jt a l ·,,ays keep in mind t he total d ia3i1.1_1arity ilf t.od and creatures 
·. ( 61) 

anl all the rest na tur<1lly i'ollows. 

TTe have aeon e arlier i n t h is ohapter the v iew of negative a ttrib11tea 

·•~s oorn,on a mong ,\rAb and Jewish philosophers . It was implied in all th­

os e •,:h o e"!'pr ess l .:, s';atAl t h '1 t ·.1e ma y strictly spe aking , know only that 

3od exists . -,aadya an,t Al-Mokamrnez •ne r e among the l •;tter. 

·8 rna.v also s peak of divine attri but es of _ aotiona. Theae blve ape~ 
t'tk,ir•u.~ 

i no t o the rela t icn b .~t ·•een Go l '3.'ld creati ob. Tho d1:s tinct1on between 

" essent i a l an1 ~ctive a t t r i but es was er:i:phasi:rnd by !JaLnoni doa , but it is 
( 62) 

•tlrearly r resent i n an \rab c3 techis'll of t he yea r 80:J . and 1a lightl7 

' 

,.1-.~ ...-•c •i!::ntioned by !Sa~dy!l a-, we have noted ':'he di f f'erence Det•.-,een 

U ..AJ,.1,\ • Hal ev1 a l so snenks of th~_,., •~•~ Now Kaufman clairns that all 

t hese µr e"eoessora O I' Bachya used it mainly t o e~plain the el!lotional 

rsii~~-G~d;;·di;ajmilar i ty ~ee ~a qd,a above. 8echs a er r oneous l.Jr a scr­
ibes to \ ris t o t l e t r.e s t ~teneat thet neg~t i ve a t tributes are true of to4. 
( 62 )Theol. des Bachya 78f !2 

f 
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attributes of Go d which are in t h e Bible s uoh &8 the t hi r teen virtues in 

,xodua 34/w,7 • .Machya,says Xau!mP.n;~as uni ,, ne l n that he e· p l aine,l "'11 

Biblical enthropor1nphis"'la , phys ical, roen t i~l o r any other c t o.;or3 as a t t ­

r ibutes of a c tloa . ve ref er to the account o f ~a~dya above to prove on 

e 

the ocmtra11. that he explained all these aimilarl7. There are two t11>•• ·3) 

of ~tional attributes : aJ those nhi ch a s cribe c orpore~l 11uali t1 ea ex-

pl ic itlr, suoh BS han~s. ree t , mouth b ) those r eferring to corporeal 

riove.ncnt~ an <lc t io!la, auoh as t h e Lord a•id, h e iir d , r emembered, wanted,e 

o. 

Baohya finds it uncecessary t o ana lyze this minut e l y s i aoo , as he 

sa ys , :-3&adya has done t hat e freotivel y . ~he reasort ·11hy the Binl e -,,e r niite 

i tsel f the s e inac c ur a cies in l anzuage is 1 -u-goly educ~ti )aal . TO c on­

vinc e oursel ves ,10re "i r •ol~· o: t:1e e dtite,ico J: Go l . ~ 1• 18 especial ly 

neceasary f or t hos e .. ,,:o c onld no t o 1~,r oh ·iu 

i.:ivolverl , The r ule is th a t the t e r ,ninology u.s ed s hould be commensura te 

vi t h t he reae iver of the idea. Re who has s prof oand underst a nding • ill 

not be i n j ure d ther eby, an l t he l ~saer 1~nis wi l l hence not be l e f t all ,. 
con f used. Thi s a.rp.1unent, t oo . ~ tirpical thr•m~ham t t he er<J. ,rope '.l t ed by 

( 63) 
Maimonides • !'o r t he r ecollecti on of :,a rtya ' a rule th9.t the more aub -

1~ e a th i ng , t r.n '!Ore re" l 1.:i i t , bu', 1or e li f ·1c11lt to compr ehend. end 

~~ i111str~te the eiuo~t l onal val ue of an thropomoPPhisms ~e quo~e: 

( .> 't"' ,,,n,, """,.' ,> li-c"'r ~l >Jt/' 41,> ~,.... /•J1~ :-. 
I ,>•) ,r ... '~, .... . ' G•t.~olr """"' ,,,rJ., , . .,~ •• , IJ'J-. Ali'~ Jt.1,.,.1, " ~-4/N 

Ill t1 I' I lllfn • • • 
s a ~c:h e ha<l deal t Ni th the ,, ue3 tion ·rrhe thor a ttributea or a c tion fie . 

not i 'llpl y sorne moti on or change , heooe !'l1tr 1li t .}• l n i hu ,:'1u~ J of ·111 ti.o 

It 

f 

r 

• 

11 v e r ~ .J O f 0 0 t d . Bachya omits this , probabl s f eel j ng : hat tho a 1s ·:1cr 1 s 1'P J 
ih 

•-ir ent f r om nr evioua pa .,.i:;ages . 

-, . ,; ~ • - • -h· ·"' i' to Bk l as well as by Aquin~s in Summa Theolog1a at ~- , Lor e , . r e ace 
beRi nni ng of Bk I 



In ep1r1 tual t htnea such 119 t he osaence o f God er o f s oul, or of t he 

re,rard n,, "1tt1h1h1oa t o f r'l81l , the lUble doee of'fer t he 1Uecri::i i n~ t1n.r 

rea~or rneny a,,equate 1ns1~hte, Bachya W inge nany Biblical paaaagea ooo-

God 18 an 1ncompar3l,le ent1 t!' ~n t th" 

~hrongh reYel .. tion, ho·.vever, a l l cl as-ln,; r •lOO!)l t' tlr o '1ually '.ll\.,.o th­

• • ~ ., l a.:1 .J~J . ':.la choaen re,, bo-: the ' ho~te ~, o..it .,o : ' 2 0.:90400. 1.•l!s 

latter utleratnn 1 thn -'lnt hro!io Jo r1,h'Ln "' !113 ,rnch. ~hey r•"l1H that each 

~ord1 aa lovtna , merciful , noble are always ad t reesed t o the name of (;04, 

~ther than to Hie e ■3ence, In the 31ble the name or God alwn7a aoco11p­

a nies t hoao terms o f vra1ae . ~hue they ~re aubJeotiYe because we can't' 

reasonably nae any a11ch ter~s of God's essence . Sa · tya ha1 expl a ined 

i na1orul'l t e to describe 4 be1n..- 011tei 1c o ~ ou ~ /.:?n , 

S1nce 7:e o mnot l enrn o:: ~ od br Ob84"1'Vf¼t ion or hJ "irect ,l-30 uf 

tho 1,-1~·,d c •1 " 1c t l 1. I OJ .,o 3 -i 1 o·tr 1 ~o · 1 t 1o I l 1 ~ t "Rofol j manner . 1 ) 

~i.i~h · n 13 ~ho O!l1J n . ~11t since th s e "'tects o ~ h i a l'l~1fc~ t t he-.el­

ves i n numer ou.-1 ''"Ye. ·7e a r e o arapolled 10 u10 n tm.i,·.>utl ter1J t.> 1oecrlbe 

this canestive r e l a tion o f God to the world, These nre our a ttributes ot 

actio n. ~ut even t ho eaaenti " l attributoa which we do not aio·.v and to ',Yh-

1ch ·1e only re fer ileeati vely, -,re 1n a sense 1nferenoes .vh1ch ;;e draw 

from o~r observati o a in the 1orl l , ,-.r l dly a t ~r1butes oannot be ~t of 

!1 i 11 , bi.: t J •, 0•1! 11e<Jtlti vo 111;30 ., ~ ~soo,1tt nl :1t tribntos :;..: orproai.1 tho fll11h 

-i 9 t t r..ero i s ln Hi m aomothin:· vagual.;,, r o 1jni1toenl of t ho for .nor . 2) 

.,e le!lrn o f ~o '1 through traU t.ion. 9oth ohabels ot .mo.1l edro '1re there -. _..,.,,,. 
:-0 re t h" re \·n1 •11 11.1 ) " r.o· , ~·.,1 llfft ·11 .n t11re snd tho second in hW!lllD 

.. ·---·---. .. ·- ·-- .. 
(63)tJost of tho vera , e udlaeed uro ro.,l lc•& o ~ t Los , !'o ,.1J in ; a " l13 , 
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r &4J 
histor,. 

!hta emphaaia on revelation and tradition.though 1ntereat 1..11g1,z 11•4 -

"!11th rea3on.1a at ti~s 1n•ue•t1Ye of' the Tie• aloh Bale•l tater••~ 

ouaed.-the hiatorioal •1• ot 3"1■h theologJ". "• ,aot■ B••~ in tbt• 
matter. f4,~· •-r~,~~•.-.-,~ •or,. ·,; l:aa-c-• •..J~r ,4A11.a ,_,,~ 

, .,."j .,-9. •,,~ ;,SI l'f•ccr 1'f, .04... ,_,,r,, -..,,.r,. ~,c• •er., r.i,..J• ••I)~ 
I~ 1' ;,,,,c ~._~ f"'" l'J-.J.,I. 11iaa Alli,1>' -~ J•1>• •r ,.,.,. a~~ ~:..r, 

' . ,. .,.,~,,, ,G "" .., /',a?';> ~ J• I, r., . . .. '' •• ,.~.. '!Ill 

Jorda of praiae really detract from the ineluct3ble glor7 ot ~od •• 

eyen the .bbia o t the ~al.mud were well a~re. BaohJII ehon thls b7 qaot. 
(66) 

ing from ,..,._.,., : · - ~ a story which Me.im0ni!\es la.tar used to the ••• 

e f fect. 

" A certain ,.,ereon e f i'ic i atell in aerveces i;1 the !)?'esenoe of Babbi 

Raminah. ~• sail "God, t.r.~ e re~t. The V3li~t, the tre~endous , the po­

··:er f ul. the 3t ronz . ':he 11ight y .. . Rabbi Hani!la h said ~o him. R; ve you. 

exhutis ted a11 the JA"Sises o 3our Lor'1 ? ·,ve , . .,oul<l not e~en have u.led the 

epithets ,.God the gre" t• tl:e velinnt an·: the trer.1e11-lou~ hal not Mos es 

use ~ t~~,a:1 ! i:!l<l not the ,oe!l of the great S7nagogue eatabliahed them 

as a form o .f prayer. . '11he point is llluatreted bJ a parable. A king po■s­

es sei mi~liona of gold coins. and )et waa once praised as the owner of mi­

llions of silver coins . ~as this not rlerogation i n~teAd of pr~i se? ~ Bi-
( So) 

bl e expresses this bt ::;- y1ns. Utter silP.nce is th~ highest ;>r :;; ise o f Thee. 

"Thus ·.our object " says 13acil.ya "Mas t be to know the r eali t1 of God · 

by virtue o '?. hi ::; · c t i on.-; n rl r1ee~ b ut no t as r e~ards his essence'! He la 

ne~r ancl most i ·t1uianen t fro11 t i~0. !>0111'; er: •·ie·• of his actions. but un-

;. r cn;cahle diat'lnt as r e5~rde any 11ttempt t o i me.eine tr..e nature of his ess. 

J ~c e . He · uates q 

!)•,cl, '"'' '~ •~~ 



&boDt the 

Baohya'e •:Dllties ot the Heart" Which had as its r a ison d'etre the 

religious energ izing of h1 s peo :,l a ;;3eemed to oe acco:nplisl1in3 ~he -r ev­

er~e . s 1 c e t he Tia 1 )n o f God seem1 t o dwindle away into nothi~ness. 

Bach1a ••liantl_y tries to sr.0,1 th·' t &fa exiataace ie !!lore cenain than 

anything in creation tven t hough ·11e are not pr1•1lege4 to know more of 

Ria na to.re. Bo one doubts the tMul 's exietenoe. 7et ·.,e lcno-.7 11 ttle !!IOre 
( G8) 

of it1 other than existence. ?urthermore. Jaat ae our five JJhl'81oel 

senses can perceive only specifi c t ~pes of phenolll8na~ so our specifi c 

soul faculties are reapect 1Yel7 linlite4 to apeolfic epherea of ialow­

le4ge beyond which they •111 onl7 vainly ■eek t o know. Oar a1n4 alao 
. 1'.t,c 

haa its apecifia channels of comprehension: the axl ome.way and the aJ'.11-

ogiatic way. But _each avem1e is restric ted to its proper sphere of :mo·,v1e" 
h 

eiga. ':;o,i ~ as far re'10Te 11 from the .... o,·:ers o~ ou~ - ~. e.s vision is 

r e-,ovod f ::-o·!'I t::.'? s c 1s,~ of t -!isto . 111,u-tbermore each specific :recul t3 ~ 

fin i -to ~Yen in its o·.v!l 3phere m f f 1 t attem,td ... comprehend t ha t ;;hi ch 

1s too ~i S t 9nt f ro~ 1t. i td crmcl usione ~111 be worthless. l hua our 

'li n-l has t h /3 f!O·,ver t o der1.11ae fro:n Goc.' o ef4'ea te the -r~at of His exis-

tcnc o. \:l;,• attempt -t:o ;30 be~·on l tr.'" t 1.; fo:reloomed t o 1'g,1lur'-' • ~1., Al~-iJ l,-i1i,,g111 ...,•~.11 IJtlll'1r '" ,~,ja.;) ,.!._;t-1,,. ,.,.r I••:' ~I!' ... 
'J r- r !JJ e, .-~.-. ,,~~a.. •Ja11, ,,....,,.o ,-a"'" 
. ,t all/t ~ II 1 .Alli> I> '.> - • · I.A I~ •;t •• -, ••/.A f,J /'.J'f *' ~ 

1:r we seek to kno.1 r.iora t hsn i s le81 tim" te even the f Ac t or exj s tance 

'Hill be blurred. 

The purpose of our terms or praise for !U• 1• merel7 to atrengthen 

~ ethical and religious lives. ·!! gee4 to eztol Goel. (Jbjecti•el7 then la 

nothi:1p. i n it. 

-·--·-•-.. - ----···· 
(6,)eee above page i n 3mmunoth II. 9 • lbn Deud in ¥..m. Ramah ana U.. 
( 68)Saad7a treats this "."'-eol. dea le.ch7a . 89 
imonides 1n 1. 59. See ~u 



I •. 

.. -

1 

'that le all Bachya haa to say ~ n t he .;pef ~fic qnest1on of a~trilt­

utea. Re hea verr l ittle r'lor e t o sr::.y a".>ou.t any u.f th0 other theological 

,:-r o"t.l ems whicl:. e-ro out of a c on;:; Lle:r·· tion o.l' tU !3 orobl e :ri en, ··•hic:l: 
• -'."u ·1e 1 t~1•3 c\th:a f,nnc i:-- o r the,, c~:: c ,· o':}'!c!· ?:.; 10.1 o~ce:rs. Bi■ purpo■e ta 

after all rellgiou■.ethic~l. A rn,atic conception of the Deit3 llblch util­

izes he~rt end mind an~ bo~y. EverJ hwnan faculty muat b~ s111cbron1ae4 

and unified to seek the roa~ t ha t leac!Seg to ~oj. The ettribute. O! 1lnit3 

is thus h i s rn0.in concern me 1 -!>hrs:! c~::.l y . · ·e r.ave reached our goal aocorcl­

i n~ to the atric t putpose o i> t ile !)aper, bat I believe it 1:3 in pl~ce 

t o spen,t another 1i n11te to cat ch a mor e· intimat e clim:-ae of t he ·:it!:ole 

c o!1cept of Yichud: 1·0 keep vrl thin proper bottnns I think 1 t will be ao■t 

ef fect1Te an~ moat brief merelJ to q~ote A few s n:nple passages. 

A life of ethical e.ni, intellec tuA.l pu.rit; opens new vistas of kno•­
(69) 

l e;tge: Speqking of s trict P.dhere:1ce to s11ch a program :J)aohya aa7a: 

0 ,j 'iL'1At•rt1J~ ,ltJ /'Jl r~ ;af r~.l., /,:._ ,,'!.., t•~-' ?M • 
j•I r.~~-.1 t••~ /;s•I ,-"lf..-,rJ> 1'1f. l,( ,._,.~,, -Alltl .. .l ,-J~;a ~MM,ti~ 

fr. • I ~•• .a....,. •lltn• ,~ ,~-(,, f'.J''f fill lot.-..-, ..-.11~• J,.-, 
'·~'" • ., .. ,, ,. • ..,... .,. •• r,, ,. . .:> Ir r•I 

., -.•o.1tl , ... ~.,r, 1•r,- -.·,~r ,,'l ,J.~, .)'~• •C-
l' AJ• ~ , ,".>, r • .,, 'J••li ~ 1 r &711A'' ,.,.,,,,iii ...,. litc• 
l/->t) 1',11& I~~ 'JI ,. IC I I ( '70) •• • j>'Jalll"~ltl 11& 

or agtln. on Tiohnd epeci f icAllJ 

u'"..,, •fi .,,g l'r• ,,,.,,, ,,r, I.A r,.j ,,..,r.c ,r ~,.,, 1,rt. '#,,..,, '"J..11•• 
·•"'"' ,l,., '.J'J111l:Jl .r, ,·~ ~-· ···- ,..... iii arp_Jt ,r, ~, .. .,, ,,r, 

1 J•-.I ink la.ID 11'1• 1Jdlc'3"f A'r'-A fir, l~Hl'l? -A'f,,r, 1•-~lt;I 
.,.,,~ )"~· "" ,,:,r,.r ,,.,...,,;, ,r;') i,,,• •lrJ,,..,, ---r;~,.";:j r ,.,r. 
•• ,.,, ,,Ii ,-:,r aJ-;t,.A,- ., ,111 'J, ~,,r .,~~ 1tr; ''~1 ~~ ~: 

. ' $. /j Af,/. ;»If.It il1I r-
l'ar..f pf ,,. .. , ~•a..f JI /?Jt ., .. l U ..A:;, I . J,, I I.Ait--til ,},,-• .a 
~j,,,., """'fj~a.a, ~J""'' /•AIJI.,,,,, ,,,u, ,-- .,,, 

(19)Gate 8 chap 4 
(70}Gate 8 chap 3 

J 
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