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PREFACE

the purpose of this paper was originally and still is now
quite unpretentious. It does not aim at any revelations, Its
main purpose is purely selfish: to learn something subst:ntial
about an importsent field of Jewish endeavor in the medieval Ages-
the field of Jewish philosophy, The desire was to study the first
book of the moreh Nebuchim gquite carefully and with the assist-
tnoe of most of the major commentators., This made it necessary
to study ohem ob, simon yuwan, sarboni and others among the
ancients as well as Solomon uhimon. sunk ,and pavid Keufman among
the moderns. But even though I had first reread a history of
wreek philosophy and a history of Jewish philosophy and also a
good deal of Aristotle,l found before I was half through with
the main work that another important thing was lacking before I
aould feel satisfied with my appreciation of mMeimonides, ithe
latter stands at the end of a long line of thilosophie thought
and at the threshhold of = new and redical departure in Gerson-
ides, Crescas et al, 1 decided that it was necessary at least
to gain a basic familisrity with the dominant Jjewish thinkers
who preceded mMaimonides, VWith this in wview I made a detailed
study of saadia, Backya and Halevi in the particular subjeot

with which 1 was concerned. ‘he results have amply rewarded my

curiosity and they have been incorporated in the second chapter
of this paper. fThe main body follows in chapter three. cChap-
ter one is a general background to the whole problem =nd contains

a bird's eye view of the impressions which 1 acquired. seedless
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to say that Xaufman's Attribulenlehre as well as nis 8pecial st-
udy on the "Theology of EBackya" together with wunk's work of gen-
ius on the moreh nebuchim are the classical works whioch served
me at every step, '[he same may be said for Guttman’s book on Sa-
adia, But the man whom I found most illuminating espesially in
regard to the issue as a whole, was rrofesser Harry Wolfson, wh-
ose recent book on Spinoza contains gems of incisive logic on
the subject of attributes. The same may be said for the same au-
thor's essay in the Jewish wuarterly neview of 1916 on "Cresces
on uivine Attributes.”™ All these books were important for the
logical and metaphysical considerati n of the problem. A minor
part of the work dealt with the religious and exegetic as well
as historical aspeot in the question of 3Seriptural anthro-pomor-
phisms and sectarian anthropomorphists. All this is introduct-
ory and explanatory to the guestion of why the attributes prob-
1em‘ﬁaa such a crucial matter for medieval thinkers, ULr. Judah
Kaufmen's book on the first forty-nine chapters of the Moreh He-
buchim was especially helpful here, as was to a lesser degres Dr.
Chernowitz's eszay in p-JSkv entitled lb:m..(:» PP tf/f:
Why did I chose the problem of attributes in preference to
other primary issues of medieval philosophy? Because I had the
feeling,which is now partially fortified,thet a basic nnderstand-
ing of the Attribulenlehre would be the most appropriate key to
the understandins of the other problems in the speculation of
that epoch, The proofs of yod and ercation,rrovidence,Causality,
good aund evil ia the world,epistemolozy and the relation of God
to men-all these and other guestions are imme-suradbly more intell-

igible now &s a result of an insight into the Attribulenlehre,
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Finally, I had no hesitation in e0pying verbatim or in par-
aphrasing from any of the sources mentioned in the Bibliography,
The only criterion was whether it served to c¢larify my own mind,
and whether it would serve me or snybody else who might at any
time refer to this paner for a short analysis of Maimonides doc-
trine of the Attributes.

The Bibliography contains only the material which 1 have
personally used. neferences will be found in the notations acc=-

ompanying each page,and the key to them will bve found in the
bibliozraphy.
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CHAPTKER uNE YHE LACKGROUND UF wHE AYTHIBUTES~ rRUBLEM

The world seems to ®e full of dualities,-polar manifestations

of existense, rerhaps it all begins when "I", the individual per-

son,have an awaremess of myself as against an ewareness of a large .f
and complieated something outside of myself. Ve noe;:;ndioate any S
particular system of thought whioh exempliries this faect since 2ll y!
knowledge is basieally an illustration of it, rsyehology,for ex-
ample,investigages the reactions of the individual mind to this
external universe whieh impinges upon it. Art attempts to repro-
duce the impressions which man's emotionsl nature has imbibed from
without, £ver since civilized man has been conscious of life's
duslities,his rationel nature has bvecome intrigued with the ati-
empt to understeand their relations to each other,and, if possible,
to tind a unifying prineiple which "explains" them, rhilosophy
has tried to get at the root of things. It wants to discover
what ig "real" in the whole picture,

#het is the "I" and what is the"external something"? is the
"I" one unity or is it another ultimate duality, mind and bodyr
Is the "external something” also essenti=lly of a double nature,
matter and formv Is the "I" real and the "external" an illusion?
Is the reverse true? Are both elements wholly real,or both only
partly real;y Or perheaps the doth are one complex entity which sh-
ould be set up against a vastly different conaeept,that of God.
God as against the world. Which of the two is more real? The

gropings after =nswers to these queations constitute the subjeat

matter of philosophy., ‘“The answers &are well evidenced by such




polar terms as materialism and idealism, nominalism and realism,

metaphysie 6gio, snygignncfuniﬂabi: transcendentalism and

immanence,

the problem of attributes which will hereafter engege oar att-
ention is intimately related witﬁ_the whole rational approach of
men to God and the universe over a millenium and = half, 1t wes a
focal problem in metephysics and logie, theology and to a certain
extent ethies., ¥t would rall outside of our vrovinoe to slaborate
fully this last statement,but occasional references will be fomnd
nuite often in the counrse of the paper, Has God any attributest
Are they real? cvan we know them? Already in the middle of the
second century oefore this era, rhilo,the Alexandrian Jew, was
conecerned with the problem almost in the sume way that it present-
ed itself to Maimonides thirteem hundred years later, kor & few
centuries theresfter including the age of Spinoza and Descartes
the quest was still strikingly similar.

in Philo the idealist and the realist and the first of notable
religions philosonhers,the mystic transceadence of wod was & cent-
ral point., God is so trar beyond all riniteness that he can be de-
fined only negatively through the denial of every empirical quality,
and wholly abstractly,as an absolute Being. This absolute Being is
beyond all human ideas of pertectness,even beyond virtue and wis-
dom.‘I! How can such & wod be knowny How can he be related at all
to the universe as man nows ity 4he apparently insoluble difficulty
wes bridged by the ingenious method of Neo-Platonism, which diss-

ociates God ecompletely from the world only to meke a volte fase

(1) H.A,P. - page 347
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and catapult Him right back to our midst where ordinary religion
demands him. The inner contradiction of suech a system was felt

to lezve the thing hanging in the air,and thereafter for centuries
philosophy and religion were,like Rebecoa's twins, struggling val-

iantly in the bosoms of theologians,

e @ 8w W W s B =

The philosophic tradition within which saimonides wrote might
very well be considered a two-fold dmalism, "Not only did it
posit in the world itself a duality of matter and form,but it aiso
maintained the duslity of a material, rultifarious changeable world

and 2n immaterial, simple,immutable God who is pure form,whose ess-
(2)
cnge is thought,and whose activity is thianking." God was to Meim-
(3)
onides thought thinking itself, a gort of self enalosed being

#ithout any "windows" through which the human intellect might pen-
etrate to discover even in part the neture of this wondrous being.
such an immaterial,simple deity confounied the traditional relig-

ious tenets which postulated the doctrines of ercatioa and provid-
enge ,because it was hard to conceive any positive relation that

He would have with the world of human exrperience,the world for wh-
ich we pray. Especially 4id the problem increase as the result of

—

the Neo-Platonie nrinciple that "a simple slement ecan produce on=-
(4)
1y a simple thing," Eow can the simple wod be the cause of the

ecomplex universe ,and how can man know anything about such a tot-
(5)

ally annrelated wod? Reduaed to its more basic way of expression

(2) :H;ﬁ. vol. 1, 79

(3) £.M.-see Davidson's notes

(4, moreh -Book II, 22

(5) Attributenlehre--395,396
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the medieval philosophers undertook the titanic task of ideantify-
ing the Aristotelian pure form,a mere lozieal concept,with the
personal wod of tradition,and to use it as a working hypothesis

to exp%g}n the origin of a created world as well as its govern-
ance." These were two wods who must theoretically forever remain
irr=conciliable, but religion by its very nature will generally re-
fuse to share the honors with the yod of reason, Add to this the
ethieal protlem of evil- how can God be the cause of evil which
apparently exiests in the worldy guided by the ethical clash as well
3 28 by the metaphysical need,the Gnosties and the manichaeans
were content to admit the existence of two wods--the wod of pure
form,and the wod ol the subluonzr world,the yemiunrgos who is resp-
onsible for all evil, But monotheistic islam and Israel as well

as christianity to a certain extent, must forever remaia jealous

% ~oi \
y » 0

of ;bmpstition. Medieval philosophy in the ~uise of the EKalam
and its Jewish contemporary was therefore challenged not only by
aznostic philosopiies,iut mainly by the virisus religious dualisms
which elaimed the support slike of reason and of ethics. God's
absolute unity had to be protected at all ocosts,

she unity of wod, however, was used by them in two senses,both
of which were of eritiecal importance for the defense of 2 consist-
ant mmnotharism, In the regular sequence of topics thzat prevailed
in =1most all philosophy books of the time,proofs of ereation were
offered ac azaiast tne sristotelian assumption of a primordial
material snbat&nce.‘:) A oreated world vas assumed to posit a God,

a ecreator. But how many sods?"Univy" was here proven in a numerical

- - - . - W -

(6) PH.S v.1,80 Fatd i -
(7) in mystic lore this was identified witih the Biblical "chaos"

or Tohu Va Vohu,for an ancient denial oI which see chagige 12b,
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(8)
Sense a8 an asgertion of monotheism. In the seecond place unity

implied abao%gfo simplicity,or a denial of any inner plurelity in
the godhead, This listinetion in the use of the term unity may
be wraced to Aristotle's discussion of the various meanings of the
coneept "ons"fg)whioh is repeatedly reproduced with the usual mod-
ifications and elaborations in medieval literature, Unity in the
first sense is the subject of the medieval grcofs of the unity of
God; unity in the scoond 32a:2 ic the urineiple underlying the med-
ieval discussions of the aature of the iivine essence,or what is
generally inmown as the problem of divine attributeu.tlo}

Both aspects will subsequently be seen to be rather interrel-
ated, But since in this paper we are principally coacerned with
the attributes,it might be valaable to trace the developnent of
the theory of God's inner oncness. rrom Aristotle it passed into
the ecenter of Kalamistic and ocholastie Theology. the problem in
its lzter form orizinated among the christian Syrians heirs of
Aristotle as well &s of the Neo-rlastonic and Patristic velief in
the wrinity, Monotheism was a fundamentsl dogma of (he mohammedan
religion, it therefore was necessary for the rationalizing theol-
ogians to meet the Trinitsrians with their own weapoas,aad to shov
tiat 3o0d's inner unity is loziclly unimpeachable. wo permit the
inelusion of diverse elements in wod's nature would be inconsist-
ent 7ith the ‘ristotelian conception of Him as rure rorm, When
to this Aristotelien concept Neo-Pleatonic elements were assimil-
ated,the result was a view of God as completely traanscendental.

e was absolutely perfeet in the negative sense of being above
and beyond any imperfections and wants, Aristotelisns argued that
ot absolute perfection must not only be self-sufficient, self-caused

and eternal but must be assuned %o be aaiforamly simple in essence.

- -

(B)H .M. J, tH. x1liv,xlv (9) Weteph v, 6 (10) ¥4, s. 113
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4 Inner diversity, “hey s -1d,would 7eza that god has component parts
each one of which would be prior to Hin in roint of logleal prim-
exy,2nd that would vitiate the definition of 4od as uncaused cause.
this ergument follows from Aristotle's assertions that any thing
which has parts must bs logicaily posterior to the elsaents of wh-
ich it is composed. wod's diverse aspeats,his attributes,conld not
therefore be coeval witi Him because as parts they would (eccord-
ing to Aristotle's logie) be prior to God, vhe Motazilite sect of
the Kalam vas particularly concerned with this problem,because wod's
Simple unity seemed %o be in conflict witih the multiplicity of div-
ine attrinhutes as it is unoritically ass.med in the Zoran. Yhis
sect of the Kalam,the so-called Wen of unity,undertook to show tha¥f
=t the Xoran's statements were metaphorical and in no way impaired
God's Unity, Jewish philosophers wore quielk to Tollow up the trail.

3ut the influence of éétheiiﬂiﬂm.domplicated the issues further.
Husik gquotes klias of Nisbis as a typical example of what the Che
ristian schoolmen were sayingz., "As the esseunce of god cannot rece-
ive ageidents,his 1life and hi: wisdom o=naot be accidents, but wh-
gtaver is not accident is either substance or wversou. Henee as the
essence of the creator and His Life and nils wisdom z2re not three
substanees or three accidents,it is proved that they are three per-
sons," o

We shall outlise the development of the attribute doctrine zmong
Jewish philosophers in the seecond chapter, usspecially in the case

of oaadia we shall see how he considered the unity of God in both

of its ramified aspects in polemics d%rectei speeifically at both
(12

the dualists and the srinitarians,
(12)Emmunoth--chapter 2 (") H.H-A.PH- 3¢
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We have been mentioning the word "attributes" without thus far
defining it strietly and indicating its epecific connotations be-
fore maimonides as well as tor him proper. Aristotle's logia sep-
arates the permanent properties of being from its ineidental adj-
ectives, uis metaphysical position was that everything which ex-
ists,in the realm of physics as well as in discourse,ean be class-
ified under ten groupings or categories, fThese are substance,qual-~
ity,quantity relation, ete, lndqu’jgaafirst genus of substance was

far from self-explanatory under it were eventuslly subsumed a

variety of fundament®l concepts such as matter and form,potential-
ality. In any case the categories idea passed through
a radical metamorphosis during the milleniuh after their author's
death,and theorists began to set -~part the first genus of substance
as against 231l nine others. .indeed this division is already fore-
shadowed in aristotle himself. Substance was -hat basiec Being which
existed in itself, Accidents are those things which exist in other
things.tls) Steted differently,the medieval philosophers largely
discaried aristotle's vrocedure and beg=n by an outright division
of all Being into thet whieh is ia1 itself and that whieh is in .
subjeet, i, 8. substance aad accident.{lé, Ibn Dand says: "Things
which 2xist are divided first into substance and accident." sSub-
gtanoe does not actually exist empirieally without the simultane-
ous presence of specifie accidents. Substanece is therefore the
subject or esseace of Being, What then is an attributey 1I1s it a

synonym for accident or is it =n element of substance,part of the

definition of essence? Its very definition was bitterly contested
(13)Micro 1, 2
(14,Em, Rem I, 1
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&, &
because on it “epended one's vosition on vhetker God has any att-

ributes,and on that in torn depended the defense of oceriptural all-
usions to vod, If an attribute is essential to the description of
essence,then every ossence as such #ill be derined in terms of "ess-
ential attributes.,"” Ie God, therefore,also to be credited with "ess-
ential attributes™ sinece no one would deuny that He is pre-eminently
an essence? The wotek=llimun,generally, and especially the sect
Imown as the sifatiya, wduiﬁ answer 8ll these questions arfirmat-
ively., wmaimonides,on the other hand, feels thet the word a‘tribute
is interchangeable with such terms &s amceident, quality or mode, Host
of Lhis vnredecessors as well as his success.rs insistei o: the real
distinetion between = sential =ttributes =nd accidental gualities,
spinoze's definition establishes 2 world of differerca between an
"attribute" and s "moda".(lsr The discussion is only outwardly sch-
clastic since in rewlity it is highly related to the whole contr-
oversy which eazaged luter philosophers (especially the sritish
empiricists) on the differences betweea "primary qualities" and

"secondary oualities", wmediev:l thinkers developed these metaphys-
jeal distinctions incidental to their search for Cod's attributes.
The relation of God to sttributes was an iniication of the relation
of wo0d to substance,or the relatioa of God to the world,

.Alfqrebi alrealy speaks of wo0d as "necessary existeace" in con-

tvadigtinction to our experientis=l worli which is"eontingent™ or
rossible existence. Avicesma dcveloped this concept more Inlly.

T A

{15,Ethies 1, 1
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God is self-su ficient existence,ne whose entire essence is exist-
ence, He is pre-eminently "that which exists in iiself"--which we
recoznize &s the accepted definition or substanee. is God "sub-
stance" therefore,and must He like all substeaace be the logical

subject of predicatesy Gersonides explicitly states that God is

(16
"substance" though he hastens to aid that He should be 1i:ting-
(17)
aished ftrom empirieal substance. Maimonides* God is not related

to substance because He does not "exist" in any definitive sense
of the term. God is a pingg-azn-sich which is traanscendentally
beyond and pribr to any affeetions or qu=lities. mne is the caus-

ative vrinciple of existenee, but this statement does not Eive us
Into

any insightﬁwhat He is,any more thau aa inciiental aetion of = per-
son couli offer any enlightenment = out the asture of thet person.

God is undefinable and lozically uaxnowable and hence can have no

attributes, pefinition must according to aristotelian logiec consist
of the higher zenus of the subjeet plus its speeirie difference.
Neither one of these two elements can appert-in to t3od, 7Thus Maim-
onides ssys: "An object is descrived by ite lefiagitivan,as for ex-

ample, man is deseribed as 4 being which lives =nd hes reason, All
"ﬁg‘ s
azrec_tyre ot leseription cannot be viven to woi,for there are no
' {18)
previsns causes to His existence by which ue ean be defined,

eand on thrt account it is - well .mown .rineiple,accepted by all ph-

ilosophers who are precise i1 their statements,ti.t ne definition
119
cezn be given of wod,

70 be true ts traditional religioi therefore wod could mnot be
anslagous to substaace sny more th=n Y~ ean be 7he oearer of =ny
"apcidents,” e shall see in the next chapter how Sasdie in fact

(16 )4ilhamot V, 3 (19) Woren 1, 52 '
(17 )0One's understaniing of these two"substances" and their relation

to each cther will istermine whether he is z pantheist or a rational
theist.

[fsfmbe elements of a defiaition are logieally prior to the defined
thing, henee aristotle cells them causes--Gategories 12,14b.
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reviews all the ten categories ani shows how each and every one
is inaprlicable to God. God of ureation =and .rovidence is indef-

easible and ineluctable. Hence the tendency of medieval philosophy

up to Maimonides was to 1ivest uim of more and more attributes antil )
in the lMoreh Nebuchim He is strip ed completely and irretrievably, r
411 Seriptural allusions to the econtrary are evplained away &s mere
metaphors, oo important is this lotter vies thut Maimonides spends 1
nalf of the Tirst book, the beginning of his philosophic Syatemlin |
a detailed analysis of these metaphora.‘ZOI i
rhe divine essence is absolntely simple and =11 implications of 1
plurality must be re:qoved.tml mspecielly th.ee such inner pluralit-" !

ies are considered, rirstly,absolute simplicity denies the existence |
i
in God of scecideatsl.quaiities, Being absolutely iacorporeal Ee can {l
|

r
have no gecijzatal qu-lities, ‘the bulk of tradition es well as act=-

- ———

uel seripturvl refareaces @1z .acize? ihe spirituality of God, ldent-

-

ifying Him with the nure form of aristotle nade the position even

‘_

- 5
more certain, God has no qualities because theme sre elways ~dject-

—

ives of body., Maimonides is very cledr on thiz point: "He is not a
pelbebhe =

magriitude that aany quelity resultiag rroa qusntity as such 2 ould be
pocsessed by Hin, He is not effected by zay externnl ialluences and
therefore 10es not possess ~ay ouality resultiaz from emotion, He is
not subject to physical econlitions,and *theretfore d0es not poszess st-
reagth or similar nualitics. He is not An animate Being that He sh-
ould have a certain disposition of the soul,or acgvire certaii prop-
erties as meckness,modesty,ete., or be in a state to which animate
beings as such are subject as e,3.,heelth or illaes , Hence it foll-

ows that no attribute coming unier the category of quallity can be
(20)Moren I, 1

{21)ror mueh of the tollowiag .cteri:l see Ph, 3.112-158
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(22)
~redjicates of S04.," Thus the first implication of simplicity is

to distinzuish physically betws=an God and other Being,.
rhe second aspeet of divine simplicity is tc deay the metaphy-

sicsl or lozical distinetion of geaus an’ species i 501's essence:

or rhat we hove thus Tur eulle’? "esssntizl attributes” a8 disvingu-
ished froi “aceiiental attributes." The logical concepis of species
and genus =re in:prlicsble to wod,who is not only sui generis btut

is heyond anl iifferent then the rezlm *o whish lo-ic aprlies, vaim-

onjides s=2 "Pie objeet is Aescribed by 1ts definition (gexnus &nd

JS;
(23).
speecies) " Wwhen we say of man thet he lives anl has rezson,we im-

ply that hoth life aal ravsdy ares mrior Lu 4z 12 a3rely partakes
of them, "This description cannot be ~iven to God fror there are no
previous ceauses %to 4is essence, by wkich He mizht be defined." Att-
ributes that fully dA=fine wod are thus impossible, 3ut even a part-
§a1 definition is impo-sible hecause™it we were to speak of = pert-
ton of His essence we should coanzider His essence to be a uomguuad."{a4)
The two implications of iaeifable sinplicity which v2 have thus
far secn -re (a) the physical 2istinction betweean God and other Being
(b) the metaphysieal and logzical distinction between God and other
Being, in that ne cannot be defined. she third iaference which med-
jay2l ohilosdpghers irew trom iivine simplieity dealt with e_sence
and eristence ia Goi aad other Being, and was naveloged most elabor-
ately ia the Thoqééﬂ‘achanl. Tsszace =ad axistence are seea =zs dis-
craéé\elementd 3n *the ca2se 2 a1l Beinp bnt not in wod, smpiriecal
things exist not becaus:z there 13 aonathing i1 their nature which
resnires existence, +the ract th-t a thing "is" is only #&n accident

ani is nuite inderenient of its -uiliity or definition. Another way
(22 )uorer 1, B2

(23)doreh 1, 52

(24)ibid
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in vhich medievalists expressed thi3s idea is that with the exeeption
of God no thing is the cause of its own ewxistoaee, but is rather caa-

sed by an axternal azent, God's essence however is identical with ex-

isteace (henee both terms have different connotations in His case, diif -

ereat and unknowable), Contingency implies hoth imperfeetion and
pluraldty since essence and existence are then two dizerect elem-nts,
Says Maimonides: "It is known th-t existence is -n acciient appertain-
ing to all things,and therefore an elemncat superalied to their eszence.
This must evidently be the cese as regsrds cverything the ezisteuce

2% #waich Is Taz to 3aniz sauaas:

its azisteice 13 21 2lc-at superadiled
to its essence, But as regerds 2 Being whose existence is not due to
any cause--God 2lcne is that being, for ris existence, as 7e h=ve said,

is absolute, =zistence and esscage are necfoectly i'entical. He is not

a substaace to whish eosistonce is jeiad as an azcident, as an addit-
(27)
ional element”, God is "necessary sxistence". 4ll else is "conting-
(26)
ent,"

The simplicity of vod wes a dogtrine to which all the medieval ph-
ilosophers subscribed but very few had the full courage of this log-
ieal conviction.the triple coauotation of simplicity wounli reoiove all

personulity “riyn vod and would challenge relizion at the very heart,

taimonides was one of the few nen who pushed the «rpument relentless-

1y to its extreme, Other men wenved to keep God within human reach,
(25) Moreh I, 57 ‘

(26)It is interestins to reczll the mistake of solomen ben Maimon who
insisted in his antobiograp:y (Bk.I) that maimonideg met- physics was
identical to 3Spinoza's. Spinoze's God is =180 nec-ssary e-isteace.
*_imon forgot momentarily that Spinoza's Gol is identieal with the Un-
jverse or Substanae, maimonides mzintains the absolute diichotomy of the
two. so0 nuch 20 that he oftea oanirages religious sensibilities when he
states that wod eannot even be related t. the world,
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"hey winted 2 wversoa:l 70od rather than one ™as impassive &8 2 mathen-
atical noint an? a3 indifferent as a aetaphysicel ~hsolute.," The God
of religion is the acme of perfectioan,ani must therefore somehow be
pos-éssed of rower and will and all those other aijectives without
which perfection was inconceivable, i typical erpression for the pos-

ition is expresced iu the spistola-.35 "that everything whieh includes

acevsaanrs ezistsiace e+n itself have ao imperfections,but sust ezpress
(£7)
care verfaction,” Thus while on the one hand God must be sbsolute-

1y s7aple and uncualifiable,on the other haal He must pussess 3ll th-
vsé nunalisies which make tor versonality. dHow these Two can Le recdn-
siled is the crux of the melieysl problea o7 .ttributes. The lotek-

allemim tried to pull the rope from both euds,to ieny atiribates in
the UrbteEs

God yet eftirm His possession of the v-ricus fuuctions whichaimply.
(<)
m™he general position of the Xalam ezu be saniarized thus, Is uvod

gExistent,Omnipotent an?! Cmiscieat, or I. other vords,loes He have
1ife,nower ani xaovleige? If 1 eey yes, theu sre these the szue vith
;0d'z axistence or differenty If different they would be eternal like

5od,sinee they vere alvays with aim. de would thea have many eternal
; (22)
Reinzs,eni hence pol;ytheisn of one sort or another, I1f they are

not iifferent from God's essence,thea they iavolve i.er plurality

1 .s5tead of the recuired striet naity. The answer given i3 that Zod
has no attributes,but performs ull the varcious Tiuictiong, "He is omni-
seient but aot *hroazh kio ledze as His attritute] He is omaipotent

st a0t throush pover az nis attribute; He exisis bat not thrnugk life
(3C)

13 ~n attribute”, He is absolutely on-ani all these attributes are

=€ )E-Mo-}-f’h-"nll . -

(20) Positive attribntes ia tod imply rolytheisn--noreh 1, 58

(30)Roreh I, 53
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It proves nothinz »ositive un? 7aa therefore never used as a proof
ror the existence of Ged, "he Latin schoclmen 141 wse the 1lay
essence involves existence to prove His actual existence and His
"reality", (in the nominalist-realist dispute)s

It is in order now to analyze this wroblem logically and to tind
its origin. Let us follow Wolfson's conjaature.tsslTha problem of
essence and existenee concerns itself with the meaning of logical pro-
positions such as "A is existent," where existence is the predicate of
a given subjeet. Aristotelian logie held thzt every proper judgment
must be synthetic,where the predicate must be a universsl term belong-
ing to one of five clas-es, "It must be the genus of a sibject, its
species,a spegific difference, a property or an "ccident”.{as)The
first three were cailed by melievals "essential attributes,while the ia-
st two were "accidents” or "accidental attributes", All five prediet-
ables are universal terms in Aristotle aad are not identical with the
essence 0of the subjeot, "Essential attributes zre the elements of whiech
the essence of the subject is oconstitutel or to which they belong. ih-
ough they are not different from the subject they are not co-extensive
with it." For instance in the statement 'man is a rational animal', ne-
ither rational nor animal is tully co-extensive with maa,siance animal
includes a wider area thaa san,and ratisnality is le:s than a full re-
presentation of man. Accidental qualities,oan the other hand, are ex-

ternal to.thes essence and something added to if,as when color,size or

age are ._redicated of man. rertect identity eamnot be properly express-

ed as a logieal relationship,for it is mere verbal repetition. 4 is A

35)Ph, S. 122-125 \ i
i36;An explanation of these terms w#ill to.low later, it may be found

in J.Q.R. 1916 pages 10-17.

— i




z5

(37)
is condemned by medieval lo-icians as mere tautology. What kind of

prediecate is the ierm existent in the sentence "Ruben ie existent"? It
is not identical with the essence of the subjeat for it would be tant-
amount to saying "Reuben is Reuben"”, It is not an essential attribute
for it expresses neither the geaus,spezies,aor yet the specific aiff-
erence of the subject, It must therefore be an aceident superaddeld to
the essence of a thin=,

what this means in plain language is this:- defining a thinz or
telling what it is does not prove the existence of a thing. 1 may de-
fine or describe a pureiy tictitious verson. ¥ords and not things
would in this case be the subjeet of discourse, "If a thing actually
does e<ist it only happens to exist just as it oaly hapnens to be
white or black,lerze or small," Avielnnqhnd #ainonides understood
Aristotle in this way, Averroes, however interpreted him ouite differ-
cntly.taa,ﬁe maintains that the above would only illustrate nominal
definitions but in real definitions existence is implied. Averroes
has no need therefore to discuss existence and essence in God, sinece
the tso are always identicsl. mainonides however,klike Avidinna, must
be faced with the auestion whether wod's existeace is ui ac.ideatal
juality,as 2ll other existence is, rthe answer is no,bacause in nis
cese ve don't kmow what existence or essence metzn euyway honce the
two sre undoubtedly real .y identicel and God's simplicity is unim-
paired, It is in this sense that wmaimonides s~ys boldly od does not
exiatz this is what Jewish philcsophers tron caadia to maimonides have
in mini by the "necessary existeac" of God. The negative aspeet of the
maole *‘dea becoies evident whea we remember that the arzaazeat rasts ou

. . —

37)Moreh]l 5l--an excaption to this rule permits the use of an appar-
Lnt}ta;tolégy for the saxe of emphasis,in such a sentence as "The one
#ho is sitting is Reuben"--quoted from 4lfarabi inm J.di. K.

(338) Mamk v1, 2311f).
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the assertion that we may know absolutely nothing affirmatively

about God, From it we derive the further negative beliefs that

He is uncaused,unchangeabdlae ani undivergsified,ete. |

B i e B P

"There is no possibility of obtaining a knowledge of God's ess-
ence...égfhe only thing man ecan apprehend is the fact that He "ex- (I
ists". "Concerning God man has no right to ask exeept the guest- |
ion as to whether He exiata."(40}But we have noted above that the i
Bible does frequently describe uod by various modifications and
relations., We have also alluded to the comion practice of inter-

preting these metaphorically, The statement of the rabbis to this

effect invariably i1s that tue Torah spoke according to the language

of men," This numan meiium is very faulty =and could never hope to

< ’;“"-"A ‘4:“
cope with the exalted concepts uf Godhood, Smsadia,as we shall see
makes this & erneinl point in his argument for simplieity when

—————

he claims that the conaept of Creator is really simple and uniform
but through humen linpuistic limitations we express it variously '
ag omnipotent, omniscient and existent. Bachya, Helevi and Maimon-

jdes a1l attached 8t lesst some importance to this excuse for the

anthropomorphisma of the Bible and of commoa speech, Lenguage is

in general misleading, Says Maimonides "for speech fails us very
' (42) ]
zreatly in every ianguage" in these deeper questions, wr. Jud-

ah Kanfman goes so far as to suggest that the ideas of "negative |

attributea” means in one sense the ufe of words completely emptied

of their aceepted meanings and used homoaymously merely to deny [
(43)
their opposites, |

¢rude anthropomorphisms are easily explained away as even On- :F
zeles thg rroaf}yf?-??e_ﬁémonstratad,hut a more subtle humanization J,
(40)Hob. Ne-Leb I, 4 ’np yard U“ Pt'yﬂﬁb !Jl”-dﬂ Ak '"“r' . S
(411 gee ulip, 2 (PR o (1 75 3207 Gerpfwn ok [pal jpfy canes [S3

I |
42)Moren I, 57 o2 Sl L by iy ot e
g “}"'ifrl-?:'(ﬂ"l)a!?ﬁ(i 2R3 aan e fainielt 83 )3p woys &

(Hid |
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is 1left to plague us, The hand snd eye of God may mean His creat-
ive faculty ani His urovidence, But do not these latter terms im-
pute to him certain reiations to worldly beings? And are not these
relations aspects of Him whom we have named "the Unknoweble?" 0Ob-
viously this would be en inconsistency, yhe same issue is invol-
ved in such adjeetives and nouns as Lord,uaster, Almighty, lerciful,
Loving,eta, rerhaps these are so called "external relations"™ which
dc not involve any aspect 1nhering.1n God as distinguished from col-
or and size which do inhere in a subject as accidental qualities,
Many philosovhers admitted these external relations saying that th-
ey :re entirely apart from wod's essence or from oar anowlelge of
Tim. Even Ibn Daud who seems to have come very close to Maimodides'
position saw no harm in letting them zo unchallenged.{44}3nt the
Moreh nNebuchim emphatieally rules that these are as sacril@gzious

as the rest, What then is left to do with these "divine attributes®"
They are names ziven by man to wod's works =nd actiona.[45)They
tell us no more about their agent than a neil driven into a piece
of wmood tells us about the character of the hammer wielder. ihis
viewpoint is seen in the treatment received by God's nemes. Zven
Judah Halevi goes slongz o fthis noiat:™All nemes of Wod save the
tetragrammaton are prediicates aai aitributive descriptions der-
ived from the way His creatures =sre afiected by His decrees ani

{d6)
measures,” VMeimonides slso writes that they are mtiributes of

action.,: "It is ~ell known that all the names of God occurring in

Seriptures are derived from Eis actions ezcept one,the Tetragram.

(27)
m=tion. Trhe letter name,incidental” ,,is thes 3Jhem-ha-Meforash

whose purpose is %o i.dicate that “od's essence is incomparable to

zny other esseonce,

. b . W

(44 )Em.Ram, II, 3
(45)foreh i, 58
(46)Xuzari I, 2
(47)Moreh I, €1
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To Maimonides the only positive attributes of “od are those of
action, Instead of stating bluntly, "God dAid thus =nd so," we im-
ply exactly that by subjectively alludlag to nis works in terms of
human impressions anl hunan Aiscourse, acecidental gqualities e2re
jenied by all., Attributes of external reletions are permitted by

o

bnt wrobably only because they ander-

o

all of his owredecgessors,

(48
2tooi them in the seme sense us Maimonides' attributes of action, :
Negative a‘tributes are similarly not a bone of contention, Waim-
snides'contridbution in respect to these 7sa wvrolably oaly in the
direction of greatsr zlarity sa” orgaailatioa, ‘the real grvemen
of the dispute concerans the so-cz=lled ezeenti-1l attributes, By
thega were mennt those elements which constitate the essence of
a subjeet or which are relatel to “ae es8ence of a 8 ubject &8s the
zenus =nl species are related to the object defined, Not that eny-
one imagined the divine essence 1o econsist of genus and species,

The suestion i3 only whether God's attributes have the same re-
latioa to His essence as the partis oL lerinition heve to the ob-

, T e +£%a mwinat
thet contravene the prineiple

ipots defined, 1f they have--wor

37 yod's simplicity? Je are de~ling here with the nature ol gen-

us an! species,or with universals. if univeraals huve real exist-

ence then genus ani species must be granted ieclity,and cod's att-
/

ributes cannot be related %o gim in the same sense, It would posit

10

plurality in evory es:cnce and similarly in God., If, however, un-

A Ae?iasitions are merely nomineal  then

4 defined is really 2imple, "1t is, however,




(49)
16t & ¢ i"*'"ll_-t betwesa 2latonisnm end Aristotelianiam,” Platonie
50)

realisn hed no followers ha alassieal Jewish philosophers,

The latter are all aristotelisns snl their vmosition on ettributes
reflects their interpretation o \ristotle’s nniverstls., were the
lettor only words, thoroushly subjectivey daimonides who rejects

Lo N -

;agentlal attributes, medntains that "while tiey denote the essence

of the objeat 2ani 10 not ald anything e trrneous to it ,still they
? {aply thet the essance 1a sompoded as it were of genug and species,”
Tres 1iveraal terms ol the definition mre reet el nts amd are
logicel t ! aristonce of the individusl casance. Platoale
realis 8 thoreby rejected and h gre th "species heve no ex-
= {51)
istence except _nmans owa 1ind,." But he i8 neither s nominaliat nor
conceptunlist, Nominalism must be rejected a2 inconsistent with
the entire trend of his ar~rumenl,lor 1 iiva; la = mere wvorda,
Finitd 1 roly acrdaal,«nd he could not rojeet esscat-
jal attribut on the g2 1d thet there &I revions uses to
7is erxistence by which he nozld be defined, If univers 1ls are mere
card hat 13 8 wgad ? \ t £ 0 A 1 ya givea
52 cod? A definition rhich tells us u fns ! recl sgsence

ism "ig seornfully rejected simce it is to ﬁi"ﬂlf—~JwEPf11ctor;.
{53)
% . > & o » -
"Sueh ivarsals are 13 thear exlste it a0 jon-existent,
"waizonides boelievel TnLT iverenls heve both recl and 1lecl
. ¢ i L e
- T ~ ’A<I . " % L a
il a8 -
¢+ of nothing. The mind Alscovers t4 the maay inlividaaels,
(A9)Fh,5 149 x A
(5C)The doatrine that ideas or wniversals are metaphysically real;
ie vmnt thew nre the only trus reality as oprosed to enririeal objects
ah 2re 1llasdry.

\"he comprouls 1utio %t asiversals have ideal without rea
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grior to the riae of individual beings the univeoreals exist ir the
ind of God {indapendeant eatities =2nd they remaln es such evoa

shen they enter upon plurality in materisl rorm, though their pr-

(54)
esence 18 not disgeraible avsspt by acat 1l astivity,” This meaus
that zenus an! speeics 4o have some kiad yf objeative cxlatence, E8s-

ontial attributes which have a simllur rel-tioa Lo the sa jeet th-
erofore imply some kind of plurality iu the essence of the subject
lefined, "This plurality to be sure would be only mentzlly discera-
{ble bat still it wonld be izconeisteat with the conception of ab-
golnte ainnlicity,” (and must therefore be inapplicable to God.J
This may be ealled an ol tive iaterpretstion of essential att-
ibutes,
whe subjeativist view vas that the iindl aot aaly lisaovera the

s33ential attributes bhut actually iaveants Lheuw. 248y ganaot by

ny streteh of $he imagiaatioa i9-1y plarality in the actusl Being
3¢ +od and hence they are ner-fectly ailmissible. This position is
prolably implieit in the arguments of many pre-Maimonidean philo-

org =5 Cersoanides and
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~rescas, ln Arab prilosophy Averroes 18 the lesding propouent of

tie subjective view of ittributes vhoreas Avicinze is thi
tar ol 1 ) bk, 'R ot 11114 's position
3 1'" 1 F d haa 3 r . 1 T. 3t (] o T 2 1 I'=
y confflused oa this roint. Sendia deriv 3yate on the

Jatter though we shall prasently see that taere are distiaat germs

of Maimonidean views. Bachya was brief bat rether clesr unl 2 good

srecurgor to Maimonides. Halavi treated the matler very lightly out
shall sece that he toedid not vaat to inveat the deity with posit-

{ye attributes, aai e too 1iatinatly =uggests instend aegative ati-

ribates and attrihutec of ag tion,

e L L L L b -

54)Ph,.8. 150
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CHAPTEx TWO
1. & |} .'.'.','..--IZ"....

The three precursors o Maimoniles whon wa shall treat here

s3aadiah, Bachya [;A 1 E?:i} In the ¢

the theec

&
L]
=
o
|
Bt
(2]
w
Q

Justice, Ve ghall sooan ses that the squestion of un-
ity was the central prodblem o+ the Attributenlehre, s&chya's book
hes oaly one chapter which is nurely philosophioezl ani that is ca-

lle! the "Gate o7 Unity", Ae for nalevi, the fol owins quotation

-— e
from Neumark thourh too extreme is perhaps worthy of nention. "The
A e - o (1}
-

central problem of the book is that o7 att-ibutes.

The whole controversy over attrihubles coaters aha tiie "one-

+

ness of God", This takes its hoecianiars ‘04 Lristotle whose one

30d 1s the uncaused cause, Does he iiffor ia zind from all other

(]

beisns or merely ia de-rea? He is the vormaf and iaal ocause of the

wniverse, I8 His lorm radiecally divferent in essenec from all other

Porms which help matter Yo roalize $4%3¢l” ia %h 0.1d? Divine Un-

ity and Unioueness, or rather the incfrable character of God's one-

nes8 takes the centre of the stage from the time of the Neo-Platon-
4 ewmd

ists orespeedaily the Neo-Pythaporians, rhilo,Plotinus =23 Orig-

!LH’ vis with esch other in removins: Bod rurther ani *urther from

the domain of rational man. Ha ."..1:_" f‘i.’x&l-.:' succeeded ia establish-

inz 1is utter transcendence by means of Aristotelian lozic aad
Pythagor@n mysticianm, y Tound 1% necessary *o r 1. “‘f'
-] 1w briaz %31 agaln iat e pieciure, ZImphasis on such
was
‘ o o g b i 6] + 1y
ioctrines as the smanution aal L0303 we»2 yegorally the seaud
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adopted to presurve fod's unity ¥y re-estabdblishiag this contact.

Ta 3panish-Jewish philosophy 1bn-cebivel exemnlifies tuis spproach.

Ta him the synthesis of Greek philosophy aal wriental relipion

1 " ol ina 1 10 - Sya=
7 'S ,_‘ E i .3 2 i - ;._:'13 l]‘il.r'—o. _'_ ae
hoaeaty of the gnosticsva the one naand ia sagi.~ Saas ¢ two 70ds

part n® Jewish philosophers o duelurcd @ at losisally we aay only

say of ¢od that He is, /mat de is or how, is clearly seyoad our po=-

fiocbody may presuig to sug at He i3 more thuil Oae.

\mong the essential at*rioutes ijigonesed Ly the pro-wséeimonidean
Jewish philosoghors ar Taity,Sxistence,sternity, incorpore lity,Life,
| € ers {.A \;\,-5—{‘1-.& *3 , L . Ifoi.""‘-c-‘)'j
power, 7isdom and rieede ainsularity (Unve¥zleichlb riceitY. o matti-

or gquality, whe e a1l it an essential aAttribute or a r lat-
fonal rioute or aaything elaz,may presuns o te 1 us aaytaing
nositive anodat 17, Voatever else wa sujy ol wod ,7e &re& in the 1last
yaalysia peduced to @ paak aithar o7 nis setions, or of our feeling
R, 1 o 2 \3. ui:terently put we are on 3afe ral-

tz“.a"l sround 1 1 ¥8 34y a8 of twO *-,}:‘ngs~—|'.) That wod is

the ultimste cwMse of 30 aad 8o, sal that as the ascausel cause

*
|

.a 1 thereby ipso fagto dirrereat




ax

- 3

rpariencey--{2) that to ns these phenomena o rhizk He is the cause
sugrest certain ideas ¢ith =apard tn Yim bat these are really in-
valid objectirely when we racall nis utter uUnve¥zleiahbarzeit”,

these ideas are tha sowmou proper'y 97 saaiia, Bachya EBnlevi

""’"““, . - - . L L
&nd maimoniles, Bvery i{den which 1s exprsssed ia ‘he woreh Hebuch-
im on the snhjaet i2 no’ only varidusly nrewcx! i: 8achys aal nal-
'3:."1":".1‘ is nuite 14 "_x"_l‘,' 4+ ] 3 Yo ‘.J.,' saadi=,
Bl
saadia

"The most important part of his system philosophically is that
which deals with creation and the attributes of uod.“izlothor topies
are treated less ihoroughly or 2lmost as pure dogma, Having proved
creation ex nihilo,saadyia sets out to analyze the concept of uodj;w&.
to see what the rational being may legitimately assert about the
essence and charaecteristies of .od, He tinde 1t necessary rirst}¥
to discuss gpist@molory or the source amd process of man's knowing.

Man's knowledse does not rest entirely on an empirical basis,
but depends also upon the natural ideas which are ianate in our
reason as well as upon the inferences drawn from both . rhe lowest
kind of knowledge is that geained direetly by the senses, for it is
a taculty wh;ch is sherei by the other animals, Man's unigque cap-
acity lies in the other two channels of learning. ne makes gener-
alizations upon generaliza‘®ions becoming more subtle as the abst-
raction becomes more universal, the supreme abstractions are the
ten categories of Aristotle, whieh uaadyifa?nema to arrange in a

seale of abstraction--one above the other, 1he validity and re-

ality of each sucoessive maniversal concept is proportionate to

prpepnspnpnp— LT e e

tzl H.M. rh. 46
{ 3) Emm.ao th--rrolegamena Bodk

3)
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its iistance trom sense perception. But ultimately humen reason
Man's
reaches a point beyond which it cannot aspire. Hds power of think-

ing must be limited,because 1t is a iaculty within his limited bd’,.

&F.
Ban's finite re?aon is therefore ebsoln-ely incapable of xmow-
(4
ing rge infinite. He cannot comprehend uod;Wtthe supreme abstract-
ion,

#e shall see how Saadyia reviews the ten categories of Aristotle
and shows how they are a'l as one totally inepplicable to wod. %0
erxpress it difrarentlﬁﬁgoes not satand in any logical rslationsnip
7ith man, Tni3 is quite clearly an indica.ion of that extreme pos-
ition,rather anauolouns Trom the rolizious point of view,whieh ifaim-
onides expres=el ever su much more boldly namely, that there is no
relation between God and the wurld.lsl

R aGanaanad
there can be no knowledge of sebsle things lf7¢ £y ) ex-

..o

eept throazh these ahstractions, in true aristotelian vein oca=dyied

refers to them definitely as the canses of the phenomena in gnest-

(7}
ion,
IZI&;;m;; 5;anu es £*is5 interpretadica 97 tho massage ia gquestion.
See "Essays in dewish Philosophy" --Bages 205-208,
(5) AwY De vt/ 3 Jfor ?q aal Je2lan.,

v PRyl

rfe] av 7 .[‘,{i_-;,.-.; 7 pkes Cr e T2
(6)oreh-153
waimonides' denial of all relation 18 after all also a strip-

ping o one locgienl category a. ter another,althouzh in his case he
restriots himself to an enalysis of "att ributea .
(7)4e makes recurreat use of the phrase Jafead 9Po®
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in the hierarchy of universals ‘he highest ones sre the direct
causes of those imnediately helow. Uur n1iad can daly follow up to
a gertain point. the nainitiated object to such a conceptual —iew
0" being because it is too abstruse., rhey are psycholopically pre-
pared to admit only tanzible causes,things #hich they can perceive
with their senses. msneoially is this true of the Pw'éwwho demand
a corporeal uwod with all the accoutrements and attributes. they
tear that in severing 04 completely rrom any sense percepitioas we
are removing all traces of zenuineness rrom His being. But no. "I
shall prove to them tha%t i;0d's extreme subt@lty is in itself she
best veri“icatioa of His reality, vur rational conception of Him
as more abstract than any knowm phenomenon is per se the hi-hest
substantiation of His exiatanae.{e}lt must be remembered that this
is not oaadyia‘s complete proof of wod's existence, Chapter one
proved it kalamistically hy first "proving" the fact of oreation,
what saadyta does here,in chipter two, is to defend the svatement
of god's existence evea vhile assar iny that He is ovherwise un-
knowable,

Incorporeality is oroves also i chaptsr one. nere again it is
dealt rith hrietly,though incorporeality is never considered by him
an essential attribute. The gener=l arzument is that God is the
cause of all corporeal existence. the empirical world--all body--
is eoﬁposed and finite hence caused., The cause of it all is thet
whiah is neither composed,nor finite--the cimple etcraal uacansed
ganse,

An incorporeal beins sanact be snhjec’ w0 moiifications of sub-
ctanee,such asz qakion aial rest,enger or favor, To deay His corpor-
gality,yet speak of these accidents in relation to Him,is to hypo-

eritieally retain the idea while merely changing the words. rhis

e — 1 £+ tut wa=nIPER ﬁ.ﬁ? ka9 L __,‘,l‘ 1] _"kk,-
| 8) ! ﬂ"pk k{r?;) -?1’ 4’ - i wa/s I-".;.S!P rnlse '-U._.\Ik l_}"
Neumérkf:'position that man caﬁ compreherdd od finds supports

in such statements, But ell other commentators would say that we

—_— ————
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type of reproach is a stock arcument of medieval thinkers and is
used repeatedly hy Maimonides in deprecating vhe sophistic methods
of the Kelam,

Tkroush propletic revelat oa ve have learned of .od's essential

atiributes: Unity,Life,Power, #isdom,incomparability.Unity is proved

direetly in three ways: a) we have proven that all body is composite
and od is the cause of a1l body. No accidents of body erpertain to
God. But plurelity partakes of the accident of guantity. Hence 1like
all accident it is pradiczble of body bu! not of L0d., "It follows
that He is one beeause auy al'ition to one rould make Him subject
to the modifiecation of hodies."{91

It can be seen that essentialiy this unity is = negative con-
cept meanine only to deny plurality. actually neither plarelity
nor even unity ean be predicated of God in any acceptable Sense,
since they belong tu the category of quantity. Xaufman says,” Das
Lr xiner sel kann nur &als toriella oder aezative Testianuag zeltan
438 3izh anch voa den UnveYgleichoarkeit behaplea 1555t,aur das
diese,da sie auech jede adhere sesgtimming des -ottlichen sesens als
unve¥rleichlich ninstellt doeh auch,wie sekleirmacher sich ausdr-
ucﬁ$;als "Mase und Beschafienheit der wirksamen Eigensheftven' eng-
eselhen werden kann.”(lojﬁoth Unity and Incomparability are thus not
really qualities or yod but rather attrihutes o the other three
atiributes. Sandya aquite definitely makes Life,rower and .J/isdom the
atrtributes o’ <0d, lncomparability is assumei,neithe;}fiscussed nor
analyzed. Unity is also not analyzed as a concept é;;-%o its various
tyoes, All the arguments for Unity aim only to prove that wod is not
w3re then one. #f he had developed the thought further, 6 smadya would

(8) (continued) know nothing of what o.od is--onmly that he is.
(9)Emmunoth chap. 2 Hereafter all quot tions Trom tae Bamvi0th sh-

ould be taken as refarrinz o this chapler unless othervise indicated.

(10) Attributenlshre rg. 16,17,

e ——
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have eombined these ar-uments with his own statement that God 18 not

gublect to number, Ad4 also ais Unvergleichbarkeit and we have the

elemants of w«a

plurality, pget

vouuld nave ros
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attributes, Unity would then nsean aon-

ble to the human
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sition, }t is at

pth,48 apologetics ag-

the Prinitarians resnectively. Against his du-

Y

posited two pods, Baa-

sofs are: a) that plur-

3)




As an illustration of how the arzumacats ¢ ¢ rrie? ovar Trom
laadya to sachya to Waimonides,we will here juote one of ths typleal - |

iroensonts think + g : I 1 1 P
argusents which 13 usal by all three. 3peaking of two wods:

1, 3aadya II, 2 end
pt)ia L LRI pA pui ? nle
plwatan yuns 2bna le pawd [
rube plRa £t

-~ - < 'f‘f}
2., pachya I 7 (4) fraove o = 200t fo
. P = : 14 Aalin hiolt <
(;I 234 a'al Gl o, Sanu _Sar 40 u;:a.'l :a pIy atae Wl m 204

A 7k a e Pk 7ax l‘!id‘r pric? nchr / sl seiemuse snlere Al
h’l(-” ,-3} }Yl‘ U ‘N l'é\ f&" ? b rJ"" &00“ Pa?'p

1 )hl( Fad P LYe
¢ AN r 7~ ¢ 120 Arin

237 PP Apa® pn Pl '3 EAL ¥ )gf;rc !
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prpw alie ' °C fe 4 /= i

o
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ine SEE ReveRse sSIaE
Incorporeaclity Ssadya does aol troat & 1 adsribute, Talty end
lacomparability are at tirst provision 11y iaclule 1ith Dxlateace,

Oalarotence and Omaiscience., But the former are nothing more thaa

‘haracteristics of the iutter threeqethe traly esaeatial attributes.

Vnity is a negative comneept waich says th t aumber does not adhere
the ess nce of God ,hence in the e-sentizl atiributes, The six

aments for unlty stteqpt merely %o Aisarciit the belief in more
——

then onc God., They Ao not est:blish uf irastively way emjirienal or

athemetical *7p " Maity.

)
laudya's deficlency hers is hig fallare %0 surry jut the full
(15)

{aplieationy of thi: poucition 2a %a Jivine unity" . So ealso he |
iqplies that Unverigleichoarkeit {5 u gharagteristic o z &tlt- |
1tes, rather thua oue of thedm. Jat he does aot =umalyge this cither, !
Had he dcveloped thes2 0433 t3 11 the dirsction which his position :
plies he aizht very #cll hav 1 .y fors 1osel muimoaides’ it

1ight as vell =8 in view of the fact(preriously seen)

Sebols o .
that nod is so sutrtYe as tu transcend the powers of hamda reason,saa- |

- 0w

view, by their

iea yould have heen drivea Lo Tag w1 111 possivle =2ttrilutes as elther |

s RS N
(15) saufmen quotes from pavid al-lokxanmea o show that he was much
wore snalytieal in this roblea, Attribatenlehre -4 .G PO 3

ore snalytieal ]
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negative iz the scase ialfentel ihove, ttx1hatos o attion

3 shell ane that the serms o this view are ladeed there, sat cet-

dya was en apologist “o= hiz faith ia the aidet of maay oh lloaczing :

aroas #ials, His inte ¢s wors Aot v-inmdrily -RIlaadpiic, |
o Fd Fattoails Tor &L lalaa s geiast strong trends of 'Pl

Gnosticism . hristisnity aaraites, Biblical anthropomorphista ete. tHe
was a stormy petrel in the midet of n period of religzious “Sturm and

Drang”, whersas Bachya was a religious soul scoking the unadulterated |

.7aters of pietistic bliss and inviting the company of all contemplat- |

ive xinsmen- I

Hence his treatment of external wnity Tor the practicel parpose 1

e of combotting the Aunlists, Existence, rower and #isdom are the atti- .

7\}; ributes, what Aoes e=ch actually signifyy wo they not impair the 4doe- {

; trine of @of's inner Unity his sin-1ieliy? she first question is !

/{:; lar-ely overlooked, The ggioni 1g ¢antasount to a saurvey of the cath-

& olic Prinitarian view, ‘ and hence it is more fully iavestigated. T

'./i/-'; sod had been proven & creator ia pook onau..nﬁo create He must [:

have been alive powarful and wise, Are these latter aiscreet accid- '

eats of wod's essence or whai? To maint=in His aimplicity it aust be
shown that the attridbutes are neither iiscreet parta of lis esaenas
10r yet accidents added to it. ithe passage which offers 2 clue to his 1)

views on tha eszeatisl attrinates 2 1lows: _ o ’ - .

W W aye ™ v g ph m3unr o otn [xin U AT Jrem ’,f.‘". > dgM»

et on's atix _aor &l [an) abi¥ Wirra A> I, AIA (DA L ;
¢ ‘' - ; ] ’ AR e o | pt e *d

My A b L e [ak v AP0tn i'x/iv 1 Kl " JJ¥ :

The position is clear, ¢he three attributes are nerely definitions
of the single coac apt areator, whis conecept our resason dlscovers with
sno et of its thinking arfort,not through three Aictinet items of

thought, The three words are absolutely involved in the concept creator,
(16, See uvhapter one peze@
(17 ;Emmunoth
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but we are foreed to use threse vords becquse of oar linguistic short-

comings,

Now this sounds rather uncoavineing and typically scholastiec. But

in view of other ssntements in the book | suspect that ca~dya had some-

thianz more valid in mind, saadya hag shown thet nan‘s reason fails to
grasp 2bstractions above a certzin level of subtlety. -od is the most

subTile subtilty
subtle hence most ineluctable heinz, His sabtlety is proocf positive

of HEis reality,but our failure to ~rasp such nabstraction obviously
makes it impossible Tor us to characterize niwm verbally. His essence

ity,the canszae of =11 being,vhich we indicate by the
- ety &

g el i

this word czanot rreteai fo tell b

since language is the outer expressioa of thourht,
ra. rieted anl fasocuaruss tionzht vill be roefleated in the inagec-
urasy of linguistic ezpression, 1. the case at haal, a "jescription”
of wod can oanly be aubjectively expr y1 in $orias o7 als actiona or
affects, creation as such--the fone wob o7 wod--nust forever remsian
11intelligiole, but trom its sgacayn "make (3asdya e=1ls God "maker”
--homonymously] we oxpect th-t God nust have been able to "make’ and
et heve known how to "make", #hat these words mean to oradya,he does
0t definitely say,but T think that his nositioa on Unity =«nd Unvergl-
elohbarkeit shoull be indicative. ¥
ureator is a subjaciive leserip L the logleal relatioa be-
tvoen God and Universe, re-tion 1 an =27"fect ol yod,not a part of
ts escence. "Maker"does not indiette ang 1itim to [is asseace;it
implies nerely that thers 13 307 rthiag 2 or loau, vhe thrae attridb-
utes,by the sane passane, $1aligate only the :ame thing. The three so0-

.411ed essential attribates therefore tura out to be no 1lifforeat the

o1 Maimonides' attributes of actionm, Even if we should argue that

i ! L X < e wvrw §
wust a Ra l\.’n o™ ts &bn;ﬂq,,—.‘.o“ of Sqtk spoc_.&, 'S )
j : : r & |d He vehes oW tne u“crg‘-gn‘(l‘1
od -

to easT 'l‘iﬁf éw these €rrwi.

UWsed wa re lation teo P
ok A qcu.frql pPosites s
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Sandya implies attributes of reiation (objectionable only to kaimon-
jdes) 1,e, cause and effoot,1t must be aprarent thet even Meimonides®

184

attributes of metioa,impunte to God the ~rinciple of ceusation. Act-

ually attributes f relatioan meant %o those who =poke ovf them expr-
e3sly precisely what attribates of actioa meaat to maimonides,

Those who opotest against the 1imitatiua of attributes to the th-

s - = 2, 1 : . P - E 2 b - -

rag wWd - 13210 JIi rag 2@ .L s 1A - th 12 : W s " praa3ng, ‘Ene 80=
7 ey e s i g - _ 2 S = :

iree of their =istaks 1is %0 bz conght *irsily ia the comparisoa of

30d to maa and s=goadly in the too literal interpretation of scrip-
tural aal Hecuraive reforsnnes $o Tod, zhis eriticism aprlies to
the pro-Yatazilite tenleneies ol the Zalam vhieh ineluded also the
attributes of fill,Haaring_visiﬁn.Speach,slory,sanerasity,Streugth,
snil fobility. But even the Mutalities 7ho posited oaly uife Power
enl Tisdom were not orofound snoush ¥ith rcaspect Lo the latter, Gut-
an emphasizes that Sa~dya's view mrks = rerl odvance over that of

vy Matazilites. "hile the assumptisa of God's Unity over and above

th -‘Lll"".." ::‘ %0 4 . D ) 1.“'." > 4 e )1_ . w -:
“aviya's contribvution s that there 13 saly oae 3dacept--2al that
the thren 3d-called alttrisus arc sroely & raflastioa of fhe fazu’f-
129 (21)
tafaasy oF Laggasge o Keul Zxore sea o thoaght more Lolilys
"gs erziclt bererts ler 7' swrigea Daratellung disc es
- -
nach Aer tahtl 16 aiin aizeatliah 2 J2la ktt;ibut gebon kO e,
e
lage 7ir 3t a7 7 o1 wmem Sott bellegen ko..1ten,"

oniv »f god's exlsteace ( AR ), Bven this ie 2

je may speak
ataphor (homonym,Mai sonides would say) ia the light nf Saadia's prin-

:iple of the complate lacx af taalogy betwesu ureator an’ ureated.

(16)Halevi aad Tba Daul ! Wiy T o
{ o - nage far Wolfson's oplmion 10 Loid E. Teet (ma
(19)see above nage @b O _\.L : ‘:‘e IpLasan A0

'~$}?aligioas_?i]a,ﬂ§?=;
(21)zttrihatenlehre 30 ’ !
rul,u;ttre.qf 1‘.L-n-‘:? jleoas c2u ho seen a !'-'J.if":-it sertain -‘:utBZiJ.i.th
[2)2ra0es O gssails, They foo %alk of aegative and relstive aif-
P 8, but ww involve themselves 11 the absurdities o” the Ash-

o g ut 18¢ 1 - X
;r:;gazﬁgé ng wnows with a knowledge which is not differeat fpom

: . tenlehre 3G-37 ror the extent to which $aedya
b iy iadebern infehted & the md tenliices. :




Complete simplicity is mow thoroughly sustsined and Ssmdy» is mow ready to dispute
vith the Triniteriens. One cemnot creste, they spy, unless he be wise and 1iving.
fiisdon =nd 1life seem t> be cutside of God's sssence. Hence, either they must con-

sent to call Him corporeel, a thing which they all refuse to do, or else their pos-

{tion will be self-contradictory, i

it
v . ' N F i alt ~
e a (0K BRI FF L a® BTE RANIK FLE ID]nL ; -
- i 3 - o Alphe s bl Erist' i ’ Whiakl g, 4 dity
Y] S PLy e jua it bR K e 5 - < R
' w g e F g sy 4 T - 24 n
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Any inner diversity is tantsmount to corporification. These Trinitariens are

like one who defines fire by its attributes, (the parts of the defimiti-n are the
sttributes) yet discleimseny reference to fire, Discreet attributes would corpor-
ezlize God amd like all bodies, He wo 1d be csused. But We Live proven that God is
uncaused,

Besides they do not properly understand what constitutes proof. In man we say
thet his life and his knowledge are not identicel with his essence, becsuse we see
that sometimes he is with them, sometimes without., Life and knowledge sre contingent
in men, Nothing in his essence implies necessary existence, In s semse, therefors,
the so-celled essential attributea of man are really accidental, =nd in that sense
added to his es:ence. But this is not so with God. Strictly speeking, God does not
even have life, for that would be a trait added to his essense and smything in 'h?eh
life is = distinguishable aspect must *ha cnused.. God is »oleinly indefeasible, »

Seriptually and logically, the limitations of the att-ibutists and pluralists

wrongly find sustenancs in the authropomorphic exoreassions.

(8) Emouuoth 2,§ .
(b) ReliziomsnMlosophis 105: "Ausserdem beruh® aber df=se ganze Theofe auf der

v511iz unhaltbeoWen Vorsussetzung, dass die fur menmschliche Verhaltilss= zulBsaigen
Annshmen oingas Weiteres such suf Gott ibertragem werden dv=ften,”
Ohwe

4o

)




- il‘._

L

PRI

‘ "

it

(25
These are either metaphors (/1 +»T3) or figures of speech (¥raiu)

Thelr purpose is to facilitate tlexibility of spoech. Two exegetical
rules are characteristie o? sasdya, Construct ceses sg:h-:s'thc Tord
of uoil&he image of; or the hand a;, re aither exprecsions of uivine
action or indications of superletive aljectivial phrascs..fhs word

of uod'and‘the spirit of God mean the words which God put into the
mouths of the nrophets, Ten distinct types of nouns and verbs are
mentioned to show man's manner of deseribing certcln effeats ol God,
Bye and sceing mean Providence; nouth a.d apeakin; meau revelation
217 rules of coniuet, The will of God is implied by such words =s the
"sord of 0d." (Ps 33/F) which Christians interpret as the logos. vod
ereated the world with His will,but that only signifies that -reatiom
was neither accideatal nor necessury. 7ill is therefore 2lso & neg-
ative attribute, whose only positive value is as an = ttribute of act-
ion.

Metaphors which ~ome uader the first rule of interpretation tell

us nothing of God's essence,and are nsged only accordiag Yo the rule

=

Pk Yo deyw 20 5 3373, If we were exact in our 3peech

70 7ould have to abanion all descriptive teris aal say oaly that “He
(26)

is," The second type of €i-ure of g eca whots our reg, gt Lot

¢+ by attridutiag to it subline iaportance, Thas,the image of
(27)
nod means the highest earthly form,

-aadys's attributealehre is now nearing completion, He has freed
God from &ll corporeal modi fications; he has purged His Unity from
all appeer-nces of rlurality and Compositionghe has fought the doc-

trines of jualid" and Trinitarianisn; he has outidlishod 30d as the

y ihis pue bl AV BAVG 1
r} tt!‘iblltc 1'- #. ? / rounte
(1<
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208t Subtle ol cagcnces, Aut God is not merely the most sukide 1
catity. That night 1491y a iiffercace 2aly ia degree shereas we h ve
seen Him to be inserﬁtably different in %ind, There is no analogy te ‘

God either in logie or in nefﬁphgsicd. To prove this coaviaetioa S:nmdya

raviess Aristotle'’s ten categories =a1 shose or nae «al 11l arz holly
iripnlicable to God, 7e shell a0t review thes hers,but a fovw of the vi-

2v3 are worlh racalling “or our mMuzpdlude:

S J——

~ 4

-
. "
LG

) vod is not anyoae o tea subabtuise., YMeouge M2 13 205 suad-

- ‘s

3) Nanber and gelation are ina-nlicuble.

e
-~ Y

L]

iy |

C) ALl etzieal attributes such ai .ove,mercy 21: included in the

category 9f nuulity anl ther may uot be areiloztel of God,

The ceotegory of action aust be moro Tally dicendsel hiore, _
|
il
(28)notice the iaflurnce of the atozls Muzorr 1. il termiaology =al
the fden that all beias is canposed of 2toms of dAifferent degrees of
re "inement., Terhars this 18 -u exuvrle of launw ge survivel rotrer
+12n ecntiasuating ~f the idea, Chapter el ‘nich deals with the doul [
end wit> 4% ol 3s gn 11%5 t'on of the ‘“irvival of the idee _
its’lfn
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Attridutes of =setion may not literslly refer to God, The category
of cetion In rationel Adscoursse signifie: an agent who works on an
objeet in a definite vnlace and time. But God cumnnot Lo =ubjeet to
thic concept of action, Then we say that a certain Biblical phrase
speaks of His actions,we mean nercly that in some menner unknown
to us God was the cause of a ziven effect, Only in this negative sen-

se do we 1mbly attributes o° éction to God., #e distinguish between
His and our actions by saying that me creates merely with His will,
yet w111l 1teelf implies nothing affirmatively ervecrting this seme
fact of causality. "God made," or "God's will" therefore mean 1) that
is the eansative prinecipls Z)aay uttenpts at explanstion involve
pariscn to avents in our experiecmce,-nd in view uf God's"Unvelgz-
ieht rieit" nust be utterly inadeguate, Gyl e wgs v

1 2 ¢« Hiwle TRV v .
r.("luahl' ATE B '..il.‘."dl' _,.”J'.,, il awa . s fes ed
r b~
‘ e S - -, U o big Ve i - '
y' 4t S kY vy Ly Lula Tirae ® sk dvia ao TN
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God remenbered or ‘was merc¢iful are similarly merely attributes of

- PR e T

s44on whoze ultimate imrlication is thnt @od is the cause of an eff-

ect in suecstion,but we express this in various weye which ere wholly

»

subjective ia ns snd invelid in Tod.~ et Blke G P& 1S4

« 12 9 ~ DA i [ic ¥
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Taufman aad Guttmen interpret this as & sharp distinction

~ '.1
between esseatial stiridates uad attributes of action, Sacdya makes

no further statement on this point except to send the reader to his
commentery on Kvodus for further reference. Yet Kaufman rightly re-
marks that the distinction is only tormal eand is insignificant since

(31)
1 radieally denies all positive divine attributes.

Saadys's syste
It will be seen in our discussion of Bachya and of kKaimonides

tnat the denial of attributes ultimately concerned itself with two
559 Attr;butanlehra 68,69 ff127

. Sacdya's 124 ff.
fgglggfogitfegaf-nag der auffassung von den Gottlichen Bigenschaften

die Sa-~dya lehrt,laugnete er doch im grunde alle 5ttributo. p
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things: 8)the maintenance of & strict i10gical and metaphysicel simp- Q
lieity in God ©b) the denial of all similariiy between God and other
being. It all led to talk of God's Negative Attributes and Dynamie
attributes (attributes of sction). Saadya does not mention the word
negative, though his system similarly narrows down to these iwo things. IS)-
¥e shall see thet this view was the common property of Areb and Chr-
istian theologians ever since Philo and Brigens, We shall obeerve the {
development in Jewish philosophers,

Sa=dye is not consistent in his view on the attributes of action
with reference to God, The end uf his chepter denies the validity of

the ten categories with reference to God, The categ.ry of action is

definitely included,yet his discussions of the moral charascteristies
of God as well as his views'on God ‘the Creator are manifestly concept- |
ions vf God as the source of actions, i1t is only fair to add thet !
ever Waimonides position on this issue was similerly contradictory, 1
Cresces is ouick to note it, Maimonides too first rules ount similar-

ity yet ister permits asttributes of aotion-igzgiew which involves the
same contradiction (ms we shell later naote).

The discussion of Aristotle's categories in reletioa to God made
clear that we cennot get any enlightenment on thet subjeect thruugh the
senses, Then how do we mow 0f God's Being? Revelation is the answer
previously given., Here the answer is either intuition or innate idea. -
Just as we know good asnd bad,or just as we understand that & thing
cannot be and not be at the same time even though we observe neither
of these by tle senses,so we do know of God's being. ;

Thus we give Saadya credit for having in embryo the attributes

system of his followers, wurther developments are in the direction f
: (33)
of more epplicitness, greater completeness and more systematic en-

&1?315.
(32)see WoIfson in J.8.R 1916 pages 15,16
EJS}the word "negative attribute"” is nowheres mentioned in Saadya,
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BACEYA

We have seen that Saadya's theology implied both the negative
view of attributes as well as the validity of positive attributes
of action. The former was especialiy helpful in maintaining the ab-
solute Unity of God; the latter re-affirm;the dymamic quelity of
the deity. To-gether they spell monotheism and ethics, or ethical mo-
notheism, #hat was implicit in Seadya became (for the first time in
Jewish philosophy) explicit in Bachya, Neither concept was new. "Neg-
ative and dynamic interpretations of divine attributes had been the
common stoek-in-trade of Arabic and Jewish philosopuers wver since
Pilo vV

(35)

Let ns follow Kanfman to get a brief resume of this position
historieally. #e will then analyze it locieally and metaphysically.
¥ith these two as a background we shall be the better able to jundge
the presentation of Bachya in detail.

Meimonides theory of attributes waa.jzgigg;hrather than original,
The difference was a matter of emphasis,but alsc of comprehensive-
ness and keener analysis , His point of emphasis was the absolute in-
serutableness of God, But the woposition had already been enunciatsd
by Neoplatonists and repeated by the charch fatheralzs,and subse-~

gquently by Arab philosophers that we may only know what God in mot.

Specificslly the doctrine of negative attributes is already known
to Al-Finiii among the Arabs,and in Jewish philosophy David al uok-

ammez (Saadya's predecessor) atready mcnti?g:)it explicity,and err-
oneonsly ascribee its origin to Aristotle. 3 But in Jewish philos-

ophy it first attained prominence in Baghya...... seit Bachya Ibn

(34)Cresces on divine attributes--Wolfsom p. 24

hre 481 ete
‘gg%ﬁﬁzﬂ;§§§9§§§ ff, for references to Flotinus and to Aquineas em-

racing & periocd of a whole millenium in Catholic thinking,
(3%)1ster we shall see how Bachya repeats this error,
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Pakuda kehrt dieser, Gedanke immer wieder,Salomon Ibn Gabirol verg-
isst ibn nicht in seinen religiosen ge#angen,Johndn Helevi mnd Joa-
eph 1bn-Zaddik begrunden und vertiefen ibn,Abraham Ibn David setjt
ifn an daie Spitz seiner attributenlehre, aber su¥ unnachsichtigen Dur-
ochfuhrung hat ibn edst Maimyw «» bringen unternommen,™

Wunk asserts that it was escribed to aAristotle very early but
that no traces can be found in him, The Metaphysies do refer to the
"Prime Mover"™ in negativé terms such aa'immovabla;‘othcr then the
sensibled, indivisible,etc, But Aristotle never does explicitly ex-
olude the use of positive deacriptiona.(sei

Now exactly what do nofgg%va ettribuntes mean in logieal dis-
course and in metaphysics? There is a logical difference between
the proposition "God is not meny" and the proposition "@od is not-
many." When the medievalist says "God is one", taking the statement
negetively he does not meen "God is not many", He means " God is
not-many. Aristotle distingnishes "between a proposition wherein
the negative particlde modi fies the copuls,and thaet wherein it mod-
ifies the subject or the predicate, The former is a negative prop-
osition, the latter is an affirmative proposition with an idefinite

subject or predicate,as the case mey be, A negative proposition ex-

presses the privation of the snbject of one of two alternative qualit-

ies,thus always implying its .ossession of the other;am afiirmative
proposition with an jndefinite predicate expresses the exclusion of

the subject of e certain olass of qualities which are irrelevant to
its nature,” Thus the proposition "God is not many™ would logiodlly

indieate that He is one in some determinate sen~., Contrariwise,6 the

{gg;:::‘Wleaon'a crescas on Divine Attributes for sabstantiation and

for factual references p., 20-22




proposition "God is not-many" states that God is not plural, without

|
{
thereby implying that He is Une, Its intent wonld then only be to ass-

ert that the category of quantity is totally inapplicabie to the nat-

ure of the sobjeet, God, Wolfson continues: The latter kind of prppos~

-
(5]
—

ition is said to express what Kent would call en infinite or limiting
Judgment as distinguished from a negative judgment, So in Esnt "the

-

soul is no=mortal™ is to be distinguished trom the proposition "the |
sonl 18 not mortal”™, "Negative attribute™ is apparently used bgi;ore
precise medievalists in the sense of the Aristotelian indefinite pre- L,
dicate, That this is the sense of Maimonides is elear from the foll-

owing passage.: "Even the negative attributes must not be found and

applied to God,except in the way in which,as you know,sometimes an
attribute is negativized with rererence to & thing, although that
attribute ean naturally never be apnlied to it in the same sense; ]
as,e, g, we say "The wall is not seeing" (Moreh I, 58). It is gquite
evident that we never say the "wall is not seeing",except in the
genge of the wall is not-seeing.”

It 18 thas evident that there are two types of negative rropos-
jtions. 1) tnat which denies a specific guality and therefore impl- i
fcitly a:serts its oprosite 2)that which denies a specific qunality,
asserting thet the whole category is irrelevant to the subject. These ‘
have besn referred to as "partial negation" in the former case,or "abe _ |
golnte negation” in tne latter sense, In our analysis of Saadya there |
is obviously nothing to indicate whieh type of negative he had in mind

(he doesn't mention the term "negative-attribute™) ,even if we thought

e

that he anew of the difference, Subsequently we shall see where Bachya

214 Halevi stood in this issue,

[ —
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setaphysically the negative attribute involved a particular eon- !l
ception of being. Following Aristotle being was conceived as consist- .'
ing of matter and form or otentielity and sctuality. 4 specific objeot
was conceived as having & specifiec form realized in ite (‘f:'*:) matter,
its substratum, But Aristotle tanght that no object of our experience
is static. All being is in a constant state of flux; it is always ch-
anging. Hence all particular beings are continuously moving from one
form to another, A being has not only a specific form but it is simul# |
eneously invested with a definite potentiality to take on the next s
specifie form, This specific potentiality is ocalled Gt PTVD

Thus all transient existence is composed of three elements 1l)material

substratum which is pure potentiality or ‘“/# 2)a specific form which
is superimposed npon matter and which limits it and makes it a -art- '|
ieular ontological being. This is b 3) a specific possibllity, a

dispo?itinn to assume another form. yhis is the -7+ , This latter v
40)
cause "is not a mere passivity on the pﬁ(lrt) of matter but some

41 '
disposition or tendenoy, a waterial cause” "To Aristotle--in

contradistinction to Plato matter is not mere mon-being = ~ - - 4 ¢ . :

' .
but §¥ v w.o & possibility and a capacity of veing formed,some sort
r ]

of hunger for a definite form,so that matter aEzaijua a degree of real-
['3%

ity and may therefore be a principle of being. This onapacity is .
jsolated and added as a separate principle of being, Efras thinks in 1 ’
llaimonide%it i8 only logieal but cthers disegree and insiat that it

has distinet ontological reality. ror the kiotekallinun as well as for

most pre-Naimonidean thinkers it is undoubtedly ontologically real, k

(40)the three elements are called causes in mo»-h 1/17 or
(41)ufrgs--Fhil, terms in ioreh~-11

(vs) (oLd 53
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Now this ,this disposition is otherwise called a part-

icular privation,i,e.,a privation of a particuler form, 4e may th-
erefore say metaphysically thet being was (to the medievalists) sub-
stance consisting of positive attributes or qualities (species and

genus) end negative attributes (specifie dispositions to taken on

new {orms), The negative attributes are always present in every spec- .

ifie being, No transient being counld therefore be viewed as complete,
gince 1t was always "moving" (changing] to realize its successive
potentialities, God,who?:: incorporeal and of whom we may only say
that He is,does not have any Fal'w 23tn , any privation or imperfect-
ion. Not being subject to change or to enalities,essantial or aco-
idental ;we must dissociate from Him all positive qualities as well
privations, Notice that these privations which were as universal to
transient beings as positive properties, were often labeled negative
gualities ur nepative attributes. These latter shonld be identified
with the partial negations of which we spoke above, Thus Maimonides,
for example,speakxs of removing ail positive attributes from God, but
he also telks of negating all privations with g#espect to Hi?, This
latter is called REAREIILL

Metaphysically the doetrine of nezstive attributes seems to have
this double sense, ~irstly,it negates -11 privation or imperfection
from God ,which in effect menns that it carries Him beyond the realm
of beaoming or causation. It expresses this by saying God is not non-
geeing or non=-ons, But secondly far from imputing to God the positive
qualities, human perfestions, it negates these =nd urges the absolute

vepetion o1 #ll knowabdle attributes, What this sbsolute negative im-

plies we sew above,

49 1|
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Simply speaking the doctrine of negative attributes is tentamount
to a confession of our ignorsnce of the divine essence, But it does
at the same time faithfully assert that there are some unknowable
qualities which are one with His essence, These we eannot hope to know
becaunse our knowledge is all of the conditionﬁf, the caused world.
God is not non«Being and He is not Being,because both being and non--
being are mundane expressions. He 1s'not-Being the inscrutaeble source
of Being. This concept is very much like Elato'u,uﬁ'fg . A8 we negate
one nuality after another with respeat to God we learn nothing of His
essence, but by homonymous use of curient terms suc: as life existence,
oneness,¥e do rise in our xno-ledge of 'hat God is not, Wisdom con-
sists in e piling ur these nepations, these adimissions of ignorance
from ever increasing aspects. Je are reminded here of Nicholas® Cus-
~“ads gimilar apyreisal of human achievements in the reslm of ultimates,
where the highest gnal of‘tha thin%ff is to resch the stage of "learn-
ed ignorance,"” .0 Ut;._ *'?/""ﬁ_‘:f_‘_‘ Aa

A1l this is necessary to & vroper ap~raisal of Bachya because 80

pach of it is to be tound in his first chapter, But there is another
agnreat of the attributes yroblem which is im-ortant, that which con-
cerns itself with ethics, Bachya's special preoccupation, We Speak

of God's infinite love as well as iis infinits wower. but there would
be no evil or vain if God's ehility to do good were infinite, ig it is,
it seemed that either His gooiness is liimited or His power, if not
both, ijs .s the Ailemna af the religious absolutist, It has led in

ag .
reaent times that men lize §illiam James and Dean Reehdall view Him

sz Tinite in power, Along with the influence o1 Greek philosophy on

monotheistic religion,this dilemna was verhaps a major stimulus to

the evolution of the attributes--theologies,
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Gnostics and Aualists boldly admitted two powers. monotheists of

all apges have naturnlly fought them, But absolutists Itromn .aadya to ¢
Wdaimonides throw up their hanis and aimit intellectual defeat, Our
mind does not go th=t far, For similar positions in more modern theol=- ist
Oogy we ﬂiing quotetions from Lewis Richerd Farna11{f3)$0&1?in Seys: v |
"the prouvedure of Divine justice is to high to be scammed by human 3 |
measure our comprehended by the teebleness of human intellect,” Lotze: '
"Let us say that where taere is an irrecoaciliable contradiction be- Xk
tveea the omipotence and the zoodness of God,our finite wisdom has
come to the end of its tRther,and that wepo not uaderstend the sol-
ation which we zet beliere in, "Though He slay me, yet will I trust
in Him is the nishest religious expres=ion for this self-abnezztion \
of the intelleet." It should be no‘ed however that for medieval .irsb .

and Jewish philososhers and for most Christian thinkers of the sanme per- '
iod,tnis"abaezution of the intelleet"” did not absolve humta beings fr-

om the obliration of ieernin~ 2ad fthinking, Thaere was an intellectual

love of God which seemed to be a goel ani a sine yaz a0a of trus religion

In some this intellectual love was accompanied o 4 iescp aystic re-

"

varence “or the ineffablensss o this tr asceulsatal 521, The lattor

snotion avemed %o ex-ress faith thet in sone anintellirible way God
was nevertheles. i7manent, A
The negative view of God as th» absolute but uniknowable source
of 1ife, did nevertheless asseri one =211 pervagive positive fact. The
God who is transesndental in the senss of necz2ssary existeace 2s ag- k
42t a444'iionul being,is somehow tle renl cause of all being, is-seme-
how the -peal cause nf all betaz. ~od 1s the uni fying principle of

existence in a constantly shsaglag world. zod is the teleological czuse

(43)Attributes of God--see peges 247-2E0

[
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csmse of being and therefore the @ource of iife and ethice. This is
the esseatiel bond w:ich the doetrine of negative attributes creates
betwien the jGod of Philosophy and ths God of Kthies. Bachya therefore
introduczes his ethical treatise with the zate of Unity,the VY..'" )
For him Yichud consists of the mational iasight into @od's inerf-
ability_always accnapanied by a fervent emotional sense of agreement,
Heart and mind are as one ‘a coaceiving God': transcendenco, Bui this

latter conception arls o3 oab of the insignificace of man = al his

l1imitations as compared to the deity,nuad iherefore iads e. orviaion

b ar acst Bie 1€ 0t ostio love o7 Jod, Notice nowever 4hat the miad
w8l miag 1t wapel ta1 Be »mrold airles, 2 nust aim to understand
111 that hnwa res2oa s 222 91¢ o . ™t the 2811 job o7 proper

liwing begia:, i,e, servying %0od ~ith all one's faculties.

Ve continue our anslysis of Bachy2, Pnilosophy and Ethies are
interdependeat, .L~ain this is a neoblatouia attitude shich was typ-
teal of ail nediava$ philosophy. Not only were the Arsb "Pure Br-
ethren” greatly influenced by it,but oven men like Avieenna and
faimonides, Kaufman tries to prove that Bachya was not iirectly
indebted to the Pure Brethren, Others dispute % is view. negariless
of that, Bachya's position is ethice®-monotreism,

The soul was thought %o be aerived “row tha divine sssemce, It
mizht eomprehend the supernatiural 17 wilettered by the chal as o7 the
cody. Body was derived from the material prineciple and like its sour-
ce was Aeemed to be the root of evil, It limits the attempt of the
51 %) =rasp tme absolute. Hence the goal of the religious as well

3 the rationsl man was identical namely to redeem the soul TFrom

-
_




vodily influence., He who attained freeduva 3 soal has simaltaneously
achieved the nighest atiiied 1life as well a3 th= rea: ization of his
intellectual power, Goodness is not oaly a pre}equisite of the rational
life: it is a necessary concomitant of it, Conversely,7isdom is not
merely the -repar:tion for virtue; wisdom ig virtue. Thus Plato’s
dic tum that knowledese 1s virtue,the very cofe of Greek rhilosophy
became the central seaturs ol Bachya's and especially uf uaimonddes'
ethics,

Bach ya's interest in philosopky is now oobvious, His chep ter on
the "whole-heartéd acceptance of the Unity of Godtfqim.adiatoly in-
iicates that the attributes problem is the heart of 2is theologye.
7e reeall that liai monides promises imuortality maialy to the pronhct-
piilasophier, But Bachya's fullogin; ?orda are sertaialy lirect =2ate

=l
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Kaufren aprropriately notes that Iba 7addik repeats this verbatin

(47}

in Mis "uicrocean| The full identificution of faith with ratiscia-

S ) B -
' =N al S

atira reasonfas 13 mtelo-1 by flainonides view tnet faith is kaowledige

luy generally be paraphrased by more
{43)
nracise logiz4d prorositious,

a1 1 henae 3seriptural nis 1358

Having established the jniispensibility cof reason in the ser-

vice of true faith he inruires shat the haman mind cen asp fre to

imow #ith respect to God. In other issues a scientifie procedure in-

volves firstly the proors ot exiatence anl then a definition and &an

analvsis of qualitics and causes, of God we ma2jy only inguire wvhetuer

tn evint3, and whether He is one or more. This will involve us ina

«n iave:tigation of the iifferant U nes of cneness,and the relation
(14)K. Hyamson's version of . ..
sbot

(45)Theologie des Bachya 32
(17)see Wolfson's Crescas JUX P 3,4

. in hid translation of wobot ha-Leb-
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of God to them, -.??G AR & , 1

Relative oneness will be contr.stei to absolute oneness, Ibn Zad-

di¥ follows this lead vhen he repe=ts this Hebrew di “um. He uses the

@

wordpw's tazen 11 the scnse of Bachga's ,hk» in the same sense as Maim-
onides' _AM', Thus whetheraess or sheer existeace is the highest can-
ception which reason can a:cpire to,

Bachya now procecds to prove sreation and the existenze ofs er-
eator, His arpuments don't follow the model of the Xalam, ut they are
snbject to the @ criticiam wui h the £ tte received at the handas
of laimonides, }They had all proved creatisn but had Tailed © show
creation "ex hihilo; for their arpuments 1id not preclude the exist-
ence of a primordial matter out of which God fashioned the :.forlfdl.
3a-dya had on the other hnnd specifically rezognized this need.{ o

Bachya's treatment of creation is mrh le:s comprenensive thaa
le2dys's, Possibly he could rely oa the ample disczussion of his rre-

-

ieazgzor . Bt 1a tho 1uestion 38 the aanity uf Sd.Bachya is more

elaborste enl offers : zre:zter variety of argusents, iore tlen snyone pe=

*ore him he tazes reins to differenti:te -harply between God's unity
.ai =211 other tymes, Bachya's nes sevan rroo’s thct there is anot more
tn4n one God, This deals with the exteraal unity as sgeinst the internal

(a)
223itr whick is more 3 caifica iy +he discussion of 2 ttributes, 2re

latter phase being oar )riuery concer. here, v 52 11 touch upon these
seven ar-uiazats only briefly.

1) The causes are fer:r than tiie efrects, the eaunsas of the ciuses
t127 =~ oy gntil there :8 046 uncwused cause 28 srevionly indicated.

179 the wimber of indiviiusls is infinite the geaus still less,

T et R

{27)Loreh I, 74
[ 2 ]

g8)Emnenoth I ehapter 3

-

o
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until we get the highest threo genue By rorm anl motion. The cause

these must be 1essi--u1ti nately one, namely the w1l of God, 1t 18
interesting to notice a glaring contralictioa betweon the Hebrew pro-
osition just quoted and the following 01’13 in ‘-‘?‘Hl ter, 5.

9 r-k?'l ¥ v -ﬁ; t-{. g if= = S dﬁ ! b%,bf f;

o= -4 .

nin A'NI Ijnptar? A< Wi W ST 0 'awr'l-'fm A P "“" AN
'~,.;0,- 4\‘ na ln Téw wto 59 H+ [ 2 pnen'faan Py wlnt PIIED LY

This contradiction does not disqualify the e rgument however, since
Bachya might Just as well heave begua wi‘h s "inite aunber of individuals
id then have 1 iesaer nuwnher of species, Me wonld then be in agreament

iristotle, 'Maimonides ete,
£) The injgerent unity of the w iniie:- ; & unitary prineinle &t
the bese,
} Crezt
18t bear the burden »f siving amgle evidences,
*) paualism would lead to sbsurd coaclusions, Ir the two Gods were

~

of identical essence we heve only the oriinal Unity. 1f their essences

14 fferen

) Buelid defines

( Y ’ : 3 . s ke aed s ol
Thus unity s« nreoaetes 1 7 tar oy natore just B3

le.‘r T 2 2 g A - - » | 4=
rmitaz- thiae by aature. just =S hess—Ressedod Lo

hoasna v s 1%y
a, Aaeance nlurality

¢=nno
it proeccels, Husif very aptly shows Cthut
12oplatdaic armunent based upon the idealism of Plato., According

“ghatever reality or attributes particular tuings in our world of sense

dyvrnna ST

poaseas, they owe to the re=«l ani eterasl Types 0L inese

o . 17 1abellizible (using tie

tnetion to sensible)




6) Flurelity is an =ttribute of subetance. But neither subst-

ance nor attribute(accident) can pertain

artain to ;]j..}"-_:g‘_ gines there
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Acoiddntal unity 1s again subdivided: a)the unity of a class, a
genus, @ species, or em iniividnal, in all of which the multiplicity
{s gite visible., The class and geaus aud specles eoatain meay indivii-
uals; the indiviiuel contains many distinct parts, Unity is here accid-
ental, becanse these things are one 1a 2 seanse, but many in as true a
sense., b) accident 1 Unity whose multiplicity is not aoticed inmediate-

1y, or not as readily visible to the eye. For efamfle, a boiy of water
52

ience are subject to genesis snd decay,composition i’ iivision, uaion
ani separation,n0tion =nt change,. -aythiag which 1s thus subject to pl-
nrality ani change i8 therefore only accidentally one.

Substantial Unity similarly has two subgroupings-- z)The jdeal one.
mhig ie the methematlce 1 oune 440k §3 w crecture ol our aind, It 1s the

qnit of nurbers, 1t 38 7entd pecause it is not perccived by the senses.

1t is not real, It is only the syubol of a veginning which Ras no other

before it. 1b)The real aad actual one., Tais 48 & being vhich does not

{/M-t‘-n"") anieh 1s not subject to gener~tion, leczy Or 11‘111:-‘:.;;‘).1-:13,

s2ich de s rot -ove,shich 18 totslly dissimiler tu ~agything =l3e, in

(S

b L » . - - . - ™ = -7
avery reepcet it $¢ ane 'l 1z the caads 5f 411 maltiplicity. Jotice

tere the Jeospythagoriaa s c#luences, 9T annbErs Woreé 3eud to be the ulti

1 Ay - i
mte reclities, hul tha anehor vag @13 +h3 orizinal source Irod xhich

n% adnpr nn hors 1saned, The “pure One " is therefors not oeky & math-

-*icd nbiat bul 18 the most re=l thing in existence and the cause

"‘-‘-".---.-------- - -

o from R HQJ -Ph. 92
Ec)the exanple 38 not found in Jachye. It is taken 0 ‘
Efsasze ¥lotzkins dietionary forfanmyy in seanse of similer

1]
{z homogeneous anl avery nart 13 llke the othar ., Bat this too is wilt-
%pls in essence because it is gonposed of matter and form, substznce and

sccident. It is bec=ause of this composition that all objeets of our erper=

1t is ebstrmcted Wy the nind from tre uuntescd oLjectis aof our experience,

ckange OT maltiply,7hich cennot be described hy any corporedl ettrinutea1

T
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econnosed thing, Zinee all

composite thece t wo rprigeiple muet

8¢ of the two. It 13 not plurality, L
1t, Just as aumber 1s watessdeat &3
. 3 : - 53)
« (aristotle's proof thet there cane {
3'. Turthernore since a thing eaa- '
wadtios =nl nlardlities esaunot mezia

t8el? remqins ag :waaae, Tnity is 1
’
txo L priaciples =3 well as
! fora (a3 it has previously been

to be fdentlcsl wish the ouc gag-

n
i

to be ldeatical with

that Pure

One who is the cause of nathemstiesal anity and plarslity i, e, of X
number,
2) ihatewer inherez !n onae thiar as an acclident must inhere in so-
mmthiag «lae 3eaatli il reality. Thus hent 1is merely an aceidental
ittridbute of ratar, but 18 euscutial i fire, It 18 the snbstaace of
fire, loreover 1ttribut Ich atslael h3iaz 118t 121
3 | £3 wir 8 Troa th Jar:a whereia that atiridate
L. ™ t) p 't of h £ < lori i from }
the t of fira, \nalarously, oi \ ~1loata® o’ ! er- - |
r L — . 1 4 1w 31 8 be L v atlv
‘ (57)
s thae eriiary oasa ol 4 eia3e , But God is the cuuse of
1y 2CNCE o~ ' ve h
T™he Tallowia Jele L 37 3aehiyats ledp asslysiz of the
{ty as »ell as of Patie revereice sllch fuuls for
: 4 A 't QT B %4 ¥ al 3 }
A Bak had $dentlfie ttor with plarality aad lorm with aalty.
D915 18 St netiry What we ave hute sgein fu *dl #1%k 21nto's Yoge
trine of ideas, though it has its wmoliflic-tions in the school of the Arad

"Pure “retheen".
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How evtreme is his wosition in ecomparison with ILa Babirol for '
example 7ho identifidd form with oneness. No universal classi fieztion, L

32.us,8peeies or 1alivi uil, a0 aamber or substzace (not evea heazven- |

19

E.I

1y cubstances)--nartake of 4he

nbsolute Unity, ¥or they all either con- 3 ‘
tain plurality or are guijoet %5 wulti iicwiioa, sssentidlly the whole

idea was avpparently present anoag the Pythagoreans whosc cxpression in

Sehabvasfam zausnan quotes., Ve reveat it to indic-te how great was Bach-

Ja's 3ebt to aaeient thinkers, even thongh Xaufman be right in alleging

|
1 1 = -, LS o £l M . !
that no Aradb or Jewish philosopher reached his srofundity ia the andl - b f,
yeis aal hgpostatizia; of oasne 3. [
*DJie 7Tinheit sird eingetheilt in die Rinkeit dem #Yesea nach und in #

die dem accidens nach; die Rinheit dem Jesen nnach gehert nur dem Sch-

opfer des Alls an, #on welchken die Einheitenrq der Zahl and dem Gezahl-
(58)
ten susgehen.”

But just as Plotinus and Proclus saw the impliertions of thls il- {
solate Ualty of Nod, awxactly so Bachya's 5o0d mast forever remain unia-
e . “w
svahlo, Since there is no relatlca belasen 133 lute Beiap nal tr-asiecat ’
e =il tal belag, A slus AT @, 08T Laan 5, 2%y o7 "$hL »al Sive
S ‘2, I o ~ 2 : 3
i, 12113 2 Laowia re 1 rel iVE | sl il LG JE1t1iv¥G L
~ .= . L 1al=a o0° 00 f:o?' y | .} i 44 o {
- o 3 L 5 4 r dg h
T+ - r L mystic m Lo s R 1

communions lauf;ma_n jniicates specifie~1ly why Yachya could not have

PR T
a 68ff <
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s 4irst cather & <P

derived this extreme position from either the preceding Jewish philos-
opherg Or the Arabic reripateties., It is anlg the Neoplatonists by
whom Baehyé oould have been thus 1nf1nanned.( g)!'rum our study of Saa-
dya we have seen that Sandya‘denied the apnliecability of plnraliiy to
God, implioi4¥y maintain®d that the Unity of God is to be viewed neg-
atively and that the whale category of number does not pertain fo God,
But most of this is implicit, shatever is expreasly atated is only bare-
1y developed, Bgt nowheres can_we ffﬁdiggg.;nblimation of a transcend-
entdl one and its identification with the godhead,

Having dealt thus with unity, Bachya obviously has simultansously
established the non-corpore<lity of God,vhereas 3a~dya who followed the
nodel of the Xalanm found it necessary to prove non-corporeality at this
point,.

Jow since we apnreheni 2al ltuow thiazs by meaas of their qualities,
how can we aspire to know anything of this absiract zand transceatental %
5.e? Jo answer this our author enters upon the specific déscussion of
ikvine attributes. The Pythagoreans were said to believe that every ore-
ature recogniszes vod according to the divine efféats whieh are manifest :

in him, Bvery being attribntes his own characteristics 4o vod and vis-

nalizes Him irn his own imasc, believing that these nersonal attribétes
of his mast be the resalt of God's adtions, Bachya also maintains that
from GCod*s effects we make inferences about His aotions, and we ascribe
attributes to God from our human point of view corresponiing to our con-
ception of these effects, ; .

Aetually, all divine attributes are either essential or aotive.’ Ess-
ential attributes are permaneat aspects of God which always were and al-

-3 9117 b~ mart of Him,indepéndent of cre-tion, .4 which are there-

“ore neculiar to Him., These are Existence, Unity and Efernality,all of

hich have ‘been “vroven above. These do not teacH us anything valiad about g

(59)Theol des Baehyas-hzsot ffcll‘z‘.ﬁ; ade tos doshindien whsck

» Bakya is Eac , om aftnbdes
t 4oy Tmarwmomnidrs® views
Se thor.-,kl’ -ﬂ:z::g‘ didelapad oo Dewisk Phiioophy, JJ

See pagc b3 of this pPapPevr




God's esience, but since they 10 not fmply any sctioa ou

111 othera
ihatea of actlion, 3ut

thelr aprosites. anl no* asgart!

1* Unity. They are negations ani as I@n Doud says e
alifes 2290 aarae f
Existence denles the noa- axiztencs o’ ~adly but we thereby lecra

wothiaz of the asseace ol Goi, fau’m2a says tha! these 2:geatlial jual-
{Liea shonl? be vieza) as pradicateg rather th=n attributes, The differ-

that a mredicate 1s only a4 logleally discreet eablity

Ny Phisz semse
belaz. ™o atthidbutes merely deny thati there ls
-~
. 501, A basic ualerstanding of them would at aay

VP T vy B p— * $ 14
re renll; i gdacepns siac Ly 94 130

=

», 1t i3 oaly th: weakness of oar powars of express-

1aq “high vpreveat us froa statluz the throc aspects in one word, This is

a typleal argument of which we have seen Saﬁdya made muoh, and even

Maimonides incinies it. The second justiZication !‘of tl;c use of these
60
euzential attributes is likewise implied by -a~dya, and ocamried over

erplieitly by Balevi and Yaimonides. That is their negative meaning. The
fact that He 1s incomparable makes it incumbent upon us that we attempt

to ¥mor only what He is not,
(60) In our discussion on Saadya's three at'ributes of God, we indisated '
that attempts to combine Pure Unity with various attributes shich seem-
ed necessary to God's perfection eften i1ed to extremely ounestionable
mental gymnastics. See Zanfman illuminating aad rather complete treat-
nent of this in Theol, des Bachya 74,75, Especiclly true Xaufmn's sucg-
estion that oamdya's Life,6 Power nnl Znowledge are far from agtually
being one concept, They are auite distinet logienlly. Far seadya these
essential attributes, supnoselly one in natare, were partly sctive att-
ributes, The @ifference between active and essential attributes is thus
31%a elearly st in Saadya, Existenc~, One and Eternity may more read-
ily seem to be one concept nanl quite levoid of aay m:t':n aasocis tions,
.ven vhege three attributes, it seems to me, are Jogioally discreet, yot
i we start with the concept of nachya's abstract on® we my dbviously
sge why the other two are me taphysieally identical »ith 1%,
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Yet 18 not the ne--tive evplanatioa enou-h, and does not the arm ment
fron the 1naufﬁcienoy of oar languﬁee appear :;u_‘r_e)-ﬂuoug. Not at gﬂ.

Eaufman asptly remarks that after all a nezative' ~ttribute is not entirely
meaningless and empty. Ultimately positive attributes must lie at the
bagis of our negative e prossioans. Nar discussion of the negative att-
ributes before the analysis of sachya clearly inlicated this, Actually
the two Bachyan argunents are one, a2and we shall show that in the Moreh
they are treated as one. The argument would be: firstly that essentiel st-F

tributes are ne~ations o7 privations, bat they do inlicte tke presende of

atiribates 11 God which are to ns unknowsable. If we had the vower of re- T'

130u to uaderstanl absolute heiaz aad if our language were able to exm r-
@35 nanifestaions of sukh being, one idea and ome coneept would cover
the esscace of 5od. Nu lities which are basically discreet in =ny condit-

ional existence, may have their unknovable counterparts in necessery ex-

istence in such =manner that the esseatial siap.lzlty romrias Iatact, We | V

nust always keep in mind the thal %@sai;:larity of God and creatures |
ani all the reat naturtily *ollows. s

e have seen earlier in this chapter the view of negative attiributes
wr8 oommon among Arab and Jewish philosophers. It was implied in all th-

ase who evpreasly siatel that we may strietly spe aking, know only that

Jod exists, -aadya ani Al-Mokammez were among the 1=tter,

‘e may also speak of divine attributes of actions. These have spec-

. ftéeqence
{fia to the relaticn b:tveen Gol 2ad creatioh. The di:tinetion between
A

essential andi active attributes was emphasized by Haifcniiea, but 1t is

6a
qlrealy rreseat in an ‘rab catechism of the yesr 807, and ia lightly E
n P9 Awe ih |

sentioned by sa-dya as we have noted{ The difference petwae

3 L) . Halevi also speaks of thet4d “HA Now Kaufman claims thet all

these predecessors ol Bachya used it mainly to ezplain the emotional

A . B - s

's dissimilarity see 3andga above, Bachya erroneously ascr-
gggioﬁosggigtotla the s*zgeuent that negative attributes are true of Qod._

(62)Theol. des Bachya 78I f2




o4

attributes of God which are in the Bible such as the thirteen virtues im
nxodus 34/47. pachya,says Xaufmen,was uni-ne #n that he e-pleined -11
3iblieal enthropormphisms, physieal, ment=l or aay other ¢ tegory as att-
ributes of action, ve refer to the account of 3Saadya above to prove on
the contrayy, that he explained all these similarly. There are two types
of metional attributes: aJ those which ascribe corporeal qualities ex-
rlicitly,suck as hands, feet, mouth b) those referring to corporeal
1wovenent: snd actions, such as the Lord said, heard, ;emambared, wanted, et
8.
Bachya finds it uncecessary to analyze this minutely siance, as he T'
gays, saadya has done that eftrectively. The reason why the Bihle mermits
itself these inaccuracies ia langusge is largely educational. To eon=-

. - . - -
vinee ourselves more "eraly o7 the evisteace 57 Gol, This is especially

necedsary for those who eould not coaprehsal he nebapihysical eoanccpta
iavolved, The rule is that the terminolagy used should be commensurate
vith the reaseiver of the idea, He who has a profound understanding will
not be injured thereby, anl the lesser minds will heance not be ieft all
confused, Egé? arzument, too, #8 typical thronghtut the ara:;agexted by

Maimonides . Tor the recollection of Ja dya's rule thet the more sub-

tle a thing, the a0re renl is 1%, bhau more 1if ieult to comprehend, =nd

Ve

to }}lustrate the eincational value of anthropomopphisms we auote:

* ki) Awiga yuat_
Pps 31} W Pin>1 LAIVAL DTSN ,ﬂ )-n(‘n .
}l”ﬂ' "B iw A Granf o 22(J0 fotway Uw »p» aflon E sam

Sandyra had dealt with the suestion whether attributea of action de

aot imply some motion or ehange, hencc plurality 1a the ceause of all the
pl] .
livers? of aets, Bachya omits this'probahly feeling that the aaswer 1s ap]

From nrevions passages.

}%3}Lgreh'fr9;ace to Bk I as well as by Aquinas in Summa Theologia at
beginninz of Bk I
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In spiritual things such as the essence of God @ of soul, or of the
reward and muaishmeat of man, the Sible does offer the Aiseriainating

reader ﬁnny gdequate insishts, Bachya Wincs many Biblical passages con-

t21aing such concealed insishts, Sose passages definitely indizate that
63)

304 18 an incomparahle entity sal thet ¥is esseace may not be ‘l“"""“

Through revelation, however, all classes of oeople are oqually arare the
8 507 axists, The chosen fer kaow the thonghts =pout Coi's ezsenee. 7he
latter aunderstand the anthropo Wrphisas as such. They reclize that such
words as loving, merciful, noble are always adiressed to the name of God,
rather thaa to His essence, In the 3ible the name of God always accomp-
anies these terms of praise. Thus they are subjective because we can't®
reasonably use any such terms of God's essence. Sa 1ya had exphained
these same words s devieient a1’ subjeativa hLiucnaae 1rnguage e presses
phenomena rithin the hnnen zran of avperience, aal is therafore totd ly
inadecuate to desceribe = beins outsile of og- £2n,

Since we gannot lenrn o Sod by observation or by Airect use of

hyaieal fagulties we 21l it ia?ormition ia a twofoli manner, 1)
by the infereaces we deuar *roy ° rte that 13 fron the vorld of
"hizh "e 13 the eause. But since these aftects of his manifeet themsel-
ves in numerous ways, we are gompelled to ue anunerses teraz %o dsscribe
this causative relation of God to the world, These nre our sttributes of
action. But evean the essentinl attributes which we 4o not kmow and to wh-
ich 7e only refer hepgatively, are in a sense inferences which we draw
from our observations in the worli, /drldly at:ributes cannot be mart of
Him, but fa our negative use o7 esgeatial atiridbutes we express the fai th
that there is in Him somethinz vagualy reainiscent of the former, 2)
42 learn of Sod throagh traiition, Soth chalnels of inosledge are there-

s At

Pore the revelallna 27 0o, %o Jéedt ' in aature and the second in human

- e - - .- -

(63) Mozt of tﬁn versns .-,‘3.1'“9;1 are replicas ol those found ia Ja~1pa,
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(64) ' |
hiatory.
This emphasis on revelation and tradition,though interestingly tied u
with reason,is at tim_na iniicative of the view which Halevi later esp-

oused--the historical view of Jewish theolory. 7e quote Bachya in this

matter, ‘.r& Pa>*alpk 'ﬂrl. ‘?: r&:':' 'J'r sk Wit
P A | 79 ‘."‘:;_’ 3‘; Pf‘ir wt o 'J"’“ '_»u . '.’;. P‘,. 0.0'

gk s GYD pr9d PYiu iho lus mgs /-au el pne 332 %>

il
patoan gt 2[p35 33w /p[Ba wives Mo Uk
Tords of praise really detract from the ineluct=ble glory of God as
even the flabbis of tltxgs?almd were well aware, Bachya shows this by quot-
ing from Bevechdh\ ' °") g gtory which Meimonides later used to the same

effect. .

" A certain merson efficiated in serveces ia the presence of Rabbl
Haminah, He said "God, the grezt, The valiant, the tremendous, the po-
werful, the strony, *he mighty”. Rabbl Haniaah said *to him, Have you
evhuusted all the uraises o your Lorl? Je would not even have used the
epithets "God the gre~t, tke veliant ea? the tremealous hal not Hoses
use: thc@,&:l’. ad not the wmea of the preat Synagozue established them
ag a form o prayer. 'The point is illustrated by a parable. A king poss-
essel miklions o gold coins, and yet waa once praised a8 the owner of mi-
1lions of silver coins, 7as this not derogation iastenad of praise? The Bi=-
ble expresses this by s ying. Utter silence is the highest nrsise of Tht(ig':'

"Thus .our object " says Bachya "lust be to know the reality of God
by virtue o his -ctions nd 7esd, dut 10t as revards his essence’ He 1is !
nesr and most iamanent from the poiant o view of his ~actioms, but un-

nzahle distant as rezards any attenpt to imegine the nature of his ess-

=r e

snce, He -uotes o philosopher ssying : : -
g ul?ma pin Anaics [28 rar ki AVFR Pk 'J”.};' e
el i, “)312 2 p3v NIFL WO kidD Jake 7

3

‘ ? ¢ ‘
Thus Bachva fidicnles such nuestions a% vhat i3 God, how is He, whe

is Hejete. All these aprertain to created brings but cre entirely deveyd
mcanis

obed 0id of . with repard to the creator, 7e may compare this

aith i st Mokam =T sigaacimn. & yanss o 1‘-"6.1
i %ﬂ_ & ¢ - 168 . - i 4 4
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(67
about the ouidiity of God, !

Bachya's "Duties of the Heart” which had as its r=isoa d'etre the
relizious energizing of his peonle seemed to he accomplishing 1;11e‘re_v-
erse, slace the visioa ol God seemsto dwindle away into nothingness.
Bachya valiantly tries to show th-t #i: evistemce is more cewtain than
anything in ereation ®ven though we mre not privileged to inow more of
Ais nature. Ho one doubts the soul's existence, yet we know 1little more
of it,other then exiatence.(ha)mthermore. Juat as our five physieel
senses can perceive only specific trpes of phenomena, so our specific
soul faculties are respectively limited to specific spheres of mow-
ledge beyond which they will only vainly Beek to know. Our mind also
has its specifie channels of comprehension: the axiomffway and the syll-
ogistie way. But each avenune is restricted to its »roper sphers of taowled
eige. Co-i'g as far removei from the movers of our ems®M, cs visioa is
remaved Troa the scase of tastae, Tairthermore each specific faculty I8

finitec 2von ia 1ts owa sphere -m:]'lf 1t attempts $@ comprehend that which

is too distant from 1t, its conclusions will be worthless. Phus our
2ia1 has the nover to deluce from God's effects the teet of His exis-
tcnce, iay attempt to 20 beyonl thut i: fored@oomed to failu

re =
Jup 238) 1AmSw aton Iam3( Ik 13125 PR nauk Aol [rat: Phl

v inFun 0k
PP"""’ sy aun I3 05 1alse2 U pue s ”u.:-fi?'::/'.h‘an

If we seek to xnos more than is legitim-te even the faect of existence

#ill be blurred,

The purpose of our terms of praise for Him is merely to strengthen
eur othical and religious lives, 7e need to extol God. Objectively there is

nothing in 1it.

- e g - W - .- 1

Eg;;;::d;go‘{;,g:?th“ in Zamunoth II, 9. Ibn Deud in ¥m, Ramsh and He-

imonides in 1, 59. See Theol. des Bachya .89 ‘
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That is all Bachya has to say pron the spe@ific guestion of attrib-
utes, He has very little more to say avout any of the other theological
rrotlems whick pro' out of & consiler-tion of tris vroblenm aal ~hick

.
Gl other »lilcvopkerse His purpose is

formel the enbstance of the 1 o.oin
after all religions-ethicnl, A mystic conception of the Deity which util-
izes heart and mind and body. Every human faculty must be synchronised
and unified to seek the road that leadSeg to wod, "he sttributee of Unity
is thus his main concern me’-~physica’ly. ‘e have reached our goal ascord-
iaz to the striet purpose 0" the paper, but I believe it is in place

to spendi another 1inute to catch a more intimate zlim-se of the whole
coneept of Yichud. 10 keep within proper bounis I think it will be most
effective ani most hrief merely to guote a few s~mple passages,

A 1ife of ethical and intellectual purity opens new vistas of l‘mm’l-
69
leige: Speaking of strict adhereiace to such a program Bachya says:
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Or aghin, on Yichud specifically
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(69)cate B8 chap 4
(70)Gate 8 chap 3
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