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PREFACE.

**)

"We but catch at the skirts of the thing vie would be

Owen Meredith.

"How blest should we be,have I often conceived,
"Had we really achieved what we nearly achieved!

"And fall back on the lap of a false destiny."
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INTRODUCTION.

The Jews are carriers of Philosophy but not

PhilosophersSThey have not originated systems of thought.

but have transmitted them (1). Twice only in their history

did they come in contact with peoples who were pre-eminent-

gaged in the consideration of philosophical questions(2).

In its struggle with Hellenism the Jewish Genius - little

given to subtle thinking because of the Rationality of

its faith-found itself ill-fitted to cope with a people

with whom Philosophy was an original endowment,and who,

nurtured on concepts^wielded dexterously an exacting Dia-

dominantly Hellenistic. It fused Occidentalism with Orient

alism and was especially effective along Neo-Platonic

lines (3); but as for Judaism?it left no impress upon it

RjtSEXK which might be ascribed to it alone.

(l)Mu.Melan.pp.469,479•

(3)Mu.Melan.p.469.

(2)Mu.Melan.pp.464,469,470; Eis.Ft.1I,p.l5 seems to differ 
estimating higher the possible influence of Persian and 
Indian Philosophy.

ly philosophical, or who, at least, were actively en-

lectic. Alexandrian Jewish Philosophy, therefore, was pre-



I

(2)

Some eighlh centuries later the Jew was again

brought to reflect consciously on the nature of Being.But

conditions hadv- changed. Talmudic Jurisprudence with its

intricate Hermeneutics, if little calculated to produce

Philosophers^ developed, at least, a subtlety of mind which

could apprehend Philosophy.And the strength within was made

the greater by a weakness without.

sophy,was not to the manner born. Not only was Philosophy

a thing of foreign growth new come among them, and insuf-

looked at askance by the great majority of Believers. Un

like in the days of Hellenism, therefore, Judaism could en

counter the Philosophy of the Mohammedan Peripatetics and

it could even adopt some of t-trs principleshold its own;

and still maintain its identity. This JUdaizing of Philo

sophy was prolific of results that affected indelibly Jew

ish History; but it produced nothing of distinctive impor

tance in universal thought. The sequel here was as before:

the Jew became the philosophic Middle-man; the speculative

ficiently understood at that, but, such as i t was, it was

Islam, as regards Philo-



(3)

thought which he erstwhile carried from the Greek to the
in the end the Arab alone came to

prize, he now takes from this Arab, weltering in a sea of
and gives it to the modern world (4).troubles,

But though the Jew has been a mere carrier
of Philosophy, yet he has ever insisted upon carrying it
in his own peculiar way. In fact the only Philosophy
which he would consent to carry at all was that which
passed muster before the tribunal of his faith. The Jew
was a Religionist first and a Philosopher only secondarily

the Jewish Alexandrian Philosophy is,at bottom^an atThus
tempt to identify Hellenism with Judaidm, to make it trace

as did Judaism, back to Moses and even to Abraits origin,
ham (5).

subordinate to Religion, its one object isphy is wholly
to provide a rational basis for Belief (6.) ; and where an

ingenious exegesis prevailed it was not at all difficult

(4) liu.Melan.p.486 seq.

Britannica : Philo; Mu.Melan.p.465 seq.(5)

Eis.Pt.I,pp.1-4; Mu.Melan.pp. 479,486.(6)

And so in Mediaeval Jewish Speculation, Philoso-

Gentile, and which,
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had the nature of the Zeitgeist not been religio-philo-

particular time, whatever might have been its form, must
inevitably have received a pronounced religious bias be-
causeof the training to which the Jewish spirit had been

vrhi eh* was, chiefly concerned with finding a scriptural ba
sis for life.

Mediaeval Jewish Speculation,In
only is Jewish; the matter on which it works is ofspiri t

alien origin. Nor may one ascribe this wholly to
the reighing Philosophy of the time -Mohammedan Feripate'V
$icism. For,as even the name indicates, Arabic Philosophy

after having percolated thro ugh Syrian Christian medium.

subjected during the centuries immediately preceding, and.
Jt

"matter"

sophical, yet, notwithstanding, Jewish thinking at this

is, for the most part, Greek thought came to light again

aeval Jewish thinking, therefore, is religious in character
for one to square one’s proofs to one’s conclusions. Medi-

therefore, the

it is religious Philosophy; and, as it seem.s to me, even

Then too, the age was polemical. Men looked less to the
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origin of an argument than to its efficiency in contro
versy. V7e f ind.^accordingly^ Jews adducing arguments pro
and con which were first advanced e.g. hy a Church Father.

that the correct method of pro-
y/ith Mediaeval Jewish Philosophy as a

whole , or evenrany of its parts, would be first to consi
der the contributions possibly made to it by Arab, Christ
ian and Greek (7).

eminence of man (vid.Emunoth WeDeoth infra p.fc^W-n^

(8) Besides the facts of Talmudic Jurisprudence and the 
rationality of the Jewish faith (Gutt.pp.J, /x,) other rea
sons for the late appearance of the Speculative tendency in 
Judaism are, political conditions (Gutt.p./Z * Mu.Melan.p. 
459 seq.); and identity of object between Religion and Phil 
osophy (Eis.Pt.II, p.l sec).\M\^.zuA^. pi. JI,*).

It would seem therefore, 
ce^dure in dealing

(7)The original scope of this thesis was much larger-the 
theories of at least Jehuda Halevi and Maimonid.es were to 
have been included. As the Greek thinkers in Arabic 
guise did not begin to exert their greatest influence in 
the realm of Metaphysics until after the time of Saadya 
(Mu.Melan.p.479) there is scarcely anything in Saadya’s 
theory of the will to be traced positively to the Greeks 
or Christians. Still^as regards his Philosophy in general, 
he differed from the Greeks, as did all Jewish Philosopher 
- Maimonides probably excepted- in the doctrines of Crea
tion^ and Providence, extending it over particulars (SchmiedL 
p.267). Saadya, moreover, was the first to* assert the pre 
eminence of man (vid.Emunoth WeDeoth infra p.MM4w sec.

Maimonid.es


(6)

But in going back to the Greeks it is not

name and thoughts History has happened to preserve to us.

It is enough if one begins with Plato. Plato not only pre

sents us with all that his masterJ Socrates, probably

taught, but also with all that is valuable in pre-Socratic
thought. The ceaseless Flux of Heriiclei tos , refusing real-

and rest; the Being of Parmenides, diametri-ity to unity-

Plurality and Motion; the mechan-cally opposed, denying

ical, purposeless, extraneous Mind-Stuff of Anaxagoras-

these all are harmoniously adjusted in the Platonic Dia-

the world of sense;

deriving whatever reality they pos-—-world of sense even,

undefiled Essences, and possessingsess from these pure,

reality in proportion to their participation in these;

these particulars, moreover, forever impelled by an in

dwelling, purposeful Thought, Soul, Mind towards the real-

-
necessary that one begin with the first thinker whose

lectic and given a new significance. *^he Socratic concept 

hypostasized in the eternal, immutable Ideas, far removed 

the multitudinoud particulars of this
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ization of the supreme idea of the good,- it is thus that

Plato resolves the opposition between the Eleatic and Ion

ic Schools into a higher synthesis, and the Anaxagorean

Mind-Stuff is converted into a principle in-dwelling, im-

eternal,pure and teleogical(9)•materi al,
It is because Plato not only repre

sents the beginning of the new but rests fundamentally
the old that we shall begin with Plato.on

following pages and from the particular view-point of the

subject in hand:-

I)-Pagan and Christian theories of the Will >
II)-Freedom of the Will as found in Saadya,

prefacing this necessarily witha sketch

of the Schauplatz.

I4?)

We have, therefore, to consider in the
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CHAPTER---- 1

PART I

PAGAN THEORIES OF THE WILL.

A.—PLATO(l) .

Plato, in the domain of moralsjj adhered closely to the
■teaching of his master, Socrates. Hence his interpretation
of the Will, though it discloses an original psychological
increment, is chiefly ethical in character(2). With Plato
as with Socrates the Will is subservient to the Intellect,
to Knowledge or Insight (3)s Nor does the Freedom which
Plato ascribes to the Will on psychological grounds escape
this tyranny. the Will can choose

only when under the Guidance of Knowledge. The only volun

tary or free acts, therefore,are Knowledge Acts(4). And

Knowledge, in Plato's thought, is wholly and exclusively of

the Good. Knowledge,therefore, is Virtue (5}And as Knowl-

(2) Win.p.191.

(3)Alex.p.33 seq.

(5) The identity of Knowledge and Virtue is discussed in the 
Protagaras along with the teachableness of Virtue (Jow.113). 
In the Meno the discussion is given the hypothetical form:

(4)In the Laws S 861 set. Plato distinguishes three kinds 
of acts: voluntary, involuntary and intermediate.

(1) In addition to references cited see especially Win.p.19] 
Alex.p.33 seQ.

For, according to.Plato,



I

1

<

J

uI

. - r* $

r

ftJ ~ . f)

I !

•

<y 5. * > T

r*

:
\ '
• ;

jiiiiiu nn

r'li

I
:

> 4 i

!

i?
i
! •



(9)

edge

Virtue is teachable
it does not fbllow that all,men can be taught or even tha£

Virtue is Knowledge and free acts are Knowledge Acts only,
and every one seeks his own good(6) it follows that
one voluntarily sins",
ily bad (7). Ignorance is sin (8). Had men Knowledge men
could not sin, since Knowledge is good. The supremely wise

Determinism involved in this ethicalThe

(7)Laws S 860 end.

therefore>is teachable. But because

(6)As to the relation between ancient Determinism and Eu- 
• daemonism vid. Win.History of Ancient Philos.p.131 seq.

(5 cont.) if Knowledge and Virtue are identical then Virtue 
is teachable. The conclusion is reached: Virtue is teach
able yet is not teachable because there are no teachers. 
This, aimed at the Sophists. (Jow.259 Intr.).

(8)Sophist S 226 seq. There two kinds of evil are distin
guished: the evil of disease and the evil of deformity.To 
this latter belongs the evilof ignorance and this evil is 
subdivided into "ignorance of the soul" and * conceited ig
norance" • vid. also Timaeus p.S 86 seq.

Virtue can be gained only through instruction. Virtue,

" no

are the supremely virtuous and the supremely happy (6).

of those whox can;all will consent to be taught. Now since

is not a habit which can be acquired by practice, so

"that bad men are always involuntar-
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conception of the Will seems obvious. Knowledge is Virtue;
Sin is Ignorance. Yet ignorance is involuntar 9, if for

no other reason than that if it were

be rooted in Knowledge and so be good.

Virtue is teachable* all men

character keeps down some; bad instruction has rendered

others hopeless. And lastly,

Knowledge; Knovzledge , therefore, determines the Will and

deliberation is superfluous (10).
From this ethical Determinism inherited

in his later years endeavored to es-
For he realized that, simce all men were not endowedcape.

with the ability to learn, many might with justice not on

ly endeavor to extenuate their wickedness but also persist

in wrong-doing. Moreover,to Plato

and

(9) Alex.p.36.

(10) Alex.p.34.

voluntar^pi^^i t vzould

Author of good and of good only”

not/even voluntarily acts are

can not be taught(9). Native

from Socrates, Plato,

free acts. Not a voluntary act but what it is rooted in

Then, too, though

"God was good and the

"not^steward of good
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and evil" (11).

ty for human conduct from God to man. In order to do this

he resorts to a myth (12) in which the pre-existent souls

of mortals, as yet uncontaminated by bodily investiture,

are presented to us as choosing, in the presence of the

Laughters of Necessity, Lachesis,Clotho and Atropo, their
respective lots in life. Not only will their earthly charac
ters be according to their choice - predominantly good or

but when once the choice is made, it is irrevocable.bad
And for this choice the souls themselves are responsible,
since they di d the choosing - they chose Virtue or its

opposite, Vice, and neither of these, them(13)* Nor is the
character of the lot affected by the order of the choice.
The soul that chooses last can choose as good a lot as the
soul that chooses first,if only it choose with insight.
The Fates are impotent according as insight is used.

(11)Timaeus p.S 379 seq.
(12)Repub.p.S 617 seq;Timaeus p.S 40seq;vid.also Jow.Rep. 
Intro.p.135 seq.
(13)It should be noted that Plato, ’as the ancients in gene* 
al conceived og the human soul as material. Nor did they 
regard it a Unity. Plato e.g. distinguished three souls: 
the Rational, Emotional and Appetitive, each having its 
seat in a different part of the body.The first only was 
immortal.

Plato would, therefore, shift responsibili*
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How by this doctrine of OriginalnChdicen

in giving the problem of the

Will a psychological basis; but it may not be said that he

has escaped the De teraiinism that he strove to shun* For

here , too, Knowledge - whatever may be its nature here -

is supreme. The greater the insight, the better the choice;

the choice reveals at once the degree of insight behind it.

doctrine would be Deterministic.

choose differently? If they are neutral - neither good nor

bad - then choice is impossibl e; if some are inherently

good and others inherently bad, then the kind of choice is

determined beforehand(14).

(14)Alex.p.36.

■■

And even if the insight were eliminated yet .even then, the

For what makes the souls

1

Plato has succeeded, indeed,



(13)
B.--ARISTOTLE.

Aristotle thought that he expounded Freedom of the

Plato. These held: I.- Knowledge is Virtue
II.-Virtue is teachable

III.-Vice is involuntary.
I.—- Now to these propositions Aristotle could not sub

scribe. His divergence from the first was indicated in the

between the dionoetic oif theo-distinotion which he drew

retical Virtues functioning in the Understanding and,for

the most part, having their end in themselves, and the prac

tical Virtues functioning in the Will and aiming to control

the desires (!)• This division of .Virtue - defined, from

the standpoint of man, as the right activity of reason and

based on his psychology of the soul (2) - for the first

(2)K.E. I -7,10 seq; II-2,2;II-6,10; VI-1,1 seq.

1

his, as regards its ethical aspects, was evolved through

a little curious, too, that this quasi-libertarianism of

Will; it would^saaii seem,however, that the logical conse- 

quences of his exposition are Tterministic. And it is not

(l)KeE. Bk.I, ch. 13, par. 15.

his opposition to the ethical determinism of Socrates and
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time in history (3) defines the sphere of Ethics. Though
Knowledge may be Virtue, Virtue is no longer always Knowl-
edge. In short Knowledge and Till are no longer practical
ly identical. It is recognized that the desires firising

• from ignorance may be stronger than the determination of
the Will by Knowledge. Yet to attain Moral Virtue, the de
sires must be curbed.

edge is the specifically ethical element in the domain of
action. Moral Virtue depends less on right Knowledge than
on good Will (4). And furthermore, the practical Arises
totle believed it to be the object of Ethics to discover,
not,what the good is, thought the idealist Plato, butas

what is good for man - man the individual, the member of

a family and man the citizen - the practical Virtues a-

lone were of supreme importance for man (5) (6) .Moral Vir

tue, as distinguished from Intellectual Virtue, is .Practical

(3 ) Wundt, *st*, •

(4)Wundt Eth-Systems p.19.

i

(6) Not that they were superior to the theoretical dionoct- 
ic Virtues, which they were not, but thevTattainment was 
possible only through the practice of these.

The Will, therefore, and not Knowl-

(5)N.E. 11-2,1 seq: VI-2,5 seq; 1-5,6.
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which is in our power (7).

But not all human actions are the subject of

In fact not even all voluntary actsMoral Virtue* are

moral acts (8), though all moral acts are voluntary (9).
Voluntary acts cone through ignorance of principle are

appeti tivevege tative

—or--

vegetative

(8)N.E. 11-5,6 seq; 111-2,1 seq,11.

rational
(intellectual virtue)

that which obeys reason 
(moral virtue)

SOUL
I

irrational
I

(7)N.E.III-2,chs.3-6;III-3 ,3 seq,9 seq,12seq.
Aristotle’s Psychology of the .Soul. (N.E.1-13 ;

vi-i.)r~

SBUL.
I

rational
I
I

irrational
I
I

(9)Aristotle distinguishes three kinds of action:voluntary 
involuntary and intermediate i.e. those which are some
times voluntary and sometimes involuntary. N.E-.III-1 ,lseq . 
For table of Aristotle's division of acts v.Browne F.E.xxsr

properly rational 
(intellectual Virtue)

appetitive.
(obedient to reason-moral 

virtue)

Virtue, it concerns itself with human action, with action
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eliminated from the possible lloral (10). Besides an ele

ment of Knowledge ^voluntary act to be moral, must have

been brought to a culmination by deliberative preference

i.e. by a conscious choosing between different possible

It is because delibera-alternatives or means
tive preference is a deliberation with reference to the

to an end that it is distinguished frompossible means

volition which is deliberation with reference to ends pos

sible or impossible (11)S A completely moral actythereforez

is one which possesses a).- an element of Knowledge, b).-

principle or impulse to^action lies in the doer who is cog-
■

nisant of the particulars or circumstances of the act, and
not in external force or in ignorance. Acts done through
constraint or ignorance are involuntary (12).

Moreover, Moral Virtue is not teachable but prac-II.

ticeable (13)- It is not a thing brought into man from

(IC')M.E.111-1,15 seq.

(ll)N.E.111-2,4 seq.

(12)N.E.111-1,21.

(13)Intellectual Virtue N.E.II-l ,lseq.

*

i

to an end.

is deliberatively chosen and c).- is voluntary i.e. the
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without, but brought out of man from within* Though

(14). These can be strengthened or converted into Moral
Virtue only through practice. And the reward for practice
as indeed the stimulus to it, is what every man desires -

happiness (15). So natural Virtue is Moral Virtue, and of
attained Moral Virtue, happiness is the unfailing concomi
tant. As to the content of Virtue, it is a mean between
extremes (16). There may be as many Virtues as there are
men and probably as many means of Virtue. Now since a vir

tuous act is an habitual act(17), voluntary in origin and
deliberatively preferred, and as its aim is tomoreover,
choose a right mean between extremes, Virtue majr be de
fined as the habit,accompanied with deliberative prefer
ence, of choosing the mean defined by reason (18).

III.-- And lastly since man exercises a habit of choosing

(15)N.E.1-1,1 seq;4,l seq.

(16) N.E.II-6.

(17)N.E.11-5.

(18)N.E. 11-6,10.

no man
is born with Virtue, yet every man possesses natural Vir
tue i.e. innate capacities or dispositions towards Virtue

(14)1J.E.II-1; 5,7. vid.also VI-13.
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with deliberative preference, he is responsible alike for
his good as for his bad choosings. Vice is no longer in
voluntary, but voluntary. Thepower to do imvolves the power
not to do and vice versa (19). Nor may one urge r
for his wickedness the overpowering force of bad habits
or bad conceptions. Though these together or separately
may render present conduct involuntary, yet, notwithstand
ing, for this conduct the doer is responsible: he is old-

than the habits or the imagination that caused it; hader
he chosen, he might so have directed these in the begin-

i

ning that they* present action would be virtuous (20).

I ndeed? i tthat Aristotle has established Indeterminism.

is even held that Aristotle himself in asserting that on

ly voluntary acts,and not even all of them, were moral,

to imply Indeterminism1. And for this reason^did not mean

be-G^rtJHte the only ac's contrasted to the voluntary are the

(19) M. S.III-5 ,chs.1-8;

(20)M.E.111-5,9 sq.

8

Now For all the strenuousness of this attack

on the Platonic theory of the Will, men are loath to grant

as excuse
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acter(but by external force or ignorance (21). But,, be that

it may,Aristotle*s interpretation of the rill is cer-as

Deterministic. Even h'is definition of

ling^yet,before anything can be willed, there must be

something to- be willed and this something is the mean Vir-

as regards bad habfcts and-bad

imagination, responsibility is scarcely shifted to man by

urging that, at the time of their formatio n (men had the

power to change them. For, granted a present habit is bad.

city was not turned in the direction of the good?'Volun

tary agents always aim at the good (22). The explanation.

therefore,why the good intention in the beginning,turned

out to be only an apparent good, as evidenced by the pre-

is in

precedingitself the result ofma

(21)Alex.p.51.

(22)N.E.1-1,1.

I

"bad habit". But this

sent bad habit ^jan only be that

tue - insight. Then, too,

then why is it that, at the beginning this habit or capa-

"this beginning"

tainly^at bottom,

Virtue reveals this. For though Virtue is a habit of wilr-’

involuntary i.e. those determined, not by motives or char-
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new bad habit,too, had a beginning clearly, and this be

ginning needs to,be explained. Thus the responsibility for

present bad habits that Aristotle urges becomes attenuated

into a meaningless phrase through infinite regression(23).

i

(23)vid.Sidgwfcck’ Outlines of Hist.of Eth.pp.67-70.

i

l!
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C----- THE STCIC3.

Emotionlessness is,in.Comple te

and only Stoic Virtue,(|J.3ut, as man lives in the world and

the passions therefore cannot be dodged (the only way
that one can approach the realization of this Virtue is
by suppressing these passions. We have here the basis of
Stoic Indeterminism: a suppressor and the suppressed, that
to be suppressed - the passions, that to do the suppress
ing - the soul, or more particularly tthat part of it whose
seat is in the heart and to which the other parts or ram

seven in number'- are subordinate(2). Thisifications

Hegemony or ruling part of the soul however, no longer

the classical, triple apartment house of reason,emotion

and appetite, is now conceived of as the living Unity of

personality,though still corporeal. It is, therefore(at

of the reason and the Will(3) converting sensations into

flperceptions and

(l)Win. p.165^ 168 sea., 172.

(2)Ritter I p.525, 548 seq. , 551 seq. , 553.

(3)Ritter I p.151.

i

t

II

excitations of the feelings into activi-

once the seat of the affections and appetites as well as

theory, the one
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mastery; the passions, unnatural and irrational, or at

least contrary to reason;lockx horns with that which is

natural and rational. If the reason yields, we have the

one and tonly Stoic ^theoretical opposite to Virtue- Vice ;

if the reason prevails, -and the lively Stoic consciousness

of duty and responsibility feels that 4t can and should-,

we have Virtue. So there emerges as the Stoic conception

of Freedom of the soul: that asgent which it chooses to

give to certain ideas^and which it is persuaded tt> give

!

ander points out (6), is one of apathy.

But ithis anthropological,ethi cal dualism of a-

element in the soul contrary to reason and a rational

(4)Win.p.168.

(5)Ritter I p.552.

4M*lex. p. 58.

Ih

I!

1

i

feelings are irrational or contrary to reasbn or at most 

vitiated reason (5), the principle of the Will, as Alex-

ties of the Will (4). In it these all contend for the

because of their rationality. Now, as the passions and
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terminism was rooted, was in open conflict with the meta-

that underlay the Stoic Pantheism (7).physical Monism

tional (8), and all things^including the individual soul7
were but concrete and necessary determinations of it. In

the face of this, for the Stoics to predicate an irra

tional element in the soul - the suppression of which

was the function of the V/ill- was an inconsistency which

they saw or were forced to see. exerted

themselves to show that this Indeterminism of theirs was

a plant indigenous to this universally Deterministic soil.

To do this they made a distinction between main and ac

cessory causes (9). The Will was indeed a product result

ing from the reciprocal action of environment and person

ality. But in this process of Will-formation the environ-

cessory cause,.while the personality was supremely

(7)Win.p.l90

(9)”in.p.193.

I

element superior to it, in vjhich the Stoic Inde-

I
i

According to.this, the universal Pneuma was wholly Ra-

The y, the re fore ,

ment or universal Pneuma was wholly subsidiary - arv ac-

(8)Ritter I pp.518 seq. 522 seq. 526, 528.
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the main cause. Indeed the Hegemony,though adomi nant

fragment only of the homogeneous^ universal Pneuma; was
notwithstanding, unique: it differed from all other hege
monies^ as these differed from it and from each other, ahd

this uniqueness was in each case due to itself. It seemed

enough to the Stoics thus to establish the independence

fluence of characte r, disposition and circumstance tipon i

freedom so hardly won(10).

But however satisfied the Stoics may have been with i

their defence of Indeterminism,the validity of that Inde

terminism itself is questionable. Indeed it seems that the ;

Stoics, like their predecessors, taught, when logically

considered, the very opposite of what i they intended.And

the stm salient characteristic of this Determinism is.

its Intellectualism. Jbr not only is the Stoic ideal that

of the wise man who, by very virtue of his wisdom, over

comes within hiqaself the world without, but the only Virtue

(10)Alex.p.59 seq,

it, which they admitted, did not again divest it of the

of the soul without investigating further whether the in-
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that thay recognized in theory - Emotionlessness- is at

the measure of the amount of wisdom aonce the result ,as

man possesses. And this Virtue, again, v/hen translated into

positive terms is none other than life in harmony with

whether human or universal,being identicalnature,nature,

with the reason (11).The unvirtuous man is he who yields

to the passions; the vittuous man he who rises superior to

con
trolled by the re ason ^Virtue is voluntary (12), on theand,
other hand, since Vice is assent to the passions and the

passions cannot be avoided it seems a fair inference that7
Vice is involuntary (13).

(Il)\7in.l71 seq.

(13)Alex.p.62.

!

them : ratio rectazacc or di ngly^ de termine s the Will. And 

this Teterminism,too, reveals its distant Socratic origin.

J14

' (12)Alex.p.58 points out that theyn also held that Virtue 
was teachable,and shows the contradiction between the two 
propositions.

For since the pas"ions, which are vicious, can be
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CHAPTER II.
AUGUSTINE .

According to Augus tine ,he who lives at the same
time understands and remembers and wills. Not even the

doubter can deny the reality of these three - Understand

ing , Memory and IVill - he thinks, since by the very act of

doubt he affirms them (1).These three, moreover,constitute
the living whole of personality: regarded from the stand
point of consciousness they are essentially

(2); it is only because of their rela-wmind one essence

tions to one another and of their external reference to the
things understood,remembered or willed that they are dis
tinguished. On Understanding and Memory, because of this

external reference, Knowledge and Science rest; but before

either of these can be enjoyed or used there must be Will(3}1

T/ill thus comes to be the supreme fact in the psychical

life. Its freedom which is real

(l)On the Trinity Bk.X. ch.10 par.13 seq.

(3)Bk.X-10,13.

=

=

= ■

J 
i

!

■

-is a spontaneous, con-

"one life one

(2)Bk.X«-ll ,17 seq.
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scions self activity (4),

independent of the operations of the intellect (5).
i

but even where a difference in kind does not exuni tes

1st ,the Will is still invariaitbly superior to the things

united;for according to Augustine's fundamental metaphy-

ior to the passive element there (7).Thus vision or the il

seeing

bout between the external object and the seeing sense by I

the attention of the superior and incorporeal Will (8).

i'And what is true of the lower class of perceptions in the
sensual or physical man is true also of theor

higher trinity in him (9): the image of the external ob-

(4)Ritter II p.546 seq

(5)Wit.p.282.

(7)Bk.XI-6;5.

(6)And this implies the converse also -a principle of sepa 
ration.

(8)Bk.II-chs.2-5 .
(9)For this outer man vid.Bk.XI-3.

i
■

i
IP

and this appears in the decision p

"outer"

sical scheme, the active element in any process is suprr-

"sense informed" e.g.is due to the union brought a-

it announces, the choice it makes or the assent it gives

The Will evinces its freedom, too, as a princi- 
frequently^n kind

pie of union (6). As such it is ^superior Ao the things it
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ject retained in the memory becomes an element in thought

no nl y v.he n is brought to bear upon

con-

to the

It

looses its power of effective agency only when it comesh

contact with the higher reason, the reason of contem-i n

the reason in which the eternal,immutable truthsplat! on,

inhere (12). Inaccordance with the metaphysical principle
noted, above, the Will in the presence of these eternal t • j

for these truths inhere in the mind, not because of any-

through Divine Grace. Still even here Augustine would pre

serve for the Till a Raison d’etre. The aim of the good
=

(10)Bk.XI-3.

(11)vid.XII-I for distinction between outer and inner man.

(12)Bk.XII chs.l-4;14.

I

!

i
i

!
I

truths is passive and bereft of all power of self-activity;^
i.

in the outer man it re

"lovzer" reason,

tains in the inner .at. least as far as appertains 
^2 7

the reason concerned with actions(ll).

it "by the unifying purpose of the Will (10). And this 
position

trolling^"hich the Will possesses

I
thing man has or can do but solely because of Illumination

the eye of the mind”
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Faith is necessary (14). And Faith,3s rindelbandever,

points out (15) "as ideation plus assent contains in the

an original, volitional act of thefactor of assent 

affirming judgement".

Thid inertness of the Will in the cognition of the

eternal truths discloses in itself the other side of Au-

For Augustine, the psychologist andgustine’s character.

philosopher, who asserted that was

Augustine, the theologian,-quite a different thinker from
who was overwhelmingly convinced that everything in the

universe - genus and individual alike - not only proceeded.

from Divine Volition but was also constantly under immedi

ate Divine Guidance (16). The problem, therefore, that now

pressed for solution was that as to the origin of evil(17).

(13)Bk.XI-6.

(14)BK.XIII-chs.7,9*

(16)Ritter II p.346.

j
1

4
I

i

" we x are all wills"

(17)Bk.111-7,11; ch.5,7.

Kill is blessedness (13). For the attainment of this,how-
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Now , Augustine no longer holding the Manichean hypothe

sis of evil as an original, independent reality but be-

lieving it to. be a degenerated good and, insofar as de

generated non-existe nt, sought the origin of evil in fohe

fact of the Will (18)- Evil is due to the perverseness or

wrong choice of the

the unrestricted freedom of choosing either the good or

the bad. This unrestricted freedom was lost to man through

the sin of Adam aanfinxfaxfc* indin fact because of his
2 / / '

sin it came about that he alone possessed •

all men are under the taint of this original sincause

son why God did not prevent Adam from sinning^was^not be-

folly of human pride and the saving power of His Grace(20)

(18)Bk.III-14,20;Ritter II p.350 seq.

(19)Confess io ns Bk. VI 1^35*7.

(20)De Civ.Bk.XIV-27 •

i

It is be -

I
Will (19)-Still^men no longer possess

cause He could not^but because He might thereby show the

This Grace, moreover, men, all of whom are sinful, do not

that they are in need of redemption. Indeed the very rec—
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it men will be saved; without it, try hbw they will they

cannot be. Thus all men, from the moment of birth are

destined by nature to damnation or by grace to bliss.And

thus the freedom of the Will so ably put by Augustine,the

philosopher is confronted by with the exact opposite,Pre

destination, by Augustine,the theologian.

■

!

*3
I

i

i

deserve. God in his love bestows it on whom He will.With
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CHAPTER I.
THE THE OF SAADYA.

A-- WITHOUT.- ISLAM.

Arabs were made(I).

early manhood,he had established a school which held fast to
the divine origin of the Koran(S).

the Foran literally in all essential points, and ignoring the
earlier or Mecca indeterministic suras(4), promulgated the

Cash or recompence according to action in the human de-"ds(5,6).

The fact of Greek philosophical books or commentaries to them

being done into .Arabic by Musselmen presupposes the existence

Kr.p.9,29 (earlier ones believed this fre-

■

i
■ ’

translations of Greek philosophers, chiefly Aristotle, by

In 940 Aboulnasan Ali ben-Ismael al-.-.ch- 
*

ari of uassora died(2). Renouncing the convictions of his

(1) Mu.Diet.p.173;d.noer p.20 seq. ^boul Zaid rionain b. Ishak
(8097-873),once erroneously thought a Jew,author of "Moral Max
ims of the rhilosophers’J and his son IshSk Aboul Honaiin(d. 9ICD?) 
among the first.Al-Kendi(d.after 87C) the most famous; also the 
first of the Mohammedan Peripatetics(St.p.6).Al-Kifti XIII.cent, 
author of "Dictionary of the Philosophers," the last.all works 
translated by the time of Ibn 3ina(980—1037).
(2) Mu.Dict.p.176.d.Boerp.55 gives his dates as 873-935.
(3) Kr.p.233seq.; 248.
(4) St.p.3C seq.;48,74;

Eisler Ft.2,p.22.
* (5)Mu.Diet.p.176 Si.y Bk

This school, interpreting

doctrine of predestination, though not without admitting a

In 892 Sa.ADYa was born. Before 873 the first Arabic
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world,restrict!ng Prescience to genera, questioning the divine

tulati ng,finally, the Unity of God and the Freedom of the I7ill
were regarded us heretics by the Ascharites, the upholders of
Orthodoxy(Q).Thus we have on Islamitic soil at this time
plete cleft between Religion and Philosophy,between the truths
of Revelation and the discoveries of the Reason.

But the principle of compromise which is a1

once,the principle, of progress and historical continuity dis

closes itself unceasseingly in history.The Islamitic world was
cleft asunder but the Mo'tazilites ,a sect of eclectic penchant,

of a coterie of men among them devoted to philosophy(7).These- 
the first Moslem PeripatLai at*c-believing in the eternity of the

a coin-

were at hand to bridge the gulf(9).They endeavored to reconcile

origin of the Koran and eo ipso its authority over men, and pos-

(6) They taught,too, and for the same reason the reality of non- 
essential attributes,positive and negative,though they strove t- 
avoid the gross anthropomorphism of an earlier sect, the Cita- 
fites(Mu.p 76;Kr.pp.2G&29).
(7) The first commentaries,in fact,came from the Syrian Christ
ians, (Liu. p. 170) .Why these were the first translators vid.d.ooer 
p.II-
(8) Mu.pp.I72&I76;Kr.p.20;Eis.PtII.p.21(he gives the proposition 
of the Philosophers and the reouttal of the Orthodox ,p. 26 SE'J. )
(9) Kr . pp . IJ> ,26 ,255;St.p. II ("The Faithful Brothers" of Bassora 
had the same object in view).
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Religion and Philosophy.They were not,however,the child of this

antagonisms They had already a history of their own some hundred

and fifty years in length-a history older than Mohammedan Peripa-

teticism->and the cause of their rise,though not the occasion,(10

was probably the opposition-an opposition in all essentials the

prototype of that between the Orthodox and the Heretics or Philo-

sophers-between the religious cliques(ll) of the time,chiefly the

Kadtites and the Djabarites. The Kadrites (12) werel^e first Pro

testants in Islam.They broke away from the tradition that accept

ed unquestioningly the authority of the Koran and in opposition t

ting Determinism not only denied in toto the doctrine of the

fromhi s

iten-They differed

the belief in Predestination,which deprived man of all spontaneit 
and made effort vain,the doctrine of the Kadr or Free-Will.To 
these were opposed the Djabarites(djabar,constraint)who,predica-

i10)The occasion was Bacry’s expulsion of 'faqil bs 5*t» 
school at Bassora. A
(11) The coeval political sects were the Charigiten and the Shy-

~  ---- ; as to the Imamat(Kr.pp.3&I6).
(12) As to etymology and sense of application here vid. Mu.Me'- 
langes Note P.3I0;St.p.24 seq. Maabed b. Khaled al-Djohni pro
bably the fouiider,St.p.49.0ther Kadrites were ’Ata b. Jassar, hiss 
contemporary(d.72I), and Abu Marwan Gailan ad'Dlmfiski executed 
under Cailif His&m.
(13) Founder,Djohni b. Safwari.
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leader Hasan al-Bagry

of which were theKadritic postulate of Indeterminlsm(I7)and

the Ljabaritic negation of attributes.^he latter he maintained

in the interests of the Unity of God;the former he defended

whether the early religious or the later philosophical-hold

ing steadfastly to these two doctrines of Indeterminism and

non-Attributism became known as"the Partisans of Unity and

7

Kadr but also strangely enough denied the reality of divine 
attributes(14).Of these Djabarites Waqil b/Ata(699-749)was

on the groundx of divine Justice and human Responsibility(18).
Thus the Mo’tazili ti c School was founded,and the Ko’tazi 11 tes-

(14) lt is in opposition to this that the Citafites arose to 
whose anthropomorphism reference has been made(cf.supra noteG^
(15) Por the question and the account of his expulsion vid.
St.p.25;Kr.p.27.
(16) As to the meaning of Motazila vid.St.p.24;Kr.p.27;Mu.p.
(17) Kr.p.#32,thinks it possible that the idea of divinejustice 
is in a' measure due to Christian Influence.d.Boer p.43.
(18) St.p.7I.

one^but differing from the school on ±ka a theoretical
■yquestion(I5)he was declared a dissident or Itazala by the

and expelled from the academy(l6).Wa^il 
thereupon established a school of his own,the cardinal tenets
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Justice" Besides Wacil, Abu-l-Hudail(d.85O?) achieved dis
tinction among the early Mo’tazilites.These two are of espe
cial interest to us from the viewpoint of the Will.

Watjil distinguished between the Freedom of the
divine Will and that of the human Will. Natural events such
as health or sickness were due to the will of God;acts pro
ceeding from man himself were due to his own will alone.
Man is free in his conduct because (a)-He is conscious of

(b)-God issues commands tothe ability to do an not to,do. I

man promising reward or punishment for thein fulfillment or
non-fulfillmentjbut if human conduct were determined before
hand it were incompatible with divine Justice to punish or
reward him for what he could not but do(!9).

Abu-1-Hu^ail,the chief of the Motazilites
limited freedom of action to this world only(20}.And of
such sub-lunar human activity only such actions wereto be

I

(!9)St.p.5I seq.; Sch.p.44 seq.
(20|The other side of this distinction-Determinisrn or Ces
sation of Motion in the world beyond afforded a way of egress 
from the Creatio ex Nihilo of the Koran to the

of Aristotle.

L 
=
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considered free as proceeded from inner impulse and abi-

power to choose, he thought, must precede the act itself

(22) . And indeed, when once this decision has been given,

free.

as yet independent of thee mechanism of the body and of
environment, both of which must necessarily exert an influ
ence,however slight,upon it in its transition from the po-
tential to the actual.

As regards the or unavoidable
lie, he held that man was not punishable for it(24$.

I
These Motazilltes or Rationalists(25)9

coming from God every one

(r

j

In favt it is the freest of all free acts since it is i
yet converted into actuality^is ideally complete(23) and
an act/ even if only contemplated in consciousness and not

"necessary"

lity(21). In every free act moreover, the decision or

then, the successors to the protesting Kadrites chiefly,

(21) As to this inner ability 
conceded(cf.d.Boer p.46).
(22) This probably aimed at the Motazilite al-Dschubba(869?) 
who maintained that the ability to choose was only coeval 
with the action itself and therefore a concomitant and not 
the cause of it.(cf Guttman p.l64;d.Boer p.46)
(23) Bisr disputed this point;St.p.72.
(24) In general cf.St.pp.51seq.72seq.;d.Boer p.49seq.; Gutt. 
p.l64seq.; Sch.p.48seq.
(25) They believed alsd that by his reason alone man could 
attain to the truths of revelation(Kr.pp.27,233seq).
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departed from the ranks of the Faithful by their denial of !
Predestination and Anthropomorphism. Nor had they been

oblivious to the value of Greek Logic in maintaining theii?

position(26). In this as in their two fundamental propo-

not severed all connection with the Believers .Indeed they

than llohammedan Peri-were far more
patetics, though undoubtedly they were the precursors of
these(28). They persistently taught the Creatio ex Nihilo
of the Koran(29) and from the earliest times on had busied

which in fact they were the founders and which proved a
■

pastime no less absorbing to the extreme Orthodox, the
Ascharites, than to themselves.And that these opposing
theological sects stood in part upon common, ground may be

7

j 
I i

I

sitions they were on philosophic ground(27). Still they had
|

"dogmatic theologians"

themselves with the science of the Calam, the science of

(26)liu.p.l69seq. ;St.p.4
(26) Mu.l70.
(27) vid.supra p. for doctrines of the Philosophers.
(28) Mu.l69; Kr.10.
(29) Mu.l74,176; d.Boer 48. As to etymology and application 
of the term vid.Mu.174;d.Boer 43seq.;Eis.Pt^;p.21.
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gleaned from the fact that the term Mote'callemiriK came to
be applied equally to them both(29). When, therefore,
the middle of the ninth century, the time that chiefly con
cerns us,Philosophy had won its devotees who, point by
point,differed from if

not inevitable,

philosophic peak and the other on the theologic, should en

deavor to close up the gulf they straddled by a reconcili-

ation of Philosophy and Religion(30).

about

the Ascharites t was but natural, 

that the Motazilited with one foot on the

I
(30| The Motazilites came early under the Influence of Greek
thought through the work of the Syrian Christians(these 
translated especially under the reign of Mansurf754-775)). 
The Motazilites who were first touched by the Greek spirit 
were the successors of Hudail(St.5).And they not only clung 
tenaciously, as did all Motazilites ever, to their belief 
in the Unity of God and the Freedom of the Will’ but were, 
it seemsm, the first to touch upon the problem of evil.They- 
were convinced, moreover, that their King could do no wrong! 
that only good could come from God.Thus the Omnipotence of ; 
God was restricted in two directions: God could do no evil 
(St.p.56 where Nazzam’s argument is given); man in the mora-! 
realm was free. These Motazilites therefore emphasized the 
Omniscience of God,some of them even identifying or sub
suming Omnipotence under it(al-Asw£ri e.g. St.p.n ). Of 
these theologians touched with philosophy Mazzam(d.845)was 
the first. His principal successors were al-Aswari, Abu- 
Gafar al-IskafT, and Bisr b. al-Mutamir. Bisr propounds 
the questions why are not all men believers since certainly
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That they succeeded, in a measure,or rather
othat their efforts met with royal favor is sure. Under Ma

their doctrine as to the human origin of

the Koran was made a State Dogma(31); and this doctrine in

was at once a denial of Tradition(32) and the basisitself
9of the Unity-Justice God idea.Still Motazilitism was not

a popular movement(33).Spperstition is only slowly eradi-

I

'■y gaidawl ( ) who

(32)Kr.p.5O.

(33)Kr.p.240&246; d.Boer p.47.

I

1

i

L 

=

n m hi ii nn i 111iimini i

mun (813-833)

l!

  ~  . ,  | 
drew greatly upon his predecessor Zamahsari(lived 1144) the 
last.

(31) Kr.pp.49,236 ,242-3seq; St.p.76.

(30) divine goodness and grace would have it so? In answer 
he says reason can be sure of but two things: a)That God 
if He would be just must grant men freedom of choice,and 
b) That He must at the same time thruogh exhortations and 
prophetic messages urge men toXchoose the good lest failure 
so to send might afford the wicked an excuse for their con- , 
duct. cf.Saadya Emunoth WeDaoth ch.4. M3 £ n j

Neither these men nor their predecessors 
tried to reconcile their,teachings with the Koran. There 
were, however, such conservative ITotazilites. Hisam b.Amr 
seems to have been the first and
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for courage but strengthened the vulgus in their Deter

minism and in their adherence to the letters of the Koran.

to appeal to the prejudices of the Believers(34). V?hen,

therefore, he repealed the State Dogma of Mansur and pro

mulgated that of the divine Pre-existence of the Koran in

its stead Motazilitism did sat was given the blow that

kills. Still Motazilitism did not die fortwith(35). It

until after thelingered on in a position of prominence

death of Saadya(35). Unabated bigotry,however, made ltd

doom sure,until in the thirteenth century it disappeared, i

having already in the eleventh sunk into desuetude.

(34)Kr.pp.50, 245 ^eq.
(35)Kr.p.34seq.,p.24B. a

/o

I 
•j
.4

son, seeking to usurp the throne, knew no surer

cated; and ihtrigues and rebellions and wars that called

So Motawakkil (847-861) the regent of his brother Watikfs 

way than < :
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If the triumphant Orthodox could vent such
rancour on dissenting fellow-theologians one need not ex
pect them to have much patience with outright heretics.
The fate of the Philosophers was that of the Dissidents.
The cleft between Philosophy and Religion ttiscernlble al- I

by the time of Ibn Sina (38) J

century the time og Ghazzali(1059Tllll)(36) was scarcely to

be seen- it had been filled with the bodies of martyred

thinkers(37).

Thus in the thought-world of Islam at the

time of Saadya we discern:-

lA-Cleavage between Religion and Philosophy,and
I2-A Controversy within the ranks of the Religion

struggle between the Koranists and non-

Koranists, between the upholders of Tradition and the de-

(38) Avincenna (980-1C37) d.Boer p.119; St.p.l2,n.2.

Il

II

■

I
<

II
■

(36) Author of "The Renaissance of the Religious Sciences"- 
the most noteworthy Philosopher in Islam,cf.d Boer pp.141, 
149.

ists themselves, a

ready before the birth of Saadya and generally acknowledged:

) in the iixE

(37) 7X<-
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fenders of the Rightsof the Reason. And these two facts
epoch led to a general Skepticism.in the succeeding

I

•Vx

i
i
i

i
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B---- Wi thin.------ Judaism.

little influence upon the Judaism of the time(l). And this

influence was rendered all the more extensive and effect

ive because of a split within the Jewish fold at bottom

Islamatic world and first demarcated there a distinction />

restless spirit of questioning,of curiosity unabashedythe

juristic itch-which had produced its sixty-three laborious

tomes seems to have exhausted itself by eight-hundred years

of effort, lien having lost all creative ability seem to

have been interested not at all in theoretical questions, J

and as for the rdst, the conduct of life^they were content

Rabbis had found(l)» J

(l)Joel Beitr.-Saadya p.35.

I 3

i

i

the Faithful and the Faithless. A spiritual torpor seems 
to have come upon the Jew with the close of the Talmud. The-

to rest satisfied with what the practical sagacity of the 
to V*-

The heterodox party to this schism exerted not a

*
similar to that which twelve years before had disrupted the i
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ed as the one and final Authority, and man’s one duty was
i

iO

they were i^&gQthe Rabbinic conception was the function
of the Gaonic Schools: they were the official tribunals of
Rabbinism and their hold upon the people lay in that they
expounded case-made Talmudic Law. And in fact,poetry and
rituals excepted,though in a sense these might also be

<

-

of literature accredited to the period were merely short

cuts facilitating approach to the Talmudic norms(l)/ So
I engrossed did men become in their devotion to the Talmud

most lost to view. Thus for about three-hundred years the
Reason was atrophied and thus for three-hundred years Rab
binism, TalmudismtTraditionalism,Authority reigned supreme.

It/

I

that the Torah at once the base and the skeleton of it^and

to live punctiliously the life that theJ*

Alii th their extensions^had ciruum-

the desire to protect which was the causa effic5 ens 6was al- :

included, the Halachoth and Teshuboth, the only other form

scribed for them. In fact to afford men the assonance that
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IBut in history one extreme ultimately ever

checkmates itself with the opposite. If all men were Rab-
Ibinists and clung to Tradition to the' neglect of the Torah

it was but natural that at last some perverse mind should
stubbornly maintain the sanctity of the Torah to the dis
paragement of Tradition.Whatever the real facts of his rise
such a rebel appeared in 760, in the person of Anan b.David.
Like his Motazilitic precursors he denied the validity of
Tradition(2) asserting that by additions,ommisions and mis
interpretations it had falsified the Torah, the one and only
norm of truth.He therefore proclaimed a return to the Torah.

was his principle and the corallar-

ciple,moreover,an assertion of Individualism, vzas also the

I

‘i

•Pi

111

ies^wer^unrestrained freedom of Exegesis and everyone’s 

right to abide by the results of honest inquiry(3)/ This prin

(2)Graetz p.177, v.



(47)

germinating seed of the Mediaeval Jewish Enlightenment.

For, since the Torah was the highest truth and all men

were,of course,honest thinkers, and had a right to

support for their arguments. ThU3 once more a false Exe

gesis came into play; but thus too the sciences of Hebrew

Grammar and Massora were founded(4). Nor did the Torah-

ites or Karaites in their controversies among themselves

or with the Rabbinists restrict themselves to finding

Biblical support alone. They did not disdain the Syrio-

them to renew acquaintanceArabic opportunity presented

with Greek thought(5); and it was through them that the

Philosophy of the Zeitgeist, Motazalitism, was intro

duced,compared and adjusted to the Jewish Weltanschauung(G)

And as in Islam the adherents of Orthodoxy were at last

forced in self-defence to employ the weapons provided by

(5) Mu. Melan. 473.

(4) Joel p.36 eeq.; Gr.p.183; Karpeles thinks they stimu
lated but did not originate these (406 seq.).

an opin-
|

sought to produce conviction by adducing Biblical

(6) Judhan (800) the first (Gr.202); (Kar.410 says Nach- 
vendi was the first.q '•j -•’rn "»2>^a book ascribed to him. The 
most famous^David b. Mervan al-Mokammec of Racca (Ilth.cen.), 
his works used by Rabbinites (cf.Gr.307).

ion, men
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I

the Philosophy they had spurned so eventually, in Judaism,

and for the same reason, the Rabbinites found themselves

contending on Scriptural ground and with the weapons in

troduced by the enemy(7).

The scientific good and cultural

introduced by Kara! tic Individualism, however,came near

being counterbalanced by an evil which followed in its

wake. For since the Karaitic aim must have been persuasion,

and since men believed themselves successful in finding

support for their opinions, however diverse,in the self

same Bible, and since Grammar was still pretty much what

the individual made it, it came to pass that the only re

ligious,were the ignorant'While all others were either

vacillating in Belief or outright Skeptics(B). In truth

Skepticism had become so wide-spread and contagious that

Chivi al-Balchi’s (9) book which,besides some two-hundred

(7 )Gr.p. 198;Mu.Melan.pp.472 ,477.

(8)Gr.pp.211,285.

'7

i
I

(9)Alive in 880 in Balch, Egypt;some think he was a Rab
binite.His book,possibly,a part of a larger work "Bible and 
Revelation”, and this again, probably a translation from 
the Arabic(Kar.p.416).
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critical objections to the Authority of the Bible, pointed

out contradictory Talmudic interpretations of the same

Biblical passages, was adopted as the text book in Rab-

binitic Schools(lO).

Skepticism (11). The book in which he sought to do it was
one of his last (12)
conceived in great tribulation of spirit when an exile at

!
Bagdad- the Emunoth WeDeoth, the first known systematic

presentation of religious Philosophy among the Jews.

(10) Gr.p.286;Gutt.p.20;Kar.p.417.

(12) Emunoth WeDeoth appeared 933 
Gutt.note p.27).

(ll)His deeper purpose to reconcile Religion and Philosophy 
(Joel pp.40443; Gutt.p.21;Gr.p.283 seoj.

It was the work of Saadya to allay thij
i

or 934 (vid.Gr.note 20;

and certainly his greatest,- a book
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CHAPTER II.

SAADYA’S CONCEPTION CF THS WILL.

A.-FREEDOM OF THE TILL (1).

Saadya bases his belief in the Freedom of the Will
on Livine Justice and Human Responsibility (2). The Being
from whom a certain conduct is demanded and to whom other
conduct is forbidden must needs be responsible fbr the
choice of conduct he makes - but before one can be held

ble with the Justice of God for Him, under threat of pun-
1

isjiment or promise of reward,to endeavor to exact from

=
z

I
I

(1) via.note 81 Stein p.44 for sketch of pre-Saaayanic
Indeterminism. For list of Jewish Philosophers who treat
ed of the Will vid.Schmiedl p.24 seq. The references to 
each author are given. It is not a little noteworthy that 
of all Jewish thinkers but two were doubtful or outright 
Determini sts. The most emphatic liberalists were Abraham 
Ibn Eaud ( Hlo - ) and Levi ben Gerson (1288-1345)Schm.
p.25;vid.also Stein p.86 seq. The least pronounced Inde- 
terminists were Chasdni Crescas (1340-1410JStein p.42 sec) 
and Solomon Ibn Gabirol (Stein p.22) who,- probably be*-, 
cause he was a TTeo-Platoni st - omitted the subject of tne 
7,rill altogether.
(2)

fix/- •• linn p-nrr* pro 
f/^7- hM-bt* xl»

fl *1

responsible one must be free. Then too, it were incompati- j

man a conduct contrary to what he had already preordained

iHsr *>>_

|A JITP •>
fl 11 fl 1i n t * i*nn cn i r n A vj? b * 7Z ? tlfl1 ff * j 11 -
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ishment at all they could not but be rewarded since they

i
obedience to the will of God(3) .

The fact of human freedomfmoreover,postulated by

the belief in divine justice- and the sine Qua non of human

responsibilitytand supported by the reason is also attested-

to?as Saadya thinks-not to mention Scripture and Tradi-

tion-by the experience of every day. Every one feels him-

by external causes(4). Thus Saadya's conception of liber

tarianism is the psychological one of freedomof choice(5).

(5)

D’fKxy
considers the reason the

i supreme fact in man and it is because of this that he

i!=

self the lord of his actions;we/ each^trthe decisive mo

-iiwsp x cryf m/

(<) piv. | nw 2 J>» =>**) H•
i' (5) Although Saadya undoubtedly
I ' .
i thinks him the center of centers,the climax of creation 
; ( ),and believes himcapable of being
jcommanded and warned,yet we may not,therefore,conclude 
! that he regardedthe reason superior to the will. Indeed 

it is doubtful whether this question of relation ever 
occurred to him. Certainly,judginr from the tenor of the

' chapter and from his aim,he did not at all intend to sub-

or which is not in human power. In fact were men determined

all, the sinful and the virtuous alike,are but acting in

in their actions then far from incurring liability to pun-

memt,are conscious of the ability to do or not to do,of
Ont-jl h.ft. ..<X— the power to choose between alternatives un®f^4»tja*l~.upar<.
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I

The power or ability to choose between alterne!

the act of choice can not,he thinks, be either coeval
with or subsequent to the decision or outer act(6)
Real freedom is possible only if this ability to choosey
is antecedent to the act.. For if this consciousness

The

tions,independent and not at all related. And ,on the c

other hand if this ability, to choose were subsequent

the act, then we should be forced to admit that man

could change past action,which of course is absurd.

a.
T( UX'

then there could be but one of two possibilities either?

to

tives of whi ch,according to Saadya,man is conscious in

of which would destroy human responsibility

power to choose and the accompining act would either 
A

be reciprocal causes or else two Psychical manifesta-

ordinate the will to the reason. And there are 
concrete instances to prove this. Thus^ewhen speak
ing of the appeties and passions,(Ip.126;infra p.vtl.H ) 

H it would appear/that man fulfills the behests of his 
god not so much by choosing- what the reason discloses

• to be right as by assigning what appears irrational- 
! the appeties and passions-to its^proper place in the
• intellect.Thus the will appears as the active element 
(in th$- psyci'tfaS- fcctivity,indepe^dent of the volitions
. of the intellect,and the freedom that Saadya postulates 
is real. 

5 t - *

i (6) v \ <4. p 137 Aj.

TL. (5)con.
~ ■ concrete

<’■

of choosing power were only simultaneous with the act
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It seems enough to Saadya thus merely to state and to
prove that the ability to choose must precede the act.

-As to the nature of this power,a Question that bothered
=

the Motazilites,he does not say* He does not discuss,
for instance,the possibility of th; ~ ceasi ng
before the comsuramation of the act,and so in truth,be
ing merely an accident that could be dispensed with;nor,
though it seems implied that this power continues until
the act,does he involve himself in the Question as to

thereby Sioses its accidental characterwhether this power

and parthkes of the nature of substance.(7)

The power to choose implier#as Saadya thinks,

the power not to choose. In fact,since hu man activity

differing from divine activity which deals only with

essentials-is confined to

one chooses to .do one thing he therbjjy chooses not to

choose the doing of the opposite and vree—vers-a.

(7) vid.a.Boer p.46.

i
■

I

■

■

HIIj > I

"accidents*’ tohoj/ly., these two

"power”

"powers" are but obverse sides of the same shield: when
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All consciously, chosen acts,therefore are,at bottom,
positive in character- And these voluntary acts are,in
Saadya’s mind,the only moral acts i.e. the acts for which
ma n is responsible. Man may ndt be held accountable for

not of human origin. Nor may he be held responsible for
such consequences as result from a voluntary act but
which he had no reason to anticipate.

s
-

h

Ui A!
Hi

I <

the acts which he did not choose to do,for;such acts are
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B.-FRTE WILL vs. QiNIFOTENCE.

"There is no Providence in human affairs*(8)

the terse way with which Saadya introduces hisis con-
ivietion that the human will is absolutely unrestricted.

He findi support for this in Scripture ,Tradi ti on ,Obser-

! 'vation and the Reason. We have already noted the evi

dence drawn fron observation in that man is conscious

coercion when excercising the power of choice. Itno

remains for us to present the proofs for freedom which

Saadya believes the reason discloses. These are five in

number and the method is indirect.

If determinism were true,then!

1)------ Human; actions would each have two agents-Godand

man,but this impossible(cf.supra

2)--- It were useless to command or forbid man certain
conduct since he could not but act as he had be-n

predestined to act. (
3)--- it were unjust to punish man for what he was com

pelled to do (supra I.p^A1*)

4) The righteous and godless should be rewarded alike

both alike do the will of God(supra I p*~M.since

i

I

!

II 
' i

<

I

I

of;
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5) Men .night plead the futility of striving against
the will of God,and the godless might with justice
urge this as an excuse for their sins.

Hence,since the conclusions from this assump-
tion are the very opposite ’.dfxwhat men believe and

these conclusion are in harmony is legitimate: The Will
is Free.

re-
i

sponsible for only those acts ahich he himself choosey
to do.
which God has availed himself of human freedom as a m

means to the furtherance of His own designs? Or does

the responsibility attach to God who inspired man to

the deed?(9) In the answering of this question Saadya
»

distinguishes between the aim and the method dd Provi-

(8) p.l28;For following arguments vid-p.129.

(9) p.132.

I
I

1

practice, to infer the truth of the assumption with which
i i

Saadya has already told us that man is

Is he responsible, then,in those instances in
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killed,

the method. Kow for the killing, the murderer himself is

the murderer chosen to do the deed.

In conclusion,Saadya discusses the question as

to the responsibility of the involuntary lie(10). In as

have their ground in God,it would seem that God and not

it was He who placedman is rcs-?onsible for such a lie;

man in the position which necessitated the lie*

standing,however,Saadya concludes that man id responsible

for the lie and for two reasons;

1)------ The conditions that necessitated the lie are pro

bably the inevitable consequences of some former

done,this inevitableness :

God has given him2)------ Man because of the reason which

need never lie. He can clothe his thought in ambigu-=

ities-resort to mental reservation. And this is per

missible.

i

ir!»

misconduct which was freejbp
being now wrongly ascribed to God( cf. Aris. p./£ )

much as man’s activity is confinedto accidents and these

as in this particular instance,happens to be

(10) p.132.

Kotwith-

dence. The death of a man e.g. is the aim; that he was

responsible.since God who is omnipotent could, ano. probably ■
lil 

would have put the man to death in some other way had not
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The problem of the will is clcse'y related

evil. Hence the question which has troubled the Jewish

consciousness since at least the time when Genesis III.

(XI) was written: How can evil be reconciled with the

Saadya has iven it but little attention seems explica

question of omnipotence a purely religious,as Stein as-

serts(XIII) or whether aa some think and as was noted

above(XIV) ''because they were more bent on rescuing

human freedom than on establishing Divine Omnipotence
p

to sacrifice the

latter to it,dilated but little on the nature and re-

(11) Mu. Melan.p.

(12)

ability of the Jewish mind to the reigning Zeitgeist.
i

Now the Motazilites whether because they regarded the

/M PK) iioAyjx. nvnS

(13) Stein p.1C5.

-

I I
ble by another fact potent in Jewish history: the tract-

•. I

(14) Supra p. 34 /*^-

and were even willing,if necessary

to that of evil. Free will implies the existence of

omnipotence of a God who is wholly good(XII) .That
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lation of omnipotence to evil. Jewish thinkers have of

fered, or rather adopted,but two solutions to this pro

blem of evil.(15):
1)--- Evil does not really exist;itis a figment begot

by human finitude.
2)--- Evil is a degenerated good.

Now the second answer was the answer of Plato
and wan adopted by Maimonides ; the first is suggested by
Saadya.

Godfas Saadya thinks,is not at all concerned

with accidentsjman*s whole activity is confined to acci
dents. Hence when man considers something evil it does
not folloH that that thing is also evil to God. Man

despises the things that injure him;God despises those

things too,but not because they injure Him-for He is

(16).,

(15)Schmiedl,p.27; VI.

25-26.

I

• I
above accidents-but because they injure us,His creatures.

i' I
(16) For arguments vid.p.129 seq.;vid. also Schmiedl pp.



(60)

C.) FREE WILL vs. CLiKI SCIENCE.

If God is omniscient,man is not free;if Tan
i

is free,Goo is not omniscient. In the one case man can

not do what God does not know,for if he could God’s '
knowledge would be deficient; in the other,God can not-

know what man will do,for could and did He,He would be
■unjust in so far as He rewarded or punished man. This

was the dilemma,the horns of whic Saadya felt called

upon to reconcile. And he was cocksure of his ability
i

The solution as he thought,lay in this:God’sdo so.

(17).This proposition rests upon the assumption that

God is exalted above the temporal thirds of sense(lP);

in His infinite presence He simply beholds things as

!does puny man the things in his transienfnow’Jv/i thout

exerting any influence over them at all(19).

(17)

(18)

(19) Y/&17 p.210.
i

I 
t
i

1

I 8 

■

I
I;

knowledge of things is not the cause of their existence!

For this and following statements vid. p.130 sec..

Stein p. 60.

ill 
Pi

I
I 
111-
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i ithis proposition,moreover, Saadya thought
contained its own refutation. Were God’s knowledge of
thin~s the cause of their existence, then all things

must have existed from all eternity, because God's

knowledge of them is eternal. But the actuality of this
a

furthermore in Saadya’s opinion,embraced only the essence

of things; but such a knowledge as he explains,includes

at once the knowledge of the successivephasesL.pf._deyel_-

opment of th<e things. With this presentationof Prescience

Saadya sweeps instantly to the basing of human freedom.

A man who had intended to speak can keep silent if he

will, and vicH versa. Nor does such change of intention

!

knov/s o nly the conclusion to which man will eventually

of

ir

hrfMA j

■

The converse

conclusion no one will maintain. This knowledge of God’s,

was known to God all alon^j.

^V.-Usc. Ik &<

IXi* Wfc K'n| ])• hl , **ci '

CluT^

affect the knowledge of God,and for this reason: God is
* 

unaware of the logical processes of human thought; He

intended to speak^why this is the very conclusion that

come. If, therefore,a man concludes to keep silent who had
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Nov; that he has established omniscience in

■the face of free will, Saadya takes up its’defense.
The criticisms that men have urged are two,alike in

ki nd(20).

be righteous and who wicked. What then is the raison
d’etre of prophets?
1)--- ;7hy send preachers of righteousness to the right

eous who do not need them?ecus
2)------ Why send preachers to the wicked who will not heed

them?

and six in defense of 2.

1-Preachers should be sent to the righteous:

»a)-That they may know what God desires

of them.
b)- That God may reward them;for there is

reward fofc the doings of what isno
not commanded.

(20) Arguments p. 131.seq.

—TI

i I

I

L
i

5 , ,
Saadya advances four reasons in defence of(l/.

In as much as God knows the conclusion to which l
i

men will come then,they argue^He already knows who will
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li

tice;for aid Goa reward or punish
men for actions the doing or not doir.

i.
ing of which he did not command,He
would be unjust.

d)- Because a reenforcing of the rational
demands by the prophetical commands
will increase niemihs zeal in observing
t/ie same.

God sent prophets unto us we would

'have believed.4

b) - That men's intentions eight be actu-
. >alized in conduct as evidenced by

the .

intentions not so actualize^,Itihen re

compense would be according' to Cod's

knowledge,not men's actions.

c)- Because as

c|- That recompense may bo based on jus-

2)- Preachers should be sent to the wicked :

the injunctions of sense

€ their obdience or rejection of
A

prophetical demands. For were men's

a)-That they may not have the excu'O; had

and reason are for both believers and ?
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phetical injuretions*

d)-Because the sires 3 of conduct depends
li

they would have done ignobly had they
intended wrong(vid. infra, trans.

e)-Because the rightness of intention is
not guaged by the reception it re

ceives ;were it so guaged then the
standard of truth might become re

versed.

as regards reason and capacity to

eluded in the prophets'mission.

(c}

■

f)-Because as God has endowed all men aliv* 
X

I1

[

I
!

I

!
led

(>’T- AM)
4 a

«**■

to j

.«.vvn

6

O^r (£) «
J

choose,so all men alike should be* in-

k *v ©L <x
*

c*-v>Ztuv 4^4*1 v/t

W

they will have acted nobly just as

c)-con. atheists ,so also should be the pro-

kii upon the intention not the fact. Hence .-j
II 

though the admonitions of vzell^inten-

tioned men be spurned,yet tnevertheless s 

the H
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CHAPTER*.: III.

APPRECIATION.

Saadya believed in the powers of the reason.

He was convinced that the reason,uiiaidcd tcould,of i tsel

attain

Thus the philosophical tendency in Saadya is warped by
the religioud bias, and what is true of the third chap-
ter is true op the fourth and indeed of the entire
E.unoth WeDeoth. The proportion of philosophy to reli
gion in the book is consequently exceedingly small. Thu s
in the chapter on the will, the philosophical presenta
tion of the subject ia imbedded in an introduction and

conclusion of almost purely theological import;and not
these accorded an excess ofspace, but the philo-only are

sophical part itself is bolstered up at every turn with
support from Scripture and Tradition. And it woyld seem

that Saadya was conscious of his weakness, of his inabi
lity to break away from the religious ’Weltanschauung of

his time, ahd follow unperturbed the behests of the I

«to the truths of revelation. He made one conces
sion ^however; the reason is too slow. Revelation,there-
foretbecomes necessary because of the short life of man.
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is strikingly concise and vigorous, while that of the re-

ligious ,isprolix ,tautologous and unconvincing.

It would appear,moreover,from the history of

thought,that thinkers greatly under the religious in-
4

fluence are incapable of independent creative specula

tion. At any rate there is nothing original in Saadya’s

presentation of the will. The arguments he adcuces vvs.1

proof of its freedom have their Motazilitic prototypes.

(1). Still teo of these arguments, as it seems to me ,

superior to the rest in acuteness and even savor ofare

modernity. The one is his assertion that man is free be

cause,at any moment he is conscious of the ability to •

choose between alternatives; though to be sure a modern

would not scruiple to call this consciousness of freedom

*

(2) Mill e.g-

i

i

I 
1

i

■
■ •

lil

i

hi

I !

(1) Cf. supra.p.3G . Stein p. 11.seq • thinks Saadya is 
most indebted to Ibrahim b.Sajjar an-fazzam. There are 
however,at least as many arguments in favor of Eudail.

I'H

III 
■I- 

reason. Certainly the style of the philosophical portions

and illusion(2) . The other he advances in his endeavor
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I

to attach responsibility for Ahe involuntary lie to

in as much as it is the result of previous misconduct •

which man was not compelled to do. And as if to illus-

the strength and weakness ofoj£ediaeval mind,tra te this

argument is in juxta position to another which,urged
the same object in view,is a curious bit of soph-

• is try and no other than a commendation of deceit(3).
Nor can it be said that Saadya has successfully car
ried through the distinction which he d^pws between
divine knowledge and causal energy in order to establish

how

time,and to which,therefore ,nci ther a priorfe nor a pos

teriori can be applied-he has still to show how this

divine knowledge can take cognizance of particulars

individuals whose activity is confined to accidents,

(5) vid. supra.p-sy

(4)

i
i

I

II

I 
■

ij1
I

omniscience and human freedom. For he has still to show i
that knowledge wh ich by assumption is exalted above

i'?

’of I
i

man, he maintains that it is wrongly ascribed to God

and whose beginning and ending! occur in time(4).

Stein pp. 60-62.
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Blit however little the intrinsic value of

Saadyahic philos&phyto us modernswho live under a new

heaven and a new earth and whose, feplhi t has '- been fruc-

the fact re
mains that ^Emunoth ITeDeoth is a noteworthy production

A Rabbanite in conviction and sym-

ph&hy,xnda Karaite in breadth of culturezhe brought his

earnestness and his learning to bear in the vindication •

o£ Judaism before idle forum of the reason, in the effort

with which he instictively fastened upon just those

truths which have come to be recognized by the great

body of Jewsr as Jewish, to show that they above all were

his Sealousness for the reason yeth would not compromise

his Judaismm that the Emunoth ‘TeDeoth enjoys the dis

tinction not only of having been the pioneer in Jewish

having remained withinreligious philosophy,butalso®f;

the circle of respectful.considerate on even down to

Albo.

J.

i 
i

It is because Saadya, despitd

to unite the religion he felt with the philosophy he knewi
iS

tified by a thousand years of thinking,

At -

in harmony r.;wi th the reason.

And not a little significant is the u nfailing accuracy

of a noteworthy man.
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CHAPTER IV.

TRANSLATION.

OF

EI.IUI’OTH YffiDEOTH CH.IV.

As introductory to the consideration of this section I

phenomena about us, it irf not right that we should be con

fused as to the final purpose them all i.e.as to what

province of nature will reveal to us what this goal of il*

phenomena must be; and as we investigate this province we

find that the common goal of all phenomena is Andman.

this reason - because it is the law of growth(
enclose every superior thing in the midst of materials

ar

-

(p.108)
(Theolog!

•r

‘I

l
!

Says Jehuda ben Saul in the name of the author?
r 1

to
I
not as essentially valuable as it. And we may adduce

I

of

I-
r

Free Wi11(1)vs.Leterminismf2Obedience vs. Disobedience;

would preface the following. That although we see many.

this purpose is. For,indeed,as regards this purpose^ the

(1) Despite Stein's objection to thid translation of 
on the part of Kaufmann in a similar connection

e d.Ibn Fakuda p.282) ,we have retained it here 
as expressing more sharply the antithesis between the 
freedom and the necessity of which the chapter speaks. 
Stein would translate "Justice" - i.e.divine justice.
(2) The order of this phrase reversed in Arabic -Gutt.ploO.



(70)

I

oui* first illustration instance from the most insig-an

nificant class of things. The kernel(

tutes the center of every group of leaves,and for no

reason than that it is superior to them: from it comes
!

the flower with its distinctive form ( >SU»3*) • And the

sai.e holds true with reference to w that” from which the
that" is at the same time food then

it constitutes the center of the fruit as we find in the
l:

w that" is apart of thecase of the almond; but if that

kernel (3) then the kernel constitutes the center of the

fruit,

in fact, on the outside of the kernel to protect. And

the chick,and the heart of man is in the

center of his breast because it is the seat of the soul

y and of" natural hefet, and the pupil (n«nnnn )i s in the

Eo vicenter of the eye because by means of it is sight.
find that this principle (of center superiority)as we

(3)1= ed. I; II=ed.II. 3 )4“

E

■

■

i

other

I

I

L
i'll

nature not at all caring for the food, leaving it
X-. ,

-

e.g.consti-

from it comes

i

I
likewise the yoke of the egg is the center thereof because

tree grows. If that "
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f

holds true in the great majority of instances and notice,

heavens and that the spheres encompass it on all sides,

then we must be convinced that the converging center of

ovo) is on the ear th; And when we

the dust and water are inanimate, and find that animals

are not gifted with speech, and that Eft man alone - (who

is endowed with reason) - remains for our consideration

it must be clear to us that he.is the the fi-

nal end,

search the Biblical books we find the word of God con-we

I will make the earthfirming our conclusion. Is.45v.12

and man will I create upon it. But even in the first chap

ter of Genesis where God enumerates all created things and

only after He has perfected them says, now let us make man

to build a palace, decorate

and furnish it and only after this was done bring in the

With these prefatory remarks I sljall proceed asowner.

follows.

■

i

- this is only as if one were

furthermore, that the earth is in the center of the

pinion Y

the focussing center without a doubt. And when

the universe ( nsv* jm

scrutinise carefully all its parts and discover that both



1

(72)

Our God has cade known to us through his prophets I

(Gen.lv.28; Ps.8 entire - H

He has given him the power to serve Him and placed it

before him, and given him control of this power; tfrat

i t.

Later we pondered the question ths in our mines (

what did God endow us with superiority

and we concluded that man’s superiority lay in the in-

of this insight that man preserves theIt is by means

memory of the thingsthet have happened, and discerns

to pass; through itmany of the things that will come

earth so that it flow upon the surface,depths of tfre

making wheels for himself tfrat of themselves draweven

It is because of this insight that he canup the water

and we accepted*i

sight which God had given him and taught him (Ps.94v.10). I I 

I'
.Ij.

he is enabled to make beasts till the ground for him and I s

bring him its produce; through it he draws water f-.-om the .
I
i
=
■I

that He has made man superior to all His other creatures

from beginning to end ”);that 
| i
i i

He has placed free-will in his possession,commanding him 

to choose the good that he might live (Eeut.30v.15 sec), 

bonders and portents confirm4this mes^ige 
A
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build costly houses' and wear fine spun (

and rule, direct .troops intelligently troops and forces

that men improve; because of it he is in a positionso
to
of the stars, the measure of thfeir diameters,

tances and other related matters. Now if someone should i

think that

thing outside of man let him show us the attributes or

he cannot do. It is right,therefore,that that which is
X commanded and warned, rewarded and punished should be

the center of the world and its purposive end (

(I Sam.2v.9;Prov.lCv.25) ■

And as I reflected on these fundaments and

was not an illusion come in

to our hearts (with respect to it), neither was it self-

nor pride, nor presumption

that brought to claim this superiority for our souls; it

wasX

* 
i

I;
; i

ments and prepare delicate spices, wield skilfully power-

L

unmitigated truth and simple justice.

some of them,at least, of this distinct thing - but this /II
■

Nor indeed did

that to which God gave superior! ty .is some-

superiority ascribed to man

on what is derivable from them I felt convinced that the

apprehend the constitution of the spheres, the orbits i p i 
their dis-

preference (ij't'Thp

a
l-r

I
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God make him superior to everything else for any other

His commands and prohibitions (Job 28v.28).

It remains that I note,as far as necessary,

what I have thought opt with reference to this subject(4)

ere I asked,

as we do,

small ano despised. But I soon calmed myself in this e-

spect when I found that although his body is small, his

soul is broader than the heavens and the earth; for his

mind embraces all ths J is in tfrem , apprehending even

that which is above them,

be He (Ps.139v.14).And when Ity is,viz; God, blessed

then thought (b) of the length of the life of man,I mar- j

me that God gave man this short life in this world, which
is a world of trouble for no other reason than that it

should I

could be reconciled

of man, and why his partswith the alleged superiority

■!

f
=•

wondered (c) too how a frail bodily structure composed 

of blood and humours and two galls

--------------

him to,eternal life (Ps.21v.5) (5). And I

that is in the world, seeing,

bri ng

reason than that He might make 'him the abiding place for

And in the first plade I would say that I meditated long,!’j

(a) how can man be the final purpose of all

that his body is !' 
pi

veiled why he did not live alway. Put it became clear to

-

;i

in which, indeed, therj^ stabili-
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really wish that san’s parts should be

better than they are^we should ^in truth;be wishing that

God had created him u star 6r an angel. Forthe tbody of

man is made

to wish that the heavens should £eonly of earth or the

and folly(PslC4v.24)

And again,(d) I reflected

and I thought
i

removed from him(7). But at lenghth I felt that they ver

good for him,because through them he came to repent of his •

the Arabic

Cbv»J>. —, « t t

H

1!

Of
H

11
■'•1

7.
that this is a cuestion in

fied that did we

seases--and concludes that the following inT’J

i r w orn itf O’"0 L^srn

earthy,he is the puv/est;and were he purer than himself 

then he could be one of two things only-an\ angel or a

s wrong.

(4) ii .onxrn ;I
note by Ben Sew;ecceptcd by Gutt.be-

both additions Mas"

-

wishing it out of existence( iWO) ; as if one were

these composite substances,and of all things

I.

earth of fire-his wish were nonsense
t 

on the diseases that afflict man

star. And did are desire that the body of man, composite

were not pure and more enduring(6). But I was soon satis-

(5) ii.

cause it agrees with the Arab. - ’’Jjsxt
(6) ni-T'^nroO') np5 r^ip
(?) unio j 'ifhoiff says

-"’.7hy did not God protect him from these d<-

as it is,should not possess parts, he wbuld ,in fact,be

”would that he were free from them or they
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ions ( |' J x J^) ( Job 33v.l9). And I pondered too,£e)

affected by Ihje poisd

Hi

y they should thereby be to him for OtM. frwxoxA. of

come(IIal .3v. 19) (Deut.32v.33) .And I reflected(f) on those

composite needs and inclinations of man,many of which are

Jo his hurtand became satisfied that God compounded them

him only that He might put each one of them in itsi n

place in the intellect which He had vouchsafed to him.X\

that he mightGod has given man the desire for food e.g.
for sexual intercouse that

them wi thi nX his grace(

the inmost limits

II
11

(76)

these afflictions

sins/prostrate himself before his God,and improve his act-
i

on conrs

he indulges

the limits of the permissable,he will be praised,if beyond

pain theft,"

of the forbidden he will he blamed(Pr

what might i

II

he not e

experiencing the effects of hr at and cold,on his being

n ^andmn jurious beasts, only to rra-

. Now man busies himself with all 
s

these instincts and appeties according to his light and

preserve his fora,the desire 
species

he might preserve his

lize that his experience in thifc regard improved ^for did
. a 
:prience pain he would not fear the punishment of

J* X

his God(Deut .32v.33) . For did ^threaten him saying"! will 
AX

but he knew not what pain meant,the threat

would be useless; accordingly,God made him sensitive to

so that he should experience them and



I

(77)

(8);when I .Realized that counterlc<ancing this there was

eternityof bliss and perpetuity of reward. And if theser

no genu-

ine(9) hope to long for or any genuine(9) fear to dread.

(Dan.12v.2) And lastly,! considered(h) the fact that pre-

' c c d ’ n this eternal punishment God had ordained with rrfo
of a certain type,that such a one be put

to death by of the four methods employed for penalone

punishment. But

was f or the roofl of the man and not at all unreasonable,;

just as the reason discerns that a ma'" a’^out tofor lo se_.

through illness or disease does wella member of hi s bodj

by cutting it off,because he thereby

his body, soarational person(lC) can see that the killing

of one through whom people were corrupted or the land pol-

thc Arabic ^^ij^.^ppun-(8) . !

-and hence

(10)

.i
i'i
Hj
!ij

r

F

li^Own^free rendering of 
ishment”-Wolff.

yio . /Volffjl. cd*,II*edvs

two-reward and punishment’We±B not^man would have

nizing and eternal pain by fire could be destined for man

1 ;;

I; Ml

llv»23;Ps lCv.3\ And I questioneC(g) moreover,how " ; ago-

rescues the r*st of

(9) Tclff thinks this word inappropriate
an interpolation,Isuppose.

I found myself persuaded that this,too,

luted is a boon because thereby the rest of the race is

ence tt> sinners
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tea. these seven(ll) aspects of divine justice in connec
tion with what is commanded man ,1 would aay that,in the

to thesejfor undoubtedly h' ;instances h c i 1 e r

will find ihiq then aspects of God.

And now that I have shown how the establish

in of those seven types of divine justice might be

nought about,I would add. that it be se emit he justice

of God and his compasqion for man that He endow him with

He commands him,and to refrain(15) from that with re

ference to which He warns him. And this is evident both

from Reason and Scripture. From Season,because God would

not command man th do that which is rot in his power or

the doing of which would exhaust him. --From Scripture*

.iiichh 6v.3(14), Isaiah 40v.31 laaiah 41v.l,Iiicah 2v.l

iven

(12)
" es

i;'

ii.'

• !
I j

i

xkp*' Corresponds to the Arabic
ftlr etvzas Gates halte"-Wolff

’■j

I;
h

saved(Deut. 19v. 2Q)• Ps.25v.10 And now that I have enumert

sa.Te way, the believer should think ’ well(12) of whatsoever

(11) though there are really eight instances g
vid.Supra.pp.74-seq.

113) ntohoteJWnU both eds. Gutt.(Note Ip.159) !n quota - 
tior. .bits tiie v3 .though not.mig is said about it.

the strength and the power to do that concerning which
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And. I believe ,(15) too, that the ability to do act

hould precede the act itself so that the dot nr or not-

doing of an act may rcsj with the free choice of m a n.

if the ability to do were coeval with the act itself

then either of them would be the cause of the other, or

neither could be the cause of the other;. And if the ahi
1 i

lity to do were subsequent to the act fthen man could un

do what he had previously done. But this is absurd,as

also the preceding assumption. It is necessary therefore

that the ability of man to do should precede his doing

so that through i t he may be fully equipped(

Furthermore,! believe it clear that as man’s

is also to be considered an action;: he never re-

This self-restrfciint of man’s,however,may not be likehed

( It)

■) av-

the
Gutt.

1

M n

-thi np-

I! i
! 1

I
Id

. >
•’ I

k I

I
I

(14) <•***) derived philosophical meaning =
impossible. "What I have made impossible for thee" 
Note 4 p.163.

to God's refraining.Blessed be He,to create whatever He

doing a thing is certainly an action,so his not doing a

to perform the commands of hi” God.

(15) ’•p'KHl After this there are two words in the Arabtc 
which are omitted in the Hebrew-Wolff.

frains from doing one thing but that he does its opposit/
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V/he * Goo. refuses'

posi te of those bodies is not eo ipso made,but man,since

A

find in him

state,furthermore,that man himself d es

X not really do anythin, except that he himself chooses to

that which has no freedom of choice can not be
And when we seesaid to act,nor can he,who is not free;

that the Thorah does not subject him to punishment who

choose to do the sin,but because he did not know the

cause and origin if

L

(18) -

il

■

ui

II
■

(17) II. jhiw ti'-vcrr 
p. 82. “T‘2>

1 ! ‘

V

i!

£

ll^tf'x*yrenercnce to chapter I

! t •.

i
I

I
1

a mean between them(Lev.l8v.30;Ps.H9v.3)

sinned through ignorance ?it is not because he did not

Co one thingy he chooses thereby to do the op

might (17) ;His refusal is not an act .

It is mete that I
■ ,11 ■

’XTq f .

if he will not lojre he mast hate,if he

will not be pleased he must become mad; and you can not

do it. For

his activity is concerned with accidents wholly, when he 
? rf 

chooses to

posite. Thus e.g.

i t. For e_xample four PabM s (18)
* /

point e d out with reference to the accident 11 killing of 

a mar., in the instance of the tree, the man-who committed

to create certain bodies or what inhercsin them,the op-
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the act was guilty with regard to the felling of the tree

as he chose to co itfbut innocent re^c-rc^as

!the loss of life( And similarly, in the instance

the wood^but innocentixhat be forgot that itgathering of

the Sabbath.was

These facts being postulated,! maintain that
God Goes not exercise Providence in the affairs of men,

nor does He force men,either to obey or disobey him. I

adduce proof for the truth of this from: Observation,and

from Reason as also from what is afforded Scripture and

the standpoint of Observation I find,

that man realizes in his soul that he can speak or keep

that he can lay hdld of a thing or leave itbalonesilent,

without being conscious of an external force that can in
Thisany way restrain him from accomplishin.

could not be,did he not control his nature by his intel

lect;; and if he does so control it he is wise, if not

foolish.

From the standpoint of Reason,(also,it is ''

free agent),for proofs have already■ clear that man is a

been adduced(19) in what preceded ^concerning the impos -

n.9 I. S"J) ; 4.

I

i
i

=

!
h

i
H >

in Tradition.From

of Sabbath desecration, the mar. was guilty as regards the

inas-much

g his wish.
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should one maintain that God determined a creature to

certain conduct^he would eo ipso be ascribing one act

vzould be no reason for commandingon warning him. Kore-

if men were determined in their actions ,then reward

vzould rightfully belong equally to the believer and the

atheist; for every one of them does what ?God has decreed

one should order one of two

workmen to build a house, and the other to tear it down

he would have to pay them both notvzi thstanding. And,

determined in their'actions ,then they

might urge the plea that they knew that a human being

atheist to plead as an excuse before Him that he could

accepted.

I

■

><I
H

ir

ll

ip

■

lastly,were men

cou Id never prevail against his Maker; and were an

no justice in punishing 'him for it. And furthermore,

(to them both. And besides if God forced man to act there i / *

sibility of one actionproceeding from two causes. And •

begarded as truthful in hid plea and his excuse be

him to do, just as if e.g.

over, if God forced man to a certain act there would be

not believe in Him, it were only right that he should
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I
jiFrom the•standpoint of Scripture(too,man’s ?

e.g. from the passage already cited
Leut.30v.2G;f:om what is said with reference -to the sinney
Hal.Iv.9. In fact Scripture states expressly that God is

clear of their sins,Isaiah 3Cv.I. It states explicitly,too

21.

And(human responsibili ty is inferred from what
"every thing belongs to

Providence excepting religionM( x'l jo ,and Scripture

affirms this(Deut.ICv.12). And although after these dis-

God has given the lie to determinism in three other types
the form of a cuestion of as-

!
tonishment whereby God arouses surprise in man with refer-

*

to this subject(Ez.l8v.23). The second, is in the formence

in which God affirms thatdeterinism isof an assertio
impossible(Ez.l8v.32) . And the third is in the form of ar »

the same effect(Ez.35v.ll). Thus God reveals( v’)oath toX
the matter from all sides and warns about it.

I
•i’

$

; I 
if

I
if:

I

of passages. The first^is in

closures nothing remains to be sought,yet

that He is not responsible o

I 
ij 

f«vthn doings of the liar.Jer.23v.

I

is contained in Tradition as e.g.

freedom is clear) as
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I

Along with this exposition however, I would

raise three questions viz.-

First,that since God is guiltless of willing the

sin of the sinner how is it possible that that in which

He takes no pleasure should be in His world? But the an-

IH;sver to this question is close at hand and as follows:

of His own free wil}. should endure any thing that does

not please Him-this is solely because of man. For man

it is who contemns that which injures himibut as for o

God,Blessed be He,He does not despise such things or His

account-for it were inconcievable that a mere accidentown

should affectHim.- but solely on our account because th*y

injure usjfor if vie sin agains't’God and do not Show our:

foolish(2C) , and if we sinobligation to Him we' are
another we destroy our souls and our substance

thus clear,it carInas much as this is no

longer seem strange that there should be somethingin God’S

l:

L

f
!

!•[
!■ I

, it seems,had. a dif?-

selves grateful to Him for that for which we are uncer

i!
rent re aci ng Hl

against ore

-hat that which seems improbablle to us,iriz. that God

(20) n j mu nil ,Gutt. 
vid.p.169.
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vzorld which we despise and-what should be especially

evident to us-that God holds such things despicable solely

Cor us(Jer.7v.19).

And secondly: Some one may urge that in asmuah

as God knows that will be before it is^He already knows : I

will rebel against H;m$and indeed, that* i# is imp os

complete divine Prescience. The solution of this question

That those who make this assertion have no authority for

holding that God’s knowledge 6<S particulars(21)is the

eternal^because His knowledge
i

of them is eternal; and(23) they would not pass away be

cause He does not cease knowing them. We bel? eve fhowevcr

(21) sub j ; II .have & a. Wolff.I.

Arabic-

- ) not in text.(23) > vi> i •

ther thofight erroneouslyor came by through presumption. (22) J
■ 1

(22) 
as

d
• i

t .

because of his compassion

' il

I
i-!

I ;

1
r'i

I ‘

existence then thinrswould be

cause of

for if God’s knowledge of a thing were the cause of its

S . I 

I -J 
} ji

rtheir existence. This conclusion however they ei-

siblc for man not to so rebel ;if only there by to render

is even clearer that the preceding. The solution is this;

that mar

An^exact expression for Arabic 
di s ti ngui shed from I i '

Wolff p.77
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i

cho^se to do that God knows he will choose(24). And should

ask hoy,tnce God knows that a certain .ran will

,'lai nly-making this go into the very root of

q ues ti on-that id? a man keA.t silent instead of speaktn g ii ■■

would speak; for he knows only the ultimate con-mar

sequences resulting from the atlsion of man that :eaerre

when reflection is over and are dependent on time(gs.94v. 11

Deut. 31v.21)

I realize.furthermore ,that men ask with refer-

ubject.what kind of wisdom can that be which

the righteous man,±tnce Goc^knows ofcommands and warns

worshiping Him? Now I find at
'—

First-That mar ntay ‘knovz what God requ res of him.

I
I

V

the

I
• -i

!

/

pear(ir. the future);and as r egare.s that which man will

, Y th a t

as regards those things that God will allow to become ^phe - 

nomenali ze\He already knows of them that they will so ap-

-

b» i

. y U UxkxaaJ-

I
Ml

least fiour reasons for this.

him that he will rot cease

some one

that G d certainly knew that the man would keep silent. Mor

V should answer

ence to this s

speak, can that man remain deaf or keep silent,{hen we

(24)

would it be correct for us to maintaih that’XJod ever knew

that God. knows things only in the truth of their being. And
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Sec ndly-That He may fully reward him (25),

( for if the righteous man v/orshiped’Hlm without his having

Thirdly-If ,on the other hand,He rewarded him

for that concerning which He did not command him or punished

him for that concerning which(25) He C6d not forbid him-

this were wrong.And-

,Lastly-That Hemay connect for man commands that

order that he may be careful and cautioys.

ask-what wisdom can there be in sending preacher^

to atheists since God knows of them that they will not

believe?- and they think this labor in vain.-I can show them

six reasons for the same.

send a preacher unto theFirst-Bid God rot

atheist urging h im to believe,he would have an excuse to

LipAn .Hcore exactly expressing the

.which men

commanded him He could expect reward). Add,

Arabic. Wolff.
ix Supply to correspond to the 13. immediately prece

ding. Wolff seems to think the Hebrew does not express 
the Arabic. He, therefore ,suggect the reading of for^ 
which in fact is CEe reading of II.though not of I.-And of

TV } for FT M .

And as to the others ( and converse)questi on

rest with the prophet with those that are in the reason in
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this effect* had God sent unto to aic I would have believed

Add;

Secondlylf what is immediately in the knowledge of

God were not brought into actuality,then reward and punish

ment would be according to His knowledge not according to

Thirdly:- As regards his arguments(

• the worid(26) for believers and unbelievers alike,so it i

right that the arguments of His prophets al^o should in-

clude both believers and unbelievers. And,

Fourthly; - It is self-evident that as one who orders

another to commit a wrong but who notwithstanding does

ne'V*-or the less injures himself thereby(27)not do it,/

and is called a fool,so he who urges to o.oa good but who
* /x ? ■*

i t,never-the-less ennoblesnot-wi th-standing,does not do

himsclf( xgw) thereby and is considered wise (28)

(26) f)St

ted as expressing’betterthe contrast to what is imparted

to men by prophesy.The mistake occurring through the sim
ilarity of form im Arabic.

the deeds of His creatures. And,

-7/olff thinks should be substitu

te! F th. dati ve . cf. Guit t? • s_. trans. p. 172 .

action,sensual and rational-in asmuch as He put thrm in

I hV*n) for right
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Fifthly- J-crs-rX
h

was ineffect ;

the other hand thecdmmand of one who commanded

commanded with respect to i t accepted it. The standards
( rents*') of good and evil would thereby become reversdd
and depend upon the recipient. But this is absurd,And,

and power

!

^r.edeicpt'i-en-f—.

Further-more,! hold that the expression"to do !|

may be used only when one does somethin g

ing of preachers unto the atheist,however,even thoug h

they will not choose to do the message,and neither profit

(29) vid

i 
h

>I. vid.Gutt.pl 22

r ■

Hi
Lastly- Jyst as God has made believers and un~

a thing in vain"

so it is right that He should equalize between them with

respect wliat io oosmandedand -to the p4ee44»i4.jXy.ma£^

iIII
L

• pi
in the case of one who,

commanded to do the rood,refuses to rreieve the command,

■

J
!. ?

tile command is then consideredfolljr^for no other

another to do evil must be considered wise if he who was
7 f

believers equal as regards intellect,strength

that is of no benefit at all to any creature. God’s send-

(28) *i5bT|iis line omi tted>II. is in

reason than that it was not received-(and ro 

i ve )~,ao',’ on

by it nor are instructed by it,yet the faithful and others

vid.Gutt.pl
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Just as e.g.

you will notice that even to this day and onzmen speak

of the incident of the flood and of the people of Sodom

and of Pharaoh and the like.

punishment for sin(as if sin itself did.slay him(or ac

cording to ) or for1

-as Jezebel sonpof the prophets 
A

-what

Now I claim that the death alone was
the consequence of sin

a

been no sin the man would have died by a differentagency

(30). And similarly as regards the question of the thief^

'as the decree of God that men shall lose

their weal th-whether for; punishment or testing-how shall

The fact of lass is the work ofAnd my answer i$ this:

God, the stealing the work of man;and although God willed

i||

will already, the^y,have bcm instructed.

(30) Wolff thi nks
A*vU!r

we ascribe it?

!'
h

I
F 3

I
■ <

J J
i •’

■

! I

■j
a

pjioKT' for men slay sinners)

...

<YT»

____ 1 llD
’WU”

I
I
I
f martyrdom(

-n) yet had there

when it appears

And again,it is asked whena man-one of the 

works of God- is giver over to be executed-whether as

correct but

we reconcile this thieving with the action of God?

shall we

n —
■

J )

think of such an act, they say,and to whom shall

. the work of God but the execution, I

; end though God willed the death(

not e-.tact.

ippiri i
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with Bath Sheba ,when Absolem,according to Scripture did

one . In reply we

would state that the rebuke which the prophet Nathann ad
ministered to David falls into two parts. The first refers
to the action of God to the effect that tr.c prospetjty and

done of his own free will(IISam. 12v.ll). And God’s intent

own choice was solely thereby to grieve his heart(and not

"I

(31)

to punish him) (31) . ..And similarly,others ask with reference 

to Sennacherib and Nebuchadnezzar that in-as-much as these

!J

I 
r H 

HI
?1 

Il i

I

If once God has willed our death then Jrhough .

do not kill us there will he jiany desperadoes who will”.

the disappearance of the thing yet had the thief not stolen

i

► ^XX.% •

9I
correct but not exact-Wolff.

as bad and even wbrse(II Sam.12v.12)

ion in thus,by anticipation informing David of Absalom’s

dominion of Absalem shall surpass.any. thing _that vyas^ David’S 

(II Sam.12v.ll). And the second to the act ion of AbsOle m

in this world murdered and plundered and did other acts of

it,it would have disappeared in other ways. It was in this 

strain that Shemayah and Achiya answered the king of Edom

And,again,men ask why David was punished because of his sins 1

(taanith 18a) "



(92)

violence how can Scripture say of the one that he is the
staff of God(Is.lOv.5) and of the other that he is the sword
of God. (Ez.30v.24)??

Now in reply,we would say that the relation(

of divine action to these two and others like them is that

He gave them the ability and the courage to do,as is figure-

atively expressed by"sword"and"9taff" but not-with-standing

whatever they and their armies did was of their own choosing

believer to lie on account of something which forced him to

it, God Himself must be held responsible for the lie in that

a man is forced to lie he will find that cause really arista

Putes to God. (Pr. 19v.3) .Anu,

Secondly,That alongwith (32) the intellect whic h

(32) II.

I II
I ?

I
I

□if”)

I 
so that they incurred punishment therefor{Is. lOv. 12; Jer. 51v^4-}s

accidents arA generated by command of God^when He causes a

And,finally,some assert that,since JJ^tT'all

;l/ a*

First,If one will consider carefully through what

He brought him to it. There are t\7O answers to this.

from so^ji sin oC man as to his own conduct, but which he innu
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untruth(
\/

when Abraham said,with reference to Sarah,she is \e.g*

my sister meaning she is my relative(and with the same

looseness of language Lot calls Abraham ^is uncle,bro

ther) and they thought she was his sister in fact,there

sin to be imputed to him for this, but to them:

they did wrong,in-as-much as it is conventional to ask

to his welfare and his needs;but 'hot to ask him as to

who is with him and what his relationship to him is.

all the rpore justified here

because he had had a similar experience with others be-

fore(Gen. 20v.ll). More-over,he knew as Scripture says,

since I have refuted thfts^arguments at sufficient lenfjbh

Hot in Arab-but see 7/’ s. trans

I
I

II

I

Ii,
J.

'.1 s i n

I"
['I
I

^) says ^n

a stranger as to his business and his prospects,and as

"nrtf 0)1
Hi

And Abraham’s answer was

was no

that the/r Awes no fear of God in that place,and if they 

knew Sarah to be his s4-eier they might slay him. And

(33) • p'rj.p?

p/79 . *

(34) ) Omitted

innate, in him he need never tell a liejfor when

/one purposelyambigi ous( ’Mudn/ /

/ which it is possible men will consider according to its •;

\ usual or true meaning(33) one indeed says tfie truth and

/' the/rxis nothing morally wrong in his words(34). Thus
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( the student of this book(35) should be* "y

able to meet with their proper reputation whatever ob-

inghuman compulsion in which their^seem to be ambigui

ties and errors(36) that may cast doubt upon the truth

of indeterm!nisa •

But in-as-much as these passages are many

jr(37) because of the richness of language which I noted

in the book on unity(2nd.ch.)-for indeed were language
and

not the essence)-could be indicated by it-I deem it p

proper to enumerate the various calsses of their appli-

to the reason-
Having indicated how many classes there are,

.1 shall adduce several instances of every c lass of them,

subjoin ,i yn -Wolff

.Wolff(36) -Arabic has

(37) I Note.

I
i

li

i;

II

■

f

not rich in expression,only the individual thing!*

sjiall subjoin unto the foregoing all passages concern

cation so that it shall appear that they are acceptable

(35) -)>> d

jections he may find similar to these. TKerefore I

mnv according to
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thoughtful reader of this book scan relate v

"very speciefand every instance unto its proper genus in

eight classes of these passages that might seem to indi

cate a belief in determinism*

equival ent to restraint by action,but there is evi

dently a wide difference between them. Thus when the Scrip

totures says^Abimelech"I,evenll ,wi 11 restrfcfcnthee from sinning
i

against Ke"(Gen.20v.6) that this •’restraint”some thin?;

none other tha nwas restraint in very fact/whereas it was

retsraint by admonition and information and thereto the

married woman(Gen. 20vs .3 ,7). And thiseffect that she

admonishing of Abirnelech to refrain

he draw not unto her is similar to the restrictionnear

that he marr y not again, the wresting on the divorced man 11

woman he has divorced after she has been married to

it is clearanother.(Deut 24v.4). Kow as regards the

fro m

the stand-point of the law(Deut.16v.5)

s

J

i

I
i

!i

t i cl)i s

that Abimelech could if he would^but that he might not

"can”

from that woman that

The first of these embracesthe "adouahfction”

passages. Nov; it seems to sore that the rec-tnaihtby admoni-

and then a

his intellectband understanding. There are,I believe,

was a
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The-second clas

< zion of the woild or his own advantages;and this restraint

(Deut.

^low these believers in determinism thinkJob.5v.13;12v.l9>.

that this verse-Is.6v«10-has reference to an inability to

understand the lawjbut this is not so. And as regar. s the

end of the versfeMHe will return and be cured it means thatH

/Vthey will from waring with their enemies and be atcease

is said with reference to vzar(Hosea 5v.l3).rest,as

The third class of passages refers to stubbornessv

to a wicked onewhen misfortune or nvil tidings come

learned of

such things in the 3criptures(39) and thought that such a

(38) I has

-Inexact -'Jolff.

1

il

i I

«1

I

I

• understand mundane matter as e.g* what war ot calamity or
i

something similar might engender. And they will be perplexed

as to the remedy for this misfortune(

s of passages embraces such as

as ein*.

(39)

men think de termi nismeorrobreting^by the Scriptural verse

Is.6-10.

with oat destroying him. Now f the de terminists

would appear to restrain one from appreciating the civila-

3?ut this verse simply means to say that some cause

will arise among them on account of which (38) they will not
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hardness of heart

to worship(40)9 and all the more did they think thid be-

cagts e connect this bareness with the heart.

s$;forScripture connrctsthis hardness with
1

the heart only because the soul is in it(Ex.7v.3,14v.4t

10v.l;Deut 2v.3O) And it was necessary that PharaohS soul

be hardened that mb not to those plagues that had been

destined for hi.i^until they all wereopent upon him. And

clear(Ex.9vs.15-16). It was

necessary ^oo^that Sihon’s heart be hardened that he

might not collapse from terror excited by the report of

the children of Israel that would come to him(Deut.225).

the f^ar

(Josh.2v.11;Josh llv.20)

The fourth class of passages comprises those

assign a certain position and rank to individ-

this in. the Thora ,con-

y^positionjs wrought out and assignedelude that such rank

(4C) ^4^

i I

I

1

II

indeed Scripture makes this

aroused by Israelitish reports might not kill them ]

And likewise the men ddICanaan needed to be hardened that

of

But tris is not

Scripture

that seern to

uals . I’ow men,finding mention

A i

was meant as rould "ot be susceptible

before hand by God. But they are clearly i: ntaken,and for
|-TI3* J>7
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his trade declare instantly the genuineness of it and

tending to imply thereby that he would have either of

them necessarily do the thing he said even that heor

had commanded them with respect to it, his intention,

to each that he believes that each occupies the position •

similarly I hold, that when a judge declares one note

valid another forged thfct his declaring the one forged

■

two denarii of
/

its full valuethe bnego Id say that the minter gave

i
is merely a statement of opinion,and in giving his opin

ion he does not thereby forge the note. And I suspect,

I

•I •

f

but made the other deficient in weight
(41) after this is the phrase "< 
time”
(42) 11

(42) do not desine 
especially in his 

in the Arabic;this omitted by the Hebrew.
jihD ;I. p

I

■, attain through their own free efforts.One who is skilled 

in a certain trade can, when an object appertaining’to

he has assigned him in his estimation (Deut.25v.1).And

indeed, being merely to declare and explain with reference

too, that those who, with reference to

mentions -hat He sees the individuals in question will

reveal ( J,o ) the spurious; just as when a judge ex-

this reason: in noting such rank and position God merely

oneratiCj^ Reuben and convictiAr^ Simon of perjury or just-; 
*

Levi and condemn)^?! Jehudah,uithout at all in-
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deficient;but merely wish to state the fact that it is

tinually with this exegesis and side with it (45) then,

in this

3crip tures

n Surely thou hast greatly deceived this people

saying ye shall have peace whereas the sword reache th

unto the soul”. Jer. annulled the words of the false

prophets to the people by disclosing their import to

them. Isaiah 63v.l7 l.e. do not consider us transgres-

i

us and have mercy upon us. Only those who are ignorant

the meaning of these and similar passages predicate

necessity.

The fifMi class of passages comprises those that

atonement. I7e see that man prayshave reference to

that(Ps . 119v.36;141v.44j44N6w the inference men draw is

yntftfnn ’3»*

J 
i

■

JI
i:

I understand this to m^an as regards the prophet not

that God persuades him but that he is persuaded.-Jer.4,1( 
■------------------------------------------------------------------- --------------------------- ------------------------------------------------------------

u1

I

and read B

•Jo Iff.

I

I

of

to imply that they, with hheir own hands made the one

sors that thou should1 st judge us as such but forgive

way, will one be able to appreciate what the

say of the action of God (Prov. 3v.34;Ez. 14v9 )>i

I

"turn me unto Thee but turn me not away from Thee"

deficient. Mow if only one's thoughts will abide con-

(43) ixj>-; )-omit • Wolffjalso
(44) instead of ’
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%

Thus when man prays, what he would say ’

is, if Thou wil’t be atoned to me Thou wilt already in

the act have turned me unto Thee so that I shallvery

not sin against Thee any more; but if Thpu wilt not be

atoned to

( in my soul? But reconciliation with Theo will

bring me to incline to the worship of Thee (Ps.51v.15).

4Vthink and erroneously

tl to man belongs

the guidance of the heart but from God comes the answer

Scripture uses

The seventh class includes those passages

Now when some hearthat are figurative in expression.
they think it is meant to connotesuch anexprgssion

some thing peculiar.

|i

i

. But some

A

Thus e.g. Scripture says (prbv. 16v. 1)

i
ft

me then wilt Thou already have cast despair

good and away from the bad’ is that God would thereby dis-| 

close the fact of human compulsion,whereas the fact Me 

really intended to disclose was none other than that ofI
^reconciliation.

of the tongue i«e. the innate ability to answer, just as i 

"the hearing ear the seeing eye" (Prov20 ,!•?)

The sixth class of passages embraces those in
O- b. Ci~tu.'tfc-V O tv *-• bvC

whi ch a merrtion of

$

by these two instances of prayer for guidance to the

Thus e.g. when Prov.21v.l says "
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■

"like the water brook is the heart of i n the hands
of God", possess some unique quali
ty which enables them to do ( aili 3'T')only what God

wi shes , whereas the expression is clearly figurative to <

the effect that even the kin-, as regards the worship

of God (45) - though not as regards imperial? matters -

is like the water under his own control (46'which he

he pleases and employs to his own interests.

■«*

curs in three aspects. The first of these is discernible

ren-t-of-tM-s- dollar-

turn to some

-tt after

■I

II

(46)Furst 
GO <1 • 4-0 j \

in such passages as 
Ocn.v is'i w

(45)77olff would insert rJLS -j-nafter ’jion

considers ,p?r^>as referring to

The eighth class of passages embraces those
T/uu O’uLout.t <r>\ ®i C0 t<* wi * k*- cl 4,

■ft-ge norat i-ofr-ef- eauseg r ..the"
Croats 4 <4 ir^ji err ^P^e.^r

tively^of course ithat he who delivered them from their

up-or; ...this-^g-ena.a^a44-o^. This eriginati-en of -■■e&tteellfry oc

that refer to ±hs 
U»i|h I kA*..' c-A, 
n p rnqr o<-«

diverts as

speak of a deliverance from the Eiwy 
y 44

enemy, tho—yonnit bn„j ng> that ORnaegy

—(-t *^e Hgh-iwmen

line of action. Now these avpi gd-n, though only figura

tive y think that kings
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enemies caused them so to change their course of action.

5v. 26 ; IlChro . 36v. 22 ;21v. 16 ;2zra6v.22 ;II Chro.25v.2C;IK.12

v.15). Now all these passages refer to deliverance from

•I

depen"ent on change of

discloses itself in those passages in which men pray

for purity of understanding and clearness of counsel,

acquired through control of the passions(

ligion and science (and alter their action accordingly).

The third aspect of the dependence of the will

complete in every way,this mira-performs some miracle,

■

Thy

Thus for example- Scripture says

circumstances, as sa cause,

"Thy ways © Lord make known to me

"and the Lord God of
Israel stirred up the spirit of Pul king of^yria(IChron

on environment is seen in such passages in which God

The second aspect of the will being seemingly

paths teach me (Ps.25v.4;27v.ll;119v.37;IIChro.3Cv.l2)

the enemy and from danger.

Now men learning of such petitions think-but wrongly-

that theare**•ehoo-g' As e»g« when the- ocrip-
A

ture man prays

to the end that they may penetrate to the depths of re-
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cle appearing as the ceuse that impels the multitude to

belief. Now some who read of this think - though erron

eously - that such action on the part of the people is

this offering Thou wilt through this wonder convert( xT>n)

the heart of this people which is perverse. Now there is

nothing indefinite in this verse even without the defi

nite article, that we should expect the definite article

with the word^perverse". And similarly with reference to

the time of salvation of which

27) n and my spirit I will put in your breasts and I will

bring it about that ye will walk in my statutes -nothing

free will change, convinced by revelations, signs and

wonders (47).

Having enumerated these eight classes of Scriptural

passage^/ it only remains for us to indicate that class

j

Scripture sa#s (Ez.36v.26-

(47) -Wolff thinks the articles have
been added without foundation in Arabic.

suer me C God^answer me that this people may know"

(IK.18v.37 ) i.e. if the fire will descend and consume

"an-not free but necessary. As e.g. when Elijah prays

else is meant except that the peojple will of their own
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of passages in which there® inheres the possibility of

~iiy) of the verse.

have I sinned and done evil in Thine ey§s in order that

Thou mightst be righteous in Thy words and innocent

with Thy li.p.s". Mow he who reads this passage might

easily conclude that the sinner speaks thus because he

was made to sin in order that what his God had decreed
concerning him might be fulfilled. But this is not so;
for the phrase does not refer to

sinned" but to the phrase in v.3 above

cleanse

M inry andxthe Lord will answer

'45 in v.17 but

to

?/ith these explanations all ambiguities

which might appear to indicate -fcndeterminism are re

moved. (48). The exaction of our Creator with reference

'•

1

(48)
V

■

T

"to Thee alone

"I have

"forgive my iniquity that

"and from oiy sin

hy words® may be fulfilled vzhich Thou has£ spoken and
■ftot ta

decreed he who returns unto Thee Thou wil^ forgive^"

Such construction is common in poetry (

as e.g. the phrase "t 
hot A

Ps.34v.18 does^go back to

"the eyes of God are upon th? righteous"in v.15.

error on account of the structure(

me", the meaning being

Jpinexact though correct - Wolff.

As e.g. when Scripture says (Ps.51v.6)
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nor as regards

: fault to Him. As Scriptures says (Job 4v.l6)

human being purer than his Maker"-

and the messages of the prophets

have affirmed.

b

168635

righteous than God or

"is man more

as convincing miracles

to His creatures, that they choose to,obey Him is just,

their disobedience;may they impute the
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the slip”,

"Hath the proverb well

J

\ \

I

I 
i

" Hany’s

and the lip-"
"Uplforth again,Pegftsus

said.," tv/ixt the cup

Owen Meredith.
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